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Natural Language Processing (NLP) research has traditionally been predominantly focused on English,
driven by the availability of resources, the size of the research community, and market demands. Recently,
there has been a noticeable shift towards multilingualism in NLP, recognizing the need for inclusivity and
effectiveness across diverse languages and cultures. Monolingual surveys have the potential to complement
the broader trend towards multilingualism in NLP by providing foundational insights and resources
necessary for effectively addressing the linguistic diversity of global communication. However, monolingual
NLP surveys are extremely rare in literature. This study fills the gap by introducing a method for creating
systematic and comprehensive monolingual NLP surveys. Characterized by a structured search protocol,
it can be used to select publications and organize them through a taxonomy of NLP tasks. We include
a classification of Language Resources (LRs), according to their availability, and datasets, according to
their annotation, to highlight publicly-available and machine-actionable LRs. By applying our method,
we conducted a systematic literature review of Greek NLP from 2012 to 2022, providing a comprehensive
overview of the current state and challenges of Greek NLP research. We discuss the progress of Greek NLP
and outline encountered Greek LRs, classified by availability and usability. As we show, our proposed
method helps avoid common pitfalls, such as data leakage and contamination, and to assess language
support per NLP task. We consider this systematic literature review of Greek NLP an application of our
method that showcases the benefits of a monolingual NLP survey. Similar applications could be regard the
myriads of languages whose progress in NLP lags behind that of well-supported languages.

1. Introduction

Natural Language Processing (NLP) focuses on the computational processing of human languages,
enabling machines to understand and generate natural language. Recently, several NLP tasks have ad-
vanced significantly with the help of Deep Learning (DL) (Devlin et al. 2019) and more recently with
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Large Language Models (LLMs) (Brown et al. 2020). Multilingual NLP has benefited from these advances
(Pires, Schlinger, and Garrette 2019). By focusing, however, on progress per language, we observe that
well-supported languages benefit considerably more compared to the rest. As a result, NLP for the
myriad of languages worldwide relies heavily on research conducted for well-established languages,
often inheriting their assumptions, biases, and other characteristics that may not align with the unique
features of languages such as Greek.12

In this paper, we present a method for creating extensive and systematic monolingual NLP surveys,
applying the method specifically to the Greek language. The method defines a clear search protocol to
systematically select the publications to be surveyed. Additionally, we introduce a taxonomy of NLP tasks
to organize and present the material coherently, and we provide two classification schemes for Language
Resources (LRs) based on their availability and annotation type. These schemes help identify publicly-
available and machine-actionable datasets, which can be used to pre-train, fine-tune, and assess NLP
models without inheriting assumptions and biases from well-supported languages. We applied this
framework to Greek, examining over a thousand research studies on Greek NLP published from 2012
to 2022, and closely investigating 122 of these studies that met specific criteria defined in our search
protocol. By following the NLP task taxonomy, we describe the NLP thematic areas addressed in the
surveyed papers, the Language Models (LMs) and methods used by the authors, and the evolution of
methods from traditional Machine Learning (ML) to DL approaches. We also discuss the datasets, and
lexical resources, providing a comprehensive overview of existing Greek LRs.

In what follows, first we provide the background of the present work (§2). Specifically, we discuss the
support level of human languages within the NLP community and the characteristics of the Greek lan-
guage (§2.1). Also, we discuss the examined time frame along with an exploration of the methodological
shifts occurring during this time period (§2.2), and we present the related work (§2.3). Then, we present
our approach (§3), consisting of the search protocol (§3.1), and the taxonomies adopted for tasks and
LRs availability and annotation type (§3.2). Subsequently, we present the main outcomes of our study,
organized by NLP thematic areas: Machine Learning for NLP (§4), Syntax and Grammar (§5), Semantics
(§6), Information Extraction (IE) (§7), Sentiment Analysis (SA) (§8), Authorship Analysis (§9), Ethics and
NLP (§10), Question Answering (QA) (§11), Machine Translation (MT) (§12), and NLP Applications not
classifiable in any of the previous tracks (§13). Lastly, we discuss the outcomes of this study with remarks
on the limitations, and our final observations (§14), followed by our conclusions. Each of the sections
presenting the main outcomes of this survey (§4-§13) is structured as follows: first we describe the track
within its international global context; then, we discuss the methods identified by our study and the LRs
produced; finally, each section concludes with a summary of the track and relevant observations.

2. Background

2.1 The Language
2.1.1 Human Languages. Human languages encompass a rich tapestry, totalling to 7,916, as catalogued
by ISO 639-3.3 Despite this linguistic diversity, the landscape of Natural Language Processing (NLP)
research remains extremely imbalanced, with English being the dominant language under research in
this domain. To validate this observation, we aim to assess the level of support for different human

1 With the term Greek we refer to the Modern Greek language (see §2.1.2).
2 Transfer learning from other languages to Greek is possible by (pre-)training or fine-tuning machine-actionable and

publicly-available Greek datasets. Such datasets, however, are scarce or ignored by the relevant literature.
3 ISO 639-3 is an international standard that assigns unique codes to represent language names. At the time of writing, it covers

living, extinct, ancient, historic and constructed languages.
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Figure 1
Number of studies in ACL Anthology per language shown vertically, with languages referenced in the title or
abstract listed horizontally. We use the collection of languages outlined in the Internet Engineering Task Force Best
Current Practice (BCP) 47 language tag (RFC 5646). The vast majority of languages appear in either none (7,312) or
up to 100 studies (574), depicted with a long tail on the right of the image at the background. We refer to this group
of languages as 3rd tier. Focalised, inside that image, are languages of the 2nd tier, occurring in more than 100 and
less than 1,000 studies, with Greek appearing in 154 studies. The 1st tier comprises languages occurring in more
than 1,000 studies each: English (referenced in 6,915 studies), Chinese (in almost 2,500), German and French
(around 1,750), Arabic (1,229), and Spanish (1,011).

languages within the NLP community. An indicator of a language’s support level is the number of NLP-
related scientific publications available for that language. To measure this, we parsed the ACL Anthology,
the most well-known hub for computational linguistics and NLP research, counting papers published
between January 2012 and January 2024, that reference each language in the title or abstract.

Our analysis (see Figure 1) confirms English as the most studied language, with 6,456 papers focusing
on it. Furthermore, as it is a common practice within the NLP community to omit explicitly mentioning
the language when the research pertains to English (Bender 2019), it is safe to claim that the number
of papers with research conducted for the English language is even higher. Following English, Chinese,
German, French, Arabic, and Spanish are also well-supported, each having thousands of research papers
published within the same period. In the second tier of languages, including Greek, are the moderately-
supported languages, with publication counts ranging from 100 to 1,000. Finally, 574 languages fall into
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the lowest tier, with between one and 100 publications, while the remaining 7,312 languages have no
publications dedicated to them.

Given our focus on Greek, we turn our attention to the subset of languages in the second tier, com-
prising a total of 25 languages. These languages exhibit a moderate level of interest from the NLP research
community, as evidenced by their 100-1,000 references (Figure 1). Among these languages, Greek ranks
17th, with 154 papers referencing it. However, when considering the total speaker populations (including
both native and second language speakers) of each language,4 Greek moves up to the 10th position
among the 25 languages analyzed. This adjustment accounts for both the level of support each language
receives and the size of its speaker base, providing a more nuanced perspective on the relative position
of Greek within this tier.

2.1.2 The Greek Language. Understanding the linguistic characteristics of a language can help NLP
researchers understand the specific challenges and opportunities for developing and applying NLP
technologies in this language context. Greek, or Modern Greek, to distinguish it from previous stages
of the language’s history, is the official language of Greece and one of the two official languages of
Cyprus. It is the mother tongue of approximately 95% of the 10.5 million inhabitants of Greece and of
the approximately 500,000 Greek Cypriots. It is also used by approximately 5 million people of Greek
origin worldwide as heritage language (Gavriilidou et al. 2012). The Greek alphabet has been the main
script for writing Greek for most of its recorded history. The use of the standard variety in education
and mass media has led to the prevalence of standard Modern Greek over various dialects. Henceforth,
the term “Greek” is used to refer to Standard Modern Greek, which is a highly inflected language. It has
four cases for the nominal system, two numbers, and three genders. The verb conjugation system is even
more complex, with multiple tenses, moods, voices, different suffixes per person, and many irregularities.
Word length is an additional factor differentiating Greek from other languages, most notably English. The
majority of the Greek words, typically, have two or three syllables, but words with more syllables (e.g.,
eight or nine) are also not rare (Gavriilidou et al. 2012).

2.2 The Time Period of the Survey

The selected time span for our survey (2012 to 2022) aimed to capture the evolution of research method-
ologies in NLP in response to global technological advancements and shifts in the field. The period under
investigation witnessed a transition from Machine Learning (ML) to Deep Learning (DL).5 We aim to
explore how this methodological shift influenced research on Greek. In the following sections we present
a brief historical overview of the scientific field (i.e., by disregarding the target language) and its evolution
over the years under study. The overview of the methods applied to the Greek language is outlined in §4.

2.2.1 The ML Era. The predominant approach to NLP research in 2012, marking the beginning of our
study period, primarily relied on ML algorithms. ML focuses on developing algorithms and models
capable of learning patterns and making predictions or decisions based on data. The key objective was
to yield predictive models, learning from seen data and making accurate predictions on unseen data.

4 Speaker population data sourced from Ethnologue. Support per speaker population was calculated by dividing language
support by its speaker population. Latin, an extinct language, was excluded from this comparison.

5 “DL waves have lapped at the shores of computational linguistics for several years now, but 2015 seems like the year when the
full force of the tsunami hit the major NLP conferences” (Manning 2015).
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Feature engineering is a crucial step in traditional ML and was the classical first step in NLP prior to
the domination of DL. Data scientists often need to manually extract, select, or engineer relevant features
from raw data to improve model performance. Commonly employed features include character or word
tokens (unigrams or n-grams) and their frequency, using methods like frequency counts or the Term
Frequency - Inverse Document Frequency (TF-IDF) weighting scheme. Lexicon-based features, such as
lists of words with specific meanings (e.g., sentiment lexicons), are also common.

2.2.2 The DL Era. The surge of DL in NLP can be attributed to its capacity to automatically learn
hierarchical representations of data, eliminating the need for extensive feature engineering. This abil-
ity, coupled with the vast amounts of data and increased computational power, fueled the rise of DL,
enabling more effective handling of complex linguistic structures and yielding superior performance
across a spectrum of NLP tasks (Bommasani et al. 2021). These advancements facilitated the usage of
Recurrent Neural Network (RNN) models (Pascanu, Mikolov, and Bengio 2013), initially proposed in the
80’s (Rumelhart, Hinton, and Williams 1986; Elman 1990; Werbos 1988) for modeling time series. The
RNN’s network architecture allows for the exploration of temporal correlations between distant elements
in the text. Pre-trained Language Models (PLMs) were the next wave of DL. The pre-training task is
derived automatically from unannotated data in self-supervised learning. Self-supervised tasks are not
only more scalable, depending only on unlabelled data, but they are designed to force the model to
predict parts of the inputs, thus making them richer and potentially more useful than models trained on
a more limited label space. An additional advantage of PLMs is their ability for transfer learning: a model
is trained on a surrogate task (often just as a means to an end) and then adapted to the downstream task
of interest via fine-tuning or prompting. Self-supervised learning techniques based on autoregressive
language modeling (Dai and Le 2015), which involves predicting the next word given the previous words,
gained popularity. These techniques gave rise to models such as GPT (Radford et al. 2018), ELMo (Peters
et al. 2018), and ULMFiT (Howard and Ruder 2018). The next wave of self-supervised learning introduced
models like BERT (Devlin et al. 2019) GPT-2 (Radford et al. 2019), RoBERTa (Liu et al. 1907), T5 (Raffel et al.
2020), and BART (Lewis et al. 2019), all of which embraced the Transformer architecture (Vaswani et al.
2017). The fascination with the inner workings of these large-scale Transformer-based models has led to
the emergence of a trend known as BERTology.6

2.2.3 Technological Advancements. PLMs led to surprising developments due to their scale. For in-
stance, GPT-3 (Brown et al. 2020), with 175 billion parameters compared to GPT-2’s 1.5 billion, allows
in-context learning, adapting to tasks by the provision of a prompt (a natural language description of the
task). This property was neither specifically trained for nor anticipated to arise. An exemplary of PLM
application is ChatGPT,7 fine-tuned from GPT-3.5, which applies reinforcement learning from human
feedback, aligning Language Models (LMs) with human intent. Furthermore, multimodal PLMs, such
as GPT-4 (OpenAI 2023), can handle text and images, performing at human-level. There’s also a trend
towards unified models that handle various data types. Notable examples in this category include OFA
(Wang et al. 2022a), UNIFIED-IO (Lu et al. 2022), FLAVA (Singh et al. 2022), BEiT-3 (Wang et al. 2022b),
and others.

6 https://huggingface.co/docs/transformers/bertology
7 https://openai.com/blog/chatgpt
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2.3 NLP surveys
2.3.1 Other Greek NLP surveys. Regarding other Greek NLP surveys identified through our search pro-
tocol (§3.1), we found one brief survey paper focusing on Greek NLP and three surveys addressing NLP
tasks tailored to specific domains. First, Papantoniou and Tzitzikas (2020) provided a brief survey of NLP
for the Greek language covering Ancient Greek, Modern Greek, and dialects. This survey included the
work of 99 papers published from 1990 to 2020. The authors addressed text, video, and image modalities.
For text modality, they presented papers on tasks such as Phonology, Syntax, Semantics, Information Ex-
traction (IE), Sentiment Analysis (SA), Argument Mining, Question Answering (QA), Machine Translation
(MT), and NLP Applications. For image modality they outlined Optical Character Recognition (OCR), and
for video modality, they referred to Lip Reading and Keyword Spotting. Regarding Language Resources
(LRs), they presented a limited number of LRs, specifically three online lexica, five online corpora, two
downloadable datasets, five tools, and one service.

The remaining three surveys are domain-specific. Nikiforos et al. (2021) provided an extensive review
of 49 papers published from 2012 to 2020 related to the Social Web in Modern Greek, Greek dialects,
and Greeklish script. The NLP tasks covered include Argument Mining, Authorship Attribution, Gender
Identification, Offensive Language Detection, and SA. The authors systematically addressed the scientific
contributions and unresolved issues of the reviewed papers. They also presented two tools and 21
datasets extracted from the surveyed papers, providing detailed information and links where available.
Alexandridis et al. (2021) reviewed 14 papers published from 2014 to 2020 that focus specifically on SA
and opinion mining in Greek social media. The authors discussed the methods, tools, datasets, lexical re-
sources, and models used for SA and opinion mining in Greek texts. Finally, Krasadakis, Sakkopoulos, and
Verykios (2022) surveyed 43 papers related to Legal NLP published from 2012 to 2021. The survey covered
tasks such as Named Entity Recognition (NER), Entity Linking, Text Segmentation, Summarization, MT,
Rationale Extraction, Judgment Prediction, and QA.

2.3.2 Monolingual NLP surveys in Other Languages. Moving beyond Greek, we found that NLP surveys
for specific languages are rare. We confirmed this by searching the literature for NLP surveys or overviews
that cover a wide range of NLP tasks, similar to our research, for well-referenced and moderately-
referenced languages of the 1st and 2nd tiers (§2.1.1). Our search process involved querying Google
Scholar for publications between January 2012 and September 2023. We employed a specific query
pattern, searching for the name of the language of interest along with the keyword “Natural Language
Processing”, and either “survey” or “overview”. Notably, we found that for only one out of four well- and
moderately-supported languages monolingual surveys for NLP do exist. Specifically, from the six well-
referenced languages, only Arabic, a macro-language encompassing various individual varieties, has NLP
surveys (Guellil et al. 2021; Darwish et al. 2021; Larabi Marie-Sainte et al. 2019; Al-Ayyoub et al. 2018;
Shoufan and Alameri 2015). And from the 25 moderately-referenced languages, seven have surveys, i.e.
Hindi (preprint) (Desai and Dabhi 2021), Tamil (Rajendran et al. 2022), Turkish (Oflazer 2014), Finnish
(Hämäläinen and Alnajjar 2021), Greek (Papantoniou and Tzitzikas 2020), Bengali (preprint) (Alam et al.
2021), and Basque (Gonzalez-Dios and Altuna 2022).

2.3.3 Limitations in Existing NLP Surveys. The surveys mentioned above provide valuable insights into
the languages they study; however, none disclose the method they used for retrieving the surveyed
papers. This lack of transparency hinders the understanding of the criteria and rationale behind the
selection of the papers. Additionally, it is unclear whether the NLP tasks presented are comprehensive
of the research conducted in the language or if the papers were manually selected to fit the chosen tasks.
Similarly, while some surveys provide information about the LRs available for the examined language, it is
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not always clear which LRs were selected, nor whether their availability is based on license, accessibility,
and format readiness.

3. Our method

3.1 Search Protocol
3.1.1 The Search Strategy. We designed and conducted a thorough search strategy across several rep-
utable scientific databases. Our aim was to identify research papers related to Natural Language Process-
ing (NLP) for Greek, published from January 2012 to December 2022. The selected databases are: ACL An-
thology,8 a hub for computational linguistics and NLP research; Semantic Scholar,9 an AI-powered search
engine prioritizing computer science and related fields; and Scopus,10 a globally recognized database.
These databases were chosen not only for their reputability but also for their automated publication
retrieval capabilities: Semantic Scholar and Scopus offer APIs, while ACL Anthology provides publication
metadata in XML format through its GitHub repository.11

The search process involved three rounds, with the first two considered core rounds as outlined in
Table 1. These rounds were conducted across ACL Anthology, Scopus, and Semantic Scholar on different
dates, each using tailored query terms to accommodate the search capabilities of each database. Scopus
allows searching in the title, abstract, and the entire paper content (including references), Semantic
Scholar searches across the entire paper content, and ACL Anthology limits the search to the title and
abstract. Therefore, we focused our search on the language name, i.e., “Greek“ or “Modern Greek“, in
the title or abstract of the papers and the term “Natural Language Processing“ in the entire paper. This
approach was chosen because papers focused on a specific language are likely to mention the language
name in these sections, thereby reducing the retrieval of false positive papers (see §14.1). Specifically,
Scopus employs Lucene queries, allowing us to search for the language name in titles and abstracts,
and the term “Natural Language Processing“ across the entire paper. Semantic Scholar does not offer
specific search area options, so we used combined keywords with the +(AND) operator, initially searching
broadly and subsequently filtering results where the language name appeared in the title or abstract. ACL
Anthology, being dedicated to NLP, limited the search to the language name in the title or abstract.

The third round served as a supplementary phase for quality assurance of our search strategy and to
validate the comprehensiveness of the selected query terms during the previous core search rounds. The
objectives were two-fold: first, to verify that the selected queries terms retrieved all relevant publications
related to NLP research in the Greek language; and second, to address any potential gaps from excluding
Google Scholar12 in the core rounds. Despite its widespread usage, Google Scholar was not included
in the core rounds due to its lack of an API for automated publication retrieval. During this phase, we
cherry-picked specific NLP downstream tasks, and integrated them as additional query terms alongside
the language name and the overarching term “Natural Language Processing“ in Google Scholar. Further
details about this quality assurance check can be found in the Appendix 15.

3.1.2 Filtering. We retrieved a total of 1,577 bibliographic records, which reduced to 1,035 after removing
duplicates. Each record included metadata such as the title, authors names, abstract, publication date,

8 https://aclanthology.org/
9 https://www.semanticscholar.org/

10 https://www.scopus.com/home.uri
11 https://github.com/acl-org/acl-anthology
12 https://scholar.google.com/
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Table 1
The databases searched in each round, the query used to search each database, and the date or time frame the
search took place.

ROUND DATABASE QUERY SEARCH DATE

1ST

ACL Anthology “Modern Greek” in title or abstract 1/11/2022

Scopus TITLE-ABS({Modern Greek}) AND ALL({Natural Language Processing}) 31/10/2022

Semantic Scholar Modern + Greek + Natural + Language + Processing and then “Modern Greek” in title or abstract 1/11/2022

2ND

ACL Anthology “Greek” in title or abstract 26/3/2022

Scopus TITLE-ABS({Greek}) AND ALL({Natural Language Processing}) 26/3/2022

Semantic Scholar Greek + Natural + Language + Processing and then “Greek” in title or abstract 26/3/2022

and citations. Publication types were manually added when missing (e.g., conference paper, journal
article, etc.). Publications not relevant to our study were discarded based on exclusion criteria that were
both qualitative and quantitative. This process resulted in 122 papers being included in our survey, all
of which were published within the selected timeframe. 13 The exclusion criteria were established as
follows:

• Publication language; all major NLP conferences and journals publish in English, hence
studies written in other languages (including Greek) were disregarded;

• Language of study; with Modern Greek being the language of interest, both papers
dedicated to monolingual (Greek specific) and multilingual (Greek inter alia) research were
accepted; studies referring to older stages of the language (i.e., katharevousa), to
geographical dialects, or to Greek Sign Language were not considered;

• Subject area; papers irrelevant to NLP were excluded;

• Modality; papers not studying textual data were not considered;

• Publication venue; only conference papers and journal articles were included, leaving out
book chapters, theses, and preprints,

• Number of citations; we followed an arithmetic progression in terms of both the number
of citations and the year of publication, beginning with 1 for papers published in 2022 and
increasing with step one for each preceding year. In this sense, the demand for citations
was higher for older publications than for more recent ones. Consequently, any paper
falling below the defined citation threshold was excluded from our selection.14

13 We have identified 18 additional papers that are submissions to specific tasks. Only the top-ranked submissions for each task
are cited in our survey, so not all retrieved submissions are featured in the survey and are consequently excluded from the
statistics.

14 We used Google Scholar to count citations, due to its high coverage.
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3.1.3 Metadata Extraction. In addition to the metadata retrieved in previous steps, such as the number
of Google Scholar citations and the publication type, we manually added information about the search
process. This information includes the search date, the database queried, and the query used to retrieve
the paper. We also classified the papers, distinguishing between research papers, overviews, shared task
overviews, and submissions to shared tasks. Furthermore, we added information about the research
tasks addressed by the authors (see §3.2.1 for the task taxonomy), the keywords used, and the languages
covered. Regarding the Language Resources (LRs) created for each paper, we collected information about
their availability (see §3.2.2 for the LR availability taxonomy), annotation type (see §3.2.2 for the LR
annotation type classification scheme), size, linguality type (monolingual or bilingual), annotation type
(if any), domain, and time coverage.

3.2 The Taxonomies
3.2.1 The Task Taxonomy. We employed the comprehensive task taxonomy proposed by Bommasani,
Liang, and Lee (2023), following a data-driven approach that was aligned with the thematic tracks of the
top NLP conference, i.e., ACL (2023).15 These tracks mirror the prevalent areas of study in NLP at the time
of writing. Each retrieved publication was assigned to a specific NLP task to which the paper contributed;
a list of canonical task names was defined, ensuring consistency. Studies that do not address a canonical
task,16 were also assigned to the task they perform. Subsequently, each task was mapped to the associated
conference track, and was assigned to thematic topics as proposed by ACL (2023). Table 2 illustrates the
resulting taxonomy of NLP tasks for the Greek language.

In specific cases, our taxonomy diverged from the ACL classification. Specifically, we present Au-
thorship Analysis separately from SA and Argument Mining, although there is a single ACL track for
“Sentiment Analysis, Stylistic Analysis, and Argument Mining”. This decision was dictated by the fact
that Authorship Analysis has attracted increased attention in the NLP community for Greek.

Additionally, we have identified studies that do not perform a “canonical” NLP task. Consolidation
of historical revisions, for example, do not fall under a specific thematic domain, hence were appended
under the NLP Applications.

3.2.2 The Language Resource Taxonomies. One of our survey objectives was to compile a compre-
hensive list of the LRs developed in the reviewed studies, including detailed metadata. This metadata
includes the availability of the LR, ensuring it aligns with the FAIR Data Principles — findable, accessible,
interoperable, and reusable (Wilkinson et al. 2016). Additionally, we assessed the annotation type of
the datasets, which refers to the manner in which resources are annotated, impacting data quality, task
suitability, reproducibility, and research transparency.

Availability taxonomy. The LRs availability classification scheme is based on three parameters: the pres-
ence of a functional URL, valid license information, and a machine-actionable format. We searched for
the resources’ URLs from the papers in which they were created, without extending our search to other
web sources. The scheme, presented in Table 3, classifies LRs availability into four distinct categories.
The value “Yes” signifies resources with a valid, functional URL and an open license, such as Creative
Commons. These datasets and lexica are also in a machine-actionable format (e.g., txt, csv, pkl). The

15 https://2023.aclweb.org/calls/main_conference/
16 We use the term canonical to refer to tasks with an established tradition in academia (e.g., internal audit text classification).

Although we acknowledge that there is subjectivity in defining what “canonical” is, this is a solution that allows for a
manageable task organisation.
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Table 2
Taxonomy of NLP tasks for the Greek language, influenced by the ACL 2023 list of tracks. The numbers in
parentheses indicate the number of papers contributing to each task.

TRACK TASK

Authorship analysis Authorship Verification (3), Author Profiling (3), Authorship At-
tribution (2), Author Identification (2), Author Clustering (1)

Ethics and NLP Offensive Language Detection (4), Hate Speech Detection (3),
User Content Moderation (2), Bullying Detection (1), Verbal
Aggression Detection (1)

Information Extraction (IE) Named Entity Recognition (NER) (4), Event Extraction (3), En-
tity Linking (2), Term Extraction (1), Open Information Extrac-
tion (1), Web Content Extraction (1)

Interpretability and Analysis of Models for NLP Word-Level Translation Analysis in Multilingual Language
Models (LMs), Polysemy Knowledge in Large Language Models
(LLMs) (1), Bias Detection in LLMs (1)

Machine Learning for NLP Language Modeling (1)
Machine Translation (MT) Machine Translation (MT) Evaluation (6), Statistical Machine

Translation (SMT) (2), Rule-Based MT (1)
Multilingualism and Cross-Lingual NLP Multilingual Language Learning (1), Term Translations Detec-

tion (1), Language Distance Detection (1), Language Identifica-
tion (1), Cross-Lingual Data Augmentation (1), Cross-Lingual
Knowledge Transfer (1)

NLP Applications Legal NLP (3), Business NLP (2), Educational NLP (1)
Question Answering (QA) Question Answering (QA) (4)
Semantics Distributional Semantic Modeling (4), Frame Semantics (2),

Distributional Semantic Models Evaluation (1), Lexical Ambi-
guity (1), Semantic Annotation (1), Semantic Shift Detection
(1), Word Sense Induction (1), Metaphor Detection (1), Para-
phrase Detection (1)

Sentiment Analysis (SA) and Argument Mining Document-Level Sentiment Analysis (SA) (13), Sentence-Level
SA (10), Aspect-Based SA (3), Argument Mining (2), Stance De-
tection (1)

Summarization Summarization (2)
Syntax and Grammatical Error Correction (GEC) Grammatical Error Correction (GEC) (3), Sentence Boundary

Detection (2), POS Tagging (2), Dependency Parsing (2), MWE
Parsing (1), Tokenization (1), Lemmatization (1)

designation “Lmt” is used for LRs with limited availability, referring to resources with valid URLs but no
license terms, resources provided upon request, or containing content such as tweets that may require
payment. Their data format is machine-actionable, except for those available upon request, for which
their format readiness could not be verified. The value “Err” signifies resources for which the authors
provided URLs which were found to be inaccessible due to broken links or other HTTP errors. Lastly, the
value “No” is assigned to resources for which the creators did not provide URLs.

Annotation Type Taxonomy. The classification scheme for annotation types includes six categories as
outlined in Table 4. Manual annotations are performed by human annotators, offering high accuracy
and often serving as gold standards. In contrast, automatic annotations are generated using algorithms
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Table 3
LRs Availability Categories: Each category corresponds to specific criteria applied to the resource’s URL, license and
data format. For Lmt, where the LR is available upon request, the data format is unknown unless specified in the
paper, indicated by the † in the data format.

AVAILABILITY DESCRIPTION PROVIDED URL LICENSE DATA FORMAT

YES publicly available valid yes (open license) machine-actionable
LMT limited public available valid no license or available upon request or pay machine-actionable†
ERR publicly unavailable invalid n/a n/a
NO no information provided no URL n/a n/a

or predefined rules, ensuring consistency and scalability. Hybrid annotations combine both manual and
automatic methods, such as using a manually annotated test set alongside an automatically annotated
training set. User-generated annotations come from real-world interactions, like hotel review ratings
from users. Curated datasets feature metadata sourced from distributors, enriching datasets with struc-
tured information like topics from news articles or author details from publishers. Finally, the designation
“No” Annotation refers to datasets that contain unprocessed text with no annotations.

Table 4
LRs Annotation Types: Each type indicates how annotations were added, reflecting varying levels of curation and
automation.

ANNOTATION TYPE DESCRIPTION

MANUAL human annotation
AUTOMATIC automatic annotation
HYBRID manual and automatic annotation
USER-GENERATED annotation from user edits, not curated
CURATED metadata provided by distributor
NO ANNOTATION no annotation

4. Machine Learning for NLP

4.1 Track Description

Machine Learning for Natural Language Processing (NLP) focuses on the integration of Machine Learn-
ing (ML) techniques to enhance the understanding, interpretation, and generation of human language
by computers.
Interpretability and Analysis of Models for NLP is rooted to the rise of Deep Learning (DL), which has
changed radically NLP. Neural Network (NN) became the dominant approach. However, their opaque
nature poses challenges in interpreting their inner workings, leading to a surge in research dedicated to
analyzing and interpreting NN models in NLP (Belinkov, Gehrmann, and Pavlick 2020).
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4.2 Machine Learning for NLP in Greek: Language Models and Methods
4.2.1 ML vs DL approaches. The predominant approach to Greek NLP research back in 2012 relied pri-
marily on ML algorithms. Given the morphological richness of the Greek language, feature engineering
was a key step in traditional ML. Typically, a structured pipeline was followed for extracting additional
features, such as Part of Speech (POS) tags, lemmas, and/or word stems. Additionally, features such
as named entities, dependency trees, and, more recently, word embeddings were often extracted. The
majority of the studies in this survey used features derived from frequency, such as n-grams and lexicons
(used in 40 studies), or extracted information such as POS tags, lemmas, stems, named entities, or
dependency trees (used in 27 studies). Furthermore, most methods that employ word embeddings also
use additional features (11 out of 15).
DL-based approaches in Greek NLP began in 2017 with the introduction of Recurrent Neural Network
(RNN)-based methods (Athanasiou and Maragoudakis 2017; Pavlopoulos, Malakasiotis, and Androut-
sopoulos 2017; Pavlopoulos et al. 2017) and (CNN)-based methods (Medrouk and Pappa 2017; Pavlopou-
los, Malakasiotis, and Androutsopoulos 2017). RNN-based methods became prevalent in Greek NLP
while when ML-based was compared to RNN-based approaches, the latter always outperformed the
former (Pitenis, Zampieri, and Ranasinghe 2020; Arcila-Calderón et al. 2022).
Pre-trained Language Models (PLMs) extend back to the era of the pre-trained non-contextual word
embeddings, which were widely used as features for both traditional ML and DL algorithms. Table 5
showcases the publicly accessible Greek PLMs developed for the purposes of the surveyed studies. Proko-
pidis and Piperidis (2020) trained fastText (Bojanowski et al. 2017) on newspaper articles and the Greek
part of the w2c corpus (presented in §14.4). Similarly, Tsakalidis et al. (2018b) trained Word2Vec (Mikolov
et al. 2013b) on political Greek tweets (§8). Subsequently, despite the shift in NLP literature towards
contextual word embeddings employing self-supervised learning techniques based on autoregressive
language modeling (Dai and Le 2015), these approaches were largely not adopted for Greek NLP, with the
exception of the ELMo contextualized embeddings (Peters et al. 2018) used by Bartziokas, Mavropoulos,
and Kotropoulos (2020).
Transformers were used by PLMs in the subsequent wave of self-supervised learning, developed for
the Greek language (Table 5). Among monolingual PLMs, GreekBERT (Koutsikakis et al. 2020) quickly
became the standard in Greek NLP research, recognized as the state-of-the-art technique in various
studies (Koutsikakis et al. 2020; Perifanos and Goutsos 2021; Alexandridis et al. 2022; Rizou et al. 2022;
Bilianos 2022; Kapoteli, Koukaras, and Tjortjis 2022). Besides multilingual models also comprising Greek,
such as XLM-RoBERTa (XLM-R) (Conneau et al. 2018), other monolingual Transformer-based PLMs for
Greek are GreekSocialBERT (Alexandridis et al. 2021), which extends GreekBERT by being further trained
on Greek social media data; RoBERTa-based PaloBERT (Alexandridis et al. 2021) and BERTaTweetGR
(Perifanos and Goutsos 2021); and GPT-2 fine-tuned in Greek (Papadopoulos, Papadakis, and Matsatsinis
2021).

4.2.2 Interpretability and Analysis of Models for NLP. Studies concerning interpretability and analysis
of NN models for Greek NLP are rather multilingual. Ahn and Oh (2021) investigated ethnic bias in
BERT models for eight languages, including Greek, focusing on how do these models reflect historical
and social contexts. They proposed mitigation methods and highlighted the language-specific nature
of ethnic bias. Garí Soler and Apidianaki (2021) proposed a method to examine whether PLMs for
multiple languages (incl. Greek) have knowledge of lexical polysemy, showing that they do.17 Gonen et al.
(2020b) focused on multilingual BERT (mBERT), which is the multilingual version of BERT (Devlin et al.

17 The source code is available at https://github.com/ainagari/monopoly
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Table 5
Monolingual Greek PLMs developed for the surveyed studies, including their availability (Yes: publicly available,
Lmt: limited availability; tags are linkable; see Table 3 for details) and the backbone model they are base on.

AUTHORS AVAILABILITY BACKBONE

Papadopoulos, Papadakis, and Matsatsinis (2021) Yes GPT-2
Koutsikakis et al. (2020) Yes BERT
Prokopidis and Piperidis (2020) Yes fastText
Alexandridis et al. (2021) Lmt BERT
Alexandridis et al. (2021) Lmt RoBERTa
Perifanos and Goutsos (2021) Lmt RoBERTa
Tsakalidis et al. (2018b) Lmt Word2Vec

2019). Specifically, they revealed the inherent understanding of mBERT for word-level translations and
it capacity of cross-lingual knowledge transfer, despite the fact that it is not explicitly trained on parallel
data.18

4.3 Summary of Machine Learning for NLP in Greek

Historical route. Figure 2 shows the trends of Greek NLP approaches, categorized into traditional ML
methods, DL methods, and other non-ML methods, such as rule-based systems. ML methods remained
the dominant approach until 2019, with the exception of 2013 when other methods were favoured. From
2017 onwards, researchers began to use and compare both ML and DL approaches. As mentioned in §4.2,
in 2017, the first publications employing DL techniques emerged, primarily focusing on RNN-based and
CNN-based models, which accounted for approximately 30% of the total papers published that year.
Since the release of GreekBERT (Koutsikakis et al. 2020), DL methodologies have surpassed traditional
ML approaches. While ML methods still find applications, a significant portion of the studies employing
ML techniques, integrate both ML and DL techniques in their research experiments.

The Large Language Model (LLM) era. Recently, NLP research is increasingly based on LLMs, with some
of the most popular ones being either fully or partially closed-source (Balloccu et al. 2024). Notable
examples for Greek include OpenAI’s GPT-3.5 and GPT-4.0 (Achiam et al. 2023), which are trained on
multilingual data and can therefore process and generate texts in multiple languages, including Greek.
Additionally, there are other multilingual LLMs available in open-source environments, such as XLM-R
used by Ranasinghe and Zampieri (2021). New LLMs emerge regularly in multilingual and monolingual
settings, such as GreekBART (Evdaimon et al. 2023), GreekT5 series of models (Giarelis, Mastrokostas,
and Karacapilidis 2024), and Meltemi.19) Although covering all LLMs for Greek is beyond the scope of our
study, we highlight the significance of GreekBERT, which has significantly impacted Greek NLP research
since its introduction in 2020, leading to a shift from traditional ML to DL approaches.

18 The source code is available at https://github.com/gonenhila/mbert
19 https://huggingface.co/ilsp/Meltemi-7B-v1
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Figure 2
Frequency of NLP approaches (y axis: publications count) per year.

Methods per track. ML techniques dominate most of the topics, as can be seen in Figure 3. This is
unsurprising especially given that our study covers a period from 2012, when DL approaches were not yet
prevalent. Particularly noteworthy is the fact that there is a preference for DL techniques in Information
Extraction (IE) (§7). However, this inclination aligns with another trend observed in IE: the majority of
publications in this area emerged since 2018.

5. Syntax and Grammar

5.1 Track Description

Syntactic processing encompasses various subtasks in Natural Language Processing (NLP) focused on
phrase and sentence structure, as well as the relation of words and constituents to each other within
a phrase or sentence (Woolf 2010). It involves recognition of sentence constituents, identification of
their syntactic roles, and potentially establishment of the underlying semantic structure. It provides
valuable features for Natural Language Understanding (NLU) (Cambria et al. 2017), which is discussed
in Appendix 15, and it serves as a pre-processing step for more complex NLP tasks, including senti-
ment analysis and error correction, among others (Zhang, Mao, and Cambria 2023). Grammatical Error
Correction (GEC) is a user-oriented task that aims for automatically correcting diverse types of errors
present in a given text, encompassing violations of rules pertaining to morphology, lexicon, syntax, and
semantics (Wang et al. 2021). GEC can been used to enhance fluency, render sentences in a more natural
manner, and align with the speech patterns of native speakers (Wang et al. 2021).
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Figure 3
Distribution of NLP approaches per track.

5.2 Syntax and Grammar in Greek: Language Models and Methods

Syntactic Processing in Greek. This task is related to sentence splitting, tokenization, and morphosyntactic
processing, such as Part of Speech (POS) tagging, lemmatization, and dependency parsing. Prokopidis
and Piperidis (2020) addressed several syntax tasks, using the pre-trained Punkt model (Kiss and Strunk
2006) for sentence splitting and a BiLSTM tagger using the StanfordNLP library (Qi et al. 2019) for POS
tagging. Lemmatization involved a lexicon-based approach with a BiLSTM lemmatization model as a
fallback for out-of-lexicon words. For dependency parsing, the authors trained a neural attention-based
parser (Dozat and Manning 2016) on the Greek Universal Dependencies (UD) treebank (Prokopidis
and Papageorgiou 2017). The Greek UD treebank is part of the UD project (Nivre et al. 2016), which
offers standardized treebanks that provide consistent and unified annotation practices across languages.
Partalidou et al. (2019) conducted POS tagging and Named Entity Recognition (NER) tasks, with the
details of their NER system summarized in §7. For POS tagging they used spaCy (Honnibal and Montani
2017), adhering to the UD annotation schema. Additionally, they assessed the model’s tolerance towards
Out-of-Vocabulary (OOV) words, finding that the model lacked flexibility in handling such instances.
Other NLP pipelines widely used by the papers we retrieved are: an ILSP suite of NLP tools (Prokopidis,
Georgantopoulos, and Papageorgiou 2011), the Natural Language Toolkit (NLTK) (Bird 2006), polyglot,20

spaCy for Greek,2122 Stanza (Qi et al. 2020), and UDPipe (Straka and Straková 2017). Additional research
in the field of Syntax includes the development of a multilingual sentence boundary detection method
based on an incremental decision tree learning algorithm (Wong, Chao, and Zeng 2014). Furthermore,

20 https://github.com/aboSamoor/polyglot
21 https://spacy.io/models/el
22 Google Summer of Code Project: https://github.com/eellak/gsoc2018-spacy
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Samaridi and Markantonatou (2014) focused on parsing Multi-word expressions (MWEs) with Lexical-
Functional Grammar / Xerox Linguistic Environments (LFG/XLEs), extending their analysis beyond
traditional syntactic boundaries by incorporating lexical knowledge from lexicons.

GEC in Greek. Korre, Chatzipanagiotou, and Pavlopoulos (2021) focused on the correction of grammatical
errors that vary from grammatical mistakes to punctuation, spelling, and morphology of word. The
authors listed 18 main categories of grammatical errors that systems can correct, also developing a rule-
based automatic annotation tool for Greek. The tool takes an original erroneous sentence along with its
correction as input. Then, it automatically produces an annotation that mainly consists of the error lo-
cation and type, as well as its correction. Gakis et al. (2016) created a rule-based grammar checker tool,23

which analyzes and corrects syntactic, grammatical, and stylistic (i.e., the formal, informal, or oral style of
language used) errors in sentences, providing users with error notifications and correction hints. Kavros
and Tzitzikas (2022) focused on spelling errors, addressing the issue of misspelled and mispronounced
words in Greek. They employed phonetic algorithms to assign the same code to different word variations
based on phonetic rules. For example, they successfully grouped μήνυμα (correct spelling) with μύνημα
(both sounding as /mínima/). They reported better results compared to stemming and edit-distance
approaches.24

5.3 Syntax and Grammar in Greek: Language Resources

Table 6 displays the pertinent monolingual Language Resources (LRs) for this track, where we see that
all three resources regarding GEC are publicly available while the one about Syntax is not. Regarding the
former, Kavros and Tzitzikas (2022) created word lists, containing words and their misspellings. These
misspellings were generated through the addition, deletion, or substitution of a letter, as well as by
incorporating words with similar sounds. Korre, Chatzipanagiotou, and Pavlopoulos (2021) developed
two datasets, namely the Greek Native Corpus (GNC) and the Greek Wiki Edits (GWE). GNC is comprised
of essays written by students who are native speakers of Greek, totalling 227 sentences. Each sentence
within this dataset may contain zero, one, or multiple grammatical errors, all annotated with the corre-
sponding grammatical error types as defined in the provided annotation schema. On the other hand,
GWE consists of sentences extracted from WikiConv (Hua et al. 2018). Each sentence in this dataset
includes the original sentence, the edited sentence, the original string that underwent editing, and the
specific grammatical error type. The dataset on Syntax is from Gakis et al. (2015), who collected a corpus
consisting of 2.05M tokens derived from student essays, literary works, and newspaper articles. They
extracted morphosyntactic information automatically for this corpus with the help of a lexicon (Gakis
et al. 2012).

5.4 Summary of Syntax and Grammar in Greek

Conventionally, syntactic processing was widely used in pre-processing steps for solving higher-level
NLP tasks (§4). However,in the era of Deep Learning (DL)-based NLP, syntactic processing is often
neglected. Instead, Neural Networks (NNs) are leveraged to implicitly capture syntactic information,
surpassing the performance of symbolic methods that rely on manually hand-crafted features. This is
also reflected by the number of ACL submissions related to Syntax (i.e., Tagging, Chunking and Parsing),

23 It exists online at http://www.neurolingo.gr/en/online_tools/ggc and as a standalone application.
24 The source code is available at https://github.com/YannisTzitzikas/SoundexGR
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Table 6
LRs related to GEC and Syntax, with information on availability (Yes: publicly available, No: no information
provided; tags are linkable except for No; see Table 3 for details), annotation type (see Table 4 for details), size, size
unit, and text type of input.

AUTHORS AVAILABILITY ANN. TYPE SIZE SIZE UNIT TYPE

Kavros and Tzitzikas (2022) Yes AUTOMATIC 1,086 WORD WORD LIST

Korre, Chatzipanagiotou, and Pavlopoulos (2021) Yes MANUAL 227 SENTENCE STUDENT ESSAY

Yes USER-GENERATED 100 SENTENCE WIKIPEDIA TALK PAGE

Gakis et al. (2015) No AUTOMATIC 2,05M TOKEN ESSAY, LITERATURE, NEWS

which is significantly shrinking (Rohatgi et al. 2023). In our study, this is reflected in the complete absence
of publicly available LRs for syntactic processing. LRs for GEC in Greek, on the other hand, are also scarce
but not absent.

6. Semantics

6.1 Track Description

The meaning in language is the focus of Semantics. In the context of Natural Language Processing (NLP),
semantic analysis aims to extract, represent, and interpret meaning from textual data, bridging the gap
between natural language and machine understanding (Goddard 2011). Semantic analysis can operate at
three distinct levels, each focusing on different units of examination: Lexical Semantics, Sentence-Level
Semantics, and Discourse Analysis. Lexical Semantics pertains to the understanding of word meanings,
including the understanding of the various senses of words, their relationships with other words, and
their roles in different linguistic contexts (Cruse 1986). Sentence-level Semantics considers the meaning
of individual sentences or phrases in terms of their internal structure and relationships. Discourse
analysis, on the other hand, deals with understanding the meaning in a broader textual context, beyond
individual sentences (Prasad et al. 2008). It involves analyzing how sentences connect and influence each
other within the context of a text or a conversation.

At the core of Lexical Semantics lies the task of Distributional Semantics, which is the leading
approach to lexical meaning representation in NLP (Lenci et al. 2022). Founded upon the distributional
hypothesis (Harris 1954; Sahlgren 2008), which suggests that words sharing similar linguistic contexts
also share similar meanings, Distributional Semantics employ real-valued vectors, commonly known as
embeddings, to encode the linguistic distribution of lexical items within textual corpora. As Lenci et al.
(2022) explain, this field has progressed through three key generations of models: (i) count-based Distri-
butional Semantic Models (DSMs), which form distributional vectors based on co-occurrence frequen-
cies that follow the Bag of Wordss (BoWs) assumption; (ii) prediction-based DSMs, employing shallow
neural networks to learn vectors by predicting adjacent words, yielding dense, static word embeddings
(or simply word embeddings); and (iii) contextual DSMs, harnessing deep neural language models to
generate inherently contextualized vectors for each word token (e.g., word embeddings extracted from
BERT-based models). The evolution from earlier static DSMs, which learn a single vector per word type,
to contextual DSMs is further examined in §2.2.
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6.2 Semantics in Greek: Language Models and Methods

Lexical Semantics. Studies focusing on Lexical Semantics in Greek address the following tasks: building
DSMs, DSMs evaluation, diachronic semantic shifts of words, word sense induction, lexical ambiguity,
metaphor detection, and semantic annotation.

Zervanou, Iosif, and Potamianos (2014) used BoW representations to study the impact of mor-
phology on unstructured count-based DSMs. They proposed a selective stemming process, by using a
metric to decide which words to stem, demonstrating improved performance in morphologically rich
languages. Palogiannidi et al. (2015, 2016) used semantic similarity and BoW representations of seed
words to estimate the ratings of unknown words, applying their method on affective lexica of five different
languages, including Greek. Iosif, Georgiladakis, and Potamianos (2016) proposed word embeddings
inspired by cognitive processes in human memory (Kahneman 2013), showing that they outperform
BoW representations. Lioudakis, Outsios, and Vazirgiannis (2019) introduced the Continuous Bag of
Skip-Gram (CBOS) method for generating word representations, combining Continuous Skip-gram with
Continuous Bag of Words (CBOW), and assessing its performance across various tasks (word analogies,
word similarity, etc.).25

Outsios et al. (2020) performed evaluation using various word embeddings trained on diverse data
sources. The evaluation framework considered tasks involving word analogies and similarity. Dritsa et al.
(2022) and Barzokas, Papagiannopoulou, and Tsoumakas (2020) investigated the diachronic semantic
shifts of words with the use of Distributional Semantics. Dritsa et al. (2022) constructed a dataset from
Greek Parliament proceedings (further discussed in §14.4). They also applied four state-of-the-art se-
mantic shift detection algorithms, namely Orthogonal Proctustes (Hamilton, Leskovec, and Jurafsky
2016b), Compass (Di Carlo, Bianchi, and Palmonari 2019), NN (Gonen et al. 2020a), and Second-Order
Similarity (Hamilton, Leskovec, and Jurafsky 2016a), to identify word usage change across time and
among political parties. Barzokas, Papagiannopoulou, and Tsoumakas (2020) compiled a corpus of e-
books, trained word embeddings, and used k Nearest Neighbours along with cosine distances to trace
semantic shifts aiming to capture both linguistic and cultural evolution.

Garí Soler and Apidianaki (2021) introduced an approach to analyze lexical polysemy knowledge in
Pre-trained Language Models (PLMs) across various languages, including Greek. They found that contex-
tual Language Model (LM) representations, like BERT, encode information about lexical polysemy, and
they performed word sense induction by enabling interpretable clustering of polysemous words based on
their senses. On the other hand, Gakis et al. (2015) analyzed lexical ambiguity using morphosyntactic fea-
tures from the Neurolingo Morphological Lexicon (Gakis et al. 2012). They categorized ambiguous words
based on spelling and etymology. Florou, Perifanos, and Goutsos (2018) focused on metaphor detection
using the discriminative model of Steen (2007), identifying the literal and metaphorical functions of
phrases through the optimal separation of hyperplanes in vector representations of word combinations.

Chowdhury et al. (2014) addressed the challenge of transferring semantic annotations from a source
language corpus (Italian) to a low-resource target language (Greek) using crowd-sourcing. They intro-
duced a methodology to evaluate the quality of crowd-annotated corpora by considering inter-annotator
agreement for evaluation of annotations within the target language, whereas cross-language transfer
quality is evaluated by comparison against source language annotations.

Sentence-Level Semantics. The only paper we retrieved in the context of Sentence-level Semantics deals
with semantic parsing. Semantic parsing is a process that entails transforming natural language ut-

25 The source code is available at https://github.com/mikeliou/greek_word_embeddings
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terances into logical forms suitable for execution on a knowledge base (Kamath and Das 2018). To
address this task, Li et al. (2015) employed Synchronous Context-free Grammars (SCFGs) as the grammar
framework to derive coherent logical forms. SCFGs model the relationship between two languages, and
the authors enriched them by extending the translation rules with informative symbols and increasing
the overall coverage. By evaluating their approach on a benchmark dataset, they showed that it achieved
state-of-the-art performance in English, Greek, and German.

6.3 Semantics in Greek: Language Resources

Table 7 presents the Language Resources (LRs) for semantics-related tasks, along with their availability
(classified according to Table 3), annotation type (classified as per Table 4), linguality type, size, and size
unit. By contrast to Syntax (§5), only one LR regarding Semantics is publicly available. The rest six are
either of limited availability (Lmt), could not be accessed (Err), or were not publicly available (No).

Table 7
LRs related to Semantics, with information on availability (Yes: publicly available, Lmt: limited availability, Err:
unavailable, No: no information provided; tags are linkable except for No; see Table 3 for details), annotation type
(see Table 4 for details), linguality type, size, and size unit (with size denoting the portion in Greek for multilingual
datasets).

AUTHORS AVAILABILITY ANN. TYPE SIZE SIZE UNIT LINGUALITY

Ganitkevitch and Callison-Burch (2014) Yes HYBRID 22.3M PARAPHRASE MULTILINGUAL

Garí Soler and Apidianaki (2021) Lmt AUTOMATIC 418 WORD MULTILINGUAL

Outsios et al. (2020) Err MANUAL 353 WORD-PAIR MONOLINGUAL

Err AUTOMATIC 39,174 WORD ANALOGY QUESTION MONOLINGUAL

Pilitsidou and Giouli (2021) No MANUAL 73,069 TOKEN BILINGUAL

Giouli, Pilitsidou, and Christopoulos (2020) No MANUAL 3,012 TOKEN MONOLINGUAL

Florou, Perifanos, and Goutsos (2018) No MANUAL 914 SENTENCE MONOLINGUAL

Ganitkevitch and Callison-Burch (2014) expanded the Paraphrase Database (PPDB) (Ganitkevitch,
Van Durme, and Callison-Burch 2013)26 with paraphrases in 23 languages, including Greek. The original
database contains human-annotated paraphrases in English. For the additional languages, Ganitkevitch
and Callison-Burch (2014) extracted paraphrases using parallel corpora.27 Garí Soler and Apidianaki
(2021) offered a multilingual dataset comprising words, their corresponding senses, and sentences
featuring the word in its specific sense. In the case of the Greek part of the corpus, sentences were
extracted from the Eurosense corpus (Bovi et al. 2017), which contains texts from Europarl, automatically
annotated with BabelNet word senses (Navigli and Ponzetto 2012). Outsios et al. (2020) translated to
Greek the benchmark dataset WordSim353 (Finkelstein et al. 2001), which contains word pairs along
with human-assigned similarity judgements. Additionally, they assembled 39,174 analogy questions to
conduct word analogy tests, measuring word similarity in a low-dimensional embedding space (Mikolov
et al. 2013a). LRs of the three studies that were not publicly available were about the Greek counterpart
of the Global FrameNet project Giouli, Pilitsidou, and Christopoulos (2020), a bilingual frame-semantic
lexicon for the financial domain Pilitsidou and Giouli (2021), and a corpus that consists of sentences
using the same transitive verbs in both metaphorical and literal contexts (Florou, Perifanos, and Goutsos
2018).

26 http://paraphrase.org/
27 Not discussed earlier in this Section, because there was no other contribution besides the introduction of this LR.
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6.4 Summary of Semantics in Greek

Studies pertaining to Semantics can be found throughout the decade under investigation (2012-2022),
but most were published in early years (2013-2016; see Figure 4). Most of the studies focus on Lexical
Semantics. While various semantics-related tasks are addressed, typically only one study per task is
observed. An exception regards DSM, where significant attention has been directed towards prediction-
based methods, with notable studies being those of Iosif, Georgiladakis, and Potamianos (2016) and
Lioudakis, Outsios, and Vazirgiannis (2019), who proposed new approaches to generate word embed-
dings, and of Outsios et al. (2020) who undertook a word embedding benchmark. We also acknowledge
that contextual embeddings, which comprise rich information (Nikolaev and Padó 2023; Padó 2023), are
heavily understudied in Greek. That is despite the existence of publicly available models (Koutsikakis
et al. 2020; Evdaimon et al. 2023). An exception is the work of Garí Soler and Apidianaki (2021), who
investigated the potential of contextual embeddings to capture lexical polysemy.

7. Information Extraction

7.1 Track Description

Information Extraction (IE) concerns the automated identification and extraction of structured data, in-
cluding entities, relationships, events, or other factual information from unstructured text. The primary
objective of IE is to make the information machine-readable, facilitating analysis, search, and practical
use of textual information (Yang et al. 2022).

7.2 Information Extraction in Greek: Language Models and Methods

Following, we present studies addressing IE (in descending order of recency) and Named Entity Recog-
nition (NER), for which we retrieved a sufficient body of research to study separately from IE.

IE. Mouratidis et al. (2022) developed a term extraction system from maritime legal texts to aid in
maritime heritage preservation, employing a feed-forward Deep Neural Network (DNN) model. In a
separate study, Papadopoulos, Papadakis, and Matsatsinis (2021) tackled Open Information Extraction
(Open IE), a process involving the conversion of unstructured text into <SUBJECT; RELATION; OBJECT>
tuples. Addressing the challenge of Open IE in resource-lean languages like Greek, Papadopoulos, Pa-
padakis, and Matsatsinis (2021), used Neural Machine Translation (NMT) between English and Greek to
generate English translations of Greek text (§12), which are then processed through an Natural Language
Processing (NLP) pipeline, enabling coreference resolution, summarization, and triple extraction using
existing English Language Models (LMs) and tools, and then back-translated the extracted triplets to
Greek.28 Barbaresi and Lejeune (2020) evaluated web content extraction tools on HTML 4 standard
pages in five different languages (Greek, Chinese, English, Polish, Russian) concluding that the three best
tools for Greek perform comparably to the three top tools for English; for the rest of the languages the
results are much lower than in English and Greek, both in terms of precision and recall. Finally, Lejeune
et al. (2015) developed a multilingual (Chinese, English, Greek, Polish, and Russian) rule- and character-

28 The source code is available at https://github.com/lighteternal/PENELOPIE.
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based event extraction system,29 in which an event is defined minimally as a pair consisting of a disease
and its corresponding location.

NER. This task involves the identification and categorization of specific entities, such as names of people,
organizations, locations, dates, and more, within unstructured text. We have identified the following
studies that conducted research in this area. Rizou et al. (2022) carried out NER and intent classification
tasks for both Greek and English using the widely used benchmark dataset, the Airline Travel Information
System (ATIS) (Hemphill, Godfrey, and Doddington 1990), which they translated into Greek. Given that
the sentence intent heavily relies on the named entities that comprise the sentence within the ATIS
dataset, they employed a joint model using Transformed-based models. Bartziokas, Mavropoulos, and
Kotropoulos (2020) curated NER datasets and evaluated them with five DNN models chosen for their
high performance on the English CoNLL-2003 (Sang and De Meulder 2003) and OntoNotes 5 (Pradhan
et al. 2007) datasets, showing comparable performance to English. Partalidou et al. (2019) employed
spaCy (Honnibal and Montani 2017) for Part of Speech (POS) tagging and NER, discovering limited
impact of POS tags on NER. Angelidis, Chalkidis, and Koubarakis (2018) performed NER and entity
linking in legal texts. For NER they used Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) models; for entity linking,
Levenshtein and substring distance were evaluated; for entity representation and linking, a Resource
Description Framework (RDF) specification was chosen. In entity linking, Papantoniou, Efthymiou, and
Flouris (2021) performed NER on the text, generating candidates for the extracted entities from several
wiki-based knowledge bases, then conducting disambiguation.

7.3 Information Extraction in Greek: Language Resources

Table 8 presents the Language Resources (LRs) developed for IE (incl. NER) tasks in Greek.

Table 8
Datasets related to IE with information on availability (Yes: publicly available, Err: unavailable, No: no information
provided; tags are linkable except for No; see Table 3 for details), annotation type (see Table 4 for details), size, size
unit, and domain.

AUTHORS AVAILABILITY ANN. TYPE SIZE SIZE UNIT DOMAIN

Bartziokas, Mavropoulos, and Kotropoulos (2020) Yes HYBRID 623,700 TOKEN NEWS

Yes HYBRID 623,700 TOKEN NEWS

Rizou et al. (2022) Err MANUAL 5,473 SENTENCE AIRLINE TRAVEL

Lioudakis, Outsios, and Vazirgiannis (2019) Err HYBRID N/A N/A N/A

Angelidis, Chalkidis, and Koubarakis (2018) Err MANUAL 254 PIECE LEGAL

Lejeune et al. (2012) Err MANUAL 390 DOCUMENT EPIDEMICS

Mouratidis et al. (2022) No MANUAL 80,000 WORD MARITIME LAW

By focusing on LRs about named entities, Bartziokas, Mavropoulos, and Kotropoulos (2020) provided
two annotated datasets, one with 4 label tags akin to the CONLL-2003 dataset (Sang and De Meulder
2003), and the other incorporating 18 tags for entities, as in the OntoNotes 5 English dataset (Pradhan
et al. 2007). These datasets were developed during the GSOC2018 project (discussed in §5), where initial
automatic annotation was followed by manual curation. Lioudakis, Outsios, and Vazirgiannis (2019)
converted the GSOC2018 named entity annotated dataset to the CONLL-2003 format. The source dataset

29 The system was referred also in prior studies of the authors (Brixtel et al. 2013; Lejeune et al. 2012).
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was annotated using Prodigy,30 where the initial annotations were done manually, and subsequently,
model predictions were used to accelerate the annotation process. Rizou et al. (2022) undertook the task
of translating to Greek the Airline Travel Information System corpus (ATIS) dataset (Hemphill, Godfrey,
and Doddington 1990),31 and eliminating duplicate entries. Angelidis, Chalkidis, and Koubarakis (2018)
curated a dataset containing 254 daily issues of the Greek Government Gazette spanning the period
2000-2017, manually annotated for six entity types. Lejeune et al. (2012) offered 1,681 documents in five
languages annotating them regarding diseases and locations-where applicable. Mouratidis et al. (2022)
conducted stemming on legal texts related to maritime topics from the Official Government Gazette of
the Hellenic Republic, annotating tokens as either maritime terms or not.

7.4 Summary of Information Extraction in Greek

IE studies in Greek primarily revolve around the NER task, often providing datasets alongside. Out of the
seven reported LRs, only two are publicly available, but four may also become available in the future.
Figure 4 shows that there was relative interest in IE early on (2012-2014), which was discontinued (up
to 2017), and then kept an upward trend. This can explain the wide box plot for this task in Figure 3,
with the median favouring Deep Learning (DL) approaches, which is probably related to efforts to
create benchmark datasets (Bartziokas, Mavropoulos, and Kotropoulos 2020; Rizou et al. 2022; Angelidis,
Chalkidis, and Koubarakis 2018). Such benchmark datasets create the resources needed to train and
assess DL models. Another notable study in light of the data scarcity in certain IE tasks is the work of
Papadopoulos, Papadakis, and Matsatsinis (2021) who leveraged cross-lingual transfer learning.

8. Sentiment Analysis and Argument Mining

The Sentiment Analysis (SA) task concerns the detection of opinions expressed in opinionated texts while
argument mining concerns the detection of the reasons why people hold their opinions (Lawrence and
Reed 2020).

8.1 Track Description

As its name suggests, SA concerns the analysis of human sentiments toward specific entities. Besides
the analysis of sentiment, the task also concerns opinions, appraisals, attitudes or emotions (Liu 2020),
while the entities discussed can be products, services, organisations, individuals, events, issues, topics,
etc. Particularly active in domains such as finance, tourism, health, and social media, it involves applica-
tions in recommendation-based systems (Al-Ghuribi and Noah 2021), business intelligence (Rokade and
Aruna 2019), and predictive or trend analyses (Mudinas, Zhang, and Levene 2019; Chauhan, Sharma,
and Sikka 2021). The field of SA has evolved significantly since it was popularized by the pioneering
work of Turney (2002) and Pang, Lee, and Vaithyanathan (2002) who classified a text as positive or
negative. Subsequent studies have expanded and enriched the field, moving beyond binary classification
and introducing slightly different tasks and alternative terms, such as opinion mining, opinion analysis,
opinion extraction, sentiment mining, subjectivity analysis, affect analysis, emotion analysis, and review

30 https://prodi.gy/
31 This dataset consists of audio recordings and manual transcripts of inquiries related to flight information in automated airline

travel systems. It is complemented with annotations for named entities within the airline travel domain and intent categories.
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mining, all of which now fall under the umbrella of SA (Liu 2020). Further information on this track and
background knowledge is included in Appendix 15.

8.2 Sentiment Analysis and Argument Mining in Greek: Language models and Methods

Document-Level SA. GreekBERT (Koutsikakis et al. 2020) was used by Bilianos (2022) to classify the
polarity of product reviews as positive or negative. Braoudaki et al. (2020) also performed binary polarity
classification of reviews, by experimenting with Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) architectures and
lexicon-based input features. Medrouk and Pappa (2018, 2017) applied binary polarity classification as
well, but experimented with monolingual and multilingual input. Multilingual SA was addressed also by
Manias et al. (2020), who investigated the impact of Neural Machine Translation (NMT) on SA. The au-
thors translated a part of the English IMDb reviews32 to Greek and German and trained the same Neural
Network (NN) architecture on SA using either the source or the target language as input. Translation has
also been used in Athanasiou and Maragoudakis (2017) for data augmentation purposes.

Early document-level SA approaches were mainly based on Machine Learning (ML) and feature
engineering, employing information such as term frequency (Markopoulos et al. 2015), the part of speech
(Spatiotis et al. 2020, 2019; Beleveslis et al. 2019; Spatiotis et al. 2017, 2016), and sentiment lexicons
(see Table 10). Features crafted from sentiment lexicons have been found beneficial compared to word
dense embeddings because the latter do not carry sentiment information (Giatsoglou et al. 2017), while
Markopoulos et al. (2015) denoted that the Term Frequency - Inverse Document Frequency (TF-IDF)
representation outperformed lexicon-based features. Feature engineering-based SA is not optimal when
compared to Deep Learning (DL) counterparts (Bilianos 2022; Kapoteli, Koukaras, and Tjortjis 2022;
Alexandridis et al. 2021; Spatiotis et al. 2020, 2019). However feature engineering-based SA is associated
with applications aimed at benefiting society in the context of Greek language processing.. An example
is hybrid educational systems (Spatiotis et al. 2020, 2019), where features such as the school level, region,
gender were also exploited.

Sentence-Level SA. Kapoteli, Koukaras, and Tjortjis (2022) fine-tuned GreekBERT for the binary classi-
fication of tweets related to COVID-19 vaccination as negative or not (i.e., positive and neutral tweets
were merged into a non-negative class to achieve balanced class distribution). Alexandridis et al. (2021)
performed a benchmark of SA methods either by including the neutral class or not. In the binary set-
ting, the gpt2-greek33 Language Model (LM) outperformed ML methods using GreekBERT and fastText
word embeddings. In the 3-class setting, only DL methods were used. The authors created and shared
two Large Language Models (LLMs), PaloBERT34 and GreekSocialBERT35, with the latter outperforming
the former, which in turn outperformed GreekBERT. In a subsequent study, Alexandridis et al. (2022)
compared their LMs in emotion detection and concluded that GreekBERT consistently exhibited better
performance compared to PaloBERT. Drakopoulos et al. (2020) used Graph Neural Networks (GNNs)
on tweets, which were found to provide more accurate estimations of the intentions by aggregating
information about the account.

In earlier work in sentence-level SA, Tsakalidis et al. (2018b) highlighted the importance of consider-
ing the domain in SA, noting that n-gram representations are more effective for intra-domain SA, while

32 https://www.kaggle.com/utathya/imdb-review-dataset
33 https://huggingface.co/nikokons/gpt2-greek
34 https://huggingface.co/gealexandri/palobert-base-greek-uncased-v1
35 https://huggingface.co/gealexandri/greeksocialbert-base-greek-uncased-v1
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word embeddings and lexicon-based methods are more suitable for cross-domain SA. Charalampakis
et al. (2016, 2015) ranked the features they used in descending order of significance, based on information
gain. Solakidis, Vavliakis, and Mitkas (2014) conducted semi-supervised SA and emotion detection using
lexicon-based n-gram features of emoticons and keywords, and found that emoticons can intensify
and indicate the presence and polarity of specific sentiments within a document. Chatzakou, Vakali,
and Kafetsios (2017) categorized social media input into 12 emotions using lexicon-based features of
sentiment words and emoticons, where they translated from Greek the words of the input texts to English
for the usage of English sentiment lexicons. Besides ML-based SA, there are also studies regarding the
exploration of sentiment for real world situations, such as COVID-19 (Kydros, Argyropoulou, and Vrana
2021) and pre-election events (Beleveslis et al. 2019).

Aspect-Based SA. Antonakaki et al. (2017, 2016) performed entity-based SA and sarcasm detection for
political tweets. They performed entity identification manually, lexicon-based SA for each tweet, and
sarcasm detection with Support Vector Machine (SVM) using a lexicon and performing topic modelling,
as they hypothesised that some topics are more associated with sarcasm.36 Petasis et al. (2014) performed
entity-based SA to support a real-world reputation management application, monitoring whether enti-
ties are perceived positively or negatively on the Web.

Stance Detection. Tsakalidis et al. (2018a) aimed to nowcast on a daily basis the voting stance of Twitter
users during the pre-electoral period of the 2015 Greek bailout referendum. They performed semi-
supervised time-sensitive classification of tweets, leveraging text and network information.

Argument Mining. Sliwa et al. (2018) tackled non-English languages argument mining using parallel data.
They used parallel data pairs with English as the source language and either Arabic or a Balkan language,
including Greek, as the target language. They automatically annotated English sentences for argumen-
tation and extended the labels to target languages using majority voting with eight argument mining
classifiers. Sardianos et al. (2015) identified segments representing argument elements (i.e., claims and
premises) in online (e.g. news) texts, using Conditional Random Fields (CRFs) (Lafferty, McCallum, and
Pereira 2001) and features based on Part of Speech (POS) tags, cue word lists, and word embeddings.

8.3 Sentiment Analysis and Argument Mining in Greek: Language Resources

Table 9 presents the datasets related to SA and Argument Mining, along with information on their
availability (see Table 3), annotation type (see Table 4), size, size unit and classes of annotation. The
number of instances, based on input type and granularity, is also reported per dataset (size). Besides
datasets, Language Resources (LRs) in Greek comprise also sentiment lexicons, which are summarised
in Table 10 and have been used to extract features for ML algorithms, or could have been used (Chen and
Skiena 2014).

Document-Level SA. Document-Level datasets in Greek regards mainly product reviews. Bilianos (2022)
presented 240 negative and 240 positive electronic product reviews. These reviews consist of user-
generated content, where the ratings were adjusted by the researchers to generate binary polarity. The re-
maining studies focusing on document-level SA created datasets annotated either for emotion (Kapoteli,
Koukaras, and Tjortjis 2022) or sentiment (Braoudaki et al. 2020; Spatiotis et al. 2020, 2019, 2016; Manias

36 The source code of Antonakaki et al. (2017) is available at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.820555.
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Table 9
Datasets for SA and argument mining, indicating their availability status (Lmt: limited availability, Err: unavailable,
No: no information provided; tags are linkable except for “No” tag and datasets available upon request; see Table 3
for details), annotation type (see Table 4 for details), size, size unit, and the sentiment annotation classes.

AUTHORS AVAILABILITY ANN. TYPE SIZE SIZE UNIT CLASS #
Antonakaki et al. (2017) Yes AUTOMATIC 301,000 TWEET -5 TO -1 (NEGATIVE), 1 TO 5 (POSITIVE)

Yes AUTOMATIC 182,000 tweet -5 TO -1 (NEGATIVE), 1 TO 5 (POSITIVE)
Yes MANUAL 4,644 TWEET SARCASTIC, NON-SARCASTIC

Chatzakou, Vakali, and Kafetsios (2017) Lmt MANUAL 2,246 TWEET EKMAN’S SIX BASIC EMOTIONS & EN-
THUSIASM, REJECTION, SHAME, ANXIETY,
CALM, INTEREST

Bilianos (2022) Lmt USER-GENERATED 480 REVIEW POSITIVE, NEGATIVE

Kydros, Argyropoulou, and Vrana (2021) Lmt AUTOMATIC 44,639 TWEET POSITIVE, NEGATIVE, ANXIETY

Sliwa et al. (2018) Lmt AUTOMATIC 166,430 SENTENCE ARGUMENTATIVE, NON-ARGUMENTATIVE

Tsakalidis et al. (2018b) Lmt MANUAL 1,640 TWEET POSITIVE, NEGATIVE, NEUTRAL

Lmt MANUAL 2,506 TWEET SARCASTIC, NON-SARCASTIC

Makrynioti and Vassalos (2015) Lmt MANUAL 8,888 TWEET POSITIVE, NEGATIVE

Sardianos et al. (2015) Lmt MANUAL 300 DOCUMENT ARGUMENT

Charalampakis et al. (2016) Err HYBRID 44,438 TWEET IRONIC, NON-IRONIC

Charalampakis et al. (2015) Err HYBRID 61,427 TWEET IRONIC, NON-IRONIC

Alexandridis et al. (2022) No MANUAL 3,875 TWEET POSITIVE, NEGATIVE, NEUTRAL

No MANUAL 54,916 DOCUMENT EKMAN’S SIX BASIC EMOTIONS, ANTICIPA-
TION, TRUST & NONE

Alexandridis et al. (2021) No MANUAL 59,810 SOCIAL MEDIA TEXT POSITIVE, NEGATIVE, NEUTRAL

Kapoteli, Koukaras, and Tjortjis (2022) No MANUAL 1,424 TWEET POSITIVE, NEGATIVE, NEUTRAL

Braoudaki et al. (2020) No USER-GENERATED 156,700 REVIEW POSITIVE, NEGATIVE

Drakopoulos et al. (2020) No AUTOMATIC 17.465M TWEET POSITIVE, NEGATIVE

Spatiotis et al. (2020, 2019, 2016) No MANUAL 11,156 REVIEW VERY POSITIVE, POSITIVE, NEUTRAL, NEG-
ATIVE, VERY NEGATIVE

Manias et al. (2020) No MANUAL 4,251 REVIEW POSITIVE, NEGATIVE, UNSUPPORTED

Beleveslis et al. (2019) No AUTOMATIC 46,705 TWEET POSITIVE, NEGATIVE, NEUTRAL

Medrouk and Pappa (2018) No USER-GENERATED 91,816 (EL, EN, FR) REVIEW POSITIVE, NEGATIVE

Tsakalidis et al. (2018a) No HYBRID 1.64M TWEET FAVOR, AGAINST

Medrouk and Pappa (2017) No USER-GENERATED 2,600 REVIEW POSITIVE, NEGATIVE

No USER-GENERATED 7,200 (EL, EN, FR) REVIEW POSITIVE, NEGATIVE

Athanasiou and Maragoudakis (2017) No MANUAL 740 COMMENT POSITIVE, NEGATIVE

Giatsoglou et al. (2017) No MANUAL 2,800 SENTENCE POSITIVE, NEGATIVE

Spatiotis et al. (2017) No MANUAL 11,156 REVIEW VERY POSITIVE, POSITIVE, NEUTRAL, NEG-
ATIVE, VERY NEGATIVE

Markopoulos et al. (2015) No MANUAL 1,800 REVIEW POSITIVE, NEGATIVE

Petasis et al. (2014) No MANUAL 2,300 TEXT POSITIVE, NEGATIVE

Solakidis, Vavliakis, and Mitkas (2014) No AUTOMATIC 25,700 TWEET POSITIVE, NEGATIVE, NEUTRAL, JOY, LOVE,
ANGER, SADNESS

et al. 2020; Medrouk and Pappa 2018, 2017; Athanasiou and Maragoudakis 2017; Spatiotis et al. 2017;
Markopoulos et al. 2015; Petasis et al. 2014), but did not make them publicly available.

Sentence-Level SA. Datasets annotated for sentiment at the sentence-level in Greek primarily consist
of tweets. Antonakaki et al. (2017) presented three datasets of tweets focused on politics. Two datasets
feature automatic sentiment annotation on a scale from -5 to 5, while the third is manually annotated
for sarcasm using crowdsourcing, employing a binary classification. All datasets include the full text
of the tweets. Chatzakou, Vakali, and Kafetsios (2017) presented a dataset of randomly selected tweets
annotated for 12 emotions, also through crowdsourcing and majority voting. Kydros, Argyropoulou, and
Vrana (2021) provided, upon request, a dataset of tweets related to the Covid-19 pandemic. These tweets
were automatically annotated using lexicons to determine their sentiment as either positive or negative,
with an additional annotation for anxiety. Tsakalidis et al. (2018b) provided a tweet dataset related to
the January 2015 General Elections in Greece annotated for positive or negative sentiment, as well as
a second dataset election-related tweets annotated for sarcasm. Both datasets were filtered to include
only instances where annotators agreed. Makrynioti and Vassalos (2015) randomly sampled 8,888 tweets
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from August 2012 to January 2015 and annotated them as positive, negative or neutral. Charalampakis
et al. (2016, 2015) provided two tweet datasets annotated for irony. Each dataset comprises 162 manually
annotated tweets, with the remaining tweets annotated automatically. These tweets were collected in
the weeks before and after the May 2012 parliamentary elections in Greece and are characterized by the
political parties and their leaders. The remaining studies focusing on sentence-level SA are not publicly
available and they primarily use tweets (Alexandridis et al. 2022; Kapoteli, Koukaras, and Tjortjis 2022;
Drakopoulos et al. 2020; Beleveslis et al. 2019; Tsakalidis et al. 2018a; Solakidis, Vavliakis, and Mitkas
2014) or social media content from other sources (Alexandridis et al. 2021). An exception is Giatsoglou
et al. (2017), who segmented user reviews on mobiles into sentences for annotation. Additionally, all
datasets are annotated for sentiment, except for Solakidis, Vavliakis, and Mitkas (2014), who annotated
both sentiment and (four) emotions.

Argument Mining. Sliwa et al. (2018) provided a collection of bilingual datasets containing sentences
labeled as argumentative or non-argumentative, available upon request. The sentences were automat-
ically annotated by eight different argument mining models, and the final label was determined based
on the majority vote of these models. These datasets derived from parallel corpora where the source
language is English and target language is either a Balkan language or Arabic. Additionally, Sardianos et al.
(2015) made a dataset available upon request. This dataset consisted of 300 news articles from the Greek
newspaper Avgi,37 annotated by two human annotators (150 articles each) for argument components,
i.e. premises and claims.

Table 10
Sentiment lexica with information on availability (Lmt: limited availability, Err: unavailable, No: no information
provided; tags are linkable except for No; see Table 3 for details), size, size unit, and annotation type.

AUTHORS AVAILABILITY SIZE SIZE UNIT ANNOTATION TYPE

Tsakalidis et al. (2018b) Lmt 32,884 UNIQUE INFLECTED FORM SUBJECTIVITY, SENTIMENT, EMOTION

Lmt 190,667 NGRAM SENTIMENT

Lmt 32,980 NGRAM EMOTION

Giatsoglou et al. (2017) Err 4,658 WORD SUBJECTIVITY, SENTIMENT, EMOTION

Palogiannidi et al. (2016) Err 407,000 WORD VALENCE, AROUSAL, DOMINANCE

Antonakaki et al. (2017) No 4,915 WORD SENTIMENT

Markopoulos et al. (2015) No 68,748 TYPE SENTIMENT

SA Lexicons. Tsakalidis et al. (2018b) developed three lexicons with data collected between August 1st,
2015, and November 1st, 2015. The first lexicon was derived from the digital version of the Dictionary of
Standard Modern Greek,38 which was web-crawled to gather words used in an ironic, derogatory, abusive,
mocking, or vulgar manner. This process yielded 2,324 words (later reduced to 2,260 after editing) along
with their definitions. These words were manually annotated as objective, strongly subjective, or weakly
subjective. Subjective words were further annotated as positive, negative, or both, and each annotation
was rated on a scale from 1 (least) to 5 (most) based on Ekman’s six basic emotions. The annotations
were then automatically extended to all inflected forms, resulting in 32,884 types. To capture informal-
ities prevalent in Twitter content, the authors also developed two Twitter-specific lexicons collecting

37 https://www.avgi.gr/
38 https://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/modern_greek/tools/lexica/triantafyllides/
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tweets using seed words from the first lexicon. Giatsoglou et al. (2017) proposed an expansion of the
lexicon of Tsakalidis, Papadopoulos, and Kompatsiaris (2014), which included 2,315 words annotated for
subjectivity, polarity, and Ekman’s six emotions. This expanded lexicon incorporated synonyms grouped
around each term and assigned a vector containing the average emotion over all dimensions and terms,
resulting in a total of 4,658 Greek terms. Palogiannidi et al. (2016) introduced an affective lexicon of 1,034
words with human ratings for valence, arousal, and dominance, originating from the Bradley and Lang
(1999). The terms were translated, manually annotated by multiple annotators, and then automatically
expanded using a semantic model to estimate the semantic similarity between two words, resulting in
a final lexicon containing 407,000 words. The following lexicons are not publicly available. Antonakaki
et al. (2017) presented a lexicon consisting of 4,915 words annotated for polarity. This lexicon is a com-
pilation of three independent lexicons: two general purpose-lexicons and one from the political domain.
Markopoulos et al. (2015) developed a sentiment lexicon comprising Greek words found in the corpus
they also constructed, conveying positive or negative meanings. Their lexicon covers all inflected forms
of the words found in the corpus, totaling 68,748 types.

8.4 Summary of Sentiment Analysis and Argument Mining in Greek

SA for Greek is applied to hotel and product reviews, political posts, educational questionnaires,
COVID19-related posts, and trending topics discussed on Twitter, listed here in descending order of fre-
quency. We have observed also studies that deal with a range of distinct emotions, or a specific emotion,
e.g. anxiety or irony which is a sentiment that is extremely challenging to capture in Natural Language
Processing (NLP) (Wankhade, Rao, and Kulkarni 2022). The SA task has attracted significant attention
in the field of NLP for Greek (Fig.4), constituting approximately one-fourth of the studies (24.6%). This
attention reached its peak in 2017 before experiencing a slight decrease. A similar trend is observed across
ACL Anthology tracks only slightly earlier, i.e., between 2013 and 2016 (Rohatgi et al. 2023). Despite this
abundance of studies, however, we observe that publicly available Greek datasets are scarce. Even among
the published datasets, limitations exist. Moreover, studies exploring SA through lexicons have generated
new lexicons, yet none of these are publicly accessible.

9. Authorship Analysis

9.1 Track Description

Authorship analysis attempts to infer information about the authorship of a piece of work (El and Kassou
2014). It encompasses three primary tasks: author profiling, detecting sociolinguistic attributes of the
authors from their text; authorship verification, determining whether a text belongs to a specific author;
and authorship attribution, pinpointing the right author of a particular text from a predefined set of
potential authors (El and Kassou 2014). Both authorship verification and authorship attribution are
variations of the broader author identification problem, which seeks to determine the author of a text
(Kestemont et al. 2018). Another pertinent task within authorship analysis is author clustering, which
entails grouping documents authored by the same individual into clusters, with each cluster representing
a distinct author (Rosso et al. 2016). While other tasks may also relate to authorship analysis, our focus is
on these four tasks, as research in the Greek language is predominantly limited to them.
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9.2 Authorship Analysis: Language Models and Methods

In Greek, Authorship Analysis has been supported by a workshop series addressing various tasks within
this field. Furthermore, additional studies concentrating on the fundamental tasks of authorship analysis
have been identified.

PAN. A workshop series and a networking initiative, called PAN,39 is dedicated to the fields of digital text
forensics and stylometry since 2007. Its objective is to foster collaboration among researchers and prac-
titioners, exploring text analysis in terms of authorship, originality, trustworthiness, and ethics among
others. PAN has organized shared tasks focusing on computational challenges related to authorship
analysis, computational ethics, and plagiarism detection, amassing a total of 64 shared tasks with 55
datasets provided by the organizing committees and an additional nine contributed by the community
(Bevendorff et al. 2023). Among these tasks, four specifically addressed Greek, with three dealing with
author identification (Juola and Stamatatos 2013; Stamatatos et al. 2014, 2015), and one with author
clustering (Stamatatos et al. 2016).

Authorship Attribution. Juola, Mikros, and Vinsick (2019) benchmarked an attribution framework,40

on a corpus of Greek texts that were authored by students who also translated their texts to English.
Authorship attribution was substantially more accurate in English compared to Greek. They provided
three possible reasons suitable for future investigation. First, the framework or the features tested excel
in English-like languages (selection bias). Second, authorship pool bias may exist due to authors’ non-
native English proficiency, potentially affecting the error rate. Third, linguistically, Greek might possess
inherent complexities hindering individual feature extraction.

Authorship Verification. This task has been addressed in Greek in a multilingual setting. Kocher and Savoy
(2017) suggested an unsupervised baseline, by concatenating the candidate author’s texts and comparing
the 200 most frequent occurring terms (words and punctuation symbols) extracted from these texts with
those extracted from the disputed text. Hürlimann et al. (2015) trained a binary linear classifier on top
of engineered features (e.g., character n-grams, text similarity, visual text attributes),41 while Halvani,
Winter, and Pflug (2016) approached the task with a single-class classification, demonstrating strong
performance in the PAN-2020 competition (Halvani, Graner, and Regev 2020; Kestemont et al. 2020).

Author Profiling. Perifanos (2015) and Mikros (2013) performed gender identification in Greek tweets.
They deployed Machine Learning (ML) algorithms using stylometric features in the character and word
level, most frequent words in the text, as well as gender-related keywords lists, extracted from the
texts. Mikros (2013) explored stylometric features, which contained both lexical and sub-lexical units,
to explore their usage distribution over texts of male and female authors, concluding that men and
women use differently most stylometric features. In a prior study, Mikros (2012) conducted author gender
identification and authorship attribution using stylometric features, employing the Sequential Minimal
Optimization (SMO) algorithm (Platt 1999). Their findings indicated that author gender is conveyed
through distinctive syntactical and morphological patterns, whereas authorship is linked to the over-
or under-representation of certain high-frequency words.

39 https://pan.webis.de/
40 https://github.com/evllabs/JGAAP
41 The source code is available at https://github.com/pan-webis-de/huerlimann15.
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9.3 Authorship Analysis in Greek: Language Resources

Table 11 displays the corresponding Language Resources (LRs) available for Authorship Analysis in
Greek. All the publicly available datasets regarding tasks in Authorship Analysis originate from the PAN
workshop series. While our paper retrieval process returned only the task overview papers from the PAN-
2013 and PAN-2014 workshops, we include all Greek datasets from the PAN workshop series for compre-
hensive coverage. Juola and Stamatatos (2013) delivered a corpus for the PAN-2013 author identification
task, which contains documents in Greek, English, and Spanish. The Greek part of the corpus comprises
newspaper articles published in a Greek weekly newspaper,42 from 1996 to 2012. The authors organized
the Greek corpus into 50 verification task groups, where each group comprises documents with known
authors and one document with an unknown author. Grouping criteria included genre, theme, date of
writing, and stylistic relationships. Stamatatos et al. (2014) provided a larger corpus for the PAN-2014
author identification task, consisting of 200 verification task groups of documents and including Dutch
in addition to the previously mentioned languages.

Unlike PAN-2013, no stylistic analysis was conducted on the texts to identify authors with very
similar styles or texts of the same author with notable differences. The corpus of the following year of
the PAN author identification task (Stamatatos et al. 2015), i.e. PAN-2015, maintains the same size and
languages as PAN-2014 but allows for cross-topic and cross-genre author verification by not assuming
that all documents match in genre and topic. Stamatatos et al. (2016) introduced a dataset for the PAN-
2016 author clustering task, including documents in Greek, English, and Dutch, spanning two genres
(articles and reviews) and covering various topics. The Greek part of the corpus comprises six document
groups specifically designed for author clustering and authorship-link ranking purposes.

Additionally, Halvani, Winter, and Pflug (2016) provided the test part of their dataset, which includes
120 recipes and 70 news articles, but it does not have a license. Juola, Mikros, and Vinsick (2019) per-
formed authorship attribution on Greek and English student essays, which were written by one hundred
students following specific instructions. In contrast, Mikros (2013, 2012) focused on identifying gender
in news texts and blogs, creating datasets that are equally balanced in terms of gender and topic, with
gender and topic information provided by the distributors.

Table 11
Datasets related to authorship analysis with information on availability (Lmt: limited availability, No: no
information provided; tags are linkable except for No; see Table 3 for details), annotation type (see Table 4 for
details), size, size unit, and domain.

AUTHORS AVAILABILITY ANN. TYPE SIZE SIZE UNIT DOMAIN

Stamatatos et al. (2016) Yes MANUAL 330 DOCUMENT ARTICLES, REVIEWS

Stamatatos et al. (2015) Yes MANUAL 393 DOCUMENT NEWS

Stamatatos et al. (2014) Yes MANUAL 385 DOCUMENT NEWS

Juola and Stamatatos (2013) Yes MANUAL 120 ARTICLE NEWS

Halvani, Winter, and Pflug (2016) Lmt CURATED 190 RECIPE, ARTICLE COOKING, VARIOUS

Juola, Mikros, and Vinsick (2019) No MANUAL 200 ESSAY PERSONAL & ACADEMIC TOPICS

Mikros (2013) No CURATED 479,439 WORD SCIENCE, SOCIETY, ECONOMY, ART

Mikros (2012) No CURATED 406,460 WORD BLOG

42 https://www.tovima.gr/
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9.4 Summary of Authorship Analysis in Greek

Authorship Analysis studies in Greek address all three primary tasks: authorship attribution, verification,
and profiling. A significant contribution to this field is the inclusion of Greek benchmark datasets in the
PAN workshop series (from PAN-2013 to PAN-2016 workshops), dedicated to digital text forensics and
stylometry. The availability of Greek datasets through this workshop series has played a pivotal role in
advancing authorship analysis research for Greek, with many early studies using these datasets. 43This
initial boost, however, was not followed after 2016, making this track less popular compared to others
(Fig. 4). The most recent study retrieved dates back to 2019, with the majority of studies concentrated
between 2012 and 2017. Recent global advancements in authorship analysis tasks, e.g., deep and transfer
learning (Savoy 2020), are not yet met in Greek. Additionally, the evolution in the field has introduced new
tasks, such as bots profiling, author obfuscation, and style change detection, areas for which no relevant
studies were found in the Greek context (Potthast et al. 2019).

10. Ethics and NLP

10.1 Track Description

Within the thematic domain of Ethics and Natural Language Processing (NLP), a wide range of topics
is addressed globally, encompassing issues such as overgeneralization, dual use of NLP technologies,
privacy protection, bias in NLP models, underrepresentation, fairness, and Toxicity Detection, among
others (Hovy et al. 2017). Studies pertaining to Greek within this domain primarily focus on Toxicity
Detection, which regards the automated identification of abusive, offensive, or otherwise harmful user-
generated content (more details about definitions are in Appendix 15). This task is a necessity for online
content moderation, including social media moderation, content filtering, and prevention of online ha-
rassment, all aimed at fostering a safer and more respectful online environment (Schmidt and Wiegand
2017). An exception to the many toxicity detection studies in Greek is the work of Ahn and Oh (2021) that
explores ethnic bias detection in Large Language Models (LLMs) (discussed in §4).

Toxicity detection has raised heated debates like no other NLP task. Criticism focuses mainly on
datasets and the way researchers approach the problem, often oversimplifying the issue and disregarding
the variety of use cases (Díaz et al. 2022). Toxicity can be interpreted differently depending on factors
like social group membership, social status, and privilege, leading to unequal impacts on marginalized
communities. (Welbl et al. 2021). A second point of criticism highlights the fact that commonly used
datasets, where the models are trained and evaluated on, often lack sufficient context to allow reliable
judgements (Pavlopoulos et al. 2020; Hovy and Yang 2021). Lastly, it is highlighted that the definition of
toxicity is subjective and dependent on the annotator’s perspective (Sap et al. 2019; Gordon et al. 2022).
These elements, however, are seldom incorporated in research tasks, negatively influencing the task
framing and the implementation of automated systems. Furthermore, differences in the interpretation
of toxicity are reflected in the developed datasets and models (Sap et al. 2019; Gordon et al. 2022).

43 In contrast, a shared-task (El-Haj et al. 2022) and a workshop (Giannakopoulos 2013) in Summarization (§15), which also
provided Greek corpora, not succeeded in attracting attention to the summarization task for Greek.
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10.2 Ethics and NLP in Greek: Language Models and Methods

Toxicity Detection - Multilingual Shared Task. In 2020, a subtask of offensive language identification for
Greek was introduced as part of the SemEval-2020 Task 12 on Multilingual Offensive Language Identifica-
tion in Social Media (OffensEval-202044) (Zampieri et al. 2020). The task focused on four other languages
besides Greek: Danish, English, Turkish, and Arabic. Overall, 145 teams submitted official runs on the test
data, 37 of which made an official submission on Greek, while the submissions for English were approx.
the double, i.e. 81. The majority of the high-ranked submissions Ahn et al. (2020); Wang et al. (2020);
Socha (2020); Safaya, Abdullatif, and Yuret (2020) opted for large-scale pre-trained Transformers, with
BERT being the most prominent among them.

Toxicity Detection - Greek Shared Task Subtask. The Greek dataset used for the SemEval subtask is an ex-
tended version of the Offensive Greek Tweet Dataset (OGTD), which was developed by Pitenis, Zampieri,
and Ranasinghe (2020). In their original article, the authors trained Machine Learning (ML) classifiers
on extracted features, including Term Frequency - Inverse Document Frequency (TF-IDF) unigrams,
bigrams, Part of Speech (POS) and dependency relation tags and obtained their best results from a Deep
Learning (DL) network, feeding word embeddings Outsios et al. (2018) to Long Short-Term Memory
(LSTM) and Gated Recurrent Unit (GRU) cells equipped with self-attention (Plum et al. 2019).45 The same
extended version of OGTD was used by Ranasinghe and Zampieri (2021) to perform offensive language
identification in Greek, by applying cross-lingual contextual word embeddings and transfer learning.
They fine-tuned XLM-RoBERTa (XLM-R) (Conneau et al. 2019) on English offensive language data (OLID)
(Zampieri et al. 2019), and then used it to classify texts in Greek. They used the same methodology for
other 6 low-resource languages.46

Toxicity Detection by Companies. Major companies and social media platforms, such as Meta, Twitter,
and Reddit.47 have shown their interest for automated detection of toxic content. This has been true
early enough also for Greek. Considering both fully and semi-automatic user content moderation in
Gazzetta sports portal48 comments, Pavlopoulos, Malakasiotis, and Androutsopoulos (2017) equipped
a GRU-based Recurrent Neural Network (RNN) with a self-attention mechanism for toxicity detection.
Their results suggested that an ablated version, using only the self-attention and disregarding the RNN,
performs considerably well given its simplicity. In a different study on the same data, the authors showed
that user embeddings lead to improved performance (Pavlopoulos et al. 2017).

Hate Speech. Research focusing on the phenomenon of hate speech targeting specific groups has gar-
nered significant interest. Greece, serving as a primary entry point for a large number of immigrants
arriving in Europe, has witnessed the emergence of xenophobic and racist opinions directed towards
immigrants and refugees. Arcila-Calderón et al. (2022) tackled with racist and/or xenophobic hate speech
detection on tweets for Greek, Spanish and Italian using BERT-based Language Models (LMs). The same
task was addressed by Perifanos and Goutsos (2021), also for Greek but with a multi-modal approach, in

44 https://sites.google.com/site/offensevalsharedtask/offenseval-2020
45 The source code of Pitenis, Zampieri, and Ranasinghe (2020) is available at

https://github.com/tharindudr/aggression-detection-greek.
46 The source code is available at https://github.com/tharindudr/offenseval_2020
47 https://transparency.fb.com/el-gr/policies/community-standards/hate-speech/,

https://help.twitter.com/en/rules-and-policies/hateful-conduct-policy
48 http://www.gazzetta.gr/
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order to take into account hateful content that does not necessarily carry textual streams, i.e. images. For
the text modality, they used GreekBERT and they also created the BERTaTweetGR LM (see Table 5), while
for joint representations of text and tweet images they used a single model combining the representations
of BERT and ResNet models. Pontiki et al. (2020) performed verbal aggression analysis on twitter data.
They identified different aspects of verbal aggression related to predefined targets of interest. Lekea and
Karampelas (2018) detected hate speech within terrorists manifestos, classifying these manifestos into
three categories: no hate speech, moderate hate speech, and apparent hate speech. Finally, Nikiforos,
Tzanavaris, and Kermanidis (2020) detected bullying within Virtual Learning Communitys (VLCs) and
applied linguistic analysis aiming to recognise behaviour patterns.

10.3 Ethics and NLP in Greek: Language Resources

Table 12 presents the relevant Language Resources (LRs) in Greek, along with their availability (see
Table 3), annotation type (see Table 4), size, and the type of content targeted for detection. Only one
dataset is publicly available, licensed, and accessible to us at the time of this study. Half were publicly
available studies with licensing issues, one was non accessible, and two were not publicly available (both
with very few data). Half of the studies regarded tweets and two of the studies comprised more than a
million of user-generated posts.

Table 12
Datasets designed for toxicity detection related tasks, with information on availability (Yes: publicly available, Lmt:
limited availability, Err: unavailable, No: no information provided; tags are linkable except for No; see Table 3 for
details), annotation type (see Table 4 for details;† indicates unclear annotation process), size, size unit, detection
class.

AUTHORS AVAILABILITY ANN. TYPE SIZE SIZE UNIT CLASS

Zampieri et al. (2020) Yes MANUAL 10,287 TWEET OFFENSE

Perifanos and Goutsos (2021) Lmt MANUAL 4,004 TWEET TOXICITY

Pontiki et al. (2020) Lmt AUTOMATIC 4.490M TWEET XENOPHOBIA

Pavlopoulos, Malakasiotis, and Androutsopoulos (2017) Lmt MANUAL 1,450,000 COMMENT TOXICITY

Arcila-Calderón et al. (2022) Err MANUAL 15,761 TWEET RACISM, XENOPHOBIA

Nikiforos, Tzanavaris, and Kermanidis (2020) No MANUAL 583 SENTENCE BULLYING

Lekea and Karampelas (2018) No AUTOMATIC† 81 MANIFESTO TERRORISM

Pitenis, Zampieri, and Ranasinghe (2020) introduced a dataset comprising 1,401 offensive and 3,378
non-offensive tweets, sourced from popular and trending hashtags in Greece, keyword queries contain-
ing sensitive or obscene language, and tweets featuring /eisai/ (“you are”) as a keyword. Zampieri et al.
(2020) extended this dataset for OffensEval-2020, increasing the total to 10,287 tweets. The extension
involved manual annotation by three annotators, with the final label determined by majority voting
among the annotators.

Perifanos and Goutsos (2021) curated 1,040 racist and/or xenophobic hate-speech tweets and 2,964
non-hate-speech tweets, providing tweet IDs along with code for obtaining their visual appearance as
they would have been rendered in a web browser. Their dataset reflects an overlap of neo-Nazi, far-
right, and alt-right social media accounts systematically targeting refugees, LGBTQ activists, feminists,
and human rights advocates. The dataset was annotated by three human rights activists. The final label
for each tweet was determined by majority voting among the annotators. Pontiki et al. (2020) gathered
a dataset of 4,490,572 tweets exhibiting verbal attacks against ten predefined target groups during the
financial crisis in Greece. The dataset has limited availability as it does not include the tweets or tweet
IDs. Pavlopoulos, Malakasiotis, and Androutsopoulos (2017) offered 1.6 million manually moderated
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user-generated encrypted comments from Gazzetta,49 a Greek sports news portal. Arcila-Calderón et al.
(2022) provided a multilingual dataset containing records of racist/xenophobic hate speech from various
sources such as news articles, as well as Twitter, YouTube, and Facebook. The content within the dataset is
written in Greek, Italian, and Spanish languages. Nikiforos, Tzanavaris, and Kermanidis (2020) developed
a manually annotated corpus on bullying within VLCs using conversations from Wikispaces. The corpus
was annotated by two annotators; however, they did not publicly release the dataset. Finally, Lekea and
Karampelas (2018) annotated manifestos authored by members of the terrorist organization 17 Novem-
ber with hate speech tags (moderate/apparent/no hate speech). However, they did not publicly release
these annotated documents, and details regarding the annotation process were not clearly specified in
their publication.

10.4 Summary of Ethics and NLP in Greek

Studies concerning Ethics and NLP in the context of Greek language are predominantly focused on
Toxicity Detection rather than addressing issues related to Responsible AI, Data Ethics, or Privacy Preser-
vation. Toxicity Detection in Greek has been facilitated withing the setting of a multilingual shared
task. The Greek subtask attracted approximately half the submissions compared to its English counter-
part. Additional studies on Toxicity Detection involve collaborations with private companies and others
specifically targeting hate speech against certain groups. Reflecting on the toxicity detection methods
and LRs available for Greek, it becomes evident that published studies are more concerned with social
issues pertinent to Greek society (Arcila-Calderón et al. 2022; Perifanos and Goutsos 2021; Lekea and
Karampelas 2018; Nikiforos et al. 2021) rather than improving existing methods or sharing new LRs.
With few exceptions emphasizing hate speech detection from a social perspective (Nikiforos, Tzanavaris,
and Kermanidis 2020; Lekea and Karampelas 2018), the predominant approach in this domain relies
heavily on DL techniques. Notably, shared language resources for Greek often lack consideration for
conversational context, aligning with a global trend observed in toxicity detection research (Pavlopoulos
et al. 2020). Furthermore, studies predominantly target social groups responsible for generating hate
speech, overlooking hate speech originating from marginalized groups, who may perceive it as a means
of self-defense or asserting their rights.

11. Question Answering

11.1 Track Description

Question Answering (QA) aims to automatically answer user questions in natural language (Zhu et al.
2021). There are several real-world applications linked to QA, ranging from decision or customer support
systems (Goodwin and Harabagiu 2016; Li et al. 2018), chatbots (Adamopoulou and Moussiades 2020),
and personal assistants (de Barcelos Silva et al. 2020). Given a question such as “Which is the birthplace
of Plato?”, a QA system is expected to predict the correct answer: “Athens”. However, QA can be very broad
in terms of the questions that can be asked (Gardner et al. 2019). For example, a statement such as “My
name is John”, which is not a question, could receive an answer of the form “That is a nice name” or “Nice
to meet you, John”, or so.

49 http://www.gazzetta.gr/
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The QA Format. The QA format can have multiple variations. For instance, it can extract the answer from
a given knowledge base (unstructured or structured, e.g., documents, a database) or it can generate the
text of the answer without any such support, as is the case of ChatGPT (Table 13).50 These systems can be

QUESTION ANSWER

What might be the future
impact of widespread AI
integration in daily life?

In a future with ubiquitous AI, we could experience personal-
ized and efficient services, enhanced decision-making support,
and seamless automation across various aspects of daily life,
transforming the way we work and interact with technology.

Table 13
Dialogue with ChatGPT to illustrate the generative approach where a model generates answers without relying on a
predefined knowledge base

further classified based on various criteria, such as the nature of the questions and the types of answers
they require (factoid vs non-factoid). Additionally, classification can be based on the breadth of domain
coverage and the sources of knowledge employed to generate answers (closed-domain vs open-domain)
(Chen and Yih 2020).

QA Evaluation. A QA system is usually trained and evaluated on an appropriate dataset, tackling tasks
such as Natural Language Understanding (NLU), Information Retrieval (IR), reasoning, and world mod-
elling (Rogers, Gardner, and Augenstein 2023; Schlegel et al. 2020; Sugawara et al. 2017). These evalua-
tions serve to measure the system’s performance across different aspects of language understanding and
response generation.

11.2 Question Answering in Greek: Language Models and Methods

Existing QA systems for Greek all use extractive algorithms, extracting answers from given knowledge
bases. Mountantonakis et al. (2022) introduced an open-domain, factoid cross-lingual QA system. Specif-
ically, they translated user questions from Greek to English and used English BERT-based QA models
to retrieve answers from DBpedia abstracts.51 The answers were then translated back to Greek before
being returned to the user. Additionally, the context from which answers are retrieved, known as the
knowledge base, can also be structured data, as demonstrated by Tsampos and Marakakis (2023) and
Marakakis, Kondylakis, and Aris (2017), who employed closed-domain factoid QA systems. Tsampos
and Marakakis (2023) created a medical QA system by syntactically analyzing texts and representing the
dependency parse tree as nodes and relationships in a graph database. User queries were transformed
into database queries, and rule-based matching methods were used to return the answer in natural
language. Marakakis, Kondylakis, and Aris (2017) converted the user’s question into a database query,
searched the database, and combined the noun and verb phrase of the question with the response to
form an answer in natural language.

50 https://chat.openai.com/
51 https://www.dbpedia.org/
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Off-the-shelf. services have been used to build QA systems, providing conversational interfaces even
without any programming knowledge (Braun et al. 2017). Specifically, Malamas, Papangelou, and Syme-
onidis (2022) and Ventoura et al. (2021) developed e-healthcare assistants, the latter providing informa-
tion and support specifically for the Covid19 pandemic. Both these studies used a NLU service,52 in order
to generate the answer, which first extracted the intent (e.g., pharmacy finder) and the entities (e.g., “city”,
“time”) from the question (e.g. “What pharmacies will be open in Athens tomorrow morning at 8?”).

11.3 Question Answering in Greek: Language Resources

Table 14 presents the QA Language Resources (LRs) for Greek. In terms of monolingual QA LRs, Mountan-
tonakis et al. (2022) curated an evaluation dataset for QA systems, comprising 20 texts of diverse subjects,
derived from a Greek text bank,53. For each of these 20 texts, they crafted 10 questions along with their
respective golden answers, resulting in a total of 200 questions and answers. Lopes et al. (2016) offer a
dataset of audio recordings and the respective transcriptions of 200 dialogues collected from call center
interactions regarding movie inquiries. This dataset, available upon request, is also manually annotated
on gender, task success, anger, satisfaction and miscommunication annotations, rendering it suitable
for a range of Natural Language Processing (NLP) tasks beyond QA. Additionally, we have addressed a
promising initiative by the Artificial Intelligence Team of University of Athens54 to create a Greek QA
dataset55, though it remains unavailable as of the time of writing.

Multilingual LRs can be used to overcome the existing barriers for low-resource languages. Only a
few include Greek and could therefore be used to build a QA system. Here, we introduce multilingual QA
datasets that were not initially retrieved through our search protocol, but were accessed via the Hugging
Face repository to ensure their inclusion for comprehensive Greek NLP research purposes. Among them,
XQuAD (Artetxe, Ruder, and Yogatama 2019) stands out as a cross-lingual QA dataset comprising 1,190
question-answer pairs derived from the development set of SQuAD v1.1 (Rajpurkar et al. 2016), along
with their professional translations into ten languages, including Greek. In contrast, XQuAD-R (Roy et al.
2020) serves as a retrieval version of XQuAD. Lastly, MQA (De Bruyn et al. 2021) is a multilingual corpus
of questions and answers parsed from Common Crawl56, making it unique as it includes data written in
Greek rather than translated from English.

Table 14
QA datasets, indicating availability (Yes: publicly available, Lmt: limited availability; tags are linkable except for
datasets available upon request; see Table 3 for details), annotation type (see Table 4 for details), the size of the
Greek part of the dataset, size unit, and (if it is multilingual) whether it is a translation from English.

AUTHORS AVAILABILITY ANN. TYPE SIZE SIZE UNIT TRANSLATED

De Bruyn et al. (2021) Yes USER-GENERATED 1.77M QUESTION-ANSWER PAIR NO

Roy et al. (2020) Yes MANUAL 1,190-1,234 QUESTION-CANDIDATE ANSWER YES

Artetxe, Ruder, and Yogatama (2019) Yes MANUAL 1,190 QUESTION-ANSWER PAIR YES

Mountantonakis et al. (2022) Lmt MANUAL 200 QUESTION-ANSWER PAIR N/A

Lopes et al. (2016) Lmt MANUAL 200 DIALOGUE N/A

52 https://rasa.com/
53 https://www.greek-language.gr/certification/dbs/teachers/index.html
54 https://ai.di.uoa.gr/
55 https://greekqa.di.uoa.gr/
56 https://commoncrawl.org/

35

https://huggingface.co/datasets/clips/mqa
https://huggingface.co/datasets/xquad_r
https://huggingface.co/datasets/xquad
https://github.com/mbastakis/Tiresias/tree/master/evaluation_results
https://rasa.com/
https://www.greek-language.gr/certification/dbs/teachers/index.html
https://ai.di.uoa.gr/
https://greekqa.di.uoa.gr/
https://commoncrawl.org/


11.4 Summary of Question Answering in Greek

Reflecting on the QA LRs and architectures available for Greek, several observations emerge. Firstly, there
is a notable scarcity of monolingual QA language resources tailored specifically for Greek. Consequently,
the reliance on multilingual QA LRs becomes essential for advancing Greek NLP tasks. Notably, MQA
(De Bruyn et al. 2021) stands out as the sole multilingual LR, and not a translation from English, appli-
cable to Greek QA, using a representative sample of Greek questions. This aligns with the observation by
Rogers, Gardner, and Augenstein (2023) that multilingual QA benchmarks aim for homogeneity across
languages and, thus, may disregard natural or representative samples of individual languages. Further-
more, the landscape of QA architectures developed for Greek remains relatively underexplored, with only
a few studies addressing this domain thus far. Remarkably, there has been no proposition of a Deep
Learning (DL)-based QA solution tailored specifically for Greek, possibly attributable to the absence of
dedicated monolingual QA LRs for the language.

12. Machine Translation, Multilingualism, and Cross-Lingual NLP

12.1 Track Description

This section concerns studies handling multiple languages in Natural Language Processing (NLP), in-
cluding Greek. The most typical canonical task under this thematic domain is Machine Translation
(MT), which is the task of automated translation from one natural language to another. Emerged as one
of the earliest tasks a computer could possibly solve, it was inspired by Warren Weaver’s “translation
memorandum” in 1947 and IBM’s word-for-word translation system in 1954 (Hutchins 1997). Greek
is considered as a mid-resource language regarding MT, considering the sufficient number of parallel
corpora available for training MT systems (§12.3). Most of the work is focused on evaluation and using
MT for data augmentation or to enable NLP tools in other languages.

12.2 Machine Translation, Multilingualism, and Cross-Lingual NLP in Greek: Language Models and
Methods

MT. Kouremenos, Ntalianis, and Kollias (2018) developed a rule-based MT system between Greek and
Greek Sign Language (GSL) for producing parallel corpora of Greek and GSL glossed text.57 The authors
opted for a rule-based approach due to the absence of a standardized writing system for GSL, the
scarcity of publicly available GSL grammar resources and Greek-GSL parallel data. Beinborn, Zesch, and
Gurevych (2013) focused on the automatic production of cognates using character-based MT, applying
their method on language pairs with different alphabets, specifically from English to Greek, Russian, and
Farsi. They aimed to identify not only genetic cognates,58 but also words that are sufficiently similar to
be associated by a language learner.59 Their approach relied on phrase-based Statistical Machine Trans-
lation (SMT) using the MOSES framework (Koehn et al. 2007), but instead of translating phrases, they
transformed character sequences from one language into the other, using words instead of sentences and

57 In this context, glossing is a method for representing the meaning and grammatical structure of signed language in written
form.

58 Two words in two languages are considered as genetic cognates when they have the same etymological origin (Crystal 2011).
59 For example, the English word “strange” has the Italian correspondent “strano”. The two words have different roots and are

therefore genetically unrelated. For language learners, however, the similarity is more evident than for example the
English-Italian genetic cognate father-padre.
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characters instead of words. The goal of Pecina et al. (2012) was to adapt a general-domain SMT system to
specific domains by acquiring in-domain monolingual and parallel data through domain-focused web-
crawling. The authors specifically focused on two language pairs: English–Greek and English-French; and
two domains: Natural Environment and Labour Legislation.

Studies focusing on the evaluation of MT systems have consistently demonstrated the superior
performance of Neural Machine Translation (NMT) over SMT. Mouratidis, Kermanidis, and Sosoni (2021)
tackled MT evaluation specifically for the English-Greek and English-Italian language pairs. They de-
veloped a Deep Learning (DL) framework using a Recurrent Neural Network (RNN) that incorporated
linguistic features, word embeddings, and automatic MT metrics. The evaluation was conducted on
small and noisy datasets comprising educational video subtitles. In an earlier study, Stasimioti et al.
(2020) also considered human evaluation, taking into account factors such as post-editing effort, ade-
quacy and fluency ratings, and error classification.60 Also, Castilho et al. (2018), performed a quantitative
and qualitative comparative evaluation of SMT and NMT, using automatic metrics and input from a
small group of professional translators. The evaluation focused on the translation of educational texts
in four language pairs: English to Greek, German, Portuguese and Russian. These studies contribute to
the understanding of MT system evaluation and highlight the advantages of NMT over SMT in terms of
performance.

Multilingualism. The studies discussed below, investigate various aspects of language analysis and pro-
cessing across multiple languages. Giorgi et al. (2021) developed a cognitive architecture based on a large-
scale neural network, for processing and producing four natural languages simultaneously, exhibiting
disambiguation in semantic and grammatical levels. It was evaluated through two approaches: individual
training for each language and cumulative training across all languages, showing competence in com-
prehending and responding to questions in a preschool literature context. Gamallo, Pichel, and Alegria
(2020) focused on measuring the intra linguistic distances between six isolated European languages
(incl. Greek), and the inter distances with other European languages. Various linguistic measures were
deployed to assess the distance between language pairs. Fragkou (2014) conducted language identifica-
tion. The author used forums containing content written in Greek, English, and Greeklish, and employed
techniques borrowed from topic change segmentation. Bollegala, Kontonatsios, and Ananiadou (2015)
detected automatically translations for biomedical terms, introducing also a dimensionality reduction
technique.

Cross-Lingual NLP. MT can assist in overcoming the lack of Greek Language Resources (LRs). That is
either through data augmentation or by enabling the use of English LRs and leveraging NMT mod-
els to bridge the language gap. Moreover, multi-lingual Large Language Models (LLMs) facilitate the
knowledge transfer across languages. Papaioannou et al. (2022) investigated cross-lingual knowledge-
transfer strategies for clinical phenotyping. They evaluated three approaches, namely: 1) translating
Greek and Spanish notes into English before using a medical-specific English encoder, 2) using multi-
lingual encoders (Conneau et al. 2020), and 3) expanding multi-lingual encoders with adapters (Pfeiffer
et al. 2020). Their findings indicated that the second approach lags behind the other two, but they also
recommended preferred method for various scenarios.61

60 Previous studies of the same team retrieved by our search protocol dealing with MT evaluation are Mouratidis, Kermanidis,
and Sosoni (2020); Mouratidis and Kermanidis (2019)

61 The source code is available at https://github.com/neuron1682/cross-lingual-phenotype-prediction/tree/main.
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The rest of the studies discussed here employed data augmentation techniques or translation to En-
glish for using English systems for task resolution. To augment their data, Athanasiou and Maragoudakis
(2017) automatically translated original Greek data to English, using afterwards both the original and the
translated data for Sentiment Analysis (SA) (§8). Manias et al. (2020) investigated the impact of NMT
on SA by comparing English Deep Neural Network (DNN) Language Models (LMs) for SA (§8) when
applied to both source (English) and target (Greek, German) languages. Singh et al. (2019) did not use
augmentation but proposed a cross-lingual augmentation approach, by replacing part of the natural
language input with its translation into another language (assessing 14 languages, including Greek), in
Natural Language Inference (NLI) (§6) and QA (§11). For the latter task, Mountantonakis et al. (2022)
translated user questions from Greek to English, employing English Question Answering (QA) LMs for
answer retrieval and then translating the answers back to Greek. Similarly, Papadopoulos, Papadakis,
and Matsatsinis (2021) developed Transformer-based NMT from English to Greek and from Greek to
English.62 By using, then, the English translations of Greek texts as input, Open Information Extraction
(Open IE) (§7) in English was performed and the responses were translated back to Greek. A similar
strategy was followed by Shukla et al. (2022), the top team in a financial narrative summarization shared
task (El-Haj et al. 2022), who used text classification for English reports and then translated the top-rated
narrative sections to Greek (and Spanish) (§15). MT has also been used in SA for Greek, to allow English
lexicon-based feature extraction (Chatzakou, Vakali, and Kafetsios 2017).

12.3 Machine Translation, Multilingualism, and Cross-Lingual NLP in Greek: Language Resources

Table 15 presents multilingual LRs created by the studies discussed in this track. Prokopidis, Papavas-
siliou, and Piperidis (2016) created multilingual corpora (756 language pairs) from content available in
Global Voices, where volunteers publish and translate news stories in 41 languages. The resource of Bol-
legala, Kontonatsios, and Ananiadou (2015) consists of pairs of biomedical terms in multiple languages,
comprising also the corresponding character n-gram and contextual features. Giorgi et al. (2021) created
a dataset simulating parent-child verbal interactions, featuring a fictional 4-year-old. Initially in English,
the dataset includes around 700 sentences (declarative and interrogative), translated into Greek, Italian,
and Albanian.

Table 15
Parallel LRs, containing Greek, with information on availability (Yes: publicly available, Lmt: limited availability, No:
no information provided; tags are linkable except for No; see Table 3 for details), annotation type (see Table 4 for
details), size, size unit, number of languages, and language pairs.

AUTHORS AVAILABILITY ANN. TYPE SIZE SIZE UNIT LANGUAGES LANGUAGE PAIRS

Prokopidis, Papavassiliou, and Piperidis (2016) Yes USER-GENERATED 302,617 DOCUMENT PAIR 41 756
Bollegala, Kontonatsios, and Ananiadou (2015) Lmt AUTOMATIC - TERM 5 4
Giorgi et al. (2021) No MANUAL 700 SENTENCE 4 n/a

Multilingual datasets for MT comprising Greek can be found in online repositories, such as Hug-
ging Face or the CLARIN:EL repository. For instance, Hugging Face currently hosts a collection of 35

62 https://huggingface.co/lighteternal

38

https://globalvoices.org/
http://nlp.ilsp.gr/pgv/
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0126196.s001
https://huggingface.co
https://huggingface.co
https://inventory.clarin.gr/
https://huggingface.co/lighteternal


multilingual parallel corpora,63 and 49 multilingual LMs,64 where Greek is one of the many languages.
Additionally, CLARIN:EL repository hosts 25 multilingual and 200 bilingual corpora, with many of them
derived from the multilingual datasets within the repository. Hence, the availability of potential LRs for
MT in Greek (e.g., in Hugging Face) is not reflected by the respective number of studies in our survey. This
is mainly due to the fact that our search protocol (§3.1, Appendix 15) could not capture recent research
NMT encompassing numerous languages not explicitly mentioned in the title or the abstract. However,
our online repository will be hopefully updated with new resources becoming available over time as well
as with links to other publicly available Greek resources.

12.4 Summary of Machine Translation, Multilingualism, and Cross-Lingual NLP in Greek

Work related to MT, multilingualism, and cross-lingual NLP in Greek regards mainly studies for evalu-
ation and usage for augmentation and transformation purposes. Although LRs appear to be limited in
our survey (Table 15), we also note that available useful Greek resources exist online, not necessarily
described in literature or not explicitly mentioning all the languages in the title or the abstract. That is
because building NMT models per language pair is impractical, even when parallel data are available
(Haddow et al. 2022). Instead, multilingual NMT models enable translation between multiple language
pairs using a single model (Dabre, Chu, and Kunchukuttan 2020).

13. NLP Applications

13.1 Track Description

Besides the thematic topics discussed thus far, this section presents studies with Natural Language
Processing (NLP) applications in various domains, which for Greek are three: business, education, and
legal.

13.2 NLP Applications in Greek: Language Models and Methods

The studies we have identified leverage NLP tasks for applications in legal, business, and educational
domains.

Legal. Papaloukas et al. (2021) engaged in multi-class legal topic classification, leveraging a range of
techniques, from traditional Machine Learning (ML) techniques to Recurrent Neural Network (RNN)-
based methods, and multilingual and monolingual transformer-based methods, highlighting the efficacy
of monolingual transformer models. Lachana et al. (2020) created an information retrieval tool for legal
documents, where users can search for legal documents based on their unique number, keywords, or
individual articles. The system retrieves correlations among Greek laws based on their number format,
extracts tags from legal documents using Term Frequency - Inverse Document Frequency (TF-IDF), and
decomposes laws into their articles using regular expressions. Garofalakis, Plessas, and Plessas (2016)

63 Accessed on June 15, 2023: https://huggingface.co/datasets?task_categories=task_categories:
translation&language=language:el&sort=downloads

64 Accessed on June 15, 2023: https://huggingface.co/models?pipeline_tag=translation&language=el&sort=downloads
created by only 7 teams.
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proposed a system based on regular expressions and pattern matching to locate and update new laws for
the purpose of consolidating the historical revisions of legal documents.

Business. Paraskevopoulos et al. (2022) classified safety reports and workplace images. They employed a
multimodal fusion pipeline, experimenting with transformer-based text encoders, a visual transformer-
based model, and a visual CNN-based architecture, for predicting workplace safety audits.65 Boskou,
Kirkos, and Spathis (2018) assessed internal audit by combining 26 internal audit criteria into a single
quality measure and using Linear Regression with TF-IDF.

Education. Chatzipanagiotidis, Giagkou, and Meurers (2021) focused on readability classification for
Greek. The task aims at assessing whether a text is appropriate for a given group of readers with varying
education level, such as first (L1) or second language proficiency (L2), or in terms of special needs (e.g.,
due to cognitive disabilities). Using handcrafted features and conventional ML algorithms, the authors
classified textbooks covering various school subjects and Greek as a second language.

13.3 NLP Applications in Greek: Language Resources

Table 16 displays the datasets related to Greek NLP Applications. The dataset presented by Papaloukas
et al. (2021), consisting of legal resources from Greek legislation, is the only publicly available one. The
corpus comes from a collection of Greek legislative documents, titled “Permanent Greek Legislation
Code - Raptarchis”, classified from broader to more specialized categories. Garofalakis, Plessas, and
Plessas (2016) provided an alpha version of historical consolidation of 320 laws of the period 2004-2015,
including the history of their revisions. Paraskevopoulos et al. (2022) shared a multi-modal dataset (upon
request), containing 5,344 safety-related observations reported by 86 Safety Officers after inspecting 486
sites. Each observation includes a brief description of the issue, accompanying images, relevant meta-
data, and a priority score. Lachana et al. (2020) obtained a subset of Greek laws from the Government
Gazette, establishing connections between the laws and categorizing the modification type of each law.
Lastly, Boskou, Kirkos, and Spathis (2018) compiled a corpus from the internal audit texts found in
the annual reports of 133 Greek publicly traded companies for the year 2014. The texts were manually
evaluated against 26 internal audit quality criteria. However, information on how to access the latter two
datasets was not provided in the studies.

Table 16
Datasets related to NLP Applications with information on availability (Yes: publicly available, Lmt: limited
availability, No: no information provided; tags are linkable except for No; see Table 3 for details), annotation type
(see Table 4 for details;† indicates unclear annotation process), size, size unit, domain, and annotation type.

AUTHORS AVAILABILITY ANN. TYPE SIZE SIZE UNIT DOMAIN ANNOTATION TYPE

Papaloukas et al. (2021) Yes CURATED† 47,563 DOCUMENT LEGAL TOPIC CLASS

Garofalakis, Plessas, and Plessas (2016) Lmt AUTOMATIC 3,209 DOCUMENT LEGAL LAW REVISION

Paraskevopoulos et al. (2022) Lmt MANUAL 5,344 ISSUE INDUSTRY SAFETY OBSERVATION

Lachana et al. (2020) No AUTOMATIC 70 DOCUMENT LEGAL LAW REVISION

Boskou, Kirkos, and Spathis (2018) No MANUAL 133 DOCUMENT FINANCE INTERNAL AUDIT CRITERIA

65 The source code is available at https://gitlab.com/ilsp-spmd-all/public/s4a-models-public
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13.4 Summary of NLP Applications in Greek

Greek NLP Applications regard the domains of legal, business, and education. The approaches are often
domain-specific, as for example consolidating historical revisions in the legal domain. Alternatively,
they regard text classification tasks, such assessing text readability education purposes. Also, approaches
rather uncommon in the Greek NLP literature were employed, including multimodal ones, information
retrieval, and topic classification.

14. Discussion

14.1 Challenges for Monolingual NLP Surveys

By undertaking a monolingual survey for Greek we were able to record two major challenges. We describe
them next to assist future monolingual surveys irrespective of language.

Missed Multilingual Entries. Monolingual surveys operate on a reduced search space, because the name
of the language in question is part of the query. This is particularly challenging for studies addressing a
specific language in a multilingual context, because studies touching multilingual subjects will hardly
mention explicitly the names of all the languages in their title or abstracts.

False Positives. On the other hand, the language name may be mentioned in the title or abstract not
because it was the focus of the study, but for a variety of other reasons (e.g., in the case of Greek,
etymology, terminology, classical studies, etc.). Liu et al. (2021), for example, while mentioning an English
term that is derived from a Greek one, explicitly mention the language in the abstract, which confused our
search.66 Another example is the work of Das, Das, and Mahesh (2016), who referenced Ancient Greek,
which falls out of the scope of this study.67

This challenge of retrieving false positives was considerable for Greek. This is showcased by the
following observation: we compared the search results in Google Scholar for specific languages, sampled
from well-supported (i.e., first tier) or moderately supported (i.e., second tier) languages (Figure 1). A
search for the German language, which belongs to the first tier, yielded 5,100,000 results, for Arabic (first
tier) 3,010,000, for Finnish (second tier) 2,440,000, and for Latin (second tier) 4,700,000. Greek (second
tier) returned 4,840,000 results, a number that is comparable or higher than languages with stronger
support.

Our search protocol limited the search for the language name, i.e. “Greek”, to the title or abstract of
the papers. Meanwhile, the term “Natural Language Processing” was searched across the entire paper
(see §3.1 for details). This approach retrieved 1,035 unique papers, of which 122 were relevant to the
survey’s purpose. Although restricting the language name to the title or abstract might not capture all
published papers for Greek Natural Language Processing (NLP), it was a necessary measure to reduce
the high number of false positives that could have been returned without this limitation.

Monolingual NLP Survey Scarcity. The level of the challenge ultimately depends on the language, but
both issues mentioned above (missed multilingual entries and false positives) apply for any language at

66 The exact sentence was “Meme is derived from the Greek word “Mimema” and refers to the idea being imitated.”.
67 The exact sentence mentioned in the abstract was: “Indian epics have not been analyzed computationally to the extent that

Greek epics have.”.

41



some level. This extra difficulty may explain the scarcity of monolingual NLP surveys more generally. By
retrieving language-specific NLP surveys from Google Scholar, published during the period from 2012
to 2023, we found that only the 25% of well- and moderately-supported languages have monolingual
surveys for NLP (see §2.3.2). These surveys, however, do not provide the search protocol used, hindering
reproducibility and interpretability, and do not classify the available Language Resources (LRs) for quality
and licensing, which makes them of limited use for experiments with multilingual and Large Language
Models (LLMs).

14.2 Greek NLP Trends

From the outcomes of our survey we were able to extract insights regarding trends in the NLP tracks.
These shed light on shifts in the prevalence of NLP thematic areas for Greek spanning a decade. Figure 4
illustrates the relative track popularity, each presented as a time-series (bold blue line) that is as opposed
to the rest of the tracks that appear in the background shadowed.

Sentiment Analysis (SA) emerges as the most prominent topic, constituting about a quarter of
publications (see Figure 4), yet shows a declining trend since 2018, echoing global patterns (Rohatgi et al.
2023). Besides SA, the most popular tracks recently are Ethics and NLP, Question Answering (QA), and
NLP Applications with their gained focus being likely driven by the rise of LLMs. This probably explains
also the recent relative interest in Machine Learning (ML) for NLP.

Semantics experiences fluctuations with three peaks across the decade. The latest peak in 2020 is
smaller than the initial peak in 2014, signalling a decline in interest after a small rise around 2018.
Notably, Semantics studies in Greek predominantly focus on Lexical Semantics rather than Sentence-
Level Semantics or Discourse Analysis. Syntax maintains interest within the Greek NLP community,
particularly due to Grammatical Error Correction (GEC) task. This is in contrast with the global trends,
as reflected in the shrinking number of submissions to ACL tracks focused on Syntax: Tagging, Chunking
and Parsing (Rohatgi et al. 2023).

Summarization is the least popular among the NLP tracks, evidenced with only two studies serving
as overviews of shared tasks (2013, 2022). Authorship Analysis shows a decline in interest, with the most
recent paper dating back to 2019 and the majority of publications concentrated between 2012 and 2017.
Notably, studies within this topic primarily focus on traditional tasks like author profiling, authorship
attribution and verification, rather than exploring newer tasks such as robots profiling or style change
detection.

14.3 Analysing Greek LRs

We compiled a list of Greek datasets and lexical resources, as these were generated by the authors of the
retrieved studies. Then, we categorized each resource in the list based on its availability, licensing, and
other pertinent characteristics. Our goal is to highlight high-quality, open-access, reusable datasets, to
support the advancement of the field of Greek NLP.

Dataset availability. Overall, more than half of the Greek LR (58.1%) are considered as available by their
creators. However, only 18.1% of these are publicly available and accessible without any limitations. The
rest are either limited (24.8%) or yielded an HTTP error when we attempted to access them (15.2%). The
limited accessibility refers to datasets that either lack associated licences (usually interpreted as exclusive
copyright by the author), or pose restrictions (e.g., “available upon request”) or are accessible for a fee
(e.g., annotated tweets, for which access may require a payment). Publicly available resources (e.g., men-
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Figure 4
Relative popularity of tracks over time. Each time-series illustrates the relative percentage of studies per year for a
specific track (bold blue line) with time-series of other tracks appearing shadowed in the background.

tioned in the study) that were not accessible to us (e.g., due to HTTP errors when accessed) were typically
stored on web pages that may lack comprehensive curation, such as institutional repositories or personal
websites. These web pages often do not provide the same preservation guarantees as established trusted
data repositories, such as GitHub68 (used by Korre, Chatzipanagiotou, and Pavlopoulos (2021); Kavros

68 https://github.com/

43

https://github.com/


Figure 5
Number of Greek LR per year according to an availability classification (Yes: publicly available, Lmt: limited public
availability, Err: unavailable, No: no information provided).

and Tzitzikas (2022); Bilianos (2022); Perifanos and Goutsos (2021); Garí Soler and Apidianaki (2021)),
Zenodo69 (used by Dritsa et al. (2022); Fitsilis and Mikros (2021); Stamatatos et al. (2016)), Hugging Face70

(used by Papaloukas et al. (2021); Zampieri et al. (2020)), or CLARIN:EL71 (used by Pontiki et al. (2020)).
Consequently, only one out of eight datasets approx. is truly publicly available with access issues.

Figure 5 shows the availability of Greek LR over the years. The number of publicly available resources
(in green) has increased in the last three years. Most often, at least one resource was shared as publicly
available, but there were also years where no such resources were shared at all (2012, 2013, 2015, 2018).
On the other hand, resources not providing any access information (black) exist consistently across the
years. The number of resources with limited availability (orange), or ones that should, but could not be
accessed (red), is relatively high, with the exception of 2019-2020.

Standardization of Annotations. Annotated datasets constitute the majority of the datasets created by
researchers, as opposed to raw data. The annotation scheme used by researchers to annotate their data
should adhere to standardized guidelines to facilitate methodological comparisons. In Syntax, Prokopidis
and Papageorgiou (2017) developed the Greek Universal Dependencies (UD) treebank for dependency
parsing. This is part of the UD project (Nivre et al. 2016) that offers standardized treebanks and pro-
vides consistent and unified annotation practices across languages. In GEC, Korre, Chatzipanagiotou,
and Pavlopoulos (2021) established an annotation schema for the grammatical error types in Greek.
For Named Entity Recognition (NER), Bartziokas, Mavropoulos, and Kotropoulos (2020) provided two
annotated datasets, one with 4 label tags akin to the CONLL-2003 dataset (Sang and De Meulder 2003),

69 https://zenodo.org/
70 https://huggingface.co/
71 https://inventory.clarin.gr/
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and the other incorporating 18 tags for entities, as in the OntoNotes 5 English dataset (Pradhan et al.
2007).

Multilingual nature of datasets. In terms of linguality (number of languages covered, i.e., mono- or multi-
lingual), approximately 84% of the datasets are monolingual, while the remaining portion comprises
bilingual or multilingual datasets. Only a small fraction (approx. 6%) are translations into Greek. Given
that translations may not accurately represent the natural language as spoken by native speakers (Rogers,
Gardner, and Augenstein 2023), this is a fortunate fact.

14.4 Language Resources in Greek

Table 17
Raw and annotated for various NLP tasks Greek datasets classified according to their availability (Yes: publicly
available, Lmt: limited availability, Err: unavailable; tags are linkable; see Table 3 for details), annotation type (see
Table 4 for details;† indicates unclear annotation process), size, size unit, and automatically-extracted
meta-information.

AUTHORS AVAILABILITY ANN. TYPE SIZE SIZE UNIT META-INFORMATION

Dritsa et al. (2022) Yes AUTOMATIC 1.28M POLITICAL SPEECH MEMBER NAME, SITTING DATE,
PARLIAMENTARY PERIOD,
PARLIAMENTARY SESSION, PAR-
LIAMENTARY SITTING, POLITICAL

PARTY, GOVERNMENT, MEMBER

REGION, ROLES, MEMBER GENDER,
SPEECH

Fitsilis and Mikros (2021) Yes AUTOMATIC 2,000 PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION QUESTION TYPE, SUBJECT, PARLIA-
MENTARY PERIOD, PARLIAMENTARY

SESSION, POLITICAL PARTY, SUB-
MITTER, MINISTERS, MINISTERS

Prokopidis and Piperidis (2020) Yes NO ANNOTATION 101,857 WEB PAGE N/A

Barzokas, Papagiannopoulou, and Tsoumakas (2020) Yes CURATED 34.88M TOKEN LITERATURE TYPE, AUTHOR, PUB.
YEAR, ISBN

Lopes et al. (2016) Lmt MANUAL 200 DIALOGUE GENDER, TASK SUCCESS, ANGER,
SATISFACTION, AND MISCOMMUNI-
CATION

Lioudakis, Outsios, and Vazirgiannis (2019) Err CURATED† 8,005 ARTICLE TOPIC

Iosif, Georgiladakis, and Potamianos (2016) Err NO ANNOTATION 66M WEB DOCUMENT SNIPPET N/A

The LRs discussed so far include annotations for specific NLP tasks. Additionally, we identified
corpora that provide raw text without any meta-information, as well as those with meta-information that
can be used for various NLP tasks. Table 17 shows all these datasets in Greek, classified as regards their
availability, annotation type, and describing any automatically-extracted meta-information included.

14.4.1 Greek datasets with no annotations. Datasets with no annotations are versatile resources that
are potentially applicable to various NLP tasks beyond their original intended purposes. For instance,
publicly available raw LRs can facilitate pre-training purposes, e.g., through (masked) language modeling
or so. Prokopidis and Piperidis (2020) created a dataset of 101,857 Open Content web-pages, comprising
online archives of Greek newspapers from 2003 to 2020 and the Greek part of the w2c corpus (Majliš
and Žabokrtskỳ 2012), scrapped and pre-processed. Iosif, Georgiladakis, and Potamianos (2016) shared
a dataset consisting of web document snippets in English, German, Italian, and Greek, with the Greek
portion comprising 66M.

14.4.2 Greek Datasets for various NLP tasks. Fitsilis and Mikros (2021) assembled a corpus of 2,000
parliamentary questions from 2009 to 2019 while Dritsa et al. (2022) processed 1.28M political speeches

45

https://zenodo.org/records/7005201
https://zenodo.org/records/4748989
http://nlp.ilsp.gr/setn-2020/
https://github.com/intelligence-csd-auth-gr/greek-words-evolution.git
http://archive.aueb.gr:7000/resources/
http://www.telecom.tuc.gr/∼iosife/downloads/adsms/actindex.html/


from Greek parliamentary records, spanning from July 1989 to July 2020. Both these datasets are publicly
available and they comprise automatically-extracted metadata related to parliamentary procedures (e.g.,
parliamentary period, political party). Barzokas, Papagiannopoulou, and Tsoumakas (2020) generated a
corpus of 34.88M tokens by processing e-books from Project Gutenberg,72 and Open Library.73 Lopes
et al. (2016) developed a dataset comprising audio recordings and transcripts of 200 dialogues from call-
center interactions regarding movie inquiries, annotated with gender, task success, anger, satisfaction,
and miscommunication. Additionally, Lioudakis, Outsios, and Vazirgiannis (2019) compiled a dataset
sourced from the newspaper Makedonia, consisting of 8,005 articles annotated with their respective
topics.

Table 18
Greek annotated datasets per NLP track. We sum the reported number of tokens, documents, or sentences and
classify each track to support levels: Greek is low-supported in three and moderately/well in eight tracks.

TRACK TOKENS DOCUMENTS SENTENCES SUPPORT LEVEL

SA - 330,919 19,579M Well
Information Extraction (IE) 631,700 644 5,473 Well
Ethics and NLP - 81 5,97M Well
Machine Translation (MT) - 302,617 700 Well
NLP Applications - 56,319 - Moderately
Authorship Analysis 885,899 1,618 - Moderately
Semantics - - 1,332 Moderately
Summarization - 1,612 - Moderately
QA - 200 200 Low
Syntax - - - Low
GEC - - 327 Low

14.4.3 Support per Track. In the context of NLP, well- and moderately-supported languages are defined
based on the availability of linguistic resources and tools, which is often the result of research dedicated
to processing and understanding these languages. Well-supported languages in NLP have extensive
resources, including large annotated corpora, pre-trained models, and comprehensive lexicons that are
often the result of robust community and research support. Moderately-supported languages in NLP
have a reasonable amount of resources and tools, but these are less comprehensive and less mature
compared to well-supported languages. In Table 18, we classify each NLP track based on how well is the
Greek language supported, in terms of annotated datasets for that track, which can be used for training
and/or evaluation purposes.

We find that Greek is low-supported in three tracks: QA, Syntax, and GEC. In eight tracks, Greek is
either moderately (NLP applications, Authorship Analysis, Semantics, Summarization) or well-supported
(IE, SA, MT, Ethics and NLP). Although not all of the moderately/well-supported datasets are publicly
available, the majority is available and easily accessible, which moves Greek away from the resource-
lean/scarce level for NLP tracks, an assumption that is not uncommon in literature (Giarelis, Mas-

72 https://www.gutenberg.org/
73 https://www.openbook.gr/
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trokostas, and Karacapilidis 2023; Papadopoulos, Papadakis, and Matsatsinis 2021). That is true except
from the tracks of QA, Syntax, and GEC, where we highlight the need for more publicly available and
easily/consistently accessible resources.

14.5 Greek Datasets and Data Leakage

In Table 19, we summarize the publicly-available datasets in Greek comprising human-generated an-
notations. These are datasets that can serve both training and evaluation purposes, which make them
applicable to data leakage (i.e, models trained on the evaluation data) and contamination (i.e., models
pre-trained on the evaluation data). Most of these datasets share the train/test split information, making
such a leakage/contamination issue unlikely. In two, however, where the split is not known (Korre,
Chatzipanagiotou, and Pavlopoulos 2021; Antonakaki et al. 2017; Prokopidis, Papavassiliou, and Piperidis
2016), leakage and contamination are very likely. Therefore, these two datasets should be treated with
cautious, when used for evaluation purposes.

Table 19
Publicly-available Greek datasets for NLP tasks with human-generated annotations. We show whether a train/test
split is defined (a dagger is added when only training are released).

AUTHORS TASK SPLIT

Papaloukas et al. (2021) TOPIC CLASSIFICATION YES

Korre, Chatzipanagiotou, and Pavlopoulos (2021) GEC NO

Bartziokas, Mavropoulos, and Kotropoulos (2020) NER YES†
Zampieri et al. (2020) TOXICITY YES

Antonakaki et al. (2017) SA NO

Stamatatos et al. (2016) AUTHORSHIP YES

Prokopidis, Papavassiliou, and Piperidis (2016) MT NO

Stamatatos et al. (2014) AUTHORSHIP YES

Juola and Stamatatos (2013) AUTHORSHIP YES

We exclude from this discussion datasets with no or automated annotations, because we consider
these as invalid for proper evaluation. Although datasets with other availability are also excluded here,
we note that leakage and contamination are applicable, in principle, also on those datasets.

15. Conclusions

This study highlights the importance of monolingual Natural Language Processing (NLP) surveys in
advancing the field of NLP for specific languages. Monolingual surveys provide detailed insights into
language-specific challenges, progress, and resources, making them one of the most comprehensive
approaches for synthesizing and organizing existing knowledge. They are crucial for identifying and
cataloging language-specific datasets and tools, addressing underrepresented languages, and capturing
cultural and linguistic nuances essential for accurate NLP applications.

Our work is two-fold: it introduces a robust and systematic method for creating monolingual NLP
surveys and applies this method to conduct an extensive survey of Greek NLP from 2012 to 2022. We iden-
tified trends in NLP thematic areas, highlighting which tasks are popular or overlooked, thus helping to
direct future research efforts. Additionally, examining the methodological shift from traditional Machine
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Learning (ML) to Deep Learning (DL) approaches provides insight into the evolution of techniques and
the current state-of-the-art practices in Greek NLP.

Regarding the Language Resources (LRs) produced in the surveyed papers, we catalogued publicly
available pre-trained Language Model (LM), which are essential for researchers to build and evaluate new
models. We also catalogued datasets and lexical resources per NLP topic, including raw and annotated
datasets for various NLP tasks. By classifying datasets by their availability and annotation type, we iden-
tified publicly available, machine-actionable datasets for specific NLP tasks, thus facilitating resource
sharing and reuse. This classification also allows for assessing the support level of each NLP task for the
Greek language, highlighting areas where resources are lacking and need development.

In conclusion, our method offers a robust and reliable approach to conducting monolingual NLP
surveys, providing valuable insights and fostering the advancement of NLP technologies for a wide range
of languages. Specifically, our survey of Greek NLP demonstrates the applicability and benefits of our
method, contributing to the development of Greek NLP and serving as a model for other languages.
By addressing the unique needs and challenges of specific languages, we contribute to making NLP
advancements more inclusive and widely accessible.
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Appendix A: Quality Assurance Search Round

The search strategy for retrieving publications on Greek NLP research involved querying three databases
using their APIs, with the query terms Greek (or Modern Greek) and “natural language processing” for
the period January 2012 to December 2022 (§3.1).

To ascertain that we performed a comprehensive search, we conducted an additional round of
searches on Google Scholar for the same time period. Google Scholar does not provide an API for
automated data retrieval, which is why it was not included in the core search rounds. This supplementary
search employed more specific query terms aimed at broadening our exploration, including specific
NLP downstream tasks alongside ”Greek“ and either ”Natural Language Processing“ or ”NLP“. Table A.1
summarizes this supplementary search process.

We performed 23 queries, employing various alternatives, acronyms, and operators for selected NLP
tasks from September 12th, 2023, to November 6th, 2023. Whenever the retrieved papers numbered less
than 100, all were examined; otherwise, only the initial thirty were reviewed74.

The queries led us to review 698 publications, of which 357 were retained after removing duplicates
both across previous search rounds and within the same round. Following the search process of the pre-
vious rounds, we kept those publications, that references the term “Greek” in either the title or abstract.
However, for this particular round, a refined approach was adopted. Publications were retained only if
they explicitly mentioned the term “natural language processing” within the context of the publication
itself, excluding records where the term appeared solely in the references. This distinction allowed for a
more targeted and focused selection, ensuring that the retained publications directly addressed NLP in
connection with the Greek language.

74 The count of the top 30 papers seemed adequate, as beyond these, the subsequent papers didn’t appear to be relevant.
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Table A.1
The queries and the number of papers retrieved from Google Scholar during the quality assurance search round.

QUERY # PAPER

“TOXICITY DETECTION” “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 64
“TOXICITY DETECTION” GREEK NLP 70
“TOXICITY DETECTION” + GREEK + NLP 40
“TOXICITY DETECTION” AND “GREEK” AND “NLP” 32
“OFFENSIVE LANGUAGE” “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 525
“ABUSIVE LANGUAGE” “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 420
“HATEFUL LANGUAGE” “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 48
“AGGRESSIVE LANGUAGE” “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 44
“AUTHORSHIP ATTRIBUTION” “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 803
“AUTHORSHIP IDENTIFICATION” “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 330
“AUTHORSHIP ANALYSIS” “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 324
“AUTHORSHIP DETECTION” “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 61
“SENTIMENT ANALYSIS” GREEK NLP 7,490
“SENTIMENT ANALYSIS” “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 7,050
“SENTIMENT ANALYSIS” “GREEK” “NLP” 2,430
“MACHINE TRANSLATION” GREEK NLP 9,160
“MACHINE TRANSLATION” “GREEK” “NLP” 3,750
“NAMED ENTITY RECOGNITION” “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 4350
“NAMED ENTITY RECOGNITION” GREEK 5,550
“QUESTION ANSWERING” “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 4,840
SUMMARIZATION “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 16,600
SEMANTICS “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 17,100
SYNTAX “NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING” GREEK 14,400

The subsequent step in our screening process involved applying all the exclusion criteria established
for the preceding core search rounds. Among the remaining publications, we selectively retained those
that were indexed in either the ACL Anthology, Scopus, or Semantic Scholar databases. Ultimately, 3
publications were found, that were not retrieved by our core search process.

Appendix B: Natural Language Understanding and Generation

This Appendix first discusses Natural Language Understanding (NLU), which enables machines to un-
derstand natural language, and then Natural Language Generation (NLG), which is the process of gener-
ating meaningful text (Khurana et al. 2023).

Natural Language Understanding

NLU enables machines to understand, interpret, and derive meaning from human language in a way
that is both accurate and contextually relevant. It addresses a wide range of linguistic phenomena, from
lexical semantics concerning aspects of word meaning to the high-level reasoning and application of
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world knowledge (Wang et al. 2019b). These linguistic phenomena are foundational for various NLP
tasks, as they provide the essential linguistic comprehension needed to analyse the textual data (Bowman
and Dahl 2021).

Traditional ML approaches represent texts by engineered features (e.g., based on Part of Speech
(POS) tags or lexicons) or by character and word embeddings, encoding the linguistic knowledge into the
input, before solving the task at hand. In the DL era, on the other hand, linguistic skills are encoded in
Neural Network (NN) models via language modeling (Belinkov, Gehrmann, and Pavlick 2020). Therefore
they are considered as an evaluation criterion, by assessing Large Language Models (LLMs) on datasets
annotated for various linguistic phenomena. General-purpose NLU evaluation benchmark datasets exist
primarily for English (Bommasani, Liang, and Lee 2023; Chen and Gao 2022; Wang et al. 2019a; Dong
et al. 2019; Nie et al. 2019; Wang et al. 2019b), but also for other languages (Urbizu et al. 2022; Shavrina
et al. 2020; Wilie et al. 2020; Xu et al. 2020; Rybak et al. 2020; Ham et al. 2020). Unfortunately, such NLU
benchmarks are currently unavailable for Greek, based on our survey, except from Greek translations
(e.g., from English) that sets a shallow resource.

Natural Language Generation

NLG involves the generation of human understandable natural language text from various data formats,
such as text, structured data, video, and audio. NLG techniques are used in many downstream tasks,
such as summarization, dialogue generation, Question Answering (QA), and Machine Translation (MT).
Recent advancements in DL, particularly Transformer-based LMs such as BART (Lewis et al. 2020), GPT-
2 (Radford et al. 2019), and GPT-3 (Brown et al. 2020), have fueled a rapid progress in NLG (§2.2.2).
Alongside the advancement of NLG models, attention toward their limitations and potential risks has
also increased (Ji et al. 2023). An example is output degeneration (Holtzman et al. 2019; Welleck et al.
2019), which refers to generated output that is bland, incoherent, or gets stuck in repetitive loops. Another
example is the generation of nonsensical text, or text that is unfaithful to the provided source input
(Raunak, Menezes, and Junczys-Dowmunt 2021; Rohrbach et al. 2018), also known as hallucination
(Maynez et al. 2020).

The main NLG downstream tasks in Greek are two, QA (§11) and MT (§12). However, we also de-
tected two summarization studies, which we discuss below and the Table B.1 displays the two datasets
pertaining to the task.75

Summarization. El-Haj et al. (2022) reported findings from the Financial Narrative Summarisation
Shared Task (FNS-2022), part of the Financial Narrative Processing 2022 Workshop (FNP 2022 Workshop)
(El-Haj, Rayson, and Zmandar 2022). This task involved summarizing financial annual reports in Greek,
English, and Spanish. Fourteen systems from seven teams participated, with all but three systems ad-
dressing Greek and Spanish. The Greek dataset included 262 financial reports in PDF format, ranging
from 100 to 300 pages, each with at least three human-generated gold-standard summaries. Further-
more, Li et al. (2013) provided an overview the multilingual summarization data collection process for
the MultiLing 2013 Workshop of ACL 2013 (Giannakopoulos 2013), which included a multilingual sum-
marization task. This task aimed to evaluate language-independent summarization algorithms across

75 Although these papers are both significant and pertain to shared tasks, we opted not to allocate a separate section due to the
limited number of publications focusing on summarization.
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different languages using the MultiLing 2013 corpus derived from WikiNews.76 The English dataset was
translated into nine languages, including Greek, and summaries were generated by human experts.

Table B.1
LRs for summarization, with information on availability (Lmt: limited availability; tags are linkable; see Table 3 for
details), annotation type (see Table 4 for details), size, and size unit, and text domain.

AUTHORS AVAILABILITY ANN. TYPE SIZE SIZE UNIT DOMAIN

El-Haj et al. (2022) Lmt MANUAL 262 DOCUMENT FINANCE

Li et al. (2013) Lmt MANUAL 1,050 DOCUMENT VARIOUS

Appendix C: Sentiment Analysis and Argument Mining

Sentiment, opinion, and emotion can be approached by various annotation schemas. Our work presents
only the ones employed in the retrieved papers. Binary Sentiment Analysis (SA), where the text’s polarity
is either positive or negative, is the primary approach used in most papers cited in this study (Bilianos
2022; Kapoteli, Koukaras, and Tjortjis 2022; Alexandridis et al. 2021; Kydros, Argyropoulou, and Vrana
2021; Braoudaki et al. 2020; Beleveslis et al. 2019; Medrouk and Pappa 2018, 2017; Athanasiou and
Maragoudakis 2017; Giatsoglou et al. 2017; Charalampakis et al. 2016; Markopoulos et al. 2015). However,
several studies (Alexandridis et al. 2021; Drakopoulos et al. 2020; Beleveslis et al. 2019; Tsakalidis et al.
2018b; Makrynioti and Vassalos 2015; Petasis et al. 2014) added a neutral class for texts carrying no
opinion.

Five-class sentiment classification (Spatiotis et al. 2020, 2019, 2017, 2016) increases the granularity,
with scales from positive to negative. Subjectivity detection can precede SA, by addressing the binary
task of whether the text comprises sentiment or not (Solakidis, Vavliakis, and Mitkas 2014). Instead of the
coarse level of sentiment and subjectivity, however, one can also focus on fine-grained emotions (Alexan-
dridis et al. 2022; Tsakalidis et al. 2018b; Chatzakou, Vakali, and Kafetsios 2017; Solakidis, Vavliakis, and
Mitkas 2014), using different emotion categories that have been suggested by theorists in psychology
(Kafetsios and Nezlek 2012; Parrot 2001; Ekman 1982; Arnold 1960).77 A common approach, finally,
concerns the selection of a single emotion or sentiment that is related to a specific condition, such as
the anxiety during the COVID19 pandemic (Kydros, Argyropoulou, and Vrana 2021) or sarcasm/irony
(Tsakalidis et al. 2018b; Antonakaki et al. 2017, 2016).

A critical distinction between SA approaches is the level of granularity of the analysis. The coarser
granularity concerns the document level, where the overall sentiment of an entire document is assessed.
A finer granularity regards the sentence level, where the sentiment of short texts, such as tweets or the
individual sentences within a document, is analyzed. SA can also be aspect-based, where the sentiment
towards specific aspects or features of an entity is evaluated. These are described in detail below:

• Document-level SA involves the detection of the emotions expressed in an opinion
document (e.g., a lengthy product review) or its classification as positive or negative (i.e.,
the sentiment polarity). Analysis at this level focuses on the sentiment of the entire

76 https://www.wikinews.org/
77 Ekman has identified six emotions, i.e. anger, disgust, fear, joy, sadness, and surprise, as primary
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document, as a whole (e.g., a product review), without considering entities or aspects
within the document.

• Sentence-level SA concerns short texts, such as tweets or the sentences of a document.
Although analysis at the sentence level is similar to that at the document level, the former
can be more challenging due to the limited context contained. Also, classification at the
sentence level cannot easily ignore the neutral class, because sentences with no opinion
are more likely to appear. That is, even opinionated documents comprise sentences that
bear no sentiment. Furthermore, a common (although implicit) assumption at research
tasks focusing on the sentence level is that each sentence expresses a single sentiment (Liu
2020), which, however, is not always the case.

• Aspect-based SA, also known as topic-based, entity-based, or target-based SA, as there is
not a single term that sounds natural in every application domain (Schouten and Frasincar
2015), is the analysis that focuses on the sentiment expressed in a document or sentence
with respect to a specific aspect of an entity. For example, in the sentence “iPhone’s battery
lasts long” the entity is iPhone and the aspect is battery. Closely related to aspect-based SA
is the stance detection task (Küçük and Can 2020), which aims to identify the stance (as in
favor of or against) of the text author towards a target (person, organization, movement,
policy, etc.) either explicitly mentioned or implied within the text (Mohammad et al. 2016;
Sobhani 2017). Only a few published studies concern SA on Greek at this granularity.

• Argument Mining is the task of extracting natural language arguments and their
relationships from text. The final objective is to provide machine-processable structured
data for computational models of argument, to facilitate the automatic identification of
reasoning capabilities upon the retrieved arguments and relations (Cabrio and Villata
2018).

Appendix D: Toxicity Detection

Our study uses the term toxicity as a broader umbrella term of unwanted user-generated content includ-
ing hateful and violent speech (Waseem et al. 2017). Although no standard definition exists today and
some researchers are against oversimplifying solutions (Díaz et al. 2022), our choice is driven simply by
the practical need to cover all the subtypes in a single name. However, the definition of toxicity itself is
controversial: different cultures, languages, dialects, social groups, minority groups do not necessarily
agree on what constitutes toxicity; furthermore, aggressive language use is not always toxic, e.g., inside a
group, swear words can function as solidarity markers.
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