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Abstract: During the COVID-19 pandemic, the corporate online training sector has increased expo-
nentially and online course providers had to implement innovative solutions to be more efficient and
provide a satisfactory service. This paper considers a real case study in implementing a chatbot, which
answers frequently asked questions from learners on an Italian e-learning platform that provides
workplace safety courses to several business customers. Having to respond quickly to the increase
in the courses activated, the company decided to develop a chatbot using a cloud-based service
currently available on the market. These services are based on Natural Language Understanding
(NLU) engines, which deal with identifying information such as entities and intentions from the
sentences provided as input. To integrate a chatbot in an e-learning platform, we studied the perfor-
mance of the intent recognition task of the major NLU platforms available on the market with an
in-depth comparison, using an Italian dataset provided by the owner of the e-learning platform. We
focused on intent recognition, carried out several experiments and evaluated performance in terms of
F-score, error rate, response time, and robustness of all the services selected. The chatbot is currently
in production, therefore we present a description of the system implemented and its results on the
original users’ requests.

Keywords: chatbots; natural language understanding; cloud-based services; machine learning

1. Introduction

In December 2019, COVID-19 spread rapidly around the world and led the govern-
ments of different countries to impose limitations on people’s lives. The World Health
Organization (WHO) declared the coronavirus epidemic a pandemic (World Health Organi-
zation, Coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. https:/ /www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/
novel-coronavirus-2019, accessed on 17 February 2022). Due to the emergency condi-
tions, according to UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS) (UNESCO Institute for Statistics
data. COVID-19 Impact on Education. https://en.unesco.org/covid19/educationresponse
http://data.uis.unesco.org, accessed on 17 February 2022), on 1 April 2020, more than
170 countries decided to close schools and higher education institutions, affecting 84%
of the students enrolled, which is little less than 1.5 billion pupils. On 1 December 2020,
schools were still closed in 29 countries, which means more than 300 million students
(18.2%) could not take face-to-face lessons.

Given the above, it was necessary to quickly find solutions that would allow institu-
tions to continue providing lessons to students through electronic devices. Universities,
colleges, and schools resorted to online applications to communicate with students through

Future Internet 2022, 14, 62. https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/i14020062

https:/ /www.mdpi.com/journal/futureinternet


https://doi.org/10.3390/fi14020062
https://doi.org/10.3390/fi14020062
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/futureinternet
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7785-9492
https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-2019
https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-2019
https://en.unesco.org/covid19/educationresponse
http://data.uis.unesco.org
https://doi.org/10.3390/fi14020062
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/futureinternet
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/fi14020062?type=check_update&version=1

Future Internet 2022, 14, 62

2 of 20

virtual environments using webcams and microphones in order to make lessons available
electronically. It is evident that e-learning tools and platforms were crucial to continuing to
give lessons in the education field.

Although the most common idea of e-learning is related to the educational environ-
ment, e-learning can affect many sectors. Several companies offer specific online courses
aimed at helping employees to improve their skills or satisfy legal obligations regarding
attending workplace safety courses.

The Italian company Mega Italia Media acting in the e-learning sector provides “work-
place safety” courses to Italian companies. They gave us interesting data about the courses
activated in 2020, and we compared them in Figure 1 with the same data collected in 2018
and 2019. In Figure 1, we indicate with the vertical green dashed lines the beginning and
the end of the first Italian lockdown, while we show the introduction of new restrictions
(on individuals, schools, and companies) in October using the yellow dotted line. As we
can see in the first two months of 2020, the number of courses activated is similar to 2019.
During the national lockdown in March and April, the courses activated are significantly
more numerous if compared with the same period of the previous years with a peak of
+61% in April. The national lockdown pushed companies that were already Mega Italia
Media customers to increase the online course purchase for their employees who could only
work from home, triggering a digital transformation process for business training in many
Italian companies. Starting from September and with the new restrictions, the increase was
significant and reached a peak in November with +91% of the courses activated in 2019.
The massive growth in the last four months of 2020 came from the digital transformation
process started in March; in fact, many of the new customers reached during the first
lockdown found e-learning useful and convenient, preferring it to the traditional model.
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Figure 1. The number of courses activated in the years 2018, 2019, and 2020. The vertical lines of
green dashes represent the beginning and the end of the first Italian lockdown. The yellow dotted
line indicates the introduction of new restrictions in Autumn 2020.

Given the growth in the e-learning sector, the company Mega Italia Media decided to
introduce innovative solutions based on artificial intelligence on its platform. The company
developed a chatbot, a virtual assistant integrated into the chat already present in their
platform. There are many definitions for what a chatbot (or chatterbot, in its original form) is,
starting from the simplest one provided by Michael Mauldin in 1994 that defines a chatbot
as a computer program that can talk with humans [1]. A more complete and specific
definition is provided in [2,3], which defines a chatbot as “an intelligent conversational
system that is able to process the human language and formulate a response which has
to be relevant to the user input sentence”. Although the original idea of a chatbot comes
from the Turing test, in which a computer program talks with humans trying to convince
them that their interlocutor is not artificial [4], in current applications, chatbots are simply
designed to provide information and satisfy humans’ requests [5,6], providing them with
a more user-friendly interface in comparison, for instance, to a static content search of a
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website [7]. In our context, the chatbot has to answer the students” most frequently asked
questions, so as to significantly reduce the workload of tutors, who are the ones that usually
assist the learners. The chatbot implementation improves the flexibility and scalability of
the assistance system implemented, allowing dealings with peaks in requests with few
tutors. As reported by [8], from an architectural point of view chatbots are composed by
three main modules:

*  The User Interface, which allows the user to dialogue with the service, by talking or
typing their questions.

¢ The Application Core, which contains the logic that allows the dialogue with the user,
analyzing the text or the speech, defining the conversation flow and the exchange
of information. In this module, the chatbot must keep track of the context and the
previous interaction with the user: for example, in the question “How can I activate it?”
the chatbot has to reference the pronoun it to a previous entity the user has mentioned.
This task is often referred as Dialogue State Tracking [9].

e The interface with the External Services, which allows the application core to connect with
databases, human operators and other services in order to satisfy the users’ requests.

Focusing on the structure and implementation of the Application Core, the work in [6]
presents a division of chatbots into several categories. The template-based chatbots select
responses, computing the similarity between the user request and a predefined template
using pattern matching techniques. The corpus-based chatbots integrate knowledge engi-
neering techniques to store information which can be used to satisfy the users’ requests [10]
or exploit word embedding techniques [11] for better computing the similarity between
questions and answers [12]. Sequence-to-sequence (Seq2Seq) models, in which a deep
learning model (such as a Recurrent Neural Network) elaborates the request and then
automatically generates the answer, are defined by [6] as RNN-based chatbots. However,
in our opinion, other Seq2Seq models based on the Transformer architecture [13] (such as
Meena by Google [14]) can also be included in this category for their ability to generate
an answer without a set of predefined questions. A similar capability but with a differ-
ent implementation defines the RL-based chatbots, which use Reinforcement Learning for
response generation.

Given the urgency to implement this kind of system, the company decided to use one
of the cloud-based services that allows the fast development of a virtual assistant. Most
of these services can be defined (according to the schema presented in [6]) as intent-based
chatbots. The main activity that an intent-based chatbot has to perform is to recognize
the intentions of the user, which can be expressed in many different ways. However, other
important information can be found in the user request, such as times, addresses and other
type of entities. Using intentions and entities, a NLU engine can formulate a specific answer
that can effectively help the user with their request. Several IT companies have developed
cloud-based platforms, offering systems that can be exploited for implementing virtual
assistants very rapidly and with no specific knowledge of Natural Language Understanding.
Moreover, these platforms can be used with only a small amount of examples, with no
need for providing a large quantity of training data.

The goal of this work is to evaluate the performance of the main cloud-based NLU
platforms in a real-world context, using the requests collected through the chat service
of Mega Italia Media. Except for the anonymization and the removal of personal and
sensitive data, the utterances were not pre-processed. Once the service was chosen, we
used it to develop the new assistance system, and we compared its performance with the
benchmark obtained from the previous evaluations. Several works perform this kind of
comparison, mainly from an architectural and implementation perspectives and simply
showing the results of the intent recognition task [15-17], often considering an already
existing application [18-20]; in this paper, we tackle several fundamental aspects that
have to be considered in developing a chatbot using a cloud-based platform, such as the
number of the training instances for each intention and its relation with the performance.
As pointed out in [6], service-oriented chatbots (such as the one we implemented for Mega
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Italia Media) have their specific lexicon and require a customization process which can be
based on a very low number of training instances. Moreover, since in terms of usability
the response time has to be considered, we compared the response time of the different
platforms in order to identify if there are relevant differences between the cloud-based
platforms; in addition, we evaluate the performance also in terms of misspellings and
errors. Another important aspect of our work is that it is based on the Italian language,
which has a limited diffusion. Given that most studies are conducted with a dataset in
English, it can be useful to study in the case that there are major drawbacks in the use of
chatbots for less common languages.

The structure of this paper is as follows: in Section 2, we overview related works; in
Section 3, we describe the considered cloud-based platforms; in Section 4, we describe our
case study and the datasets we used for our evaluation; in Section 5, we present the main
components of our analysis; in Section 6, we show our results; Section 7 shows the system
architecture implemented, and we present the performance in terms of error rate; finally, in
Section 8, we put forward our conclusions and future work.

2. Related Work

As for many other Natural Language Processing tasks, in the last few years, Natural
Language Understanding has made significant progress. Algorithms such as Word2Vec [11]
that exploit neural networks for word representation, or the use of Recurrent Neural
Networks for processing sentences and documents in order to understand their meaning,
have radically improved the results of text classification tasks [21], machine translation [22],
or question answering [23]. Moreover, the attention mechanism [24] allows recurrent-based
models to find the most relevant words in a document and provides useful insights of the
reasoning behind the neural network model [25,26]. Even more recently, attention-based
architectures such as Transformer [13] and BERT [27] set a new state-of-the-art for Natural
Language Understanding tasks [28-30].

NLU algorithms are used in sensitive and critical environments such as medicine [26,31-36]
or in less critical but challenging tasks such as sentiment analysis [37] or the realization of
conversational agents [38,39]. For less critical and general-purpose tasks, many commercial
NLU platforms (such as chatbots or Spoken Dialogue Systems) have been released in the
last few years.

While most of the studies regard sentences and documents that are written in the
English language [6], there are important works also focusing on Italian [40]. For instance,
in [41] a conversational agent for the Italian public administration is presented. A BERT
model for Italian understanding has been presented in [42] and has been applied for hate
speech detection [43].

There are several works that show how cloud-based platforms can be used to create
virtual assistants in different domains. For instance, ref. [20] implements a medical dialogue
system using DialogFlow. In the education domain, a virtual teacher based on Watson is
realized by [44]. The work in [45] focuses on the integration of chatbots with the Internet
of Things. For the Italian language, in [18] Leoni et al. presented a system based on IBM
Watson that provides automatic answers to questions regarding the artificial intelligence
domain. However, in these papers, there is no information about how they chose a specific
NLU service instead of another one, and the authors do not focus on the analysis of the
performance obtained.

In the last few years, comparisons have been made of different datasets by [46],
which builds and analyzes two different corpora and in particular by [17], which presents
a detailed description and an in-depth evaluation (using a dataset made by utterances
concerning the weather) of the most common platforms. Another important analysis was
made by [47], which proposed a comparison regarding the performance of four NLU
services on very large datasets (with more than 20 domains and 50 intentions). With respect
to our analysis, however, their focus is mostly on implementation details (such as the
presence of SDK, programming languages, etc.) and they simply report performance in
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intent or entity recognition, while we focus also on other important aspects such as response
time and the relation with training set instances. Moreover, all of these evaluations are
made with datasets composed of text written in English. Given its worldwide diffusion,
the models for the English language are the most studied and optimized, while analysis for
other languages are definitely rarer. We think that an analysis for a less common language
such as Italian can be useful also for other applications in languages such as German, Polish,
or Spanish.

Regarding the domain concerning this paper, the work in [48] presents a preliminary
analysis of the performance of cloud-based NLU platforms. In this work, we substantially
extend that analysis, introducing new results and several improvements, in particular
focusing on evaluating the most important characteristics required for an implementation
in the real world.

3. Natural Language Understanding Cloud Platforms

The main goal of NLU services is the extraction of useful and structured information
from an unstructured input like a natural language sentence or document. In general, NLU
services focus on two aspects:

¢ Intent—the services have the goal to understand what the user means in their sentence,
which can be any type of utterance (greetings, requests, complaints, etc.), and provide
a classification value for it.

e Entity—the services should identify the important parameters of the users’ requests,
extracting names, addresses, numbers, quantities, etc.

To clarify these two aspects, Figure 2 shows the output of IBM Watson using the
sentence “Do you want to go out tomorrow?” as an input example. In Figure 2, labeled
with number 1, the platform classifies the intention as “hang_out”, which is the meaning of
the user request. In label 2 of Figure 2, the NLU engine extracts the word “tomorrow” and
labels it as an entity with type “date”. Please note that the platform automatically converts
the word “tomorrow” to a specific date in a structured format.

The most used NLU platforms on the market are:

Do you want to go out tomaorr

#hang_out

Figure 2. Output of a NLU elaboration with IBM Watson.

Watson (IBM): Watson is a NLU framework which allows building chatbots using a
web-based user interface or using the most common programming languages, providing
different SDKs. The users can create custom models for specific domains, only providing
a relatively small set of examples to train the NLU engine. Once intentions or entities
are recognized, the context allows storing data and reuse them in following dialogue
interactions. Using the intuitive tree structure, it is possible to build deep and articulate
dialogue frames. Once intentions and domains are identified, they are stored in a context
and they can be retrieved and manipulated in the following interactions with the user.
Watson permits defining different skills and each of them recognizes just a group of specific
intentions and entities; skills can be connected and disconnected, aiming to add or remove
the virtual assistant capabilities in different domains. Another characteristic is that Watson
can be easily integrated with a variety of communications services, and it offers support
also for speech translation.

Dialogflow (Google): Previously known as Api.ai, it has recently changed its name
to Dialogflow, and it is a platform which helps to develop virtual textual assistants and
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quickly add speech capability. Like Watson, this service offers a complete web-based user
interface for creating chatbots and, for complex projects, it is possible to use a vast number
of APIs via Rest or SDKs for several programming languages. Several intentions and
entities can be created by providing examples. Sophisticated dialogue between the virtual
assistant and the user are allowed by the particular focus that Dialogflow gives to the entire
context, storing important information that can be found not only in the last interaction but
in the entire course of the dialogue.

Luis (Microsoft): Similar to the previous platforms, Luis is a cloud-based service
available through a web user interface or API requests. While allowing the users to develop
their own models, Luis offers many pre-trained domain models that include intentions,
examples and several entities. While the capability of Luis are similar to the ones belonging
to the other services, the management of the dialogue flow results is more intricate and
difficult to handle. Massive test support, sentiment analysis, speech recognition and other
tools, which facilitate the development of a virtual assistant, are supported.

Wit.ai (Facebook): Wit.ai (bought by Facebook in 2016 and freely available) is quite
different compared to other platforms. In fact, there is no concept of intent, but every
model in Wit.ai is an entity and there are three different types of “Lookup Strategy” for
distinguishing between different kinds of entities: “Irait”, when the entity value is not
inferred from a keyword or a specific phrase in the sentence (in a similar way with respect
to the intentions in the other platforms); “Free Text”, when there is the need to extract a
substring of the message and this substring does not belong to a predefined list of possible
values; “Keyword” is used when the entity value belongs to a predefined list, and we need a
substring matching to look it up in the sentence. Moreover, while Wit.ai has a web-based
user interface and API support like other platforms, the use of SDKs is quite limited, given
that they cover only a features subset of the APL

4. Case Study

The Italian company Mega Italia Media, acting in the e-learning sector, is the owner of
DynDevice, a cloud-based platform which provides online courses about “workplace safety”
for thousands of users. While a messaging system which allows the users to contact human
operators is already present on their platform, the recent increase in the demand of online
courses lead them to decide to integrate their service with a chatbot which can answer
the most frequently asked questions. Aiming at developing a chatbot that satisfies the
company requirements, we have to find the best cloud-based NLU service on the market.
Therefore, we analyzed the performance of different platforms exploiting real user requests
(made in the Italian language), provided by the company.

Below, we show two examples of requests and their translation expressing the same
intention. The first one is simple and the second one is more complex in order to show the
variety and the complexity of the sentences coming from a real case of study:

e “Corso scaduto é possibile riattivarlo?”

Course expired; is it possible to reactivate it?

*  “Buongiorno ho inviato stamattina un messaggio perche non riesco ad accedere al corso “Lavo-
ratori - Formazione specifica Basso rischio Uffici” probabilmente perche é scaduto e purtroppo
non me ne sono reso conto. Cosa posso fare? Grazie”

Good morning, I sent a message this morning because I cannot join “Workers - Spe-
cific training course about Low risk in Offices”, probably because it is expired and
unfortunately I did not realise it. What should I do? Thank you

In general, the requests made by the users are quite short, in fact 75% of them contains
less than 50 characters. However, there are a few outliers with more than 500 characters
(such as the example above) or less than 10.

4.1. Data Collection

Our dataset is composed by conversations between users and human operators oc-
curred from the start of 2018 to the end of 2019. We decided to use only data from these two
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years because, as the e-learning platform is constantly evolving, the requests from the users
also keep evolving. For example, when a new feature is added to the platform, students
might ask some questions about it and this generates a new class of requests. On the other
hand, the resolution of bugs or the renewal of features can cause the disuse of one or more
classes of requests.

4.2. Data Classification

As explained in Section 3, training NLU services on custom tasks requires a training
dataset of labeled examples. The creation of this dataset, given that requests were not clas-
sified, was done manually. In the classification phase, we randomly extracted 1000 requests
and showed them one by one to an operator who performed the manual classification using
a command line interface. A tuple made by the request and the label is then saved in the
dataset. All the sentences extracted from the conversations were anonymized. This process
was also made by the operators who performed the classification, in fact when the text
shown to the operator contains sensitive data, such as names, addresses, telephone num-
bers, etc., the operator has to replace this information with aliases which cannot lead to the
identification of the user. To replicate a real interaction with a user, no other pre-processing
operations (such as removing typos or special characters) were performed.

During the creation of the dataset, some requests were rejected. The most common
cases are requests that were references to emails or phone calls that occurred previously
between users and operators; meaningless requests, when the users typed in some text in
the chat just to try it. In total, 33.1% of requests were excluded.

As we show in Figure 3, the examples belonging to the subgroup of the principal
intentions are 551. One-hundred eighteen requests were too specific and could not be linked
to an intention but, instead, they could only be directly satisfied by the tutors. A small set
of requests (37) consists of text with a higher number of characters than the sentence length
constraint imposed by the platforms, and that is why these examples were removed from
the dataset. Therefore, the actual number of examples that can be used to build the training
set and the test set is 514. The selected intentions are: I1, Human Operator; 12, Greetings;
I3, Stopping the course; 14, Generic Issue; 15, Everything is ok; 16, Correction; I7, Number
of attempts; 18, Certificates; 19, Deadlines. While there are common intentions such as
initial and final greetings or simply the confirmation that the issues presented have been
solved, some of them are quite specific for our application, such as requests of stopping an
e-learning course or asking about the release of the certificate, the correction date, etc.

@ Main Intents
@ Other Intents
Overlong
@ Meaningless

Figure 3. Requests made to the e-learning platform between 1 January 2018 and 31 December 2019.

Figure 4 shows the distribution of the 514 sentences classified over the intentions
selected, which ranges from a minimum of 22 up to 190.
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Figure 4. Number of intentions that compose the training and the test sets in Experiment (A).

5. Evaluation Experiments

As already mentioned in Section 3, we selected Watson, Dialogflow, Luis and Wit.ai,
which can handle Italian. These platforms were evaluated in the free version because,
while there is a limit in the number of APIs calls that can be made (in a day or in a month,
depending on the service), there are no limitations in the services provided. We evaluated
the ability to recognize the underlying intent of every message sent by users as described
in Section 4. To evaluate the results as thoroughly as possible, we designed four different
experiments. Experiment (A) aims at evaluating the performance on the whole training
set; in other words, we used all the examples available to train the NLU platform. In
Experiment (B), we studied the performance of the different systems at the increase of
the number of examples provided to train the platforms; the test set is fixed for all the
trials. Experiment (C) tests the response time of each platform. Finally, in Experiment (D)
we tested the robustness of the services analyzed, so we built different test sets with an
increasing number of misspellings in each example, and then we calculated the error rate
of every single test set.

5.1. Training and Test Sets

To carry out the first experiment (A), we used data divided by main intentions. We
divided our dataset in two: a training set, made by the 75% of the whole collection of
examples, and a test set made of the remaining 25% of the elements. Figure 4 presents an
overview of the distribution of the intentions among the training and test sets.

In Experiment (B), we used the same test set for nine different trials, in which we build
nine subsets of the training set previously defined for Experiment (A). The first training
subset was created by extracting 10% of the elements, keeping the same distribution of
the intentions of the entire training set. The second one consists of 20% of the examples,
keeping all the instances included in the first one and adding another 10% of examples for
each intention. This process was repeated progressively, increasing by 10% of examples,
until we reached the 100% of the initial training set. The composition of training subsets
and test set is shown in Table 1.

In Experiment (C), we used the dataset built for Experiment (A). While the training set
remained unchanged, in order to evaluate the response time using a considerable amount
of requests, we created an extended test set replicating our 132 instances several times in
order to reach a total of 1000 test requests.

As for Experiment (D), we also used the dataset built for Experiment (A). We used
the training set to train the services, and we selected 25 test examples whose intentions
were recognized correctly by all the platforms. With those elements, we created 30 new test
sets: in the first new test set, we changed a character randomly for each example belonging
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to the test set. To build the second test set, we used the test set just to create and change
another character randomly for each example belonging to the test set. In this way, we
created 30 different test sets, where the last test set had, for each example, 30 characters
changed compared to the initial test set.

Table 1. Number of elements for each training subset and test set used in Experiment (B).

Dataset 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Training 39 76 116 153 192 228 265 305 342 382
Test 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132

5.2. Experimental Design

The number of examples for some intentions is quite small, and it is not possible to
build a k-fold cross-validation, which is the most stable way to evaluate the performance of
a machine learning model. Thus, for Experiment (A) we randomly sampled the training set
and the corresponding test set elements (as described in Section 5.1) ten times, obtaining ten
slightly different configurations for training and evaluating our system in a more complete
way with respect to using a single test set. In fact, we want to evaluate whether the
differences among the NLU platforms in terms of performance are statistically significant.
For this purpose, we used the Friedman test and then proposed the pairwise comparison
using Post-hoc Conover Friedman test as shown in [49].

To analyze Experiment (B), we took the dataset with the F-score closest to the average
of the F-score on all datasets and we created nine subsets, as reported in Section 5.1,
Experiment (B).

For Experiment (C), we used a training set of Experiment (A) and we built a test
set with 1000 elements by replicating our test instances (as we explained in Section 5.1).
To analyze the response time of the different services we sent each example in the test
set independently to the NLU engines and we collected the time lapses between sending
the message and receiving the reply. We summarized the times measured in a report
that contains average and standard deviation, and highest and lowest response time. We
repeated this experiment three times at different hours of the day because the servers were
located in different parts of the world and each server load may have depended on the
time when we performed the test.

In Experiment (D), we examined all the test sets created and, for each one, we found
out how many times the service recognizes the correct intent, and then we calculate the
error rate on all test sets analyzed.

We developed a Python application which uses the SDKs provided by the owners
of the platforms with the aim of training, testing and evaluating the performance of each
service. Although Wit.ai supports Python programming language, its instructions set is
quite limited. To solve this issue, we implemented a program for invoking a set of HTTP
APIs. Our application receives two CSV files as input (the training set and the test set), and
outputs a report. The application is made by three modules working independently:

*  The Training module: for each intention considered, all examples related to it are
sent to the NLU platform and then the module waits until the service ends the
training phase.

*  The Testing module for each element in the test set, the module sends a message
containing the user’s utterance and the application waits for the response of the NLU
platform. All the platforms analyzed report the results of the intent identification
process and the confidence related to the prediction, therefore this module can compare
the prediction made by the system and the correct intention. We want to underline
that our application sends and analyzes every element of the test set (i.e., every user
request) independently. In this module, there is an option that allows testing the
response time using a timer which is activated before sending the message, and it is
ended when the service reply arrives.
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*  The Reporting module, which is responsible for reading the file produced by the
previous module and for calculating the performance metrics. The metrics calculated
are Recall, Accuracy, F-score, and Error rate. This module also allows saving a report
containing the response time in order to compute the average, the standard deviation,
and the maximum and minimum response times.

6. Results and Discussion

As mentioned in Section 5, we created four different experiments. In experiment (A),
we studied the performance on the training set with all elements available, in Experi-
ment (B) instead, we evaluated the results with the increase of training set instances, in
Experiment (C) we measured the response time of all platforms selected and in Experi-
ment (D) we evaluated the robustness of services.

6.1. Experiment (A)

The goal of the first experiment is to highlight the different performances of NLU
platforms. For this reason, we expected performances which were not uniform among
different NLU platforms but, on the other hand, we supposed that the outcomes would be
similar on the different randomly built datasets described in Section 5.1 (from here called
D1,Dz2...D10).

Table 2 presents the performance for each service in terms of Error rate and F-score
(We used the Python function f1_score belonging to the sklearn module. As the dataset
was unbalanced, we set the parameter “average” equal to “weighted”.) on the ten different
datasets, while the last two columns show the average and standard deviation. The best
result regarding F-score for each dataset is reported in bold.

Table 2. Results in terms of error rate (Err) and F-score (FS) for the ten datasets created for Experi-
ment (A). In the last columns, we also report the average (AVG) and the standard deviation (StD)
across all datasets.

D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 Dé6 D7 D8 D9 D10 AVG StD

Wateon Err 0136 0144 0091 0121 0.114 0174 0151 01364 0.167 0.144 0138 0.023
atso FS 0857 0.851 0907 0878 0.887 0.822 0.845 0863 0.832 0857 0.860 0.02
Dailofl Err 0129 0.144 0.144 0106 0121 0.151 0159 0106 0136 0.144 0.134 0.017
atlotiow FS 0.877 0851 0856 0.894 0.875 0.857 0.844 0.893 0.871 0.863 0.868 0.016
Luis Err 0174 0.197 0.144 0167 0159 0.174 0182 0167 0144 0182 0.169 0.016
FS 0825 0785 0.853 0.823 0.840 0828 0815 0831 0851 0819 0827 0018

Wit Err 0227 0273 0280 0273 0265 0235 0311 0258 0273 0318 0271 0.027
FS 0778 0716 0692 0708 0706 0757 0671 0743 0718 0656 0.714 0.035

As we supposed, there are several differences among the selected platforms in terms
of general performance. The average F-score is quite similar between Dialogflow and
Watson, which is over 0.86; however, Watson has a greater standard deviation. Luis’ results
are slightly worse than the other two with a 0.82 F-score, while Wit.ai obtains the worst
performance (slightly above 0.71). In our datasets, neither Luis nor Wit.ai managed to
overcome Dialogflow or Watson in terms of F-Score. We can see that most platforms
have low standard deviation (StD) and that their results are stable considering our ten
different datasets.

The number of examples is not the same for all the intentions in our evaluation.
Consequently, the performance of the NLU services can be quite different among the
intentions, as we can see in Figure 5 where we present separately the F-score outcome for
every single intention. The Intention ID and number of examples used to train the services
are shown in the legend of the figure. Looking at these diagrams, we notice how intention
I9, which uses the highest number of elements, has one of the highest median and lowest
dispersion among all services. 12, on the other hand, is the intention trained with the lowest
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number of examples and, for this reason, its performance considerably varies among the
different NLU platforms. Nevertheless, in all of them the median is far below 0.8 and the
boxes are very stretched.

o/ ﬁgtpﬁg et

0.5 0.5
04 0.4
[J11(33)
0.3 0.3
12 (16)

0.2 0.2
0.1 13139 0.1

0 14 (66) 0

(a) Watson 15 (19) (b) Dialogflow

1 []15(28) 1
0.9 é I;I 17 (1g) 0.9 E
0.8 [[]18(20) 0.8 I‘%I
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0.7 119 (142) 0.7
0.6 0.6
0.5 0.5
0.4 0.4
0.3 0.3
0.2 0.2
0.1 0.1

0 0 °

() Luis (d) wit.ai

Figure 5. Results of Experiment (A) in terms of F-Score of each of the nine intentions for all the tested
platforms (i.e., (a) Watson, (b) Dialogflow, (c) Luis, (d) Wit.ai).

Dialogflow has better overall results and the boxes are shorter than other platforms, but
it presents an anomaly: the intention I2 has a significantly worse median value compared
to Watson and Luis and its dispersion index is also very high. This may be due to the
fact that Dialogflow needs a slightly higher number of training instances to achieve good
performance, compared to the others. The outcomes of Watson and Luis are pretty good,
with the median value always over 0.7. Wit.ai achieves the worst performance among the
platforms tested. In fact, two of the intentions tested have a median value under 0.6 while
only the other two intentions manage to reach a median value over 0.8. Furthermore, most
of the intentions tested have a very high dispersion index.

We performed the Friedman test to understand if the differences in performance
produced by NLU platforms selected are statistically significant. Figure 6 presents the
pairwise comparison using the Post-hoc Conover Friedman test. We can observe that with
p < 0.001, Watson and Dialogflow perform better than Luis and Wit.ai. These performance
differences are significant according to Post-hoc analysis, while the difference between
Dialogflow and Watson is not statistically significant using the same p-value (p < 0.001).
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Watson Dialogflow  Luis Wit.ai

Figure 6. Results of the Post-hoc Conover Friedman test on the results of the tested platforms in
Experiment (A). NS represents not significant.

6.2. Experiment (B)

In the second experiment, we selected the first dataset D1 and we split it into nine
training subsets (as described in Section 5.1); we used the same test set to evaluate each of
the nine models. We expected that increasing the size of the training set would correspond
to an increase in the performance until they reached the same F-score obtained on the entire
training set. Figure 7a confirms our assumption showing that, as the training percentage
increases, so does the F-score of all four platforms. We can also see that the curves of
Watson, Dialogflow, and Wit.ai grow quite quickly until we reach 40% of training instances
and then fluctuate or grow slowly, whereas Luis rises steadily up until it reaches its
maximum. Figure 7 shows the error rate for the different training set percentages. We can
see that Watson and Dialogflow have significantly higher performance using fewer training
instances (10% and 20% of the whole training set) compared to Luis and Wit.ai. Moreover,
we can observe that, starting from the model trained with 50% of the training instances and
going up, the difference in terms of error rate gradually decreases.

1.000 1.000
F-SCORE ERROR RATE
0.800 o — 0.800
—
Watson //‘bh Watson
0.600 r— 0.600
Dialogflow Dialogflow
0.400 0.400 G=xp
o Luis —*—Luis \Q—.—-\‘_.
0.200 0.200
Wit Wit
0.000 0.000
5555558888 EEEEE555E8
SRRBIRBREREB SREEEBRERES
(a) (b)

Figure 7. Results of Experiment (B) considering different percentages of the training set, in terms of
F-Score (a) and Error Rate (b).

Finally, Figure 8 presents the number of the intentions which are correctly identified
(ok), the ones which are incorrectly identified (ko) and those who were not found. In the
calculation of the error rate, the “not found” intentions are considered alongside the wrong
ones. An important difference among the platforms is that while Watson and Luis always
provide a classification, Wit.ai and Dialogflow do not produce a specific prediction unless
the confidence associated with the intention is over a certain threshold, therefore producing
a higher number of “not found”. The graph also shows a decrease of “not found” elements
at the increase of the training set size.
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Figure 8. Number of correct identifications, incorrect identifications and identifications not provided
in Experiment (B), considering different training set percentages.

6.3. Experiment (C)

In some specific applications such as Spoken Dialogue Systems (SDS), a short response
time might improve the user experience and the general usability of the system.

In this experiment, we want to understand how much the response time varies among
the various platforms. Since the servers that run these platforms are not in the same
location, we executed the test three times in three different moments of the day. In Figure 9,
each column is the average of the response times on the entire test set, while the yellow line
represents the average of the three executions during the day. The results are expressed
in milliseconds, and we use Rome Time Zone (CEST) to express times. Luis is the fastest
platform, while Watson and Wit.ai are the slowest and Watson presents similar response
times during the day. Wit.ai’s performance seems to suffer from some excessive servers
loading during particular times of the day; in fact, it has excellent results in the experiment
performed at 11 p.m. while in the remaining two tests it shows the slowest response times.
It should be noted that all platforms have average response times for each moment of the
day under 400 ms, which is a reasonable response time for a messaging system.

Response 4500
Time (ms) 4000

EEam. 3500 II
mipm 3000
_—

mllpm. 2500 I

200.0
Dayag 1500 I

100.0

50.0 III I

0.0

WATSON (GB)  DIALOGFLOW (US)  LUIS (US) WIT{-)

Figure 9. Results of Experiment (C) in terms of response time. The server location is reported next to
the platform name.

6.4. Experiment (D)

As described in Section 5.2, here we want to evaluate the spelling errors robustness
of NLU services; in order to do so, we created 30 datasets with an increasing number of
random spelling errors for each of the examples contained. As we explained in Section 4,
given that 75% of the users” messages contains 50 characters or fewer, we measure the
robustness of our services even with a very high percentage of errors.

As shown in Figure 10, Watson is the most robust platform, and it maintains an error
rate below 0.1 with fewer than 10 misspellings and an error rate under 0.4 with 30 spelling
errors. The other three platforms have similar trends. Luis maintains an almost constant
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error rate close to 0.5 when the spelling errors are between 20 and 30. Wit.ai and Dialogflow
appear to be the least robust platforms in this experiment, in fact, their error rate exceeds 0.6.

Error rate 1
0.9

0.8

—atson 07
Dialogllow 0.6

0.5

Luis 04

o 0.3 ' e
Wit.ai 02 —
01 /—,/_’
0

Spellingerrors —» 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 101112 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

Figure 10. Results of Experiment (D) in terms of Error Rate at the increase of the spelling errors.

6.5. Overall Evaluation

In Table 3, we report an overall comparison of the results obtained by the different
platforms in the Experiments (A), (B), (C) and (D).

Table 3. Overall comparison of the platforms tested considering the Experiments (A), (B), (C) and (D).

Experiment  Requirement Watson  Dialogflow Luis Wit
(A) F-Score greater than 0.8 v v v X
(B) Go'oq pe}"formance with few v v » «
training instances
©) Response times always under v v v v
05s
(D) Spelling errors robustness v X X X

In Experiment (A), all platforms, except Wit.ai, obtain good results, with a F-Score
greater than 0.8. However, considering Experiment (B) Dialogflow and Watson have
remarkably better results when the training set is very small. In terms of response time
(Experiment (C)), the difference between the platforms selected is not particularly important.
In fact, all platforms have a response time lower than 500 ms and a difference of 50 ms
(such as the one between Watson and Wit) is not perceptible by the users. Considering
Experiment (D), we find that Watson has a much greater robustness as concerns the spelling
errors, while the other platforms have, on average, an error rate which is almost twice as
high as the one obtained by Watson. Therefore, the extensive research conducted in the
previous sections pushed us to choose IBM Watson as the NLU engine for this project since
it is very robust, and it has outcomes comparable to Dialogflow.

7. System Implemented and Real-World Evaluation
7.1. System Implemented

DynDevice is the e-learning platform of Mega Italia Media; it is entirely written in
PHP and students can use the chat system to send requests to the tutors. The chatbot
system is designed to minimize the changes that have to be made to the existing system. It
needs to be able to be easily deactivated in order to redirect the conversation to the human
tutor if necessary.

Before the introduction of the virtual assistant, the student had to write the request in
the chat interface, then the request was sent to the human tutor who answered through the
same chat interface. This flow is shown in Figure 11 highlighted in the red dots box. The
new system follows a new execution flow, highlighted in Figure 11 with blue dashes, and
each step is enumerated:

1.  The chat is opened and the system sends a signal to the conversation manager.
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The conversation manager creates a thread representing an instance of a conversation
between a student and the NLU engine. Therefore, for each student who opens
the chat, the conversation manager creates a dedicated conversation instance; this
allows the system to manage multiple conversations simultaneously. Each instance is
independent from the others.

The student enters the text into the chat interface. The request is sent to the conversa-
tion instance.

The conversation instance receives the student’s request and checks the integrity of
the sentence.

The conversation instance sends the student’s request to the NLU engine using a
specific APL

The NLU engine returns a message containing one or more intentions recognized with
their confidence scores to the conversation instance. The NLU engine often predicts
more than one intent, but the confidence allows distinguishing which intention is
more likely than another.

The conversation instance scans all the intentions recognized and selects the one which
has the highest confidence and builds the corresponding answer. If the student’s
request was unclear for the NLU engine, it is possible to have more intentions with
similar confidence values, in this case, a disambiguation message is generated. A
disambiguation message is a special request that the conversation instance sends to
the student asking to specify, from a list of possible intentions previously selected,
the correct one. Whether the intention of the student’s request was evident, or the
student responds to a disambiguation message, the conversation instance selects the
correct answer and sends it back to the student.

The student receives the answer and (s)he can enter a new request into the chat
interface and send it to the conversation instance.

______________ =
I .
Tutor
PY 3. Send request IReceive request —
Chat o ="
Studentﬁ(— interface ' .
8. Receipt jSend the answer
answer I back
.......... AL LT L
1. Start 7. Build and send 4. Receive request|
conversation the answer back Y 1
Ci ti ;
onversations .
» Conversation 1
Manager 2. Create
instance I
|

6. Return 5. Forward to NLU!
recognized intent engine

Figure 11. Architecture of the implemented system.

The chatbot may be unable to answer for various reasons; for example, the NLU

engine cannot recognize the underlying intention of a request because it was not trained to
recognize that specific intent, the student sent an unclear sentence, or the student asked
to contact a human tutor. To guarantee the student’s support, if the system implemented
cannot provide help to the student, it deactivates the flow described, eliminates the con-
versation instance and redirects the student’s conversation to the human tutor. When the

dialogue is redirected to the human tutor, the system follows the simple execution flow
shown in Figure 11 in the red dots box.
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7.2. Real-World Evaluation

We monitored and collected the data of the system implemented, which is currently
running in production, not only for Mega Italia Media but also for other 6 companies which
offer e-learning courses and provide the same chatbot to their users.

From 1 November 2020 to 1 January 2022, more than 1400 messages were exchanged
with users. Only 7% of them requested to talk with a human operator after interacting
with our chatbot. In Section 4.2, we specified that the sub-group of the intentions selected
covered 82.4% of the students’ requests in the dataset extracted. With the new data coming
from the performance evaluation, we have calculated that more than 93% of the requests
belong to the 9 main intentions we selected for our experiments.

In Figure 12, we show the distribution of the main intentions recognized by our
system during the evaluation period. To evaluate the system performance, the possible
cases (which are also shown in Table 4) are the following;:

1. Success: the NLU engine recognizes the underlying intention and the chatbot pro-
vides the correct answer to the student. In Table 4, we do not classify the Human
Operator intent recognition as Success. In fact, this intention can only be triggered
after the chatbot fails to recognize a user request.

2.  Disambiguation necessary: the NLU engine does not provide a unique intention or
the request is unclear, so the chatbot builds a disambiguation message as described
previously. The student selects the correct intention among a subgroup of probable
intentions. Therefore, the chatbot determines the correct answer and sends it to
the student.

3.  Fail and redirect to human tutor: the NLU engine recognizes the wrong intention
and the chatbot consequently sends an incorrect answer, therefore users ask to talk
to a human operator; in this case, the chatbot does not attempt to satisfy any request
and the user is immediately redirected to a human tutor.

Number of attempts

2.4%
Certificates

2.7% Dea;é”f;
Correction -1
4.6%
Human operator
7.4%
Greetings
12.3%

Everything's ok
Stopping the course 21.5%

12.9%

Generic issue
13.0%

Figure 12. Pie chart of the main intentions recognized by our chatbot during the performance
evaluation (from 1 November 2020 to 1 January 2022).
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Table 4. Results of the intention recognition during the performance evaluation from 1 November
2020 to 1 January 2022.

Occurrence Percentage
Success (Without Human Operator intention) 78.9
Disambiguation 15.1

Fail and Redirect to Human Tutor 6.0

Nevertheless, we cannot directly compare these results with the ones obtained in the
platforms comparison. In fact, while in the studies conducted in the previous sections
the intention with the highest confidence is the one considered predicted, in the real-
world implementation, the NLU engine provides an ambiguous prediction of the intention,
the system implemented asks the student to manually indicate the intention from a list.
However, given that a vast majority of the requests are satisfied and 79.0% of the intentions
are recognized, we think our results are stable and promising even in the real world
environment and with a larger test set.

8. Conclusions

The e-learning sector has grown enormously during the COVID-19 pandemic, and
therefore having artificial intelligence tools to support employees has become necessary. A
virtual assistant that responds autonomously to a large group of users’ requests can reduce
the effort of human tutors and increase the scalability of an e-learning platform. This paper
aims to describe the implementation of a chatbot that fits the company’s needs. The first
step to implement a chatbot consists of choosing the best platform on the market through
an accurate and severe comparison. Thus, we presented four different experiments which
compared, from different points of view, the ability of different cloud-based NLU platforms
to recognize the underlying intent of sentences, referencing an Italian dataset from a real
business class. After that, we integrated the chatbot in the assistant system, and we collected
data concerning the production outcomes. Finally, we compared the performance of the
system implemented with the results obtained by different NLU platforms.

In our analysis, Dialogflow shows the better overall results in experiment A; however,
Watson achieves a similar performance and, in some cases, it outperforms Dialogflow. Luis
also performs well, but in no case does it provide better results than the services already
mentioned. In experiment A, Wit.ai had the worst results. Experiment (B) proves that both
Dialogflow and Watson can achieve impressive results even when trained with just 40% of
the whole training set. Experiment (C) shows that Luis is the fastest platform to recognize
the intention associated with an input sentence. The response time of all platforms is on
average below 400 ms, which can be considered acceptable for a chat messaging system.
In Experiment (D), we notice that Watson is the most robust service when the sentences
contain spelling errors. In fact, Watson'’s error rate is less than 0.3 when 30 characters are
changed, while the other platforms in the same case have an error rate superior to 0.5.

In the light of the considerations above, in order to build a chatbot able to answer
questions in Italian on an e-learning platform, the best NLU services are Watson and
Dialogflow if we consider only raw performance in terms of F-score or Error rate. In the
specific case of Mega Italia Media, the users of their e-learning platform are students with a
wide variety of language skills. In this context, Watson is probably the best choice because
it is the most robust service and the performance difference in terms of F-score is not
statistically significant compared to Dialogflow, as shown in Section 6.1.

The system implemented achieves satisfactory results, with 79.0% of the users’ re-
quests satisfied during an evaluation which lasted more than a year. This paper shows that
developing a virtual assistant quickly, with little data, achieving satisfactory performance
and building a robust solution is possible using a cloud-based NLU platform. The signif-
icant reduction in the development times is mainly due to the drastic reduction in data
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collection and preprocessing effort, which usually represent crucial and time-consuming
tasks in this type of projects.

Although we presented an application in the context provided by Mega Italia Media,
similar behavior and performance are obtained in other contexts, such as the realization of
a chatbot for a mobility transport domain and an Italian broadcasting company. These case
studies are in the Italian language, so in the future we are planning to define an exhaustive
linguistic analysis and compare the performance in other domains, with other languages.
Finally, we want to use the results of the new analysis to improve our system features and
increase their performance.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization and Supervision: L.S., A.E.G. and LS.; Methodology: M.Z.
and L.S.; Validation, L.P,, I.S. and A.E.G.; Data Curation: L.S. and M.Z.; Software and Investigation:
M.Z. and M.C.; Writing—Original Draft Preparation: M.Z., L.P. and M.C.; Writing—Review & Editing:
L.P. and LS. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This work was supported by MIUR “Fondo Dipartimenti di Eccellenza 2018-2022" of the
DII Department at the University of Brescia.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.
Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author. The data are not publicly available due to privacy concerns.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1.

B

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Mauldin, M.L. CHATTERBOTS, TINYMUDS, and the Turing Test: Entering the Loebner Prize Competition. Available online:
https:/ /www.aaai.org/Papers/AAAI/1994/ AAAI94-003.pdf (accessed on 15 January 2022).

Kumar, R.; Ali, M.M. A Review on Chatbot Design and Implementation Techniques. Int. J. Eng. Technol. 2020, 7, 2791.
Caldarini, G.; Jaf, S.; McGarry, K. A Literature Survey of Recent Advances in Chatbots. Information 2022, 13, 41. [CrossRef]
Turing, A.M. Computing machinery and intelligence. In Parsing the Turing Test; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2009;
pp- 23-65.

Brandtzaeg, P.B.; Folstad, A. Why People Use Chatbots. In Internet Science; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland,
2017; pp. 377-392.

Luo, B;; Lau, R.Y,; Li, C.; Si, YW. A critical review of state-of-the-art chatbot designs and applications. Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Data
Min. Knowl. Discov. 2022, 12, e1434. [CrossRef]

Adamopoulou, E.; Moussiades, L. Chatbots: History, technology, and applications. Mach. Learn. Appl. 2020, 2, 100006. [CrossRef]
Di Prospero, A.; Norouzi, N.; Fokaefs, M.; Litoiu, M. Chatbots as assistants: An architectural framework. In Proceedings of the
27th Annual International Conference on Computer Science and Software Engineering, Markham, ON, Canada, 6-8 November
2017; pp. 76-86.

Henderson, M. Machine Learning for Dialog State Tracking: A Review. In Proceedings of the First International Workshop on
Machine Learning in Spoken Language Processing, Fukushima, Japan, 19-20 September 2015.

Nazir, A.; Khan, M.Y.; Ahmed, T.; Jami, S.I.; Wasi, S. A novel approach for ontology-driven information retrieving chatbot for
fashion brands. Int. |. Adv. Comput. Sci. Appl. IJACSA 2019, 10, 546-552. [CrossRef]

Mikolov, T.; Sutskever, I.; Chen, K.; Corrado, G.S.; Dean, J. Distributed Representations of Words and Phrases and their
Compositionality. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 26, Curran Associates, Inc.: San Jose, CA, USA, 2013;
pp. 3111-3119.

Prasomphan, S. Improvement of Chatbot in Trading System for SMEs by Using Deep Neural Network. In Proceedings of the
2019 IEEE 4th International Conference on Cloud Computing and Big Data Analysis ICCCBDA), Chengdu, China, 12-15 April
2019; pp. 517-522. [CrossRef]

Vaswani, A.; Shazeer, N.; Parmar, N.; Uszkoreit, ].; Jones, L.; Gomez, A.N.; Kaiser, L.; Polosukhin, I. Attention is All you Need. In
Proceedings of the Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 30: Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing
Systems 2017, Long Beach, CA, USA, 4-9 December 2017; pp. 5998-6008.

Adiwardana, D.; Luong, M.; So, D.R.; Hall, J.; Fiedel, N.; Thoppilan, R.; Yang, Z.; Kulshreshtha, A.; Nemade, G.; Lu, Y,; et al.
Towards a Human-like Open-Domain Chatbot. arXiv 2020, arXiv:2001.09977.

Thorat, S.A.; Jadhav, V. A review on implementation issues of rule-based chatbot systems. In Proceedings of the International
Conference on Innovative Computing & Communications (ICICC), Delhi, India, 21-23 February 2020.


https://www.aaai.org/Papers/AAAI/1994/AAAI94-003.pdf
http://doi.org/10.3390/info13010041
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/widm.1434
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mlwa.2020.100006
http://dx.doi.org/10.14569/IJACSA.2019.0100972
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ICCCBDA.2019.8725745

Future Internet 2022, 14, 62 19 of 20

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Lokman, A.S.; Ameedeen, M.A. Modern Chatbot Systems: A Technical Review. In Proceedings of the Future Technologies
Conference (FTC) 2018, Vancouver, BC, Canada, 13-14 November 2018.

Canonico, M.; Russis, L.D. A Comparison and Critique of Natural Language Understanding Tools. In Proceedings of the CLOUD
COMPUTING 2018: The Ninth International Conference on Cloud Computing, GRIDs, and Virtualization, Barcelona, Spain,
18-22 February 2018; pp. 110-115.

Leoni, C.; Torre, I.; Vercelli, G. Conversiamo: Improving Italian question answering exploiting IBM watson services. In
Proceedings of the International Conference on Text, Speech, and Dialogue, Brno, Czech Republic, 8-11 September 2020;
pp- 504-512.

Tavanapour, N.; Bittner, E.A. Automated facilitation for idea platforms: Design and evaluation of a Chatbot prototype. In
Proceedings of the 39th International Conference on Information Systems, San Francisco, CA, USA, 13-16 December 2018.
Rosruen, N.; Samanchuen, T. Chatbot Utilization for Medical Consultant System. In Proceedings of the 3rd Technology
Innovation Management and Engineering Science International Conference (TIMES-iCON), Bangkok, Thailand, 12-14 December
2018; pp. 1-5.

Kadlec, R.; Schmid, M.; Bajgar, O.; Kleindienst, J. Text Understanding with the Attention Sum Reader Network. In Proceedings of
the 54th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, ACL 2016, Berlin, Germany, 7-12 August 2016.
Koehn, P. Neural Machine Translation; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2020.

Xiang, Y,; Zhou, X.; Chen, Q.; Zheng, Z.; Tang, B.; Wang, X.; Qin, Y. Incorporating label dependency for answer quality tagging in
Community Question Answering Via CNN-LSTM-CRE. In Proceedings of the COLING 2016, the 26th International Conference
on Computational Linguistics: Technical Papers, Osaka, Japan, 11-16 December 2016; pp. 1231-1241.

Bahdanau, D.; Cho, K.; Bengio, Y. Neural Machine Translation by Jointly Learning to Align and Translate. In Proceedings of the
3rd International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2015, San Diego, CA, USA, 7-9 May 2015.

Mullenbach, J.; Wiegreffe, S.; Duke, J.; Sun, J.; Eisenstein, J. Explainable Prediction of Medical Codes from Clinical Text. In
Proceedings of the 16th Annual Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics:
Human Language Technologies, New Orleans, LA, USA, 1-6 June 2018; pp. 1101-1111.

Putelli, L.; Gerevini, A.E.; Lavelli, A.; Maroldi, R.; Serina, I. Attention-Based Explanation in a Deep Learning Model For
Classifying Radiology Reports. In Proceedings of the Artificial Intelligence in Medicine-19th International Conference on
Artificial Intelligence in Medicine, AIME 2021, Lecture Notes in Computer Science, Virtual Event, 15-18 June 2021; Springer:
Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2021; Volume 12721, pp. 367-372.

Devlin, J.; Chang, M.; Lee, K.; Toutanova, K. BERT: Pre-training of Deep Bidirectional Transformers for Language Understanding.
In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human
Language Technologies, NAACL-HLT 2019, Minneapolis, MN, USA, 2-7 June 2019; pp. 4171-4186.

Qu, C,; Yang, L.; Qiu, M,; Croft, W.B.; Zhang, Y.; Iyyer, M. BERT with history answer embedding for conversational question
answering. In Proceedings of the 42nd International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in Information
Retrieval, Paris, France, 21-25 July 2019; pp. 1133-1136.

Jiao, X,; Yin, Y,; Shang, L.; Jiang, X.; Chen, X.; Li, L.; Wang, F,; Liu, Q. TinyBERT: Distilling BERT for Natural Language
Understanding. In Proceedings of the Findings of the Association for Computational Linguistics: EMNLP 2020, Online
Event, 16-20 November 2020; Association for Computational Linguistics: Stroudsburg, PA, USA, 2020; Volume EMNLP 2020,
pp. 4163-4174.

Wu, C; Wu, E; Qi, T.; Huang, Y.; Xie, X. Fastformer: Additive Attention Can Be All You Need. arXiv 2021, arXiv:2108.09084.
Mehmood, T.; Gerevini, A.E.; Lavelli, A ; Serina, I. Combining Multi-task Learning with Transfer Learning for Biomedical Named
Entity Recognition. In Knowledge-Based and Intelligent Information & Engineering Systems, Proceedings of the 24th International
Conference KES-2020, Virtual Event, 16-18 September 2020; Cristani, M., Toro, C., Zanni-Merk, C., Howlett, R.J., Jain, L.C., Eds.;
Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2020; Volume 176, pp. 848-857.

Putelli, L.; Gerevini, A.E.; Lavelli, A.; Olivato, M.; Serina, I. Deep Learning for Classification of Radiology Reports with a
Hierarchical Schema. In Knowledge-Based and Intelligent Information & Engineering Systems, Proceedings of the 24th International
Conference KES-2020, Virtual Event, 16-18 September 2020; Cristani, M., Toro, C., Zanni-Merk, C., Howlett, R.J., Jain, L.C., Eds.;
Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2020; Volume 176, pp. 349-359.

Mehmood, T.; Serina, I.; Lavelli, A.; Gerevini, A. Knowledge Distillation Techniques for Biomedical Named Entity Recognition.
In Proceedings of the 4th Workshop on Natural Language for Artificial Intelligence (NL4AI 2020) Co-Located with the 19th
International Conference of the Italian Association for Artificial Intelligence (AI*IA 2020), Virture, 25-27 November 2020;
pp- 141-156.

Putelli, L.; Gerevini, A.; Lavelli, A; Serina, I. Applying Self-interaction Attention for Extracting Drug-Drug Interactions. In
Proceedings of the AI*IA 2019-Advances in Artificial Intelligence-XVIIIth International Conference of the Italian Association
for Artificial Intelligence, Roma, Italy, 19-22 November 2019; Lecture Notes in Computer Science; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg,
Germany, 2019; Volume 11946, pp. 445-460.

Gerevini, A.E.; Lavelli, A.; Maffi, A.; Maroldi, R.; Minard, A.; Serina, I.; Squassina, G. Automatic classification of radiological
reports for clinical care. Artif. Intell. Med. 2018, 91, 72-81. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Putelli, L.; Gerevini, A.E.; Lavelli, A.; Serina, I. The Impact of Self-Interaction Attention on the Extraction of Drug-Drug
Interactions. Available online: http://ceur-ws.org/Vol-2481/paper61.pdf (accessed on 15 January 2022).


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.artmed.2018.05.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29887337
http://ceur-ws.org/Vol-2481/paper61.pdf

Future Internet 2022, 14, 62 20 of 20

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

Mishev, K.; Gjorgjevikj, A.; Vodenska, I.; Chitkushev, L.T.; Trajanov, D. Evaluation of sentiment analysis in finance: From lexicons
to transformers. IEEE Access 2020, 8, 131662-131682. [CrossRef]

Mohamed, B.A.; Abdelhakim, B.A.; Youness, S. A Deep Learning Model for an Intelligent Chat Bot System: An Application to
E-Learning Domain. In Proceedings of the Third International Conference on Smart City Applications, Tetouan, Morocco, 10-11
October 2018; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2020; pp. 165-179.

Xie, Q.; Zhang, Q.; Zhang, X,; Tian, D.; Wen, R.; Zhu, T.; Yi, P; Li, X. A Context-Centric Chatbot for Cryptocurrency Using the
Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers Neural Networks. Int. . Econ. Manag. Eng. 2021, 15, 150-156.

Patti, V.; Basile, V.; Bosco, C.; Varvara, R.; Fell, M.; Bolioli, A.; Bosca, A. EVALITA4ELG: Italian Benchmark Linguistic Resources,
NLP Services and Tools for the ELG Platform. IJCoL Ital. ]. Comput. Linguist. 2020, 6, 105-129. [CrossRef]

Bellini, V.; Biancofiore, G.M.; Di Noia, T.; Di Sciascio, E.; Narducci, F; Pomo, C. GUapp: A Conversational Agent for Job
Recommendation for the Italian Public Administration. In Proceedings of the 2020 IEEE Conference on Evolving and Adaptive
Intelligent Systems (EAIS), Bari, Italy, 27-29 May 2020; pp. 1-7.

Polignano, M.; Basile, P.; De Gemmis, M.; Semeraro, G.; Basile, V. Alberto: Italian BERT language understanding model for NLP
challenging tasks based on tweets. In Proceedings of the 6th Italian Conference on Computational Linguistics, CLiC-it 2019.
CEUR, Barij, Italy, 13-15 November 2019; Volume 2481.

Polignano, M.; Basile, P.; De Gemmis, M.; Semeraro, G. Hate Speech Detection through AIBERTo Italian Language Understanding
Model. Available online: http:/ /ceur-ws.org/Vol-2521/paper-06.pdf (accessed on 15 January 2022).

Goel, A K,; Polepeddi, L. Jill Watson: A Virtual Teaching Assistant for Online Education. Available online: https://smartech.
gatech.edu/bitstream /handle /1853 /59104 / goelpolepeddi-harvardvolume-v7.1.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y (accessed on 15
January 2022).

Kar, R.; Haldar, R. Applying Chatbots to the Internet of Things: Opportunities and Architectural Elements. Int. J. Adv. Comput.
Sci. Appl. 2016, 7. [CrossRef]

Braun, D.; Hernandez Mendez, A.; Matthes, F.; Langen, M. Evaluating Natural Language Understanding Services for Conversa-
tional Question Answering Systems. In Proceedings of the 18th Annual SIGdial Meeting on Discourse and Dialogue, Saarbriicken,
Germany, 15-17 August 2017; Association for Computational Linguistics: Saarbriicken, Germany, 2017; pp. 174-185.

Liu, X.; Eshghi, A.; Swietojanski, P.; Rieser, V. Benchmarking Natural Language Understanding Services for building Conversa-
tional Agents. arXiv 2019, arXiv:1903.05566.

Zubani, M; Sigalini, L.; Serina, I.; Gerevini, A.E. Evaluating different Natural Language Understanding services in a real business
case for the Italian language. In Proceedings of the Knowledge-Based and Intelligent Information & Engineering Systems:
Proceedings of the 24th International Conference KES2020, Virtual Event, 16-18 September 2020.

Mehmood, T.; Gerevini, A.; Lavelli, A.; Serina, I. Leveraging Multi-task Learning for Biomedical Named Entity Recognition. In
Proceedings of the AI*IA 2019-Advances in Artificial Intelligence-XVIIIth International Conference of the Italian Association
for Artificial Intelligence, Rende, Italy, 19—22 November 2019; Lecture Notes in Computer Science; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg,
Germany, 2019; Volume 11946, pp. 431-444.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2020.3009626
http://dx.doi.org/10.4000/ijcol.754
http://ceur-ws.org/Vol-2521/paper-06.pdf
https://smartech.gatech.edu/bitstream/handle/1853/59104/goelpolepeddi-harvardvolume-v7.1.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://smartech.gatech.edu/bitstream/handle/1853/59104/goelpolepeddi-harvardvolume-v7.1.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
http://dx.doi.org/10.14569/IJACSA.2016.071119

	Introduction
	Related Work
	Natural Language Understanding Cloud Platforms
	Case Study
	Data Collection
	Data Classification

	Evaluation Experiments
	Training and Test Sets
	Experimental Design

	Results and Discussion
	Experiment (A)
	Experiment (B)
	Experiment (C)
	Experiment (D)
	Overall Evaluation

	System Implemented and Real-World Evaluation
	System Implemented
	Real-World Evaluation

	Conclusions
	References

