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PREFACE 
 
Welcome to the 6th workshop of the Initiative for the Evaluation of XML Retrieval (INEX)! 
 
Now, in its sixth year, INEX is an established evaluation forum for XML information retrieval (IR), with 
over 90 participating organizations worldwide. Its aim is to provide an infrastructure, in the form of a large 
XML test collection and appropriate scoring methods, for the evaluation of XML IR systems. 
 
XML IR plays an increasingly important role in many information access systems (e.g. digital libraries, 
web, intranet) where content is more and more a mixture of text, multimedia, and metadata, formatted 
according to the adopted W3C standard for information repositories, the so-called eXtensible Markup 
Language (XML). The ultimate goal of such systems is to provide the right content to their end-users. 
However, while many of today’s information access systems still treat documents as single large (text) 
blocks, XML offers the opportunity to exploit the internal structure of documents in order to allow for more 
precise access, thus providing more specific answers to user requests. Providing effective access to XML-
based content is therefore a key issue for the success of these systems. 
 
2007 was an exciting year for INEX, and brought a lot of changes. In total eight research tracks were 
included, which studied different aspects of XML information access: Ad-hoc, Document Mining, 
Multimedia, Entity Ranking, Link-the-Wiki, and Book Search.  The Heterogeneous Track and Interactive 
track were run as extensions of the 2006 tracks. The Link-the-Wiki and Book Search tracks were new for 
2007. The consolidation of the existing tracks, and the expansion to new areas offered by the two new 
tracks, allows INEX to grow in reach. 
 
The aim of the INEX 2007 workshop is to bring together researchers in the field of XML IR who 
participated in the INEX 2007 campaign. During the past year participating organizations contributed to the 
building of a large-scale XML test collection by creating topics, performing retrieval runs and providing 
relevance assessments. The workshop concludes the results of this large-scale effort, summarizes and 
addresses encountered issues and devises a work plan for the future evaluation of XML retrieval systems. 
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Overview of the INEX 2007 Ad Hoc Track

Norbert Fuhr1, Jaap Kamps2, Mounia Lalmas3, Saadia Malik1, and Andrew
Trotman4

1 University of Duisburg-Essen, Duisburg, Germany
{norbert.fuhr,saadia.malik}@uni-due.de
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3 Queen Mary, University of London, London, UK
lalmas@dcs.qmul.uk.ac

4 University of Otago, Dunedin, New Zealand
andrew@cs.otago.ac.nz

Abstract. This paper gives an overview of the INEX 2007 Ad Hoc
Track. The main purpose of the Ad Hoc Track was to investigate the
value of the internal document structure (as provided by the XML mark-
up) for retrieving relevant information. For this reason, the retrieval re-
sults were liberalized to arbitrary passages and measures were chosen to
fairly compare systems retrieving elements, ranges of elements, and arbi-
trary passages. The INEX 2007 Ad Hoc Track featured three tasks: For
the Focused Task a ranked-list of non-overlapping results (elements or
passages) was needed. For the Relevant in Context Task non-overlapping
results (elements or passages) were returned grouped by the article from
which they came. For the Best in Context Task a single starting point
(element start tag or passage start) for each article was needed. We dis-
cuss the results for the three tasks, examine the relative effectiveness of
element and passage retrieval. This is examined in the context of content
only (CO, or Keyword) search as well as content and structure (CAS, or
structured) search.

1 Introduction

This paper gives an overview of the INEX 2007 Ad Hoc Track. The main re-
search question underlying the Ad Hoc Track is that of the value of the internal
document structure (mark-up) for retrieving relevant information. That is, does
the document structure help in identify where the relevant information is within
a document? This question has recently attracted a lot of attention. Trotman
and Geva [13] argued that, since INEX relevance assessments are not bound to
XML element boundaries, retrieval systems should also not be bound to XML el-
ement boundaries. Their implicit assumption is that a system returning passages
is at least as effective as a system returning XML elements. This assumption is
based on the observation that elements are of a lower granularity than passages
and so all elements can be described as passages. The reverse, however is not
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true and only some passages can be described as elements. Huang et al. [6] im-
plement a fixed window passage retrieval system and show that a comparable
element retrieval ranking can be derived. In a similar study, Itakura and Clarke
[7] show that although ranking elements based on passage-evidence is compara-
ble, a direct estimation of the relevance of elements is superior. Finally, Kamps
and Koolen [8] study the relation between the passages highlighted by the as-
sessors and the XML structure of the collection directly, showing reasonable
correspondence between the document structure and the relevant information.

Up to now, element and passage retrieval approaches could only be com-
pared when mapping passages to elements. This may significantly affect the
comparison, since the mapping is non-trivial and, of course, turns the passage
retrieval approaches effectively into element retrieval approaches. To study the
value of the document structure through direct comparison of element and pas-
sage retrieval approaches, the retrieval results for INEX 2007 were liberalized to
arbitrary passages. Every XML element is, of course, also a passage of text.

The evaluation measures are now based directly on the highlighted passages,
or arbitrary best-entry points, as identified by the assessors. As a result it is
now possible to fairly compare systems retrieving elements, ranges of elements,
or arbitrary passages. These changes address earlier requests to liberalize the
retrieval format to ranges of elements [1] and later requests to liberalize to arbi-
trary passages of text [13].

The INEX 2007 Ad Hoc Track featured three tasks:

1. For the Focused Task a ranked-list of non-overlapping results (elements or
passages) must be returned. It is evaluated at early precision relative to the
highlighted (or believed relevant) text retrieved.

2. For the Relevant in Context Task non-overlapping results (elements or pas-
sages) must be returned, these are grouped by document. It is evaluated by
mean average generalized precision where the generalized score per article is
based on the retrieved highlighted text.

3. For the Best in Context Task a single starting point (element’s starting tag
or passage offset) per article must be returned. It is also evaluated by mean
average generalized precision but with the generalized score (per article)
based on the distance to the assessor’s best-entry point.

The Thorough Task as defined in earlier INEX rounds is discontinued. We discuss
the results for the three tasks, giving results for the top 10 participating groups
and discussing the best scoring approaches in detail. We also examine the relative
effectiveness of element and passage runs, and with content only (CO) queries
and content and structure (CAS) queries.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. First, Section 2 describes the
INEX 2007 Ad Hoc retrieval tasks and measures. Section 3 details the collection,
topics, and assessments of the INEX 2007 Ad Hoc Track. In Section 4, we report
the results for the Focused Task (Section 4.2); the Relevant in Context Task
(Section 4.3); and the Best in Context Task (Section 4.4). Section 5 details
particular types of runs (such as CO versus CAS, and element versus passage),
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and on particular subsets of the topics (such as topics with a non-trivial CAS
query). Finally, in Section 6, we discuss our findings and draw some conclusions.

2 Ad Hoc Retrieval Track

In this section, we briefly summarize the ad hoc retrieval tasks and the sub-
mission format (especially how elements and passages are identified). We also
summarize the metrics used for evaluation. For more detail the reader is referred
to the formal specification documents [2] and [10].

2.1 Tasks

Focused Task The scenario underlying the Focused Task is the return, to the
user, of a ranked list of elements or passages for their topic of request. The
Focused Task requires systems to find the most focused results that satisfy a
information need, where by focused we mean without returning “overlapping”
elements (shorter is preferred in the case of equally relevant elements). Since
ancestors elements and longer passages are always relevant (to a greater or lesser
extent) it is a challenge to chose the correct granularity.

The task has a number of assumptions:

Display the results are presented to the user as a ranked-list of results.
Users view the results top-down, one-by-one.

Relevant in Context Task The scenario underlying the Relevant in Context
Task is the return of a ranked list of articles and within those articles the rel-
evant information (captured by a set of non-overlapping elements or passages).
A relevant article will likely contain relevant information that could be spread
across different elements. The task requires systems to find a set of results that
corresponds well to all relevant information in each relevant article. The task
has a number of assumptions:

Display results will be grouped per article, in their original document order,
access will be provided through further navigational means, such as a docu-
ment heat-map or table of contents.

Users consider the article to be the most natural retrieval unit, and prefer an
overview of relevance within this context.

Best in Context Task The scenario underlying the Best in Context Task is the
return of a ranked list of articles and the identification of a best-entry-point from
which a user should start reading each article in order to satisfy the information
need. Even an article completely devoted to the topic of request will only have
one best starting point from which to read (even if that is the beginning of the
article). The task has a number of assumptions:

Display a single result per article.
Users consider articles to be natural unit of retrieval, but prefer to be guided

to the best point from which to start reading the most relevant content.
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2.2 Submission Format

Since XML retrieval approaches may return arbitrary results from within docu-
ments, a way to identify these nodes is needed.

XML element results are identified by means of a file name and an element
(node) path specification. File names in the Wikipedia collection are unique so
that (with the .xml extension removed), for example:

<file>9996</file>

identifies 9996.xml as the target document from the Wikipedia collection.
Element paths are given in XPath, but only fully specified paths are allowed.
For example:

<path>/article[1]/body[1]/section[1]/p[1]</path>

identifies the first “article” element, then within that, the first “body” el-
ement, then the first “section” element, and finally within that the first “p”
element. Importantly, XPath counts elements from 1 and counts element types.
For example if a section had a title and two paragraphs then their paths would
be: title[1], p[1] and p[2].

A result element, then, is identified unambiguously using the combination of
file name and element path, for example:

<result>

<file>9996</file>

<path>/article[1]/body[1]/section[1]/p[1]</path>

<rsv>0.9999</rsv>

</result>

Passages are given in the same format, but extended for optional character-
offsets. As a passage need not start and end in the same element, each is given
separately. The following example is equivalent to the element result example
above since it starts and ends on an element boundary.

<result>

<file>9996</file>

<passage start="/article[1]/body[1]/section[1]/p[1]"

end="/article[1]/body[1]/section[1]/p[1]"/>

<rsv>0.9999</rsv>

</result>

In the next passage example the result starts 85 characters after the start of
the paragraph and continues until 106 characters after a list item in list. The
end location is, of course, after the start location.

<result>

<file>9996</file>

<passage start="/article[1]/body[1]/section[1]/p[1]/text()[1].85"

end="/article[1]/body[1]/section[1]/normallist[1]/item[2]/text()[2].106"/>

<rsv>0.6666</rsv>

</result>
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The result can start anywhere in any text node. Character positions count
from 0 (before the first character) to the node-length (after the last character).
A detailed example is provided in [2].

2.3 Measures

We briefly summarize the main measures used for the Ad Hoc Track (see Kamps
et al. [10] for details). The main change at INEX 2007 is the inclusion of ar-
bitrary passages of text. Unfortunately this simple change has necessitated the
deprecation of element-based metrics used in prior INEX campaigns because
the “natural” retrieval unit is no longer an element, so elements cannot be used
as the basis of measure. We note that properly evaluating the effectiveness in
XML-IR remains an ongoing research question at INEX.

The INEX 2007 measures are solely based on the retrieval of highlighted
text. We simplify all INEX tasks to highlighted text retrieval and assume that
systems return all, and only, highlighted text. We then compare the characters
of text retrieved by a search engine to the number and location of characters of
text identified as relevant by the assessor. For best in context we use the distance
between the best entry point in the run to that identified by an assessor.

Focused Task Recall is measured as the fraction of all highlighted text that
has been retrieved. Precision is measured as the fraction of retrieved text that
was highlighted. The notion of rank is relatively fluid for passages so we use
an interpolated precision measure which calculates interpolated precision scores
at selected recall levels. Since we are most interested in what happens in the
first retrieved results, the INEX 2007 official measure is interpolated precision
at 1% recall (iP[0.01]). We also present interpolated precision at other early
recall points, and (mean average) interpolated precision over 101 standard recall
points (0.00, 0.01, 0.02, ..., 1.00) as an overall measure.

Relevant in Context Task The evaluation of the Relevant in Context Task
is based on the measures of generalized precision and recall [11], where the per
document score reflects how well the retrieved text matches the relevant text
in the document. Specifically, the per document score is the harmonic mean of
precision and recall in terms of the fractions of retrieved and highlighted text
in the document. We are most interested in overall performances so the main
measure is mean average generalized precision (MAgP). We also present the
generalized precision scores at early ranks (5, 10, 25, 50).

Best in Context Task The evaluation of the Best in Context Task is based on
the measures of generalized precision and recall where the per document score
reflects how well the retrieved entry point matches the best entry point in the
document. Specifically, the per document score is a linear discounting function
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of the distance d (measured in characters)

n − d(x, b)
n

for d < n and 0 otherwise. We use n = 1, 000 which is roughly the number of
characters corresponding to the visible part of the document on a screen. We are
most interested in overall performance, and the main measure is mean average
generalized precision (MAgP). We also show the generalized precision scores at
early ranks (5, 10, 25, 50).

3 Ad Hoc Test Collection

In this section, we discuss the corpus, topics, and relevance assessments used in
the Ad Hoc Track.

3.1 Corpus

The document collection was the Wikipedia XML Corpus based on an XML’ified
version of the English Wikipedia in early 2006 [3]. The Wikipedia collection
contains 659,338 Wikipedia articles. On average an article contains 161 XML
nodes, where the average depth of a node in the XML tree of the document is
6.72.

The original Wiki syntax has been converted into XML, using both general
tags of the layout structure (like article, section, paragraph, title, list and item),
typographical tags (like bold, emphatic), and frequently occurring link-tags. For
details see Denoyer and Gallinari [3].

3.2 Topics

The ad hoc topics were created by participants following precise instructions
given elsewhere [14]. Candidate topics contained a short CO (keyword) query,
an optional structured CAS query, a one line description of the search request,
and narrative with a details of the topic of request and the task context in which
the information need arose. Figure 1 presents an example of an Ad Hoc topic.
Based on the submitted candidate topics, 130 topics were selected for the INEX
2007 Ad Hoc track, there were given INEX topic numbers 414–543.

The INEX 2007 Multimedia track also had an ad hoc search task and 19
topics were used for both the Ad Hoc track and the Multimedia track. They
were designated topics 525–543. Table 1 presents the topics shared between the
Ad Hoc and Multimedia tracks. Six of these topics (527, 528, 530, 532, 535, 540)
have an additional 〈mmtitle〉 field, a multimedia query.

The 12 INEX 2006 iTrack topics were also inserted into the topic set (as
topics 512-514, and 516-524) as these topics were not assessed in 2006. Table 2
presents the 12 INEX 2006 iTrack topics, and their corresponding Ad Hoc track
topic numbers.
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<inex_topic topic_id="414" ct_no="3">

<title>hip hop beat</title>

<castitle>//*[about(., hip hop beat)]</castitle>

<description>what is a hip hop beat?</description>

<narrative>

To solve an argument with a friend about hip hop music and beats, I

want to learn all there is to know about hip hop beats. I want to know

what is meant by hip hop beats, what is considered a hip hop beat,

what distinguishes a hip hop beat from other beats, when it was

introduced and by whom. I consider elements relevant if they

specifically mention beats or rythm. Any element mentioning hip hop

music or style but doesn’t discuss abything about beats or rythm is

considered not relevant. Also, elements discussing beats and rythm,

but not hip hop music in particular, are considered not relevant.

</narrative>

</inex_topic>

Fig. 1. INEX Ad Hoc Track topic 414.

Table 1. Topics shared with the INEX 2007 Multimedia track.

Topic Title-field

525 potatoes in paintings
526 pyramids of egypt
527 walt disney land world
528 skyscraper building tall towers
529 paint works museum picasso
530 Hurricane satellite image
531 oil refinery or platform photographs
532 motor car
533 Images of phones
534 Van Gogh paintings
535 japanese garden old building -chapel
536 Ecuador volcano climbing quito
537 pictures of Mont Blanc
538 photographer photo
539 self-portrait
540 war map place
541 classic furniture design chairs
542 Images of tsunami
543 Tux
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Table 2. iTrack 2006 topics.

iTrack Ad hoc Title-field Type Structure

1 519 types of bridges vehicles water ice Decision making Hierarchical
2 512 french impressionism degas monet renoir

impressionist movement
Decision making Hierarchical

3 520 Chartres Versailles history architecture
travelling

Decision making Parallel

4 516 environmental effects mining logging Decision making Parallel
5 521 red ants USA bites treatment Fact finding Hierarchical
6 513 chanterelle mushroom poisonous deadly

species
Fact finding Hierarchical

7 522 April 19th revolution peaceful revolution
velvet revolution quiet revolution

Fact finding Parallel

8 517 difference fortress castle Fact finding Parallel
9 523 fuel efficient cars Info gathering Hierarchical
10 514 food additives physical health risk gro-

cery store labels
Info gathering Hierarchical

11 524 home heating solar panels Info gathering Parallel
12 518 tidal power wind power Info gathering Parallel

3.3 Judgments

Topics were assessed by participants following precise instructions [12]. The as-
sessors used Piwowarski’s X-RAI assessment system that assists assessors in
highlight relevant text. Topic assessors were asked to mark all, and only, rele-
vant text in a pool of documents. The granularity of assessment was roughly a
sentence. After assessing each article a separate best entry point decision was
made by the assessor. The Focused and Relevant in Context Tasks were evalu-
ated against the text highlighted by the assessors, whereas the Best in Context
Task was evaluated against the best-entry-points.

The relevance judgments were frozen on October 29, 2007, at 11:56. At this
time 99 topics had been fully assessed. Moreover, 7 topics were judged by two
separate assessors, each without the knowledge of the other. All results in this
paper refer to the 99 topics for which judgments had been completed on October
29.

– The 99 assessed topics were: 414-431, 433-436, 439, 440, 444-450, 453, 454,
458, 459, 461-463, 465, 467, 468, 470-475, 477, 479-491, 498-500, 502, 503,
505, 507-509, 511, 515-523, and 525-543.

– All 19 Multimedia topics, 525-543, were assessed.
– Only 8 of the 12 iTrack 2006 topics, 516-523, were assessed.

Table 3 presents statistics of the number of judged and relevant articles,
and passages. In total 60,536 articles were judged. Relevant passages were found
in 6,014 articles. The mean number of relevant articles per topic is 60, but
the distribution is skewed with a median of 36. There were 10,818 highlighted
passages. The mean was 109 passages and the median was 62 passages per topic.
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Table 3. Statistics over judged and relevant articles per topic.

total per topic
topics number min max median mean st.dev

judged articles 99 60,536 600 671 609 611 10.50
articles with relevance 99 6,014 2 479 36 60 72.66
highlighted passages 99 10,818 2 832 62 109 155.07

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 28 33 36 38

0

1000

2000

3000

4000

5000

Fig. 2. Distribution of passages over articles.

Figure 2 presents the number of articles with the given number of passages.
The vast majority of relevant articles (4,247 out of 6,014) had only a single
highlighted passage, and the number of passages quickly tapers off.

4 Ad Hoc Retrieval Results

In this section, we discuss, for the three ad hoc tasks, the participants and their
results.

4.1 Participation

216 runs were submitted by 27 participating groups. Table 4 lists the partici-
pants and the number of runs they submitted, also broken down over the tasks
(Focused, Relevant in Context, or Best in Context); the used query (Content-
Only or Content-And-Structure); and the used result type (Element or Passage).
Participants were allowed to submit up to three CO-runs per task and three CAS-
runs per task (for all three tasks). This totaled to 18 runs per participant.1 The
submissions are spread well over the ad hoc retrieval tasks with 79 submissions
1 As it turns out, three groups submitted more runs than allowed: mines submitted

1 extra CO-run, and both lip6 and qutau submitted 6 extra CO-runs each. At this
moment, we have not decided on any repercussions other than mentioning them in
this footnote.
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Table 4. Participants in the Ad Hoc Track.

Participant Full name Foc RiC BiC CO CAS Ele Pas Total

cmu Language Technologies Institute,
School of Computer Science,
Carnegie Mellon University

1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1

eurise Laboratoire Hubert Curien - Uni-
versit de Saint-Etienne

2 0 0 2 0 2 0 2

indstainst Indian Statistical Institute 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 2
inria INRIA-Rocquencourt- Axis 3 3 3 9 0 9 0 9
irit IRIT 0 0 2 1 1 2 0 2
justsystem JustSystems Corporation 6 6 6 9 9 18 0 18
labcsiro Information Engineering lab, ICT

Centre, CSIRO
1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1

lip6 LIP6 5 5 5 15 0 15 0 15
maxplanck Max-Planck-Institut fuer Infor-

matik
4 4 4 6 6 12 0 12

mines Ecoles des Mines de Saint-Etienne,
France

3 4 3 10 0 10 0 10

qutau Queensland University of Technol-
ogy

7 7 7 15 6 21 0 21

rmit RMIT University 1 1 1 3 0 3 0 3
uamsterdam University of Amsterdam 6 6 6 9 9 18 0 18
udalian Dalian University of Technology 6 6 6 9 9 18 0 18
udoshisha Doshisha University 2 0 0 1 1 2 0 2
ugrenoble CLIPS-IMAG 3 3 3 9 0 9 0 9
uhelsinki University of Helsinki 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 2
uminnesota University of Minnesota Duluth 1 2 2 5 0 5 0 5
uniKaislau University of Kaiserslautern, AG

DBIS
3 3 0 6 0 6 0 6

unigordon Information Retrieval and Interac-
tion Group, The Robert Gordon
University

3 3 3 9 0 9 0 9

unigranada University of Granada 3 3 5 8 3 11 0 11
unitoronto University of Toronto 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 2
uotago University of Otago 3 3 3 9 0 0 9 9
utampere University of Tampere 3 3 3 9 0 9 0 9
utwente Cirquid Project (CWI and Univer-

sity of Twente)
3 2 1 6 0 6 0 6

uwaterloo University of Waterloo 2 0 4 6 0 6 0 6
uwuhan Center for Studies of Information

Resources, School of Information
Management, Wuhan University,
China

2 2 4 8 0 8 0 8

Total runs 79 66 71 170 46 207 9 216
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Table 5. Top 10 Participants in the Ad Hoc Track Focused Task.

Participant iP[0.00] iP[0.01] iP[0.05] iP[0.10] MAiP

udalian-5 0.4380 0.4259 0.3457 0.3162 0.1401
maxplanck-3 0.4744 0.4149 0.3211 0.2902 0.1115
udoshisha-0 0.4257 0.3988 0.3204 0.2762 0.1154
uamsterdam-2 0.4780 0.3938 0.3236 0.2974 0.1326
uwaterloo-0 0.4118 0.3853 0.3257 0.2928 0.1318
qutau-20 0.4086 0.3842 0.3433 0.3208 0.1541
inria-2 0.3955 0.3794 0.3464 0.3152 0.1775
rmit-0 0.3955 0.3788 0.3446 0.3175 0.1804
unigordon-1 0.4073 0.3786 0.3271 0.3054 0.1552
mines-2 0.4595 0.3762 0.2477 0.2100 0.0865

for Focused, 66 submissions for Relevant in Context, and 71 submissions for Best
in Context.

4.2 Focused Task

We now discuss the results of the Focused Task in which a ranked-list of non-
overlapping results (elements or passages) was required. The official measure
for the task was (mean) interpolated precision at 1% recall (iP[0.01]). Table 5
shows the best run of the top 10 participating groups. The first column gives the
participant, see Table 4 for the full name of group, and see Appendix 6 for the
precise run label. The second to fifth column give the interpolated precision at
0%, 1%, 5%, and 10% recall. The sixth column gives mean average interpolated
precision over 101 standard recall levels (0%, 1%, . . . , 100%).

Here we briefly summarize what is currently known about the experiments
conducted by the top five groups (based on official measure for the task, iP[0.01]).

Dalian University of Technology Using the CAS query. Only index the con-
tent contained by the tags often occur or retrieved by users. Use the BM25
retrieval model and pseudo-relevance feedback. Both document retrieval and
document parts retrieval, and then combine the document score and docu-
ment parts score. Further special handlings on the category of topics finding
images, by removing the returned elements whose structural paths contained
“image” or “figure” tags to the top one by one. Overlap was removed in the
order of the resulting run.

Max-Planck-Institut für Informatik Using the CAS query: the basis for
this run is an ad hoc CAS run were the target tag was evaluated strictly,
i.e., a result was required to have the tag specified as target in the query
and match at least one of the content conditions, whereas support conditions
were optional; phrases and negations in the query were ignored. To produce
the focused run, elements were removed in case they overlap with a higher
scoring element for the same topic.
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Doshisha University Using the CO query. Used a term-weighting approach
like the tf.ipf (term frequency times inverted path frequency) scoring pro-
posed by Grabs and Schek [5] to get ranked search result, where the log of
the tf is taken. Small-sized XML fragments were removed. The smaller the
size an XML fragments is, the smaller the scores of the XML fragment in
our scoring method.

University of Amsterdam Using the CO query. Having an index containing
all elements, a language model was used with a standard length prior and
an incoming links prior. The focused run was created by list-based removal
of overlapping elements.

University of Waterloo Using the CO query. Query terms were formed by
transforming each topic title into a disjunctive form, less negative query
terms. Wumpus [15] was used to obtain positions of query terms and XML
elements. The most frequently occurring XML elements in the corpus were
listed and ranked using Okapi BM25. Nested results were removed for the
Focused task.

Based on the information from these and other participants:

– The two best scoring teams used the CAS query. Hence using the struc-
tural hints, even strict adherence to the target tag, seemed to promote early
precision

– More generally, limiting the retrieved types of elements, either at indexing
time (by selecting elements based on tag type or length) or at retrieval time
(by enforcing CAS target elements, or using length-priors), seems to promote
early precision.

– The system at rank eight, rmit-0, is retrieving only full articles.

4.3 Relevant in Context Task

We now discuss the results of the Relevant in Context Task in which non-
overlapping results (elements or passages) need to be returned grouped by the
article they came from. The task was evaluated using generalized precision where
the generalized score per article was based on the retrieved highlighted text. The
official measure for the task was mean average generalized precision (MAgP).

Table 6 shows the top 10 participating groups (only the best run per group is
shown) in the Relevant in Context Task. The first column lists the participant,
see Table 4 for the full name of group, and see Appendix 6 for the precise
run label. The second to fifth column list generalized precision at 5, 10, 25, 50
retrieved articles. The sixth column lists mean average generalized precision.

Here we briefly summarize the information available about the experiments
conducted by the top five groups (based on MAgP).

Dalian University of Technology Using the CO query. See the description
for the Focused Task above. Cluster the returned elements per document,
and remove overlap top-down.
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Table 6. Top 10 Participants in the Ad Hoc Track Relevant in Context Task.

Participant gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50] MAgP

udalian-16 0.1735 0.1513 0.1242 0.0985 0.1013
qutau-18 0.1879 0.1522 0.1136 0.0890 0.0975
rmit-1 0.1698 0.1554 0.1152 0.0878 0.0884
uamsterdam-4 0.1732 0.1487 0.1086 0.0831 0.0860
unigordon-7 0.1650 0.1421 0.1087 0.0810 0.0812
utwente-5 0.1424 0.1211 0.0978 0.0767 0.0784
inria-5 0.1698 0.1554 0.1208 0.0873 0.0752
maxplanck-8 0.1491 0.1252 0.0890 0.0701 0.0747
justsystem-14 0.1230 0.1074 0.0854 0.0645 0.0734
mines-9 0.1406 0.1195 0.0836 0.0628 0.0656

Queensland University of Technology Using the CO query: Plural/singular
expansion was used on the query, as well as removal of words preceded by a
minus sign. GPX [4] was used to rank elements, based on a leaf-node index
and tf · icf (term frequency times inverted collection frequency) weighting
modified by i) the number of unique terms, ii) the proximity of query-term
matches, and iii) boosting of query-term occurrences in the name field. All
leaf-node-scores were normalized by their length, and the overall article’s
similarity score was added. The score of elements was calculated directly
from the content of the nodes, obviating the need for score propagation with
decaying factors.

RMIT University Using the CO query. This is a baseline article run using
Zettair [16] with the Okapi similarity measure with default settings. The title
from each topic was automatically translated as an input query to Zettair.
The similarity of an article to a query determines its final rank.

University of Amsterdam Using the CO query. Having an index with only
the “container” elements – elements that frequently contain an entire high-
lighted passage at INEX 2006 – basically corresponding to the main layout
structure. A language model was used with a standard length prior and an
incoming links prior, after list-based removal of overlapping elements the
final results are clustered per article on a first-come, first-served basis. See
the description for the Focused Task above.

Robert Gordon University Using the CO query. An element’s score was
computed by a mixture language model combining estimates based on el-
ement full-text and a “summary” of it (i.e., extracted titles, section titles,
and figure captions nested inside the element). A prior was used according to
an element’s location in the original text, and the length of its path. For the
post-processing, they filter out redundant elements by selecting the highest
scored element from each of the paths. Elements are reordered so that results
from the same article are grouped together.

Based on the information from these and other participants:
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Table 7. Top 10 Participants in the Ad Hoc Track Best in Context Task.

Participant gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50] MAgP

rmit-2 0.3564 0.3296 0.2566 0.1950 0.1951
uwaterloo-3 0.2651 0.2513 0.2194 0.1722 0.1842
qutau-19 0.3246 0.2710 0.2104 0.1711 0.1823
udalian-7 0.2504 0.2443 0.1995 0.1575 0.1771
unigordon-2 0.3481 0.2953 0.2299 0.1765 0.1759
uamsterdam-16 0.3311 0.2906 0.2266 0.1775 0.1736
inria-8 0.3564 0.3296 0.2616 0.1960 0.1655
justsystem-7 0.2844 0.2655 0.1994 0.1561 0.1624
utwente-2 0.2546 0.2234 0.1794 0.1419 0.1338
maxplanck-6 0.2039 0.2060 0.1729 0.1320 0.1326

– Solid article ranking seems a prerequisite for good overall performance, with
third best run retrieving only full articles.

– The use of the structured query does not appear to promote overall perfor-
mance: all five groups submitting a CAS query run had a superior CO query
run.

4.4 Best in Context Task

We now discuss the results of the Best in Context Task in which documents were
ranked on topical relevance and a single best entry point into the document was
identified. The Best in Context Task was evaluated using generalized precision
but here the generalized score per article was based on the distance to the as-
sessor’s best-entry point. The official measure for the task was mean average
generalized precision (MAgP).

Table 7 shows the top 10 participating groups (only the best run per group
is shown) in the Best in Context Task. The first column lists the participant, see
Table 4 for the full name of group, and see Appendix 6 for the precise run label.
The second to fifth column list generalized precision at 5, 10, 25, 50 retrieved
articles. The sixth column lists mean average generalized precision.

Here we briefly summarize the information available about the experiments
conducted by the top five groups (based on MAgP).

RMIT University Using the CO query. This is the exact same run as the
article run for the Relevant in Context Task. See the description for the
Relevant in Context Task above.

University of Waterloo Using the CO query. See the description for the Fo-
cused Task above. Based on the Focused run, duplicated articles were re-
moved in a post-processing step.

Queensland University of Technology Using the CO query. See the descrip-
tion for the Relevant in Context Task above. The best scoring element was
selected.
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Table 8. Statistical significance (t-test, one-tailed, 95%).

(a) Focused Task (b) Relevant in Context Task (c) Best in Context Task
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910

udalian-5 - - - - - - - - -
maxplanck-3 - - - - - - - -
udoshisha-0 - - - - - - -
uamsterdam-2 - - - - - -
uwaterloo-0 - - - - -
qutau-20 - - - -
inria-2 - - -
rmit-0 - -
unigordon-1 -
mines-2

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910

udalian-16 - ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
qutau-18 - - ? ? ? ? ? ?
rmit-1 - ? ? ? ? ? ?
uamsterdam-4 - - - - - ?
unigordon-7 - - - - -
utwente-5 - - - -
inria-5 - - -
maxplanck-8 - -
justsystem-14 -
mines-9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910

rmit-2 - - - ? ? ? ? ? ?
uwaterloo-3 - - - - - ? ? ?
qutau-19 - - - - - ? ?
udalian-7 - - - - ? ?
unigordon-2 - - - ? ?
uamsterdam-16 - - ? ?
inria-8 - ? ?
justsystem-7 ? ?
utwente-2 -
maxplanck-6

Dalian University of Technology Using the CO query. See the description
for the Focused Task and Relevant in Context above. Return the element
which has the largest score per document.

Robert Gordon University Using the CO query. See the description for the
Relevant in Context Task above. For the best-in-context task, the element
with the highest score for each of the documents is chosen.

Based on the information from these and other participants:

– As for the Relevant in Context Task, we see again that solid article ranking
is very important. In fact, the full article run rmit-2 is the most effective
system.

– Using the start of the whole article as a best-entry-point, as done by the top
scoring article run, appears to be a reasonable strategy.

– With the exception of uamsterdam-16, which used a filter based on all CAS
target elements in the topic set, all best runs per group use the CO query.

4.5 Significance Tests

We tested whether higher ranked systems were significantly better than lower
ranked system, using a t-test (one-tailed) at 95%. Table 8 shows, for each task,
whether it is significantly better (indicated by “?”) than lower ranked runs. For
example, For the Focused Task, we see that early precision is a rather unstable
measure and none of the runs are significantly different. Hence we should be
careful when drawing conclusions based on the Focused Task results. For the
Relevant in Context Task, we see that the top run is significantly better than
ranks 3 through 10, the second and third ranked systems better than ranks 5
through 10, and the fourth ranked system better than rank 10. For the Best
in Context Task, we see that the top run is significantly better than ranks 5
through 10, the second ranked system better than ranks 8 through 10, and the
third to eighth ranked system better than those at rank 9 and 10.

15



Table 9. Ad Hoc Track: Passage runs.

(a) Focused Task
Participant iP[0.00] iP[0.01] iP[0.05] iP[0.10] MAiP

uotago-5 0.3651 0.3617 0.2380 0.1782 0.0649

(b) Relevant in Context Task
Participant gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50] MAgP

uotago-2 0.1099 0.1000 0.0797 0.0611 0.0653

(c) Best in Context Task
Participant gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50] MAgP

uotago-8 0.1407 0.1467 0.1247 0.1031 0.1082

5 Analysis of Run and Topic Types

In this section, we will discuss relative effectiveness of element and passage re-
trieval approaches, and on the relative effectiveness of systems using the keyword
and structured queries.

5.1 Elements versus passages

We received some, but few, submissions using passage results. We will look at
the relative effectiveness of element and passage runs.

As we saw above, in Section 4, for all three tasks the best scoring runs used
elements as the unit of retrieval. All nine official passage submissions were from
the same participant. Table 9 shows their best passage runs for the three ad hoc
tasks. As it turns out, the passage run otago-5 would have been the 12th ranked
participant (out of 26) for the Focused Task; otago-2 would have been the 11th
ranked group (out of 18) for the Relevant in Context Task; and otago-8 would
have been the 12th ranked group (out of 19) for the Best in Context Task.

This outcome is consistent with earlier results using passage-based element
retrieval, where passage retrieval approaches showed comparable but not supe-
rior behavior to element retrieval approaches [6, 7].

It is hard to draw any conclusions for several reasons. First, the passage
runs took no account of document structure with passages frequently starting
and ending mid-sentence. Second, with only a single participant it is not clear
whether the approach is comparable or the participant’s runs are only compa-
rable. Third, this is the first year passage retrieval has run at INEX and so the
technology is less mature than element retrieval.

We hope and expect that the test collection and the passage runs will be
used for further research into the relative effectiveness of element and passage
retrieval approaches.

5.2 CO versus CAS

We now zoom in on the relative effectiveness of the keyword (CO) and structured
(CAS) queries. As we saw above, in Section 4, the best two runs for the Focused
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Table 10. CAS query target elements over all 130 topics.

Target Element Frequency

∗ 51
article 29
section 28
figure 9
p 5
image 5
title 1
(section|p) 1
body 1

task used the CAS query, and one of the top 10 runs for the Best in Context
Task used the CAS query.

All topics have a CAS query since artificial CAS queries of the form

//*[about(., keyword title)]

were added to topics without CAS title. Table 10 show the distribution of target
elements. In total 111 topics had a CAS query formulated by the authors. Some
authors already used the generic CAS query above. There are only 86 topics
with a non-trivial CAS query.2 The CAS topics numbered 415, 416, 418-424,
426-432, 434-440, 442-448, 454, 459, 461, 463, 464, 466, 470, 472, 474, 476-491,
493-498, 500, 501, 507, 508, 511, 515, and 525-543. 72 of these CAS topics were
assessed. The results presented here are restricted to only these 72 CAS topics.

Table 11 lists the top 10 participants measured using just the 72 CAS topics
and for the Focused Task (a), the Relevant in Context Task (b), and the Best in
Context Task (c). For the Focused Task the best two CAS runs outperform the
CO runs, as they did over the full topic set. For the Relevant in Context Task,
the best CAS run would have ranked fourth among CO runs. For the Best in
Context Task, the best two CAS runs would rank sixth and seventh among the
CO runs.

We look in detail at the Focused Task runs. Overall, the CAS submissions
appear to perform similarly on the subset of 72 CAS topics to the whole set of
topics. This was unexpected as these topics do contain real structural hints. The
72 CAS topics constitute three-quarters of the full topic set, making it reasonable
to get such a result. However, there are some notable performance characteristics
among the CO submissions:

– Some runs (like udoshisha-0 ) perform equally well as over all topics.
– Some runs (like rmit-0 and unigordon-1 ) perform much better than over all

topics. A possible explanation is the larger number of article-targets among
the CAS queries.

2 Note that some of the wild-card topics (using the “∗” target) in Table 10 had non-
trivial about-predicates and hence have not been regarded as trivial CAS queries.
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Table 11. Ad Hoc Track CAS Topics: CO versus CAS.

(a) Focused Task
Participant iP[0.00] iP[0.01] iP[0.05] iP[0.10] MAiP

udoshisha-0 0.4354 0.4087 0.3265 0.2731 0.1273
rmit-0 0.3941 0.3923 0.3496 0.3218 0.1868
unigordon-1 0.4081 0.3916 0.3231 0.3103 0.1603
inria-2 0.3933 0.3916 0.3508 0.3244 0.1860
qutau-17 0.4289 0.3869 0.3193 0.2670 0.1049
uwaterloo-0 0.4085 0.3835 0.3326 0.2983 0.1444
cmu-0 0.4757 0.3819 0.2791 0.2506 0.0999
udalian-0 0.3969 0.3816 0.3209 0.3000 0.1415
uamsterdam-2 0.4487 0.3757 0.2928 0.2704 0.1298
mines-2 0.4572 0.3699 0.2362 0.1952 0.0827

Participant iP[0.00] iP[0.01] iP[0.05] iP[0.10] MAiP

udalian-5 0.4289 0.4247 0.3304 0.3050 0.1446
maxplanck-3 0.4805 0.4141 0.3118 0.2837 0.1201
udoshisha-1 0.4463 0.3819 0.2858 0.2505 0.1066
justsystem-3 0.3802 0.3558 0.2444 0.2150 0.0826
uamsterdam-10 0.3976 0.3554 0.2923 0.2645 0.1266
unitoronto-0 0.3793 0.3051 0.2343 0.2117 0.0820
qutau-9 0.2926 0.2886 0.2823 0.2597 0.1342
unigranada-3 0.3600 0.2264 0.0836 0.0524 0.0182

(b) Relevant in Context Task
Participant gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50] MAgP

qutau-18 0.2000 0.1581 0.1149 0.0884 0.1081
udalian-4 0.1775 0.1553 0.1138 0.0905 0.1039
rmit-1 0.1650 0.1554 0.1126 0.0834 0.0951
unigordon-7 0.1748 0.1478 0.1059 0.0761 0.0870
uamsterdam-4 0.1717 0.1440 0.1036 0.0777 0.0870
inria-5 0.1650 0.1554 0.1192 0.0861 0.0829
utwente-5 0.1347 0.1142 0.0916 0.0686 0.0817
maxplanck-8 0.1534 0.1240 0.0843 0.0670 0.0801
justsystem-14 0.1230 0.1061 0.0823 0.0600 0.0799
uotago-0 0.1097 0.0992 0.0762 0.0567 0.0692

Participant gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50] MAgP

udalian-8 0.1704 0.1445 0.1169 0.0891 0.0987
uamsterdam-13 0.1638 0.1419 0.1008 0.0761 0.0844
qutau-10 0.1538 0.1257 0.0997 0.0765 0.0792
maxplanck-5 0.1702 0.1410 0.1080 0.0731 0.0762
justsystem-15 0.1162 0.1040 0.0775 0.0619 0.0726

(c) Best in Context Task
Participant gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50] MAgP

rmit-2 0.3634 0.3345 0.2484 0.1888 0.2057
uwaterloo-3 0.2925 0.2701 0.2263 0.1746 0.1994
qutau-0 0.3369 0.2828 0.2314 0.1830 0.1963
udalian-7 0.2600 0.2547 0.2112 0.1670 0.1916
unigordon-2 0.3708 0.3019 0.2269 0.1723 0.1881
uamsterdam-7 0.2771 0.2675 0.2117 0.1664 0.1762
inria-8 0.3634 0.3345 0.2560 0.1910 0.1757
justsystem-7 0.3083 0.2900 0.2143 0.1649 0.1755
maxplanck-6 0.2134 0.2177 0.1761 0.1383 0.1418
utwente-2 0.2526 0.2144 0.1596 0.1224 0.1369

Participant gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50] MAgP

udalian-17 0.2568 0.2501 0.2136 0.1730 0.1847
uamsterdam-16 0.3218 0.2896 0.2221 0.1735 0.1772
justsystem-9 0.3003 0.2695 0.2037 0.1682 0.1611
qutau-3 0.2735 0.2309 0.1626 0.1232 0.1460
maxplanck-1 0.2724 0.2458 0.1967 0.1388 0.1273
unigranada-6 0.1871 0.1793 0.1519 0.1231 0.1084
irit-4 0.0310 0.0326 0.0322 0.0224 0.0168
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– Some runs (like udalian-0 and uamsterdam-2 ) perform less well than over
all topics.

We should be careful to draw conclusions based on these observations, since the
early precision differences between the runs tend not to be significant.

Finally, for the Relevant in Context Task over the CAS topics, the passage
run uotago-0 is ranked at the tenth best CO submission, even though it ignored
both the structural hints in the topics and in the documents!

6 Discussion and Conclusions

In this paper we provided an overview of the INEX 2007 Ad Hoc Track that
contained three tasks: For the Focused Task a ranked-list of non-overlapping
results (elements or passages) was required. For the Relevant in Context Task
non-overlapping results (elements or passages) grouped by the article that they
belong to were required. For the Best in Context Task a single starting point
(element’s starting tag or passage offset) per article was required. We discussed
the results for the three tasks, and analysed the relative effectiveness of element
and passage runs, and of keyword (CO) queries and structured queries (CAS).

When examining the relative effectiveness of CO and CAS we found that
the best Focused Task submissions use the CAS query, showing that structural
hints can help promote initial precision. This provides further evidence that
structured queries can be a useful early precision enhancing device [9]. Although,
when restricting to non-trivial CAS queries, we see no real gain for the CAS
submissions relative to the CO submissions.

An unexpected finding is that article retrieval is a reasonably effective at
XML-IR: an article-only run scored the eighth best group for the Focused Task;
the third best for the Relevant in Context Task; and the top ranking group
for the Best in Context Task. This demonstrates the importance of the article
ranking in the “in context” tasks. The chosen measures were also not unfavorable
towards article-submissions:

– For the Relevant in Context Task, the F-score per document equally rewards
precision and recall. Article runs have excellent recall, and in the case of
Wikipedia, where articles tend to be focused on a single topic, acceptable
precision.

– For the Best in Context Task, the window receiving scores was 1,000 charac-
ters which, although more strict than the measures at INEX 2006, remains
too lenient.

Given the efforts put into the fair comparison of element and passage retrieval
approaches, the number of passage submissions was disappointing. The passage
runs that were submitted ignored document structure—perhaps the identifica-
tion based on the XML structure turned out to be difficult, or perhaps the
technology is just not yet mature. Although we received only passage results
from a single participant, and should be careful to avoid hasty conclusions, we
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saw that the passage based approach was better than average, but not superior
to element based approaches. This outcome is consistent with earlier results us-
ing passage-based element retrieval [6, 7]. The comparative analysis of element
and passage retrieval approaches was the aim of the track, hoping to shed light
on the value of the document structure as provided by the XML mark-up. Al-
though few official submissions used passage retrieval approaches, we hope and
expect that the resulting test collection will prove its value in future use. After
all, the main aim of the INEX initiative is to create bench-mark test-collections
for the evaluation of structured retrieval approaches.
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[5] T. Grabs and H.-J. Schek. ETH Zürich at INEX: Flexible information re-
trieval from XML with PowerDB-XML. In Proceedings of the First Work-
shop of the INitiative for the Evaluation of XML retrieval (INEX), pages
141–148. ERCIM Publications, 2003.

[6] W. Huang, A. Trotman, and R. A. O’Keefe. Element retrieval using a pas-
sage retrieval approach. In Proceedings of the 11th Australasian Document
Computing Symposium (ADCS 2006), pages 80–83, 2006.

[7] K. Y. Itakura and C. L. A. Clarke. From passages into elements in XML
retrieval. In Proceedings of the SIGIR 2007 Workshop on Focused Retrieval,
pages 17–22. University of Otago, Dunedin New Zealand, 2007.

[8] J. Kamps and M. Koolen. On the relation between relevant passages and
XML document structure. In Proceedings of the SIGIR 2007 Workshop on
Focused Retrieval, pages 28–32. University of Otago, Dunedin New Zealand,
2007.

20



[9] J. Kamps, M. Marx, M. de Rijke, and B. Sigurbjörnsson. Articulating
information needs in XML query languages. Transactions on Information
Systems, 24:407–436, 2006.

[10] J. Kamps, J. Pehcevski, G. Kazai, M. Lalmas, and S. Robertson. INEX
2007 evaluation measures. In This Volume, 2007.
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Appendix: Full run names

Run Label
cmu-0 p40 nophrasebase
inria-2 p11 ent-ZM-Focused
inria-5 p11 ent-ZM-RiC
inria-8 p11 ent-ZM-BiC
irit-4 p49 xfirm.cos.01 BIC
justsystem-14 p41 VSM CO 09
justsystem-15 p41 VSM CAS 10
justsystem-3 p41 VSM CAS 04
justsystem-7 p41 VSM CO 14
justsystem-9 p41 VSM CAS 16
maxplanck-1 p25 TOPX-CAS-exp-BIC
maxplanck-3 p25 TOPX-CAS-Focused-all
maxplanck-5 p25 TOPX-CAS-RIC
maxplanck-6 p25 TOPX-CO-all-BIC
maxplanck-8 p25 TOPX-CO-all-exp-RIC
mines-2 p53 EMSE.boolean.Prox200NF.0012
mines-9 p53 EMSE.boolean.Prox200NRs.0011
qutau-0 p9 BIC 00
qutau-10 p9 RIC 05
qutau-17 p9 FOC 06
qutau-18 p9 RIC 07
qutau-19 p9 BIC 07
qutau-20 p9 FOC 07
qutau-3 p9 BIC 04
qutau-9 p9 FOC 04
rmit-0 p32 zet-okapi-Focused
rmit-1 p32 zet-okapi-RiC
rmit-2 p32 zet-okapi-BiC
uamsterdam-10 p36 inex07 contain beta1 focused clp 10000 cl cas pool filter
uamsterdam-13 p36 inex07 contain beta1 focused clp 10000 cl cas pool filter ric hse
uamsterdam-16 p36 inex07 contain beta1 focused clp 10000 cl cas pool filter bic hse
uamsterdam-2 p36 inex07 element beta1 focused clp 10000 cl
uamsterdam-4 p36 inex07 contain beta1 focused clp 10000 cl ric hse
uamsterdam-7 p36 inex07 contain beta1 focused clp 10000 cl bic hse
udalian-0 p26 DUT 06 Focused
udalian-16 p26 DUT 01 Relevant
udalian-17 p26 DUT 03 Best
udalian-4 p26 DUT 02 Relevant
udalian-5 p26 DUT 04 Focused
udalian-7 p26 DUT 02 Best
udalian-8 p26 DUT 05 Relevant
udoshisha-0 p22 Kikori-CO-Focused
udoshisha-1 p22 Kikori-CAS-Focused
unigordon-1 p35 Focused-LM
unigordon-2 p35 BestInContext-LM
unigordon-7 p35 RelevantInContext-LM
unigranada-3 p4 CID pesos 15
unigranada-6 p4 CID pesos 15 bic
unitoronto-0 p60 4-sr
uotago-0 p10 DocsNostem-PassagesStem-StdDevNo
uotago-2 p10 DocsNostem-PassagesStem-StdDevYes
uotago-5 p10 DocsNostem-PassagesStem-StdDevYes-Focused
uotago-8 p10 DocsNostem-PassagesStem-StdDevYes-BEP
utwente-2 p45 articleBic
utwente-5 p45 star logLP RinC
uwaterloo-0 p37 FOER
uwaterloo-3 p37 BICERGood
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Abstract. This paper describes the official measures of retrieval effec-
tiveness that are employed for the Ad Hoc Track at INEX 2007. Whereas
in earlier years all, but only, XML elements could be retrieved, the re-
sult format has been liberalized to arbitrary passages. In response, the
INEX 2007 measures are based on the amount of highlighted text re-
trieved, leading to natural extensions of the well-established measures of
precision and recall. The following measures are defined: The Focused
Task is evaluated by interpolated precision at 1% recall (iP[0.01]) in
terms of the highlighted text retrieved. The Relevant in Context Task
is evaluated by mean average generalized precision (MAgP ) where the
generalized score per article is based on the retrieved highlighted text.
The Best in Context Task is also evaluated by mean average generalized
precision (MAgP ) but here the generalized score per article is based on
the distance to the assessor’s best-entry point.

1 Introduction

Focused retrieval investigates ways to provide users with direct access to relevant
information in retrieved documents, and includes tasks like question answer-
ing, passage retrieval, and XML element retrieval [17]. Since its launch in 2002,
INEX has studied different aspects of focused retrieval by mainly considering
XML element retrieval techniques that can effectively retrieve information from
structured document collections [6]. The main change in the Ad Hoc Track at
INEX 2007 is allowing retrieval of arbitrary document parts, which can repre-
sent XML elements or passages [3]. That is, a retrieval result can be either an
XML element (a sequence of textual content contained within start/end tags), or
an arbitrary passage (a sequence of textual content that can be either contained
within an element, or can span across a range of elements). In this paper, we will
use the term “document part” to refer to both XML elements and arbitrary pas-
sages. These changes address requests to liberalize the retrieval format to ranges
of elements [2] and to arbitrary passages [15]. However, this simple change has
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deer consequence for the measures as used up to now at INEX [5, 8, 9, 12, 13].
By allowing arbitrary passages, we loose the “natural” retrieval unit of elements
that was the basis for earlier measures. At INEX 2007 we have adopted an eval-
uation framework that is based on the amount of highlighted text in relevant
documents (similar to the HiXEval measures [14]). In this way we build directly
on highlighting assessment procedure used at INEX, and define measures that
are natural extensions of the well-established measures of precision and recall
used in traditional information retrieval [1].

This paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, we briefly describe the ad
hoc retrieval tasks at INEX 2007, and the resulting relevance assessments. Then
in three separate sections, we discuss the evaluation measures used for each of
the INEX 2007 tasks: the Focused Task (Section 3); the Relevant in Context
Task (Section 4); and the Best in Context Task (Section 5).

2 Ad Hoc Retrieval Track

In this section, we briefly summarize the ad hoc retrieval tasks, and the resulting
relevance judgments.

2.1 Ad hoc retrieval tasks

The INEX 2007 Ad Hoc Track investigates the following three retrieval tasks as
defined in [3]. First, there is the Focused Task.

Focused Task This task asks systems to return a ranked list of non-overlapping,
most focused document parts that represent the most appropriate units of
retrieval. For example, in the case of returning XML elements, a paragraph
and its container section should not both be returned. For this task, from all
the estimated relevant (and possibly overlapping) document parts, systems
are required to choose those non-overlapping document parts that represent
the most appropriate units of retrieval.

The second task corresponds to an end-user task where focused retrieval answers
are grouped per document, in their original document order, providing access
through further navigational means. This assumes that users consider documents
as the most natural units of retrieval, and prefer an overview of relevance in their
original context.

Relevant in Context This task asks systems to return non-overlapping rele-
vant document parts clustered by the unit of the document that they are
contained within. An alternative way to phrase the task is to return docu-
ments with the most focused, relevant parts highlighted within.

The third task is similar to Relevant in Context, but asks for only a single best
point to start reading the relevant content in an article.
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Best in Context This task asks systems to return a single document part per
document. The start of the single document part corresponds to the best
entry point for starting to read the relevant text in the document.

Given that passages can be overlapping in sheer endless ways, there is no mean-
ingful equivalent of the Thorough Task as defined in earlier years of INEX.

Note that there is no separate passage retrieval task, and for all the three
tasks arbitrary passages may be returned instead of elements. For all the three
tasks, systems could either use the title field of the topics (content-only topics)
or the castitle field of the topics (content-and-structure topics). Trotman and
Larsen [16] provide a detailed description of the format used for the INEX 2007
topics.

2.2 Relevance Assessments

Since 2005, a highlighting assessment procedure is used at INEX to gather rele-
vance assessments for the INEX retrieval topics [11]. In this procedure, assessors
from the participating groups are asked to highlight sentences representing the
relevant information in a pooled set of documents of the Wikipedia XML doc-
ument collection [4]. After assessing an article with relevance, a separate best
entry point judgment is also collected from the assessor, marking the point in
the article that represents the best place to start reading.

The Focused and Relevant in Context Tasks will be evaluated against the text
highlighted by the assessors, whereas the Best in Context Task will be evaluated
against the best-entry-points.

3 Evaluation of the Focused Task

3.1 Assumptions

In the Focused Task, for each INEX 2007 topic, systems are asked to return
a ranked list of the top 1,500 non-overlapping most focused relevant document
parts. The retrieval systems are thus required not only to rank the document
parts according to their estimated relevance, but to also decide which document
parts are the most focused non-overlapping units of retrieval.

We make the following evaluation assumption about the Focused Task: The
amount of relevant information retrieved is measured in terms of the length of
relevant text retrieved. That is, instead of counting the number of relevant doc-
uments retrieved, in this case we measure the amount of relevant (highlighted)
text retrieved.

3.2 Evaluation measures

More formally, let pr be the document part assigned to rank r in the ranked list
of document parts Lq returned by a retrieval system for a topic q (at INEX 2007,
|Lq| = 1, 500 elements or passages). Let rsize(pr) be the length of highlighted
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(relevant) text contained by pr in characters (if there is no highlighted text,
rsize(pr) = 0). Let size(pr) be the total number of characters contained by pr,
and let Trel(q) be the total amount of (highlighted) relevant text for topic q.
Trel(q) is calculated as the total number of highlighted characters across all
documents, i.e., the sum of the lengths of the (non-overlapping) highlighted
passages from all relevant documents.

Measures at selected cutoffs Precision at rank r is defined as the fraction of
retrieved text that is relevant:

P [r] =

r∑
i=1

rsize(pi)

r∑
i=1

size(pi)
(1)

To achieve a high precision score at rank r, the document parts retrieved up to
and including that rank need to contain as little non-relevant text as possible.

Recall at rank r is defined as the fraction of relevant text that is retrieved:

R[r] =

r∑
i=1

rsize(pi)

Trel(q)
(2)

To achieve a high recall score at rank r, the document parts retrieved up to and
including that rank need to contain as much relevant text as possible.

An issue with the precision measure P [r] given in Equation 1 is that it can be
biased towards systems that return several shorter document parts rather than
returning one longer part that contains them all (this issue has plagued earlier
passage retrieval tasks at TREC [19]). Since the notion of ranks is relatively fluid
for passages, we opt to look at precision at recall levels rather than at ranks.
Specifically, we use an interpolated precision measure iP [x], which calculates
interpolated precision scores at selected recall levels:

iP [x] =


max

1≤r≤|Lq|
(P [r] ∧R[r] ≥ x) if x ≤ R[|Lq|]

0 if x > R[|Lq|]

(3)

where R[|Lq|] is the recall over all documents retrieved. For example, iP [0.01]
calculates interpolated precision at the 1% recall level for a given topic.

Over a set of topics, we can also calculate the interpolated precision measure,
also denoted by iP [x], by calculating the mean of the scores obtained by the
measure for each individual topic.

Overall performance measure In addition to using the interpolated precision
measure at selected recall levels, we also calculate overall performance scores
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based on the measure of average interpolated precision AiP . For an INEX topic,
we calculate AiP by averaging the interpolated precision scores calculated at
101 standard recall levels (0.00, 0.01, . . . , 1.00):

AiP =
1

101
·

∑
x=0.00,0.01,...,1.00

iP [x] (4)

Performance across a set of topics is measured by calculating the mean of the
AiP values obtained by the measure for each individual topic, resulting in mean
average interpolate precision (MAiP). Assuming there are n topics:

MAiP =
1
n
·
∑

t

AiP (t) (5)

3.3 Results reported at INEX 2007

For the Focused Task we report the following measures over all INEX 2007
topics:

– Mean interpolated precision at four selected recall levels:
iP [x], x ∈ [0.00, 0.01, 0.05, 0.10]; and

– Mean interpolated average precision over 101 recall levels (MAiP).

The official evaluation for the Focused Task is an early precision measure: inter-
polated precision at 1% recall (iP [0.01]).

4 Evaluation of the Relevant in Context Task

4.1 Assumptions

The Relevant in Context Task is a variation on document retrieval, in which
systems are first required to rank documents in a decreasing order of relevance
and then identify a set of non-overlapping, relevant document parts. We make
the following evaluation assumption: All documents that contain relevant text
are regarded as (Boolean) relevant documents. Hence, at the article level, we do
not distinguish between relevant documents.

4.2 Evaluation measures

The evaluation of the Relevant in Context Task is based on the measures of
generalized precision and recall [10], where the per document score reflects how
well the retrieved text matches the relevant text in the document. The resulting
measure was introduced at INEX 2006 [7, 12].
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Score per document For a retrieved document, the text identified by the
selected set of non-overlapping retrieved parts is compared to the text highlighted
by the assessor. More formally, let d be a retrieved document, and let p be a
document part in d. We denote the set of all retrieved parts of document d as Pd.
Let Trel(d) be the total amount of highlighted relevant text in the document d.
Trel(d) is calculated as the total number of highlighted characters in a document,
i.e., the sum of the lengths of the (non-overlapping) highlighted passages.

We calculate the following for a retrieved document d:

– Document precision, as the fraction of retrieved text (in characters) that is
highlighted (relevant):

P (d) =

∑
p∈Pd

rsize(p)∑
p∈Pd

size(p)
(6)

The P (d) measure ensures that, to achieve a high precision value for the
document d, the set of retrieved parts for that document needs to contain
as little non-relevant text as possible.

– Document recall, as the fraction of highlighted text (in characters) that is
retrieved:

R(d) =

∑
p∈Pd

rsize(p)

Trel(d)
(7)

The R(d) measure ensures that, to achieve a high recall value for the doc-
ument d, the set of retrieved parts for that document needs to contain as
much relevant text as possible.

– Document F-Score, as the combination of the document precision and re-
call scores using their harmonic mean [18], resulting in a score in [0,1] per
document:

F (d) =
2 · P (d) ·R(d)
P (d) + R(d)

(8)

For retrieved non-relevant documents, both document precision and document
recall evaluate to zero.

We may choose either precision, recall, the F-score, or even other aggregates
as document score (S(d)). For the Relevant in Context Task, we use the F-score
as the document score:

S(d) = F (d) (9)

The resulting S(d) score varies between 0 (document without relevant text, or
none of the relevant text is retrieved) and 1 (all relevant text is retrieved without
retrieving any non-relevant text).

Scores for ranked list of documents Given that the individual document
scores (S(d)) for each document in a ranked list L can take any value in [0, 1],
we employ the evaluation measures of generalized precision and recall [10].
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More formally, let us assume that for a given topic there are in total Nrel
relevant documents, and let IsRel(dr) = 1 if document d at document-rank r
contains highlighted relevant text, and IsRel(dr) = 0 otherwise. Let Nrel be the
total number of document with relevance for a given topics.

Over the ranked list of documents, we calculate the following:
– generalized precision (gP [r]), as the sum of document scores up to (and

including) document-rank r, divided by the rank r:

gP [r] =

r∑
i=1

S(di)

r
(10)

– generalized Recall (gR[r]), as the number of relevant documents retrieved up
to (and including) document-rank r, divided by the total number of relevant
documents:

gR[r] =

r∑
i=1

IsRel(di)

Nrel
(11)

Based on these, the average generalized precision AgP for a topic can be cal-
culated by averaging the generalized precision scores obtained for each natural
recall points, where generalized recall increases:

AgP =

|L|∑
r=1

IsRel(dr) · gP [r]

Nrel
(12)

For non-retrieved relevant documents a generalized precision score of zero is
assumed.

The mean average generalized precision (MAgP ) is simply the mean of the
average generalized precision scores over all topic.

4.3 Results reported at INEX 2007

For the Relevant in Context Task we report the following measures over all
topics:
– Non-interpolated mean generalized precision at four selected ranks:

gP [r], r ∈ [5, 10, 25, 50]; and
– Non-interpolated mean average generalized precision (MAgP ).

The official evaluation for the Relevant in Context Task is the overall mean
average generalized precision (MAgP ) measure, where the generalized score per
article is based on the retrieved highlighted text.

5 Evaluation of the Best in Context Task

5.1 Assumptions

The Best in Context Task is another variation on document retrieval where, for
each document, a single best entry point needs to be identified. We again assume
that all documents with relevance are equally desirable.
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5.2 Evaluation measures

The evaluation of the Best in Context Task is also based on the measures of
generalized precision and recall [10], where the per document score reflects how
well the retrieved entry point matches the best entry point in the document.
Note that at INEX 2006 a different, and more liberal, distance measure was
used [12].

Score per document The document score S(d) for this task is calculated with
a distance similarity measure, s(x, b), which measures how close the system-
proposed entry point x is to the ground-truth best entry point b given by the
assessor. Closeness is assumed to be an inverse function of distance between the
two points. The maximum value of 1 is achieved when the two points match,
and the minimum value is zero.

We use the following formula for calculating the distance similarity measure:

s(x, b) =


n−d(x,b)

n if 0 ≤ d(x, b) ≤ n

0 if d(x, b) > n

(13)

where the distance d(x, b) is measured in characters, and n is the number of
characters representing the visible part of the document that can fit on a screen
(typically, n = 1000 characters).

We use the s(x, b) distance similarity score as the document score for the
Best in Context Task:

S(d) = s(x, b) (14)

The resulting S(d) score varies between 0 (non-relevant document, or the dis-
tance between the system-proposed entry point and the ground-truth best entry
point is more than n characters) and 1 (the system-proposed entry point is
identical to the ground-truth best entry point).

Scores for ranked list of documents Completely analogous to the Relevant
in Context Task, we use generalized precision and recall to determine the score
for the ranked list of documents. For details, see the above discussion of the
Relevant in Context Task in Section 4.

5.3 Results reported at INEX 2007

For the Best in Context Task we report the following measures over all topics:

– Non-interpolated mean generalized precision at four selected ranks: gP [r],
r ∈ [5, 10, 25, 50]; and

– Non-interpolated mean average generalized precision (MAgP ).

The official evaluation for the Best in Context Task is the overall mean average
generalized precision (MAgP ) measure with the generalized score per article is
based on the distance to the best-entry point.
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Abstract. This paper describes the retrieval approach based on lan-
guage models used by Robert Gordon University in the INEX 2007 ad
hoc track. We focused on the question of how shallow features of text
display information in an XML document can be used to enhance re-
trieval effectiveness. We employed a mixture language model combining
estimates based on element full-text and the compact representation of
the element. We also used non-content priors, including the location the
element appears in the original document, and the length of the element
path, to boost retrieval effectiveness.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we describe our experiments of using language models in the
INEX 2007 ad hoc track. With the rapidly widespread use of the eXtensible
Markup Language (XML) on the internet, XML information retrieval (XML-
IR) has been receiving growing research interest. A variety of approaches have
been exploited to score XML elements’ relevance to a user’s query. Geva [1]
described an approach based on the construction of a collection sub-tree that
consists of all elements containing one or more of the query terms. Leaf nodes
are assigned a score using a tf.idf variant, and scores are propagated upwards
in the document XML tree, so that all ancestor elements are ranked. Ogilvie
and Callan [5] proposed using hierarchical language models for ranking XML
elements. An element’s relevance is determined by weighted combining of sev-
eral language models estimated, respectively, from the text of the element, its
parent, its children, and the document. In our participation of INEX 2006, we[2]
investigated which parts of a document or an XML element are more likely to
attract a reader’s attention, and proposed using these “attractive” parts to build
a compact form of a document (or an XML element). We then used a mixture
language model combining estimates based on element full-text, the compact
form of it, as well as a range of non-content priors. The retrieval model pre-
sented in this paper is mainly based on our previous approach[2], but we made
a few modifications to improve retrieval effectiveness.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes the
mixture language model we used. Our INEX experiments and submitted runs are
presented in section 3. Section 4 discusses our results in the INEX 2007 official
evaluation. The final part, section 5, concludes with a discussion and possible
directions for future work.
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2 the Retrieval Model

While current work in XML information retrieval focuses on exploiting the hier-
archical structure of XML elements to implement more focused retrieval strate-
gies, we believe that text display information together with some shallow fea-
tures (e.g., an XML element’s location in the original document) could be used
to enhance retrieval effectiveness. This is based on the fact that when a human
assessor reads an article, he (or she) usually can judge its relevance by skimming
over certain parts of the documents. Intuitively, the titles, section titles, figures,
tables, words underlined, and words emphasized in bold, italics or larger fonts
are likely to be the most representative parts. In [2], we proposed to extract
and put together all those most representative words to build a compact form
of a document (or an XML element), and employed retrieval models that em-
phasized the importance of the compact form in identifying the relevance of an
XML element. However, our results in the INEX 2006 evaluation showed that it
did not achieve good performances as we expected. One reason might be that a
compact form built like that contained some noise, as in the large, heterogeneous
collection we used, not all the features we used are related to texts’ importances.
Based on this consideration, in this work, the compact form was generated by
words only from titles, section titles, and figure captions. For the remainder of
the paper, when we refer to the compact form of an XML element, we mean a
collection of words extracted from the titles, section titles, and figure captions
nested within that element.

The retrieval model we used is based on the language model, i.e., an element’s
relevance to a query is estimated by

P (e|q) ∝ P (e) · P (q|e) (1)

where e is an XML element; q is a query consisting of the terms t1,...,tk; the
prior, P (e), defines the probability of element e being relevant in absence of a
query; P (q|e) is the probability of the query q, given element e.

2.1 Element priors

The Prior P (e) defines the probability that the user selects an element e without
a query. Elements are not equally important even though their contents are
ignored. Several previous studies[3, 7] reported that a successful element retrieval
approach should be biased towards retrieving large elements. In INEX 2006, we
conducted a preliminary experiment to investigate potential non-content features
that might be used to boost retrieval effectiveness, and concluded that relevant
elements tend to appear in the beginning parts of the text, and they are not
likely to be nested in depth[2].

Based on these considerations, we calculate the prior of an element according
to its location in the original document, and the length of its path.

P (e) =
1

5 + |elocation|
· 1
3 + |epath|

(2)
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where, elocation is the location value of element e; and epath is the path length
of e. Location was defined as the local order of an element ignoring its path.
The path length of an element e equals to the number of elements in the path
including e itself and those elements nesting e. For example, for an element
/article[1]/body[1]/p[1] (the first paragraph in the document), the location value
is 1 ( the first paragraph), and the path length is 3.

2.2 Probability of the query

Assuming query terms to be independent, P (q|e) can be calculated according to
a mixture language model:

P (q|e) =
k∏

i=1

(λ · P (ti|C) + (1 − λ) · P (ti|e)) (3)

where λ is the so-called smoothing parameter; C represents the whole collection.
P (ti|C) is the estimate based on the collection used to avoid sparse data problem.

P (ti|C) =
doc−freq(ti, e)∑

t′∈C doc−freq(t′ , C)
(4)

The element language model, P (ti|e), defines where our method differs from
other language models. In our language model, P (ti|e) is estimated by a linear
combination of two parts:

P (ti|e) = λ1 · P (ti|efull) + (1 − λ − λ1) · P (ti|ecompact) (5)

where λ1 is a mixture parameter; P (ti|efull) is a language model for the full-text
of element e; P (ti|ecompact) is the estimate based on the compact representation
of element e. Parameter λ and λ1 play important roles in our model. Previous
experiments[3, 8] suggested that there was a correlation between the value of
the smoothing parameter and the size of the retrieval elements. Smaller average
sizes of retrieved elements require more smoothing than larger ones. In our ex-
periments, the retrieval units, which are XML elements, are relatively small. We
set the smoothing parameter λ = 0.6. And λ1 was set to 0.3. In summary, the
probability of a query is calculated by

P (q|e) =
k∏

i=1

(0.6(ti|C) + 0.3(ti|efull) + 0.1(ti|ecompact)) (6)

3 INEX Experiments

In this section, we present our experiments in participating the INEX 2007 ad
hoc track.
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3.1 Index

We created inverted indexes of the collection using Lucene[4]. Indexes were word-
based. All texts were lower-cased, stop-words removed using a stop-word list,
but no stemming. We considered paragraph elements to be the lowest possible
level of granularity of a retrieval unit. And indexed text segments consisting of
paragraph elements and of elements containing at least one paragraph element
as a descendant element. For the remainder of the paper, when we refer to
the XML elements considered in our investigation, we mean the segments that
correspond to paragraph elements and to their ancestors. For each XML element,
all text nested inside it was indexed. In addition to this, we added an extra
field which corresponded to the compact representation of the element. As some
studies[3, 7] have already concluded that a successful element retrieval approach
should be biased toward retrieving large elements, in the experiments, we indexed
only those elements that consist of more than 200 characters (excluding stop
words). The decision to measure in characters instead of words was based on the
consideration that smaller segments such as“I like it.”contains little information,
while a sentence with three longer words tends to be more informative.

3.2 Query processing

Our queries were created using terms only in the <title> parts of topics. Like
the index, queries were word-based. The text was lower-cased and stop-words
were removed, but no stemming was applied. ‘+’, ‘-’ and quoters in queries were
simply removed. The modifiers “and” and “or” are ignored.

3.3 Submissions

We submitted 3 runs based on the language model, one for each of the three tasks:
Focused-LM for the Focused task, RelevantInContext-LM for the Relevant-in-
Context task, and BestInContext-LM for the Best-in-Context task.

In our experiments, the top ranked elements were returned for further pro-
cessing. For the Focused task, overlaps were removed by applying a post-filtering
on the retrieved ranked list by selecting the highest scored element from each
of the paths. In case of two overlapping elements with the same relevance score,
the child element was selected. For the Relevant-in-Context task, we simply took
the results for the Focused task, reordered the elements in the list such that re-
sults from the same article were grouped together. In the Best-in-Context task,
the element with the highest score was chosen for each document. If there were
two or more elements with the same highest score, the one that appears first in
the original document was selected. For each of the runs, the top 1,500 ranked
elements were returned as answers.

4 Evaluation and results

The system’s performance was evaluated against the INEX human relevance
assessments. Details of the evaluation metrics can be found in [6]. Table 1 lists
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the result of our Focused run, where iP@j, j ∈ [0.00, 0.01, 0.05, 0.10], is the
interpolated precision at j recall level cutoffs, and MAip is the mean average
interpolated precision. Evaluation results of Relevant-in-Context runs and Best-
in-Context runs are listed in table 2 and table 3, respectively. Here, g[r], r ∈
[5, 10, 25, 50], is non-interpolated generalized precision at r ranks; and MAgP is
non-interpolated mean average generalized precision.

Table 1. Results of Focused runs (totally 79 submissions)

iP@0.00 iP@0.01 iP@0.05 iP@0.10 MAiP
RunID score rank score rank score rank score rank score rank

Focused-LM 0.4073 28 0.3786 19 0.3271 11 0.3054 9 0.1552 5

Table 2. Results of Relevant-in-Context runs (totally 66 submissions)

gP[5] gP[10] gp[25] gp[50] MAgP
RunID score rank score rank score rank score rank score rank

RelevantInContext-LM 0.1650 20 0.1421 17 0.1087 15 0.0810 17 0.0812 15

Table 3. Results of Best-in-Context runs (totally 71 submissions)

gP[5] gP[10] gp[25] gp[50] MAgP
RunID score rank score rank score rank score rank score rank

BestInContext-LM 0.3481 5 0.2953 3 0.2299 3 0.1765 4 0.1759 8

Due to the pressure of time, we did not submit baseline runs for retrieval
models based on full-text solely or without priors for comparison.

5 Conclusions and Future Work

We have presented, in this paper, our experiments of using shallow structural
features for the INEX 2007 evaluation campaign. We assumed important words
could be identified according to the ways they were displayed in the text. We
proposed to generate a compact representation of an XML element by extracting
words appearing in titles, section titles, and figure captions the element nesting.
Our retrieval methods emphasized the importance of these words in identify-
ing relevance. We also integrated non-content priors that emphasized elements
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appeared in the beginning part of the original text, and elements that are not
nested deeply. We used a mixture language model combining estimates based
on element full-text, the compact form of it, as well as the non-content priors.
In general, our system performed well compared to other submissions. However,
due to the pressure of time, we could not submit baseline runs for comparisons
of exactly how these priors and compact forms improve performances.

Our future work will focus on refining the retrieval models. Currently, the
compact representation of an element is generated by words from certain parts
of the text. However, the effectiveness of this method depends on the type of the
documents. For example, in scientific articles, section titles (such as introduction,
conclusion, etc) are not very useful for relevance judgment, whereas section titles
in news reports are very informative. In the future, we will explore different
patterns for generating compact representations depending on types of texts.
This might involve genre identification techniques. We will investigate different
priors’ effectiveness and how different types of evidence can be combined to boost
retrieval effectiveness.
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Abstract Five years of INEX have produced many competing XML ele-
ment retrieval methods that make use of the document structure. So far,
no clearly best method has been identified, and there is even no clear
evidence what parts of the document structure can be used to improve
retrieval quality. Little research has been done on simply using standard
information retrieval techniques for XML retrieval. This paper aims at
addressing this; it contains a detailed analysis of the BM25 similarity
measure in this context, revealing that this can form a viable baseline
method.

1 Introduction

In the five years since the inception of INEX, much research on XML element
retrieval methods has been done by the participants. Through the use of the
INEX test collections, it was possible to determine the retrieval quality of the
competing retrieval engines. One thing all retrieval engines participating in INEX
have in common is that they make use of the XML document structure in some
way, based on the reasonable assumption that retrieval engines that use more of
the information that is available can yield better results.

To our knowledge, this assumption has never been tested in detail. To close
this gap, we provide a detailed analysis of the retrieval quality that can be
achieved by simply using the standard BM25 similarity measure with minimum
adaptations to XML retrieval.

1.1 Evaluation Metrics

Over the years, the evaluation metrics and retrieval tasks used for INEX have
changed considerably. In this paper, we will only evaluate the thorough retrieval
task; this task is the simplest of all INEX tasks, and the results for the other
tasks are typically created by applying a postprocessing step to the thorough
results.
? . . . and it does!
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We use the standard nxCG measure as used for INEX 2005 and 2006 [], and
the official assessments from the corresponding workshop web sites1.

We do not use the official evaluation software EvalJ2, but our own reimple-
mentation of the official measures; this was necessary because the overhead of
calling an external process would have been too high. We made sure that our
version of the evaluation gives the same results (although at a slightly higher
numerical accuracy).

1.2 Test Collections

The INEX workshops used a collection of IEEE computer society3 journal and
transactions articles through 2005, where later versions of the collection are su-
persets of earlier versions (new volumes were added). From 2006 on, a conversion
of the English version of Wikipedia was used [2]. The evaluations in this thesis
will be based on the collections from 2004, 2005, and 2006. Figure 1 gives an
overview of various characteristics of the document collections.
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Figure 1: Test collections statistics. The bars in each group are, from left to right, the
IEEE 1.4 collection (2004), the IEEE 1.9 collection (2005), and the Wikipedia collection
(2006). The token count excludes stop words.

For each year of the workshop, a new set of topics was created by the par-
ticipants, consisting of a longer description of the information need and a query
in NEXI format. The number of topics varied: in 2004, there were 40 CO top-
ics (34 have been assessed), in 2005, there were 40 topics (29 assessed), and in
2006, there were 130 topics (114 assessed). For our evaluations, we will only use
content-only topics.

The assessment procedure has changed against the years: In 2004, the asses-
sors had to manually select both specificity and exhaustiveness on a scale from
0 to 2 for each element in the recall base. In 2005, a highlighting approach was
introduced; the assessor used a virtual highlighter to mark relevant passages in
the documents to denote specificity. In the next step, the exhaustiveness had to
be set for each element as in 2004. From 2006 on, exhaustiveness was dropped
from the assessments, only the highlighting approach to selectivity was retained.
1 see http://inex.is.informatik.uni-duisburg.de/
2 see http://evalj.sourceforge.net
3 see http://www.computer.org
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Note that we use nxCG for the evaluations on the INEX 2004 test collection,
even though nxCG was not the official evaluation measure at the time. This is
possible because the data that was collected for the assessments is compatible,
and it makes the results presented in this paper more consistent and comparable.
The results may not be as meaningful as the results for the other collections, but
it is still interesting to see differences of behavior compared to the 2005 results,
which are based on almost the same document collection.

1.3 Standard Similarity Measures

As mentioned before, we use the BM25 similarity measure as introduced by the
Okapi project, as described by Robertson and Walker [10]. The core idea is the
notion of eliteness, which denotes to what degree a document d is “elite” for term
t. As with most information retrieval measures, eliteness is derived from the term
frequency tf(t, d), and each term has a global weight wi, which is derived from
the term’s document frequency df(t) and the total number of documents.

The conversion from the plain term frequency to the term eliteness probabil-
ity can be adapted with the global parameter k1; the formula ensures that the
term eliteness is 0 if the term frequency is 0, and it asymptotically approaches
1 as the term frequency increases. This implies that the first few occurrences of
a term make the greatest contribution to term eliteness – the function is steep
close to 0. The eliteness of term t for document d, using a document-length
normalization constant K (see below) is defined as:

eliteness(t, d) =
(k1 + 1) tf(ti, d)

K + tf(ti, d)
· log

N − df(ti) + 0.5
df(ti) + 0.5︸ ︷︷ ︸

wi

(1)

An important feature of BM25 is document-length normalization. Based on
the assumption that document length is caused either by needless verbosity –
this implies normalization – or a more thorough treatment of the subject – this
implies no normalization –, BM25 uses partial length normalization. The degree
of normalization is controlled by a global parameter b.

K = k1

(
(1− b) + b · len(d)

avg(len(d))

)
(2)

The final similarity of document d to the query q consisting of terms t1 . . . tm
is then accumulated as follows (we assume that there are no weights attached to
query terms):

sim(q, d) =
m∑

i=1

eliteness(ti, d) (3)

For completeness, we will also examine the similarity measure used by the
Apache Lucene project4. This similarity measure proved to be effective for our
INEX 2005 submissions, with minor adaptations [3].
4 see http://lucene.apache.org
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sim(q, d) = coord(q, d)
∑
t∈q

[√
tf(d, t)

(
1 + log

(
N

df(t) + 1

))
lnorm(d)

]
(4)

lnorm(d) =
1√

len(d)
(5)

coord(q, d) = |{t ∈ q : tf(d, t) > 0}| (6)

The coordination factor coord(q, d) is the number of query terms in q that
also occur in d. The intention is to reward documents that contain more of the
query terms. The result is that documents that contain all the query terms will
usually end up in the first ranks in the result list, which is usually the right thing
to do.

1.4 Adaptation for XML Retrieval

The standard information retrieval similarity measures are based on the as-
sumption that a document is atomic, that is, documents cannot be decomposed
into sub-documents. This assumption is not valid for element retrieval, so minor
adaptations have to be performed.

In particular, each document is split into its elements, and every element
is stored in the index. The cost for indexing all elements may appear to be
prohibitive, but with appropriate index structures, the overhead can be kept at
an acceptable rate [5].

<section><title>Example document</title>
<p>A paragraph.</p>
<p>A paragraph with <it>inline</it> markup.</p>
</section>

(a) Input XML document.

XPath Indexed contents

/section Example document A paragraph. A paragraph with inline markup.
/section/title Example document
/section/p[1] A paragraph.
/section/p[2] A paragraph with inline markup.
/section/p[2]/it inline

(b) Indexed “documents”.

Figure 2: Example of XML document indexing.
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One change that this entails is the choice of the global frequency (in the
original formulas, document frequency). Of course, it is still possible to use doc-
ument frequency in element retrieval, but this is not the only option. In fact, if
every element is indexed as if it were a document, the new concept of element
frequency might well be a more logical choice.

There are other options [12, 8], but they require larger changes to the stan-
dard information retrieval techniques and index structures, so we will not con-
sider them here.

2 Parameter Tuning for the Baseline Retrieval Engine

For both similarity measures, BM25 and Lucene, we will tune the parameters
to suit XML retrieval; the default parameters are good for standard information
retrieval, but will probably have to be adapted for this new scenario. The results
for these similarity measures will then be compared to the best submitted results
of the corresponding INEX workshop to put things in context.

2.1 Lucene Similarity Measure

The Lucene similarity measure gave good results at least in 2005. In this section,
we will evaluate two global weighting methods – element and document frequency
– and a parameterizable version of Lucene’s length normalization function:

– Standard length normalization:

lnormluc(d) =
1√

len(d)
(7)

– Standard length normalization with a constant value up to length l:

lnormconst(d) =
1√

max(len(d), l)
(8)

The following parameter combinations have to be tested, using lnormconst
(for 0, lnormconst is effectively lnormluc):

{df, ef}︸ ︷︷ ︸
gf

×{0, 5, 10, . . . , 195, 200}︸ ︷︷ ︸
lnorm

In our INEX submissions, we used a non-linear adaptation of Lucene’s func-
tion [3] – elements shorter than about 50 tokens basically get an RSV of 0.
This length normalization function leads to inferior results in all experiments
(in particular at higher ranks), so it is not included in the evaluation.

Tuning the length normalization is crucial to good performance, and what
version is the best depends on the document collection. As figure 3 shows, for
the IEEE collection, a soft threshold of 65 tokens yields the best results, whereas
for the Wikipedia collection, a lower value of about 50 is better. This can be
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Figure 3: Lucene retrieval quality (nxCG@10), using document frequency. For reference,
a plot of the Lucene length normalization function is included in the plot.

explained by the different typical lengths of the documents in the collections:
IEEE articles are much longer than Wikipedia articles, so the relevant parts are
also longer (but this might also be a side effect of the assessment procedure).

For INEX 2004, the results are significantly worse than the best official results;
it is unclear what the reason is. For INEX 2005, the Lucene similarity measure
can exceed the best official submission at rank 10 (our own submission also using
Lucene with a different length normalization function). For INEX 2006, the best
Lucene results are about 10 percent worse than the best submitted results.

The results for the different global weighting functions are close to one an-
other. This indicates that it does not matter whether document or element fre-
quency is used with the Lucene similarity measure.

2.2 BM25 Similarity Measure

For BM25, length normalization is controlled by the parameters b and k1. Permis-
sible values for b are in the range 0 . . . 1, where 0 means “no length normalization”
and 1 means “maximum influence of length normalization”. The larger k1 gets,
the closer the local term weight gets to the raw term frequency.

According to Spärck Jones et al. [11], b = 0.75 and k between 1.2 and 2 work
well on the TREC data, but it is unlikely that these parameter combinations can
be transferred unchanged to XML retrieval. Theobald [12] uses k1 = 10.5 and
b = 0.75, but the TopX approach is sufficiently different from mine to warrant
further exploration.
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The following parameter combinations should be tested (the full range for b
and a reasonable range for k1):

{0.0, 0.1, . . . , 1.0}︸ ︷︷ ︸
b

×{1, 1.5, 2, . . . , 4.5, 5}︸ ︷︷ ︸
k1

Figure 4 shows the results for the three test collections. It is obvious that a
good choice of parameter b is much more critical than a good choice of k1. In
general, lower values of b work better than higher values, with the exception of
b = 0 (that is, no length normalization). Compared to the best parameter values
for traditional information retrieval (b = 0.75 and k1 = 1.2), the best value of
b for element retrieval is much lower (somewhere between 0.1 and 0.2), so the
influence of length normalization is reduced.

0 b 1
1

k1

5

(a) INEX 2004, element fre-
quency

0 b 1
1

k1

5

(b) INEX 2005, element fre-
quency

0 b 1
1

k1

5

(c) INEX 2006, document
frequency

Figure 4: Parameter tuning for BM25; the darkness of each field corresponds to nxCG at
cutoff rank 10. In each map, black corresponds to the maximum and white corresponds
to 10 percent more than the minimum. The horizontal axis corresponds to b, from 0 to
1, and the vertical axis corresponds to k1, from 1 to 5.

Each parameter space has a global maximum; the parameters for this maxi-
mum are close for the different test collections, but not identical. In particular, it
is surprising to see that the best parameters for 2004 and 2005 differ noticeably.

The reason is that in our usage scenario, length normalization also fulfills the
purpose of selecting the right result granularity (should a chapter or a paragraph
be ranked higher?). What happens is that for maximum length normalization
(b = 1), very short elements are pushed to the front of the result lists, typically
leading to a list of section titles or titles of cited works. This is obviously a bad
result. With length normalization completely disabled (b = 0), there is a strong
bias towards the longest elements, that is, complete articles or their bodies. For
values of b between the extremes, the results are much more balanced; they
are a mixture of sections, complete articles, and other elements. Although an
occasional title does occur in the top ranks, this is the exception rather than the
rule and does not do much harm. In fact, if all elements of fewer than ten terms
are removed from the results, retrieval quality drops dramatically.
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The best choice for the global frequency function depends on the document
collection: Element frequency is best for the IEEE collection, whereas document
frequency is better for the Wikipedia collection.

Using element frequency as the global frequency consistently leads to better
results than using document frequency for the IEEE collection (2004 and 2005).
Although this is consistent with the original formula, this result is somewhat
surprising: Element frequency is not simple to interpret – terms that occur in
deeply nested elements have a higher element frequency than terms that do not.

The explanation lies in a peculiarity of the BM25 formula: For terms that
occur in more than half of all documents, the term weight wi is negative so that
the presence of these terms actually decreases the RSV:

wi = log
N − df(ti) + 0.5

df(ti) + 0.5
(9)

To circumvent this problem, the term weight is generally set to 0 if it is
negative, which means that these terms are treated as stop words.

In the IEEE collection, there are many terms that occur in more than half
of the documents, so they cannot contribute to the RSV. There are, however,
no terms for which the element frequency is high enough to obtain a negative
weight, so this particular problem does not occur.

One might argue that terms that occur so frequently are useless for retrieval,
but this is not necessarily the case for element retrieval: The terms “IEEE”,
“volume”, and “computer” basically occur in all documents, so they have no
discriminatory power at the document level. On the other hand, they may well be
useful for element retrieval. For example, if a user searches for “IEEE conferences”,
elements that mention both terms are likely to be relevant, but elements that
only mention “conferences” will have a high rate of false positives.

For the 2006 data, the behavior of element and document frequency is roughly
identical, with document frequency being slightly better. This discrepancy is
somewhat puzzling: what characteristic affects this? In the Wikipedia collection,
the topics of the documents are more diverse, so there are no terms (apart from
stop words) that occur in more than half of the documents, so the problem of
negative term weights does not occur. The only outlier in this respect is the term
“0”, which occurs in almost all documents’ header.

Figure 5 illustrates the effect of the global frequency for all tested combina-
tions of b and k1.

2.3 Comparison with the Official Submissions

So far, we have obtained the best BM25 parameter combinations for the various
test collections, but it is still unclear how the results compare to the results of
XML retrieval systems. It is hard to determine a single best official run, so we
will compare the quality of the base retrieval engine with the maximum of all
official submissions to that year’s workshop. That is, for each rank, the nxCG
value averaged over all topics for each submission is calculated, and we use the
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Figure 5: Choice of global frequency for BM25. The heat maps show the difference
between the results for element frequency and the results for document frequency;
each square corresponds to one combination of b and k1. White squares denote no
change or better results for document frequency, all other shades of gray denote the
degree of improvement when using element frequency.

maximum as the comparison run; the resulting curve does not correspond to a
real run, but it gives us an indication of where the baseline stands with respect
to the others. Lucene results are excluded because they are exceeded in all cases
by BM25 results.

From the INEX 2005 results, one can see that unmodified BM25 already yields
high-quality results, even compared to the official submissions. This is somewhat
alarming, as it shows that the methods tailored to XML retrieval fail to better
the general-purpose algorithms.

Further tuning resulted in the values presented in table 1. For INEX 2005,
there is a noticeable increase in retrieval quality, whereas for INEX 2006, the
increase is less pronounced. For INEX 2004, the optimum result of the base
retrieval engine is significantly worse than the best submitted run. This is sur-
prising, considering that the 2004 and 2005 collections basically use the same
document collection. It should be noted, however, that the assessment procedure
has changed between these rounds of INEX. Figure 6 shows the results for the
2005 and 2006 collections compared to the maximum of the submissions for all
ranks and shows that the good quality at rank 10 is not completely isolated.

In a real-world scenario, there are usually no relevance assessments available,
so it is impossible to find the optimal parameter values. However, the values for
the 2005 and 2006 test collections are close in magnitude although the collections
are very different; thus, one can assume that these values are good starting points
for other collections.

3 Discussion

It is surprising to see how well a simple adaptation of standard information
retrieval techniques can work for XML retrieval. Simply indexing all elements as
if they were documents and applying BM25 with the right parameters can lead to
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(a) INEX 2005, tuned is b = 0.2, k1 = 1. The base retrieval en-
gine is better than the best submissions up to about rank 100
(with the exception of the top ranks). Below that rank, per-
formance gets significantly worse, possibly due to the pooling
problems.
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(b) INEX 2006, tuned is b = 0.18, k1 = 0.8. Although the
baseline does not quite reach the top status, it is close.

Figure 6: Two of the base BM25 runs compared with the maximum run (“maximum”).
The BM25 run with b = 0.75 and k1 = 1.2 (“default”) shows what can be achieved with-
out parameter tuning and the “tuned” BM25 run shows the best parameter combination
for the test collection.
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Table 1: Best parameters and evaluation results for the different test collections. In all
cases, the Lucene similarity measure yielded worse results. The “base” column displays
the value for the base engine, the “max” column displays the maximum of all official
submissions in that year. The maximum from 2005 is our own submission.

Parameters nxCG@10

Test collection b k1 gf base max

INEX 2004 0.08 1.5 ef 0.4669 0.5099
INEX 2005 0.20 1.0 ef 0.3368 0.3037
INEX 2006 0.18 0.8 df 0.4332 0.4294

better results than the best official submissions. One should keep in mind that
the optimal parameters were determined after the fact by evaluating a large
range of combinations on the assessed test data; the real submissions do not
have the advantage of this fine-tuning.

On the other hand, the best parameters are very similar for the INEX 2005
IEEE collection and the Wikipedia collection, and minor deviations from the
optimal results do not decrease retrieval quality much. Considering that these
collections are very different from one another, it seems plausible to assume that
using b = 0.2 and k1 = 1 will work reasonably well in other situations. It is
surprising that the best parameters are different for the INEX 2004 collection,
which is almost identical to the 2005 collection. It is not clear what the reason
is, but it should be kept in mind that we used an evaluation measure that was
not official back then.

3.1 Realism of the Experiments

Keep in mind, however, that the test collections and evaluation metrics that are
used at the INEX workshops do not entirely reflect the intended application area,
and other potential problems may affect the results:

– Both the IEEE articles and the Wikipedia articles are rather short and self-
contained so that it is unlikely that a fragment of such an article is more
relevant than the article itself.

– The two collections differ in so many aspects that it is impossible to attribute
the difference in retrieval quality to a single difference.

– The assessment process is not the same in different years, which makes it
hard to do a comparison.

– Relevance assessments are generally subjective; in the cases where several
people assessed the same topic, the assessments were quite different [13, 9].

– Runs that are evaluated, but were not included in the pooling process may
suffer if they retrieve elements that are not in the pool. Whereas this effect
has been shown to be minimal in the context of TREC [15], no study has
been made in the context of INEX, but problems have been reported [14].
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– The assessment interface differs from what a user of the retrieval system
would see; it does not use ranking and is document-based, so the relation to
real-world scenarios is unclear.

The last point needs further explanation: The unranked presentation of the
results is inherent to the pooling approach that has successfully been used for
traditional information retrieval evaluation for years. In the context of element
retrieval, however, there is the problem that the pool does not reflect the re-
trieval results. Even if the pooled results only contain a single paragraph from
a document, the assessor must assess the complete document. This in itself is a
minor technical problem, but it seems likely that the assessment can be different
from the assessment that would be obtained if the isolated paragraph were pre-
sented; if the paragraph is shown in the context of the document, the assessor
may – consciously or not – use this context to rate the element’s relevance.

3.2 Evaluation Metrics

It is clear that even the INEX organizers and participants have not yet reached
consensus on how to evaluate the effectiveness of XML retrieval systems: Through
the years, various metrics were adopted and abandoned, and even the basic re-
trieval tasks for the ad-hoc track are far from being fixed (INEX 2007 dropped
the thorough task, which previously was the only task that had been done in
every year). This is not avoidable, considering that XML retrieval is still a rela-
tively young research area, but the lack of clear definitions makes it hard to do
meaningful comparisons between systems.

In general, it is questionable whether the results from batch evaluations – as
done in the INEX ad-hoc track – contribute to user satisfaction. Hersh et al. [7]
compare several systems’ performance on TREC data in batch and interactive
experiments and come to the conclusion that there are significant differences
in the results. In XML retrieval, the differences are likely to be even more pro-
nounced, because the assessment user interface displays the results in a different
fashion than an XML retrieval system would – the element results are shown in
the context of the complete document. This is likely to affect the assessment: the
users can take the surrounding material into account when judging the relevance
of an element.

Buckley and Voorhees [1] discuss what it takes to draw conclusions with a
sufficiently low error rate. The retrieval scenarios in this thesis are closest to
their notion of web retrieval – it is very difficult to know how many relevant
documents exist in total, so precision at a cutoff level of 10 to 20 should be used.
In this scenario, precision is replaced by nxCG, but the reasoning is the same.
To achieve a reasonable error rate, they suggest using 100 queries, which implies
that only INEX 2006 data can be used to obtain reasonable conclusions (2004
and 2005 together have only 63 queries); unfortunately, the IEEE collection more
closely matches the assumptions made in this thesis.

Overall, even document-based retrieval evaluation has problems, despite hav-
ing a rather long tradition. For INEX, the problems are amplified by a number
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of new problems, partly specific to XML, partly due to the resources being much
more limited than for TREC. Evaluations in INEX data are certainly far from
worthless, but they should be interpreted with care.

4 Conclusions

We have shown that standard information retrieval techniques can yield sur-
prisingly good results for XML element retrieval, even compared to techniques
specifically designed for XML retrieval. This does not imply that the existing
XML retrieval methods are inferior; this paper only examined retrieval quality
as determined by the standard measures, storage size and speed have not been
addressed. It is conceivable that other methods yield comparable retrieval qual-
ity with less overhead, or are less sensitive to parameter changes; this should
definitely be examined in future research. It is hard to say what exactly the rea-
sons are, but we hope that future research will reveal techniques for exploiting
the document structure to achieve greater retrieval quality.

We propose that BM25 with suitable parameters should be used as a baseline
to compare XML retrieval systems against. This may lead to painful conclusions
at first – for example, we found that our work on structural patterns [4] does
not work as well as previously though [6] –, but in the long run, we believe that
it will lead to a higher acceptance of XML retrieval in the standard information
retrieval community.

Note that the results reported in this paper only pertain to content-only
retrieval and the thorough retrieval task. It is obviously impossible to directly
use standard techniques for content-and-structure retrieval, because the standard
methods do not support structural queries. For the other content-only tasks, like
focused and in context, postprocessing steps on the baseline results can be used;
in fact, most INEX participants already derive the results for the advanced tasks
from the thorough results. Thus, the next logical step for further research is to
combine existing approaches for the advanced tasks with the baseline retrieval
methods presented here and examine what the results are.
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1 Introduction

The experiments conducted by the ENSM-SE in the INEX 2007 campaign for
ad’hoc structured retrieval are based on the use of the proximity of the query
terms in the documents. We will first present the notion of proximity between two
terms. Then we will show how this notion can be extended to boolean queries.
Given a proximity function mapping the positions in a textual document to [0,1],
a scoring function will be presented. Then we will present how these ideas are
extended to structured documents.

2 Fuzzy proximity

2.1 Fuzzy proximity to a position

Given a position p0 in a textual document it is easy to define a fuzzy proximity
to p0 with a function, p 7→ prox(p, p0), that maps any position p in the docu-
ment to [0,1]. Any function with the three following properties is acceptable and
modelizes the proximity idea:

– symmetric around p0,
– decreasing with the distance to p0,
– maximum (value 1) reached at p0.

The simplest one is a linearly decreasing function centered around p0: prox(p, p0) =
max(k−|p−p0|

k , 0) where k is a controlling parameter. When the distance between
p and p0 is greater than k, the fuzzy proximity is zero – that’s to say that p is
far from p0.

2.2 Fuzzy proximity to a term

Measuring the (fuzzy) proximity of a position in a document d to a query term
t consists in measuring its fuzzy proximity to the nearest occurrence of the term
t. As stated in section 2.1, proximity is decreasing with the distance so the
proximity to the nearest occurrence is the maximum of the proximity to any
occurrence:

proxd(p, t) = max
p0∈Occ(d,t)

prox(p, p0)

where Occ(d, t) is the set of the positions of the occurrences of t in the document
d.
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2.3 Fuzzy proximity to two terms

Given one occurrence of a term t at position pt and one occurrence of a term
t′ at position pt′ , we define the proximity to these two occurrences of t and
t′ by the minimum of the proximity to pt and the proximity to pt′ . Again as
the proximity function is decreasing with the distance, this minimum function
reaches its maximum value at the middle of pt and pt′ . Moreover the closer the
positions pt and pt′ , the higher the maximum.

We generalize to the proximity to the terms t and t′ in a document with:

min(proxd(p, t), proxd(p, t′))

This measures how far a position is from t and t′. So we can rewrite:

proxd(p, t ∧ t′) = min(proxd(p, t), proxd(p, t′))

2.4 Fuzzy proximity to a query

Again it is easy to generalize the latter formula to any boolean query q with
proxd(p, q). As a boolean query, the query q is a tree with conjunctive and
disjunctive nodes. To define the proximity on a conjunctive node the minimum
is taken over the proximity functions of its sons. Similarly, the proximity on a
disjunctive node is defined as the maximum over the proximity functions of its
sons.

2.5 Scoring a document by summation

Given the proximity function of a document d to a query q that maps the po-
sitions in the document d to [0,1] with proxd(p, q), there are two basic ways to
compute a score for the document: either by considering the maximum value of
proxd(p, q), the second one is by summing this function over all the positions.
We prefer the second one because it embeds the tf idea of the vector and prob-
abilistic models. On another hand the first one could give the best entry point
in the document.

3 Structured retrieval

3.1 Proximity in structured documents

To extend the proximity model to structured retrieval, we have to define prox-
imity functions that take into account the structure.

The most simple and most used structure in document is the hierachical one
with sections, subsections, etc. where each instance at each level has got a title.
With this kind of structure, we define the proximity to a position in a title as 1
(maximum value) over all the positions in the corresponding section. The idea
is that if a term appears in a title, it is near every occurrence of every term that
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appear in the corresponding section. For the terms that appear in the text of a
section, their proximity is limited to the boundary of the section itself.

To take into account the much more complex structure of the actual docu-
ments found in the Wikipedia collection, we classified the XML elements in four
categories. Two categories are related to the proximity introduced for hierarchi-
cal documents:

– title-like elements (name, template, title and caption)
– and section-like elements (article, body, section, figure, image, page

div).

The two other classes are:

– soft elements: elements whose tags are ignored but their content is kept (e.g.
item, emph3, collectionlink)

– deleted elements: elements whose content is deleted from indexation (e.g.
conversionwarning, math, aaa, aboutus).

When a term appears in the content of a title-like element, the proximity
function is set to one over all the extent of the immediately surrounding section-
like element. When a term appears in the content of a section-like element its
proximity function is limited to the extent of this element.

3.2 Scoring the elements of structured documents

Given the proximity function that maps the positions in a structured document
to [0,1], each XML element can be scored by summation of this function over the
range of this element – again, maximizing this function is an alternative. However
such scores are only computed for section-like elements and soft elements.

Finally a normalization is applied, and the sum is divided by the length of
the element.
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Abstract. This paper exposes the results of our participation in INEX07
in the AdHoc track and the comparison of these results with respect to
the ones obtained last year. Three runs were submitted to each of the
Focused, Relevant In Context and Best In Context tasks, all of them
obtained with Garnata, our Information Retrieval System for structured
documents. As is the past year, we use a model based on Influence Di-
agrams, the CID model. The result of our participation has been better
than the last year so we have reached an acceptable position in the rank-
ing for the three tasks. In the paper we describe the model, the system
and we show the differences between our systems in INEX’06 and in
INEX’07 which make possible to get a better performance.

1 Introduction

This is the second year that members of the research group “Uncertainty Treat-
ment in Artificial Intelligence” at the University of Granada submit runs to the
INEX official tasks, although before 2006 we also contributed to INEX with the
design of topics and the assessment of relevance judgements. Like in the past
year, we have participated in the Ad hoc Track with an experimental platform to
perform structured retrieval using Probabilistic Graphical Models [5–7], called
Garnata [4].

This year we have improved the version of Garnata that we used at INEX’06
in two ways, and we have also adapted it to cope with the three, non thorough
tasks proposed this year, namely focused, relevant in context and best in context.
For each of these tasks, we have submitted three runs, all of them using Garnata
with a different set of parameters. The results of this second participation are
considerably better than those of the past year, where we were in the last posi-
tions of the ranking. Nevertheless, we are still quite far from the first positions,
so there is still room for improvement, and more research and experimentation
need to be carried out.

The paper is organised as follows: the next section describes the probabilistic
graphical models underlying Garnata. Sections 3 and 4 give details about the new
characteristics/improvements incorporated into the system and the adaptation

56



of Garnata to generate outputs valid for the three tasks, respectively. In Section
5 we discuss the experimental results. The paper ends with the conclusions and
some proposals for future work with our system.

2 Probabilistic Graphical Models in the Garnata System

The Garnata IRS is based on probabilistic graphical models, more precisely an
influence diagram and the corresponding underlying Bayesian network. In this
section we shall describe these two models and how they are used to retrieve
document components from a document collection through probabilistic infer-
ence (see [2, 3] for more details). We assume a basic knowledge about graphical
models.

2.1 The Underlying Bayesian Network

We consider three different kinds of entities associated to a collection of struc-
tured documents, which are represented by the means of three different kinds
of random variables: index terms, basic structural units, and complex struc-
tural units. These variables are in turn represented in the Bayesian network
through the corresponding nodes. Term nodes form the set T = {T1, T2, . . . , Tl};
Ub = {B1, B2, . . . , Bm} is the set of basic structural units, those document com-
ponents which only contain terms, whereas Uc = {S1, S2, . . . , Sn} is the set of
complex structural units, that are composed of other basic or complex units.
For those units containing both text and other units, we consider them as com-
plex units, and the associated text is assigned to a new basic unit called virtual
unit, see the example in Figure 11. The set of all structural units is therefore
U = Ub ∪ Uc.

The binary random variables associated with each node T , B or S take its
values from the sets {t−, t+}, {b−, b+} or {s−, s+} (the term/unit is not relevant
or is relevant), respectively. A unit is considered relevant for a given query if it
satisfies the user’s information need expressed by this query. A term is relevant in
the sense that the user believes that it will appear in relevant units/documents.

Regarding the arcs of the model, there will be an arc from a given node (either
term or structural unit) to the particular structural unit the node belongs to.
The hierarchical structure of the model determines that each structural unit
U ∈ U has only one structural unit as its child: the unique structural unit
containing U (except for the leaf nodes, i.e. the complete documents, which
have no child). We shall denote Uhi(U) the single child node associated with
node U (with Uhi(U) = null if U is a leaf node).

To assess the numerical values for the required probabilities p(t+), p(b+|pa(B))
and p(s+|pa(S)), for every node in T , Ub and Uc, respectively, and every con-
figuration pa(X) of the corresponding parent sets Pa(X), we use the canonical
1 Of course this type of unit is non-retrievable and it will not appear in the XPath

route of its descendants, is only a formalism that allows us to clearly distinguish
between units containing only text and units containing only other units.
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model proposed in [1], which supports a very efficient inference procedure. These
probabilities are defined as follows:

∀B ∈ Ub, p(b+|pa(B)) =
∑

T∈R(pa(B))

w(T,B) , (1)

∀S ∈ Uc, p(s+|pa(S)) =
∑

U∈R(pa(S))

w(U, S) , (2)

where w(T,B) is a weight associated to each term T belonging to the basic unit
B and w(U, S) is a weight measuring the importance of the unit U within S. In
any case R(pa(U)) is the subset of parents of U (terms for B, and either basic or
complex units for S) relevant in the configuration pa(U), i.e., R(pa(B)) = {T ∈
Pa(B) | t+ ∈ pa(B)} and R(pa(S)) = {U ∈ Pa(S) |u+ ∈ pa(S)}. These weights
can be defined in any way with the only restrictions that

w(T,B) ≥ 0, w(U, S) ≥ 0,
∑

T∈Pa(B)

w(T,B) ≤ 1, and
∑

U∈Pa(S)

w(U, S) ≤ 1.

T1T1T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9 T10 T11

B1
B2 B3 B4

S1

S2

T1
<section>

<title>t1 t2 t3 t4</title>

t3 t4 t5 t6

<normallist>

<item>t4 t7 t9 t10 t11</item>

<item>t6 t8 t11</item>

</normallist>

</section>

Fig. 1. Sample XML text and the corresponding Bayesian network. Ti represent index
terms; the basic unit B1 corresponds with the tag <title>, and B3 and B4 with the
tag <item>; the complex units S1 and S2 correspond with the tags <normallist> and
<section> respectively; B2 is a virtual unit used to store the text within S2 which is
not contained in any other unit inside it.

2.2 The Influence Diagram Model

The Bayesian network is now enlarged by including decision nodes, representing
the possible alternatives available to the decision maker, and utility nodes, thus
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transforming it into an influence diagram. For each structural unit Ui ∈ U ,
Ri represents the decision variable related to whether or not to return Ui to
the user (with values r+

i and r−i , meaning ‘retrieve Ui’ and ‘do not retrieve
Ui’, respectively), and the utility node Vi measures the value of utility for the
corresponding decision. We shall also consider a global utility node Σ representing
the joint utility of the whole model (we assume an additive behavior of the
model).

In addition to the arcs between the nodes present in the Bayesian network,
a set of arcs pointing to utility nodes are also included, employed to indicate
which variables have a direct influence on the desirability of a given decision.
In order to represent that the utility function of Vi obviously depends on the
decision made and the relevance value of the structural unit considered, we use
arcs from each structural unit node Ui and decision node Ri to the utility node
Vi. Moreover, we include also arcs going from Uhi(Ui) to Vi, which represent
that the utility of the decision about retrieving the unit Ui also depends on
the relevance of the unit which contains it (of course, for those units U where
Uhi(U) = null, this arc does not exist). The utility functions associated to each
utility node Vi are therefore v(ri, ui, uhi(Ui)), with ri ∈ {r−i , r+

i }, ui ∈ {u−i , u+
i },

and uhi(Ui) ∈ {u
−
hi(Ui)

, u+
hi(Ui)

}.
Finally, the utility node Σ has all the utility nodes Vi as its parents. These

arcs represent the fact that the joint utility of the model will depend on the
values of the individual utilities of each structural unit. Figure 2 displays the
influence diagram corresponding to the previous example.

2.3 Inference and Decision Making

Our objective is, given a query, to compute the expected utility of retrieving each
structural unit, and then to give a ranking of those units in decreasing order of
expected utility (at this moment we assume a thorough task, i.e. structural units
in the output may overlap. In Section 4 we shall see how overlapping may be
removed). Let Q ⊆ T be the set of terms used to express the query. Each term
Ti ∈ Q will be instantiated to t+i ; let q be the corresponding configuration of
the variables in Q. We wish to compute the expected utility of each decision
given q. As we have assumed a global additive utility model, and the different
decision variables Ri are not directly linked to each other, we can process each
one independently. The expected utilities for retrieving each Ui can be computed
by means of:

EU(r+
i | q) =

∑
ui∈{u

−
i

,u
+
i
}

uhi(Ui)
∈
{

u
−
hi(Ui)

,u
+
hi(Ui)

}v(r+
i , ui, uhi(Ui)) p(ui, uhi(Ui)|q) (3)

Although the bidimensional posterior probabilities p(ui, uhi(Ui)|q) in eq. (3) could
be computed exactly, it is much harder to compute them that the unidimensional
posterior probabilities p(ui|q), which can be calculated very efficiently due to
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T1T1T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9 T10 T11

R1 B1
B2 R2 R3 B3 B4 R4

V1
V2 V3 V4

Rs1

S1

Vs1

Rs2S2

Vs2

T1

Fig. 2. Influence diagram for the example in Figure 1.

the specific characteristics of the canonical model used to define the conditional
probabilities and the network topology. So, we approximate the bidimensional
probabilities as p(ui, uhi(Ui)|q) = p(ui|q)× p(uhi(Ui)|q). The computation of the
unidimensional probabilities is based on the following formulas [2, 3]:

∀B ∈ Ub, p(b+|q) =
∑

T∈Pa(B)\Q

w(T,B) p(t+) +
∑

T∈Pa(B)∩R(q)

w(T,B) , (4)

∀S ∈ Uc, p(s+|q) =
∑

U∈Pa(S)

w(U, S) p(u+|q) . (5)

Figure 3 shows an algorithm that efficiently computes these probabilities,
derived from eqs. (4) and (5), traversing only the nodes in the graph that will
require updating. It is assumed that the prior probabilities of all the nodes are
stored in prior[X]; the algorithm uses variables prob[U] which, at the end of
the process, will store the corresponding posterior probabilities. Essentially, the
algorithm starts from the terms inQ and carries out a width graph traversal until
it reaches the basic units that require updating, thus computing p(b+|q). Then,
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starting from these modified basic units, it carries out a depth graph traversal
to compute p(s+|q), only for those complex units that require updating.

for each item T in Q
for each unit B child of T

if (prob[B] exists)
prob[B] += w(T,B)*(1-prior[T]);

else { create prob[B];
prob[B] = prior[B]+w(T,B)*(1-prior[T]); }

for each basic unit B s.t. prob[B] exists {
U = B; prod = prob[B]–prior[B];
while (Uhi(U) is not NULL) {

S = Uhi(U);
prod *= w(U,S);
if (prob[S] exists)

prob[S] += prod;
else { create prob[S];

prob[S] = prior[S]+prod; }
U = S; }

}

Fig. 3. Computing p(b+|q) and p(s+|q).

The algorithm that initialises the process by computing the prior probabilities
prior[U] (as the terms T ∈ T are root nodes, the prior probabilities prior[T] do
not need to be calculated, they are stored directly in the structure) is quite
similar to the previous one, but it needs to traverse the graph starting from all
the terms in T .

3 Changes from the Model Presented at INEX 2006

As the two changes with respect to the model used at INEX’06 refers to the
parametric part of the model, first we are going to describe in some detail which
are these parameters and how they were computed, and next to explain the
proposed changes.

3.1 Parameters in Garnata

The parameters that need to be fixed in order to use Garnata are the prior
probabilities of relevance of the terms, p(t+), the weights w(T,B) and w(U, S)
used in eqs. (4) and (5), and the utilities v(r+

i , ui, uhi(Ui)).
For the prior probabilities Garnata currently uses an identical probability for

all the terms, p(t+) = p0, ∀T ∈ T , with p0 = 1
|T | .
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The weights of the terms in the basic units, w(T,B), follow a normalized
tf-idf scheme:

w(T,B) =
tf(T,B)× idf(T )∑

T ′∈Pa(B) tf(T ′, B)× idf(T ′)
(6)

The weights of the units included in a complex unit, w(U, S), measure, to a
certain extent, the proportion of the content of the unit S which can be attributed
to each one of its components:

w(U, S) =

∑
T∈An(U) tf(T,An(U))× idf(T )∑
T∈An(S) tf(T,An(S))× idf(T )

(7)

where An(U) = {T ∈ T |T is an ancestor of U}, i.e., An(U) is the set of terms
that are included in the structural unit U .

The utilities which are necessary to compute the expected utility of retrieving
structural units, EU(r+

i | q), namely v(r+
i , ui, uhi(Ui)), are composed of a com-

ponent which depends on the involved unit and another component independent
on the specific unit and depending only on which one of the four configurations,
(u−i , u−hi(Ui)

), (u−i , u+
hi(Ui)

), (u+
i , u−hi(Ui)

) or (u+
i , u+

hi(Ui)
), is being considered:

v(r+
i , ui, uhi(Ui)) = nidfQ(Ui)× v(ui, uhi(Ui)) (8)

with v(u−i , u−hi(Ui)
) = v−−, v(u−i , u+

hi(Ui)
) = v−+, v(u+

i , u−hi(Ui)
) = v+− and

v(u+
i , u+

hi(Ui)
) = v++.

The part depending on the involved unit is defined as the sum of the inverted
document frequencies of those terms contained in Ui that also belong to the query
Q, normalized by the sum of the idfs of the terms contained in the query (a unit
Ui will be more useful, with respect to a query Q, as more terms indexing Ui

also belong to Q):

nidfQ(Ui) =

∑
T∈An(Ui)∩Q idf(T )∑

T∈Q idf(T )
(9)

Regarding the other component of the utility function independent on the
involved unit, at INEX 2006 we used the following values

v−− = v−+ = v++ = 0 , v+− = 1

3.2 Changing Weights

We have modified the weights of the units included in a complex unit, w(U, S), in
order to also take into account, not only the proportion of the content of S which
is due to U , but also some measure of the importance of the type (tag) of unit
U within S. For example, the terms contained in a collectionlink (generally
proper nouns and relevant concepts) or emph2 should be cuantified higher than
terms outside those units. Units labeled with title are also very informative,
but units with template are not.
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So, we call IU the importance of the unit U , which depends of the type of tag
associated to U . These values constitute a global set of free parameters, specified
at indexing time. The new weights nw(U, S), are then computed from the old
ones in the following way:

nw(U, S) =
I(U)× w(U, S)∑

U ′∈Pa(S) I(U ′)× w(U ′, S)
(10)

Then, we show the three different importance schemes used in the offi-
cial runs. Unspecified importance values are set to 1 (notice that by setting
IU = 1, ∀U ∈ U , we get the old weights).

“Pesos 8:”

conversionwarning 0
emph2 10
emph3 10
name 20
title 20
caption 10
collectionlink 10
languagelink 0
template 0

“Pesos 11:”

conversionwarning 0
emph2 30
emph3 30
name 100
title 50
caption 10
collectionlink 10
languagelink 0
template 0

“Pesos 15:”

conversionwarning 0
emph2 30
emph3 30
name 200
title 50
caption 30
collectionlink 30
languagelink 0
template 0
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3.3 Changing Utilities

This year the formula of the utility values for a unit U is computed by considering
another factor called relative utility value, RU(U), which depends only on the
kind of tag associated to that unit, so that:

v(r+
i , ui, uhi(Ui)) = nidfQ(Ui)× v(ui, uhi(Ui))×RU(Ui) (11)

It should be noticed that this value RU(U) is different from the importance
I(U): a type of unit may be considered very important to contribute to the
relevance degree of the unit containing it and, at the same time, is considered
not very useful to retrieve this type of unit itself. For example, this may be the
case of units having the tag <title>: in general a title alone may be not very
useful for a user as the answer to a query, probably the user would prefer to
get the content of the structural unit having this title; however, terms in a title
tends to be highly representative of the content of a document part, so that the
importance of the title should be greater than the importance derived simply of
the proportion of text that the title contains (which will be quite low).

The sets of utility values used in the official runs are:

No utilities:
All the units are given a relative utility value equal to 1

“Util 1:”

conversionwarning 0
name 0.75
title 0.75
collectionlink 0.75
languagelink 0
article 2
section 1.5
p 1.5
body 1.5

“Util 2:”

conversionwarning 0
emph2 1.5
emph3 1.5
name 0.75
title 0.75
collectionlink 1.5
languagelink 0
article 2.5

“Util 3:”
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conversionwarning 0
name 0.85
title 0.85
collectionlink 0.75
languagelink 0
article 2.5
section 1.25
p 1.5
body 2

In all the cases, the default value for the non-listed units is 1.0.

4 Adapting Garnata to the INEX 2007 Ad Hoc Retrieval
Tasks

For each query, Garnata generates a list of document parts or structural units,
ordered by relevance value (expected utility), as the output. So, this output is
compatible with the thorough task used in previous editions but not with the
three adhoc tasks for INEX 2007, focused, relevant in context and best in context.
To cope with these tasks, we still use Garnata but after we filter its output in a
way which depends on the kind of task:

Focused task: The output must be an ordered list of structural units where
overlapping has been eliminated. So, we must supply some criterion to decide,
when we find two overlapping units in the output generated by Garnata, which
one to preserve in the final output. The criterion we have used is to keep the
unit having the greatest relevance value and, in case of tie, we keep the more
general unit (the one containing a larger amount of text).

Relevant in context task: In this case the output must be an ordered
list of documents and, for each document, a set of non-overlapping structural
units, representing the relevant text within the document (i.e., a list of non-
overlapping units clustered by document). Therefore, we have to filter the output
of Garnata using two criteria: how to select the non-overlapping units for each
document, and how to rank the documents. To manage overlapping units we use
the same criterion considered for the focused task. To rank the documents, we
have considered three criteria to assign a relevance value to the entire document:
the relevance value of a document is equal to: (1) the maximum relevance value
of its units; (2) the relevance value of the ”/article[1]” unit; (3) the sum of the
relevance values of all its units. Some preliminary experimentation pointed out
that the maximum criterion performed better, so we have used it in the official
runs.

Best in context task: The output must be an ordered list composed of a
single unit per document. This single document part should correspond to the
best entry point for starting to read the relevant text in the document. Therefore,
we have to provide a criterion to select one structural unit for each document
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and another to rank the documents/selected units. This last criterion is the same
considered in the relevant in context task (the maximum relevance value of its
units). Regarding the way of selecting one unit per document, the idea is to
choose some kind of centroid structural unit: for each unit Ui we compute the
sum of the distances from Ui to each of the other units Uj in the document, the
distance between Ui and Uj being measured as the number of links in the path
between units Ui and Uj in the XML tree times the relevance value of unit Uj ;
then we select the unit having minimum sum of distances. In this way we try to
select a unit which is nearest to the units having high relevance values.

5 Results of our model at INEX’07

We have obtained the following results in the three tasks, using the combinations
of weight and utility configurations displayed in the tables:
Focused:

Weight file Utility file Ranking
8 3 67/79
15 No 69/79
15 2 71/79

Relevant in Context:

Weight file Utility file Ranking
15 3 44/66
8 3 45/66
11 1 49/66

Best in Context:

Weight file Utility file Ranking
8 3 45/71
15 No 46/71
15 2 50/71

As we can see in these results, the configuration of utilities with the value 3
is the most appropriate to get the best results in the different tasks, although
we can not fix a specific configuration of weights that obtain the same results.

Finally, we show the graphics of the different tasks, where we can see the
comparison of our results (red lines) with the results of the other organizations.
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Fig. 5. Results on the Relevant In Context task

We have come to the conclusion that our system gets better results than the
year before, so we have reached a middle position in the ranking (except for the
focused task, where the results are worse) as we can see in the graphics and in
the tables.

6 Concluding Remarks

In this year, our participation in the AdHoc track has been more productive
than the one presented last year. In 2006, we only applied for one of the four
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AdHoc tasks (Thorough), and in 2007 we have sent results for all the tasks of
the track. Besides, on 2006 we got a very bad ranking (lying on the percentile
91). The best runs of this year are clearly better than the one obtained last
year (corresponding to percentiles 84 [Focused], 66 [Relevant in Context] and
63 [Best in Context]).

Results in the “Relevant in Context” and “Best in Context” tasks are at the
end of the second-third of the ranking, but in “Focused” they are in a very low
position. So, the filter used for “Focused” should be improved much more.

On the other hand, we have not done yet a deep experimentation of different
configurations for both the importance and the utility values. The used values
are randomly selected configurations that obtained good results with the queries
and the judgements of the wikipedia collection at INEX 2006. We think that
the behaviour of our model could be clearly improved with a more systematic
experimentation finding an optimal configuration of the parameters. We hope to
include this experimentation in the final version of the paper.
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Abstract. As our preliminary work on XML retrieval, we conducted a series of 
experiments to investigate and analyze different XML retrieval strategies within 
a single framework, in order to detect key factors affecting the performance and 
get better knowledge about the problems. We use INEX as the test bed, and 
implement all the strategies in the Lemur/Indri system. 

1   Introduction 

As the de-facto standard for data representation and exchange on the Web, XML is 
being widely used in many applications. The need of full-text search and relevance 
ranking is called for when looking for information in large amounts of heterogeneous 
or document-centric XML data.  

In contrast with traditional information retrieval systems, XML-IR systems aim to 
retrieve the document fragments (e.g. elements in XML documents), rather than the 
whole documents, relevant to user queries. The straightforward approach of applying 
the existing information retrieval models to XML element retrieval is to adapt the 
granularity of statistics from documents as retrieval units to elements as retrieval units. 
For example, the term frequency in a document is changed into term frequency in an 
element. Each element is viewed as “bag of words” consisting all the terms contained 
in the subtree rooted at the element, and scored individually. The direct application of 
the traditional flat-text IR models does not fully exploit the structural information in 
XML documents. How to exploit the structural information to enhance the 
effectiveness in XML retrieval, however, remains a major challenge and unresolved 
problem. 

A well-accepted idea to exploit the hierarchical structure in XML documents is to 
score the leaf elements that directly contain terms and propagate the scores up to their 
ancestors. Thus the scores of elements up in the tree are calculated as weighted 
combinations of their descendants’ scores. The weights are usually less than 1 as the 
lower elements are considered as more specific than the upper elements [1]. Such a 
score propagation strategy can reflect the hierarchical level of the elements and also 
the weights can be set to reflect the importance of different element types. 
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As our preliminary work on XML retrieval, we attempt to evaluate and compare 
the different strategies and state-of-art scoring models for XML retrieval in a single 
framework, in order to identify how various factors affect the performance and gain 
better understanding into the problem. In this paper, we describe and analyze the work 
on comparing different XML retrieval strategies. 

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the basic approach of XML 
retrieval by applying the conventional IR models directly to retrieve elements instead 
of documents. Section 3 discusses the hierarchical retrieval approach of considering 
structure in XML documents by applying score propagation in computing scores. In 
Section 4, we present the series of experiments for evaluating the different retrieval 
strategies. We conclude the paper in Section 5. 

2   Basic Retrieval Models 

The basic approach for XML element retrieval is to apply the existing IR models 
directly with the statistics collected at the element level. The content of each element 
consists of all the terms contained in all the descendants of the element along with 
itself, referred as the full content of the element. Each element is scored independently 
by any existing scoring models, and a ranked list of elements is returned. In this paper, 
we evaluate three classes of IR models for scoring elements using the basic approach, 
i.e. vector space model, probabilistic model, and language model. 

For all the models that we evaluated, we collect the statistics with the notations as 
follows. 

tf(t, col):  term frequency in the collection; 
tf(t, d):  term frequency in the document “d”; 
tf(t, e):  term frequency in the element “e”; 
len(col):  size of the collection (number of terms); 
len(d):  size of the document “d” (number of terms); 
len(e):  size of the element “e” (number of terms); 
Nd:  total number of documents in the collection; 
Ne:  total number of elements in the collection; 
df(t):  number of documents containing the term; 
ef(t):  number of elements containing the term; 
In the following subsections, we give the formulas of all the evaluated models. 

Note that all formulas are given as the scoring function of element “e” on a single 
term “t”. For a query with multiple terms, the score of “e” is averaged over its scores 
on all query terms. 

2.1   Vector Space Model 

For the vector space model, we choose the basic TFIDF formula as follows: 
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( , ) ( , ) log
( )
dNscore e t tf t e

df t
= ⋅ . (1) 

( , ) ( , ) log
( )
eNscore e t tf t e

ef t
= ⋅ . (2) 

 
As elements are of various lengths and distributions while documents are roughly 

more homogeneous, we use two ways to measure the specialty of term “t”. One is the 
inverse document frequency (idf) in equation (1) [2], and the other is the inverse 
element frequency (ief) in equation (2) [3]. Their effects on performance are 
evaluated in experiments in Section 4. 

2.2   Probabilistic Model 

The most widely used and highly successful probabilistic model is Okapi BM25 [4], 
which are given by the following formulas: 

 

1

1

( 1) ( , ) ( ) 0.5( , ) log( ) ( ) 0.5((1 ) ) ( , )

dk tf t e N df tscore e t len e df tk b b tf t e
avel

+ ⋅ − +
= ⋅

+⋅ − + ⋅ +
. 

(3) 

1

1

( 1) ( , ) ( ) 0.( , ) log( ) ( ) 0.5((1 ) ) ( , )

ek tf t e N ef tscore e t len e ef tk b b tf t e
avel

+ ⋅ − +
= ⋅

+⋅ − + ⋅ +

5
. 

(4) 

 
avel is the average length of the elements in the collection, which can be computed 

from len(col)/Ne. As in vector space model, we test both idf and ief cases. 

2.3 Language Model 

Language modeling is a newly developed and promising approach to information 
retrieval. The basic idea is to estimate a language model for each document/element, 
and then rank the document/element by the likelihood of generating the query with 
the language model. There are different smoothing methods to estimate the language 
model, i.e. the probability of generating each term [5]. 

Dirichlet priors smoothing method. 
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Jelinek-Mercer smoothing method. 
 

( , ) ( , )( , ) (1 )
( ) ( )

tf t e tf t colscore e t
len e len col

λ λ= − + . (6) 

 

Two-Stage smoothing method. 
 

( , )( , )
( , )( )( , ) (1 )

( ) ( )

tf t dtf t e
tf t collen dscore e t

len e len col

μ
λ

μ

+ ⋅
= − +

+
λ . 

(7) 

 
In the above formula, element “e” is contained in the document “d”. That is, the 

element language model is first smoothed with the document language model using a 
Dirichlet prior, and then it is further smoothed with the collection language model 
using Jelinek-Mercer method [7]. 

3   Hierarchical Retrieval Models 

In the basic retrieval strategy, elements are scored independently. To capture the 
hierarchical relationship among elements, a common approach is to propagate the 
scores along the tree, that is, the scores of elements up in the tree are calculated as the 
weighted combination of scores of its children. The propagation is done recursively 
from the leaf nodes till the root of the tree [8][9]. 

Leaf-content vs. full-content. We can use any scoring model presented in Section 2 
to give the initial score for each element before propagation. As non-leaf elements 
will gain scores from its descendants, the initial scores for each element can be based 
on two options of element content: one is all the terms directly contained in the scored 
element, referred as leaf content; the other is the full content of the element. We 
evaluate both strategies in Section 4. 
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Propagation weights. There are many different ways to define the weights of 
propagating the score of an element to its parent. One basic approach is to assign 
equal weight to each element, and the accumulated score of an element is calculated 
as the average of all its children’s accumulated scores as well as its initial score. 
Another approach is to assign the weights proportional to the lengths of elements. So 
the propagation weight of each element is equal to the length of the element divided 
by the length of its parent element. Weights can also be defined to reflect the 
importance of specific element types or the degree of the dependence between the 
element and its parent. However, such more sophisticated approaches require some 
knowledge about the schema of XML documents. In our experiments, we evaluate the 
first two basic approaches. The first one is referred as average and the second one is 
referred as length strategies respectively in this paper.

4   Experiments 

We conducted a series of experiments to evaluate the different strategies presented in 
the previous sections, to gain better knowledge about structured document retrieval. 

4.1   Experimental Setup 

We implemented all the scoring models and different retrieval strategies inside the 
Lemur/Indri IR system [10]. It is based on language modeling approaches, and uses 
the full-content scoring strategy; by default, no hierarchical structure is exploited. We 
added scoring functions of TFIDF and Okapi models to the system, extended the 
index with statistics at the element level, and exploited the structure to do score 
propagation. 

We use the data and queries from INEX 2006 as the test bed. The data collection 
consists of more than 4G bytes of Wikipedia documents. We choose 15 topics from 
INEX 2006 topics, and test only the CO queries. All the elements in XML documents 
are indexed, and the index is built with the Krovetz stemmer. 

The metrics used in the experiments are the INEX 2007 metrics for focused 
retrieval tasks, i.e. interpolated precisions at selected recall levels (0.0, 0.01,0.05, 0.1), 
and the mean average interpolated precision (MAiP) computed from the interpolated 
average precisions at 101 recall levels. For each run, the system returns the top 1500 
elements. To apply the evaluation measures, overlap in the result list has to be 
removed first. We adopt the simplest strategy of removing overlap, i.e. just keeping 
the highest ranked element on each path. 

4.2 Results 

The experiment results are shown in Table 1 and Table 2. All the presented scoring 
models under different retrieval strategies are evaluated. For Okapi scoring models, 
we set the parameters k1=1.0 and b=0.5; for the Dirichlet method, the parameter μ is 
set to be 2500; for the Jenilek-Mercer method, we set parameter λ=0.4; the parameters 
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in the two-stage method are set as μ=2500 and λ=0.4. In the tables, “full-noStruct” 
denotes the basic approach of scoring each element independently based on its full 
content; “leaf-struct” and “full-struct” denote the strategies of taking into account the 
hierarchical structure of XML documents by propagating scores along paths based on 
the leaf content and full content of an element respectively, while the propagation 
weights can be set to be proportional to the length of an element---“length” or the 
average to all children elements---“avg”. 

Different scoring models. Among the three classes of scoring models, language 
modeling approaches, especially the two stage smoothing method, performed better 
than others both in terms of the MAiP and the iP at 0.01 recall level. 

idf vs. ief. As for the TFIDF and Okapi BM25 models, it can be observed that inverse 
element frequency (ief) had slightly better discriminating power among elements than 
the inverse document frequency (idf). 

Full vs. leaf. According to the measurements of MAiPs, for most scoring models, 
retrieval strategies based on full content of elements, especially those without 
considering structural information, performed better than those based on leaf content 
of elements with score propagation. Two-stage method is an exception however. It 
performs better using “leaf-struct” strategy. But in terms of the iP at 0.01 recall level, 
“leaf-struct” strategy performs better than or roughly the same as those based on full 
content of elements. 

Table 1. Mean Average Interpolated Precisions (MAiP) for different strategies. 

leaf-struct full-struct Scoring Models full-
noStruct length avg length avg 

idf 0.0934 0.0567 0.0433 0.0698 0.0895 tfidf 
ief 0.1123 0.0555 0.0359 0.0701 0.1080 
idf 0.0450 0.0361 0.0216 0.0408 0.0318 okapi 
ief 0.0479 0.0458 0.0274 0.0539 0.0335 
dirichlet 0.1804 0.1039 0.0420 0.0984 0.1715 
jenilek 0.1078 0.0691 0.0631 0.0605 0.0767 LM 
two-stage 0.2001 0.2751 0.2830 0.2385 0.2161 

Table 2. Interpolated Precisions (iP) at 0.01 recall level for different strategies. 

leaf-struct full-struct Scoring Models full-
noStruct length avg length avg 

idf 0.1832 0.3039 0.3297 0.3245 0.1802 tfidf 
ief 0.2496 0.3310 0.4163 0.3307 0.2436 
idf 0.4547 0.4415 0.3250 0.4578 0.3258 okapi 
ief 0.5084 0.5106 0.3744 0.5282 0.3475 
dirichlet 0.4170 0.5107 0.3712 0.3840 0.4581 
jenilek 0.6139 0.5538 0.4269 0.5606 0.5009 LM 
two-stage 0.7216 0.8133 0.8124 0.7914 0.7642 
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Length vs. average. For propagating scores up in the tree, using length-proportional 
weights is better than using average weights in most test cases. 

5   Conclusions and Future Work 

In this paper, we describe our preliminary work on XML retrieval. We did a series of 
experiments to analyze different retrieval strategies and scoring models in a single 
framework, attempting to identify the key factors affecting the performance and get 
better knowledge about the problem. We use INEX as the test bed, and implement the 
retrieval strategies in the Lemur/Indri system. 

At the time of submitting this extended abstract, we are still working on more 
extensive experiments with much more queries, tuning the parameters in different 
models, and etc. More detailed presentation and analysis is expected in the final 
version of this paper. 

As our future work, we are going to develop the scoring approach with the 
following issues in mind: 

1. How to score the elements to determine the appropriate portion of the document 
to return? 

2. How to interpret structural conditions or to combine the structural and content 
statistics in the scoring model? 
We are also interested in studying the problem of evaluating top-k queries efficiently. 
 
Acknowledgments. The research work is funded by the National Natural Science 
Foundation of China under Grant Nos. 60473069, 60496325, and the Key Project of 
Chinese Ministry of Education under Grant No. 106006. 
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Indian Statistical Institute at INEX 2007 Adhoc

track: VSM Approach

Sukomal Pal and Mandar Mitra
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Abstract. This paper describes the work that we did at Indian Statisti-
cal Institute towards XML retrieval for INEX 2007. As a continuation of
our INEX 2006 work, we applied the Vector Space Model and enhanced
our text retrieval system (SMART) to retrieve XML elements against the
INEX Adhoc queries. Like last year, we considered Content-Only(CO)
queries and submitted two runs for the FOCUSED sub-task. The base-
line run does retrieval at the document level; for the second run, we
submitted our first attempt at element level retrieval. This run uses a
very naive approach and performs poorly, but the relative performance
of the baseline run was respectable. Our next step will be to explore ways
to improve element-level retrieval.

1 Introduction

Traditional Information Retrieval systems return whole documents in response
to queries, but the challenge in XML retrieval is to return the most relevant parts
of XML documents which meet the given information need. INEX 2007 [1] marks
a paradigm shift as far as retrieval granularity is concerned. This year, arbitrary
passages are also permitted as retrievable units, besides the usual XML elements.
A retrieved passage can be a sequence of textual content either from within an
element or spanning a range of elements. INEX 2007 also classified the adhoc
retrieval task into three sub-tasks: a) the FOCUSED task which asks systems
to return a ranked list of elements or passages to the user; b) the RELEVANT
in CONTEXT task which asks systems to return relevant elements or passages
grouped by article; and c) the BEST in CONTEXT task which expects systems
to return articles along with one best entry point to the user.

Each of the three subtasks can be based on two different query variants:
Content-Only(CO) and Content-And-Structure(CAS) queries. In the CO task,
the user poses the query in free text and the retrieval system is supposed to return
the most relevant elements/passages. A CAS query can provide explicit or im-
plicit indications about what kind of element the user requires along with a tex-
tual query. Thus, a CAS query contains structural hints expressed in XPath [2]
along with an about() predicate.
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Our retrieval approach this year was based on the Vector Space Model which
sees both the document and the query as bags of words, and uses their tf-
idf based weight-vectors to measure the inner product similarity between the
document and the query. The documents are retrieved and ranked in decreasing
order of the similarity-value.

We used the SMART system for our experiments at INEX 2007 and submit-
ted two runs for the FOCUSED sub-task of the Adhoc track considering CO
queries only. In the following section we describe our approaches for these two
runs, and discuss results and further work in Section 3.

2 Approach

To extract the useful parts of the given documents, we shortlisted about thirty
tags that contain useful information:<p>,<ip1>,<it>,<st>,<fnm>,<snm>,
<atl>, <ti>, <p1>, <h2a>,<h>, <wikipedialink>, <section>, <outsidelink>,
<td>,<body>, etc. Documents were parsed using the LIBXML2 parser, and only
the textual portions included within the selected tags were used for indexing.
Similarly, for the topics, we considered only the title and description fields for
indexing, and discarded the inex-topic, castitle and narrative tags. No structural
information from either the queries or the documents was used.

The extracted portions of the documents and queries were indexed using sin-
gle terms and a controlled vocabulary (or pre-defined set) of statistical phrases
following Salton’s blueprint for automatic indexing [3]. Stopwords were removed
in two stages. First, we removed frequently occurring common words (like know,
find, information, want, articles, looking, searching, return, documents, relevant,
section, retrieve, related, concerning, etc.) from the INEX topic-sets. Next, words
listed in the standard stop-word list included within SMART were removed
from both documents and queries. Words were stemmed using a variation of the
Lovin’s stemmer implemented within SMART. Frequently occurring word bi-
grams (loosely referred to as phrases) were also used as indexing units. We used
the N-gram Statistics Package (NSP)1 on the English Wikipedia text corpus and
selected the 100,000 most frequent word bi-grams as the list of candidate phrases.
Documents and queries were weighted using the Lnu.ltn [4] term-weighting for-
mula. For each of 130 adhoc queries(414-543), we retrieved 1500 top-ranked XML
documents or non-overlapping elements.

2.1 Baseline Run

For the baseline run, VSMfb, we retrieved whole documents only. We had in-
tended to use blind feedback for this run, but ended up inadvertently submitting
the results of simple, inner-product similarity based retrieval.

1 http://www.d.umn.edu/˜tpederse/nsp.html
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2.2 Element-level Run

This year, we also attempted element-level retrieval for the first time. Since
Smart does not support the construction of inverted indices at the element-level,
we adopted a 2-pass strategy. In the first pass, we retrieved 1500 documents for
each query. In the second pass, only the retrieved documents were analysed at
the element level, and the best-matching elements constituted the final ranked
list.

More specifically, for the first pass, we applied automatic query expansion.
To reduce query drift, we first re-ranked the top 50 retrieved documents from the
baseline run using proximity constraints and term correlation information [5].
After the reranking step, queries were expanded via blind feedback using the top
20 documents. The expansion parameters are given below:

number of words = 20

number of phrases = 5

Rocchio α = 4

Rocchio β = 4

Rocchio γ = 2.

For each topic, 1500 documents were retrieved using the expanded query.
These documents were then parsed using the libXML2 parser, and leaf nodes
having textual content were identified. The total set of leaf-level textual elements
obtained from the 1500 top-ranked documents were then indexed and compared
to the query as before to obtain the final list of 1500 retrieved elements. Since
we considered only the leaf-nodes, the retrieved elements are automatically non-
overlapping.

3 Results

The results reported for the two runs are shown in Table 1. Overall ranks are
out of 79 runs, and CO-ranks are out of 58 runs published on the INEX 2007
web-site.

The first run or the baseline, if not satisfactory, was certainly promising.
Since this run returns only whole documents, it compares unfavourably with
other runs when evaluated using precision-oriented measures such as P@0.00 or
P@0.01, but looks respectable in terms of P@0.10 and ends up at 7th position in
terms of MAiP. It remains to be seen whether further improvements are achieved
when blind feedback is actually used (as originally intended).

The element-level run proved to be a damp squib. In hindsight, this is not very
surprising since our present system does not consider elements at intermediate
(non-leaf) levels. Leaf nodes are very often too small to contain any meaning-
ful information. However, this needs to be thoroughly investigated. We intend
to complete these investigations once we obtain the updated EVALJ package
incorporating the new official metrics.
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4 Conclusion

This was our second year at INEX. Our main objective this year was to incorpo-
rate element-level retrieval within Smart. We started with retrieval only at the
leaf-level, but this obviously needs to be extended to enable retrieval of elements
at any level within the XML tree. We will be particularly interested in effective
term-weighting and normalization strategies for element retrieval. We hope this
will be an exciting exercise which we plan to continue in the coming years.
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Using Topic Models in XML Retrieval

Fang Huang

School of Computing, The Robert Gordon University, Scotland
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Abstract. This paper describes Robert Gordon University’s experiments
of using probabilistic topic models in the INEX 2007 ad hoc track. We
looked at a recent statistical model called Latent Dirichlet Allocation[1],
and explored how it could be applied to XML retrieval.

1 Introduction

XML retrieval aims to return relevant document components (e.g., XML ele-
ments) rather than whole documents. A variety of approaches have been ex-
ploited to score XML elements’ relevance to a user’s query[4, 6]. In this work, we
experimented on how the topic model, a recent unsupervised learning technique,
can be use in XML retrieval. The specific model at the heart of this study is the
Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) model[1], a hierarchical Bayesian model em-
ployed previously to analyze text corpora and to annotate images[2]. The basic
idea of a topic model is that documents are mixtures of topics, where a topic
is a probability distribution over words. We used LDA to discover topics in the
Wikipedia collection. Documents, XML elements, user queries and words were
all represented as mixtures of probabilistic topics, and were compared to each
other to calculate their relevance.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 briefly intro-
duces the LDA model and explains how LDA is used to model the relationships
of documents in the Wikipedia collection. Our experimental setup is described
in section 3. In section 4, we discuss our submitted runs and our results in the
INEX official evaluation. The final part, section 5, concludes with a discussion
and possible directions for future work.

2 Using the Latent Dirichlet Allocation Model on
Wikipedia Collection

Latent dirichlet allocation[1] is a generative probabilistic model for collections of
discrete data such as text corpora. It assumes that each word of each document
is generated by one of several “topics”; each topic is associated with a different
conditional distribution over a fixed vocabulary. The same set of topics is used
to generate the entire set of documents in a collection but each document re-
flects these topics with different relative proportions. Specifically, for a collection
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consists of words w = w1, w2, ..., wn, where wi(1 ≤ i ≤ n) belongs to some docu-
ments, as in a word-document co-occurrence matrix. For each document di, we
have a multinomial distribution over k topics, with parameters θ(di), so for a
word in document di, P (zi = j) = θ

(di)
j . The jth(1 ≤ j ≤ n) topic is represented

by a multinomial distribution over the n words in the vocabulary, with param-
eters α(j), so P (wi|zi = j) = α

(j)
wi . A Dirichlet prior is introduced for the topic

distribution with parameters αi(1 ≤ i ≤ k):

p(θ|α) =
Γ (

∑k
i=1 αi)∏k

i=1 Γ (αi)
θα1−1
1 ...θαk−1

k (1)

where the parameter α is a k-vector with components αi > 0, and Γ (x) is the
Gamma function. Thus, the probability of observing a document di is:

p(di|α, β) =
∫

p(θ|α)(
N∏

n=1

∑
zn

p(zn|θ)p(wn|zn, β))dθ (2)

where document di contains N words wn(1 ≤ n ≤ N). The number of parameters
to estimate in this model is k parameters for the Dirichlet distribution and n−1
parameters for each of the k topic models. The estimation of parameters is done
by variational inference algorithms.

We applied the LDA on the Wikipedia collection. All texts in the collec-
tion were lower-cased, stop-words removed using a stop-word list. After the pre-
processing, each document was represented in a form of a word frequency vector.
A Gibbs sampling algorithm was then used to estimate parameters of LDA in
our implementation. As the LDA model assumes that the dimensionality of the
Dirichlet distribution (and thus the dimensionality of the topic variable z ) is
known and fixed, two topic models were learned in our experiments. The dimen-
sionalities of them were 200 and 50, respectively. The content of words, docu-
ments, any XML elements, and user queries were then represented as vectors of
topic probabilities.

3 Experimental Setup

We created inverted indexes of the collection using Lucene[3]. Indexes were word-
based. All texts were lower-cased, stop-words removed using a stop-word list, but
no stemming. For each XML element, all text nested inside it was indexed. We
considered paragraph elements to be the lowest possible level of granularity of a
retrieval unit. And indexed text segments consisting of paragraph elements and
of elements containing at least one paragraph element as a descendant element.
For the remainder of the paper, when we refer to the XML elements considered in
our investigation, we mean the segments that correspond to paragraph elements
and to their ancestors.

Our queries were created using terms only in the <title> parts of topics. Like
the index, queries were word-based. The text was lower-cased and stop-words
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were removed, but no stemming was applied. ‘+’, ‘-’ and quoters in queries were
simply removed. The modifiers “and” and “or” were ignored.

As described in section 2, we learned two topic models. The dimensionalities
(number of topics) of them were 200 and 50, respectively. For each of the topic
models, XML elements, and user queries were represented as vectors in the topic
space. The similarity of a user query and an XML element were determined by
cosine similarity between the two corresponding vectors.

4 Submissions and Results

In this section, we describe the runs submitted to the INEX 2007 ad-hoc track.
We totally submitted 6 runs based on topic models, two for each of the 3 tasks
(Focused, Relevant-in-Context, and Best-in-Context). Table 1 lists a brief de-
scription of the runs. In our experiments, the top ranked elements were returned

Table 1. Ad-hoc runs based on topic models

RunID Approach INEX task

Focused-TM-1 topic model with 200 topics Focused
Focused-LDA topic model with 50 topics Focused
RelevantInContent-TM-1 topic model with 200 topics Relevant-in-Context
RelevantInContent-LDA topic model with 50 topics Relevant-in-Context
BestInContext-TM-1 topic model with 200 topics Best-in-Context
BestInContext-LDA topic model with 50 topics Best-in-Context

for further processing. For the Focused Task, overlaps were removed by apply-
ing a post-filtering on the retrieved ranked list by selecting the highest scored
element from each of the paths. In case of two overlapping elements with the
same relevance score, the child element was selected. For the Relevant-in-Context
task, we simply took the results for the Focused task, reordered the elements in
the list such that results from the same article were grouped together. In the
Best-in-Context task, the element with the highest score was chosen for each
document. If there are two or more elements with the same highest score, the
one that appeared first in the original document was selected. For each of the
runs, the top 1,500 ranked elements were returned as answers.

Table 2 lists the result of our Focused runs in the INEX 2007 official eval-
uation, where iP@j, j ∈ [0.00, 0.01, 0.05, 0.10], is the interpolated precision at j
recall level cutoffs, and MAip is the mean average interpolated precision. Details
of the evaluation metrics can be found in [5]. Performance of Focused-LDA is rel-
atively poor. As we used 50 topics to model the collection in this run, the result
prompts us that 50 topics are not enough to describe the whole collection. This is
reasonable, as the Wikipedia collection we used is a large heterogeneous corpus
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Table 2. Results of Focused runs

RunID iP@0.00 iP@0.01 iP@0.05 iP@0.10 MAiP

Focused-TM-1 0.4079 0.3586 0.2845 0.2500 0.0945
Focused-LDA 0.0276 0.0171 0.0137 0.0116 0.0041

containing 659,388 documents with a large number of various topics. Further-
more, when we increased the number of topics, in Focused-TM-1 (which is based
on a topic model with 200 topics), the performance is significantly improved.

Table 3. Results of Relevant-in-Context runs

RunID gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50] MAgP

RelevantInContext-TM-1 0.1546 0.1357 0.0993 0.0778 0.0730
RelevantInContext-LDA 0.0034 0.0033 0.0060 0.0058 0.0048

Table 4. Results of Best-in-Context runs

RunID gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50] MAgP

BestInContext-TM-1 0.2244 0.2115 0.1773 0.1382 0.1290
BestInContext-LDA 0.0136 0.0098 0.0123 0.0105 0.0099

Evaluation results of Relevant-in-Context runs and Best-in-Context runs are
listed in table 3 and table 4, respectively. Here, g[r], r ∈ [5, 10, 25, 50], is non-
interpolated generalized precision at r ranks; and MAgP is non-interpolated
mean average generalized precision. Again, results show that runs based on the
topic model with 200 topics (i.e., RelevantInContext-TM-1, BestInContext-TM-
1) perform significantly better than runs based on the topic model with 50 topics
(i.e., RelevantInContext-LDA, BestInContext-LDA). This is not surprising as we
explained above. It indicates that the collection is much better described with
200 topics than 50 topics. As the topics dimensionalities were randomly set as
50 and 200 in our experiments, we expect that retrieval results will be signifi-
cantly improved given that we know the actually number of topic underlying the
collection.

85



5 Conclusions

We have presented, in this paper, our experiments of using topic models for
the INEX 2007 evaluation campaign. We participated in all the three ad hoc
track tasks. The LDA model is used to detect topics underlying the collection.
We learned two topic models with topic numbers of 50 and 200, respectively.
The evaluation results showed that runs based on the topic model with 200
topics achieved significantly better performances than runs based on a lower-
dimensional topic space (50 topics). One assumption of the LDA model is that
the dimensionality of the topic is known and fixed. In our experiments, dimen-
sionalities were randomly set as 50 and 200. We expect the results will be better
if we learn the number of topics underlying the collection. Our future work will
focus on integrating text mining techniques to learn the number of topics before
applying LDA model.
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Abstract. This paper describes the setup and results of the Max-Planck-
Institut für Informatik’s contributions for the INEX 2007 AdHoc Track
task. The runs were produced with TopX, a search engine for ranked
retrieval of XML data that supports a probabilistic scoring model for
full-text content conditions and tag-term combinations, path conditions
as exact or relaxable constraints, and ontology-based relaxation of terms
and tag names.

1 System Overview

TopX [2, 5] aims to bridge the fields of database systems (DB) and information
retrieval (IR). From a DB viewpoint, it provides an efficient algorithmic basis
for top-k query processing over multidimensional datasets, ranging from struc-
tured data such as product catalogs (e.g., bookstores, real estate, movies, etc.)
to unstructured text documents (with keywords or stemmed terms defining the
feature space) and semistructured XML data in between. From an IR viewpoint,
TopX provides ranked retrieval based on a relevance scoring function, with sup-
port for flexible combinations of mandatory and optional conditions as well as
text predicates such as phrases, negations, etc. TopX combines these two aspects
into a unified framework and software system, with emphasis on XML ranked
retrieval.

Figure 1 depicts the main components of the TopX system. The Indexer
parses and analyzes the document collection and builds the index structures for
efficient lookups of tags, content terms, phrases, structural patterns, etc. TopX
currently uses Oracle10g as a storage system, but the JDBC interface would
easily allow other relational backends, too. An Ontology component manages
optional ontologies with various kinds of semantic relationships among concepts
and statistical weighting of relationship strengths.

At query run-time, the Core Query Processor decomposes queries (which can
be either NEXI or XPath Full-Text) and invokes the top-k algorithms. It main-
tains intermediate top-k results and candidate items in a priority queue, and it
schedules accesses on the precomputed index lists in a multi-threaded architec-
ture. Several advanced components provide means for run-time acceleration:

87



Corpus StatisticsCorpus Statistics
Thesaurus with

Concepts, Relations,
Statistics, etc.

Thesaurus with
Concepts, Relations,

Statistics, etc. Index List Metadata
(e.g., Histograms)

Index List Metadata
(e.g., Histograms)

Inverted Index Lists
for Tag-Term Pairs

Inverted Index Lists
for Tag-Term Pairs

R
andom

 A
ccess

Cost-based 
Index Access
Scheduling

Cost-based 
Index Access
Scheduling

Probabilistic
Candidate Pruning

Probabilistic
Candidate Pruning

Dynamic
Query Expansion

Dynamic
Query Expansion

Top-k
Queue
Top-k
Queue

Scan threads:
Sequential Access 

in descending 
order of scores

Structure
Indexes

Structure
Indexes

Candidate
Queue 

& Cache

TopX Core Query Processor
• Index Scans & Random Accesses
• Incremental Path Evaluation                  
• Score Bookkeeping & Early Termination                 

TopX Core Query Processor
• Index Scans & Random Accesses
• Incremental Path Evaluation                  
• Score Bookkeeping & Early Termination                 

D
at

a 
E

nt
ry

 T
im

e 
Q

ue
ry

 P
ro

cc
es

si
ng

T
im

e

Indexer
& Crawler

Indexer
& Crawler

Ontology
Service

Ontology
Service

Fig. 1. TopX architecture.

– The Probabilistic Candidate Pruning component [6] allows TopX to drop
candidates that are unlikely to qualify for the top-k results at an early stage,
with a controllable loss and probabilistic result guarantees.

– The Index Access Scheduler [1] provides a suite of scheduling strategies for
sorted and random accesses to index entries.

– The Incremental Path Evaluation uses additional cost models to decide when
to evaluate structural conditions like XML path conditions, based on spe-
cialized indexes for XML structure.

– The Dynamic Query Expansion component [4] maps the query keywords
and/or tags to concepts in the available ontology and incrementally generates
query expansion candidates.

As our INEX runs focused on result quality, not on efficiency, they were produced
using only the Index Access Scheduler and Incremental Path Evaluation. Topx
supports three different front-ends: a servlet with an HTML end-user interface
(that was used for the topic development of INEX 2006 and 2007), a Web Service
with a SOAP interface (that was used by the Interactive track), and as a Java
API (that was used to generate our runs).

2 Data Model and Scoring

We refer the reader to [2] for a thorough discussion of the scoring model. This
section shortly reviews important concepts.
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2.1 Data Model

We consider a simplified XML data model, where idref/XLink/XPointer links are
disregarded. Thus every document forms a tree of nodes, each with a tag and
a related content. We treat attributes nodes as children of the corresponding
element node. The content of a node is either a text string or it is empty. With
each node, we associate its full-content which is defined as the concatenation of
the text contents of all the node’s descendants in document order.

2.2 Content Scores

For content scores we make use of element-specific statistics that view the full-
content of each element as a bag of words:

1) the full-content term frequency, ftf(t, n), of term t in node n, which is the
number of occurrences of t in the full-content of n;

2) the tag frequency, NA, of tag A, which is the number of nodes with tag A in
the entire corpus;

3) the element frequency, efA(t), of term t with regard to tag A, which is the
number of nodes with tag A that contain t in their full-contents in the entire
corpus.

The score of an element e with tag A with respect to a content condition
of the form T[about(., t)] (where T is either e’s tag A or the tag wildcard
operator ∗) is then computed by the following BM25-inspired formula:

score(e, T[about(., t)]) = (1)
(k1 + 1) ftf(t, e)

K + ftf(t, n)
· log

(
NA − efA(t) + 0.5

efA(t) + 0.5

)

with K =

k1

(
(1 − b) + b

∑
t′ ftf(t′, e)

avg{∑t′ ftf(t′, e′) | e′ with tag A}
)

For a query content condition with multiple terms, the score of an element
satisfying the tag constraint is computed as the sum of the element’s content
scores for the corresponding content conditions, i.e.:

score(e, T[about(., t1 . . . tm)]) =
m∑

i=1

score(e, T[about(., ti)]) (2)

TopX provides the option to evaluate queries either in conjunctive mode or
in “andish” mode. In the first case, all terms (and, for content-and-structure
queries, all structural conditions) must be met by a result candidate, but still
different matches yield different scores. In the second case, a node is already
considered a match if it satisfies at least one content condition in the target
dimension specified in the NEXI/XPath query.
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Orthogonally to this, TopX can be configured to return two different gran-
ularities as results: in document mode, TopX returns the best documents for a
query, whereas in element mode, the best target elements are returned, which
may include several elements from the same document. For the INEX experi-
ments in this year’s AdHoc track, we used element mode with some additional
postprocessing for the Focused task, and document mode for the RelevantIn-
Context and BestInContext tasks.

2.3 Structural Scores

Given a query with structural and content conditions, we transitively expand all
structural query dependencies. For example, in the query //A//B//C[about(.,
t)] an element with tag C has to be a descendant of both A and B elements.
Branching path expressions can be expressed analogously. This process yields a
directed acyclic graph (DAG) with tag-term conditions as leaves, tag conditions
as inner nodes, and all transitively expanded descendant relations as edges.

Our structural scoring model essentially counts the number of navigational
(i.e., tag-only) conditions that are completely satisfied by a result candidate
and assigns a small and constant score mass c for every such condition that is
matched. This structural score mass is combined with the content scores. In our
setup we have set c = 1, whereas content scores are normalized to [0, 1], i.e., we
emphasize the structural parts.

3 AdHoc Track Results

As the recent development of TopX has focused on efficiency issues, its scoring
function used to rank results did not change from the experiments reported
last year [3]. The discussion of the experimental results in this section therefore
focuses on differences introduced by the new metrics used for INEX 2007.

For each subtask, we submitted the following four runs:

– CO-{subtask}-all: a CO run that considered the terms in the title of a
topic without phrases and negations, allowing all tags for results.

– CO-{subtask}-ex-all: a CO run that considered terms as well as phrases
and negations (so-called expensive predicates), again without limiting tags of
results.

– CAS-{subtask}-all: a CAS run that considered the castitle of a topic if it
was available, and the title otherwise. The target tag was evaluated strictly,
whereas support conditions were optional; phrases and negations were ig-
nored.

– CAS-{subtask}-ex-all: a CAS run that additionally considered phrases
and negations.
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3.1 Focused Task

Our runs for the focused task were produced by first producing a run with
all results (corresponding to the Thorough task in previous years) and then
postprocessing the run to remove any overlap. For each such run, we kept an
element e if there was no other element e′ from the same document in the run
that had a higher score than e and had a path that overlapped with e’s path. This
simple, syntactic postprocessing yielded good results for the CAS runs (shown
in Table 1). Especially for the early recall levels, TopX performed extremely well
with peak rank 2 in the official result. Interestingly, the CAS run that considered
phrases and negation did slightly worse than its counterpart without expensive
predicates, whereas the CO run with phrases and negation did better than the
plain CO run. Compared to 2006, the results are surprising as our CO runs were
much better than our CAS runs then; we assume that limiting the result tags
for CO queries to ’article’, ’section’ and ’p’ as we did in 2006 would have helped
to improve the CO results.

run iP[0.00] iP[0.01] iP[0.05] iP[0.10] MAiP

TOPX-CAS-Focused-all 0.4744 (2) 0.4149 (2) 0.3211 (16) 0.2902 (17) 0.1115 (28)

TOPX-CAS-Focused-ex-all 0.4364 (9) 0.3938 (7) 0.2981 (25) 0.2640 (25) 0.1036 (30)

TOPX-CO-Focused-all 0.4200 (17) 0.3621 (28) 0.2848 (32) 0.2549 (31) 0.1010 (32)

TOPX-CO-Focused-ex-all 0.4379 (8) 0.3758 (23) 0.3001 (23) 0.2709 (23) 0.1021 (31)

Table 1. Results for the Focused Task: iterpolated precision at different recall levels
(ranks are in parentheses) and mean average interpolated precision

3.2 RelevantInContext Task

To produce the runs for the RelevantInContext task, we ran TopX in document
mode. This yielded a list of documents ordered by the highest score of any
element within the document, together with a list of elements and their scores
for each document.

The results (Table 2) are reasonably good for CAS queries with peak rank
of 12 at 25 documents. For CO queries, results are much worse than 2006; again
we attribute this to the fact that we did not limit the tags of result elements.

3.3 BestInContext Task

To compute the best entry point for a document, we postprocessed the Rel-
evantInContext runs by simply selecting the element with highest score from
each document and ordered them by score. The results (Table 3) show that this
did not work as well as 2006, with a peak rank of 25 this year (compared to
a peak rank of 1 for 2006). Especially CO runs performed much worse than
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run gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50] MAgP

TOPX-CO-all-RIC 0.1393 (30) 0.1261 (27) 0.0930 (28) 0.0740 (26) 0.0710 (29)

TOPX-CO-ex-all-RIC 0.1491 (26) 0.1252 (28) 0.0890 (31) 0.0701 (30) 0.0747 (23)

TOPX-CAS-RIC 0.1654 (19) 0.1436 (16) 0.1111 (12) 0.0784 (22) 0.0735 (24)

TOPX-CAS-ex-RIC 0.1270 (35) 0.1207 (31) 0.0924 (29) 0.0664 (34) 0.0664 (31)

Table 2. Results for the RelevantInContext Task: generalized precision/recall at dif-
ferent ranks and mean average generalized precision (ranks are in parentheses)

expected in general, even though they performed better than our CAS runs or
mean average generalized precision. We attribute this to the fact that we eval-
uated target tags strictly in CAS runs, so we limited our choice of best entry
points to elements with these tags.

run gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50] MAgP

TOPX-CO-all-BIC 0.2039 (44) 0.2060 (42) 0.1729 (38) 0.1320 (37) 0.1326 (32)

TOPX-CO-ex-all-BIC 0.2097 (42) 0.1936 (43) 0.1637 (42) 0.12461 (39) 00.1299 (33)

TOPX-CAS-BIC 0.2604 (25) 0.2309 (25) 0.1892 (28) 0.1330 (36) 0.1225 (37)

TOPX-CAS-ex-BIC 0.2368 (35) 0.2197 (39) 0.1800 (32) 0.1294 (38) 0.1153 (38)

Table 3. Results for the BestInContext Task: generalized precision/recall at different
ranks and mean average generalized precision (ranks are in parentheses)

4 Conclusion

This paper the results of the runs produced for the INEX 2007 AdHoc Track
with the TopX search engine. This year, runs using CAS topics performed better
than runs with CO topics, and TopX performed especially well for the Focused
task. We need to further investigate why the results for CO runs were not as
good as expected, especially compared to the results from INEX 2006.
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Abstract. We present in this paper the work of the Information Re-
trieval Modeling Group (MRIM) of the Computer Science Laboratory of
Grenoble (LIG) at the INEX 2007 Ad Hoc Track. We study here the im-
pact of non structural relations between structured document elements
(doxels) on structured documents retrieval. We use existing links between
doxels of the collection, encoded with the collectionlink tag, to integrate
link and content aspects. We characterize the relation induced by the
collectionlink tag with relative exhaustivity and specificity scores. As a
consequence, the matching process is based on doxels content and these
features. Results of experiments on the test collection are presented. Runs
using non structural links overperform a baseline without such links.

1 Introduction

This paper describes the approach used for the Ad Hoc Track of the INEX 2007
competition. Our goal here is to show that the use of non structural links can
increase the quality of the results provided by an information retrieval system
on XML documents. We consider that handling links between documents in a
smart way may help an information retrieval system, not only to provide better
results, but also to organize the results in a way to overcome the usual simple
list of documents. For INEX 2007, we only show that our approach impacts in
a positive way the quality of the results provided.

The use of non structural links, such as Web links or similarity links has been
studied in the past. Well known algorithms such as Pagerank [1] or HITS [3] do
not integrate in a seamless way the links in the matching process. Savoy, in [6],
showed that the use of non structural links may provide good results, without
qualifying the strength of the inter-relations. In [7], Smucker and Allan show
that similarity links may help navigation in the result space. We want, with the
work described here, to go further in this direction.

In the following, the non structural relations between doxels will be referred
to as the context of the doxels. Our assumption is that document parts are not
only relevant because of their content, but also because they are related to other
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document parts that answer the query. In some way, we revisit the Cluster Hy-

pothesis of van Rijsbergen [8], by considering that the relevance value of each
document is impacted by the relevance values of related documents.

In our proposal, we first build inter-relations between doxels, and then char-
acterize these relations using relative exhaustivity and specificity at indexing
time. These elements are used later on by the matching process.

The nine officially submitted runs by the LIG for the Ad Hoc track integrate
such non structural links. For each of the three tasks (Focused, Relevant in Con-
text, Best in Context) a baseline without using such links was submitted. Taking
into account the non structural links outperforms consistently this baseline.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: we describe the links that
were used in our experiments in part 2, the doxel space is described in detail in
section 3, in which we propose a document model using the context. Section 4
introduces our matching in context process. Results of the INEX 2007 Ad Hoc
track are presented in Section 5.

2 Choice of Collectionlinks

The idea of considering neighbours was first proposed in [9], in order to facili-
tate the exploration of the result space by selecting the relevant doxels, and by
indicating potential good neighbours to access from one doxel. For this task, the
4 Nearest Neighbours were computed.

The INEX 2007 collection contains several links between documents, like
unknownlinks, languagelinks and outsidelinks for instance. We only consid-
ered existing relations between doxels with the collectionlink tag, because these
links denote links inside the collection. Such links have several attributes, but the
important attribute for use here is xlink : href that indicates the target of the
link. We notice that the targets of such links are only whole documents, and not
documents parts; this aspect may negatively impact our expectations compared
to our model that supports documents parts as targets. The table 1 shows these
relations, with a first document D1 (file 288042.xml) about “Croquembouche”
and a second document D2 (file 1502304.xml) about “Choux pastry”. The third
collectionlink tag in D1 links D1 to D2 and also ensures a direct proximity
between doxels. For our runs, we only considered :

– for each leaf doxel d: the 4 first collectionlinks of d,

– for non-leaf doxels d′: the union of 4 first collection links of its leaf doxels
direct or indirect components

Overall, there are 17 013 512 collectionlinks in the INEX 2007 collection, and
with the restriction above we take into account 12 352 989 of them.
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Document D1:

<article>

<name id="288042">Croquembouche</name>

...

<body>A

<emph3>croquembouche</emph3>is a

<collectionlink ... xlink:href="10581.xml">French</collectionlink>

<collectionlink ... xlink:href="57572.xml">cake</collectionlink>

consisting of a conical heap of cream-filled

<collectionlink ... xlink:href="1502304.xml">choux</collectionlink>

buns bound together with a brittle

<collectionlink ... xlink:href="64085.xml">caramel</collectionlink>

sauce, and usually decorated with ribbons or spun sugar.

...

</body>

</article>

Document D2:

<article>

<name id="1502304">Choux pastry</name>

...

<body>

<emph3>Choux pastry</emph3>

<emph2>(pte choux)</emph2>is a form of light

<collectionlink ... xlink:href="67062.xml">pastry</collectionlink>

used to make

<collectionlink ... xlink:href="697505.xml">profiterole</collectionlink>

s or

<collectionlink ... xlink:href="1980219.xml">eclair</collectionlink>

s. Its

<collectionlink ... xlink:href="198059.xml">raising agent</collectionlink>

is the high water content, which boils during cooking, puffing

out the pastry.

...

</body>

</article>

Table 1. Collectionlinks in articles
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3 Doxel space

3.1 Doxel content

The representation of the content of doxel di is a vector generated from a usual
vector space model using the whole content of the doxel: di = (wi,1, ..., wi,k).
Such a representation has proved to give good results for structured document
retrieval [2]. The weighting scheme retained is a simple tf.idf , with idf based
on the whole corpus and with the following normalizations: the tf is normalized
by the max of the tf of each doxel, and the idf is log-based, according to the
document collection frequency. To avoid an unmanageable quantity of doxels,
we kept only doxels having the following tags: article, p, collectionlink, title,
section, item. The reason for using only these elements was because, except for
the collectionlinks, we assume that the text content for these doxels are not too
small. The overall number of doxels considered by us here is 29 291 417.

3.2 Doxel context

Let’s consider the two linked by collectionlink structured documents D1 and D2

proposed in table 1, they share apriori information. If a user looks for all the
information about “croquembouche”, the system should indicate that the link
above is a relevant part of the query result. If the user only wants to have general
informations about “croquembouche”, D1 is highly relevant, D2 is less relevant,
and moreover, the system should indicate that the link between D1 and D2 is not
interesting for this query result. To characterize the relations between doxels, we
propose to define relative exhaustivity and relative specificity between doxels.
These features are inspired from the definitions of specificity and exhaustivity
proposed at INEX 2005 [4]. Consider a non-compositional relation from the
doxels d1 to the doxel d2:

– The relative specificity of this relation, noted
Spe(d1, d2), denotes the extent to which d2 focuses on the topics of d1. For
instance, if d2 deals only with elements from d1, then Spe(d1, d2) should be
close to 1.

– The relative exhaustivity of this relation, noted
Exh(d1, d2), denotes the extent to which d2 deals with all the topics of d1.
For instance, if d2 discusses all the elements of d1, then Exh(d1, d2) should
be close to 1.

The values of these features are in [0, 1]. We could think that these features
behave in an opposite way: when Spe(d1, d2) is high, then Exh(d1, d2) is low,
and vice verse.

Relative specificity and relative exhaustivity between two doxels are exten-
sions of the overlap function [5] of the index of d1 and d2: these values reflect
the amount of overlap between the source and target of the relation. We define
relative specificity and relative exhaustivity on the basis of the non normalized
doxel vectors w1,i and w2,i (respectively for d1 and d2) as follows.
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We estimate values of the exhaustivity and the specificity of d1 and d2, based
on a vector where weights are tf.idf

Exh(d1, d2) =

∑
i w1,i · w2,i∑
i w2

⊕1/w2,i

(1)

Spe(d1, d2) =

∑
i w1,i · w2,i∑
i w2

⊕2/w1,i

(2)

where: w⊕m/wn,i
=

{
wm,i if wn,i ≤ 1
√

wm,i · wn,i otherwise.

w⊕m/n,i ensures that the scores are in [0, 1].

4 Matching in context model

As we have characterized the doxel context, the matching process should return
doxels relevant to the user’s information needs regarding both content and struc-
ture aspects, and considering the context of each relevant doxel.

We define the matching function as a linear combination of a standard match-
ing result without context and a matching result based on relative specificity and
exhaustivity. The relevant status value RSV (d, q) for a given doxel d and a given
query q is thus given by:

RSV (d, q) = α ∗ RSVcontent(d, q) + (1 − α) ∗ RSVcontext(d, q), (3)

where α ∈ [0, 1] is experimentally fixed,
RSVcontent(d, q) is the score without considering the set of neighbours Vd of
d (i.e. cosine similarity) and

RSVcontext(d, q) =
∑

d′∈Vd

β ∗ Exh(d, d′) + (1 − β) ∗ Spe(d, d′)

|Vd|
RSVcontent(d

′, q)

(4)
where β ∈ [0, 1] is used to privilege exhaustivity or specificity.

The matching in context model computes scores with both content and con-
text dimensions to complete our model.

5 Experiments and results

The INEX 2007 Adhoc track consists of three retrieval tasks: the Focused Task,
the Relevant In Context Task, and the Best In Context Task. We submitted 3
runs for each of these tasks. For all these runs, we used only the title of the
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INEX 2007 queries as input for our system: we removed the words prefixed by
a ’-’ character, and we did not consider the indicators for phrase search. The
vocabulary used for the official runs is quite small (39 000 terms).

First of all, we have experimented our system with INEX 2006 collection to
fix α and β parameters (see above). The best results were achieved with a higher
value for the exhaustivity than for the specificity. As a consequence, we decide
to fix α = 0.75 and β = 0.75 for our expected best results.

5.1 Focused Task

The INEX 2007 Focused Task is dedicated to find the most focused results that
satisfy a information need, without returning “overlapping” elements. In our
focused task, we experiment with two different rankings.

For the first run, the “default” one, namely LIG 075075 FOC FOC with
λ = 0.75 and β = 0.75, we rank the result based on matching in context proposed
in section 4; overlap is removed by applying a post-processing.

For the second run, we choose to use the results of the Relevant In Context
Task to produce our Focused Task results : relevant doxels are ranked by article,
and we decide to score the doxels with the score of each corresponding article and
list them according to their position in the document, and removing overlapping
doxels. This run is called LIG 075075 FOC RIC, and we set λ = 0.75 and
β = 0.75

The last run, namely LIG 1000 FOC RIC is a baseline run. It is similar to
the second run with λ = 1.0 and β = 0.0.

We present our results for the focused task in Table 2 showing precision val-
ues at given percentages of recall, and in Figure 1 showing the generalized preci-
sion/recall curve. These results show that runs based on Relevant In Context ap-
proach outperforms the “default” Focused Task run, LIG 075075 FOC FOC:
after checking the code, we found a bug that leads to incorrect paths for the
doxels, and this bug impacts in a lesser extent the second run. We report
the results using the Mean Average Interpolated Precision (first column) and,
with the LIG 1000 FOC RIC run as baseline, the LIG 075075 FOC RIC run
shows that collectionlinks improve results (+13.6%). Moreover, in Table 2 and
in Figure 1, we see that for the results between 0.01 recall and 0.25 recall, the
LIG 075075 FOC RIC performs much better than the LIG 1000 FOC RIC.

5.2 Relevant In Context Task

For the Relevant In Context Task, we take “default” focused results and re-
ordered the first 1500 doxels such that results from the same document are
clustered together. It considers the article as the most natural unit and scores
the article with the score of its doxel having the highest RSV.

We submitted three runs :

– LIG 1000 RIC : a baseline run which doesn’t take into account the inner
collectionlinks to score doxels. We set λ = 1.0 and β = 0.0;
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Table 2. Focused Task for INEX2007 Ad Hoc.

Run precision precision precision precision
at 0.0 recall at 0.01 recall at 0.05 recall at 0.10 recall

LIG 075075 FOC FOC 0.2474 0.1215 0.0560 0.0425
MAiP = 0.0150

LIG 1000 FOC RIC 0.2734 0.2465 0.1853 0.1388
MAiP = 0.0522

LIG 075075 FOC RIC 0.2847 0.2554 0.2126 0.1706
MAiP = 0.0593(+13.6%) (+4.1%) (+3.6%) (+14.7%) (+22.9%)

Fig. 1. Interpolated Precision/Recall - Focused Task
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– LIG 075075 RIC : a retrieval approach based on the collectionlinks use. We
set λ = 0.75 and β = 0.75;

– LIG 00075 RIC : an approach that consider the RSV of a doxel only con-
sidering its context: we set λ = 0.0 and β = 0.75.

For the relevant in context task, our results in terms of non-interpolated gen-
eralized precision at early ranks gP [r], r ∈ {5, 10, 25, 50} and non-interpolated
Mean Average Generalized Precision MAgP are presented in Table 3. Figure 2
shows the generalized precision/recall curve. This shows that using collection-
links and the doxels content (LIG 075075 RIC) improves the baseline by a
ratio greater than 15%. The LIG 00075 RIC gives bad results, showing that
the context of the doxels alone is not relevant. In Figure 2, we see that the
LIG 075075 RIC run is also above the default run.

Table 3. Relevant In Context Task for INEX2007 Ad Hoc.

Run gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50]

LIG 1000 RIC 0.0678 0.0597 0.0423 0.0307
MAgP = 0.0232

LIG 075075 RIC 0.0785 0.0726 0.0501 0.0375
MAgP = 0.0305 (+31.5%) (+15.8%) (+21.6%) (+18.4%) (+22.2%)

LIG 00075 RIC 0.0587 0.0423 0.0290 0.0203
MAgP = 0.0122 (-47.4%) (-13.4%) (-29.1%) (-31.4%) (-33.9%)

Fig. 2. Generalized Precision/Recall - Relevant In Context task
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5.3 Best In Context Task

For the Best In Context Task, we examine whether the most focused doxel in a
relevant document is the best entry point for starting to read relevant articles.
We take “normal” focused results and the first 1500 doxels belonging to different
files. For this task, we submitted three runs:

– LIG 1000 BIC : the baseline run which doesn’t take into account collec-
tionlinks: we set λ = 1.0 and β = 0.0;

– LIG 075075 BIC : the retrieval approach based on the use of collectionlinks.
We set λ = 0.75 and β = 0.75;

– LIG 00075 BIC : the approach that uses only the context of doxels to com-
pute their RSV: we set λ = 0.0 and β = 0.75.

For the best in context task, our results are presented in Table 4 and Figure 3
with the same measures as the Relevant In Context Task results. Conclusions
are the same: using collectionlinks and content improves the baseline by a mean
average of more than 24%, and the LIG 00075 BIC run is consistently below
the baseline. There is one result however, the LIG 00075 BIC run outperforms
the baseline at gP [5] by more than 10% and in Figure 3 we see than the baseline
and the LIG 00075 BIC are quite close to eachothers. This means that the
apriori links are really meaningful.

Table 4. BIC for INEX2007 Ad Hoc.

Run gP[5] gP[10] gP[25] gP[50]

LIG 1000 BIC 0.1191 0.1165 0.1036 0.0892
MAgP = 0.0614

LIG 075075 BIC 0.1405 0.1268 0.1158 0.0950
MAgP = 0.0762 (+24.1%) (+18.0%) (+8.8%) (+11.8%) (+6.5%)

LIG 00075 BIC 0.1318 0.1123 0.0966 0.0801
MAgP = 0.0632 (+2.9%) (+10.7%) (-3.6%) (-6.8%) (-10.2%)

6 Summary and Conclusion

We proposed a way to integrate the content of the doxels as well as their context
(collectionlinks in INEX 2007 documents). We have submitted runs implement-
ing our theoretical proposals for the different Ad Hoc tasks. For each of the
tasks, we showed that combining content and context produce better results
than considering content only and context only of the doxels, which is a first
step in validating our proposal. According to the official evaluation of INEX
2007, our best runs are ranked in the last third of participants systems, for the
Content-Only runs. However, we plan to improve our baseline to obtain better
results in the following directions:
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Fig. 3. Generalized Precision/Recall - Best In Context task

– As mentioned earlier, the size of the vocabulary used is too small, leading
to query terms out of our vocabulary. We are currently extending this vo-
cabulary, so we decide to launch a new indexation and test once again our
proposal.

– When submitting our runs for our first participation at INEX competition
we found some bugs related to the identifiers of the doxels, so the results
were negatively impacted.

– We are working on the integration of negative terms in the query, in a way
to get better results.
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Abstract. In this paper, we describe the Centre for Studies of Information 
Resources’ participation in the INEX 2007 ad-hoc track. For the Focused Task 
and Relevant in Context Task, our main aim this year is to investigate the 
affects of the selection of retrievable elements and passages adoption. For the 
Best in Context Task, we proposed a novel method of choosing the best entry 
point. Our submission evaluation shows that our method didn’t produce ideally 
effectiveness. The reason is still need to be further investigated. 

1. Introduction 

This is the third year for us and the first year for the CSIR’s participation in INEX. 
In the previous two years, we used a field-weighted BM25 model for INEX 2005 [1] 
and a simple BM25 model based on elements cut-off for INEX 2006 [2] respectively. 
Our results show the field-weighted method is promising while the latter one is 
obscure. 

For INEX 2007, there are 3 ad-hoc subtasks: the Focused Task, the Relevant in 
Context Task and the Best in Context Task. These 3 tasks are derived from INEX 
2006 ad-hoc subtasks. But the tasks’ requirement is a little different, that is, not only 
the elements but also passages are allowed to be retrieved as relevant units. This 
raises a new question: how to recognize a passage?  

The retrieval of passages has been an occasional interest within the document 
retrieval community for many years. Many of the problems and possibilities of using 
passage-level evidence are discussed by Callan [3]. Robertson et al [4] point out that 
passages may be defined more-or-less arbitrarily (for example in terms of fixed word-
length windows on the text, or by means of relatively superficial parsing such as 
sentence or paragraph separation) at the simplest level. Then each document is 
retrieved on the basis of the score of the best-matching passage within it, rather than 
on the basis of scoring the entire document. In our experiment, considering the 
structure of XML document and for simplicity, we take two or more paragraphs as a 
retrievable passage. The detail method of determining a passage will be introduced in 
section 2. 

The selection of retrievable elements (tags) is investigated in our experiment this 
year. Section 2 gives more information on the selection of these elements. And the 
proposed novel method for selecting the best entry point is also discussed in section 2. 
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In section 3, we discuss our submitted runs. Evaluation results are reported in section 
4. A conclusion and further work to be undertaken are given at the end.  

2. Our Method 

In this section, we firstly briefly introduced the BM25 model, and then discuss the 
selection of retrievable elements and element cut-off. Further, the method of 
recognizing passage and method for best entry point search are illustrated. 

2.1 BM25 Model 

As that in INEX 2006, the BM25 formula used in our experiment is as follows:  

 
where C denotes the document collection, tf j is the tetrm frequency of the jth term in 
document d, df j is the document frequency of term j, dl is the document length, avdl 
is the average document length across the collection, and  and b are tuning 
parameters.  

1k

From formula (1) we can see that we used a slightly different function for term’s 
collection weight. That is, we avoided using logarithmic functions which produce 
negative weight values.  

2.2 Selection of Elements 

In INEX 2005, we only chose <article>, <body>, <section>, <p> as retrievable 
element. Before this year’s participation, we analyzed the element distribution in 
INEX 2006’s relevance assessments. Table 1 shows the top ranked 11 tags 
(percentage is larger than 2%) in the INEX 06’s relevant assessments, and table 2 
shows the top ranked best entry point distribution in the INEX 06’s relevant 
assessments. After having examined this, we determined to use all the tags in table 1 
as the retrievable elements (tags). The experiment however shows our selection 
doesn’t produce good results. The underlying reason is still need to be further 
investigated. 

2.3 Passage Recognition 

As stated in Section 1, considering the structure of XML document and for 
simplicity, we take two or more paragraphs (tag <p>) as a retrievable passage. Given 
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some candidate paragraphs, only paragraphs satisfy the following two rules could be 
treated as passages: 

(1) The paragraphs are in the same section; 
(2) These paragraphs are adjacent. 

Table 1:  Top ranked relevant elment distribution in the INEX 06’s relevant assessments 

Element tag Count  Percentage 
collectionlink 80589 37.05 % 

p 15873 7.29 % 
emph2  14926 6.86 % 
item  14693  6.75 % 
cell  13898  6.39 % 

unknownlink 12598  5.79 % 
section  9714  4.46 % 
emph3  5930  2.72 % 
article  5648  2.59 % 
body  5646  2.59 % 
title  5371  2.46 % 

Table 2:  Top ranked best entry point distribution in the INEX 06’s relevant assessments 

Element tag Count  Percentage 
p 1743      30.86% 

name 986 17.45% 
emph3 626 11.08% 

collectionlink     587 10.39% 
title          464 8.21% 
body           361 6.39% 
item           193 3.41% 

section        126 2.23% 
unknownlink    87 1.54% 

caption    71 1.25% 
image 71 1.25% 

normallist 63 1.11% 
template 62 1.09% 

 
For example, given some candidate paragraphs p1, p3, p4, p5 and p6 in Fig. 1, 

there is only 1 validate passage, which contains p4, p5 and p6.  
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Fig.1 The method of recognizing passages 

2.4 Method for Best in Context Task 

We used 3 methods for Best in Context Task this year. The first 2 methods are 
similar to those for last year. That is, in the first method, we just take the element with 
the highest weight score (best-match element) in each document as the best entry 
point; in the second method, the distribution of element weight scores in the 
document is considered. See more in [2].  

Our newly proposed method this year for the Best in Context Task is that the 
adjacent information of paragraphs is taken into consideration. In this method, we 
first choose the best-match element in each document; then if the best-match element 
is a paragraph, we’ll further investigate relevant paragraphs in context; if there are 
one or more paragraphs in the same section are adjacent to the best-match paragraph, 
then the first one will be taken as the best entry point.  

For example, in Fig. 1, if p1, p3, p4, p5 and p6 contains relevant information and 
p5 is the best-match element, then the best entry point for this document is p3. We 
didn’t consider element cross sections, much work still needed to be done on this. 

3. Description of the Experiments 

For each of the sub-task, we submitted 3 runs respectively. The details of these 
experiments are as follows: 

3.1 FOCUSED TASK 

The 3 submitted runs for FOCUSED TASK are as follows: 
• FOCU_BM25_BASE_FILTER uses simply basic BM25 model to choose 

the best weighted elements in each article; 
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• FOCU_BM25_BASE_FILTER_BSP uses simply basic BM25 model to 
choose the best weighted elements in each article, and only body, section 
and p are considered as the retrievable tags; 

• FOCU_BM25-PASSAGE-FILTER is similar to the first one, but the passage 
is considered. 

3.2 RELEVANT IN CONTEXT TASK 

For this task, we submitted runs REL_BM25_BEST_FILTER, 
REL_BM25_BEST_FILTER_BSP and REL_BM25_PASSAGE_FILTER. These 
runs use the same conditions as the ones for FOCUSED TASK. The difference is that 
the results in the runs are grouped by articles. 

3.3 BEST IN CONTEXT TASK 

For this task, our submitted 3 runs are BM25_BEST_FILTER, 
BM25_PARENT_FILTER and BM25_PASSAGE_FILTER.  

• BEST_BM25_BEST_FILTER uses  the first method talked in section 2.4, 
which chooses the best weighted element in each article; 

• BEST_BM25_PARENT_FILTER uses the second method in section 2.4, 
which considers the distribution of element weight scores in the document; 

• BEST_BM25-BEST-FIRST uses the novel method proposed in this paper, 
see more in section 2.4. 

4. Evaluation 

The evaluation results of our runs are shown in Table 3, Table 4 and Table 5. Our 
two runs in Table 3 and Table 4 haven’t been listed in the official results. From the 
INEX official result reports, our runs don’t do well. Only the runs 
BEST_BM25_PARENT_FILTER for the best entry point search produce relatively 
better results. Compare with our INEX 2005’s submission, we found that the 
selection of retrievable elements this year produce even worse results. The reason of 
this needs more experiments.  

Table 3:  Evaluation results for FOCUSED Task  

Runs Interpolated precision at 0.01 recall 

FOCU_BM25_BASE_FILTER 0.2812 

FOCU_BM25_BASE_FILTER_BSP 0.2996 

FOCU_BM25_PASSAGE_FILTER - 
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Table 4:  Evaluation results for Relevant in Context Task 

Runs MAgP 

REL_BM25_BEST_FILTER 0.0525 

REL_BM25_BEST_FILTER_BSP 0.0507 

REL_BM25_PASSAGE_FILTER - 

Table 5:  Evaluation results for BEST IN CONTEXT Task  

Runs MAgP 

BEST_BM25_BEST_FILTER 0.0967 

BEST_BM25_PARENT_FILTER 0.1228 

BEST_BM25_BEST_FIRST 0.0983 

5 Conclusion 

For all the three ad-hoc runs, we submitted totally 9 runs. For the Focused Task 
and Relevant in Context Task, our main aim this year is to investigate the affects of 
the selection of retrievable elements and passages adoption. For the Best in Context 
Task, we proposed a novel method of choosing the best entry point. Our submission 
results show that our method didn’t do quite well. The selection of retrievable 
elements based on the INEX 2006’s relevant assessments this year produce even 
worse results. This needs to be further investigated. We have proposed another novel 
method for the best entry point location, but more works still need to be done on that. 
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Document Order Based Scoring for XML Retrieval
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Abstract. This study presents a novel matching method based on score
propagation for the ancestors and the elements’ positions in document order. In
addition, it presents a length normalization component substitute, which enables
query processing based merely on key locations in the inverted file.

Keywords: Document-order, Dewey, Length normalization, Matching

1 Introduction

1.1   Aims

This study presents a novel, pruned version of TRIX (Tampere Retrieval and Indexing
for XML) IR system [2]. The version utilizes DoOrBa (Document-Order Based)
scoring for Content Only queries, in which the matching is based solely on the
inverted file. This kind of approach enables a genuine schema independent scoring. In
other  words  matching  for  an  element  can  be  done  without  the  knowledge  of  the
common structure of the element, including length normalization.

In terms of retrieved element independency of each other, there are roughly two
approaches how to present XML retrieval results to the user [6, 7].

1. elements are independent retrieval units
2. elements are viewed within their context

Let’s consider the latter, navigation driven use case, where the elements are not
mere returnable units, but rather highlighted within the document. This is intended for
the user easier to navigate thorough the relevant content of the whole document. This
may include highlighting the relevant text content, starting the browsing from the best
entry point [5], link-anchor based browsing between relevant items within the
document [e.g. 1, 3]. Accordingly, if the first descendant element(s) of an element is
relevant, it is practically unimportant, if the returnable element is an element itself or
its first child in document order (shortly ido). Hence, we call elements starting in the
same location in the document navigationally equivalent.
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In addition to navigational equivalence or closeness of elements we make a
supposition that the first descendant elements (ido) are better in describing the whole
content of an element than the descendant elements further. The first descendant
elements mean e.g. titles for the sections and headings, abstracts and keywords for the
whole documents. As a result, the importance of these elements should affect more on
the retrieval status value of the ancestor. In contrast, if the best matching content is
rather in the last descendants (ido) of the element, these descendants should be
returned instead of the element.

The DoOrBa scoring method recursively propagates element scores for the
ancestors. This is done by giving decreasing values for the descendant elements based
on their position (ido), and can thus be used as a substitute for elements length
normalization. The substitute crops the tail of an element and reduces also the
importance of the elements length in element scoring. This enables matching based
solely on the inverted file, which is described in the following sections.

 To summarize, there are two factors, which are essential in motivating the TRIX’s
DoOrBa approach:

1. Text occurring early is essential in element weighting (title)
2. Navigational equivalence or nearness of elements

2 Indexing and Scoring

The query evaluation of TRIX system is based on structural indices (i.e. Dewey
labels). Especially the DoOrBa scoring is based solely on this aspect. This section
presents the indexing mechanism and scoring based on the mechanism, and the
section  3  focuses  on  the  query  processing  based  on  structural  indices  and  DoOrBa
scoring in more detail.

2.1 Structural indices

In TRIX the management of structural aspects is based on the structural indices (i.e.
labels), also called Dewey indices. In Figure 1 there is a tree presentation of an XML
document with indices and element names for each node. The idea of Dewey indices
in the context of XML is that the topmost (root) element is indexed by 〈1〉 and  its
children by 〈1,1〉, 〈1,2〉, 〈1,3〉. Further, the children of the element with the index 〈1,2〉
are labelled by 〈1,2,1〉, 〈1,2,2〉 and so on. This kind of indexing enables analyzing of
the relationships among elements in a straightforward way. For example, the
ancestors of the element labelled by 〈1,2,2,1〉 are associated with the indices 〈1,2,2〉,
〈1,2〉 and 〈1〉. In turn, any descendant related to the index 〈1,2〉 is labelled by 〈1,2, ξ 〉
where ξ is a non-empty part of the index.
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Figure 1: Tree presentation of an XML document with element names and
indices

Moreover, because the labelling for the siblings is executed in the document order
the indexing works well in figuring out the preceding-following relationship between
known indices as well. As an illustration of this, we can say that element 〈ξ, i〉 is the
i:th child of the element ξ , and thus preceding an element 〈ξ, i+1〉, if it exists.

2.2 DoOrBa scoring

Similarly to e.g. GPX [4] the DoOrBa (document order based) scoring is calculated
separately for leaf elements and branch elements. This is done so that the leaf scores
have been delivered upwards to the branch elements. A leaf element is considered
here to be an element which contains directly a text element. It is worth noting that an
element is considered to have no more than one text element directly. In other words
the text element means all direct text content of an element. A branch element is an
element having children (other than text elements). Due to these definitions an
element can be a leaf element, a branch element or even both. For instance the
following paragraph contains both text elements and is also a branch element (has a
child: collectionlink).

<p>
  It was rumoured that there was some intra-band tension throughout the

latter half of 1996, and at the end of a successful tour of Britain later that year,
at Brixton Academy on 16th December 1996, the band told Max they would
not renew Gloria's management contract. Max Cavalera left the band (and
formed a band called

<collectionlink xmlns:xlink="http://www.w3.org/1999/xlink"
xlink:type="simple" xlink:href="221501.xml">Soulfly</collectionlink>

  ), and the others announced that they would continue under the Sepultura
name and were searching for a replacement.

</p>
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In the example the text presented in italics form the content of the element p. The
score of an element is a sum of leaf element and branch element scores. Since the text
elements tend to be short, although of varying length and importance, the score of the
text element is basically the sum of the idf (inverse document frequency) values of
query terms in the text element. The leaf score (text score) is calculated with the
following equation (1), in which the v is a constant, and m is the number of (unique)
terms in the query expression.
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tidfqtextScore
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The score for the branch element is calculated recursively as a result of the scores
of its child elements. This has been done so that the scores of the child elements are
considered in relation to their positions (ido). The primary goal is to emphasize scores
of child elements appearing early (ido) in the child list. This is done by applying a
specific child score vector (CS) for the element weighting.

The CS is filled with constant values, which are used to express the contribution
each child has in branch element weighting. The position of the value in the vector
corresponds to the child number (ido), and the smaller the value, the more important
is the corresponding child. We note CS[i] to denote the i:th component of the vector.
For instance applying a CS=〈a,b,c〉 for the elementξ , means that a is for 〈ξ ,1〉 , b for
〈ξ ,2〉, c for 〈ξ ,3〉. On the basis of this, we get a following general matching formula
(2), witch combines elements branch score (if any descendants) with elements text
score (if any text):
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in which

• ),( ξqscore  is the score of the elementξ  in relation to the query q
• n is the number of child elements
• len(CS) is the length of CS
• i is the child element position in the element’s child list
• v and a are constants for tuning

Decreasing the value of a and v emphasizes the effect of the CS vector. The
equation [ ]( )iCSav +×  is actually used as a substitute of a length normalization
component and can be thus called a length normalization substitute. The score of the
component affects to the elements score by adding the child’s weight divided by it.
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For instance, if we have a vector CS=〈1,2,3,4,5〉, a=0 and v=1, the weight of the first
child is taken into account as a whole, the score of the second child increases the
element’s score by 1/2 of the child’s score, the third by 1/3 and so on.

3  Query processing based on structural indices and DoOrBa
scoring

In our approach, the inverted file (IF) contains explicit locations of keys. That means
for each key there is a set of indices, for example:

IF = {〈keya, {〈1,1,3〉,〈1,2,5,1〉}〉,〈keyb, {〈1,2,4〉,〈1,2,5〉,〈1,2,6〉}〉…}

To be accurate, the inverted file contains the indices of the lowermost (i.e. leaf)
elements having text containing the key. An inverse function (3) for individual key
weights based on the DoOrBa function (2), aside with the inverted file allows coping
with only the explicit indices of keys.
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in which

• ),( ξtw  is the weight of key t for the elementξ
• function inds(t,IF) returns the indices related to the key t in the IF
• function descs(ξ) returns the descendants or self of ξ
• function len(ξ) is the length of index ξ (e.g. len(〈1,2,5〉) = 3)

As an illustration of the abovementioned formula, let’s consider the sample IF in
the beginning of this section and calculate w(keya, 〈1〉) with the constant values v=1,
a=0 and CS = 〈1,2,3,4,5〉.

w(keya, 〈1〉) = keyakeya idfidf ×××+××
1
1

5
1

2
1

3
1

1
1

 As intermediate results, we get all key weights for the descendants’ of the element
〈1〉. The final score of the element is the sum of key weights of the query keys.
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4  Results and discussion

By the result deadline of INEX, only basic settings have been tested. For every run,
we used  the  CS as  an  infinite  vector  CS = 〈1,2,3,... 〉.  Even so, the early precision
results for the Focussed task were satisfactory. TRIX DoOrBa reached 15th, 17th and
19th positions in the precision at 5% recall, with runs from 8 institutes ahead.
Typically, aside of the inverted file, the length normalization requires additional data
structures for query processing [8], which the length normalization substitute does not
require. In our approach the size of the content-only inverted file for the Wikipedia
collection (4.6 GB) is 739 MB, calculated after stemming and stopword removal.

The structural indices of the key locations carry also some information about
element structure; this can be utilized in the estimation of the element length.
Consequently, this will probably lead to more accurate matching.  Further studies may
include this aspect.
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Abstract. There are two approaches for XML information retrieval. One is based
on the approaches in the database field, and the other is based on the approaches
in the information retrieval field. And the vector space model is commonly used
in the information retrieval field. In the previous year, we developed an XML in-
formation retrieval system with the vector space model. To be more flexible for
the query, we also developed the system using unitizing of fragment elements.
The system realized searching XML elements for numerous queries without rein-
dexing. However the system took time for unitizing of fragment elements. To
solve the problem, our system is composed of an inverted-file list and a relative
inverted-path list in this year. Then we have examined the effectiveness of the
system in the Initiative for the Evaluation of XML Retrieval (INEX) 2006 Adhoc
Track.

1 Introduction

In the research field of document information retrieval (IR), the unit of retrieval results
returned by IR systems is a whole document or a document fragment, like a paragraph
in passage retrieval. Traditional IR systems based on the vector space model compute
feature vectors of the units and calculate the similarities between the units and the query.
Our system uses keywords (terms; words) as the query, and separates XML [1] docu-
ments into document information and structure information parts. Therefore the system
searches fast XML nodes (nodes; sub-documents) which include query terms using an
inverted-file list (Section 2.2).

For huge size XML documents, our system indexes all XML nodes with each term.
Here the terms are located just below the XML node. At the retrieving phase, the score
of retrieved node is merged and calculated from its descendant nodes. To merge scores
while identifying parent-child relationships, our system uses a Relative Inverted-Path
list (RIP list; Section 2.5) which is labeled preorder in order to save the structure infor-
mation.

The indexing way was already published IR-CADG[13], which are separately di-
vided into document information and structure information. Also, the merging method
was proposed as Bottom-UP Scheme (BUS)[12]. In recent years, SIRIUS[15] achieved
high precision using a combination of document information and structure information.
And GPX [16] used a index for some types of queries by BUS method.

However GPX showed average 7.2 seconds per topic, it took more time than 30
seconds depending on the type of query. Unfortunately it’s not yet up to a practical level.
Meanwhile, a way of eliminating unwanted part of XML documents was proposed by
Hatano[17]. With that system, we can increase XML document size, but it needs to
reindex according to the type of query.

For these reasons, after studying we have made the fast XML retrieval system at
practical level using a RIP list. Our system is without reindexing while keeping the
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<? xml version=”1.0” ?>
<article>
<bdy>
<sec>
<p>I am XML.</p>
<p></p>
<p>First, Text is here. Here issues XML.</p>
<p>


</p>
</sec>
</bdy>

</article>

Fig. 1.XML document

”I” → 0: {{3, 1}}
”am” → 1: {{3, 1}}
”xml” → 2: {{3, 1}, {5, 1}}
”first” → 3: {{5, 1}}
”text” → 4: {{5, 1}}
”is” → 5: {{5, 1}}
”here” → 6: {{5, 2}}
”issue”→ 7: {{5, 1}}

Fig. 2. Inverted list

index size small. Then the system records average 3.94 seconds (in the worst case; 9.95
seconds) and gets a good precision as Focused Task (Overlap=on) on the Initiative for
the Evaluation of XML Retrieval (INEX) 2006 Adhoc Track.

2 XML Information Retrieval

XML information retrieval targets XML documents, which retrieves and ranks retrieved
results in units of not only XML documents but also XML nodes to queries. With a
database-based approach, first, the system narrows the number of the retrieved nodes
using XPath[2], XQuery[3] and such. After that, it performs a keyword search though.
Current research[17] indicates that the system has low precision and requires consider-
able time for retrieval time. Because a keyword-based search system can’t reduce the
number of the results, using queries which consist of entirely keywords.

2.1 Sub-document Retrieval

In the research field of document information retrieval, there is an approach of passage
retrieval which replies portions of document such as Chapter, Section and Paragraph.
Also, Evans[10] proposed the approach of document retrieval using sub-documents,
then it achieved some positive results. The results supported the effectiveness of re-
trieving portions of document.

A solution to the issue is to score for each hierarchical level of document, and which
accomplishes the purpose based on portions of document are uniform in size. However
XML nodes have variation in size. Thus we need an indicator of node score with the
information of node size. And XML nodes have structure information as well as the
size, which also have a great deal of potential in the XML information retrieval.

2.2 Index

Our system has an inverted-file index which manages document information. In the
system, word terms and XML nodes become numerical terms, term IDs and node IDs
respectively. Then term IDs and node IDs are indexed as bellow.

Term ID: {Node ID, Term Frequency}
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Where the term frequency is a frequency of appearance of a word as node ID in a node
as node ID. And the inverted-file index for Figure 1 is as shown in Figure 2.

The XML Wikipedia collection in INEX 2006 Adhoc Track has 52,562,497 nodes
and 13,903,331 unique terms. When both a node ID and a term ID are in 4 byte integer,
the size of a inverted-file list is practically about 1.78 GB.

2.3 Retrieval Model

Our system basically uses TF-IDF score. TF-IDF score is regarded as amount of in-
formation, which has additivity. Therefore, an node score is easily calculable, when it
consists of its descendant nodes. First, the TF-IDF score of thejth node is composed
of the term frequencyt fi of the ith term in the query, the number of nodes including the
term and the number of all the nodes in the XML collection.

L j =

t∑
i=1

log(t fi ·
n
fi

) (1)

Then, the node score is summation of its descendant nodes score, but it is a problem
that the root node always has the higher score than its descendant nodes. Therefore, the
summation scoreRj of the jth node is composed of the summation numberT j of terms
contained in thejth node, the summation scoreLk of the kth node as thejth node’s
descendant and the summation numbertk of terms contained in thekth node.

Rj =
∑

k childreno f j

D(k, tk,T j) · Lk (2)

T j =
∑

k childreno f j

tk (3)

And the coefficient functionD(k, tk,T j) is as shown in the following equation,

D(k, t,T) =

{
0, if t > T1 ∪ T > T2

1/(logdk + 1), otherwise

whereT1(= 100) is a threshold for the number of terms contained in the node to merge,
T2(= 2,000) is a threshold for the number of terms contained in the merged node.
According to the abobe coefficient function, scores decays depending on the difference
dk betweenjth node andjth node.

Then, letα is the set of terms included in the query,β j is the set of terms included
in the jth node. The conjunction,γ j = α ∩ β j , is the set of query terms included in the
jth node. For every node,

sj = count(δ j), δ j =
∪

k childreno f j

γk,

S j =
Q
q
· sj (4)

whereQ(= 500) is a constant number.S j is one of heuristic scores we called leveling
score, which means that the score is the highest, when the number of terms contained
in the set is the most while the number of terms contained in the query is the least.

V j =
Rj + S j

logT j
(5)

After that, the scoreV j of jth node is composed of the TF-IDF scoreRj , the leveling
scoreS j and the logarithm number of termsT j . Thus, the retrieved results are chosen
from the node listV j which is sorted in descending order of scores.
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Fig. 3.Relative inverted-path list

2.4 Information Granularity

For the XML information retrieval, the formula 5 is intended as follows,

– The size of node: The best result has an appropriate amount of words for each user.
– The granularity of node: The best result has the highest density of terms contained

in the query.
– The coverage of query: The best result includes the highest coverage of terms con-

tained in the query.

It is the information granularity issue that the best node as retrieved result is de-
pending on the size of node and the density of the terms contained in the query. In our
system, The information granulariy is measured by the means of applying the coefficient
functionD(k, t,T) and normalizing in the number of termsT. And for the coverage of
query, our system uses the leveling method.

Then, the number of termsT of the normalizing method means the base of a loga-
rithm for the amount of informationI , whereP is the occurrence probability based on
the scoreR+ S (P ∝ e−(R+S)),

I = − logP ∝ R+ S,

V ∝ I
logT

= − logP
logT

= − logT P (6)

Hence, the scoreV in the formula 6 is the indicator, which is interprets the quantity
V of the occurrence probabilityP coded in surprisalT, in the node as the information
source.

2.5 Relative Inverted-Path List

There are various indexing and labeling means for strucuture information [18], Our
system labels in preorder of XML nodes, which are traversed in depth first order. As a
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Fig. 4.Merging using a relative inverted-path list

result, the list contains all the structure information and has uniqueness, although the
size of list are relatively small. And the list adopts all the distances between nodes and
their child node, which we called the relative infreted-path (RIP list).

Node ID:{Distance, Term Frequency}
Figure 3 shows the RIP list has high accessibility to the parent node ID from each

node ID. Our system merge the numbers of terms contained in every node, the scores of
retrieved nodes and the numbers of query terms contained in each node (in Section 2.3).
Figure 4 shows the merging of the numbers of terms contained in every node. Then to
merge the numbers, the system operates fast in one-pass.

In the system, the number of terms contained in a node is in 4 byte integer, and
the maximum number of nodes contained in a node is in 2 byte integer (65,536 nodes).
Therefore the system occupies about 315 MB in memory for the RIP list.

3 Experimental Results

3.1 INEX 2006 Adhoc Track and Indexing

The index of the system is made from the collection of XML 2006 Adhoc Track. First,
the system parses all the structures of each XML document with XML parser and parses
all the text nodes of each XML document. Then, the size of the index is about 8.32 GB,
related to both document information and structure information. After that, the system
uses the index in all the experiments.

3.2 Evaluation with INEX 2006

Our experiment targets for CO Task only, the system accepts CO queries, which are
terms enclosed in<title> or<ontopickeywords> tags. Then, there are Thorough Task,
Focused Task, All In Context Task and Best In Context Task, in INEX 2006 Adhoc
Track, and Focused Task only remains in INEX 2007. Thus the system are evaluated on
Focused Task,
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Table 1.Focused Task (Overlap=on)

Affiliation nxCG@5 Rank
JSXIR 0.4057 -
cityuni 0.3944 1/106
lip6 0.3744 2/106
maxplanck 0.3696 3/106
maxplanck 0.3659 4/106
uhebrew 0.3547 5/106
uhebrew 0.3483 6/106

∗ep-gr (Quantization:gen, Overlap=on).
JSXIR means our experimental system. PC:
CPU Celeron 2GHz, RAM 2GB, HDD SATA
300GB; Implementation: Java 1.4.206.

Table 2.Focused Task (Overlap=off)

Affiliation nxCG@5 Rank
lip6 0.4708 1/106
lip6 0.4292 2/106
cityuni 0.4176 3/106
JSXIR 0.4143 -
uhebrew 0.4066 4/106
uhebrew 0.3900 5/106
uhebrew 0.3890 6/106

∗ep-gr (Quantization:gen, Overlap=off).

3.3 Experimental Results

Table 1 and Table 2 show results of our system on Focused Task. In the results, our sys-
tem has realized relatively high precisions. Then the system has retrieved in an average
3.92 seconds per a topic, and for fewer than 9.95 seconds per a topic.

4 Conclusions

In this paper, the means of high-speed processing for BUS has realized with the RIP
list. The system with the RIP list takes a shorter time to retrieve XML nodes than ever,
while the system uses vevarious scores for a index. One reason for the fast search is
with downsizing of structure information enough to be on memory. The other reason us
the merging algorithm makes the time complexityO(n), because the cost of searching
for each parent node is vanishingly low.

In the evaluation of precision, the system has took first place in ranking of preci-
sions on Focused Task (Overlap=on) in INEX 2006. However, the system have not take
first place on every tasks in every evaluation measures. In the future, we want to re-
search a suitable scores for retrieving XML nodes, and develop a theory of scoring with
probabilistic approach.
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6. Kazai, G. and Lalmas, M.: INEX 2005 Evaluation Metrics, INEX 2005, pp. 16–29.

http://www.dcs.qmul.ac.uk/%7Emounia/CV/Papers/inex-2005-metrics.pdf
7. Pehcevski, J., Kamps, J., Kazai, G., Lalmas, M., Ogilvie, P., Piwowarski, B. and Robertson,

S.: INEX 2007 Evaluation Measures (Draft),
http://inex.is.informatik.uni-duisburg.de/2007/inex07/pdf/inex07-measures.pdf

122



8. Baeza-Yates, R. and Ribeiro-Neto, B.:Modern Information Retrieval, Acm Press Series,
Addison-Wesley, pp. 1–69, 141–162 (1999).

9. Salton, G., Wong, A. and Yang, C. S.:A vector space model for automatic indexing, Com-
munications of the ACM,18, pp. 613–620 (1975).

10. Evans, D. A. and Lefferts, R. G.: Design and evaluation of the clarit-trec-2 system.TREC,
pp. 137-150 (1993).

11. Amer-Yahia, S. and Lalmas, M.: XML search: languages, INEX and scoring,SIGMOD Rec.,
ACM Press, Vol. 35 No. 4, pp. 16–23 (2006).

12. Shin, D., Jang, H. and Jin, H.: BUS: an effective indexing and retrieval scheme in structured
documents,DL ’98: Proceedings of the third ACM conference on Digital libraries, pp. 235–
243 (1998).

13. Weigel, F., Meuss, H., Schulz, K. U. and Bry, F.: Content and structure in indexing and
ranking XML, WebDB ’04 Proceedings of the 7th International Workshop on the Web and
Databases, pp. 67–72 (2004).

14. Tanioka, H.: A Method of Preferential Unification of Plural Retrieved Elements for XML
Retrieval Task,Comparative Evaluation of XML Information Retrieval Systems 5th Interna-
tional Workshop of the Initiative for the Evaluation of XML Retrieval., LNCS, Vol. 4518,
Springer-Verlag, pp. 45–56 (2007).

15. Eugen, P., Ḿenier, G. and Marteau, P.-F.: SIRIUS XML IR System at INEX 2006: Approx-
imate Matching of Structure and Textual Content,Comparative Evaluation of XML Infor-
mation Retrieval Systems 5th International Workshop of the Initiative for the Evaluation of
XML Retrieval., LNCS, Vol. 4518, Springer-Verlag, pp. 185–199 (2007).

16. Geva, S.: GPX - Gardens Point XML IR at INEX 2006,Comparative Evaluation of XML
Information Retrieval Systems 5th International Workshop of the Initiative for the Evaluation
of XML Retrieval., LNCS, Vol. 4518, Springer-Verlag, pp. 137–150 (2007).

17. Hatano, K., Kikutani, H., Yoshikawa, M. and Uemura, S.: Determining the Retrieval Targets
for XML Fragment Retrieval Systems Based on Statistical Information, The IEICE transac-
tions on information and systems, Vol. J89-D, No. 3, pp. 422–431 (2006).

18. Shimizu, T., Onizuka, M., Eda, T. and Yoshikawa, M.: A Survey in Management and Stream
Processing of XML Data, The IEICE transactions on information and systems, Vol. J99-D,
No. 2, pp. 159-184 (2007).

123



How well does Best in Context reflect ad hoc

XML retrieval?

James A. Thom1 and Jovan Pehcevski2

1 RMIT University, Melbourne, Australia
james.thom@rmit.edu.au

2 MIT – Faculty of Information Technologies, Skopje, Macedonia
jovan.pehcevski@acm.org

Extended Abstract

This extended abstract describes the participation of the RMIT group in the
Initiative for the Evaluation of XML retrieval (INEX) ad hoc track in 2007.
Of the three tasks in the INEX 2007 XML ad hoc track: Focused, Relevant in
Context (RiC), Best in Context (BiC), the RMIT system performed surprisingly
well on the last task.

Our Approach

Our approach is limited to retrieval of articles using the Zettair3 search engine.
Zettair is an open source search engine developed at RMIT, which we used to
index the full text of Wikipedia articles and return complete articles ranked
by their similarity score to the query. Zettair is “one of the most complete en-
gines” according to a recent comparison of open source search engines [3]. Within
Zettair we used the Okapi BM25 similarity measure which worked well on the
INEX 2006 Wikipedia test collection [1].

For each of the Focused, RiC, and BiC tasks, we simply return the same
ranked list of whole documents. Thus these Zettair runs can be seen as a baseline
against which element or passage retrieval would be expected to do better.

Results

We present our results that investigate the effectiveness of document retrieval
when applied to the three tasks in the INEX 2007 ad hoc track.

For the Focused retrieval task the RMIT system had an interpolated average
precision at 0.01 recall of 0.3788 (compared with 0.4259 for the best performing
system on this task) and was ranked 17 out of the 79 runs.

For the RiC task the RMIT system had a non-interpolated mean average pre-
cision (MAgP) of 0.0884 (compared with 0.1013 for the best performing system
on this task) and was ranked 10 out of 66 runs.

For the BiC task the RMIT system had a non-interpolated mean average
precision (MAgP) of 0.1951 and was surprisingly the top ranked run (out of 71
runs) for this task.

3 http://www.seg.rmit.edu.au/zettair/
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Discussion

Looking at the results (as compared with other systems), document retrieval
(using Zettair) seems to work well on the INEX Wikipedia XML collection. Only
relatively small gains are made by the best systems using element or passage
retrieval for the Focused and the RiC tasks. For the BiC task, it seems difficult
to do better than returning the start of the document as the best entry point.

Why is this the case? Firstly, from the definition of the BiC task we are
looking for retrieving relevant documents in the first place. Obviously, Zettair
does a good job here (but we already know this from our INEX 2006 ad hoc
experiments). Secondly, after locating a relevant document, the task asks systems
to find the best entry point (BEP) to start reading the document. In their
analysis of the INEX 2006 relevance assessments, Kamps et al. [2] observed that
assessors would mainly choose the best entry point to be “some distance” from
the start of the document; specifically, they observed the following:

“What we see is that the BEP is a fair distance into the article (median
distance 556 [characters], mean distance 3,090 [characters]). The differ-
ence between median and mean distance signals that the distribution is
skewed toward the start of the article. Comparing the BEP distance and
the length of the article, we find a significant correlation of 0.66.”

Judging from the way Zettair performed, we suspect that this skew towards
the start of articles is at least as great in the case of INEX 2007 relevance
assessments as it was in the case of INEX 2006 relevance assessments. As we
retrieve only articles with Zettair, it is therefore of no great surprise that we
perform better than any of the other element or passage retrieval systems.
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Abstract 
 
Our work for INEX 2007 centers on solving the interesting problems which arose for dynamic element 
retrieval when the experimental collection changed from IEEE to Wikipedia. Dynamic element retrieval—
i.e., the dynamic retrieval of elements at the desired degree of granularity—has been the focus of our 
investigations at INEX for some time [1, 2]. We have demonstrated that our method works well for 
structured text and that it in fact produces a result virtually identical to that produced by the search of the 
same query against the corresponding all-element index [3]. The challenge is to adapt our methods to the 
particular issues presented by Wiki.  
 
The well structured IEEE collection lends itself quite naturally to representation by Fox’s Extended Vector 
Space Model.  Wikipedia documents, on the other hand, are semi-structured at best. They contain untagged 
text which is distributed throughout the documents. These documents can be nicely represented within the 
Vector Space Model; retrieval then takes place against an all-element index composed of articles, sections, 
and paragraphs (or terminal nodes).  But they pose particular problems for dynamic element retrieval, 
which requires that all the terminal nodes of a document be identifiable. Since the process requires the 
execution time building of document trees of interest to the query, all of the terminal nodes or text-bearing 
elements of the tree must be present in order for their parent elements to be generated properly.  
 
The impact of untagged text is twofold. During parsing, it must be identified, so that it may subsequently be 
used in generating the document schemas utilized by dynamic element retrieval as it builds the document 
trees.  And since the method requires an initial retrieval against the terminal node index to identify the 
documents of interest to the query (i.e., those whose trees will be built), we must determine the value of 
untagged text in this context.   In other words, is the untagged text distributed throughout a document (or 
interspersed among tagged elements) important from the retrieval viewpoint? 
  
Experiments to answer this and other, related questions were performed during the past year.  Results show 
that untagged text is absolutely as important as tagged text with respect to content and its impact on 
retrieval.  Using the 2006 INEX test collection and evaluation metrics, we have established that dynamic 
element retrieval can be effectively applied to semi-structured collections, producing a result identical to 
that produced by the equivalent all-element retrieval.  Moreover, the results produced by our methods (with 
the inclusion of a final step which expands the terminal node to return the paths of its embedded elements) 
are highly competitive with respect to both the Thorough and Focused (overlap off) subtasks.  We are 
currently in the process of running the 2007 query set utilizing both all-element retrieval (baseline) and 
dynamic element retrieval for the Ad Hoc subtasks.  It appears that this approach can be also be used to 
support passage retrieval, but this has yet to be proven. 
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FI–00014 University of Helsinki
Finland

{Miro.Lehtonen,Antoine.Doucet} @cs.helsinki.fi
2 GREYC CNRS UMR 6072,

University of Caen Lower Normandy
F-14032 Caen Cedex

France
Antoine.Doucet @info.unicaen.fr

Abstract. The Wikipedia XML collection turned out to be rich of
marked-up phrases as we carried out our INEX 2007 experiments. As-
suming that a phrase occurs at the inline level of the markup, we were
able to identify over 18 million phrase occurrences, most of which were
either the anchor text of a hyperlink or a passage of text with added
emphasis. As our IR system — EXTIRP — indexed the documents, the
detected inline-level elements were duplicated in the markup with two
direct consequences: 1) The frequency of the phrase terms increased, and
2) the word sequences changed. Because the markup was manipulated be-
fore computing word sequences for a phrase index, the actual multi-word
phrases became easier to detect. The effect of duplicating the inline-level
elements was tested by producing two run submissions in ways that were
similar except for the duplication. According to the official INEX 2007
metric, the positive effect of duplicated phrases was clear.

1 Introduction

In previous years, our INEX-related experiments have included two dimensions
to phrase detection, one at the markup level [1] and another in the term sequence
analysis [2]. The methods have been tested on plain text corpora and scientific
articles in XML format. The Wikipedia XML documents are the first collection
of hypertext documents where our phrase detection methods are applied.

Regarding marked-up phrases, the nature of the markup in a hypertext doc-
ument differs from that in a scientific article. The phrases that are marked in
scientific texts are mostly meant to be displayed with a different typeface, e.g.
italicised or underlined, whereas hypertext documents have similar XML struc-
tures for marking the anchor text related to a hyperlink. Both emphasised pas-
sages and anchors are important, but whether they can be treated equally is still
an open question.
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The initial results support the idea that emphasised phrases and anchors are
equal as long as they are marked with similar XML structures — inline-level
elements.

2 EXTIRP baseline

The EXTIRP baseline without duplicated phrases is similar to our INEX 2006
submission [4] except for a few major bugs that have been fixed. The results
are thus not comparable. First, EXTIRP scans through the document collection
and selects disjoint fragments of XML to be indexed as atomic units. Typical
fragments include XML elements marking sections, subsections, and paragraphs.
In the Wikipedia, typical names for these elements are article, section, and
p. The disjoint fragments are treated as traditional documents which are inde-
pendent of each other. The pros include that the traditional IR methods apply,
so we use the vector space model with a weighting scheme based on the tf*idf.
The biggest of the cons is that the size of the indexed fragments is static, and
if bigger or smaller answers are more appropriate for some query, the fragments
have to be either divided further or combined into bigger fragments.

Second, two separate inverted indices are built for the fragments. A word
index is created after punctuation and stopwords are removed and the remaining
words are stemmed with the Porter algorithm [5]. The phrase index is based on
Maximal Frequent Sequences (MFS) [6]. Maximal phrases of two or more words
are stored in the phrase index if they occur in seven or more fragments. The
threshold of seven comes from the computational complexity of the algorithm.
Although lower values for the threshold produce more MFSs, the computation
itself would take too long to be practical.

When processing the queries, we compute the cosine similarity between the
document and the base term vectors which results in a Word RSV value. In a
similar fashion, each fragment vector gets a similarity score MFS RSV for phrase
similarity. These two scores are aggregated into a single RSV so that the aggre-
gated RSV = α * Word RSV + β * MFS RSV, where α is the number of distinct
query terms and β is the number of distinct query terms in the query phrases.

3 Phrase detection and duplication

The steps from the original XML fragment to an intermediate XML format and,
finally, the vector representation.

The definition of a Qualified inline element: An XML element is considered a
qualified inline element when the corresponding element node in the document
tree meets the following conditions:

(1) The text node siblings contain at least n characters after whitespace has
been normalised.

(2) The text node descendants contain at least m characters after normalisation.
(3) The element has no element node descendants.
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(4) The element content is separated from the text node siblings by word delim-
iters, e.g. whitespace or commas.

When the whitespace of a text node is normalised, all the leading and trailing
whitespace characters are trimmed away.

Defining the lower bounds of n and m improves the quality of detected phrases
in the qualified inline elements.

We set the parameters to a minimum of three (3) characters in at least one
Text node child and a minimum of five (5) characters in at least one Text node
sibling, so that n = 5 and m = 3.

4 Qualified inline elements in the Wikipedia XML

The most common elements that were duplicated are summarised in Table 1.
The exhaustivity of an element type is the percentage of element occurrences
duplicated out of all occurrences of that element.

XML Element Count Exhaustivity % Percentage

collectionlink 12,971,384 76.2 69.1

unknownlink 2,372,870 60.0 12.6

emph2 1,339,345 49.2 7.1

emph3 992,373 67.0 5.3

p 282,438 10.3 1.5

outsidelink 230,675 26.8 1.2

title 222,917 14.0 1.2

languagelink 114,828 14.5 0.6

emph5 57,443 70.8 0.3

wikipedialink 42,009 23.8 0.2

All links 15,734,890 68.9 83.8

All emphasis 2,406,372 12.8

Total 18,784,132 100
Table 1. Distribution of the most frequent qualified inline elements by element type.

5 MFS extraction
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In this section, we are comparing our runs from the point of view of the
MFSs that were extracted. We conjecture that the phrase duplication process
facilitates the extraction of the more useful sequences, hereby inducing better
retrieval performance. We will try to confirm this by analysing the extracted
sequence sets corresponding to our runs.

Statistics are summarized in Table 5. The frequency threshold was always of
7 occurrences, that is, a sequence was considered frequent if it occurred in at
least 7 minimal units of a same document cluster.

Run Clusters Number of sequences (total freq) Average length Average Frequence

UHel-Run1 500 21,009,668 2.248 19.9

UHel-Run2 250 37,252,061 2.184 26.4

Table 2. Per run statistics of the extracted MFS sets (frequency threshold: 7).

The 10 most frequent phrases that were duplicated are shown in Table 5.

Frequency Phrase

37,474 Native American

37,328 population density

37,047 African American

36,046 married couples

35,926 per capita income

35,829 other races

35,807 poverty line

35,764 Pacific Islander

32,974 United States Census Bureau

26,572 United States
Table 3. The 10 most frequent phrases that were duplicated.
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6 Results

We submitted two runs for the adhoc track task of Focused retrieval. The initial
results are shown in Table 4.

Run1 Run2 Best official

Recall level Rank Score Rank Score Improvement Score

0.00 48 0.2641 39 0.3157 19.5% 0.4780

0.01 46 0.2439 36 0.2986 22.3% 0.3988

0.05 40 0.2075 35 0.2476 19.3% 0.3482

0.10 38 0.1751 35 0.1972 12.6% 0.3238
Table 4. Performance of submissions “UHel-Run1” and “UHel-Run2” measured with
interpolated precision at four recall levels. A total of 58 submissions are included in
the ranking.

7 Conclusion

Analysing the markup did not involve any information about the document type,
such as element names or tag names, so the methods can be applied to any XML
documents.
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Abstract. At INEX, there have been numerous proposals for how to
incorporate structural constraints and hints into ranking. These propos-
als have introduced novel ways to either boost the score or filter out
elements that have desirable structural properties. In this paper, we pro-
pose an alternative approach that is able to express user preferences in
the scoring of search results, and provides a reasonable way to apply
these methods across different collections. The proposal is to use sum-
mary graph techniques to describe how a user structurally characterizes
a collection, and then, based on the summary, we quantify the relative
isolation of elements, in order to score elements that are (i) content-wise
relevant to a user, (ii) structurally relevant (i.e., contextualized) to a
user, and (iii) isolated within the collection from other elements. Os-
tensibly, this approach introduces a single, big parameter into scoring.
Our results suggest that this approach can improve search effectiveness,
and that the methodology developed can be applied to structural scoring
across XML collections.

1 Introduction

INEX is a forum dedicated to research in information retrieval from collections
of XML documents. The INEX 2007 Ad-hoc Track highlights the comparison of
element retrieval to passage retrieval in focused retrieval. The focused task con-
strains results to relevant elements that are the most focused on the information
need. Focused results may not contain overlapping elements. So, the challenges
in the task are to identify where relevant text appears in the collection; and then
identify the appropriate size of the element to return that contains the text [1].

In this paper, we explore element retrieval using a novel structural approach
which combines keyword search with structural boosting to find where the rel-
evant text occurs; and then we apply structural relevance to our candidate re-
trieval elements to identify the most appropriate elements to return to the user.
We show how the structure can be used in content-only search to dynamically
boost elements with structurally desirable properties, and then how the overlap
in the system output is resolved using a post-processor to find the structurally
most relevant ranked list of elements for output.

A number of existing approaches to structural retrieval have relied on rote
return structures and ad-hoc tuning parameters to score elements. For instance,
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a naive approach assumes that XML documents are structured as articles, and
so only logical elements such as articles, sections and paragraphs are returned
in the search results. NEXI is a notation for expressing XML queries that in-
cludes structural constraints and hints [6]. Another approach is to use XPATH
to retrieve strict XML structural paths according to what the user specifies in a
NEXI query. More sophisticated approaches to structural retrieval use element
weighting schemes in scoring to control overlap based on element structure to
re-rank results [2, 3]. By and large, the parameterization of these new methods
have involved the development of ad-hoc heuristics based on empirical user stud-
ies. The development and use of these methods requires a significant effort to
conduct user studies, and it is a challenge to apply a given method across differ-
ent collections. It has been suggested that the reason that this challenge arises is
because users are not very good at specifying structure in their queries. In fact,
preliminary work at INEX has suggested that the best structural elements are
a function of the document collection and not the user’s query [5].

In our approach, we use the document collection to derive a model of the user
based on an XML summary of the collection. We quantify the user model in terms
of a novel concept called isolation [4], which is a measure of the probability that in
a given collection a random reviewer will be browsing in a particular set of XML
elements. We generate an XML summary based on a bijection of the collection
into partitions, where each partition represents a set of XML path expressions.
Then, based on the summary partitions, we approximate the isolation for all
elements. In this proposal, we show how the isolation of partitions can be used
in the search engine to boost elements with desirable structural properties, and
then we show how isolation can be used on the entire ranked list to both find
the best ranking of elements and to remove overlap in the results.

2 Post-Processing for Focused Retrieval

2.1 System Overview

Our search engine is based on Apache Lucene. Lucene is also used to index the
collection and generate the summary. As tokens are indexed, the payload infor-
mation associated with each token occurrence contains the summary partition
in which the token appears. The payload information of each token is accessi-
ble during scoring and is used in conjunction with the boost parameters. The
boost parameters are calculated using the isolation of the summary partitions
(which is described in the next section 2.2) and is based on the extent size of
each partition. A PayloadTokenizer has been to add the partition payload to the
indexed tokens obtained from a sequence of Lucene’s default tokenizers; namely,
LowerCaseFilter, StopFilter, and LetterTokenizer. The LowerCaseFilter makes
all tokens lowercase, the StopFilter exclude a set of stop words from indexing,
and the LetterTokenizer removes certain punctuation symbols. Our system uses
several indexes that represent elements as document units. The elements selected
for the document units are taken from the structural hints in the NEXI queries
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of each topic. This allows the term frequencies, document frequencies, as well
length normalization to be affected on a subgraph level.

2.2 Isolation

The isolation of summary partitions was used to generate the boost parameters
as well as to remove the overlap from the system output. The measures used to
generate the isolation of the p∗ summary, in which each measure is generated for
each partition in the summary, were based on the extent size of each partition.

The isolation of a summary partition is the probability of a user being in some
summary partition i while browsing the collection. We denote the isolation as
πi, and we calculate it by using the steady-state probabilities of a time-reversible
discrete Markovian process applied to the summary,

πi =

∑
j wij∑

i

∑
j wij

(1)

where i, j ∈ S are partitions of the summary, and wij is the size of the extent
of the child node among the partitions i and j. We interpret πi as the fraction
of time that a user who uses a description of the document structure (i.e. a
summary) to browse will spend πi of their time in partition i of the document.

2.3 Re-ranking Results Based on Isolation

The approach adopted in this proposal was to first search for exhaustive results
across all indexes, and then to combine the results across all indexes into a
single weakly-ordered, overlapped ranked list R which would be processed in
two stages. The first stage of processing involved finding the most structurally
relevant strictly-ordered permutation R∗ of the ranked list R. The second stage
of processing was to produce the final output by removing overlaps from the
most structurally relevant ranked list R∗. We refer to the j-th permutation of
ranked list R as R(j).

` = |Ω| =
m∏

i=1

|Ri|! (2)

The number of permutations to be evaluated in this first stage is calculated
using equation 2, where m is the number of ranks in R and |Ri| is the number
of elements in rank i of the list R. Each list is then evaluated for structural
relevance in precision (i.e., the isolation of elements based on their order in the
list and how they are structurally related to one and other). The highest scoring
list is selected for further processing. It should be noted that the highest score
could be shared by more than one permutation, and, in those cases, we selected
the first permutation found for further processing.

Structural relevance for element u in ranked list R is calculated based on the
rank of the element, and the elements in R that are higher-ranked and overlapped
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to u [ref]. Equation 3 shows how structural relevance SR is calculated. R[u] is
the ranked list up to the rank of element u. rel(e) is the relevance of the element
e. R[u](e) are the set of elements in the same rank as e in the ranked list R[u].
ov(R[u](e), e) is the set of overlapped elements in the same rank as e in R[u] that
are overlapped with element e. m is the number of higher ranked, overlapped
elements in R[u] to element e. Finally, every element in the collection belongs
to a partition in the summary. It has been shown that the isolation of elements
can be approximated using the isolation of summary partitions. Let π(e) denote
the isolation of the summary partition of element e.

SR[u] =
∑

e∈R[u]

rel(e)
|R[u](e)|

|ov(R[u](e),e)|∑
n=1

πn+m−1
(e) (3)

In the first stage, using a given summary S of the collection, every strictly
ordered permutation of R was evaluated for structural relevance in precision
(SRP) with the assumption that all elements were relevant. We calculate SRP
for a ranked list R where k is the top-k with,

SRP (R) = frac1k ·
∑
u∈R

SR[u] (4)

Algorithm 1, below, shows the algorithm that we used to determine the most
structurally relevant list R∗. We serially evaluate all permutations of R until we
find the highest score for SRP.

Algorithm FindMostIsolatedList

Input: Summary of collection (π) and a weakly-ordered overlapped ranked list R.
Output: A non-overlapping strictly-ordered ranked list R∗

1: let Ω be the set of strictly-ordered permutations of R.
2: let ` be the number of permutations of R.
3: let R∗ be the highest scoring permutation of R.
4: let high be the highest SR score found.
5: high = 0
6: for j = 1 to ` do
7: let R(j) be the j-th permutation of R
8: let score = SRP (R(j)), /* see eq. 4 */
9: if score > high then

10: R∗ = R(j)

11: end if
12: end for

Fig. 1. Find the most isolated list

In our evaluation of structural relevance in precision for post-processing, we
have assumed that all returned elements are relevant. If there were other criteria
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other than isolation for post-processing a list then it would be desirable to loosen
this assumption and allow for a broader range of output lists. Using SRP, we
would use thresholds to evaluate SRP with either a maximum desired precision
(i.e., score > constant), or we would evaluate SRP up to a given rank level (i.e.,
evaluate SRP for all elements that are ranked higher than some constant rank).

The second stage of post-processing removes the overlap in the most relevant
list R∗. The first stage removed tied ranks. In the second stage, we are inter-
ested in resolving the overlap for focused element retrieval. Sibling elements are
allowed in the results, but ancestor-descendant relationships between elements
are not allowed. We implemented a simple rule that would choose the highest
ranked ancestor-descendant element for final output, and remove all lower ranked
elements from the final output. This is a naive approach, which is based on the
best ordering of tied ranks which was established in the first stage of processing.

3 Experimental Results

Our experimental results have shown that boosting at the partition level using
isolation does improve results, as compared to simply retrieving elements using
keyword search across partitions. We intend to elaborate on the experiment in
later versions of this paper.

4 Conclusion

We have presented a general methodology for introducing structural constraints
into element retrieval where the parameterization of our model allows for com-
plex modelling of user behaviour based on summary representations of the col-
lection, and quantified with the relative isolation of partitions. Our approach
does not make any assumptions about the collection, and can be easily and
quickly employed for searching any XML collection. The experimental results
suggest that this structural approaches can improve, and it agrees with the ob-
servation of Trotman and Lalmas that the effectiveness of structural search is
dependent on the collection itself and not the proficiency of users at large to
express structural hints and constraints.
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Abstract. While representing textual document, different approaches have been
used: models based on boolean model, algebraic models extended from vector
space model or probabilistic models.
In text mining as in information retrieval, these models have shown good results
about textual documents modeling. They nevertheless do nottake into account
documents structure. In many applications however, documents are inherently
structured (e.g. XML documents).
In this article1, we propose an extended probabilistic representation of documents
in order to take into account a certain kind of structural information: tags that
represent logical structure and layout structure of the document. Our approach
includes a learning step in which the weight of each tag is estimated. This weight
is related to the probability a given tag is able to distinguish the relevant terms.
Our model has been evaluated during INEX 2006 & 2007 evaluation campaign.

1 Introduction

In Information Retrieval as in text mining many approaches are used to model docu-
ments. As stated in [1], these approaches can be organized inthree families: models
based on boolean model, for example fuzzy or extended boolean model; models based
on vector space model; probabilistic models. The later holds Bayesian networks, infer-
ence networks or belief networks. All these models appear tobe appropriate to represent
textual documents. They were successfully applied in categorization task or in informa-
tion retrieval task.

However they all present the drawback of not taking into account the structure of
the documents. It appears nevertheless that most of the available information either on
the Internet or in textual databases are strongly structured. This is for example the case
for scientific articles in which a title, an abstract, keywords, introduction, conclusion
and other sections do not have the same importance. This is also true for the documents
available on the Internet as they are written in languages (e.g. HTML or XML) that
explicitly describe the logical structure of the document and a part of the layout structure
(e.g.font size, color, ...).

For all these documents, the information provided by structure can be useful to
emphasize some particular part of the textual document.

1 This work has been partly funded by the Web Intelligence project (région Rhône-Alpes).
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Consequently a given word does not have the same importance depending on its
position in the article (e.g.in the title or in the body) or if it is emphasized (bold font,
etc.). Indeed, if the author of a web page deliberately writes a given word in a particular
font, it could be thought that a particular information can be associated with the term
and therefore that the term should be considered differently.

For all these reasons, recent works in information retrieval as in text mining, fo-
cused on considering documents structure.

This leads, in particular, to content oriented XML information retrieval (RI) that
aims at taking advantage of the structure provided by the XLMtree. Taking into ac-
count the structure can be done either at the indexing step orat the querying one. In
the former [4, 18, 13], a structured document is indexed using a tree of logical textual
fragments. The terms weight in a given fragment is propagated through the structural
relation, i.e. from leafs to the root or from root to leafs. In the later [9], SQL query
language has been adapted to the structured context in orderto allow queries like ”I
look for a paragraph dealing with running, included in an article that deals with the
New-York marathon and in which a photo of a marathon-man is present”. The INEX
competition (INitiative for Evaluation of XML Retrieval) provides, since 2002, large
collections of structured documents. Systems are evaluated through their ability to find
relevant part of documents associated with XML fragment rather than the whole docu-
ments.

Taking advantage of the structure has also been studied in supervised and unsu-
pervised document clustering tasks [15, 2, 3, 17, 16]. In such a context, many strategies
appear. Among them is the extension of the usual document representations. For exam-
ple, Doucet and Ahonen-Myka [5] generalized the vector space model by considering
terms as well as tags. The results are not yet convincing. Theauthors nevertheless ar-
gued that the way the textual and structural information arecombined is responsible for
these poor results.

Other approaches have been developed based on the tree-likestructure of XML
documents. In this structure, leaves contain the textual information and nodes the struc-
tural one (tags or XML elements) [15, 7, 2, 3]. The documents can then be modeled by
flattering their trees into sets of paths. The structured vector space model of [19] takes
advantage of this representation. In this model, the components can be terms or another
structured vector. In the same way [17] generalizes the previous model by introducing
parameters that constrain (for example) the paths length orthe choice of the begin-
ning and the end of the path. CBCS and CBNCS are Bayesian classification models
that take into account the tree-like representation structure in a recursive way [10]. The
main problem with all these approaches is the number of parameters that need to be
tuned, number which increases with collection size and heterogeneity. This limits the
application of such models on collections available on the web.

In the context of novelty detection, other works took into account the logical struc-
ture of the documents, by associating a weight to each part ofthe document [8].
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In this article, we propose to extend the probabilistic model in order to take into
account the document structure (either the logical structure or the layout aspect). Our
approach is made up of two steps, the first one being a learningstep, in which a weight
is computed for each tag. This weight is estimated based on the probability that a given
tag distinguishes relevant terms. In the second step, the above weight is used to better
estimate the probability for a document to be relevant for a given query.

An overview of our model is presented in the next section. A more formal one
follows in section 3. The preliminary results obtained on the INEX 2006 and 2007
collections are then presented in section 4.

2 Integrating tags into document modeling

In Information Retrieval, the probabilistic model [12] aims at estimating the relevance
of a document for a given query through two probabilities: the probability of finding a
relevant information and the probability of finding a non relevant information.

These estimates are based on the probability for a given termin the document to
appear in relevant (or in non relevant) documents. This estimation can be done us-
ing a training collection in which the documents relevance according to some query
is avalaible. With such a collection, one can estimate the probability for a given term
to belong to a relevant (respectively non relevant) document, given its distribution in
relevant (respectively non relevant) documents.

This probabilistic model leads to good results in textual information retrieval. Our
goal here is to extend this model by taking into account the documents structure. Dif-
ferent kinds of ”structure” can be considered. As an example, Fourel defined physical
structure, layout structure, linguistic structure, discursive structure and logical structure
[6]. In our model, we only consider the structure defined through XML tags: logical
structure (title, section, paragraph, ...) and layout structure (bold font, centered text, ...).

Integrating the structure in the probabilistic model is done at two levels :

– In the first one, the logical structure is used in order to select the XML elements
(section, paragraph, table, ...) that are considered at theindexing step.

– In the second one, tags describing layout structure are integrated into the classic
probabilistic model.

Integrating tags needs a preliminary step in which a weight for each tag is computed.
This weight is based on the probability, for a given tag, to distinguish relevant terms
from non relevant ones. This is closely related to the classic probabilistic model, in
which a weight for each term is estimated, based on the probability for the term to
appear in relevant documents. But in our approach, tags are considered instead of terms
and terms instead of documents. Moreover, the relevance is not evaluated on the whole
document but on its parts (term by term). Accordingly, in theINEX collection, the
relevance is defined on structural fragments, i.e. XML elements and parts of them (i.e.
sentences). In our model, we do not consider the relevance ofsentences, but only the
relevance of XML elements.
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In the second step, the probability for a document element tobe relevant is esti-
mated by taking into account the classic weight of the terms it contains, modified by
the weight of the tags included in the element.

A more formal presentation of our model is given in the next section.

3 A probabilistic model for the representation of structured
documents

3.1 Notations and examples

LetD be a set of structured documents.
In practice, XML documents are considered. Each logical element (section, para-

graph, etc.)ej of the XML tree will therefore be represented by a set of terms. For
example, we consider the following three documentsD0, D1 andD2:

D0

<article>
<p> t1t2t3 </p>

<section>
<p>

t1t4 </p>

<p>

t2t5 </p>

</section>
</article>

D1

<article>
<section>

<p>

t2t4 </p>

<p>

t2t5 </p>

</section>
<p> t2t1 </p>

</article>

D2

<article>
<section>

<p><b>

t5 </b></p>

<p>

t3t4 </p>

<p>

t3t5 </p>

</section>
</article>

Each tag describing logical structure defines elements corresponding to part of doc-
ument which will be indexed. In the example, documentD2 is indexed by five elements:
an article (tag<article>), a section (tag<section>) and three paragraphs (tag<p>).

We note :

– E = {ej, j = 1, ..., l}, the set of the logical elements available in the collection
(article, section, etc.).

– T = (t1, ..., ti, ...tn), a term index built fromE.
– B = {b1, ..., bk, ..., bm}, the set of tags.

Let Ej , be a vector of random variablesTij in {0, 1} :

Ej = (T10, ..., T1k, ..., T1m, ..., Ti0, ..., Tik, .., Tim, ...., Tn0, ..., Tnk, .., Tnm)

with




Tik = 1 if the termti appears tagged bybk

Tik = 0 if the termti does not appear tagged bybk

Ti0 = 1 if the termti appears without being tagged by a tag inB

Ti0 = 0 if the termti does not appear without being tagged
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We noteej = (t10, ..., t1k, ..., t1m, ti0, ..., tik, .., tim, tn0, ..., tnk, .., tnm) a realiza-
tion of the random variableEj .

In the previous example with three documentsD0, D1 andD2, we haveb1 = article,
b2 = section, b3 = p, b4 = b and T ={t1,..,t5}.

The elemente1: <p> t1 t2 t3 </p> of D0 can be represented by the vector

{t10, t11, t12, t13, t14, ...} = {0, 1, 0, 1, 0, ...}

since the termt1 is tagged byarticle (t11 = 1), andp (t13 = 1) but neither bysection
(t12 = 0) nor byb (t14 = 0). We havet10 = 0 since the term does not appear without
tag.

Given this representation, the goal is now to propose an extension of the probabilis-
tic model that will take into account the documents structure.

3.2 Term based probability for an XML element to be relevant

The weighting function BM25 [12], is broadly used in probabilistic information re-
trieval systems to evaluate the weight of a termti in an element XMLej . This weight
is notedwij .

3.3 Tag based probability for an XML element to be relevant

The probabilities estimations are based on the model introduced in [12]. Nevertheless
they have to be adapted in order to take into account the documents structure described
in section 3.1. So, we consider not only term weights but alsotag based weights.

In an information retrieval context, we want to estimate therelevance of an XML
elementej given a query. We thus want to estimate:

P (R|ej) : the probability to find a relevant information inej given a query.
P (NR|ej) : the probability of finding a non relevant information inej given a

query.

Let f1(ej) be a document ranking function:

f1(ej) =
P (R|ej)

P (NR|ej)

The higherf1(ej), the more relevant the information presented inej . Using Bayes
formula, we get:

f1(ej) =
P (ej |R) × P (R)

P (ej |NR) × P (NR)

The term P (R)
P (NR) being constant over the collection for a given query, it willnot

change the ranking of the documents. We therefore definef2 – which is proportional to
f1 – as:
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f2(ej) =
P (ej |R)

P (ej|NR)
Using the Binary Independence Model assumption, we have:

P (Ej = ej|R) =
∏

tik∈ej

P (Tik = tik|R) (1)

=
∏

tik∈ej

P (Tik = 1|R)tik × P (Tik = 0|R)1−tik (2)

In the same way, we get :

P (Ej = ej|NR) =
∏

tik∈ej

(P (Tik = 1|NR))tik × (P (Tik = 0|NR))1−tik (3)

For the sake of simplified notations, we note, for a given XML element:

p0 = P (Ti0 = 0|R) : the probability thatti does not appear given a relevant element.
pik = P (Tik = 1|R) : the probability thatti appears, tagged bybk given a relevant

element.
q0 = P (Ti0 = 0|NR) : the probability thatti does not appear given a non relevant

element.
qik = P (Tik = 1|NR) : probability thatti appears tagged bybk given a non relevant

element.

Using these notations in equations 2 and 3, we get:

P (ej|R) =
∏

tik∈ej

(pik)tik × (1 − pik)1−tik ,

P (ej |NR) =
∏

tik∈ej

(qik)tik × (1 − qik)1−tik .

The ranking functionf2(ej) can then be re-written:

f2(ej) =

∏
tik∈ej

(pik)tik × (1 − pik)1−tik∏
tik∈ej

(qik)tik × (1 − qik)1−tik

The log function being monotone increasing, taking the logarithm of the ranking
function will not change the ranking. We can then definef3 as:

f3(ej) = log(f2(ej))

=
∑

tik∈ej

(tik log(pik) + (1 − tik) log(1 − pik) − tik log(qik) − (1 − tik) log(1 − qik)

=
∑

tik∈ej

tik ×
(

log
(

pik

1 − pik

)
− log(

qik

1 − qik
)
)

+
∑

tik∈ej

log(
1 − pik

1 − qik
)
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As before, the term
∑

tik∈ej
log(1−pik

1−qik
) is constant with respect to the collection

(independant oftik). Not considering it will not change the ranking provided byf3(ej):

ftag(ej) =
∑

tik∈ej

tiklog

(
pik(1 − qik)
qik(1 − pik)

)
(4)

The weight of a termti tagged bybk will be writtenw′
ik : w′

ik = log(pik(1−qik)
qik(1−pik) )

Finally, in our probabilistic model that takes into accountthe document structure,
the relevance of an XML elementej is defined throughftag(ej):

ftag(ej) =
∑

tik∈ej

tik × w′
ik

In practice, we have to estimate the probabilitiespik andqik, i ∈ {1, .., n}, k ∈
{0, .., m} in order to evaluate the element relevance. For that purpose, we used a learn-
ing setEA in which elements relevance for a given query is known. Giventhe set R
(respectively NR) that contains the relevant elements (respectively non relevant ones) a
contingency table can be built for each termti tagged bybk :

R NR EA

tik ∈ ej rik nik − rik nik

tik /∈ ej R − rik N − nik − R + rik N − nik

Total R N − R N

with:

– rik: the number of relevant termsti tagged bybk in EA;
–

∑
i rik: the number of relevant terms tagged bybk in EA.

– nik: the number of termsti tagged bybk in EA;
– r′ik = nik − rik: the number of non relevant termsti tagged bybk in EA;
– R =

∑
ik rik: the number of relevant terms in EA;

– N-R =
∑

ik r′ik: the number of non relevant terms in EA.

We can now estimate

{
pik = P (tik = 1|R) = rik

R
qik = P (tik = 1|NR) = nik−rik

N−R

Given the unbiased estimatorspik andqik (the probability thatti is taggedbk re-
spectively in a relevant and non-relevant element), we can estimatep.k, the probability
of havingbk given a relevant element, andq.k the probability of having a tagbk given
a non relevant element.

p.k =
∑

i

pik and q.k =
∑

i

qik
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3.4 Combining term based and tag based scores

In order to obtain the scorefc(ej) of an elementej given a query, our first attempt was
to multiply the weightwij of each term inej with the average weightsw′

ik of the tags
that label these terms:

fc(ej) =
∑
ti∈ej

wij ∗
∏

k/tik=1

w′
ik

We can note that some tags will reinforce the weight of the term (w′
ik > 1) while

other will weaken it (w′
ik ≤ 1).

Once thew′
ik are computed, we experiment two ways of considering tags. The first,

called RSPM (for Reinforced Structured Probabilistic Model), only considers tags that
reinforce the termsw′

ik > 1. The second, called SPM (for Structured Probabilistic
Model, considers all the tags.

These strategies have been evaluated on the INEX collection.

4 Experiments on INEX 2006 & 2007 collection

4.1 INEX collection

We used for our experimentations the INEX (Initiative for Evaluation of XML Re-
trieval) collection as it contains a significant amount of data together with the availabil-
ity of relevant assessments.

The corpus contains 659.388 articles in english, from the free Wikipedia encyclope-
dia. The documents are strongly structured as they are composed of 52 millions XML
fragments. Each XML article view as a tree contains, on average, 161 elements for an
average deep of 6.72. Moreover, whole articles (textual content + XML structure) rep-
resent 4.5 Gb while the textual content weights only 1.6 Gb. The structural information
thus represents more than twice the size of the textual one.

In order to evaluate information retrieval systems, a set ofqueries is submitted by
the participants during INEX 2006 and 2007 competition. 114queries were selected in
2006, and 130 in 2007.

4.2 Experimental protocol

The 2006 INEX campaign made available the relevance assessments of the 114 queries.
The corpus enriched by these assessments is used as a training set in order to estimate
thew′

ij weights.
The second phase then consists in processing the queries. The vector space model

using BM25 weighting function is used as the baseline, without stemming nor stoplist.
In order to understand the pro and cons of our structured document model, BM25 is
also used as the term weighting function before integratingthe tags weight.

Two sets of evaluations were made: one on the 114 queries of the 2006 campaign,
another one on the 130 queries of the 2007 campaign. The evaluation measures used
are theprecisionandrecall measures as defined by [14].
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Theinterpolated average precision(iAP), introduced by INEX, combinesprecision
andrecall, and provides an evaluation of the system results for each query. By averaging
the iAP values on the set of queries, an overall measure of performance is defined [11].
This average is calledinterpolated mean average precision(iMAP).

4.3 Results and discussion

We now compare the results obtained on the 114 queries of the INEX 2006 evalua-
tion campaign using our baseline and the two variants of our structured probabilistic
model. We obtain an iMAP of 2.34% for the baseline (i.e. without the structure). The
Reinforced Structured Probabilistic Model, RSPM, obtainsan 1.08% iMAP while the
simple Structured Probabilistic Model, SPM, obtains an 1.80% iMAP.

These results are confirmed while considering precision andrecall independently as
seen on figure 1.

Fig. 1. Behavior of the structured probabilistic model
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During the INEX 2007 campaign only two runs were sent : baseline and SPM. The
baseline obtains a 4.44% iMAP, while SPM obtains a 2.19% iMAP.

Table 1 shows interpolated precision at several recall levels.
Even if the evaluated models do not outperform the baseline,we are still convinced

that the structural information must be taken into account.Actually, the important infor-
mation here is that SPM outperforms RSPM. This means that some tags informs us that
the terms they contain brings less information than terms inother part. Regarding the
fact that the baseline outperforms the two other methods, wethink this could come from
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Table 1.Result on the 130 queries of the 2007 campaing

@0 @0.01 @0.05 @0.10 iMAP
Baseline (BM25)34.9027.49 17.49 13.39 4.44%
SPM 17.0314.53 10.51 6.28 2.19%

the way we combine weights shared by the baseline (namely thewij ) and the weights
derived from the tag analysis (namely thew′

ik). We are thus confident in our model and
have already started a deeper analysis of the results on the 2007 evaluation campaign.

5 Conclusion

In this article, we have proposed to extend the probabilistic model for representing doc-
uments in order to take the structural information of the documents into account. Our
approach divides into two steps: a learning step where part of the collection is consid-
ered in order to estimate and quantify the impact of a given tag regarding the relevance
of the tagged fragment. A second step in which the weight of a term (computed with a
classical BM25 weighting) is combined with the informationprovided at the first step.

Preliminary results were obtained on the INEX 2006 and 207 evaluation campaign.
It appears that the rather naive method used to combine the term weight and the tag
information is too rough. Some work is still needed here, as these two pieces of infor-
mation are not of the same type. We thus have to consider more elaborate combining of
the information.

References

1. R. Baeza-Yates and B Ribeiro-Neto.Modern information retrieval. Addison-Wesley, 1999.
2. G. Costa, G. Manco, R. Ortale, and A. Tagarelli. A tree-based approach to clustering xml

documents by structure. InPKDD, pages 137–148, 2004.
3. T. Dalamagas, T. Cheng, K. Winkel, and T. Sellis. Clustering xml documents using structural

summaries. InIn Proc. of ClustWeb - International Workshop on ClusteringInformation over
the Web in conjunction with EDBT 04, 2004.
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Abstract. We present a Retrieval Information system for XML docu-
ments using a Machine Learning Ranking approach. This system learns a
ranking function using a training of queries and relevance judgments on
a subset of the document elements. Classical ranking techniques learn
from labeled data only. Besides an adaptation of ranking methods to
structured IR, we also introduce a semi-supervised ranking scheme which
learns both from labeled and unlabeled data. Our model improves the
performance of a baseline Information Retrieval system by optimizing a
ranking loss criterion and combining scores computed from doxels and
from their local structural context. We analyze the performance of these
models on the CO-Focused task.

1 Introduction

Ranking algorithms have been developed in the Machine Learning field for some
times. In the field of IR, they have first been used for combining features or
preferences relations in tasks such as meta search [1], [2]. Learning ranking func-
tions has also lead to improved performance in a series of tasks such as passage
classification, automatic summarization [3]. More recently, they have been used
for learning the ranking function of search engines [4], [5], [6], [7].

Ranking algorithms work by combining features which characterize the data
elements to be ranked. In our case, these features will depend on the document
element (doxel) itself and on its structural context. Ranking algorithms will learn
to combine these different features in an optimal way, according to a specific loss
function, using a set of examples.

Ranking algorithms are trained in a supervised way, using a set of labeled
data. This approach is probably not adapted to Information Retrieval tasks.
Data labeling in this context is time consuming. Also, due to the large variabil-
ity of potential queries an the open nature of the task itself, it is unrealistic to
envision the labeling of a representative subset of data for most IR tasks. This
is even more sensitive for structured IR where the number of elements to be
retrieved is potentially much larger than in traditional IR. A potential solution
to this problem is to develop semi-supervised ranking methods which learn from
a small set of labeled data and attempt to exploit jointly the information pro-
vided by unlabeled data. Semi-supervised techniques have been developped for
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classification tasks but not for ranking ones. We propose here a semi-supervised
approach to the ranking problem and analyse its performance wrt a baseline
model and a supervised ranking model introduced last year [8].

The paper is organized as follows, in section 2 we present the ranking model.
We then show how this model can extended to support semi-supervised learning.
In section 3 we comment the results obtained by our semi supervised model and
compare them to a supervised model.

2 Ranking model

In this section we briefly describe a probabilistic model of ranking which can be
adapted to Information Retrieval or Structured Information Retrieval. A more
detailed description of the model can be found in [8].

The main idea behind the Machine Learning Ranking is to learn a total strict
order on X , a set of elements. This allows it to compare any pair of elements in
this set.

Given this total order, we are able to order any subset of X in a ranking
list. For Information Retrieval on XML documents, X will be the set of couples
(doxel, query) for all doxels and queries in the document collection and the total
order is the natural order on the doxel’s scores. In addition, we need a training
set of ordered pairs of examples to learn how to rank. This training set will
provide us with a partial order on the elements of X . Our algorithm will use
this information to learn a total order on X and it will then be able to rank new
elements.

2.1 Notations

As described above, we assume available a set X of elements ordered by a partial
order noted ≺. This relation will be used when it is possible to compare element
pairs of X . Let D be the set of all doxels of all documents in the Wikipedia
collection and Q be the set of CO-queries. In the context of structured IR, we
will make define X = Q×D. The partial order hypothesis on X = Q×D, means
that for a subset of the queries in Q we know preferences between some of the
doxels in D. For a given query, these preferences will define a partial order on the
doxels in D. The preferences among doxels are provided by manual assessments.

Ranking We represent each element x ∈ X by a vector (x1, x2, ..., xl) where
xi are features needed to rank elements of X . We denote L as the set of doxel
types given by the DTD of wikipedia collection. For example : article, section,
paragraph,.... The following linear combination of features is used to define the
ranking function fω, that we will use to learn a total order on X :

fω(x) = ωl
1+ωl

2·Okapi(x)+ωl
3·Okapi(parent(x))+ωl

4·Okapi(document(x)) (1)

151



where ωl
i are the parameters of the combination to be learned, l is the type

of doxel of the element x and Okapi is an Okapi [9] model adapted to Structured
Information Retrieval. This combination takes into account both the information
provided by the context of the doxel and the structural information given by the
node type of the doxel.

More precisely, we have used the following vector representation:

x = ((ωl1
1 , ωl1

2 , ωl1
3 , xl1

4 ), (ωl2
1 , ωl2

2 , ωl2
3 , xl2

4 ), ..., (ωl|L|
1 , ω

l|L|
2 , ω

l|L|
3 , ω

l|L|
4 )) (2)

where |L| is the total number of doxel types in the collection. In the equa-
tion (2), each component of the vector (ωli

1 , ωli
2 , ωli

3 , ωli
4 ) is (0, 0, 0, 0) except for

the component which corresponds to the doxel’s type, say li, which is equal to :

(1, Okapi(x), Okapi(parent(x)), Okapi(document(x)))

Ranking loss fω is said to respect the order x ≺ x′ if fω(x) < fω(x′) for x, x′ ∈
X . In this case, the pair (x, x′) is well ordered by the function fω. Consequently,
the ranking loss will evaluate the number of times fω does not respect this
condition, in other terms, it will count the number of mis-ordered pairs in X 2.
This criterion in commonly called Area Under the ROC Curve (AUC) and it
can be written as follows :

AROC =
1

n · p
∑

i∈X+

∑
j∈X−

[[f(xi)− f(xj) ≤ 0]] (3)

where X− is the set of non relevant element, X+ is the set of relevant elements
and n = |X−| and p = |X+|. The aim of a ranking algorithm is to learn ω (the
combination parameters (1)) by minimising (3). However, equation (3) is not
differentiable. Therefore instead of the ROC criterion (3), we will use an upper-
bound of (3) which is has the form of an exponential loss (4). it is differentiable
and convex, and can be minimized by standard optimization techniques like
gradient descent:

Re(X , ω) =
∑

(x,x′)∈X 2

x≺x′

efω(x)−fω(x′) (4)

In addition, we can use some particularities of INEX, to decrease the com-
plexity of (4). First of all, since comparing doxels from different queries has no
sense, we define a partition X =

⋃
q∈Q

Xq where

Xq = {x = (d, q′) ∈ X/q′ = q}

Second, the assessments being described by discrete dimensions on exhaus-
tivity and specificity, there will be no preference (this is denoted (⊥)) among
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Fig. 1. Graph representing the order between doxels for a given query, according to
the two dimensional discrete scale of INEX. Doxels labeled E3S3 must be the highest
ranked, and doxels labeled E0S0 the lowest ranked.

doxels with the same value of exhaustivity and specificity. Since INEX’06, speci-
ficity was replaced by two parameters : rsize (amount of relevant highlighted
text in the doxel) and size (total number of characters contained by the doxel).
Thus, we convert the ratio rsize(d)

size(d) of a doxel d to an integer value between 0
and 3.

Therefore, with A the set of assessments and A(x) the assessment for an
element x, we can write the partition Xq =

⋃
a∈A

X a
q where

X a
q = {x ∈ Xq/A(x) = a}

According to the two properties above, we obtain a new exponential loss :

Re(X , ω) =
∑
q∈Q

∑
a∈A


 ∑

x∈Xa
q

efω(x)


 ∑

b∈A
X b

q≺X
a
q

∑
x∈X b

q

e−fω(x)


 (5)

where X b
q ≺ X a

q means that X a
q is better than X b

q . A possible order between
assessments is represented in figure 1 according to the couple (exhaustivity, speci-
ficity).

The complexity of the algorithm, O(|X 2|), is reduced to a complexity in
O(K · |Q| · |X |) where |K| is the number of sets in the partition of X .

Gradient descent To minimize the exponential loss (5), we can apply a gra-
dient descent technique. The gradient component is:
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∂Re

∂ωk
(X , ω) =

∑
q∈Q

∑
a∈A


 ∑

x∈Xa
q

xkefω(x)


 ∑

b∈A
X b

q≺X
a
q

∑
x∈X b

q

e−fω(x)



+

 ∑
x∈Xa

q

efω(x)


 ∑

b∈A
X b

q≺X
a
q

∑
x∈X b

q

−xke−fω(x)




(6)

Incorporation of unlabeled data With the semi-supervised model, we have
to label correctly all unlabeled elements y. Thus, we attribute each new element
y to the partition X a

q (and not to all the partitions) according to a probability
of belonging. In other terms, an element belongs to a group with which it has
the maximum indifference probability.

P (y ∈ X a
q ) = P ({y} ⊥ X a

q ) =
∏

x∈Xa
q

P (y ⊥ x) =
∏

x∈Xa
q

P (y ≺ x)P (x ≺ y)

Next, we choose for y the group Xa
q which minimizes the ranking loss as

follows :

efω(y)
∑

x∈Xa
q

e−fω(x) + efω(−y)
∑

x∈Xa
q

efω(x)

The semi supervised model can be summed up by the following algorithm:

Algorithm 1

1. Minimize the ranking loss on labeled examples.
2. Repeat until convergence:

3. Affect each unlabeled example to a group X a
q

according to the minimum ranking loss:
efω(y)

∑
x∈Xa

q

e−fω(x) + efω(−y)
∑

x∈Xa
q

efω(x).

4. Minimize the ranking loss on labeled and unlabeled examples.

3 Experiments

3.1 Learning base

The Wikipedia collection [10] has been used with different sets of queries for
training and testing. INEX 2006 queries and assessments were used for training
and the 2007 collection was used for testing. In order to analyze the behavior of
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the ranking and semi-supervised ranking methods, experiments were performed
with different labeled training test sizes.

See below an enumeration of the training sets :

1. One of 3 queries
2. One of 10 queries
3. One of 50 queries
4. One of 100 queries

The model learns by taking into account different percentages of labeled
data. We focus our experiments on small percentages (< 10%) to be close of the
semi-supervised paradigm.

3.2 Results

The runs submitted to the official evaluation were bugged. New results will be
presented at the workshop.
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Abstract. Conventional ranking methods for document search have
considered content of documents to rank a search result. They have at-
tained some positive results in the research area of document search; how-
ever, it has been said that content of not only documents but also queries
should be utilized if users want to get a search result accurately. This
fact applies to XML search engines. In this paper, therefore, we propose a
ranking method for XML search considering content-and-structure con-
ditions of both XML documents and queries. We also propose a method
for presenting a search result for XML search, because it is very impor-
tant for users to grasp and understand the entire search result, too. We
implemented our ranking method on top of XRel, a relational database
system for XML documents, and found that our proposal allows users
to search XML fragments more accurately than previously proposed ap-
proaches for XML search.

1 Introduction

Extensible Markup Language (XML) [1] is becoming widely used as a standard
document format in many application domains. In the near future, we believe
that a greater number of documents will be produced in XML. Therefore, in a
similar way to the development of Web search engines, XML search engines will
become very important tools for users wishing to explore XML documents.

In the meantime, a search result of current Web search engines is usually a
list of Web documents. That is, Web documents are sorted in descending order
of their scores. The scores are calculated by content of Web documents, which
are quantified based on the number of occurrences of terms extracted from Web
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documents like the tf-idf scoring [2]. In the case of XML search engines, it is
said that XML queries combine conditions on both content and logical structure
such as Narrowed-Extended XPath I (NEXI) [3] and XQuery Full-Text queries
[4]. When such queries are issued to an XML search engine, the search result
is usually a list of XML fragments6 as opposed to that of entire documents in
current Web search engines. As a result, several approaches have been proposed
to extend the well-established content-based scoring in some retrieval with the
ability to rank XML fragments.

Conventional approaches for XML search take into consideration both con-
tent and logical structure of XML documents in order to rank XML fragments
which satisfy query conditions [5]. For example, in the context of tf-idf scoring,
element scoring precomputes tf and idf factors for each distinct tag in input XML
documents [6, 7], while path scoring precomputes them for distinct paths [8, 9].
These refined scoring approaches led to improvements in the retrieval accuracy
of search results consist of scored XML fragments. However, these approaches
tended to attach great importance to small XML fragments, so that they caused
a problem returning small XML fragments partially satisfied with users’ infor-
mation need in some cases [10–12]. On the other hand, it is also said that it
is important for XML search engines to handle overlapping parts of XML frag-
ments. It means that when a user grasps and understand the content of an
XML fragment, the user browses ancestor of the XML fragment unconsciously.
In short, users can grasp and understand the content of search results if XML
search engines can indicate a list of large size of XML fragments containing small
ones. Considering this fact, Clarke proposed to control overlapping by re-ranking
the descendant and ancestor of search results [13]. In Clarke’s approach, how-
ever, users have to browse the overlapping parts of XML fragments more than
once, so that it increases the burden on users.

In order to overcome two problems described above, we propose ranking
and presenting methods of XML fragments as search results for XML search
engines. In our ranking method, we advocate the use of two scoring algorithms
for content-only (CO) and content-and-structure (CAS) queries. The former is
based on the content condition of XML documents like conventional element or
path scoring methods, and is utilize statistics extracted from XML documents
effectively, though the latter is based on the content-and-structure conditions of
both XML documents and queries. This is because the basic idea of our ranking
method has been shown to improve retrieval accuracies of search results in the
research area of traditional document search. At the same time, we also insist
that we devise ways of effectively presenting search results to handle overlapping
parts of answer XML fragments, because XML search engines just have to decide
and present one XML fragment in one way or another if there is an ancestor-
descendant relationship among XML fragments in a search result. In order to
verify the effectiveness of our proposals, we implemented two scoring methods
on a relational database system for XML documents based on XRel [14]. Our

6 XML fragments are easily extracted from XML documents based on their markup.
That is, they are subtrees in the XML trees.
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experiments on the INEX test collection show that using content-and-structure
conditions of both documents and queries improves the retrieval accuracies of
XML search engines.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe
how to calculate the scores of XML fragments based on content-and-structure
conditions of both documents and queries and statistics of XML documents.
In Section 3, we also describe how to present XML fragments with ancestor-
descendant relationships. We report our experimental results to verify our pro-
posal in Section 4 and related work in Section 5. Finally, we conclude this paper
in the last section.

2 Our Ranking Method based on Content-and-Structure

Conditions

In Section 2.1 and 2.2, we describe our two types of scoring algorithms in detail.
One is for CO queries and takes the content-and-structure condition of XML
documents into consideration. The other is for CAS queries and considers that
of both XML documents and queries. We also explain a method for integrating
two scoring algorithms in Section 2.3.

2.1 Content-and-Structure Conditions of XML Documents

As we described in Section 1, conventional methods for calculating scores of
XML fragments have already studied in recent years. One of the most famous
methods for calculating scores of XML fragments is element-based or path-based
scoring in the vector space model [15]; however we simply explain the path-based
scoring here because it has proved to perform better than element scoring [7].

The path-based scorings like the tf-ipf scoring [9] are expanded the versatility
of the tf-idf scoring [2],which has been proposed to quantify the importance of
terms in documents. The concept of the tf-idf scoring is that a tf-idf score of
a certain term in the document becomes large if the term appears in it many
times and does not appear in others at the same time. The tf-ipf scoring be-
haves the same as the tf-idf scoring and has been used for XML search. XML
fragments extracted from an original XML document are identified their XPath
expressions [16], so that they are classified according to the abbreviated syntax
of their XPath expressions. Assuming that the XML fragments with the same
abbreviated XPath expression have the same properties, we can quantify the
importance of terms in XML fragments with same properties as tf-ipf scores.
That is to say, a tf-ipf score of a certain term in an XML fragment becomes
large if the term appears in it many times and does not appear in others with
the same abbreviated XPath expression at the same time.

In our scoring algorithm, we define a tf-ipf score calculated from content-
and-structure conditions of XML documents. The score Sd is composed of two
factors, “Term Frequency of XML fragment (tfd)” and “Inverse Path Frequency
of XML fragment (ipfd)” as same as the tf-idf scoring. These factors are inspired
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from one of the path-based scorings proposed in [9]. In short, if T is the set of
query terms and s is an answer XML fragment in a search result, tfd(s, t) is the
number of occurrences of term t ∈ T in s and ipfd(s, t) is the natural logarithm
of quotient of the number of XML fragments which have the same structure as s
and the number of such answer XML fragments containing term t. We assume the
independence between paths in original XML documents and combine ipfd(s, t)
of individual paths. For example, given the query //article//sec[about(.,
t1 t2)], tfd(s, ti) and ipfd(s, ti)(i = 1, 2) are defined as follows:

tfd(s, ti) =
n(s, ti)

l(s)
, ipfd(s, ti) = 1 + log

M(s)

m(s, ti)
(1)

where n(s, ti) is the number of occurrences of ti in s, l(s) is the length of s (total
number of terms in s), M(s) is the number of XML fragments in the original
XML documents which satisfy s’s structure, and m(s, ti) is the number of such
fragments containing ti. Therefore, a score considering content-and-structure
condition of XML documents Sd is defined as the following equation:

Sd(s) =
∑
t∈T

tfd(s, t) · ipfd(s, t) (2)

In addition, we have already found two heuristics for calculating Sd(s) ex-
actly. The first heuristic is that small XML fragments are not suitable for search
results in XML search engines, especially keyword search. This is because the
XML fragments in a search result are supposed to be semantically consolidated
granules of original XML documents. In other words, such small XML fragments
are not semantically consolidated granules, so that they should not be included
in search results. We have already pointed this problem in [12], and proposed a
method for deleting small XML fragments from search results using quantita-
tive linguistics [11]. Applying this approach proposed in [11] to our XML search
engine easily, we defined a threshold called the ratio of period to delate such
small XML fragments from search results in [10]. The ratio of period is defined
as follows:

r(se) =
np(se)

Np(se)
(3)

where Np(se) denotes the number of XML fragments whose tag names is se
7,

and np(se) is the number of XML fragments that end with the symbols like ., ?,
or ! if the node with tag name se is a leaf node, or the number of XML fragments
that have more than one document-centric leaf node if the node with tag name
se is an internal node.

In contrast, the second heuristic is that tfd(s, ti) has a negative effect for
calculating Sd(s). That is to say, the tf and idf factors in the tf-idf scoring are
well-balanced; however, the tf and ipf factors in the tf-ipf scoring are not well-
balanced. For example, tfd(s, ti) is more influence over Sd(s) than ipfd(s, ti) in
experiments of the INEX test collections (from 2002 to 2005), so that we believe

7 se is the tag name of an XML fragment s.
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that ipfd(s, ti) has an insignificant effect on Sd(s). Liu et al. also found the
same fact and proposed an well-balanced tf factors suitable for ipfd(s, ti) based
on statistics extracted from original XML documents, which were calculated
by using the average number of terms of the XML fragments with the same
abbreviated XPath expression lave(s) and a constant parameter c as follows:

tfd(s, t) =
o tf(s, t)

n tf(s)
(4)

o tf(s, t) = 1 + log (1 + log (n(s, t))) (5)

n tf(s) =

(
1 − lave(s) − l(s)

lave(s)
· c

)
· (1 + log(lave(s))) (6)

In this paper, we adapted their methods to original tf-ipf scoring and calculated
tfd(s, t) defined in equation (4). We call this scoring method “ntf-ipf scoring”,
which is extended by using statistics of original XML documents. The constant
parameter c in equation (6) was usually set to 0.2. Owing to limited space, we
do not describe the details of their method (see [17]).

2.2 Content-and-Structure Conditions of Queries

Using the path-based scorings, we can calculate scores of XML fragments related
to queries before users issues them to XML search engines. Such precomputing
scores solely rely on original XML documents and do not consider query con-
ditions on both content and structure. As a result, only using the path-based
scorings is unable to function to calculate scores of answer XML fragments ex-
actly.

More concretely, let us consider the XML document given in Fig. 1. This ex-
ample is extracted from the INEX 2007 document collection. If a NEXI query like
//article//p[about(.,"Gates")] is issued to this example, XML fragment
s1: /article[1]/body[1]/p[1], s2: /article[1]/body[1]/section[1]/p[1],
and s3: /article[1]/body[1]/section[1]/p[2] would return as a search re-
sult. In existing approaches, the scores of XML fragments s1 and s2,3 are different
each other because their abbreviated XPath expressions are different from the
standpoint of both content and logical structure of original XML documents.
From the standpoint of query condition, however, they should be identified be-
cause these XML fragments are satisfied with both content and logical structure
of the query. In short, we would like to give the same scores to the XML fragments
satisfied with all condition of the query. Therefore, we can account for this by
considering condition on content and structure in the input queries and defining
scores as a function of those conditions as well as precomputed document-based
scores described in Section 2.1. This idea is basically the same in traditional doc-
ument search [2], and we believe that it helps to improve the retrieval accuracies
of search results.

Now we define a query-based score Sq. Similarly to the document-based score
Sd(s), Sq is composed of two factors, “Term Frequency of Query (tfq)” and “In-
verse Answer Document Frequency of Query (iafq)”, so that we call this scoring
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¶ ³
<?xml version="1.0" encoding="UTF-8"?>

<article>

<name id="3747">Bill Gates</name>

<body>

<p>

<emph3>William Henry Gates III</emph3> (born October 28, 1955),

commonly known as <emph3>Bill Gates</emph3>, is the co-founder,

chairman and chief software architect of Microsoft Corporation,

the largest software company in the world. According to ...

</p>

...

<section>

<title>Early life</title>

<p>

Gates was born in Seattle, Washington, to William H. Gates,

Sr., a prominent lawyer, and Mary Maxwell Gates. Gates was born

with a million dollar trust fund set up by his grandfather, ...

</p>

<p>

Gates, with an estimated I.Q. of 160, excelled in elementary

school, particulary in mathematics and the sciences ...

</p>

...

</section>

...

</body>

</article>

µ ´
Fig. 1. A Sample XML Document in the INEX 2007 Document Collection

the tf-iaf scoring. iafq is important for calculating the query-based score Sq and
has only been explored once in isolation [7]. However, the cost of calculating iafq

can be quite expensive. Therefore, we only focus on the effectiveness of XML
search engines in this paper. In the same manner as a document-based score
Sd(s), given the query //article
//sec[about(., t1 t2)], tfq(ti) and iafq(ti) are defined as follows:

tfq(ti) = w(ti), iafq(ti) = 1 + log
V (p)

v(p, ti)
(7)

where w(ti) is the number of occurrences of ti in the query, V (p) is the number of
XML fragments satisfying the query path p (in this case, //article//sec), and
v(p, ti) is the number of XML fragments satisfying the query path p containing
term ti. In order to calculate iafq(ti), we also assume independence between
paths in the query and combine iafq(ti) of individual paths. Therefore, a query-
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based score Sq is defined as the following equation:

Sq =
∑
t∈T

tfq(t) · iafq(t) (8)

2.3 Our Ranking Method

We finally define the combination of a document-based score Sd(s) and a query-
based score Sq. This idea is inspired from the SMART retrieval system8, which
has been considered the term weights of both documents and queries. In order
to combine them, the SMART retrieval system calculates their product in the
same spirit as document scores described in [2].

In our method, we apply the same idea to our XML search engine. Scores of
an XML fragment s related to a query is thus defined as follows:

S(s) =
∑
t∈T

Sd(s) · Sq =
∑
t∈T

tfd(s, t) · ipfd(s, t) · tfq(t) · iafq(t) (9)

3 Search Result Presentation

As we described in Section 1, it is also important for improving the retrieval
accuracy of XML search engines to propose a method for presenting search
results. This is because XML search should consider the overlapping parts of
answer XML fragments unlike document search. Considering this fact, Clarke
has proposed to control overlapping by re-ranking the descendant and ancestor
of search results [13]. Compared with his approach, we propose a concept of
search result presentation which is a unit of answer XML fragments and use it
in our XML search engine. We believe that our search result presentation helps
for users to grasp and understand the entire search results effectively compared
with conventional approaches.

3.1 Search Result Presentation for XML Search

XML search engines extract XML fragments satisfied with a query from original
XML documents. In other words, it remains possible that a large number of
answer XML fragments are returned from XML search engines. Such answer
XML fragments may be extracted from one XML fragment. For example, XML
documents in the 2005 INEX document collection are scholarly articles, so that
sections, subsections, paragraphs and so on are retrieved by XML search engines.
Such retrieved XML fragments may overlap due to nesting structure of XML
documents. This fact causes the problem to be difficult to grasp and understand
the entire search results effectively.

Because of the above situation, the INEX project has demanded some kinds of
search result presentations such as not Thorough strategy but Focused, Relevant-
In-Context and Best-In-Context ones. While the XML search engines with the
8 ftp://ftp.cs.cornell.edu/pub/smart/.
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Thorough strategy can retrieve overlapping XML fragments, ones with other
strategies can retrieve non-overlapping document parts containing answer XML
fragments or a single document part per an XML document. That is, they firstly
extract XML fragments related with queries, and then decide answer parts from
extracted ones. We think that, however, these strategies also contain the prob-
lem because the XML search engines with these strategies find non-overlapping
document parts using scored XML fragments in an XML document regardless of
their scores. The best way to attain the most effective XML search is to extract
some XML fragments related with the queries from one XML document, to gen-
erate document parts based on a unit appropriate for users, and to rank them for
presenting search results. Considering these demands, we believe that an XML
search engine would be more useful if it has a user interface which can handle a
basic unit for XML search and can provide answers constructed from the unit.
This is because it is natural for users to show answers mapped on original XML
documents, and the users avoid the need to see the document parts not related
with queries. In short, our XML search engine provides thumbnail of original
XML documents and indicates the answer parts of XML documents directly in
its user interface; in consequence, users can intuitively grasp and understand the
search results9.

In order to implement such user interface of our XML search engine, we
propose a new concept called “Aggregation Granularity (AG)”, which is a unit
of search results determined from original XML documents. In next section, we
describe our new concept in detail.

3.2 Aggregation Granularity

In conventional XML search engines, answer XML fragments are showed in their
user interfaces individually on the Thorough strategy, so that users tend to get
messed up the relationship among the answer XML fragments. In the case of our
XML search engine realizing the new concept, answer XML fragments are allo-
cated on original XML documents in its user interface. Therefore, the problem
described in previous section is not caused in our XML search engine.

In some case, however, we would be better off aggregating several answer
XML fragments with large scores into one document part to show the search
results to users, because it is easy for users to understand the content of a search
result from the viewpoint for grasping the outline of original XML document
even if the score of the document part, which is also XML fragment containing
the answer XML fragments, is not large. For example, a query is issued by a
user, conventional XML search engines return answer XML fragments whose
root nodes are gray-color elements in Fig. 2. As a result, a large number of
answer XML fragments are returned, so that users cannot grasp and understand
the search result. In our XML search engine, however, answer XML fragments
with a certain degree of scores whose root nodes are gray-color elements in

9 The difference between the Focused strategy and our proposal is to be able to high-
light answer XML fragments with large scores.
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Fig. 2. Answer XML Fragments in Ex-
isting XML-IR System
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Fig. 3. Answer XML Fragments in Our
XML-IR System

Fig. 3 are extracted from the search result, and then, some document parts
enclosed by trajectory in Fig. 3 are constructed from them as basic units for
XML search, AGs. As a result, users can grasp and understand the entire search
results effectively compared with conventional XML search engines.

In this approach, the following two things become big problems. One is how
to decide AGs, and the other is how to calculate the score of the document
parts based on AG. To cope with the first problem, the AG can be defined if a
certain standard like the threshold size, the location in original XML documents
of answer XML fragments, and so on. In [18], for example, XML documents can
be divided into multiple parts like physical pages, so that the AG is defined as
individual pages of XML documents. Generally, XML fragments suitable for an
AG tend to be located at the higher level of original XML documents, and their
sizes tend to be relatively large. In short, it seems more likely that element 2, 9,
and 15 in Fig. 3 would be first candidate of AG, and element 3, 6, 11, 16, and 21
would be second candidate. Alternatively, calculating scores of aggregated XML
fragments varies in methodology. The easiest way to calculate their scores is
the sum of the scores of answer XML fragments which constitute the document
parts defined from AG. However, two problems above have a lot of things to be
considered, so that now we are formulating the definition and score-calculation
of AG. We would like to try every way possible to formulate and implement
them in our XML search engine in the near future.

4 Experimental Evaluations

In this section, we conduct some experiments for the sake of the effectiveness
of our proposals in our XML search engine. At the present time, an evaluation
tool is not available, so that we show the experimental results using the 2005
INEX test collection10. This collection is composed of a document set marked up
in XML, its relevance assessment, and evaluation measures. The document set
contains 16,819 articles of the IEEE Computer Society’s magazines and trans-
actions published from 1995 to 2004. The size of the document set is 735MB,
10 We could not take part in INEX 2006.
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an article contains 1,532 XML nodes on average, and the average depth of a
node is 6.9. The relevance assessment has two graded dimensions to express rel-
evance of XML fragments to XML queries, “exhaustivity” and “specificity”. The
concept of specificity is peculiar to XML search, because it provides a measure
of the size of an XML fragment as it measures the ratio of relevant to non-
relevant content within the XML fragment. In order to identify relevant XML
fragments to XML queries, INEX project provides two evaluation measures,
recall-precision and eXtended Cumulated Gain (XCG) [19]. The recall-precision
is used for evaluating the effectiveness of conventional information retrieval sys-
tems. The recall-precision in the INEX project maps the values of exhaustivity
and specificity to a single scale using quantization functions [20]. On the other
hand, the XCG was additionally proposed for evaluating effectiveness of XML
search engines [21] because the recall-precision evaluation measure could not
consider overlapping XML fragments. This problem is amply explained in [22]
and can be summarized as the issue of avoiding to return both elements and
their sub-elements as query results and recalculating scores on the fly when that
happens. In that sense, the XCG measure accounts for both retrieval accuracy
and users experience.

4.1 Evaluation of Scoring based on Document Conditions

In this evaluation, we used the recall-precision and the XCG measures to evaluate
our scoring algorithm for CO queries.
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Fig. 4. Retrieval Accuracies based on Recall-Precision/nXCG

Fig. 4 shows the retrieval accuracies based on the recall-precision and the
nXCG in the INEX evaluation measures. “tf-ipf” in Fig. 4 is the original tf-ipf
scoring, “ntf-ipf” is the scoring method defined in equation (2) where tfd(s, t) is
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redefined in equation (4)11. Fig. 4 speaks that the ntf-ipf scoring could retrieve
more relevant XML fragments than the tf-ipf one in the Thorough strategy. In
short, we can verify the effectiveness of the ntf-ipf scoring for the CO queries.
We also noticed that we have to formulate not only the ipf factor but also the
tf factor for effective XML search, because the original tf-ipf scoring has never
configured the tf factor in the tf-idf scoring for document search. As a result, it
is important for effective XML search to use the statistics extracted from original
XML documents and to formulate the scoring algorithm.

4.2 Evaluation of Scoring based on Query Conditions

In this evaluation, we also used two evaluation measures to evaluate our scoring
algorithm for CAS queries.
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Fig. 5. Retrieval Accuracies based on Recall-Precision/nXCG

Fig. 5 shows the retrieval accuracies based on the recall-precision and the
nXCG in the INEX evaluation measures. We found that our scoring algorithm
(hereinafter called “tf-ipf+tf-iaf”) could retrieve more relevant XML fragments
than one where only document-base score is considered (hereinafter called “tf-
ipf”) in the Thorough strategy. In fact, we noticed that the relevant XML frag-
ments tended to be higher on the list of each search result using tf-ipf+tf-iaf.
This is because the XML fragments whose exhaustivity is large may be ranked
lower than ones whose exhaustivity is small using only tf-ipf scoring. Using both
tf-ipf and tf-iaf scorings, on the other hand, XML fragments whose exhaustiv-
ity and specificity are large make a point of being ranked higher in the search
results. In short, introducing tf-iaf scoring reflects exhaustivity in the scores of

11 Finally, Sd(s) is weighted by the length of s. In short, the smaller the length of s is,
the smaller Sd(s) is.
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answer XML fragments, and helps to improve the retrieval accuracies of XML
search engines.

In summary, we have verified the effectiveness of the tf-iaf scoring for CAS
queries, because it can retrieve more relevant XML fragments compared with
the tf-ipf scoring.

5 Related Work

The application of information retrieval techniques in searching XML documents
has become an area of research in recent years. Especially, the participants in
the INEX project have proposed a lot of scoring proposals for XML search
[5]. Over the years, it has become clear that refining the level of granularity at
which document structure is taken into account in pre-computing individual term
weights either in the vector space model or the probabilistic model, has increased
retrieval accuracy. However, document statistics query conditions have not been
explored to the extent at which we are proposing in this paper.

Fuhr et al. proposed a method for propagating scores of XML fragments
leaf-to-root along the XML document tree [23]. However, although XIRQL, their
proposed language, enables queries with a mix of conditions on both structure
and keywords, only keywords are scored using conditions on document structure.
Other scoring methods also use conditions on document structure to apply length
normalization between query paths and data paths [8], to compute term weights
based on element tags or paths [6, 9], or to account for overlapping elements [13].
It was reported that these methods were useful for searching XML fragments [19];
however, such methods did not use statistics of original XML documents and
structural conditions of queries.

We believe that we have to utilize everything extracted from XML documents
and queries for searching XML fragments accurately. In this paper, therefore, we
showed that accounting for document statistics and query structure in addition
to the existing methods, and combining them to improve retrieval accuracies
of XML search engines. We can verify the effectiveness of our above proposals
through the experimental evaluation in Section 4.

6 Conclusion

XML is emerging as the standard format for presenting data and documents on
the Internet, and XML search engines are becoming necessary. Existing XML
search engines can consider the content and the structure of XML documents
to rank answer XML fragments to the XML queries. However, XML queries
combine conditions on content and structure of both document and queries. That
is, depending on the types of XML queries, we have to use the tf-ipf and the tf-
iaf scorings. Based on this consideration, we proposed a method of content- and
structure-based scorings in the vector space model considering both document
and query conditions. Our method integrates document- and structure-based
term-weighting strategies for XML search. Using our method, we found that we
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could retrieve more relevant XML fragments with higher retrieval accuracy than
using conventional scoring methods. We also proposed the displaying method to
improve the retrieval accuracies of XML search engines. Unfortunately, we could
not verify the effectiveness of this approach in this paper; however, we think that
displaying search results is closely related to improving retrieval accuracies of
XML search engines from the standpoint of users. This fact has already noticed
in human interface research area, so that we have to implement our approach to
our XML search engine as early as possible.
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ABSTRACT 

XML retrieval has attracted more and more attention and 

many efforts on exploiting the available content and 

structural information have been made to improve retrieval 

system performance. In this paper we mainly focused on 

exploiting various methods for reranking the returned 

XML elements based on combining document and element 

scores and topics categorization by classifying the tags in 

the structural paths constraints in the structured query. 

We regarded the initializing retrieval results got by lemur 

toolkit as our experimental baseline. And then we used 

following methods for reranking the returned elements. 

First of all, we used feedback strategy of lemur and 

combined document and element scores. Secondly, we 

classified the topics into two categories using tags in the 

structural paths constraints in the structured query. Further 

special handlings on the category of topics finding images 

were made. Additionally, we applied the common method 

for removing the overlap from the final results before 

evaluation by selecting the highest scored element from 

each element path. The experimental results in this paper 

have proved that our methods contribute to enhance 

retrieval performance. 

Categories and Subject Descriptors 

H.3 [Information Storage and Retrieval]: Information 

Search and Retrieval 

General Terms 

Algorithms, Experimentation 

Keywords 

XML retrieval, INEX, Combining, Topics Categorization 

1.  INTRODUCTION 

The continuous growth in XML information repositories 

has been matched by increasing efforts in the development 

of XML retrieval systems [1]. The main difference between 

XML retrieval and traditional information retrieval is that 

document components so-called XML elements instead of 

complete documents in response to a user query are 

returned in order to implement a more focused retrieval 

strategy. This focused retrieval approach is of particular 

benefit for information repositories containing long 

documents, or documents covering a wide variety of topics 

(e.g. books, user manuals, legal documents), where users’ 

effort to locate relevant content can be reduced by directing 

them to the most relevant parts of these documents[1]. 

Most of XML retrieval systems in pervious years mainly 

aimed at supporting content-oriented XML retrieval and 

less take the consideration of the structure hints. In order to 

improve retrieval system performance, many efforts on 

exploiting the available structural information in 

documents have been made recently. 

Based on research of INEX 2006 XML documents 

collection structural features and topics of ad hoc track, 

this paper took consideration of combining document and 

element scores and classifying the topics by tags in the 

structural paths constraints expressed in their <castitle> 

fields synthetically to improve the quality of retrieval 

system. In our experiments we used the method motivated 

by York University [2] who experimented to combine 

article and paragraph score at HARD and Genomics Tracks 

of TREC 2004。This paper took XML element instead of 

paragraph. Additionally, we found some of INEX 2006 

topics in ad hoc track were special because in their 

<narrative> fields some constraints of how to decide 
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whether a returned element was relevant or not were 

formulated in detail. For example, if one topic whose 

emphasis is to find images about Napoleon I, the narrative 

of this topic would stress that the relevant elements should 

be those including at least one or more images about the 

general. If no image is displayed, the element is not 

relevant. So we first classified the topics by using tags in 

the structural paths constraints expressed in their <castitle> 

fields and then processed those topics that focused on 

finding images with some special different handlings. 

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In 

Section 2, we introduce related work about XML retrieval 

of INEX in previous years, and in Section 3, we describe 

our method in detail which based on combining document 

and element scores and topics categorization by classifying 

the tags in the structural paths constraints expressed in 

their <castitle> fields. Section 4 gives our experimental 

results and discussion. We make concluding remarks and 

present future work in Section 5. 

2.  RELATED WORK 

The widespread use of XML in digital libraries, product 

catalogues, and scientific data repositories and across the 

Web prompted the development of appropriate searching 

and browsing methods for XML documents [3] has 

attracted more and more attention. Content-oriented XML 

retrieval has become an area of Information Retrieval (IR) 

research that is receiving an increasing interest and 

recently much effort has made to exploit the structural 

hints of XML documents.  

2.1 INEX 

Traditional information retrieval technology can be well 

implemented into traditional text information management. 

But if it was directly applied to documents, marked XML 

and rich in structural information, the system would lead to 

many new problems. A large-scale effort has been made to 

improve the efficiency of XML retrieval system. For 

example, there already exists a very active community in 

the IR/ XML domain which started to work on XML 

search engines and XML textual data. This community is 

mainly organized since 2002 around the INEX initiative 

(INitiative for the Evaluation of XML Retrieval) which is 

funded by the DELOS network of excellence on Digital 

Libraries and it initiates an international, coordinated effort 

to promote evaluation procedures for content-based XML 

retrieval [3].  

Participants who signed in INEX have an opportunity to 

access the corpus and evaluate their retrieval methods 

using uniform scoring procedures and a forum for 

participating organizations to compare their results. The 

aim of this initiative is to provide means, in the form of a 

large test collection and appropriate scoring methods, for 

the evaluation of retrieval of XML documents [3].  

INEX consist of many retrieval tasks, such ad hoc track, 

interactive track, document mining track, and so on. The 

main retrieval task to be performed in INEX 2006 is the 

ad-hoc retrieval of XML documents. In information 

retrieval literature, ad-hoc retrieval is described as a 

simulation of how a library might be used, and it involves 

the searching of a static set of documents using a new set 

of topics. While the principle is the same, the difference for 

INEX is that the library consists of XML documents, the 

queries may contain both content and structural conditions 

and, in response to a query, arbitrary XML elements may 

be retrieved from the library [4]. 

2.2 Index Reduction 

For effective and efficient XML retrieval indexing plays an 

important role [5]. Any element can, in theory, be retrieved. 

It has been shown, however, that not all the elements are 

likely to be appreciated equally as satisfactory answers to 

an information need [6]. 

Creating an index of all overlapping XML elements is 

costly and time-consuming. Furthermore, retrieval of the 

very many, very small elements can’t satisfy users because 

there is little relevant information contained in too small 

elements. Reducing some unnecessary indexing units can 

speed up retrieval system and cut down indexing storage 

size. Many efforts have been made based on how to reduce 

the number of indexing units without harming retrieval 

effectiveness. 

Paper [6] which described University of Amsterdam’s 

participation in INEX 2005 ad hoc track addressed several 
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different index reduction schemes. Their aim was to create 

a more efficient retrieval system without sacrificing 

retrieval effectiveness. Their main finding was that even 

with an 80-90% reduction in the number of indexing units, 

no reduction was seen in retrieval effectiveness. They 

mainly created two categories of indexes. One was element 

index and the other was article index. Element index 

included four sub-categories of indexes. They were 

overlapping element index, length based index, qrel based 

index and section index. And article indexing also was 

divided into the “normal” article index and fielded index. 

Here, we mainly focused on addressing what elements the 

qrel based index indexed. In qrel based index, only some 

elements with certain tag-names were indexed because 

they were more likely than others to be regarded as 

relevant. Using aforementioned indexing approaches, the 

size of index storage was much smaller than indexing all 

overlap elements. Additionally, because the indexed 

elements belonging to the set which were more likely 

retrieved, retrieval system performed still well without 

sacrificing retrieval effectiveness. 

2.3 Combining Strategy 

The paths of XML elements contain twofold information: 

one is to make sure that each element belongs to which 

document and the other is to describe the specific path 

information about each element. York University who 

participated in TREC 2004 proposed a method for building 

two different levels of indexes and combining two level 

scores of returned elements retrieved from indexes 

mentioned previously. The basic assumption for this 

combination was: if an article was hit by both searches, it 

should be assigned more weight than others that were hit 

by only one search [2]. The assessment results showed that 

their method could get better passage retrieval performance 

than others and proved that the assumption was valid. 

The concrete algorithm about the method was as follows. 

First, they built two different levels of indexes: document 

level and passage level. For each topic, they did both 

document level search and passage level search and then 

they combined these two searches into one. For 

above-mentioned algorithm, York University participants 

used different merge functions to update the weights for 

document and paragraph by combining the results from 

both indexes. If the granularity was “document”, the 

following merge function was used:  

.
1

10( ) log (10 )

k

d x
x

dnew d

W

W W p
p

== + ⋅ ∗
∑

     （1） 

where dnewW was the new weight of the document, 

dW was the weight obtained from the document level index, 

.d xW  was the weight obtained from the paragraph level 

index, x ranged from 1 to k, where k equaled to the total 

number of paragraphs retrieved from this document in the 

top 1000 paragraphs from the paragraph level index. p  

was the total number of paragraphs retrieved from this 

document [2].  

If the granularity was “passage” and the paragraphs found 

in a document are not adjacent, the following merge 

function was used to assign a new weight to each of these 

paragraphs: 

1( * )*lg(10* | |)pnew p dW W h W P= +       （2） 

where pnewW was the new weight of the paragraph, 

pW was the weight of the paragraph obtained from the 

paragraph level index, dW was the weight of the document 

containing the paragraph, which was obtained from the 

document level index, p  was the total number of 

paragraphs retrieved from this document, and h1 was a 

coefficient, which was set to be 3 in their experiments [2]. 

Their experimental results got by applying the combining 

algorithm showed that combining the two levels research 

scores was better than only using anyone of both scores. 

3.  RERANKING METHOD 
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This paper mainly focused on exploiting various methods 

for reranking the XML retrieval to improve retrieval 

system performance. Two main strategies applied in our 

method were that combining document and element scores 

and topics categorization by classifying the tags in the 

structural paths constraints expressed in their <castitle> 

fields. 

Based on Wikipedia element frequency shown as Table 1, 

we took full use of the structural and content information 

of XML document and created two level indexes. They 

were document level index and element level index. The 

document index was built by using the traditional IR 

indexing method. All XML documents were indexed and if 

retrieved, the returned results were independent XML 

documents. 

Table.1 Wikipedia Element Frequency 

Tag Name 
Avg. Freq. 

In Documents 

Freq. 

In Collection 

<collectionlink> 25.80 17,.14,573 

<item> 8.61 5,682,358 

<unknownlink> 5.98 3,947,513 

cell 5.71 3,770,196 

p 4.17 2,752,171 

emph2 4.12 2,721,840 

template 3.68 2,427,099 

section 2.44 1,609,725 

title 2.41 1,592,215 

emph3 2.24 1,480,877 

The element level index made some differences from the 

document index. We analyzed the Wikipedia corpus and 

intended to find which element was retrieved more 

frequently than others. We also investigated all the fields of 

topics in INEX 2006 ad hoc track and found those 

elements with tags that appeared relatively frequently in 

the topics set should be indexed in the element level index. 

By taking into account the information of Wikipedia 

element frequency shown as Table 1 and the hints from all 

the fields of topics in INEX 2006 ad hoc track, we made 

certain that elements whose tag names corresponding with 

our criterion were shown as Table 2. Because building all 

overlap elements is not an easy thing and the retrieval 

speed could be reduced if the index storage is too large, so 

we merely indexed elements with 10 categories of 

elements whose tag-names shown as Table 2. 

Table.2 Tag Set 

No. Tag Name No. Tag Name 

1 <article> 6 <title> 

2 <section> 7 <name> 

3 <body> 8 <caption> 

4 <p> 9 

<text>Anne Frank House - The Achterhuis - Amsterdam.

Photo taken by

<wikilink type="internal" parameters="2">

<wikiparameter number="0">

<value>User:Rossrs</value>

</wikiparameter>

<wikiparameter number="1" last="1">

<value>Rossrs</value>

</wikiparameter>

</wikilink>mid 2002

<wikitemplate parameters="1">

<wikiparameter number="0" last="1">

<value>PD-self</value>

</wikiparameter>

</wikitemplate>

<p />

<wikilink type="internal" parameters="1">

<wikiparameter number="0" last="1">

<value>es:Image:AnneFrankHouseAmsterdam.jpg</value>

</wikiparameter>

</wikilink>

<p />

<wikilink type="internal" parameters="1">

<wikiparameter number="0" last="1">

<value>Category:Building and structure images</value>

</wikiparameter>

</wikilink></text>

Figure 1: XML document containing meta-data for image: AnneFrankHouse-
Amsterdam.jpg

retrieval, rather than XML element retrieval. Still, the structure of (sup-
porting) documents, together with the visual content and context of the
images, could be exploited to get to the relevant images (+their metadata).

4 Topic development

4.1 Topic Creation criteria

Creating a set of topics for a test collection requires a balance between competing
interests. The performance of retrieval systems varies largely for different topics.
This variation is usually greater than the performance variation of different
retrieval methods on the same topic. Thus, to judge whether one retrieval
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Figure 2: Example image: AnneFrankHouseAmsterdam.jpg

strategy is (in general) more effective than another, the retrieval performance
must be averaged over a large and diverse set of topics. In addition, the average
performance of the retrieval systems on the topics can be neither too good nor
too bad as little can be learned about retrieval strategies if systems retrieve no,
or only relevant, documents.

When creating topics, a number of factors should be taken into consideration.
Topics should:

• be authored by an expert in (or someone familiar with) the subject areas
covered by the collection,

• reflect real needs of operational systems,

• represent the type of service an operational system might provide,

• be diverse,

• differ in their coverage, e.g. broad or narrow topic queries,

• be assessed by the topic author.

4.2 Topic Format

The INEX MM track topics are Content Only + Structure (CO+S) topics, like
in the Ad Hoc track. While in multimedia the term content often refers to

4
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visual content, in INEX it means textual or semantic content of a document
part. The term content-only is used within INEX for topics or queries that use
no structural or visual hints.

The 2007 CO+S topics consist of the following parts, which are explained
in detail below:

<title> in which Content Only (CO) queries are given

<castitle> in which Content And Structure (CAS) queries are given

<description> a one or two sentence natural language definition of the infor-
mation need

<narrative> in which the definitive definition of relevance and irrelevance are
given

4.2.1 <narrative>

A clear and precise description of the information need is required in order to
unambiguously determine whether or not a given document fulfills the given
need. In a test collection this description is known as the narrative. It is the
only true and accurate interpretation of a user’s needs. Precise recording of the
narrative is important for scientific repeatability - there must exist, somewhere,
a definitive description of what is and is not relevant to the user. To aid this, the
<narrative> should explain not only what information is being sought, but also
the context and motivation of the information need, i.e., why the information
is being sought and what work-task it might help to solve.

Many different queries could be drawn from the <narrative>, and some
are better than others. For example, some might contain phrases; some might
contain ambiguous words; while some might even contain domain specific terms,
visual constraints or hints. Regardless of the query, the search engine results
are not necessarily relevant. Even though a result might contain search terms
from the query, it might not match the explanation given in the <narrative>.
Equally, some relevant documents might not be found, but they remain relevant
because they are described as so by the <narrative>.

The different CO+S topic parts relate to different scenarios that lead to
different types of queries.

4.2.2 <title>

The topic <title> simulates a user who does not have (or want to use) example
images or other visual constraints. The query expressed in the topic <title>
is therefore a Content Only (CO) query. This profile is likely to fit most users
searching XML digital libraries.
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4.2.3 <castitle>

Upon discovering their <title> query returned many irrelevant hits, a user might
decide to add visual hints (by rewriting as a CAS query). At INEX, these added
visual constraints are specified using the NEXI formal syntax (see the INEX
website for the specification) and recorded in the topic <castitle>.

In the MMimages task, the target collection is the Wikipedia image XML
collection. Given an information need, participants are required to return a
ranked list of documents (=image+metadata) from this collection, i.e. the
target element is defined (a document). Therefore, the <castitle> query should
be:

//article[X]

where X is a predicate using one or more about functions. Apart from the about
functions for text (cf. [3]), two additional special types of about clauses are
allowed, both specifying visual hints or constraints.

1. The first type is used for visual similarity. If a user wants to indicate that
results should have images similar to a given example image, this can be
indicated in an about clause with an URL. For example to find pictures of
the Apple II computer similar to the one at http://lrs.ed.uiuc.edu/
students/scooper/AppleII.jpg, one could type

//article[about(., Apple II) and
about(.,src:lrs.ed.uiuc.edu/students/scooper/AppleII.jpg)]

Please make sure the image you use as an example is NOT part of the
INEX wikipedia collection, since we do not want to give credit for finding
the example image itself. Also, try to use images from the .edu and .gov
domains as they are expected to be more stable. Although, we will keep
copies of the images, we cannot guarantee they will always be available.
The URL in the NEXI query will be the primary source for the image.

2. The second type of visual hints is directly related to the image classifi-
cations that are provided as an additional source of information (for de-
tails, see the multimedia track pages at the INEX 2007 website: http://
inex.is.informatik.uni-duisburg.de/2007/mmtrack.html). If a user
thinks the results should be of a given concept, this can be indicated with
an about clause with the keyword concept:. For example, to search for
cityscapes one could decide to use the concept building:

//article[about(.,cityscape) and about(.,concept:building)]

Terms following the keyword concept: are obviously restricted to the 101
concepts for which classification results are provided (cf. the INEX MM
track website).
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The three different types of about clauses (textual terms, visual examples
and visual concepts) can be used in any combination. It is up to the systems
how to use, combine or ignore this information; the relevance of an result item
does not directly depend on these constraints, but it is decided by manual
assessments based on the <narrative>.

The NEXI parser is extended for this purpose and available from the multi-
media track web-site.

4.2.4 <description>

As an alternative to entering queries into search engines, a user might ask a
librarian to find the information to satisfy their need. Such a user would give
a verbal description to the librarian using a natural language. Just as there
are many CO queries derivable from the <narrative>, there are many ways to
express the need in natural language. However it is expressed, it is important
that it is precise, concise, and as informative as the <title> and <castitle>,
i.e. it contains the same terms and the same structural requirements that appear
in the <title> and <castitle>, albeit expressed in natural language.

4.3 Procedure for Topic Development

Each participating group will have to submit 4 topics by the 4th June
2007 for the MMimages task. Submission is done by filling in the Candidate
Topic Submission Form on the INEX web site: http://inex.is.informatik.uni-
duisburg.de/2007/ under Tracks → Multimedia → Topics. We encourage the
participants to define more than 4 topics, to increase the reliability of the results,
as argued in Section 4.1

The topic creation process is divided into several steps. When developing a
topic, use a print out of the on-line Candidate Topic Form to record all infor-
mation about the topic you are creating.

Step 1: Initial Topic Statement Create a one or two sentence description
of the information you are seeking. This should be a simple description of the
information need without regard to retrieval system capabilities or document
collection peculiarities. This should be recorded in the Initial Topic Statement
field. Record also the context and motivation of the information need, i.e. why
the information is being sought. Add to this a description of the work-task,
that is, with what task it is to help (e.g. writing an essay on a given topic).

Step 2: Exploration Phase In this step the initial topic statement is used
to explore the collection. Obtain an estimate of the number of relevant docu-
ments then evaluate whether this topic can be judged consistently. You may
use any retrieval engine for this task, including your own or the TopX system
(http://infao5501.ag5.mpi-sb.mpg.de:8080/topx/), provided through the INEX
website. Make sure you select the wikipedia image XML collection for the
MMimages task (INEX Wikipedia[Multi-Media] in TopX).
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Alternatively, you may choose to perform a visual exploration. For this, you
can use the provided UvA concept classifications (available at http://inex.
is.informatik.uni-duisburg.de/2007/downloads/UvAconcepts) to get an
impression of the top 100 images for a given topic. Or you can use your own
content based information retrieval system to perform a similarity search, using
the images you find on the Web.

Step 2a: Assess Top 25 Results While you use one or more search engines
to explore the collection, assess the relevance of a retrieved document using the
following working definition: mark it relevant if it would be useful if you were
writing a report on the subject of the topic, or if it contributes toward satisfying
your information need. Each result should be judged on it own merits. That
is, information is still relevant even if it is the thirtieth time you have seen the
same information. It is important that your judgment of relevance is consistent
throughout this task. Using the Candidate Topic Submission Form record the
number of found relevant documents and the path representing each relevant
document. We ask you to look at the top 25 results for at least one search
engine. Then if you found fewer than 2 relevant documents in total, or more
than 20 using a single search engine, abandon the topic and use a new one.
Otherwise, perform a feedback search (see below).

Step 2b: Feedback Search After assessing the top 25 results, you should
have an idea of which terms (if any) could be added to the query to make the
query as expressive as possible for the kind of results you wish to retrieve. You
should also have an idea of which terms could be used to disambiguate relevant
from irrelevant results and if visual clues are present in the query.

Use the expanded query and a single search engine of choice (preferably
the one that produced the most relevant answers), to retrieve a new list of
candidates. Judge the top 100 results (some are already judged), and record
the number of relevant results in Candidate Topic Form. Record the expanded
query in the title field of the Candidate Topic Submission Form.

Step 3: Write the <narrative> Having judged the top 100 results you
should have a clear idea of what makes a component relevant or not. It is
important to record this in minute detail as the <narrative> of the topic. The
<narrative> is the definitive instruction used to determine relevance during
the assessment phase (after runs have been submitted). Record not only what
information is being sought, but also what makes it relevant or irrelevant. Also
record the context and motivation of the information need. Include the work-
task, which is: the form the information will take after having been found (e.g.
written report). Make sure your description is exhaustive as there will be several
months between topic development and topic assessment.

Step 4 CO+S: Optionally write the <castitle> Optionally re-write the
title by adding visual examples and/or visual concepts. Record this as the
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<castitle> on the Candidate Topic Submission Form. The form contains a link
to the online NEXI parser to check the syntax of your castitle.

Also record why you think the visual hints might help in the <narrative>.
Please note that we aim at having castitles in most topics. Also note
that since the MMimages task is a document retrieval task, here the target
element should be an article element, thus all NEXI queries in this task should
be of the form:

//article[X]

where X is a predicate using one or more about functions.

Step 5: Write the <description> Write the <description>, the natural
language interpretation of the query. Ensure the information need as expressed
in the <title>, and <castitle> is also expressed in the <description>. Make
sure the <description> does not express any additional information needs.

Step 6: Refining Topic Statements Finalize the topic <title>, <castitle>,
<description>, and <narrative>. It is important that these parts all express
the same information need; it should be possible to use each part of a topic
in a stand-alone fashion. In case of dispute, the <narrative> is the definitive
definition of the information need - all assessments are made relative to the
<narrative> and the <narrative> alone.

Step 7: Topic Submission Once you are finished, fill out and submit the on-
line Candidate Topic Submission Form on the INEX website http://inex.is.
informatik.uni-duisburg.de/2007/ under Tracks → Multimedia → Topics.
After submitting a topic you will be asked to fill out an online questionnaire
(this should take no longer than 5-10 minutes). It is important that this is done
as part of the topic submission as the questions relate to the individual topic
just submitted and the submission process. This is part of an effort to collect
more context for the INEX topics as discussed at the Dagstuhl workshop.

Please make sure you submit all candidate topics no later than the 4th June
2007.

5 Topic Selection

From the received candidate topics, the INEX organizers will decide which topics
to include in the final set. This is done to ensure inclusion of a broad set of
topics. The data obtained from the collection exploration phase is used as part
of the topic selection process. The final set of topics will be distributed for use
in retrieval and evaluation.
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INEX 2007 Multimedia Track: Specification of

Retrieval Tasks and Result Submissions

Theodora Tsikrika Thijs Westerveld

June 13, 2007

1 Introduction

For INEX 2007 multimedia (MM ) track, we define two main tasks: MMfrag-
ments and MMimages. The MMfragments task is similar to the adhoc retrieval
of XML fragments (i.e., elements or passages, as these are defined in the
INEX 2007 Ad Hoc track), with the main difference being that MMfragments
topics ask for multimedia fragments (i.e., fragments containing at least one im-
age). The MMimages task, on the other hand, is similar to the adhoc retrieval
of XML documents, with the requirement that these documents contain only
images and their metadata. For both MM tasks, topics are based on informa-
tion needs with a (structured) multimedia character and may contain structural
and visual hints.

Given the similarities with adhoc retrieval tasks, we define the MMfragments
subtasks to be the same with the INEX 2007 Ad Hoc subtasks (i.e., Focused,
Relevant in Context, and Best in Context). In addition, the result submission
format for both MM tasks follows a submission format highly similar to that of
the INEX 2007 Ad Hoc track, in order to maintain a consistency between the
two tracks.

The specification of the INEX 2007 Ad Hoc track retrieval tasks and result
submission is given in document [1]. The document here complements the spec-
ifications of the Ad Hoc track, by detailing only the points that differ between
the two tracks.

2 Retrieval Tasks

For INEX 2007 MM track, we define the following two tasks: MMfragments
and MMimages.

2.1 MMfragments task

The objective of the MMfragments retrieval task is to find relevant XML frag-
ments (i.e., elements or passages) in the Wikipedia Ad Hoc XML collection
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given a multimedia information need. Within the MMfragments task, we define
the same three subtasks as in the Ad Hoc track:

1. focused task asks systems to return a ranked list of elements or passages
to the user.

2. relevant in context task asks systems to return relevant elements or
passages clustered per article to the user.

3. best in context task asks systems to return articles with one best
entry point to the user.

For detailed descriptions of the three subtasks, see [1]. The difference is that
MMfragments topics ask for multimedia fragments (i.e., fragments containing
at least one image) and may also contain visual hints.

Similarly to the INEX 2007 Ad Hoc tasks, participants to the MMfragments
task are invited to experiment with XML element retrieval versus passage re-
trieval. Details of these two retrieval approaches are discussed in [1].

What we hope to learn from this task (in addition to the research questions
outlined in [1]) is: Do content conditions and structural hints need to be inter-
preted differently for the MMfragments compared to the Ad Hoc tasks? How
do visual hints in the query help MM retrieval?

2.2 MMimages task

The objective of the MMimages retrieval task is to find relevant images in the
Wikipedia image XML collection given a multimedia information need.
Given an information need, participants are required to return a ranked list of
documents (=image+metadata) from this collection. Here, the type of the
target element is defined, so basically this is closer to image retrieval (or a
document retrieval task), rather than XML element or passage retrieval. Still,
the structure of (supporting) documents, together with the visual content and
context of the images, could be exploited to get to the relevant images (+their
metadata).

What we hope to learn from this task is: How do visual hints in the query
help image retrieval? How does the (structural) context in which an image is
used contribute to image retrieval effectiveness?

3 INEX 2007 MM Topics

There are two separate topic sets for the MM track at INEX 2007, one for each
of its tasks:

• For the MMfragments task, the topic set is a subset of the topic set for
the Ad Hoc tasks and contains topics 525-543. The MMfragments topic
set cannot be dowloaded independently, but only as part of the Ad Hoc
topic set found at the INEX Ad Hoc track web site (http://inex.is.
informatik.uni-duisburg.de/2007/adhoc.html) under Topics.
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• For the MMimages task, the topic set can be downloaded from the INEX
MM track web site (http://inex.is.informatik.uni-duisburg.de/
2007/mmtrack.html) under Topics.

The format of the topics is defined in the INEX topics DTD provided in [1],
where details on the use of the different topic fields are also outlined.

The topic fields correspond to the following types of queries:

1. Queries with content-only conditions are requests that ignore the doc-
ument structure and contain only content related conditions, e.g. only
specify what a retrieval result should be about without specifying what
that result is (XML document, XML element or passage). More details
can be found in [1].

2. Queries with content conditions and structural hints are more expressive
topic statements that contain explicit references to the XML structure.
They explicitly specify the contexts of the user’s interest (e.g. target
elements) and/or the context of certain search concepts (e.g. containment
conditions). More details can be found in [1].

3. Queries with content conditions, structural and visual hints also contain
explicit references to either or both of the following: (i) example images
that can be used for visual similarity, and (ii) concepts related to the image
classifications (w.r.t. the 101 classes) that are provided as an additional
source of information. The example images are available on the Web and
the primary soure of their identification is their URL; these images will also
be provided for research purposes at the INEX MM website http://inex.
is.informatik.uni-duisburg.de/2007/mmtrack.html under Topics.

At INEX 2007 MM track, all topics have both a keyword 〈title〉 query
and a structured 〈castitle〉 query. Some of the topics also have an 〈mmtitle〉
query. For the MMimages task, in particular, which requires the retrieval of
documents, rather than elements or passages, the 〈castitle〉 and 〈mmtitle〉
queries are restricted to: //article[X], where X is a predicate using one or
more about functions.

As noted above, for both MM tasks, we want to find out if, when, and how
the visual hints in the query have an impact on retrieval effectiveness; therefore,
participants to the MM track are encouraged to submit runs using the 〈mmtitle〉
field (where available). Participants are allowed to use all fields, but only runs
using 〈title〉, 〈castitle〉, 〈mmtitle〉, 〈description〉, or a combination of
these will be regarded as truly automatic, since the additional fields will not be
available in operational settings. The submission format will record the precise
topic fields that are used in a run.
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4 Result Submission

Once the topics are distributed, participants can start working on their runs.
For each run we would like to know which sources are used (Ad Hoc Collection,
Image XML collection, visual features, classification data). We would encourage
groups to do a baseline run that uses the 〈mmtitle〉 part of the query (where
available) and no sources of information except for the target collection (image
XML collection for MMimages task, Ad Hoc Collection for MMfragments task).

4.1 Runs

For the MMfragments task, we allow up to 3 submissions per participant per
subtask (Focused, Relevant in Context, and Best in Context). The requirements
for these three subtasks are described in [1]. Focused will be the main task to
compare systems on; therefore, participants are required to submit at least one
run for the focused subtask of the MMfragments task in the MM track. Since
submissions for the Ad Hoc track will also consider the subset of topics used for
the MMfragments task (Ad Hoc topics 525-543), submissions for the MMfrag-
ments task will also be compared to the adhoc submissions on these 19 topics.
So, groups participating in both tracks should not resubmit to MMfragments a
run already submitted to the Ad Hoc track.

For the MMimages task, we allow up to 6 submissions per participant.
Since this is an image retrieval task (or rather a document retrieval task), only
full documents should be retrieved (i.e., images + metadata). No fragments
should be returned. This means the path of each of the results for this task
should be /article[1]. In addition, duplicate files are not allowed in the
results.

For both MMfragments and MMimages tasks, the results of one run must be
contained in one submission file (i.e., up to 9 files can be submitted in total for
the MMfragments task and up to 6 files for the MMimages task). A submission
may contain up to 1,500 retrieval results for each of the topics.

4.2 Submission Format

For relevance assessments and the evaluation of the results for both tasks of the
MM track, submission files follow a submission format highly similar to that of
the Ad Hoc track. The submission DTD for the MM tasks is given below:

<!ELEMENT inex-submission (topic-fields, description, collections, topic+)>

<!ATTLIST inex-submission

participant-id CDATA #REQUIRED

run-id CDATA #REQUIRED

task (MM_Focused | MM_RelevantInContext | MM_BestInContext | MMimages) #REQUIRED

query (automatic | manual) #REQUIRED

result-type (element | passage) #REQUIRED

>

<!ELEMENT topic-fields EMPTY>

<!ATTLIST topic-fields

title (yes|no) #REQUIRED
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mmtitle (yes|no) #REQUIRED

castitle (yes|no) #REQUIRED

description (yes|no) #REQUIRED

narrative (yes|no) #REQUIRED

>

<!ELEMENT resources EMPTY>

<!ATTLIST resources

wikipedia (yes|no) #REQUIRED

wikipedia_IMG (yes|no) #REQUIRED

UvAfeatures (yes|no) #REQUIRED

UvAconcepts (yes|no) #REQUIRED

>

<!ELEMENT description (#PCDATA)>

<!ELEMENT topic (result*)>

<!ATTLIST topic topic-id CDATA #REQUIRED >

<!ELEMENT collections (collection+)>

<!ELEMENT collection (#PCDATA)>

<!ELEMENT result (in?,file, (path | passage), rank?, rsv?)>

<!ELEMENT in (#PCDATA)>

<!ELEMENT file (#PCDATA)>

<!ELEMENT path (#PCDATA)>

<!ELEMENT passage EMPTY>

<!ATTLIST passage

start (#PCDATA) #REQUIRED

end_IMG (#PCDATA) #REQUIRED

>

<!ELEMENT rank (#PCDATA)>

<!ELEMENT rsv (#PCDATA)>

Here, we only present the elements and attributes of the above DTD that
are different to the ones in the submission DTD of the Ad Hoc track (provided
in [1]). The differences are the following:

• The identification of the task (MM Focused or MM RelevantInContext or
MM BestInContext or MMimages)

• The collections should be set to ‘wikipedia’ for the MMfragments task and
to ‘wikipedia IMG’ for the MMimages task.

• The resources used by the retrieval algorithm should be recorded (wikipedia,
wikipedia IMG, UvAfeatures, UvAconcepts).

• Once again, MMimages is a document retrieval task, the only submitted
<path> allowed for this task is /article[1]. In practice, we will ignore
the submitted <path> and only use the <file> field of the result (duplicate
files in a single run are not allowed).

Here, is a sample submission file for the MMfragments Focused task:

<inex-submission participant-id="12" run-id="VSM_Aggr_06"

task="MM_Focused" query="automatic" result-type="element">

<topic-fields title="no" mmtitle="yes" castitle="no" description="no" narrative="no"/>

<resources wikipedia="yes" wikipedia_IMG="yes" UvAfeatures="no" UvAconcepts="no"/>

<description>Using VSM to compute RSV at leaf level combined with

aggregation at retrieval time, assuming independence and using
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augmentation weight=0.6.</description>

<collections>

<collection>wikipedia</collection>

</collections>

<topic topic-id="01">

<result>

<file>9996</file>

<path>/article[1]</path>

<rsv>0.67</rsv>

</result>

<result>

<file>5492</file>

<path>/article[1]/name[1]</path>

<rsv>0.1</rsv>

</result>

[ ... ]

</topic>

<topic topic-id="02">

[ ... ]

</topic>

[ ... ]

</inex-submission>

4.3 Result Submission Procedure

To submit a run, please use the following link: http://inex.is.informatik.
uni-duisburg.de/2007/mmtrack.html Then go to Submissions. The online
submission tool will be available soon.
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