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Abstract

For WebCLEF 2006 we experimented with the analgsi$ extraction of the HTML
structure of the web documents. In addition, blielévance feedback was applied in
the search process. As in 2005, the experiments wemried out with a language
independent indexing strategy. We experimented WittvL title, H1 element and
other elements emphasizing text. Our index conthitide and H1, emphasized
elements, full and partial content. Blind relevafeedback was implemented for all
index fields except for the full content. The bestults with the WebCLEF 2005
topics were achieved with a strong weight on thie-glement accomplishing a
marginal improvement over the best post submissions for the mixed-
monolingual task at WebCLEF 2005. For the WebCLE®®& topics, improved
results were achieved with the manually generaipit$, while those automatically
generated led to results far below average. Thegmformance for manual topics
for CLEF 2006 was achieved with a strong weighboth HTML title as well as H1
elements, and a decreased weight for the othereglsmBlind relevance feedback
could not yet improve the results.

Categories and Subject Descriptors

H.3 [Information Storage and Retrieval]: H.3.1 GoritAnalysis and Indexing; H.3.3 Information Seaack
Retrieval; H.3.4 Systems and Software

General Terms
Measurement, Performance, Experimentation
Keywords

Web Retrieval, Multilingual Information Retrievdtyaluation

1 Introduction

Our participation was based on the experience dailueing WebCLEF 2005 [Jensen et al. 2005]. Th&s80
multilingual EuroGOV corpus [Sigurbjérnsson et 2005] caused several problems during parsing aed pr
processing. Nevertheless, this year all files weeing processed and integrated into the index. tRer
multilingual task, our approach had shown compatitiesults in WebCLEF 2005. This year our efforerav
centered on the mixed-monolingual task as the hmgtial task was not offered.

2  System Description

The system developed for WebCLEF 2005 was builtApache Lucene. We decided to take a language
independent approach. All files were indexed in oneltilingual index. As a consequence, no language
dependent stemming algorithms could be appliedy @@ characte® at the end of words was removed by the
Lucene StandardAnalyzer.



Indexing strategies were refined this year basedhenstructure of the HTML files. At WebCLEF 2005,
retrieval based on the HTML title element proved&extremely effective for multilingual web retrsd. We
assumed that the titles might be partially of lowalkity and that they could be eliminated in mangesa This
hypothesis was based on general observation thay mab pages have the title “no title” or simildrases in
other languages. In order to identify these phrasglsassemble a stop title list which would notriskexed, the
frequency of title phrases was assessed. Surpisittge observation did not hold for the EuroGOWmgs.
Some titles do occur often, but they contain valkiabxt and should not be eliminated. Consequetritlg,
stopword list was merely extended with the mogjdemnt title words.

The first order headline (H1) element was idertifzaxd added to the title in order to be indexedaintty. A
set of other elements which emphasize text (H{1s8long, b, em, bold, i) was also identified andgd to form
one indexing field. As in WebCLEF 2005, we indexaath the full content and partial content. Instedd
choosing the first characters for the content duteé adopted a more refined strategy. The mostidignating
content for a webpage is often not at the beginpinthe HTML code. In many cases, the beginninthefcode
contains navigation elements and menus which af#esfor a whole site [Chen et al. 2006]. Consetjyewe
selected 50 tokens from the middle of the HTML ctalde indexed as the partial content. A more ektied
strategy was not adopted in order not to comprothisefficiency of our indexing approach.

Blind relevance feedback is a very efficient stygtdor retrieval optimization. For multilingual dtbc
retrieval with newspaper corpora, it has been ssfally applied by the University of Hildesheim [tkh et al.
2005] and many others. We adopted the blind relevamplementation for ad-hoc retrieval and integplait
into the web retrieval scenario. Blind relevancedteack was realized for all indexed fields butfiliecontent.
Due to hardware limitations, Lucene could not stdtéerm vectors for the full content which werged for the
blind relevance feedback implementation.

In addition, a domain filter was implemented whiakes advantage of the meta data provided withoghies.

3 Submitted Retrieval Experimentswith EuroGOV

The parameters were optimized based on the WebQDBb topics. Results of the runs are shown in table

Table 1. Results of experiments (WebCLEF 2005 topics)

| UHiBase | UHITitle | UHi1-5-10 UHiBrfl | UHiBrf2 | UHiMu
Mean reciprocal rank 0.2819 0.280 0.281 0.273 0.2771 0.2443
Average success at 10 0.416 0.4132 0.4186 0.39 0.4040 0.3656

Compared to the best post submission experimen&/elfCLEF 2005, it can be seen that the result ef th
multilingual experiments could be improved fromTlZ to 0.2443. The top performing result submitigdhe
University of Hildesheim had been 0.1370.

For the mixed monolingual task, the performancelcdcde improved (from an MRR of 0.2377 to 0.2819)
without reaching the performance levels of the pasticipants in 2005. The average success rgtesition ten
was improved from 0.235 to 0.4168. Our new indexdtrgtegies did improve the results overall, howgtrey
did not lead to competitive results for the mixednolingual task. Based on the results of the miqreriments,
we decided to submit runs with the parameters shiowable 2.

Table 2. Parameters for the submitted Runs

Name of Run Weights
UHiBase content"1 emphasised”0.1 title"20
UHiTitle content*1 emphasised”1 title”20
UHi1-5-10 content*1 emphasised”5 title”10

content"1 emphasised”1 title"20

UHIBrf1 blind relevance feedback (weight of expanded qukry:
UHIBIf2 cqntent"l emphasised™1 titIe’fZO

blind relevance feedback (weight of expanded queg)
UHiMu (multilingual) content*1 emphasised”1 title"20artslation*10

As a base-run, the run which showed the best segulthe experiments with the WebCLEF 2005 topies w
chosen. The queries were weighted, the weight@kthphasised-field actually being decreased asrmnery



results had shown that this leads to slightly lbetsults. This finding reduces the probabilitytttiee additional
elements taken into account have a significantrigigoating effect. Additionally a similar run with heavily
weighted title-field UHiTitle) and one with moderate weights (emphasised"5idetil0)) was submitted. In all
runs the full-content field was used for searchit #sads to significantly better results than geetial-content
field, which was used only to generate term-vecforsblind relevance feedback. To test the effdcblind
relevance feedback, two runs with different weightsthe expanded query were generated. The penfaenaf
these runs was slightly below that of the - ina@her aspect equivalentUHiTitle-Run. According to these
findings, blind relevance feedback has not showmatge a positive effect on retrieval quality sq faren though
there is still room to experiment with different thheds and parameters. To test the improvementseapiol the
system in the multilingual context a non-officiahrfor the multilingual task was submitted.

The improvements achieved are partly a result @fuge of meta-data, restricting search to the tatgeain.
This of course improved the position of relevantutoents in the result list. Not using the filtdre UHiTitle-
Run has a lower MRR of 0.2552, but the 'averagecessc at ten'-rate of 0.3784 still shows a definite
improvement, probably due to the effect of an exkigely indexed corpus (all documents as full-tag)well as
the optimzed weighting of the different fields.

Considering the results of the submitted runs (shawtable 3), the difference between the resultthe
different topic-types is striking. While on manyafjenerated topics (319 of 1939) the runs perforaed was
to be expected from the experimental results, gréopmance on automatically generated topics (1§21039)
was poor. With the manual topics thili1l-5-10-Run produced the best results with an MRR score of 43
and an 'average success at 10'-rate of 0.4577. @vmpics the same run had an MRR of only 0.0Z&8 an
‘average success at 10' of 0.1233. In other wadglevant document was five times more likely ppear
within the first ten hits as a result of a manuapit than as a result of an automatically generatee.
Differences were also found between the resulth@fmew manually created topics (124) and thoghebld
topics (195) of 2005. ThEHiBase-Run resulted in an MRR of 0.2556 for the old topitsle the new topics let
to significantly better results (MRR 0.3893).

Table 3. Results WebCLEF 2006

all topics manually generated topics
MRR Average success at 10 MRR Average success at 10

UHiBase 0.0795 0.1377 0.3076 0.4451
UHiTitle 0.0724 0.1253 0.3061 0.4420
UHi1-5-10 0.0718 0.1233 0.3134 0.4577
UHiBrfl 0.0677 0.1104 0.3000 0.4295
UHiBrf2 0.0676 0.1124 0.2989 0.4295
UHiMu 0.0489 0.0758 0.2553 0.3824

Taking into account only the manually created tepibe results of WebCLEF 2006 show the improvemtat
were to be expected from the previous experimemte. results even were slightly better than those¢hef
experiments with the WebCLEF 2005 topics. The lmsformance was achieved with a strong weight on
HTML title and H1 elements, a moderate weight tog bther elements extracted and without blind eatee
feedback. Consequently, it can be said for suretlvenethe elements extracted additionally have déhig
discriminating effect than the content of the doeuin

4  Conclusion and Outlook

For the second web track participation at CLEF mterided to tune our system and to index seveldsfi&lind
relevance feedback was successfully integrated. poissibility to give different weights to the fisldffered
room for experiments and the discriminating effeft HTML elements was confirmed. Improving the
preprocessing routines over the WebCLEF partiagpain 2005 also had a positive effect on the redlie
quality. The use of blind relevance feedback irs thontext will have to be explored further. In fetu
experiments, we intend to test different weightitigitegies for blind relevance feedback which adependent
of the weights of the initial query.

In further future experiments, we intend to incluatvanced quality measures. Advanced quality measur
which regard layout information will be applied [kt 2006]. To accomplish this, the preprocessinghoas
will have to be worked on further.
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