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ABSTRACT

Our group OKSAT submitted 21 runs for the NTCIR-13

OpenLiveQ task. We submitted from simple to congikcruns.
Complicate runs are combinations of simple onemast cases.
We searched the question data mainly because wegththat the
question data included the query string or relatgthgs. We
searched title, snippet and body by the query gtramd merged
their scores. We also took account page view andbeun of
answers.

Categories and Subject Descriptors

H.3.3 [Information Storage and Retrieval]: Information Search
and Retrieval — Information filtering, Query formulation,
Retrieval models, Search process, Selection Process.

General Terms
Experimentation, Performance, Measurement.

Team Name
OKSAT

Subtasks

Keywords

Information Retrieval, Question-answering Servid@uestion
Retrieval, Yahoo! Chiebukuro, Ambiguous Queriesflioé and
Online Evaluation, Searching Title Snippet BodyjoRty to
Short Question Body, Page View, Number of Answers

1. INTRODUCTION

The construction of the QA system for ambiguous/

underspecified queries asked in Community Qestioswering
(cQA) services, is challenging problem. In orderet@mluate the
relevance in these systems, the relevance critgniauld be
changed from traditional one [1][2]. Our group OKBAubmitted
21 runs for the NTCIR-13 OpenLiveQ task. We subeditirom
simple to complicate runs. Complicate runs are dpattons of
simple ones in most cases. We searched the quekitarmainly
because we thought that the question data includedquery
string or related strings. We searched title, ssipgd body by
the query string, and merged their scores. We talgk account
page view and number of answers
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2. OUTLINE OF OUR APPROACH AND
TARGET FIELD OF PROCESSING

We processed field variously which were extractednfthe data
provided by the task organizer. Figure 1 shows db#ine of
processing flow. We explain the name and the sighe figure in
this section an@.
We explain field which we used while referring teetfigure as
follows. From Question Data, we used the followfigld. The
five boxes from the left of upper part of the figur
We describe it in order of the field number, the¢ation in the
figure and explanation in the task overview pagér [

9: Page view; Page view of the question

8: Number of answers; Number of answers for thestije

4: Title; Title of the question

5: Snippet; Snippet of the question in a searchltres

11: Body; Body of the question

In addition, it is not written in the figure, weadsthe following in
one run(run2).

7: Update; Last update time of the question
We used one field, which is written rightmost ir tigure, from
Clickthrough Data in one run(runl0).

4: Clickthrough rate; Clickthrough rate

3. PROCESSING ELEMENTS

We began the processing to make runs with the lpmsizessing.

Putting effective basic processing together, we enachs which

required complicated processing. And we were aidigst

parameters of the processing.

In this section, we explain the basic processingkvis indicated

by the sigh (P,A,T,S,K,B,L,M,C) circled and the boantacted

with in Figure 1. In the next section, we explaomcretely how to

made runs assembling these basic processing Ungrgighs.
P: Maps the Page View expressed with an integeo &ms
number of 0-1. We call it normalization in orderrt@rge
with another score.

: Similar to P, we normalized the Number of Anssver

: About the number of searched words to searcle Ty
Question string, we calculated score of the Titte i
probabilistic model based on Tf-ifd (simplified Qia
BM25) [3].

: Similar to T, we calculated score of the Snippet

: About the length of Snippet, we made the thréshand
calculated score by a calculating formula to giviengy to
a short one over.

B: Similar to T, we calculated score of the Body.

L: Similar to K, we calculated score about the tangf Body.

M: We performed morphological analysis of the Queand

made plural search words from each query stringchwvhi
could be divided.

=1 >
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C: Similar to P, we normalized the Clickthrough.
In addition, it is not written in the figure, buhere are the
following three basic processing.
N: We extracted nouns by morphological analysi§5[4df the
title and snippet.
U: Case-insensitive search.
Z: Full and half size insensitive search.

4, HOW TO MAKE RUN

Using the notation of the target field of procegsin 2 and the
basic processing 08, we show how to make runs which we
submitted. We attach the combination of basic sog
notation of3 surrounded by [ and ] in the following run's title
Table 1 shows the evaluation result (nDCG@10) fifnef test
for submitted runs.

Table 1. Evaluation results of offline test

run nDCG@10 run nDCG@10
run0 0.35451 runll] 0.33449
runl 0.37083 runl2] 0.37958
run2 0.29214 runl3l 0.41960
run3 0.29426 runld4 0.24125
run4 0.36388 runls 0.42514
runs 0.30756 runlg 0.40094
run6 0.32638 runl?7] 0.43241
run7 0.30427 runl8 0.43516
run8 0.33365 runl9 0.43767
run9 0.37837 run20 0.44471
runl0 0.36669

4.1 No Processing

runO

Nothing done from Question data. We simply exadd@uery ID
and Question ID from the top to the lower row ofeGtion data.
By the task overview [2], Question data is the atipf top 1,000
questions retrieved from Yahoo! Chiebukuro by eguéstion.

4.2 Single Processing
In this subsection, we explain runs which have Isingasic
processing ir8.

runl [P]
We sorted the questions in the Question data byheber of the
page view of their question.

run2 [U]

We sorted by the last update time (Updat@)inf the questions in
the Question data. Newer questions are ranked high€€G@10
is not so good. As last update time of the dataastly 2016 year
and near, the newer one is not so important inchée.

run3[L]

We sorted questions by the length of the body (Bad®) of each
question in the Question data. The longer questizer® ranked
higher.

rund [L]

Inverse order of run3. In other words, the shogieestions were
ranked higher. The nDCG@10 is higher than run3. él@r we
thought too short Body is not good, we set threstehgth in the
next run (run5).
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run5 [L]

Setting 300 byte (100 characters of Japanese fdthvwcharacter
in utf-8 code) as threshold of the length of theygdNe made the
reciprocal number of the square root of the rafithe length as
score. The nDCG@10 was lower than run4, so we nnad@

later.

runé [ B]
We counted the number of times included in the Bfmyeach
query string.

run7 [L]
This is the same as run5 except that the thresbblthe text
length becomes 150byte (300 byte for run5).

runl4 [N]

We calculated tf-idf of each noun which was exedctby
morphological analysis of the title and snippet &men we added
them.

4.3 Simple Combination of Processing

In this subsection, we explain runs which have ghecessing P
and/or L plus at most one other processing. We adgbone run
(runll) which has the similar processing only.

run8 [B,L]
We divided the number of times of the string inéddn Body by
the square root of length of Body.

run9 [P,L]

We merged the effect of runl and run7. We dividedlRage view
by the square root of length of the Body. We setttireshold of
the length of Body for 100byte.

runl0[P,L,C]

We merged the effect of run9 and clickthough rate o
Clickthrough data. Click through data are availalite the
restricted questions though. We did not use Clicktgh after this
run because nDCG@10 of this run is lower than run9.

runll [T,SB]

As well as Body, we counted the number of timeduitiog the
query string about Title and Snippet. We normaliteeise three
numbers from 0 to 1, and then we summed them.

4.4 Complex Combination of Processing

In this subsection, we explain runs which have demp
combination of processing &f The combination is briefly noted
in the title of each run.

runl2 [P, T,SB]
We normalized Page view and then we added the s¢ouml1l.
runl3 [P, T,SB,L]

We divided score of runl12 by the square root oftlerof Body.
The threshold length of the Body was set to 10Qbyte

runl5 [P,T,SB,L,U]
This is the same as runl3 except that the casesitise string
matches were done.
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runl6é [P, T,SB,L,U,Z]
This is the same as runl5 except that we convedttkdsize
alphanumeric characters into half size alphanunwrécacters.

runl?7 [P, T,SB,L,U,Z|

The files were handled in binary until runl5, buarh runl6 files
were handled in utf-8. So, we set the thresholthefbody length
to 30 characters (about 1/3 of 100 byte).

runl8 [P,T,SB,L,U,ZM]

When as a result of having performed morphologicalysis of
the query string, it was divided into plural wordss searched the
Title, the Snippet and the Body by those words.also

run19 [P,T,SB,L,U,ZM,A]
We normalized the Number of answers and then weddke
score of run18.

run20 [P, T,SB,L,U,ZMAK]

We set threshold of the Snippet length to 200, then add
reciprocal number of the cubic root of the ratiotbé Snippet
length to run19.

5. OFFLINE and ONLINE TEST

Online test is assessed for the top run of eacticjpation group
by multileaving [6] method. Our top run of offlinest was the
best run of all participants, however, it was nood under online
test. We imagined that the taste of the judgmemtntihe test was
different from offline test. We felt that it wasfiitult to show the
question list which the user expected without hgvithe

information about the taste of the user. So, tludilprof the user
may help to improve the performance of cQA systdmessible.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Our group OKSAT submitted 21 runs for the NTCIR-13

OpenLiveQ task. We submitted from simple to congikcruns.
Complicate runs are combinations of simple onemast cases.
We searched the question data mainly because wegththat the
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question data included the query string or relaggthgs. We
searched title, snippet and body by the query gtramd merged
their scores. We also took account page view andbeu of

answers. Our top run of offline test was the best of all

participant, however, online test of our top rurofffine test was
not good. It was difficult to show the questiort kighich the user
expected without having the information about thetd of the
user. So, the profile of the user may help to imprdhe

performance of cQA systems if possible.
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Figure 1. Outline of processing flow
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