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Broadcast Archives: Challenges

• Completely digital production linedigital production line for 
archiving and indexing of audio-visual 
material

• Demand for openness of the archiveopenness of the archive to other 
professionals and general public

• Involvement of external peopleexternal people in the 
archiving process

• Trend towards multilingual indexing and multilingual indexing and 
searchsearch activities
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Project context: 
Supporting Indexing of A/V material

• Current situation:
– mainly manual
– not feasible for 

large-scale digital 
archiving

– Context 
documents for 
programs 

• Can we generate 
candidate 
annotations?
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CHOICE project

• Two foci:
– Use context documents to generate candidate 

annotations – for a semi-automatic indexing process 
[Gazendam et al., 2006, SWAAM Workshop @ WWW’06]

– Create a new environment for the documentalists
• Manual look-up for indexing terms in documents is current 

practice
• First step: Browser for the in-house thesaurus 

– Status: 
• Project duration: 4 years
• Results from 1st year

– Researches in Sound & Vision
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Outline

• Thesaurus browser goals
• Evaluation setting 
• Results 1st evaluation study
• Thesaurus browser (improved version)
• Results 2nd evaluation study
• Discussion and future work 



EKAW’2006

• Own annotation template
– typically specialization of Dublin Core

• In-house thesaurus available
• Multiple people involved

– annotations by Sound & Vision and by broadcast 
companies

•• Our experience: key role for evaluation studiesOur experience: key role for evaluation studies
– dramatic changes of the existing business process of 

the archive

Indexing-Process 
Characteristics
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Research Goals for 
Evaluation Studies

• General: gain insight into the indexing indexing 
processprocess of documentalists

• Specific: study factors that influence 
efficiency of finding indexing termsfinding indexing terms

• Social: making stakeholders (indexers) 
aware of future plansfuture plans
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Pilot Project: 
Browser for In-house Thesaurus

• Browser of GTAA
– General Thesaurus Audio-visual Archives

• GTAA
– used for selecting indexing termsindexing terms of A/V 

material
– has multiple hierarchiesmultiple hierarchies: topic, place, people, 

….
– has development teamdevelopment team which provides 

regularly updated releases
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Thesaurus Browser

Requirements
– available inside and outside of Sound & 

Vision 

– interaction with latest updatesupdates in a 
database

– display and exploit structure of thesaurusstructure of thesaurus
in an intuitiveintuitive way

– accessible through open standardsopen standards
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From Requirements to Design

• GTAA browser available through 
standard web interface

• Browser works on RDF format
• Architecture should ensure that the 

thesaurus database can be rendered as 
RDF

• Functionality of the interface 
corresponds to the way in which 
documentalists search for terms
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Technical Architecture
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GTAA Browser 

• Tabbed access to the different thesaurus 
facets

• Hierarchical display of the BT/NT relationship
between terms

• Hierarchical display of the Categories
• Display of all information related to a term 

(other then BT/NT) in a separate panel                   
• Alphabetical display of terms
• Autocompletion and alphabetical search
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Alphabetical display of terms 
from other facets

Browser Interface
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Browser Interface
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Evaluation Metrics & Goals

effectiveness / efficiencytotal time spent
efficiencytotal time on search
efficiency# steps per index term
overall success factor# resulting index terms
efficiency# steps
efficiency# times used filter search
efficiency# times used hierarchy search
efficiency# times used alphabetical search
effectiveness# problems

learnabilitytotal time spent
Indexing Phase

learnability# problems
Acquaintance Phase

GoalsPhases/Metrics
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Experimental 
Setup

• Users from S&V (5/6) and BC (4/1)
• Procedure:

– Introduction of browser and experiment
– Directed acquaintance phase (10-20 min)
– Viewing news item (2 min) 

• Golden standard: 12 index terms
– Index news item with thesaurus browser and 

context documents, mimic daily work 
situation (20-40 min)

– Fill in a questionnaires
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Questionnaires

• 50 questions on a seven-point Likert scale
– Overall interface
– Search and browsing
– Subject facet
– Additional functionalities

• 8 open questions
• 10 questions about personal 

characteristics
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Evaluation study I: Results

33,22403735283129223047#steps

27221925203130293338total time spent

18131018122021182429
total time on 
search

4.875.717.404.384.673.447.252.753.005.22
#steps per 
index term

7,337586948109
#resulting index 
terms

1,44111112222#filter search

1,33111501021#hierarchy s.

7697476798#alphabetical s.

2,89323232443#problems

18182015142019221911total time spent

3,67543234543#problems

AvrgS9S8S7S6S5S4S3S2S1
SubjectsStage/Metric
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Evaluation Study I: 
Qualitative Analysis

• Number of selected terms was lower for S&V 
documentalists
1-3 terms vs. 5+ 

• S&V documentalists found more terms of 
Golden Standard
8 vs. 6.5 (out of 12)

• Browser more helpful for thesaurus novices 
= BC documentalists

• Problems mainly with 
– details of search functions
– screen update
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Browser v.2: Changes

• Multi-facet search
• Alphabetical and hierarchical search 

made more prominent 
• Inclusion of synonym facilities

– external general resource used
• Improving of autocompletion
• Improved screen update strategy

– dependencies between panes
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Evaluation study II: Results

6.576957676#resulting index terms

1618141319221215total time spent

131510101419912total time on search

3.741.672.007.404.004.673.574.33#steps per index term

24.5710183728282526#steps

1.290050022#filter search

1.572112014#hierarchy search

8.1459612997#alphabetical search

2.003231221#problems

2522332616262429total time spent

2.141034331#problems

AverageS16S15S14S13S12S11S10

SubjectsStage/Metric
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Evaluation Study II: 
Qualitative Analysis

• Decrease in number of problems           
(2.14 vs. 3.67)
– Indicates higher level of effectiveness

• Time used for acquaintance phase          
(25 min vs. 18 min)
– Explanation: guidelines were more elaborate 

and complexity of search increased
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Evaluation Studies I, II: 
Aggregated Results

4.575.02Browse functionality

4.874.82Search functionality

5.104.64Subject-facet functionalities

5.264.79General browser functionalities

Study 2Study 1

Average score
1=lowest, 7=highest

Question group
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Discussion

• Documentalists were most comfortable 
with “known” functionality
– alphabetical search

• Category-based search was hardly used
• Despite problems documentalists wanted 

to start using the browser in daily work
– S&V has integration plan

• Next pilot will integrate NLP functionality
for generating candidate index terms from 
context documents
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CHOICE project website: CHOICE project website: 
http://ems01.mpi.nl/CHOICE/http://ems01.mpi.nl/CHOICE/

GTAA Browser demo: GTAA Browser demo: 
http://ems01.mpi.nl:8080/GTAABrowser/http://ems01.mpi.nl:8080/GTAABrowser/

CATCH program overview of projects: CATCH program overview of projects: 
http://ems01.mpi.nl/catchdemos/pilots.htmlhttp://ems01.mpi.nl/catchdemos/pilots.html

CATCH program overview of demos: CATCH program overview of demos: 
http://www.nwo.nl/nwohome.nsf/pages/NWOP_6CCC3Lhttp://www.nwo.nl/nwohome.nsf/pages/NWOP_6CCC3L
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