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Abstract. Term frequency normalization is a serious issue since enoft doc-
uments are various. Generally, documents become long duwetdifferent rea-
sons - verbosity and multi-topicality. First, verbosity ans that the same topic is
repeatedly mentioned by terms related to the topic, so¢hat frequency is more
increased than the well-summarized one. Second, mulitdbty indicates that
a document has a broad discussion of multi-topics, rattaer #ingle topic. Al-
though these document characteristics should be diffgreandled, all previous
methods of term frequency normalization have ignored théfences and have
used a simplified length-driven approach which decreagetetm frequency by
only the length of a document, causing an unreasonableipatiah. To attack
this problem, we propose a novel TF normalization methocchvig a type of
partially-axiomatic approach. We first formulate two fotrnanstraints that the
retrieval model should satisfy for documents having veetersd multi-topicality
characteristic, respectively. Then, we modify languageleling approaches to
better satisfy these two constraints, and derive novel smmggpmethods. Experi-
mental results show that the proposed method increaseficagily the precision
for keyword queries, and substantially improves MAP (Meamrage Precision)
for verbose queries.

1 Introduction

The highly-performed retrieval models rely on two differéactors - TF (term fre-
quency) and IDF (inverse document frequency). Among themfactor becomes a
non-trivial, since long-length documents may increasm feequency, different to short-
length ones, so that the naive estimation of term frequerayldvnot be successful.
Thus, term frequency of long-length documents should bewssly considered. Re-
garding this, Singhal observed the following two differgrges of reasons for making
the length of a document long [3]

1. High term frequency: The same term repeatedly occursang:length document.
As aresult, the term frequency factors may be large for la@uchents, increasing
the average contribution of its terms towards the querytdamnt similarity.

3 Robertson and Walker mentioned two types of reasons as sgpoéhesis and verbosity hy-
pothesis, respectively [2].
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2. More terms: Long-length document has large size of vdeapurhis increases the
number of matches between a query and a long document, &icgethhe query-
document similarity, and the chances of retrieval of longuioents in preference
over shorter documents.

Without loss of meaning, we can conceptualize these twooreaas verbosity and
multi-topicality. First, verbosity means that the sameid¢aop repeatedly mentioned
by terms related to the topic, making term frequencies h&gtond, multi-topicality

indicates that a document has a broad discussion of mpitgprather than single
topic, making more terms. Using these concepts, we dividg-length documents into
two different ideal types - verbose documents and multie@mpdocuments. Verbose
document is the document which becomes long mainly due tooedy, rather than

multi-topicality, while multi-topical document is the dament which follows typical

characteristics of multi-topicality, rather than verlipsi

Singhal pre-assumed that long-length documents shouldehaliped regardless
of whether or not their types are verbosity (or multi-tofitga [1]. Basically, their
approach belongs to a simplified length-driven method whkietreases the term fre-
quency of all long-length documents according to documéamgth factor only. How-
ever, we insist that this Singhal's pre-assumption wouldailed. We argue that the
penalization should be applied to verbose document onlyfmenulti-topical docu-
ment. As a main reason, terms in a multi-topical documenkem®repeated than ones
in a verbose document, since the length of the multi-tomloalment is increased due
to its broad topics. However, Singhal missed this point thase types of documents
should be differently handled. Therefore, the retrievalction adopting Singhal’s pe-
nalization will make multi-topical documents unreasondbts-preferred, causing an
unfair retrieval ranking.

To clearly support our argument for verbose document and-tapiical document,
we will exemplify two different situations to discuss diféat tendencies of term fre-
quencies in verbose document and multi-topical documerst, Fet us examine the
situation by considering two different document sampleBpandD, which have the
same term frequency ratio.

D,: Language modeling approdch

|D1: Language modeling approach | Language modeling approach

D, is twice the concatenation @1. Suppose that a query is given by “language
modeling approach”. Then, a question arises as “which o afhdD- is more rel-
evant?”. By comparing the contained information, we knoet tivo documents have
the exactly same contents, although the lengthpis twice than that oD;. Thus,D;
andD> should have the same relevance score. However, the abtrtérequency of
D» is twice than that oD1, thus, the naive TF IDF prefersD, to D1. To avoid this
unfair comparison, we should introduce a TF normalizatianthis end, suppose that
| is the length of documents, andl is the term frequency of a query term. Then, one
reasonable strategy of TF normalization is to tlse=tf /I, instead oft f. Then, the
modified TF- IDF produces the same score @1 andD». Note that Singhal’s pivoted
length normalization will also well-work sindg n can be well-reflected in Singhal’'s
original formula. Remark thdd; is a verbose document, not a multi-topical document,



which is the main reason for the success of the normalizahow, we examine the
second situation by considering a multi-topical documamtgleD3, which contains
all topics ofD1 andD; as a subpart.

D3: Information retrieval model
Language modeling approach

Here,D3 describes a broad topic - “information retrieval model'd&@ontain “language
modeling approach” as a subtopic. Again, suppose that time spiery of “language
modeling approach”is given. Consider the question abobttwelevance score should
assigned t@®3 be, compared witlb; andD,?". D3 contains all contents d; andDa,
althoughDzs is different fromD; andD.. In this case, if user se&, he or she would
think thatDs is also relevant, because all relevant conteBD - is embedded t@s.
From this viewpointD3 should have the same score@s andD; (due to a partial
relevance). However, if we apply the previous version offiffmalization (i.etfn=
tf/I) to D3, thenD3 is much-less preferred 191 andD, since its term frequency of a
query term is the same &5 but its length is twice than that &f;. Of course, Singhal's
method will assign less-score By thanD1 andD». The mean reason of this failure is
thatDs is not a verbose document but a multi-topical document. fidgalt means that
TF normalization problem is more complex, at least reqgitime different strategies
according to types of long-length documents. To avoid theasonable penalization
for multi-topical ones, TF normalization problem shouldhbere deeply re-investigated
by discriminating multi-topical documents from verbosedments.

To obtain a more accurate TF normalization, we propose al iévaormalization
method which is a type of axiomatic approach. We try to motiifyguage modeling
approach as a case study without the loss of its elegancerardpge. To this end,
we first formulate two constraints that the retrieval scgifumnctions should satisfy for
verbose and multi-topical documents, respectively. Thanpresent the analysis result
that previous language modeling approaches do not suffigatisfy these constraints.
After that, we modify the language modeling approaches suahbetter satisfy these
two constraints, derive a novel smoothing methods, andiat@the proposed ones.

2 Formal Constraints of New TF Normalization, and Analysis d
Previous Language Modeling Approaches

2.1 Constraints

From now on, we assume thgfD) is a measurement for calculating the number of
topics in documend. We defineK-verbosityandN-topicalityas follows.

Definition (K-verbosity) : Suppose thdd; andD; are given. Let f1(w) andt fo(w
be the term frequency of termin D, andD», respectively. For all terrw, if t fo(w) =
K-tfi(w) andt(D1) =1(D>), thenD, has K-verbosity td; or D; is K-verboseto D;.

Definition (N-topicality) : Suppose thab; andD; are given ag(D2) =N -1(D1).
Letl; andl; be the length oD, andDg, respectively. If for all termw in Dy, tfa(w)/I2
=tf1(w)/l1/N, thenD, has N-topicality tdD; andD3 is N-topicalto D;.

In our three samples from the introducti@y has 2-verbosity t®;, andD3 has 2-
topicality toD1. Remind that we have argued thiat, D, andD3 should have the same



relevance score. This argument can be re-formulated m#foilg two constraints - VNC
and TNC which the retrieval function should satisfy for twasses when one document
has K-verbosity and N-topicality to another document, eesigely. LetscordQ, D) be

a similarity function between a documentand a queng@.

VNC (Verbosity Normalization Constraint) : Suppose a pair db; andD». If D,
is K-verbose td1, thenscorgQ,D1) = scor€Q,Dy).

TNC (Topicality Normalization Constraint) : Suppose a pair dd; andDs. If Dy
is N-topicality toD1, thenscor€Q,D1) = scor€Q, D2).

These constraints can be directly utilized to derive a nesscbf retrieval function
as Fang’s exploration [3]. Originally, Fang formulated teanstraints related to term
frequency - LNC1 and LNC2 [3]. Among them, LNC2 is highly ned@t to VNC, where
VNC is a more specific constraint - VNC entails LNC2, not viegsa. TNC is a new
constraint which is not connected to Fang’s any constrilioiie that our exploration of a
retrieval function is different from Fang’s one. We focusamty few constraints related
to our issue, without identifying all constraints. Then, sedect as the backbone model
one among a previous well-performed retrieval model, andifpdt to better satisfy
the focused few constraints, without losing the eleganckthe principle of the orig-
inal model. In this regard, our exploration method belorgthe partially-axiomatic
approach - 1) using partial constraints rather than fulkt@ints, 2) using the restricted
functional space which the backbone retrieval model cawall rather than relying on
full functional space. In contrast, Fang’s approach isftlily-axiomaticapproach [3,
4]. In Fang’s approach, full constraints are completelyntdi=d as well as the focused
constraints. A new class of retrieval function is exploredae in separate functional
space which is not related to previous retrieval models. él@r, the fully-axiomatic
approach such as Fang's exploration approach requiresincigded heuristics which
are not derived from a well-designed retrieval model. A ipHiytaxiomatic approach
doesn't need to discard the well-founded retrieval modehsas language modeling
approach, enabling us to pursue a more elaborated retrimvadél!, without losing its
mathematical elegance and principles.

2.2 Analysis of Language Modeling Approaches

We selected the language modeling approaches as the backdtoieval model [5].
Our goal is to modify the language modeling approaches duathbietter satisfies the
proposed two constraints - VNC and TNC. We investigate twauter smoothing meth-
ods - Jelinek-Mercer smoothing (JM) and Dirichlet-prioragthing (Dir) [6]. Before
modifying them, we begin by discussing whether or not eacbathing method satis-
fies VNC and TNC in this subsection. Notations used in thisspape summarized as
follows:



Q A given query

tfp(w) Term frequency oW in documenD

Ip Length of documend

tfc(w) Term frequency oW of collection

Ic Total term frequency of collection

6p Smoothed document language modeDof

o Unsmoothed document language modeDdMLE)
Oc Collection language model (MLE)

Analysis of Jelinek-Mercer Smoothing In JM (Jeliner-Mercer Smoothing), a smoothed
document model is obtained by the interpolation of MLE (Maxm Likelihood Esti-
mation) of a document model and the collection model asvidIf6]:

P(w|Bp) = (1—A)P(w|Bp) + AP(w|6c) 1)

whereA is a smoothing parameter. By using J&torgQ,D), the similarity score of
documenD for queryQ can be written by using only query-matching terms as foltows

1-— )\PW|9D 1-Atfp(w) ¢
scorgQ,D) %| < P(w|Bc) ) ngl ( o tfc(w) +1)
()

Our analysis of whether or not JM satisfies VNC and TNC is ga®follows:

1. JM satisfies VNC: Suppose thas is K-verbose td;. Then, MLEs of two docu-
ment models are the same, resulting in the same scores.

2. JM does not satisfy TNC: Generally, JM prefers normal doents to multi-topical
documents, regardless of our definition of topicality measentt. This proof is
skipped.

Analysis of Dirichlet-Prior Smoothing In Dir (Dirichlet-prior smoothing), a smoothed
document model is estimated as posterior model when takg|6c) as a prior prob-
ability of termw as follows [6]:

tfp (W) + uP(w|Bc)

0 3
P(WBp) =~ ©)
The equation is rewritten by
Ip A !
P(w|Bp) = ——P(w|8 ——P(w|6 4
(Wlfo) = (2 P(wldp) + - P(wl6c) @

If we setAp by p/(Ip + ), then Dir is equivalent to IM-style smoothing using docutnen
specific smoothing parametes. scorgD, Q) based on Dir is formulated as follows:

P(w|6c)

The analysis on whether or not Dir satisfies VNC and TNC is suima¢ complicated,
due to its document-specific smoothing parameter. We caly saww that Dir does
not satisfy VNC and TNC. The following lists up the analyssuilt.

scoreD, Q) = %Iog(l Ab) (W|6D) )\D>



1. Dir doesn't satisfy VNC: Generally, Dir makes inconsigtpreferences according
to whether or not a query term is topical. For a topical querynt Dir assigns the
more score for verbose documents than normal documenta.an-topical query
terms, Dir assigns the less score for verbose documentstbramal documents.
The detailed proof is skipped.

2. Dir doesn't satisfy TNC: The detailed proof is skipped.

3 Modification of Previous Retrieval Models

In the previous section, we have shown that two differentatiniag methods do not
satisfy two constraints well. In this section, we introdtive measurement of the num-
ber of topics, and modify the previous retrieval model suwdt it better satisfies VNC
and TNC.

3.1 Measurement of The Number of Topics

To figure out which measuremen(D) is acceptable to calculate the number of top-
ics in documenD, we propose two simple measurementstid) - The first one is
vocabulary sizeand the second oneiisformation quantity

Vocabulary Size Generally, as there are more terms, a given document has mor
topics. Based on this idea, we can use the vocabulary siZB®) - which indicates
the number of unique terms in a given document, as a measaotéonéhe number of
topics.

Information Quantity : Even though the vocabulary size is simple and reasonable,
it cannot discriminate the mainly topical terms from thegally-occurred terms. When
using the vocabulary size, the number of topics may be uaneddy increased due to
causally occurred terms. As for an alternative measurementonsider the entropy-
driven value. Remind that entropy means the uncertaintygeferated sample. Entropy
has the following positive properties for resolving theitmtion of the vocabulary size.
1) As the number of possible events increases, entropy bexdarger. Here, events
correspond to terms, hence the more terms are, the largenthapy is likely to be.
Thus, when a document has more topics, the content of thenttiican be described
in more various ways, resulting in a larger entropy valuge2)n generative probability
of a document is used as the weight for calculating entropyevas a term has more
large probability, it makes more contribution to the finatrepy value. This property
allows us to differentiate the effects of mainly topicahtesrand causally occurred terms.

The information quantity €(D) - is defined as an exponential function of entropy
of a document as follows:

1(D) =¢(D) = exp(— Z P(W|9D)|OgP(W|9D))

Some Useful Definitions We define some useful notations. Let us define the nor-
malized measurement of the number of topics(D) -, and define thenformative
verbosity- w(D) - as follows:



U(D)=1(D)/T,  w(D)=Ip/1(D)

wheref is the mean of(D) for all documents in a given test collection. Note that the
informative verbosity indicates the average term frequeer unit information.

3.2 Modification of IM

First Modification of JM  Since JM exactly satisfies VNC, we would try to modify
JM to additionally support TNC. The core idea of the modifmatof JM smoothing
is a pseudo document. The pseudo document mainly consistdevaint parts to a
query, which is constructed by extracting relevant padsifnon-relevant parts. Then,
the score of a document is calculated by using the pseudatiE@umodel, instead of
original document model.

Thus, the pseudo-document makes us take a dynamic viewgfadtcument rep-
resentation where a document is dynamically changed aicgpi@a query. Note that a
pseudo document is an imaginary concept, which is not realhstructed at real time.
All we require is generative probabilities for query termanfi the pseudo document
model.

To estimate probability of query terms in a pseudo docunveasimplify the esti-
mation problem by using probability in original documemtother words, for terms in
the pseudo document having non-zero probabilities, theingbilities are assumed to
be proportional to the probabilities of terms in the origi@acument. As a result, the es-
timation problem is completed only if we determine the léngftthe pseudo document
from the original lengthp.

Intuitively, the length of the pseudo document will be smglhs topics are more.
This intuition makes the length of the pseudo document ptapwl tolp /1(D). Thus,
if Bpseud¢n) i the language model of pseudo document, then the protyadiipseudo
document model is

P(W|Bpseudgp)) D'tfo(W)/lo/T(D) = tfo(w)-1(D)/Ip

It is rewritten by using’(D) instead oft(D), and the constari as follows:

P(W|6PseudQD)) =K 'th(W) : T/(D)/lD

If we assume that the constaftis independent to any document and query, tkea
not a tuning parameter since it can be included in smoothamgrpetei.

Let us derive a modified JM by substituting the original doemtnmodel to this
pseudo document model in Eq. (2). TheoorQ, D) is reformulated as follows:

- 1—)\0K~T/(D)~th(W) Ic
scorgQ,D) = Wélog ( o I o) + 1)

wherelg is another smoothing parameter for the pseudo documentinfideeK is
independent to any document and query, we can sglscich that(1— Ag)K : Ag is

()



(1—A): A, in order to eliminate constait Then, Eq. (5) is re-written by

B 1-AT(D)-tfp(w) Ic
scordQ,D) = W;}Iog ( X s oW + 1) (6)

By using MLE of the original document mode{w|6p), Eq. (6) is rewritten by

scorgQ,D) = leog (%AT/(D)P(WGD)”C'((:W) i 1) o

Eq. (7) is the final modified JM, which is called JIMV. JMV satsfiboth of VNC and
TNC.

1. JMV satisfies VNC: LeD; be K-verbose t®;. Then,1(D1) =1(D;) andP(w|D1)
= P(w|D3). Thus,scordQ,D;) = scordQ,D>).

2. JMV satisfies TNC: LeD3 be N-topical tdD;. Then,t(D3) = N1(D2) andP(w|D1)
=NP(w|D3). It makes that(D3)P(w|D3) =1(D1)P(w|D1). ThereforescorgQ,D1)
=scordQ,D3).

Second Maodification of JM In our preliminary experiments, we found that IMV per-
forms well for keyword queries (i.e. title query), but is metiable for verbose queries
(i.e. description query), by showing serious sensitivitgading to smoothing parame-
terA. To discuss the reason of this result, we focus on the mdi@rdifces of keyword
guery and verbose query. First, there are common terms imb@se query. Different
from topical terms, common terms can be shared by all topicemmon term always
verbosely acts regardless of verbose documents and ropitial documents. Thus, the
previous TF normalization would prefer multi-topical doeents for queries including
common terms. Second, verbose queries often contain regises such as “relevant”,
“find” and “documents”. When a document has more topics, litimérease the chance
of existence of such noise terms. However, when our previgusormalization is ap-
plied, noise term becomes very serious, because the nurhbagics is further mul-
tiplied to the normalized term frequency. Thus, the presid& normalization would
increase the scores of multi-topical documents for noisgigs. These two differences
may be the reason why Singhal et. al. penalized even mylitéabdocuments, as well
as verbose documents [1]. However, we already discussédhikia approach is not
acceptable to topical terms.

To handle the problems of verbose-type queries, our TF niaratian should be
restricted to only document-specific terms, not to noisegeor common terms. As a
query term is more topical term in a given document, we hopeerdorm more TF
normalization, and vice versa. To this end, we defifve D) as term specificity ofv
in documenD. As for s(w, D) this paper uses a probabilistic metRB¢D|w) which is
defined as follows:

AsP(W|Bp)
AsP(W|Bp) + (1— As)P(W|Bc)

s(w,D) = P(DJw) =



wherels is an additional smoothing parameter, which has 0.25 asefeult value.
By using the term specificitg(w, D), we newly modify the pseudo document model as
follows:

P(W|Bpseudep)) = K- tfo(w) - T'(D)"P /I ®)

SinceP(D|w) is between 0 and 1, the normalization is perfectly reflectbdn?(D|w)

is 1, while itis weaken aB(D|w) is close to 0. One problem arises wité{D) is smaller
than 1. In this case, &(D|w) is larger, the effect of normalization becomes weaker.
To resolve this problem, we considered the exceptional Timabzation, making the
normalization proportional t8(D|w) even whert’(D) is smaller than 1. In preliminary
experiments, we found that the final retrieval performascadmost not changed, even
after the exceptional TF normalization is applied. Thus,sekect Eq. (8) for second
modification. We call it IMV2.

4 Modification of Dir

Our goal for Dir modification is to provide VNC. We introdudeetconcept of pseudo
document model to modify Dir. Different from the pseudo doent for IM modifica-
tion that consists of query-relevant parts only, the pselamoiment for Dir modification
consists of all topics in the original document, but has gedint length from the orig-
inal length. Note that the change of the length only makefemint models, since the
smoothed model P(w|6p) - is different according to the document length. In fact, the
length-dependence was the main reason why Dir does ndiyS#hkC.

We assume that the pseudo document model is proportionaigima MLE doc-
ument model. In addition, we set the length of the pseudo miect byt(D). Remind
that informative verbosity (D) - is defined adp/t(D). That is, the pseudo docu-
ment with length oft (D) compacts the original document with lendghby w(D) time.
Therefore, each ternv of documenD has the following term frequency in the pseudo
document.

tfpseudgn) (W) = tfo (W) /(D) 9)

As a result, the pseudo document model becomes lengtheéndept model, even
though MLE of pseudo document model is the same as the ofigataiment model.
By using pseudo document model, Dir produces the followmgathed model.

t fPseudc)D) (W) + UP(W| eC)

P(W|Bpseud¢p)) = D) 1 (10)
By substituting Eq. (9) to Eq. (10), Eq. (10) becomes
(D A K
P(WBpseudan)) = T(é) ) (Pl + i Plwec) (11)

This final modified model can be viewed as JM-style smoothsiggidocument-specific
smoothing paramteXp with /(t(D) + W), which is not dependent to the length any
more. We call this modification DirV. We can easily prove tBatv additionally satis-
fies VNC.



1. DirV satisfies VNC: LeD; be K-verbose t®;. Then, two MLE models are equal
(i.e P(w|Bp,) = P(W|Bp,)). Ap, is Ap, sincet(D1) andt(D,) are the same. Thus,
DirV gives the same score f@; andD».

2. DirV does not satisfy TNC: For DirV, we do not have a speciahsideration for
supporting TNC.

5 Experimentation

5.1 Experimental Setting

For evaluation, we used five TREC test collections. The stathohethod was applied to
extract index terms; We first separated words based on spacaater, eliminated stop-
words, and then applied Porter’s stemming. Table 1 sumesitize basic information
of each test collection. In columnsQ#Topics #R, #Doc, avglen and #lermsare the
number of topics, corresponding query topic IDs, the nuntbeelevant documents,
the number of documents, the average length of documertshamumber of terms,
respectively.

Table 1. Collection summaries

Collection  #Q Topics #R # Doc avglen # Term
TREC7 50 350-40(0 4,674
TREC8 50 401-450 4,728 528,155 154.6 970,977
WT2G 50 401-45( 2,279 247,491 254.99 2,585,383

TREC9 50 451-500 2,617 L
TRECIO 5 501554 3.363 1,692,096  165.16 13,018,008

According to Zhai's work [6], we used the following threefdifent types of queries:

1) Short keyword (SK): Using only the title of the topic description.

2) Short Verbose (SV) Using only the description field (usually one sentence).

3) Long Verbose (LV): Using the title, description and the narrative field (more
than 50 words on average).

As for retrieval evaluation, we used MAP (Mean Average Riea), Pr@5 (Preci-
sion at 5 documents), and Pr@10 (Precision at 10 documents).

5.2 Experimental Results

Table 2 shows the best performances (MAP, Pr@5, Pr@10) &f &id JMV2, com-
pared with Dir. As for topic measuremer(D), we selected the information quantity
(¢(D)) since JMV2 and DirV using the information quantity is betfean those using
vocabulary size. We used MLE (Maximum Likelihood Estimajidor P(w|6p) to cal-
culate the information quantity without any smoothing. Wested Dir as the baseline
due to its superiority over JM in all test collections. Toaihtthe best performance of
each run, we searched 20 different values between 0.01 88dd@.A, and 22 values
between 100 and 30,000 fpr To check whether or not the proposed method (DirV and



Table 2. Performances of Dir, DirV and JMV2 (MAP, Pr@5, Pr@10). Baddd numbers indi-

cate runs showing significant improvement over Dir.
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JMV2

SK

SV

LV

SK

SV

Lv

SK

SV

Lv

TREC7

0.3980

0.412¢

0.4420

0.4180

0.4420

0.4720

0.4100

0.4440

0.4800

TRECS

0.4460

0.412¢

0.466(

0.4740

0.4380

0.4780

0.4700

0.4400

0.4480

WT2G

0.4660

0.422(

0.4240

0.4840

0.4840

0.480C

0.4920

0.490¢

0.482¢

TREC9

0.2560

0.286(

0.3160

0.2780

0.326¢

0.354%

0.2780

0.3160

0.3220

TREC1(

0.3060

0.3500

0.4040

0.3300

0.3820

0.4340

0.3300

0.3700

0.4340

JMV2) significantly improves the baseline, we performedwikeoxon sign ranked test
to examine at 95% and 99% confidence levels. We attached T tantthg performance
number of each cell in the table when the test passes at 95%8adonfidence level,
respectively. The results are summarized as follows:

1. DirV significantly improves MAP of Dir for verbose type ofigry (SV and LV).
Exceptionally, TREC10 did not show an improvement for verbtype of query.

2. DirV does not significantly improve MAP of Dir for keyworgfe of query (SK),

but improves precisions (Pr@5 or Pr@10). Especially, on CTREnd TRECS,
Pr@10 is significantly improved over Dir. Although otherttesllections do not
statistically show a significant improvement, there iségpgrtion of the numerical
increase.

. DirV or IMV2 show improvement on a specific test collectewen for keyword
type of query. For DirV, TREC10 is such a collection by shagven significant
improvement of MAP. For IMV2, WT2G is such a test collection.

. Overall, DirV is slightly better than JIMV2 in most of testliections. WT2G is an
exceptional collection to show that IMV2 significantly iropes DirV.



6 Conclusion

This paper introduced a new issue for TF normalization bysm®ring two different
types of long-length documents - verbose documents and-topltal documents. We
proposed a novel TF normalization method which uses a figréigiomatic approach.
To this end, we formulated two desirable constraints, wiiietretrieval function should
satisfy, and showed that previous language modeling appesado not satisfy these
constraints well. Then, we derived novel smoothing methifod$anguage modeling
approaches, without losing basic principles, and showatthie proposed methods sat-
isfies these constraints more effectively. Experimentsililte on five standard TREC
collections show that the proposed methods are better tteops smoothing meth-
ods, especially for verbose type of query. IMV2 significamtiproved JM for all type
of queries, and DirV eliminated the limitation of Dir by priding the robustness of per-
formances for verbose type of query, as well as improvingipiens (Pr@5 or Pr@10)
for keyword type of query. This is comparable to recent tsausing more complicated
query-specific smoothing based on Poisson language mddel [7

To handle long-length documents, passage-based retdewdd be applied [8].
However, passage-based retrieval has a burden of deqyedfaiency, since it requires
additional process such as indexing of position infornmgtjare-segmenting individ-
ual passages, and more importantly the additional overheadline retrieval time.
Contrast to the complicated method such as the passagevatithis paper handles
multi-topical documents in a simplified manner by invediiggra more accurate TF
normalization without additional cost of efficiency.
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