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Abstract

In this paperwe provide a full overview of GikiCLEF, anevaluationcontest(track)thatwasspeci�-
cally designedto exposeandinvestigateculturalandlinguistic issuesinvolvedin multimediacollections
andsearching.In GikiCLEF, 50 topicsweredevelopedby amultilingual teamwith non-Englishusersin
mind. Answersshouldbefoundin Wikipedia,but not trivially, in thesensethat thetaskshouldbedif-
�cult for humanusersaswell. Crosslingualitywasfosteredandencouragedby theevaluationmeasures
employed. We presentthemotivationandtheorganizationprocess,themanagementsystemdeveloped,
dubbedSIGA, anoverview of participationandresults,concludingwith whatwe have learnedfrom the
wholeinitiative.
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1 Moti vation

It is oftenstatedthatmultilinguality is justaboutcopingwith thesameinformationcodedin differentways,
andthatnaturallanguagesaresimplyahindrancein our way to to gettingat theinformation(whatever the
language).Thisnaiveview doesnottakeinto considerationthatthedifferentmembersof differentlanguage
communitiesalsohave differentviews aboutthe informationitself. Furthermore,differentinformationis
codedin differentlanguages,asis a widely known in disciplinessuchaslinguistics[19, 12], translation
studies[16, 2], socialstudies[6] andusability[14].

Now that everyoneis awareof the needto processmorethanonelanguage,oneshouldbe wary of
processingthe sameinformation in all languages,and should insteadfocus on the ability to look for,
andmake specialuseof, differ ent informationencodedin differentlanguagesandcultures. In a similar
vein,we believe thatsystemsshouldcaterfor differentkindsof usersandnot expectthesameuserneeds
overall [8].

GikiCLEF, afollow-upof GikiP [17], wasdevisedontheassumptionthatnotall answersandquestions
areformulatedandansweredequallywell in any language.Usersaredifferent.

ConsideringthatWikipediais aninformationsourcewidely consultedin many languages,GikiCLEF's
aim wasto fosterthedevelopmentof systemsthathelpedrealusers.Theseuserscanbe looselyde�ned
aseveryoneinterestedin knowledgealreadyembeddedin Wikipedia,but whocannotattainit easily, either
for lackof timeor ingenuity, or simply for notbeingableto browsehundredsof pagesmanually.



1.1 Why Wikipedia

Wikipedia is herebeingusedasthesourceof freely availablemultilingual data,semistructuredandwith
somequality control, that is, asan invaluableresourceto gathersemanticdatafor naturallanguagepro-
cessing,asadvocatedby many asa solutionto the knowledgeacquisitionbottleneck.We areobviously
not the �rst to seeWikipedia in this light, cf. [1, 5, 21, 7, 20]. However, in our presentcaseWikipedia is
ratherseenasa userenvironmentwhich hasbillions of usersandto which – throughGikiCLEF – we are
contributing to provide a betteruserexperience:oneshouldbe ableto posequestionsto Wikipedia and
�nd a list of articlesthatprovidetheanswer. Furthermore,in a third way, wearealsolookingatWikipedia
asproviding raw materialfor anevaluationcontest,ashasbeendoneby [11] someyearsago.It shouldbe
howeverclearthatthesystemsdevelopedfor queryingWikipediain anintelligentway arenot necessarily
usableonly in thatcontext: on thecontrary, we expectthat theinsightsandtechniquesusedcouldbegen-
eralizedor adaptedto all othersourcesof (multilingual) encyclopedicinformationaswell asotherlarge
sizedwiki-lik esites,andshouldnotbetoodependentonparticularWikipediaidyosincrasies.

To our knowledge,Wikipediasnaphsotsareby far the largest(partially aligned)multilingual corpora
that have the highestnumberof crosslinguallinks. Most other Web pageshave just one or two other
languagesto which they arelinked,ascanbeappreciatede.g. in [15].1 But we shouldhastento saythat
we do not believe thattheexistenceof crosslinguallinks meanstheexistenceof independentlyeditedand
equally reliable information: in fact, the moreparalell the information in two languageversionsof the
sametopic, themoreprobablethatoneis thetranslationof theother. Also, we arequiteawarethat there
is a Wikipedia bias in termsof subjectscovered,aspointede.g. by Veale[20]: thereis a muchhigher
populationof science�ction andcomicsherosascomparedfor examplewith traditionaldesserts.

This said,andgiventhatWikipediais somethingthatevolvesdaily, it is challengingto processsome-
thing real(andthereforewith inconsistenciesandproblems),ratherthana formalmodelwhich is anideal-
ization,andkeepsusclosedin a lab.

2 Task description

In GikiCLEF, systemsneedto answeror addressgeographicallychallengingtopics, on the Wikipedia
collections,returninglist of answersin theform of Wikipediadocumenttitles.

The“geographicaldomain”waschosen,not only on internalCLEF grounds(to maintainthetradition
startedby GeoCLEFand continuedwith GikiP) or becauseit is a hot topic nowadays,but becauseit
displaysa hugevariety in naturallanguagethat currentgazetteercompilersareoften not awareof. We
believed it madesenseto look at geographically-relatedqueriesin order to highlight what is or may be
differentfrom languageto language,or cultureto culture. In fact, in otherspheresof thoughttherehave
beenstrongclaimsfor differentspatialconceptualizationsin languages,see[3, 18], andthis is a recurring
themein theGeoCLEFseriespapers[9, 10, 13] aswell.

In practice,a systemparticipatingin GikiCLEF receivesa setof topicsrepresentingvalid andrealistic
userneeds,comingfrom a rangeof differentculturesandlanguages– in all GikiCLEF languages,namely
Bulgarian,Dutch,English,German,Italian, Norwegian– bothBokm	al andNynorsk2 –, Portuguese,Ro-
manianandSpanish,andits outputis a list of answers,in all languagesit can�nd answers.

Thiskind of outputseemsto beappropriate,consideringthatit wouldbefollowedby a“output format-
ter module”: For differentkindsof humanusers,anddependingon the languagesthoseuserscouldread,
differentpossibleoutputformatswould �lter the informationper language,aswell asrank it in orderof
preference.Weareassumingherethatpeoplepreferto readanswersin theirnativelanguages,but thatmost
peoplearehappierwith answers(remember, answersaretitlesof Wikipediaentries)in otherlanguagesthey
alsoknow or evenjustslightly understand,thanwith noanswersat all.

Sinceweareawarethatnotall GikiCLEF participantshavetheresourcesandinterestto processor give
answersin thetencollections,we haveaddedtheoptionof “languagesof participation”to theregistration

1Theexceptionis probablytheBible, but it is not sowidely accessedasWikipediain ourdays.
2Norwegian hastwo written standards,andNorwegiansthereforedecidedto maintainWikipedia in two “parallel” versions,so

GikiCLEF coversninelanguagesandtencollections.Wehave thereforecreatedquestionsin and/ortranslatedtheminto bothwritten
standardsof Norwegian.



process,thatis, languagesof theusersthesystemswantto please.However, aswill beexplainedpresently,
systemsnot tacklingall languageswill at oncehavea lowerscore.

Theevaluationmeasuresarethenasfollows for agivenrun,andfor eachlanguage:

� C: numberof correct(thatis, justi�ed in at leastonelanguage)answers

� N: total numberof answersprovidedby thesystem

� GikiCLEF scoreper language:C*C/N (soonehasa scorefor de,pt, etc,as �����	�
�����
������� , �������

������������� , etc.)

The�nal scoreof any systemis givenby thesumof thescoresfor eachindividual language.So,themore
languagesasystemreturnsanswersin, thebetterits scores.Furthermore,a languagewith noanswersfor a
particulartopic (C=0)will not contributefor therelativeorderingof thesystems.

Note thata scorefor a particularlanguageis thesumfor all topics,not theaverageof thescoresper
topic. This is in ordernot to penalizelanguageswhich have no informationon a particulartopic in their
Wikipedia.

3 The organizationof GikiCLEF

TheWikipediacollectionsfor all GikiCLEF languageswerereleasedon20January, 2009,andcorrespond
to theWikipediasnapshotsfrom June2008.They wereconvertedto XML with theWikiXML tool created
by the University of Amsterdam,which is availablefrom http://ilps.science.uva.nl/WikiXML/. Figure1
presentstheir relative sizes.Lateron,dueto someproblemsin theconversion,we allowedparticipantsto
usetheHTML versionsaswell.

Figure1: Sizeof thedifferentGikiCLEF Wikipediacollections

This was the only task performedprior to the developmentof SIGA3, which we thendevelopedin
order to assistboth organizersandparticipantsin the GikiCLEF task. In fact, four distinct roleshadto
be implemented,with different accessmodesand privileges: participant,topic manager, assessor, and
administrator.

Brie�y , thedifferenttasksinvolvedin theseveralphasesof GikiCLEF, in a loosechronologicalorder,
were:

Topic management The processof developingtopics,�nding someanswers(pre-determined,andmark
if they wereself-justi�ed or requiredfurtherinformation),translatethewordinginto otherlanguages
andprovidea motivationfor them(for topicmanagers);

Participation Fetchingthetopics,submittinganswersandvalidatingthem, getting�nal individualscores
(for participants);

3SIGA standsfor SIstemadeGest̃ao e Avaliação do GIKICLEF, Portuguesefor “ManagementandEvaluationSystemof Giki-
CLEF”. Thewordsigameans“Go on!” (imperative of verbseguir, “continue”).



Answer pool creation Theprocessof merging all answersfrom all runs,comeup with a pool of unique
answersto beassessed,andattributethemto differentassessors,with someoverlapperlanguage(for
administrators);

Topic assessmentTheprocessof evaluatingindividualanswers(andtheir justi�cations)aswell asdiscuss
hardcases(for assessors);

Con�ict resolution Comparingtheassessmentsdoneby differentassessorsandproceedto a�nal decision
(for administrators);

Resultscomputation For eachrun, propagatethe justi�cation to other languages,do another(crosslin-
gual) con�ict resolution,obtain individual scores,andprovide aggregatedresults(for administra-
tors).

A systemhelpingduringall thesephaseswasnecessarysinceGikiCLEF hadareally large(andgeograph-
ically distributed)organizercommittee,andthesamewasevenmoretrueof theassessorsandparticipants
masses.

SIGA wasdevelopedin MySQL, Perl andPhPandits sourcecodeis available,undera Gnu license,
from theGikiCLEF site.Wewill bepresentingSIGA alongwith thedescriptionof theprocessfollowedin
2009.

4 Topics: their preparation and relatedissues

The �nal topicswerereleased15 May 2009,after a setof 24 exampletopics,displayedin Table1, had
beenmadeavailablesomemonthsbefore.

Table1: Exampletopicsin GikiCLEF.
ID Topic in English
EX01 NamePortuguese-speakingNobelprizewinners
EX02 List PortuguesePop/Rockgroupscreatedin the90s.
EX03 WhichBrazilianfootball playersplay in clubsin theIberianPensinsula?
EX04 Whatcapitalsof Dutchprovincesreceivedtheir town privilegesduringthesixteenthcentury?
EX05 In whichplacesdid Italo Calvinoliveduringadulthood?
EX06 NameMexicanpoetswhopublishedvolumeswith balladsuntil 1930.
EX07 Nameauthorsbornin Alaskaandwhowrote�ction aboutit.
EX08 WhatBelgianswon theTour deFranceexactly twice?
EX09 FindAmazontribeswhichhavenowritten language
EX10 FindNorthernEuropecompanieswhichproducenano-electroniccomponentsfor planes.
EX11 WhichMPB musiciansarealsodistinguishedSpanishguitarplayers?
EX12 Whichstave churchesarestill usedfor religiouspurposesin Norway?
EX13 NameBraziliantheologistsconnectedwith LiberationTheology.
EX14 Amusementparksin EastGermany
EX15 Technicaluniversitiesin Germany with morethan10,000students
EX16 Carnival strongholdsin theRhineland
EX17 Cathedrallibrariesin Germany
EX18 Citieshaving anOlympicstadium
EX19 Citiessituatedby theformerEifel Aqueduct
EX20 Castlesin UpperBavaria,thatarestill inhabited
EX21 Germanzooswith animalsfrom theAfrican savannah
EX22 Cities,thathavea womens's football (soccer)team,thatwon theWomen'sFootballBundesliga
EX23 Terminalstationsin Germany with morethan100,000passengersa day
EX24 TransalpineUNESCOWorld HeritageSites,listedbefore2000



Table2: FinalGikiCLEF 2009topics.
Topic ID Topic in English
GC-2009-01 List theItalianplaceswhichErnestHemingwayvisitedduringhis life.
GC-2009-02 Whichcountrieshave thewhite,greenandredcolorsin their national�ag?
GC-2009-03 In whichcountriesoutsideBulgariaaretherepublishedopinionsonPetarDunov's(BeinsaDuno's) ideas?
GC-2009-04 NameRomanianpoetswhopublishedvolumeswith balladsuntil 1941.
GC-2009-05 Whichwritten �ctional worksof non-RomanianauthorshaveassubjecttheCarpathiansmountains?
GC-2009-06 WhichDutchviolinistsheldthepostof concertmasterat theRoyal ConcertgebouwOrchestrain thetwentiethcentury?
GC-2009-07 Whatcapitalsof Dutchprovincesreceivedtheir town privilegesbeforethefourteenthcentury?
GC-2009-08 Whichauthorsarebornin andwrite abouttheBohemianForest?
GC-2009-09 NameplaceswhereGoethefell in love.
GC-2009-10 WhatFlemishtownshostedarestaurantwith two or threeMichelin starsin 2008?
GC-2009-11 WhatBelgianswon theRondevanVlaanderenexactly twice?
GC-2009-12 Presentmonarchiesin Europeheadedby a woman.
GC-2009-13 RomanticandrealistEuropeannovelistsof theXIXth centurywhodiedof tuberculosis.
GC-2009-14 Namerarediseaseswith dedicatedresearchcentersin Europe.
GC-2009-15 List thebasicelementsof thecassata.
GC-2009-16 In whichEuropeancountriesis thebidetcommonlyused?
GC-2009-17 List the5 Italian regionswith aspecialstatute.
GC-2009-18 In whichTuscanprovincesis theChiantiproduced?
GC-2009-19 Namemountainsin Chile with permanentsnow.
GC-2009-20 List thenameof thesectionsof theNorth-WesternAlps.
GC-2009-21 List theleft sidetributariesof thePoriver.
GC-2009-22 WhichSouthAmericannationalfootball teamsusetheyellow color?
GC-2009-23 NameAmericanmuseumswhichhaveany Picassopainting.
GC-2009-24 Whichcountrieshavewona futsalEuropeanchampionshipcelebratedin Spain?
GC-2009-25 NameSpanishdriverswhohavedrivenin Minardi.
GC-2009-26 WhichBulgarian�ghters wereawardedthe”Diamondbelt”?
GC-2009-27 WhichDutchbandsarenamedaftera Bulgarianfootballer?
GC-2009-28 Findcoastalstateswith Petrobrasre�neries.
GC-2009-29 PlacesabovetheArctic circlewith a populationlargerthan100,000people
GC-2009-30 WhichJapaneseautomakerscompanieshavemanufacturingor assemblingfactoriesin Europe?
GC-2009-31 Whichcountrieshave Italianasof�cial language?
GC-2009-32 NameRomanianwriterswhowereliving in USA in 2003.
GC-2009-33 WhatEuropeanUnioncountrieshavenationalparksin theAlps?
GC-2009-34 Whateight-thousandersareat leastpartially in Nepal?
GC-2009-35 WhichRomanianmountainsaredeclaredbiospherereserves?
GC-2009-36 NameRomaniancaveswherePaleolithichumanfossil remainswerefound.
GC-2009-37 WhichNorwegianmusicianswereconvictedfor burningchurches?
GC-2009-38 WhichNorwegianwaterfallsarehigherthan200m?
GC-2009-39 Nationalteamfootball playersfrom Scandinavia with sonswhohaveplayedfor Englishclubs.
GC-2009-40 Which riversin NorthRhineWestphaliaareapproximately10kmlong?
GC-2009-41 Chefsbornin Austriawho receiveda Michelin Star.
GC-2009-42 Political partiesin theNationalCouncilof Austriawhichhavebeenfoundedaftertheendof World War II
GC-2009-43 Austrianski resortswith a totalpistelengthof at least100km
GC-2009-44 FindAustriangrapevarietieswith a vineyardareabelow 100ha.
GC-2009-45 FindSwisscastingshow winners.
GC-2009-46 GermanwriterswhichareHonoraryCitizensin Switzerland.
GC-2009-47 Whichcitiesin Germany havemorethanoneuniversity?
GC-2009-48 WhichGerman-speakingmovieshavebeennominatedfor anOscar?
GC-2009-49 FormulaOnedriverswhomovedto Switzerland.
GC-2009-50 WhichSwisspeoplewereOlympicmedalistsin snowboardingat theWinterOlympicGamesin 2006?



Figure2: SIGA in topiccreationmode:editingtranslations

Beforedisclosingthe�nal topicsin Table2, let uspresentthetopic creationguidelinesandour expec-
tations(not necessarilymetby the�nal set,aswill behintedat in the�nal discussion):

� Oneshouldstrive for realistictopicswhich canbe answeredin someWikipedia coveredby Giki-
CLEF, chosenwith a consciousculturalbiassothatnotall Wikipediawouldhave thatinformation.

� Ideal topics for GikiCLEF may requireknowledgeof culture to understandthe way they should
be answered(or better, what it is that is being sought). This requiremententailsthat translation
into otherlanguagesmayrequirelengthyexplanations.For example,Spanishguitar is a technical
term in music that is probablynot the bestway to translateviolão, the Brazilian (original) term.
Also, to renderthe Norwegian oppvekstromanrequiresthe clari�cation that this is close,but not
thesameaswhat, in English,literatureexpertsusetheGerman(!) termBildungsromanto express.
Similary, Romanianbaladeis probablya falsefriend with Spanishballada, andhadto betranslated
by romance. Interestingly, this is againa falsefriend with Portugueseromance, denotingwhat in
Englishis callednovel.

� Answersto thequestionshadto bejusti�ed in at leastoneWikipedia(thatis, thestringmaybefound
asa entry in all Wikipedias,but therestof the informationhasto befoundin at leastone). So,we
arenot looking for absolutetruth,we arelooking for answerswhicharejusti�ed in Wikipedia.

� Questionsmay include ambiguousconceptsor names,especiallywhen translated. In that case,
participantswerewarnedthatonly answersrelatedto theproperdisambiguationwill beconsidered
correcte.g.Which countriesdid Bushvisit in the�r st twoyearsof hismandate?will notbecorrectly
answeredby the singerKate Bush's travels in whatever mandateshemay have (had). Narratives4

shouldthusclearlyspecifyandexplain theexactuserneed.

� In casethereappearambiguitiesin the topic formulationthat have not beendiscussedor clari�ed
in the narrative, andwhich have morethanoneinterpretationacceptable(with respectto the user
modelatstake),assessmentwill acceptboth.For example,in Award-winningRomanianactressesin
internationalcinemafestivals, onewould have to acceptnot only thoseactressesactuallyreceiving
prizes,but alsothosejust in theaudienceor evenhostingtheevent,if thathadnot beenmadeclear
beforehand(in theFurtherclari�cation text).

4In fact,thetermFurtherclari�cation wasemployedin SIGA instead.Participantsdid nothaveaccessto themduringsubmission,
only aftertheirparticipation.



� Differentanswersaboutthe samesubjectare welcome,provided they have supportin the mate-
rial. Examplesare“Who is (consideredto be) thefounderof mathematics?”or “Namethegreatest
scienti�c breakthroughsin theXIXth century”,whichareobviouslyopento differentopinions.5

Duringthetopicdiscussionphase,thetopiccreationgroupcameupwith 75topics,from whichthe�nal 50
werechosenaccordingto thefollowing additionalcriteria: avoid repetition,avoid quizz-like�a vour, avoid
hardto interprettopics,andthenremoving randomlyuntil thenumber50wasreached.

As anintegralpartof topicchoiceandpreparation,SIGA helpedthetopicmanagersto look for answers
in titles of Wikipediadocumentspertainingto theGikiCLEF collection,asillustratedby Figure3.

Weexpectedthatthisprocessof �nding candidatesby just lookingin thetitleswouldbeof considerable
help for topic managers,who would not needto deal with the large collectionsin order to list correct
answers.However, we did not requirethatpeoplestoredtheanswersthereduringtopiccreation.

Figure3: SIGA in topiccreationmode:�nding candidatesin theGikiCLEF colection.

Figure4: Predeterminedanswersperlanguage

This wassomethingwe providedasa facility in orderto avoid, later, muchwork duringassessment.
Interestingly, only half of themembersof the topic groupusedthis, andalsofor differenttopicsandfor
differentlanguagesthereweredifferentpolicies.Somepeopledid it for thetopicsthey ownedin almostall
languages,othersdid it for all topicsonly in their language,somedid nopre-storingatall, andthemajority
did just someandin somelanguages.In Figure4 onecanseetheresultof thisprocess.

5For therecord,no topicownerchoseto do thiskind of opinionquestionsin GikiCLEF 2009.



5 Expectedanswersin GikiCLEF

Systemsweresupposedto deliver asmany answers(in asmany languages)aspossible,but answershad
to be justi�ed in at leastonelanguage.For an answerto be consideredjusti�ed, it requiredsimply that
a personwould acceptthe answerby readingit (the article) andfurther documentsofferedasadditional
material.Of coursethis is ultimatelysubjective, but all evaluationin informationretrieval is. In orderto
ensurea maximumof fairness,guidelinesfor borderlinecaseshadto be discussedamongthe assessors
andnormalizedin theend,to thebestof our abilities (andto thestrainof theassessors,who hadoftento
reassesstheir answers).

TheWikipediapageabouttheanswermaybeits own justi�cation (thesimplestcase),but weimagined,
andcateredfor, caseswhereotherpageswouldhaveto bebroughtto bear(suchasdisambiguationor lists,
or evenimages).

An answerwithout justi�cation wasnever to beconsideredright.
Let usprovidetwo examplesin moredetail:
QuestionIn which placesdid Italo Calvino live during adulthood? would requirea systemto go to

thepage(s)devotedto this writer, �nd that information,andget theplaces,namelye.g. Turin andParis.
In orderto have theseacceptedascorrectanswers,thepageaboutItalo Calvinowhich describeshis life,
e.g. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Italo Calvi no, would have to be includedas(further)
justi�cation for ParisandTurin.

Oncetherewasa justi�cation (in this exampleandto make it easierfor thepresentpaper, in English
– althoughthemostcompleteis probablyin theItalian Wikipedia),any answerslike Turim in Portuguese
or Parisj in Dutch would be consideredcorrect: in otherwords– oncejusti�ed in a particularlanguage,
justi�ed for all languages.

Now to a morecomplex example,to show how the GikiCLEF formatallows arbitrarychainsof rea-
soning– which is not to saythat we expectedcurrentsystemsto be ableto do it. Take questionName
Americancitieswherepeoplewhokilled presidentslived for more thanoneyear. To answerit, in addition
to thenameof thecity, systemswouldhaveto �nd thenamesof presidentswhowerekilled, and– although
in this particularcasethereis evena category in Wikipediaentitled“United Statespresidentialassassina-
tion attempts”– this might requirethatsystemsgo throughall pagesconcerningpresidentsandinvestigate
thedeaths,their causesandthenamesof theassassins,thenchecktheassassins'pages,and�nally extract
thecitieswherethey lived.

In orderfor ananswerto bejusti�ed, let ussaytheanswer“Chicago”, the justi�cation would have to
includethepageof theassassinthatmentionsthatplace,andthenameof thepresidentkilled aswell if this
is not mentionedin theassassin's page.So,in principleat least,onemayhave to includeseveralpagesin
orderto justify any givenanswer.

Figure5: SIGA in assessmentmode:Is thisanswercorrectandjusti�ed?



6 Asssessmentand evaluation

In GikiCLEF, asbeforein GikiP, only answers/ documentsof the correcttype wereconsideredcorrect.
That is, if thequestionis aboutpeople,ananswerof anorganizationis consideredwrong,evenif in that
documentwhosetitle wasanorganizationthereis thepersononewouldwantasanswer.

After pooling all answersreturnedby the participantsystems,they were manuallyassessedby the
assessors'group. SIGA's assessmentinterface,displayedin Figure5, allows the assessorsto judge the
candidateanswers,andcheckthecorrectnessof their justi�cations.

Prior to this, to easethe assessmenttask,an automaticprocessassessesthe answerdocumentsthat
werelistedascorrectanswersduringthetopic preparationperiod,aswell aseliminatesinvalid document
answers(suchasredirects).

Assessmentin GikiCLEF proceedsin severalphases:

1. All pre-storedcorrectanswerswhich areself-justi�ed areautomaticallyclassi�ed. Theoneswhich
requirea justi�cation are marked as Corr ect, but are still presentedto the assessorsfor themto
assignaJusti�ed (or Not Justi�ed ) verdict.

2. Assessorsassessindividual answers,assigningeither Incorr ect, Corr ect, or Unknown. If it is
Corr ect, they have to indicatewhethertheindividualanswerthey areassessing(which includesthe
justi�cation chain)is Justi�ed , or whetherit is Not Justi�ed .

3. A processof con�ict resolutionamongdifferentassessmentsof the very sameansweris thenrun,
whichallowspeopleto discussandgetawareof complicationsand/ormistakesor mistakenassump-
tions.Only afterall con�icts areresolvedcanoneproceedto:

4. Evaluateruns,by propagatingjusti�cation acrosslanguages

5. A new processof crosslingualcon�ict resolutionthen ensues,with the net result that positively
con�icting information for one topic brings aboutthe inhibition of multilingual propagation:for
thosetopics,only monolinguallycorrectandjusti�ed answerswill beconsideredcorrect.

6. Final scoresarecomputedanddisplayed

It goeswithout sayingthatall thesephasesandcheckpointsallowedus to �nd problems,inconsistencies
andevenwronglypre-de�nedanswersin theoriginal topicset.

Figure6 displaysSIGA'sassistancein con�ict solving.Theadministratorcanchooseto sendaquestion
to thedivergingassessors,or decideherself,if it is astraightforwardcase.

Figure6: SIGA in con�ict resolutionmode:choosebetweenassessments

The�nal scoresareautomaticallycomputedaftertheassessmenttaskandmadeavailableto thepartic-
ipants,whoaregrantedaccessto severalscoresandthedetailedassessmentof their answers,asillustrated
in Figure7.



Figure7: DisplayingSIGA results:on the left a graphicwith languagescore,andon theright theassess-
mentof eachanswergiven.

While this seemsa completeenoughdescriptionof theassessmentprocess,oneshoulddocumentthat
a lot of othermorespeci�c decisionsandguidelineshadto bedecidedduringtheprocess.By writing them
down herewe intendnot only to illustratethekindsof problemsthatarise,but alsoprovide an initial set
for furtherinitiativesor GikiCLEF editions.

1. If theansweris alreadycontainedin thequestion,it is consideredincorrect.For example,Italy is not
a fair answerto aquestionstartingby List theItalian places

2. If thereis principleddisagreementaboutvague,complex categoriesanddifferentpeoplehavestrong
reasonsfor disagreement,for GikiCLEF weaccepttheunionof all.

3. Speaking/writingpoetsin other languagesthanRomanianareRomanianpoets?We decidedfor a
yes.

4. Studyingin a place,takinga shortvisit to anotherplaceandcomingbackin love to thatplace,does
it qualify asa placewheresomeonefalls in love?Again,yes.

5. If aciclist wonthejunior TourdeFlandresandthentheadultone,is s/heconsideredawinnertwice?
We decidedfor yes,althoughthis is a recurrentissuein sportsquestions.Often, without further
speci�cation,only themajorcompetitionis meant.

6. Very slight differenceswhich very stronglyconvey theprobabilityof yesareaccepted,becausewe
wouldexpectmostpeople(exceptlawyersandlogicians)to acceptthat:

� Eight thousandersaccepta 50m deviation(if amountainis higherthan7950m)
� Norwegianmusiciansconvictedfor burning(even if thearticledoesnot mentionthey burned

churches)mustbetheoneslookedfor
� Peoplewro wroteballadsandpublishedalot of volumesof poetryis expectedto havepublished

volumeswith balladsalthoughthearticledoesnot sayso
� Peoplewho have two residences,onein Switzerlandandanothersomewhereelse,canbecon-

sideredto havemovedto Switzerlandsometime in their lives.

7. If two of threesistersdiedof tuberculosisandfor thethird thecauseof deathis notcertain,is apage
entitled“the sistersBronẗe” correct?We relaxedthestrict requirementthatwritersshouldbepeople
andnot a groupof people,becausebeforehandwe did not expectgroupsof writers to standasan
article.Soweacceptedit ascorrect.

8. No longerexisting Austrianparties,provided they werefoundedafter the SecondWorld War and
had– atsometime– peoplein theNationalCouncilof Austria,wereconsideredcorrect.Thisbrings
abouttheoftennotedfactthatmostquestionsarenot independenton time.



9. Finally, whatareAmericanmuseums?Thisexpressionshouldbeinterpretedaccordingto thenatural
meaningof thecorrespondingword (american,amerikansk,americanosetc.) in thecorresponding
language– at leastthis washow we askedpeopleto translatethequestion.But apparentlyCanadian
andBrazilianmuseumsdo not mentiontheir Picassosin their Wikipediapages(so,evenif correct,
theseanswerswill turn outNot justi�ed , henceIncorr ect), andtheonly hits foundcorrespondedto
museumsin theUSA. In this case,it wasprobablytheorganization's fault not to emphasizeto the
participantsthateachlanguagetopicsshouldbeunderstoodandansweredin that language,evenif
thecorrectinterpretationof thetermsin thedifferentlanguagesturnedout to bedifferent.6

We donotwantto convey theideathatanythinggoes,though.In facttherewereseveralothercaseswhich
werenegatively decided:

1. Gulag canbe metonymically usedfor the placeswherepeoplewereimprisonedandmostof them
wereabovetheArctic. However, we did not considerit asavalid place.

2. Fictionalcountrieswerenotconsideredascorrectwhenaskingfor �ctional works,evenif they were
createdor presentedin thescopeof a written �ctional work.

3. Caseswheretheexpectedanswertype(EAT) wasclearlydifferentfrom theonereturnedwerecon-
sidereddownright incorrect,notwithstandingour agreementthattheanswerscouldbeuseful.So,

� Flagswerenotacceptedasanswersto questionsWhich countrieshada �a g ...?
� Queenswerenotacceptedasanswersto questionsWhich countrieshavea queen...?
� Countrieswerenotacceptedasanswersto questionsWhich nationalteams...?
� Reserveswerenotacceptedasanswersto questionsWhich mountains...?

Thisis in line with ourbeliefthatassessmentwouldhavebecomeanightmareif any answer, whatever
its type,hadto beinvestigatedby theassessorsto seewhetherit couldbeindirectlyuseful.However,
wearealsoawarethatdifferentparticipantsin GikiCLEF 2009interpretedthetaskdifferently, which
producedunwanteddifferencesamongtheparticipants.Clearly, this issuehasto beconsideredfor
future editions,andan intermediatesolution could be that, for sometopics,more thanoneEAT,
previouslyagreed,couldbeaccepted.

7 Overview of participation

Althoughwehadalmost30registrationsof interestfor GikiCLEF, in theendonly 8 participantswereable
to submit.For therecord,they aredisplayedin Table3 by registrationorder.

Table3: Participantsin GikiCLEF 2009
Name Institution Systemname
RayLarson Universityof California,Berkeley cheshire
SvenHartrumpf& FernUniversiẗat in Hagen& GIRSA-WP
& JohannesLeveling & Dublin City University
IustinDornescu Universityof Wolverhampton EQUAL
TALP ResearchCenter UniversitatPolitécnicadeCatalunya GikiTALP
GosseBouma& Sergio Duarte InformationScience,Universityof Groningen JoostER
NunoCardosoet al. GREASE/XLDB,Univ. Lisbon GreP
Adrian Iftene Facultyof ComputerScience UAICGIKI09
RichardFlemmingset al. BirkbeckCollege(UK) & UFRGS(Brazil) bbk-ufrgs

We received17runs,andtheir resultsarepresentedin Figure8.

6This raisestheproblem,not yet satisfactorily solved, that culturally-ladenquestionsarenot exactly parallel,andthat therefore
thesetof (multilingual) answersultimatelydependson thelanguagethequestionwasasked.



Figure8: Final scoresin GikiCLEF 2009

Figure9 presentstheparticipationdetailedfor eachlanguage.Thelastrow indicateshow many partic-
ipantsperlanguage,andthelastcolumnthenumberof languagestried in thatrun. Eight runsoptedfor all
(10) languages,four triedsolely2 languages,and� veoneonly.

While this seemsa modestamountof work, in fact it produceda sizeableamountof materialto deal
with, asTable4 shows.

Table4: Numberson theassessmentprocess.
No. of answersreceived 21,251
No. of differentanswers 18,152
No. of differentanswerswith complex justi�cation 215
No. of differentmanuallyassessedanswers 6,974
No. of manualassessments 10,332
No. of automaticallyassessedanswersasincorrect 10,588
No. of automaticallyassessedanswersascorrect 283
No. of answersresultingin con�icts 383
No. of correctandjusti�ed answers 1,327
No. of correctbut not justi�ed answers 1,415

Thereasonwhy therewereconsiderablymoremanualassessmentsthanmanuallyassessedanswersis
dueto theimportantfactthat2,131answershadmorethanoneassessor(oftentwo, but they mayhavebeen
assignedup to four differentones),to testthesoundnessandcoherenceof theassessmentprocess.Note,
anyway, thatthisdoesnot includerepeatedassessmentsby thesameassessor, norassessmentsdoneby the
organizersduring con�ict resolution,so that in practicethework involvedwassubstantial,evenwith 29
assessors.

Turningnow to thecomparativeweightand/orperformanceof thedifferentlanguagesinvolved,at face
value,all languagesparticipatedin theanswergathering.

Figure10 providesan overview of the total numberof answersper language,while Figure11 shows
thedistributionof only thecorrectanswers.

The numberof answersprovided per language,aswell as the amountof the correctones,seemsto
demonstratethat the GikiCLEF systemscould be usedwith the samelevel of successin all GikiCLEF



Figure9: Resultsin GikiCLEF 2009

Figure10: Answersperlanguagereturned
by thesetof all systems

Figure11: Correctanswersper language
returnedby thesetof all systems

languages.In Figure12alsotheprecisionperlanguageis shown.
However, it doesnot sayanythingaboutwhethertherewerelanguageswhichwerenecessaryto check

in order to have a (crosslingually)justi�ed (and thereforecorrectanswer). For this we tried to seeif
somelanguageshada largeamountof correctanswersdueto otherlanguages,thatis, we wantedto check
languagedependenceor interdependence.A languageshouldbe moreauthoritative the moreanswersit
providedwithout requiringproof in otherlanguages.

Figure13 presentsthosenumbers,aswell ascontrastingthenumberof correctanswersper language,
with thepre-assessed(correct)ones.

Interestingly, andcontraryto ourexpectationsconcerningEnglish,that�gure againdoesnotallow one
to infer thatEnglishhasmoreinformationor moredetailedjusti�cations in pageswritten in thatlanguage.
Thismustbeanartifactof our topicchoice,whichwasonpurposegearedtowardlanguagesdifferentfrom
English.Still, andevenwith our initial guidelines,many of thetopicschosenweremoreinternationalthan
really national(even if they did relateto speci�c individualsof a non-English-speakingnationality),and
thereforeonewouldexpectthatthey would haveequallydevelopedpagesin Englishaswell.

A morethoroughinvestigationof thedifferentGikiCLEF topicsregardinglanguagespreadshouldthus
take place,suchas the onedoneby [4], who claim that, of the 50 topicsof this year's GikiCLEF only
25 hada (justi�ed) answerin the PortugueseWikipedia, vs. 47 in English. If this is true, systemsthat
processedonly thePortugueseWikipediaandthentried to follow links into theotherlanguageswould be
in de�nite disadvantagecomparedto othersthatdid theopposite,evenfor answeringin Portuguese.

Also, it remainsto be investigatedwhich topics might be popular(or even asked at all) regarding
differentlanguagepopulations.Of courseour organizers'samplewasnot representative,and,in addition,



Figure12: Languageprecision

Figure13: Languageauthority:Languageswhereanswerswerefoundandalsojusti�cations

anddueto the randomchoice,sometopic owners(proposers)receivedmoretopicsthanothers. In fact,
a cursoryexaminationof the �nal topicsshows that languageor culturedistribution wasquite skewed,
with a predominanceof RomanianandGermantopics,on theonehand,anda scarcityof Portugueseand
Norwegianones,on theother.

If we look at the topics per language,then the relative importanceof English �nally emerges: for
the vastmajority of topicsthe languagewith highernumberof correcthits is English. Table5 shows a
selectedsampleof thetopicsperlanguage.Most of theremainingonesdid featureEnglishasthedecisive
winner(thefull tableis availablefrom theGikiCLEF site). Oneotherthing that remainsto bedoneis an

Table5: Correctanswersperlanguage
Topic BG NL EN DE IT NO NN PT RO ES
GC-2009-07 8 24 23 16 15 15 12 16 16 16
GC-2009-09 3 8 7 8 7 7 8 7 7 7
GC-2009-19 0 2 17 5 3 1 0 6 0 7
GC-2009-27 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
GC-2009-34 15 20 21 22 20 20 20 27 5 20
GC-2009-48 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
GC-2009-50 0 0 4 10 0 0 0 0 0 0

investigationof how really differenttheseveral answersare,that is, aretheanswersrelative to thesame
individualsor places,or ratherdifferent?

So,while GikiCLEF wasableto demonstratethattherearesystemsthatcananswer(althoughstill with
poorperformance)questionsin theseninelanguages,therealutility for eachlanguageof processingalso
theotherninecollectionshasnot yetbeenestablished.

We present,for comparison,at the endof the paper, a descriptionof the differentmonolingualGiki-



CLEFs,by presentingprecisionpertopicfor someof thelanguages.Wewould liketo emphasize,however,
thattheseviewsaresomehow arti�cial onseveralcounts:not only they representthejoint performanceof
theseveralparticipants,but for somelanguages,suchasfor exampleItalianor Norwegian,theircollections
werenot processedin any way, that is; thehits camefrom processinge.g. theGerman,theDutchandthe
Englishcollections...So thesecouldbe called,in GikiCLEF parlance,“parasiticlanguages”,andin fact
it is interestingto notethat they do attainbetterprecisionthanother languageswhosecollectionswere
processed,suchasSpanishandPortuguese.

8 Investigatingthe dif�culty of GikiCLEF 2009

As a generalopinionit is fair to saythatGikiCLEF wasuniversallyconsideredtoo dif�cult or ambitious,
which resultedin thatseveralprospectiveparticipantsgaveupandnotevensentin results.

Many peoplestrove hardto just beableto processthehugecollectionsandminimally parsethetopic
renderings,anddid not even considercultural differencesand/orcrosslinguality. Our impressionis that
mostparticipantsdid thebulk of processingin onemainlanguage,andthenusednaiveandstraightforward
proceduresto getanswersin otherlanguages.So,neithercrosslinguality(differencesin conveying related
information)or multilinguality (the fact that differentWikipediasmight producedifferent results)were
really investigatedby the�rst GikiCLEF participants.

Figure14: Numberof (total andcorrect)answerspertopic

If we make a moredetailedinspectionof the topicsandthe systems'behaviors, we canidentify the
easiestandmostdif�cult topics,throughthedisplay, in Figures14 and15, of thenumberof answersand
theconjoinedprecision(takingall participantstogether)attained.

Figure15: Precisionpertopic



Anotherfeaturewe wereexpectingpeopleto make useof wasthejusti�cation �eld, which couldin a
way displaythereasoningdone.However, very few participants(only two) useda justi�cation �eld, and
apparentlyit wasnot verysuccessfuleither, seeFigure16. In fact,theproportionof justi�ed answerswas
only consideredcorrectca. 50%of thetimes. But we believe that if further justi�cations hadbeengiven
by theparticipantstheir scorewould increase.

Figure16: Extrajusti�cation by GikiCLEF participants

Severalotherthingsdid not work out asexpected,andin particularwe believe now thatsomequizz-
likeor relatively strainedtopicsendedupin the�nal topic list, while topicmanagersin generalshiedaway
from theformidabletaskto convey thingspeculiarto their own culturesto a setof foreigners,anddecided
for simplertopicsto begin with.

Finally, we would have liked to seemorepracticallyorientedsystemswith a specialpurposeandan
obviouspracticalutility to try their handatGikiCLEF. Apparentlymostif notall participantsweresimply
consideringGikiCLEF too hard and had no independentsystemof their own to try out there. Again,
this may prove the complexity of the task,or the fact that the audiencewasnot appropriate.We hope
that training with GikiCLEF materials,all of themmadeavailableon duecourse,may in any casehelp
futuresystemsto performdif�cult taskswith semi-structuredmultilingual material,which we still believe
is somethingrequiredout there.

All resourcescompiledunderGikiCLEF, aswell ascollectionsandWebaccessto SIGA,canbereached
from http://www.linguateca.pt/GikiCLEF .
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