SOURCERY: User Driven Multi-Criteria Source Selection
USER GUIDE

Introduction

SOURCERY - which was presented as a DEMO paper at the CIKM 2018 conference in Torino, ltaly - is an interactive Source
Selection web application. To read the whole paper see [1].

With increasingly many possible data sources data scientists are often only interested in a subset of available sources, where the data
selected is the best fit for their purpose and needs. For example, given 2 users with different preferences regarding real estate data
Completeness and Postcode information locality quality.
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criteria is not straight forward. Within SOURCERY user preferences

regarding a set of criteria are elicited via Pairwise Comparisons, in which the user considers a pair of criteria at a time and defines
his/her preference, and verbal strength, between the pair. Then, from a set of pairwise comparisons, numerical criterion weights are
then derived. Pairwise comparisons facilitate a separation of concerns that can help a user to define a more accurate representation
of preferences [2] enabling a user to tackle data selection tasks in an effective and usable way [3]

Tutorial Case Study Example
1. Setup

First a dataset is selected and SOURCERY loads the data pertaining to the set of available sources of g4 rce Selection
the dataset. The minimum result size parameter is also set - defining the minimum overall size of the
resulting set of selected sources. Start Qver
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Next, possible criteria related to the selected dataset can then be selected. From this set the user can
select the subset of criteria that are important to them for his/her source selection needs. For the real
estate property data sources there are a set of representative criteria containing both domain agnostic Minimum Result Size
criteria, such as tuple completeness, and domain specific criteria, such as postcode quality. (For full 2000

explanations and calculation definitions for these criteria see [5]).
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For example, select the criteria: % Tule Completeness
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Then press Go. The selected criteria are then highlighted and colour coded. Each criterion's colour is [ co |
then maintained within SOURCERY's various plots. -

2. Defining Preferences via Pairwise Comparisons

Next, the user can define his/her preferences between the set of criteria via a set of pairwise comparisons. Each comparison consists
of a pair of criteria, and the user's strength of preference between the pair is selected via the list of verbal options in the drop-down


https://www.cikm2018.units.it/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Postcodes_in_the_United_Kingdom

between the two criteria. Each comparison is initially denoted as equal importance and the user can change as many as they wish.
After each comparison update the set of criteria weights are recalculated, these can be viewed on the right either numerically or
graphically.

For example, tacking the first comparison, say that to the user Tuple Completeness is a little bit more important to him/her than

PostCode quality then they can denote this as  Tule Compisteness s slighily mose mportantnan -~ PastCodz Qualty,  Continuing specifying pairwise
comparisons as in the image below should result in the calculation of a set of criteria weights of w = {0.42,0.38,0.10,10}. From this we
can see that Tuple completeness is the most important criterion, followed closely by Postcode quality. A visualisation representation of
the set of comparisons as a Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG) is shown below the weights. Furthermore, inconsistency analysis of the set
of comparisons regarding the Consistency Ratio (a cardinal measure) and the Number of 3 way cycles (a ordinal measure) are shown
above the DAG. For discussions and definitions of inconsistency analysis and measures see [6].

With the pairwise preferences elicited pressing RUN, at the top of the results panel, then fires off SOURCERY to find a source
selection result most aligned with the set of preferences.
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Minsum Optimisation

SOURCERY looks to find a source selection result that is aligned most optimally with the set of elicited preferences using the MinSum
algorithm (For the full definition and experimentation analysis of MinSum see [5]). In this way, SOURCERY harnesses the kind of
optimisation that can be applied within supply chain management domains such as supplier selection modelling [7].

o Minsum utilises the user’s preferences within optimisation to  pginimise (€1 Weighted Deviation + €2 Weighted Deviation)
determine the most suitable sources to select.

o In this way it looks to find a best effort solution, given the [ Clideal solution

available data sources. .
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3. Analysing Source Selection Result



3.1 Selected Sources

With a source selection solution found the user can explore the result via a visual overview of sources selected and their properties.
Each criterion value for each selected source, normalized with respect to the range of each criterion within the set of available
sources, is shown along with each source’s overall criteria values sum - by which selected sources are ranked. The selected source
values can be further analysed by toggling if they are shown weight-adjusted, with respect to the criteria weights, and the selected

sources can be ranked by their overall weighted criteria values sum.
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3.2 Contextualising Results

For the sources selected in our solution we see that despite postcode quality being important to the user the selected sources have
mixed levels of postcode quality with multiple selected sources having none. To help explore a solution further contextualization
analysis facilitates analysis to explore, for each criterion, how the result compares in terms of both what is theoretically possible and

what is possible given the set of available sources.

For example, in our solution we observe that in relation to what is theoretically possible for the postcode quality criterion our solution is
about 50%. However, in terms of what is possible from the available sources our solution is over 75%. Such analysis of a result aids a
user to get a deeper understanding of a source selection result as well as the selected dataset of sources.
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3.3 Retrieving Tuples

If the user is happy with the source selection result, then it can be realized and the resulting selected tuple-set presented to the user.
For our example solution we observe, as expected from the contextualisation analysis, that postcode quality of the result is quite
patchy. If for the user's needs the postcode quality is not good enough then they can go back and fine tune his/her preferences. (Here
we have realised the source selection solution to see the tuples however, from the previous analysis we were able to determine the
result properties therefore, solution fine tuning can be done before realising a result. This may be preferable if realising the result has

high costs associated regarding time/costs.)
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4. Fine tuning and Comparing Results

SOURCERY allows a user to fine tune the source selection result by exploring how changes to his/her preferences impact the result.
A new found solution can then be analysed and compared to previous solutions. For example, from our initial solution result, if after
analysis of the result the user determines that postcode quality should be more important, they may go back to the the set of pairwise
comparisons and change the first comparison to now denote that Tuple Completeness is moderately less important then Postcode
quality. The updated weights from this update are shown below, from this we observe that postcode quality is now the most important
criteria by quite some distance. The optimisation can then be re-run with the updated preferences.
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We can then explore the contextualisation analysis of the update source selection result. Moreover, the initial solution can be
compared alongside this new solution - by selecting 1 from the previous results dropdown. The previous result in shown in the spider
plots as dashed lines. From this we observe how in the updated solution the postcode quality has improved, and is now 100% in
relation to what is possible within the available sources. However, we further observe that this increase has come at the expense of
some Tuple Completeness quality and Property Status quality. Such analysis of the trade-offs involved aid validation and traceability
of a source selection result and help a user to ascertain what is possible and thus realistic.
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Realising the tuples from the selected sources of the updated solution (Ensure no previous result is still selected in the dropdown!) the
improvement in the postcode quality can be observed.



NB: Although from the contextualisation analysis we see that the updated result is now as good as it could be given the possible
available sources its still only a fair result in terms of what is theoretically possible regarding postcode quality. Here SOURCERY has
found the best effort solution given the parameters of the problem such as the quality of the available sources but also that minimum
result size parameter. To further look to improve the postcode quality of a result futher fine tuning could be performed to reduce the
minimum result size parameter.
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MyDataset ® GV A Download
Source Name Price Location Postcode :;::?fh‘ ::;‘:N Bedrooms Bathrooms ﬂam ::::“ City Tomwn Village Fumishing
1 cridiands_co_uk £3E5, 000 The Hil OX27 TJE
2 Crigkands_co_uk OX5 1TX 2 Wilsgon Way
3 Crigiands_co_uk Chisich Lane  OX23 2PN Church Lane
4 cridlands_co_uk £659,000 OXZ7 7L
5 criglands._co_uk £645,000 Main Road OXZ39 82 Main Road
Conclusions

The SOURCERY system supports interactive multi-criteria user driven source selection to find data aligned with the intended use of
the data by the user. The system utilises Pairwise Comparisons to aid eliciting a user’s preferences between a set of criteria then
looks to find a source selection result aligned to the user's preferences. Analysis over the results provide an interactive, exploratory
and well informed source selection activity.

Any comments, questions, suggestions or bugs! regarding SOURCERY get in touch with Ed Abel.

SOURCERY is part of the VADA Project, which is supported by a Programme Grant of the UK Engineering and Physical Sciences
Research Council (grant number EP/M025268/1. For further information of the VADA project and its architecture see [8].
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