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ABSTRACT

This study is designed to assess whether storyboard surrogates are useful enough to be utilized
for indexing sources as well as for metadata elements using 12 sample videos and 14 participants.
Study shows that first, the match rates of index terms and summaries are significantly different
according to video types, which means storyboard surrogates are especially useful for the type of
videos of conveying their meanings mainly through images. Second, participants could assign subject
keywords and summaries to digital video, sacrificing alittle loss of full video clips match rates.
Moreover, the match rate of index terms (0.45) is higher than that of summaries (0.40). This means
storyboard surrogates could be more useful for indexing videos rather than summarizing them.
The study suggests that 1)storyboard surrogates can be used as sources for indexing and
abstracting digital videos; 2) using storyboard surrogates along with other metadata elements (e.g.,
text-based abstracts) can be more useful for users relevance judgement; and 3)storyboard surrogates
can be utilized as match sources of image-based queries. Finally, in order to improve storyboard
surrogates quality, this study proposes future studies: constructing key frame extraction algorithms
and designing key frame arrangement models.
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