A Comparative Study of the Effectiveness of Search
Result Presentation on the Web

Hideo Joho and Joemon M. Jose

Department of Computing Science
University of Glasgow
17 Lilybank Gardens, Glasgow, G12 8QQ, UK
{hi deo,jj}@Ics.gla.ac. uk

Abstract. Presentation of search results in Web-based irgftiom retrieval
(IR) systems has been dominated by a textual forinfofmation such as the
title, snippet, URL, and/or file type of retrievedaliments. On the other hand,
document’s visual aspects such as the layout, caoleme, or presence of
images have been studied in a limited context vatfard to their effectiveness
of search result presentation. This paper presemsmparative evaluation of
textual and visual forms of document summarieshasadiditional document
surrogate in the search result presentation. Irstudy, a sentence-based sum-
marisation technique was used to create a text@irdent summary, and the
thumbnail image of web pages was used to represetgual summary. The
experimental results suggest that both have thescakere the additional ele-
ments contributed to a positive effect not onlyusers’ relevance assessment
but also in query re/formulation. The results aaggest that the two forms of
document summary are likely to have different cristeto facilitate user’s
search experience. Therefore, our study calls dahér research on adaptive
models of IR systems to make use of their advantag@spropriate contexts.

1. Introduction

The Internet has transformed into a main sourcenfofrination for many and as a
consequence web search engines have become atisd$eehin our day to day life.
Web search engines such as Google, Yahoo!, and Biich are processing mil-
lions of queries a day. The interaction paradigrsuith engines follows more or less
the same style assuming that this is the bestlifasars. However, recent user behav-
iour studies on commercial search engines challsugd assumptions [1]. In this
paper, we conduct a comparative evaluative stuggsaing the effectiveness of vari-
ous forms web search interfaces.

Most web search engines operate on a general jplieénai retrieval. Users’ provide
a set of query terms as a representative of thdetlying information need. In re-
sponse systems, after comparing the query to tbendents in the collection, provide
a list of potential documents which might contaseful information to satisfy the
users’ information need [2].

However, a number of issues are overlooked in susimplistic view. The first
one is that formulating a good query is provedeacbgnitively challenging task for
users [3]. Often queries are approximations ofrtheiderlying need and hence the



whole information seeking process is iterative aiune [4]. The second issue is in
interpreting and assessing the relevance of doctsmerthe returned list [5]. It has
been shown that users of web search engines aitarel to examine a large number
of individual documents or even past the first pafi¢he result list [1]. The users
decision to view a document or not depend on tf@nmation in the document surro-
gates such as title, URLs and abstracts (often stsmxtracted form the documents).
The third issue is in the matching of the submitiadry with the documents (or their
indexes) with the intention of selecting a set@fwments that contain information on
the query. The first two issues make the developroéimformation seeking inter-
faces a non-trivial task.

The major thrust of this paper is related to thet fiwo issues. That is pertaining to
user interaction which includes issues relateduery formulation and judging the
usefulness of each document in the list. In thjzepave propose and evaluate a num-
ber of interfaces which facilitate the relevanceefulness) judgement issues differ-
ently. The results of the experiments demonstrateeffectiveness of our proposed
interfaces and demonstrate the inadequacy of duremfaces.

2. Background and motivation

The main purpose of search engines is to help pdmglenformation that is useful
or relevant to completing a task. Search interfaresthe means through which users
interact with search systems and control all aspefctheir search.

The results from information seeking studies pairthee fact that users look for in-
formation to complete a task. From a cognitive pecsive, it has been termed that
there is a gap in users’ knowledge and the infaonas needed to fill this gap [3].
Finding relevant information may require runninges@l queries, making judgments
on the usefulness of documents returned, and rgadany documents. Considering
the importance of this task to many users, it ipanative to design interfaces that
maximize the amount of information users can obdairing a search.

Submitted user queries are often an approximatidmsdher underlying informa-
tion need [6]. Since the system returns documeasgd on such queries, the useful-
ness of such documents are not certain. The docsrirettie result list might be not
relevant, or partially relevant. Often documentatam partial information or redun-
dant information from a previously seen documemtodder to conduct an effective
search it is imperative that users be able to ma&sonably correct judgements about
the documents in the result list.

Novel result visualisation techniques were propasedddress this problem [5].
Another techniques tried out are various summaaisaechniques [7]. It has shown
that the use of query-based summarisation techsiguanproving the search effec-
tiveness. Recently, new approaches to web pagé pesentation were tried. Most
of these systems present the user with an unfapgjiaphical interface that imposes
an increased cognitive burden on the user or censildcuments as finest level of
granularity for result presentation [8].

Users’ assessment of relevance of documents irethét list is based on the sur-
rogates displayed (e.qg., title, URL and snippetd)as been shown that such informa-
tion is inadequate to provide effective searchieasq9]. For example, the quality of
title information can vary mainly because of thewal approach to generating a title



at the time of web-page creation. The document sitspghown by many web search
engines are fragments extracted from the whole meott Often such snippets are
incomplete sentences extracted from the documerdsaa such inadequate to aid
effective relevance judgements. The role of quesetasentences in assisting on
making proper relevance assessments has beenea @it

An aspect that affects information seeking prodsdbe task at hand. For some
tasks, it is important to know the genre of documériten users may search for same
information again and again. In this case, a thuailof the document would aid in
judging the usefulness of the document [10].

In this work, we device three alternative formssefirch result presentations. We
use Google result presentation as a baseline. disi@athl surrogates we use query-
based document summary called top ranking senteocdRS [11] and thumbnails
of documents retrieved. While the previous studgduthe TRS as a replacement of
Google snippet, in our interface, the TRS was useddalitional information to the
snippet. In addition, we make use of document tmaiib as a surrogate. We believe
it is useful in judging the relevance and assestiaggenre of a document. We aug-
ment information on the Google interface with thumaits of documents. In the fol-
lowing session we will introduce these interfacaesfty.

The purpose of the experiment is to find the efferctess of these interfaces in
web information seeking tasks. We designed an axpet with real users, real tasks
on the live Internet.

3. Interfaces for search result presentation

We augment web search system Google with 3 newfaictes. Our interfaces collect
user queries and forward to the Google searchraysting Google API The result
list from Google collected and processed. Infororatieeded for new interfaces were
created at this time. Like in web search result pageer can peruse ten document
records at a time. After this, they can either mefdate the query or peruse the next
ten records.

As a baseline we use the Google interface. Thremutayof search results presen-
tation were designed and compared to the baselymt. All layouts were designed
to show ten records per page as Google's defatitigselid. The rest of this section
will present the layouts used in our experiment.

Layout 1: Baseline- The baseline layout was designed to provide esrost iden-
tical interface to the search result of Google. &ach record, it had a title, snippet,
URL, size, and the hyperlinks of cached page andasipage.

Layout 2: Baseline + TRS- The second layout integrated up to three topingnk
sentences (TRS) into the baseline layout. The sezdemere inserted below the snip-
pet as a list, and background was highlighted #&oifgl the distinction between the
TRS and snippet. The query terms were highlightdabid in the same manner as it
would have been in the title and snippet. There sease run-time overhead in gener-
ating TRS for retrieved documents. In order to mis@rthe difference of response
time among the layouts, TRS was always created whesw query was submitted to
the interface, but it was only displayed in Layowri2l 4.

! http://www.google.com/apis/



Layout 3: Baseline + Thumbnail- The third layout integrated a thumbnail image
of the web page screenshot into the baseline layih# thumbnails were fetched
from the Alexia's thumbnail archifeThe thumbnail was placed on the left side of the
other document surrogates, and it was linked tolR& of the pages. The size of
thumbnails was 112 (width) and 82 (height) pixelsiclh was perhaps too small to
read the texts, but we considered that it shouldalge enough to grasp the visual
aspects of pages such as the layout, colour scharttes presence of images.

Layout 4: Baseline + TRS + Thumbnail- The last layout was the combination of
Layout 2 and 3 (See Fig. 1). While this layout topkthe largest space in the screen,
it was designed to provide the largest amount fdrimation per record among the
four layouts.
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Fig. 1. Search result with TRS and thumbnail (Layout 4)

As can be seen, we designed the four layouts $dhtbalifferent variable between
layouts remained to be a single element. This wastdwur consideration for mini-
mising the difference between layouts to evaluaie e¢ffectiveness of TRS and
thumbnails in a systematic way. The next sectioh avicuss the detail of our ex-
periment based on the four layouts.

4. Experiments

A comparative user study was carried out to evaldla¢ effectiveness of the four
search result layouts described above. This sedtitindiscuss the methodology
adopted in our experiment.

A total of twenty-four people (6 female and 18 makere recruited for our ex-
periment. Most participants were the research sitsdef the University of Glasgow.
The rest was affiliated members of the Universitye Tntry questionnaire estab-
lished that the range of age varied from 20 to 3% an average of 27.7. Their ex-
perience with search engines varied from 4.5 tgels with an average of 7.1 years.
All participants carried out several searches ewtay, and 91.6% of them used
Google most frequently.

2 The Alexa archivevjww.alexa.comdid not always contain the thumbnail of the web
pages retrieved during our experiment. Our undedétg was that a missing thumbnail
was replaced by a parent site when it was avail@ieerwise it showed the Alexa's logo
image to indicate the absence of thumbnails. Ineaperiment, a missing thumbnail was
treated as a similar case to a dead link on the web



Participants were asked to carry out four searskstan the experiment. The tasks
were designed based on the simulated work taskoappr[12]. The simulated work
task described a task as a form of short scentine.scenario explained the contexts
and motivation of the search with the sufficienformation about the relevance of
pages. The details of the tasks used in our expatimere as follows.

Task 1. Background search task- This task asked participants to find general
background information on a topic. In our experim@articipants were asked to find
the pages which provide the information about #went change of student popula-
tions. Task 1 and the following Task 2 were originatbed and replied by [13].

Task 2: Decision making task- This task asked participants to make a decision
about a topic. In our experiment, participants wasked to find the best Hi-Fi speak-
ers available in a target price. Participants vereouraged to compare the speakers’
details in the decision making.

Task 3: Known item search task- This task asked participants to find the infor-
mation about a topic which was previously knowrthiy searcher. In out experiment,
participants were asked to find the current whevatbof a person who assumed to
be a previous colleague of the searcher.

Task 4: Topic distillation task - This task asked participants to find a list of key
resources for a topic. The definition of key resesrwas based on the instruction of
the Web Track of TRET The main criteria for being a key resource was tha
website was principally devoted to the topic. Ir @xperiment, participants were
asked to find the key resources for designer hagaglba

One of our intentions behind the selection of thasé&s was to investigate a dif-
ferent level of documents’ textual and visual elataghat were likely to be signifi-
cant to complete the tasks. For example, Task lli@ly to involve more textual
information than visual while Task 4 was likely tovolve visual aspects of docu-
ments in a greater degree than other tasks. Tasid B avere supposed to involve
both aspects in a similar degree.

The user study was carried out in the following neanmt arrival time partici-
pants were asked to read an information sheet wdesieribed the guideline for the
participation and goal of the experiment. Upon diggeement of participation, par-
ticipants were asked to fill in an entry questianmdo indicate their age, sex, and
search experience. Then they were presented withirang topic and explained the
nature of simulated-work task. They were given agipnately 10 minutes to famil-
iarise with the search interfaces and task actiityring the training session, the four
layouts were introduced to participants and thestioies regarding the interface and
tasks were answered.

During the tasks, participants were asked to bookiitee pages they thought rele-
vant. However, no explicit instruction was giverptrticipants regarding the number
of bookmarks required to complete the tasks. Weecgbarticipants to bookmark
pages to ensure their engagement to search taakgifaints were given up to 15
minutes to complete a task, but allowed to endhiemnvthey felt they completed the
tasks.

After the first task was completed, participantsavasked to fill in a post-search
questionnaire to provide subjective assessmentstdbeir search. Then a new task
was given to them and change of layout was inforriié® same procedure was re-

3 http://es.csiro.au/TRECWeb/guidelines_2004.html



peated four times. The presentation order of topétlayout was rotated according to
a Latin-Square arrangement to reduce bias fromdazatits performing the same
tasks with the same system in the same order.

After the completion of four tasks, participantsrevasked to fill in an exit ques-
tionnaire to indicate their overall preference afduts, followed by an open-end in-
terview to capture their feedback and commentshefresult presentation and ex-
periment.

5. Experimental results

This section presents the results of our experinfeital of 96 search sessions were
performed by participants and analysed in our itigason. Due to the nature of
study concerning search results presentation, Qo#ntitative and qualitative data
were equally important to our study. The quanti&atilata such as participants' inter-
actions with the interface were based on the systgsirecorded during the experi-
ment. The qualitative data such as participantgestile assessments of search were
established by the post-search questionnaires xihdhterview. We used a 7 point
scale to capture participants' assessments whemsidive assessment was repre-
sented by a low score in the analysis.

The results of our experiment were analysed front foerspectives as follows:
user interaction, relevance assessment, contribwtfolayout features, and finally,
layout preference. In this section, the discussibaut the results is often based on
the comparison to ouraseline layout (Layout 1). For simplicity, we sometimes use
the termsummary layouts to refer to Layout 2, 3, and 4. In addition, onetted as-
pects we were interested in this investigation ywasicipants' decision of which
document to visit from search results. We refethsdecisions as to amitial rele-
vance assessment in this section.

For most differentials presented in this sectitwe, Kruskal Wallis Test was ap-
plied to the data to establish statistical sigaifice of the results. When a statistical
significance was found between groups, Dunn’s host test was applied to deter-
mine the significant pairs. Due to the size of saaed arguably large variance of
layouts’ performance across the tasks, we did imot & statistical significance in
many cases. We only report it when the significamae found in this section.

5.1 User interaction

Table 1 shows participants' interactions with ther ftayouts evaluated in our ex-
periment. The second column shows the average nuofilsgreries submitted to the
interface per search session. The third column shio&vsumber of words used in the
queries. The fourth column shows the number of tgsafjes viewed during the
tasks. The fifth column shows the number of pagesved per iteration. The sixth
column shows the number of retrieved records cticger result page. The seventh
column shows the number of bookmarked URLs. The kigblumn shows the time
taken to complete the tasks. The numbers in 2ndhtoddvs are a mean value across
24 sessions, and the standard deviation of theevalshown in the brackets.



Table 1.User interaction

Query Page | Click / Time
Layout Iteration Length Page Iteration Page Bookmark (min)

1 56(39) 36(26) 7.7(57) 15(0.7) 22(16) 4.0(28) 135(2.8)
2 85(6.3) 34(16) 101(64) 13(06) 1.6(1.3) 3.4(22) 13.3(3.0)
3 74(47) 39(15) 101(5.7) 19(15 13(0.8) 3.6(3.3) 13.6(2.5)
4 76(.6) 32(14) 100(61) 17(11) 16(14) 40(37) 137(25)

Total 7.3(5.2) 35(1.7) 96(6.0) 16(1.0) 1.7(1.3) 3.7(3.00 13.6(2.6)
n=24 (Layout 1-4), n=96 (Total)

One of the noticeable differences in Table 1 isnbmber of iterations. Partici-
pants tended to submit more queries to the interfathe summary layouts compared
to the baseline layout. We also examined the poesefphrases in the queries. The
number of queries that had at least one phrasesiwas Layout 1, while 31, 21, and
30 queries contained at least one phrase in Laydditand 4, respectively. This sug-
gests that participants were more engaged in gedfgrmulation with the summary
layouts compared to the baseline layout.

More iteration in the summary layouts led to a tgeaumber of result pages
viewed by participants to find relevant documehtswever, the click per page ratio
shown in the sixth column of Table 1 suggests thatigpants tended to click fewer
records in the summary layouts. Given that an Uyider search engine was identical
across the layouts, this suggests that participaraide more relevance judgements
based on the document surrogates in the summaoutiaythus, they did not have to
visit the retrieved pages as much as they did thighbaseline layout. This suggests
that the additional information offered by TRS ourfbnails appears to facilitate
participants’ relevance assessments.

A statistical significance was found in the quargdth between Layout 1 and Lay-
out 3. No statistical significance was found fdnastdifferentials.

Figure 1 shows the distribution of click-throughcdments’ ranking positions.
Two trends can be found for the summary layouthis figure. Firstly, more clicks
were found in the top ranking positions which candue to the larger number of
iterations. Secondly, the clicks were stretchedsxra wider range of the ranking
position compared to the baseline layout. This ssiggidat the TRS and thumbnails
can contribute to an increasing level of exhaubtirerelevance assessments.
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Fig. 2. Rank positions of click-through pages (n=1039)

5.2 Relevance assessments

The previous results indicated that the initial valece assessment might be more
focused and exhaustive when TRS and/or thumbnaite weéded to the document
surrogates. Table 2 presents participants' percemtiorelevance assessment from
three perspectives. The second column is the sieea tp the question regarding the
ease of finding relevant documents from searchlteesthe third column is the score
regarding the ease of finding the documents whimtitained new information. Fi-
nally, the third column is the score regarding haften the documents contained the
contents they expected to find in the full textpdsitive assessment is represented by
a low score (i.e., Score 1 = Very easy or veryrgfie= Not at all). The numbers are
the average of 24 sessions, and the standard idevidtthe mean value is shown in
the brackets.

Table 2. Relevance assessment

Layout Ease of finding New information Contents prediction
1 3.6 (1.7) 3.9(1.6) 3.3(1.5)

2 3.6 (2.1) 3.1(1.4) 4.1(1.7)

3 2.8(1.5) 3.3(1.4) 3.8(1.9)

4 25(1.6) 3.2(1.1) 3.1(1.8)
Total 3.2(1.8) 3.3(1.4) 3.6 (1.8)

n=24 (Layout 1-4), n=96 (Total)

As can be seen, a similar or more positive avesagee was found in Layout 2, 3,
and 4 compared to Layout 1 with regard to the e&$eding relevant documents as
well as of finding new information. While Layout 4a® given the best score among
them in the ease of finding relevant documents, bayowas given a better score
than the others in the ease of finding new inforomatThis suggests that both a tex-



tual and visual presentation of document's sumrhad/the cases where user's rele-
vance assessments were facilitated by them.

A slightly contradicting result was found in thepextation of document's con-
tents. While Layout 4 was given a better score tbeyout 1, participants tended to
give a lower score to the other two layouts. Inhat clear why participants found
Layout 2 and 3 less predictable for document's ecdsitdut there might be an unfa-
miliarity factor of TRS or thumbnails causing confusin user's contents prediction.

5.3 Contribution of layout features

The previous sections highlighted the advantagesdisativantages of adding new
elements to the baseline presentation. The ovezalllts suggested that Layout 4
were likely to offer a better support in user’somhation seeking process than Layout
1. However, the difference between Layout 2 and 8 lss clear in several aspects.
This section compares TRS and thumbnails by analysiagcontribution of layout
features in initial relevance assessments.

The document surrogates are some of the primarycasdor the searchers to de-
cide which documents to view from the search resulttypical document surrogate
in search engines consists of the title, snipp&l_\kize, and/or file type. In our ex-
periment, after each task, participants were astidddicate to what extent each of
the layout features contributed to their decisiofsviewing documents from the
search results. Like the previous section, a 7 [zmale was used for the assessments.
The result is shown in Table 3 where a stronger tmrtion is represented by a low
score. The numbers are the average, and the stadefaation of the mean value is
shown in the brackets. Note that the sample sitersliacross the layout features.

Table 3. Contribution of layout features

Task Title Snippet TRS Thumb. URL Size Type
1 1.6(1.1) 24(1.7) 21(1.2) 4.4(2.2) 4.3(1.9) 6.7 (0.8) 5.8 (1.7)
2 1.9 (1.5) 2.7 (1.8) 2.7 (1.4) 4.8 (2.0) 3.5(2.3) 6.5 (1.0) 6.4 (1.2)
3 2.1(1.6) 2.0(1.3) 2.6 (1.7) 4.3(1.8) 4.4 (2.0) 6.8 (0.5) 5.8 (1.7)
4 1.8(1.2) 25(1.5) 3.3(1.7) 2.3(1.5) 3.0 (2.0) 6.4 (1.3) 5.8 (1.7)
Total 1.8(1.4) 2.4 (1.6) 2.6 (1.5) 4.0(2.1) 3.8(2.1) 6.6 (0.9) 5.9 (1.6)

n=12 (TRSand Thumb. in Task 1-4), n=24 (therest in Task 1-4), n=48 (TRSand Thumb. in Total), n=96
(therest in Total)

The bottom row of the table suggests that parti¢dgpaften found the title of re-
trieved documents the strongest factor in decigihgch document to view from the
search result. This echoes the finding of [13]. Wivencompare TRS and thumbnail
to Google's snippet, TRS was given a stronger scof@sk 1 while the thumbnail
was given a stronger score in Task 4. This suggeatdte effectiveness of TRS and
thumbnail can vary across the tasks. Also it indisahat the benefits of TRS and
thumbnails might be mutually exclusive. In otherrdgy the thumbnails might be
useful where TRS are less effective, and vice versa.

We were also interested in the correlation of #y®ult features contribution. Table
4 shows Spearman correlation coefficient of sewsout features measured in our



experiment. The correlations that are statisticsiliyificant (p < .05) are highlighted

in italic in the table. As can be seen, TRS was dotmhave a positive correlation

with both the title and snippet of the retrieveccaiments. On the other hand, the
thumbnails had a small but significant negativereation with the snippet and a
positive correlation with URLs. The negative correlatwith the snippet again sug-

gests that the usefulness of textual informatioghinbe mutually exclusive to the

visual information in user’s initial relevance assments. Also, thumbnails' positive
correlation with URLSs indicates that the thumbnaés be more influential when the
genre or category of web pages is an importantfaetthe search tasks.

Table 4. Correlation of layout features contribution

Title Snippet TRS Thumb. URL Size Type
TRS 410 314 1.000 -.175 -.202 .010 147
Thumb. .210 -.265 -.175 1.000 .284 247 .051

n=48

5.4 Layout preference and participants’ comments

Upon the completion of four tasks, participantsevasked to rank the four layouts
in their order of preference. In the exit open-ehoegerview, participants had an op-
portunity to provide any comments and feedback ndigg the layouts and overall
experiment. We asked participants to rank the Iesybased on the search experience
with the given tasks. The most preferred layout gigen Score 1 and the least was
given Score 4. The counts of participant’s ranking presented in Table 5, along
with the average ranking. As can be seen, nealyhparticipants preferred Layout
4 over the other layouts. Layout 1 was give thedstgotes as the least preferred
layouts. There appeared to be a slight preferenwartts Layout 2 compared to Lay-
out 3.

Table 5. Layout preference

Preference Layout 1 Layout 2 Layout 3 Layout 4

1 (Most) 4 6 3 11

2 6 8 8 2

3 2 7 10 5

4 (Least) 12 3 3 6
Average rank 2.92 2.29 2.54 2.25

6. Implications

The results of our study have several implicatiarstifie design of search interface
on the web. First of all, adding the new elemehtt aire designed to support user’s
information seeking activity are likely to increatiee level of interaction with a
search interface. Our results suggest that quéfgrmeulation and initial relevance
assessments are likely to be facilitated by addiR®& and thumbnails to the result
presentation. Given that many search engine usensehuctant to offer their effort in



search [1], it is encouraging to see the cases evtter proposed presentation of
search results can contribute to the enhancemeseatth experience. Our results
indicate that the additional information might havpositive effect for increasing the
number of iterations. Participants often foundaisier to find relevant documents and
new information when TRS and thumbnails were addethé document surrogate.
This suggests that the current search engine’strpeeentation is not necessarily
optimised and there is a room for improving thespraation.

Our study also provided additional insight into thature of textual and visual
forms of documents’ summary. Previous study shdws for example, TRS can be
useful for supporting users of interactive IR syste[7], and the effectiveness of
thumbnails can vary across the types of searcls tds{. Our experiment with the
four types of layouts allowed us to compare theaifeness of these two forms of
additional information in a systematic way. MoreQv&RS and thumbnails were
evaluated as an additional element as opposedréplacement of some of layout
features used in the current search engines. Quitsesuggest that the textual and
visual presentation of documents’ summary is likelpffer additional information in
a different context. Therefore, the effectivenesIRE and thumbnails is often task
dependent, but also their usefulness can be mytaatllusive in the search tasks.
The overall positive performance of Layout 4 appd¢arbe due to the fact that it
could offer a support in a wider range of tasksithayout 2 or 3.

One of our conclusions, therefore, might be tha safer to show both the textual
and visual summaries of documents in the resukgmetion. It might offer some
searchers a greater degree of control in the smbeot useful information to carry out
searches. However, it is also likely that user'gritive load will be increased when
more elements are added to the search interfaceefbhe, we suggest that the search
interface should be able to offer a right form otdment’s summary in an appropri-
ate context or task. Consequently, this study dallsmore research on the under-
standing of users’ search contexts and adaptii@igae to capture their needs in an
appropriate context. This study presented the oakese such advance can be used
to improve several aspects of search experience.

7. Conclusion

This paper presented a user study investigatingffeetiveness of search result pres-
entation on the web. Both the textual and visuahfoof document’'s summary were
evaluated as additional information that can begrdted into the current search en-
gine interface. Our evaluation investigated a widsrge of aspects of information
seeking behaviour than those previously carried Out results presented the cases
where the additional elements of result presemntatiere likely to have a positive
effect not only in the relevance assessment buot ialgjuery re/formulation. There-
fore, it was suggested that the typical result gmégion used in the major search
engine was not necessarily optimised and had a fooimproving searching experi-
ence. The textual and visual forms of document suimemavere likely to have differ-
ent contexts to facilitate user’s search experiehimvever, we will need more pro-
gress on adoptive models of information retrieyatems to make use of their advan-
tages in an appropriate context.
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