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o Relevance dete rm|ned |mp| |C|t|y or by CI |CkS i 2 shown as results. Please mark the document that you would prefer to see for the query )
. Search query: what are clouds 5 h b il
® La rge Sca I e COI IeCtI O n Of u Se r d ata If page does not load please visit: hitp-/fwww weatherwizkids. comfweather-clouds. htm e

e Suffers from several (click, presentation etc) biases. Lz The History Placé

- : Results for: Abraham-incoin a..-" ' .
2. Batch evaluation Clouds - Noer, g
e Relevance labels assigned by trained judges S S O oo |
. Wirter Storns A cloud is a lorge collection of very tiry droplets of woter or ice crystals 1 limeling Phoiss Werds
. S m al Ie r ‘test COI IeCtI O n S oo The droplets are s small and light that they can float in the air. T T———
. . . . S . ST How are clouds formed? i Tl el i ol
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Would you be satisfied th:p:;;:;:;;:egl:;:r;;::‘: “E :::; ;;;;;:1;;:;1:;;”;; que;'},r? Would you be satisfied (happy) with this search result?
- e oot e Prefer left (I would like to see the left document in search resuits)
These two forms of evaluation often do not completely agree ot S Prefer right (1 would e fo See te right document n search resuits
. R L e e Prefer none (I would not like to see these documents)
W|th eacC h Oth er ( [ 1 ] an d [2] ) e rm A et b e - T:;“E'ﬁ:““e SR Skip these documents (| cannot judge which document | would prefer fo see)
. " " " gom Easy Easy
They agree with each other only when there is a significant ot e ——
u u Iz it to find the of th in the docu t?
gap in quality of the systems compared ([3] and [4]). T
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Results
Factors important for Effort and Preference
User Satisfaction Agreement
: : . . Findability™ 0.003 Findability 0.60*
e At present, relevance is primary factor for judging —— —
documents. It does not consider ‘User effort’ (Yilmaz et al. [5]) Readability 0.364 Readability 0.51
Understandability” 0.054 Understandability 0.51
e A judge can spend a lot of time evaluating correctness of Relevance® 0 Relevance 0.72*
document for a given query. An impatient user may not
spend as much time studying the document!. Features
avgSumChar Avg #chars in summary fTable Fraction of Tables
m docCLI CLI Index of document maxWinPos Max window pos with all query terms
docWords #words in document gWinO Fraction of outlinks with query terms
1. When gsers flr_st access the page, they quickly scan it to qTermsInTitle #query terms in title fBoldltalics  Fraction of bold, italics and strong
determine portions relevant to the query. sumWords  #words in summary fimg Fraction of images
FINDABILITY tRatio Fraction of #words and minWinPos  Min window pos with all query terms
o ] _ #tags in html countH #Headings with query terms
2. This is followed by reading these paragraphs/snippets.
READABILITY Findability Prediction Relevance Prediction
3. Finally. user focusses on understanding these nuggets of ~ FEATURE. |p-val [FEATURE " [p-vall [FEATURE " jp-vall [FEATURE |p-val
information fTable 0.00 minWinPos™ 0.00 tRatio 0.01 qgTermsinTitle™ 0.01
avgSumChar 0.01 meanPosOut™ 0.01
UNDERS TANDABILITY ° countH" 0.02 qWinO" 0.01
docCLI 0.02 sumWords® 0.02
| maxWinPos- 0.04 fBoldltalics®™ 0.02
] ] maxWinPos™~ 0.04 fimg” 0.02
Contributions docWords® 0.04 flmg* 0.04
1. |dentify factors that characterize user effort. Relevant vs Low efiort Relevant Documents (p@10)
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3. Finally analyse the effect of incorporating effort into ) N — I O S— _______________ oy, . e o 1 A A -
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