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Introduction to Online Searching
Evaluating and Comparing Information Retrieval Systems
QUESTION #1:  Do a search related to your essay topic on Google and on one other  web search engine (check out the list of search engines at the Hitwise page on the Search Engine Watch website:  http://searchenginewatch.com/reports/article.php/3099931, or choose one of the others we talked about in our initial web search discussions ).  It doesn’t have to be horribly complex, but I do want you to use more than just ANDs and ORs – either use truncation symbols or proximity operators or the symbol that means a term is required, or…whatever you want, just something more than simply the logical operators.   Briefly (one paragraph or so) explain why you did what you did and explain your results: 

· Compare the results from the two search engines (and give us the search statements for each).   

· Speculate on why the results differ from one to the other, or why they are similar?  (This isn’t meant to be a big deal, just throw out some thoughts…) 

 (10 points)    

Yahoo: *= truncation

Google: !=truncation

Google: went to scholar> searched: "invisible web" + "government!" + "document!"

Some hits: http://eprint.uq.edu.au/archive/00000036/01/irchapter.pdf on Australian gov.

http://www.infotoday.com/cil2002/presentations/Lackie.pdf short one on invisible web and search engines for it.

Yahoo: searched: "invisible web" + "government document*"

Some hits: http://www.angelfire.com/az3/info-center/Research/gov.html lists some sites useful for finding gov. info.

http://webpages.shepherd.edu/maustin/educ500/google.ppt#263,8,But don’t stop there . . . ppt with link to http://catalog.gpo.gov/F , which searches gov. docs.

The Google Scholar hits differ from the Yahoo! Hits in a few ways.  The first is that these hits are mostly documents, not web sites.  These documents are often articles dealing with the topic of invisible web with some mention of government documents as part of that invisible web. Second, the hits in general are more precise while Yahoo! hits sometimes veer far off from my target.  I targeted the search formula more precisely for Yahoo!, too just because of this fear, but it still didn’t do as well as Google Scholar.  Even though Google Scholar was closer to my target, the hits were not more useful than Yahoo!, since I’d found some of the articles from SJSU systems already, but if I hadn’t Google would’ve been more useful than Yahoo.

There are reasons for the different returns for the 2 search engines.  One is that Google Scholar is more precise already then Yahoo! because it is limiting hits to scholarly writings (mostly), while the Yahoo! search is on the WWW in general.  Another reason for the different is that Yahoo and Google may employ different sorts of commands for their web page crawlers.  These commands tell the crawlers which pages to pick-up.  Different sets of commands, or algorithms, result in different pages being picked-up, leading to different results for searchers.  Another reason for differences is that the ranking scheme of Yahoo and Google could be different, so that the results I see differ, as well.  A page that is 10 on Yahoo maybe 50 on Google, and I may not even go far enough to see #50. Another reason for differences may be the different search formulas I used for the different search engines.

QUESTION #2:   Do the same search from Question #1 using two of the “big three” online aggregators – Dialog, LexisNexis or Factiva.  You may not be able to use the exact same syntax, but get close…if you want, you can also do the search using the more powerful functionality available to you in these search services (in other words, if a particular aggregator has functionality that will get you to your results quicker, take advantage of it!  If you’re looking for pictures, for example, use the Factiva picture search to get there…) and include that in your discussion.

· Discuss the comparison of the results from the web versus the results from the traditional online aggregators.

· Discuss why the results are different between the two aggregators.   

· Again, briefly explain why your results are similar to or different from what you got in Question #1.  

 (25 points)

Dialog: db’s: (infosci) 1,2,6,7,47,148> search: (INVISIBLE()WEB)/DE AND (GOVERNMENT? AND DOCUMENT?)> 1 hit

Nexis: power search: > sources: newspapers, etc. > searched: invisible w/1 web and government > 133 hits> organize by subject> click on: research, science and technology, and electronic government> 1 relevant, useful hit.

A comparison of aggregators and web search engines: There were more irrelevant hits on Yahoo than on Dialog, and LexisNexis was comparable to Google Scholar in the precision category—actually, Google may have been more precise than LexisNexis because LexisNexis had many hits on current news items, which were irrelevant. The aggregators required more fine-tuning than the search engines: I had to choose my dbs to search on Dialog (entailed looking through db subject listings), and I had to pick my subject clusters on LexisNexis after the hits came in.  This process of choosing which subject to look under in LexisNexis was very tedious for my topic (government documents in the invisible web) because there were many subjects to scroll through and, seemingly, only a few relevant to my topic.

The results are different between the 2 aggregators because the dbs cover different areas of knowledge.  LexisNexis covers mostly news, law, some science, and business, and that is all!  Dialog covers a wide variety of subjects, from the arts, to sciences, psychology, sociology, library science, law, business, technology, etc.  I was able to get much better hits on Dialog vs. LexisNexis because of this knowledge gap between the 2 aggregators.

My results are mostly different from the hits from question 1 because of the areas of knowledge that is covered.  Yahoo covers all areas of the web in its search, offering me some relevancies. Google Scholar covers more relevant areas of my search, but is hitting all subject areas, so there are only some relevancies.  The aggregators are more limited in their areas of knowledge, so their hits will be different from search engines.  LexisNexis actually has too narrow a focus for me to use its hits in an in-depth discussion.  Dialog offers the best compromise: I can choose the dbs that cover my subject area, thus increasing precision.

QUESTION #3:   Do the same search from Question #1 using one of the other services you have access to through SLIS – the King Library dbs, OCLC, Gale, ISI, etc.  Obviously, you can’t necessarily use the same syntax, but get as close as you can.    

· Briefly compare the results to what you got from the other searches.

· Tell which of the three options (Question #1, Question #2 or Question #3) you like best and (briefly) why.

  (15 points)

I used the King Library dbs to search for government documents in the invisible web.  I used Emerald and Infotrac.  For Emerald, I searched: “invisible web” and “government.” I got one useful return on the executive branch of US government and its information on the invisible web.  For Infotrac, I searched: “invisible web” (in text) and “government” (in text) and “document” (in text) [in a second search, replaced “document” with “documents”]. I had around 50 returns and I sifted through and found 4 useful articles and a number of articles that mentioned sources to information on the US government through the invisible web.  

Compared to the internet search, this search was more useful, since I got 4 definite sources.  But Yahoo!’s return on the web page for government links was also helpful, probably a source I will site in my paper.  Yahoo and Google both had truncation functions that were easy to locate, but I couldn’t find one for Infotrac, so I had run 2 searches.  Emerald didn’t give me many hits with “document(s)” in the search, so I dropped it and had a larger recall.  There were some overlaps between the 2 types of search systems, but generally the King Library dbs had more in-depth information.  

Compared to Dialog and LexisNexis, the King Library dbs gave me better returns.  Once again, there were some overlaps; also, King Library gave me more in-depth hits than LexisNexis (no overlap with King Library).  LexisNexis had hits that were way off target, something that didn’t happen with King Library.  Dialog had some in-depth information (and overlap with King Library), but its information did not add a significant amount to my pool of research.

I liked my King Library dbs the best, because I had the most relevant, in-depth information on my topic.  A reason for this may be because I’ve used it to find research materials on library science topics far longer than the other 2 systems, so I’m used the search parameters and “how far to look” down the list of hits.  Another reason I liked it best is that King Library dbs are already the specialized dbs for library science, I don’t have to worry about irrelevant hits as much as with Google, Yahoo, or LexisNexis, and I don’t have to find relevant dbs in Dialog to search.

