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1
SYSTEMS AND METHODS FOR
FACILITATING ENHANCEMENTS TO
SEARCH ENGINE RESULTS

The present Application claims the benefit of U.S. Provi-
sional Application Ser. No. 61/481,236, filed on May 1, 2011
in the name of Alan Reznik and entitled Methods and Systems
for Search Engine Enhancements. The entirety of this Appli-
cation is incorporated by reference herein for all purposes.

The present Application is related to U.S. Non-Provisional
application Ser. No. 13/326,593, filed herewith in the name of
Alan M. Reznik and entitled SYSTEMS AND METHODS
FOR FACILITATING ENHANCEMENTS TO ELEC-
TRONIC GROUP SEARCHES. The entirety of this applica-
tion is incorporated by reference herein for all purposes.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE FIGURES

FIG. 1 is a schematic diagram of one embodiment of a
system operable to facilitate some methods described herein.

FIG. 2 is Venn diagram illustrative of some advantages
which may be realized via some methods described herein.

FIG. 3 A is a diagram of one interface via which a user may
be provided with search results utilizing a first search engine
after inputting a particular search term, in accordance with the
prior art.

FIG. 3B is a diagram of one interface via which a user may
be provided with search results utilizing a second search
engine after inputting the same search term utilized in FIG.
3A, in accordance with the prior art.

FIG. 3C is a diagram of one interface via which a user may
be provided with search results utilizing a third search engine
after inputting the same search term utilized in FIG. 3A and
FIG. 3B, in accordance with the prior art.

FIG. 3D is a diagram of one interface via which a user may
be provided search results utilizing the first search engine of
FIG. 3 A but after inputting a different search term, in accor-
dance with the prior art.

FIG. 3E is a diagram of one interface via which a user may
be provided with search results utilizing the search engine of
FIGS. 3A and 3D, the search utilizing a method available in
the prior art to refine the search for the term utilized in FIG.
3D.

FIG. 4 is a flow diagram illustrating a process which may
be performed in accordance with some embodiments
described herein.

FIG. 5 is a flow diagram illustrating a process which may
be performed in accordance with some embodiments
described herein.

FIG. 6 is a flow diagram illustrating a process which may
be performed in accordance with some embodiments
described herein.

FIG. 7 is a diagram of one example interface, consistent
with some embodiments described herein, via which a user to
whom a set of search results is output may indicate undesir-
able search results to be removed from the set of search
results.

FIG. 8 is a diagram of another example interface, consis-
tent with some embodiments described herein, via which a
user to whom a set of search results is output may indicate
undesirable search results to be removed from the set of
search results.

FIG. 9 is a diagram of yet another example interface, con-
sistent with some embodiments described herein, via which a
user to whom a set of search results is output may indicate
undesirable search results to be removed from the set of
search results.
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FIG. 10 is a diagram of yet another example interface,
consistent with some embodiments described herein, via
which a user to whom a set of search results is output may
indicate undesirable search results to be removed from the set
of search results.

FIG. 11 is a diagram of yet another example interface,
consistent with some embodiments described herein, via
which a user to whom a set of search results is output may
indicate undesirable search results to be removed from the set
of search results.

FIG. 12 is a diagram of yet another example interface,
consistent with some embodiments described herein, via
which a user to whom a set of search results is output may
indicate undesirable search results to be removed from the set
of search results.

FIG. 13 is a diagram of yet another example interface,
consistent with some embodiments described herein, via
which a user is presented with user directed feedback options
to search results, as well as additional information.

FIG. 14 is a diagram of yet another example interface,
consistent with some embodiments described herein, via
which a user is presented with user directed feedback options
to search results, as well as additional information.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE
EMBODIMENTS

Certain aspects, advantages, and novel features of the
invention are described herein. It is to be understood that not
necessarily all such advantages may be achieved in accor-
dance with any particular embodiment ofthe invention. Thus,
for example, those skilled in the art will recognize that the
invention may be embodied or carried out in a manner that
achieves one advantage or group of advantages as taught
herein without necessarily achieving other advantages as may
be taught or suggested herein.

Although several embodiments, examples and illustrations
are disclosed below, it will be understood by those of ordinary
skill in the art that the invention described herein extends
beyond the specifically disclosed embodiments, examples
and illustrations and includes other uses of the invention and
obvious modifications and equivalents thereof. Embodiments
of'the invention are described with reference to the accompa-
nying figures, wherein like numerals refer to like elements
throughout. The terminology used in the description pre-
sented herein is not intended to be interpreted in any limited
or restrictive manner simply because it is being used in con-
junction with a detailed description of certain specific
embodiments of the invention. In addition, embodiments of
the invention can comprise several novel features and it is
possible that no single feature is solely responsible for its
desirable attributes or is essential to practicing the inventions
herein described.

Embodiments described herein are directed to methods,
systems and interfaces for providing one or more enhance-
ments to a search engine, search algorithm or other search
tool, such that results output by the search tool may be modi-
fied, refined and/or filtered based on an input from a user, such
as an input indicating which of the results are unwanted or
undesired by the user. Such methods, systems and interfaces
further provide for, in accordance with at least one embodi-
ment, allowing a user to more efficiently identify wanted but
unknown information which may be buried in a deluge of
search results. For example, a search engine may perform a
search of available information based on one or more search
terms input by a user and present an initial list of search
results to a user via an interface. This interface may allow the
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user to “check off” or otherwise indicate which one or more of
the results which have insufficient current value to the user.
The search engine may then (i) rerun the search based on that
“negative feedback” to identify a modified list of results,
which presumable will not include the one or more results
indicated by the user as unwanted or undesired (and/or other
similar results); and/or (ii) modify the initial list of search
results by removing not only the result(s) indicated by the
user as unwanted or undesired but also other similar results. In
either case, the goal is to shorten the list of results the user
needs to consider or review. In scenario (ii), the other similar
results may be identified based on a characteristic they share
with the particular result the identified by the user as being
unwanted or undesirable.

In another example, a user requesting a search (e.g., by
inputting one or more search terms) may further indicate
(e.g., prior to launching or initiating the search) one or more
rules or criteria defining unwanted or undesired search
results. For example, the user may indicate that he/she con-
siders the top 5 most popular results to be undesirable. Such
an indication of one or more rules or criteria may be utilized
by a search tool, in one embodiment, as a filter for any search
results found based on one or more search terms input by the
user, the filter for filtering out which search results are not to
be output to the user. For example, in one such an embodi-
ment, a search engine (or another device operable to perform
some of the methods described herein) may remove any
search results that satisty the rule or criteria identified by the
user. In some embodiments, the removal may be done prior to
outputting to the user the search results, such that the user is
not shown the removed search results as part of listing of
search results (e.g., unless the user selects an option to see
such removed search results, as may be available in some
embodiments).

It should be noted that an unwanted or undesired search
result need not be a result that is not relevant or appropriate
based on the search term(s) provided by the user for the initial
search. In fact, it may be that a result that the user indicates as
undesirable or unwanted may be a result ranked as highly
relevant and/or popular by the search engine being used for
the search. An unwanted or undesired search result is simply
a result that the user prefers not to have included in the list of
search results for a particular search, for any reason. Appli-
cant has recognized that the results of searches carried out by
use of search engines, tools and algorithms available today
comprise such a large set of results that in many circum-
stances it is unlikely that a user who requested the search will
have the time, desire or ability to view each of the results in
the set. Applicant has further recognized that this inability or
unwillingness to view all of the search results may result in
the user missing out on learning some important information
that may be “buried” in the large amount of search results.
Embodiments described herein provide for a strategy and
interface to allow a user of a search tool or resource (e.g., the
common search engine user) better access and control over
search queries and the results. Applicant has recognized that
most users have an intuitive ability to better discern what is
not wanted more quickly and decisively than what is wanted.
In recognition of this human ability, at least some embodi-
ments described herein comprise a process which provides
one or more mechanisms for removing unwanted results effi-
ciently as a method of obtaining a better result. Further, in at
least some embodiments described herein a modified set of
search results is obtained for a user who indicates which
results of an initial set of search results are unwanted by not
only removing the specifically selected results but further
modifying the search to remove other similar results that are
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determined by the system to also be unwanted or likely to be
unwanted based on the user input. Such embodiments may be
contrasted with prior art search methodologies which rely on
positive feedback (“more like this™) from a user or which only
allow a user to modify a search by removing a single search
result at a time or by manually modifying the specific search
terms used and rerunning the search. This is further con-
trasted from prior art that uses the aggregate of what other
users found desirable when they have searched for a similar
term or query to determine the information the current user
values. This ubiquitous process further limits a given user
from finding new or novel information in a given search when
new and novel information or associations are desired by the
user.

It should be noted that in some embodiments an identifi-
cation of a particular search result may be received from a
user to whom an initial list of search results is output in
response to search terms provided, and a determination may
be made by a processor (e.g., a processor running a search
algorithm or search engine or a processor of another device
that is operable to communicate with a search engine) of
additional search results to be removed based on an identifi-
cation of the particular search result. Such a determination of
additional search results to be removed may be made, in
accordance with some embodiments, based on a characteris-
tic of the particular search result identified by the user. The
characteristic may be derived or identified by the processor
without input from the user as to the characteristic or, alter-
natively, the characteristic may be identified (e.g., selected
from a menu of possible characteristics, typed in or otherwise
specified) by the user.

In accordance with one embodiment, a method provides
for (i) determining a first plurality of search results of a search
performed by a search tool; (ii) receiving an input of a user
associated with the first plurality of search results, the input
indicating at least one result of the first plurality of search
results to be removed from the first plurality of search results,
thereby receiving an indication of at least one first undesired
search result of the first plurality of search results; (iii) deter-
mining a remainder of the first plurality of search results to be
the first plurality of search results less the first undesired
search result; (iv) identifying a characteristic of the at least
one first undesired search result; (v) analyzing the remainder
of'the first plurality of search results to determine whether any
search results of the first plurality of search results correspond
to the characteristic; (vi) determining at least one search
result of the remainder of the first plurality of search results
that corresponds to the characteristic to be a second undesired
search result; (vii) removing the first undesired search result
and the second undesired search result from the first plurality
of search results, thereby determining a second plurality of
search results; and (viii) causing the second plurality of
search results to be output.

In accordance with another embodiment, a method pro-
vides for (i) determining a first plurality of search results of a
search performed by a search tool; (i) receiving an input of a
user associated with the first plurality of search results, the
input indicating a preference for a maximum popularity rank-
ing of a search result, in accordance with a ranking scheme in
which a higher popularity ranking indicates a more popular
search result than does a lower popularity ranking; (iii) ana-
lyzing the first plurality of search results to identify any
search results corresponding to a popularity ranking higher
than the maximum popularity ranking; (iv) removing from
the first plurality of search results, any search results that
correspond to a popularity ranking higher than the maximum
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popularity ranking, thereby determining a second plurality of
search results; and (v) causing the second plurality of search
results to be output.

In accordance with another embodiment, a method for
facilitating a group research project to be managed in a man-
ner that encourages more diverse search results than may
otherwise be obtained using conventional search methods
which allow all members of the group to simply search the
Internet or another data source without restriction (as is
explained in more detail below). Such a method provides for
(1) registering a plurality of users as a search group for a
search project; (ii) designating one user of the plurality of
users as a manager for the search project, wherein the man-
ager for the search project is authorized to set search rules for
the search project which govern an output of search results to
the remainder of users of the search group; (iii) receiving, by
aprocessor of a computing device operable to modify a set of
search results and from one of the plurality of users, an
indication of at least one search result to be removed from a
set of search results output to another user of the search group,
thereby receiving an indication of at least one disallowed
search result; (iv) determining, by the processor, a prelimi-
nary set of search results based on the search term, the pre-
liminary set of search results comprises results of a search of
information available on the internet; (v) determining, by the
processor, whether the disallowed search result is included in
the preliminary search results; (vi) if the disallowed search
result is included in the preliminary search results, removing,
by the processor, the disallowed search result from the pre-
liminary search results, thereby determining a modified set of
search results; and (vii) causing the modified set of search
results to be output to at least the user from whom the search
term was received.

In accordance with one embodiment for facilitating a
group research project, a method provides for (i) registering a
plurality of users as a search group for a search project; (ii)
tracking sets of search results output to users of the search
group for the search project; and (iii) outputting, to a user of
the search group an indication of a plurality of search results
included in any of the set of search results along with, for each
such search result, at least one of (i) a number of times the
searchresult has been included in a set of search results output
to the users of the search group; (ii) a duration of time a single
user of the search group has spent reviewing a content of the
search result; (iii) a total duration of time all users of the
search group who had the search result output to them in a set
of search results reviewing the content of the search result;
(iv) a number of time the search results has been selected by
a user of the search group; and (v) present a mathematical
assessment of the search result output or page use (e.g., an
average or median time spent by one or more users on a given
search result, a number of repeat views of a given search result
by one or more users or an average user).

It should be noted that any of the methods and processes
described herein may be performed, in some embodiments,
by one or more processors of one or more a computing
devices operable to modify search results. For example, in
some embodiments, one or more servers of a search engine
provider may perform one or more processes described
herein. In another embodiment, a server of an intermediary
service which serves to facilitate searches requested by a user
and performed by a search engine provider may perform one
or more of the processes described herein. In yet another
embodiment, a software application may be downloaded to a
user’s computing device (e.g., a mobile device) may be oper-
able to perform one or more processes described herein. For
example, a user may download an “app” for allowing the user
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to filter out or remove search results in accordance with one or
more of the embodiments described herein.

EXAMPLE SYSTEMS AND APPARATUS

Referring now to FIG. 1, illustrated therein is schematic
diagram of an example system 100 which may be utilized to
provide some of the processes described herein. The system
100 comprises a plurality of user devices 102, 104 and 106
and a plurality of search tool servers 112, 114 and 116. In
accordance with some embodiments, system 100 further
includes a third party server 118, which may comprise a
server which facilitates search requests from and/or output of
search result to any or all of the user devices 102, 104 and 106.
Any of the devices 102, 104,106,112, 114, 116 and 118 may
in accordance with some embodiments be operable to com-
municate with at least one other device of system 100 via a
network 110. The network 110 may comprise, for example,
the Internet, a wide area network, another network or a com-
bination of such networks. It should be understood that
although not shown in FIG. 1, other networks and devices
may be in communication with any of the devices of system
100. For example, a user device 102 may comprise a mobile
device which may be in communication with a search tool
server 112 via a mobile network (not shown) such as a pager
or cellular telephone network that accommodates wireless
communication with mobile devices as is generally known to
those skilled in the art.

A search tool, as the term is used herein, may comprise a
mechanism comprising software, hardware and/or firmware
operable to electronically search through a large quantity of
available data (whether private or publicly available data) to
identify or determine subset(s) of the data that may be rel-
evant to one or more search terms or criteria provided by a
user of the search tool. One type of search tool contemplated
herein is a search engine, which may comprise an algorithm
designed to search through information available on the Inter-
net and/or a private network. Many search engines are
designed to index a large number of web pages or other
formats of information and provide an interface via which a
user may search the indexed information by, for example,
inputting one or more terms and/or rules defining a particular
search. A search engine may, for example, be operable to
utilize a “crawler” mechanism which “crawls” the Internet to
locate documents or other formats of information and store
data about such documents or other information such that
these may be located and/or searched at a later time (e.g., the
search engine may store the URL, associated hyperlinks,
meta-data, etc.). Many search engines utilize extraction and/
or indexing mechanisms for extracting and/or indexing infor-
mation about the documents, web pages or other formats of
information accessible to them. Such indexing may be based
on the contents of the documents, web pages or other infor-
mation and the indexed form of the information may be stored
in a database of the search engine. The search engine may
comprise a search tool component which allows a user of the
search engine to search through the indexed contents of the
database. A search engine may also be operable to output the
results of any search of the database (the search having been
conducted in accordance with the search terms and/or rules
provided by the user), may times in accordance with a par-
ticular ranking scheme programmed into the search engine.
For example, many search engines rank the most popular
search results associated with a particular search term higher
than less popular search results.

As described above, in some embodiments a search tool or
search engine may be operable to search a database of avail-
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able information. The database may, in some embodiments,
be proprietary to the search tool. In other embodiments, the
database may be a shared database. In either scenario, the
database may be stored by one or more search tool servers
112, 114 and 116 and/or a third party server 118 (e.g., in a
memory of the appropriate server), on the Web or in Cloud
Storage (e.g., in a memory of a server distinct from the search
tool server accessing the database) or in some alternate data
storage location. Further, while in some embodiments such a
database of information may have been generated by the
search tool or third party server accessing the database, in
other embodiments the database may have been created by
another entity or server. Finally, although reference has been
made to a search tool or search engine searching a database in
order to determine search results, it should be understood that
such a data storage scheme is not necessary to carry out the
embodiments described herein and other data storage
schemes may be desirable or appropriate. For example, in
some embodiments a search tool or search engine may be
operable to search through data or information stored in
spreadsheet, a particular file or document and/or a hierarchi-
cal or other file storage scheme.

Any and all of the search tool servers 112, 114 and 116 (as
well as third party server 118) may comprise one or more
computing devices, working in parallel or series if more than
one, operable to facilitate the enhanced search result modifi-
cation functions described herein. Any and all of the user
devices 102, 104 and 106 may comprise, for example, a
computing device operable to receive input from a user
regarding a search to be conducted (e.g., one or more search
terms to be used in conducting the search and/or one or more
characteristics, rules or criteria to be used in modifying the
results of the search as they are to be output to the user).

In some embodiments, a user device such as a user device
102, 104 or 106 may comprise a portable computing device
such as a smartphone (e.g., the IPHONE or IPAD manufac-
tured by APPLE, the BLACKBERRY manufactured by
RESEARCH IN MOTION, the PRE manufactured by PALM
or the DROID manufactured by MOTOROLA), a Personal
Digital Assistant (PDA), cellular telephone, laptop or other
portable computing device. In other embodiments, a user
device may comprise a desktop, kiosk, ATM or other non-
portable computing devices. In some embodiments, a user
device may be a dedicated device dedicated to outputting
search results and receiving user feedback regarding such
search results. In some embodiments, a user device may
comprise a simplified computing device with limited process-
ing power, such as a digital picture frame or a CHUMBY
device. In some embodiments, a user device may be inte-
grated into another system, packaging, structure or device,
such as a vehicle, wearable apparel, entertainment system
and/or be operable to dock or connect with a wireless
enabling accessory system (e.g., a Wi-Fi docking system). In
some embodiments, a user device may be operable to syn-
chronize with a local or remote computing system to receive,
download orupload content, download software applications
and to receive and/or transmit other data.

It should be understood that any or all of the devices of
system may in some embodiments comprise one or more of
(1) an input device; (ii) an output device; (iii) an input/output
device; or (iv) a combination thereof.

An input device, as the term is used herein, may be any
device, element or component (or combination thereof) that is
capable of receiving an input (e.g., from a user or another
device). An input device may communicate with or be part of
another device. Some examples of input devices include: a
bar-code scanner, a magnetic stripe reader, a computer key-
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board or keypad, a button (e.g., mechanical, electromechani-
cal or “soft”, as in a portion of a touch-screen), a handle, a
keypad, a touch-screen, a microphone, an infrared sensor, a
voice recognition module, a coin or bill acceptor, a sonic
ranger, a computer port, a video camera, a motion detector, a
digital camera, a network card, a universal serial bus (USB)
port, a GPS receiver, a radio frequency identification (RFID)
receiver, an RF receiver, a thermometer, a pressure sensor, an
infrared port, and a weight scale.

An output device may comprise any device, component or
element (or a combination thereof) operable to output infor-
mation from any of the devices described herein. Examples of
anoutput device include, but are not limited to, adisplay (e.g.,
in the form of a touch screen), an audio speaker, an infra-red
transmitter, a radio transmitter, an electric motor, a dispenser,
an infra-red port, a Braille computer monitor, and a coin or
bill dispenser.

An input/output device may comprise components capable
of facilitating both input and output functions. In one
example, atouch-sensitive display screen comprises an input/
output device (e.g., the device outputs graphics and receives
selections from an authorized person).

It should be understood that each of the devices of system
100 may communicate with one another directly or indirectly,
via a wired or wireless medium such as the Internet, LAN,
WAN or Ethernet, Token Ring, or via any appropriate com-
munications means or combination of communications
means. For example, in one embodiment communication
among any and all of the devices of system 100 may occur
over the Internet through a Web site maintained by computer
on a remote server or over an on-line data network including
commercial on-line service providers, bulletin board systems
and the like. In yet other embodiments, communication
among any of the devices of system 100 may occur over RF,
cable TV, satellite links and the like.

The system 100 may be operable to facilitate communica-
tion among the devices comprising the system using known
communication protocols. Possible communication proto-
cols that may be part of the system 100 include, but are not
limited to: Ethernet (or IEEE 802.3), ATP, BLUETOOTH,
HTTP, HTTPS and Transmission Control Protocol/Internet
Protocol (TCP/IP). Communication may be encrypted to
ensure privacy and prevent fraud in any of a variety of ways
well known in the art, some of which are described herein.

It should be understood that although only three user
devices 102, 104 and 106 and three search tool servers 112,
114 and 116 are illustrated, any number of such devices may
beused and, in many embodiments, a large or smaller number
of each such device would be part of system 100. It should
further be understood that although a system 100 comprising
multiple devices is illustrated, such a system is not necessar-
ily (and probably is not) operated or maintained by a single
entity. For example, each of the search tool servers 112, 114
and 116 may be operated by a distinct entity (e.g., search tool
server 112 may be operated by GOOGLE, search tool server
114 may be operated by BING and search tool server 116 may
be operated by YAHOO!) and each of the user devices 102,
104 and 016 may be operated by a different user. In some
embodiments, the search result modification functions
described herein may be made available only from a particu-
lar search tool provider (e.g., GOOGLE). In such an embodi-
ment, only one search tool server may be appropriate or each
of the search tool servers 112, 114 and 116 may be operated
by or on behalf of the same entity.

Described herein are various processes, features, interfaces
and mechanisms for allowing a user to refine or modify a set
of search results by providing feedback such as indication(s)
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that one or more particular search result(s) are considered
undesirable and removing from a listing of search results the
indicated search result(s) along with additional search result
(s) that are determined to be associated with, corresponding
to, relevant or likely to be undesirable for the same reason(s)
as the indicated search result(s). In some embodiments, a
search tool server such as a search tool server 112, 114 and/or
116 may be programmed and modified to facilitate such pro-
cesses, features, interfaces and mechanisms directly (e.g., the
processes described herein may be integrated into a search
engine). For example, a web browser interface of'a search tool
as it is output to a user may be modified to allow the user to
provide indications of which search results are undesirable
(and/or to “undo” such indications) and the associated search
tool server may be operable to not only perform a search
requested by the user but also refine or modify the listing of
search results based on the user’s feedback or instructions. In
other embodiments, however, such processes, features, inter-
faces and mechanisms may be embodied in a software appli-
cation that resides on a third party server 118 which serves as
anintermediary service which facilitate the output (and modi-
fication) of search results determined by a search tool to a
user. In yet other embodiments, such processes, features,
interfaces and mechanisms may be embodiment as a software
application that resides in a memory of a user device (e.g., a
user may download or install the software application onto his
device), which software application may be programmed to
either automatically launch upon detecting certain triggering
events (e.g., when a user opens a web browser, when a user
navigates the browser to a search tool URL, etc.) or when it is
affirmatively launched or opened by the user. For example, in
some embodiments the features described herein may be
embodied as an “app” that is downloadable onto a user device
such as an ANDROID, IPHONE or IPAD. In the group
research embodiments described herein, such an app may
allow a user to link his search results to those of a group (e.g.,
a classroom, library, business or other setting). In some
embodiments a search tool server, third party server or user
device may store in its memory a program for facilitating at
least some of the processes and embodiments described
herein.

Description of Context for Some Embodiments

Referring now to FIG. 2, illustrated therein is a Venn dia-
gram illustrating some advantages or benefits that may be
realized in utilizing the search result modification functions
described herein. Applicant has recognized that the hallmark
of'the best search engines is the ability to narrow the massive
amount of information remotely related to the target query
into a tractable list. The list needs to be both an accurate
representation of the search request and short enough to be
evaluated by the user who requested the search within a
practical time frame. Therefore, speed and accuracy are two
of the many attributes expected from current search technol-
ogy. Speed, in particular, is judged as quick enough to be
timely for the user of the search engine. Timely, in turn, is
measured in less than a few seconds. Accuracy is measured by
the closeness of the result to the wanted information. Still,
speed and accuracy are not enough. Inclusivity is also impor-
tant. To be inclusive means the search results contain all
information the user may already know about as well as other
information that may be of value to the user that the user is yet
to discover. The discovery of information that is of value and
not known to exist prior to the search could be termed “ser-
endipity.” It could be argued that the web and other data bases
have created the most value by giving the general user access
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to both the information that is known to be available and that
information that was not known to be available. In other
words, there is real value in serendipity.

Search speed, accuracy, inclusiveness and serendipity are
of importance to most users and this, for the most part, is the
ultimate goal of search services such as GOOGLE, BING,
YAHOO! and BADU. These and many other search engines
for internet acquirable information, internet data bases and
non-internet database searches are after the same goal,
namely all the factors mentioned and hence a satisfying user
experience. Furthermore, one could argue that without all of
these factors speed, accuracy, inclusiveness and serendipity
the enormous success of the current engines would not have
occurred. Moreover, the astronomical wealth of information
on the web would not be accessible to the average user with-
out these search engines. Still, the wealth of information on
the web is ever expanding and the actions associated with
inclusiveness and serendipity can often be in direct conflict
with speed and accuracy. As a direct result, to be truly inclu-
sive and allow for serendipity many search engines report
back tens or hundreds of thousands (sometimes even mil-
lions) of results. The end result is an intractable list and a net
loss of the available serendipity because few users can wander
past the first ten to twenty results.

The value of serendipity cannot be truly estimated. Know-
ing how closely serendipity and discovery are linked, it is
hard to quantify what is new information that was actively
searched for and what is new information that was unex-
pected. It is equally difficult to imagine a world without some
level of serendipity. Still, in an effort to improve searches
accuracy is increased and serendipity is often sacrificed. In
the most sophisticated searches accuracy is judged by laser
sharpness leaving little room for serendipity. Many other
engines are judged by supplying the most popular results
again reducing serendipity.

In order to better understand the relationships, illustrated in
FIG. 2 is a Venn diagram 200 showing the sets of information
that represent a generic version of all data available and the
common subsets of possible search results. The figure shows
the relationship between the pool of all information available/
searchable via a particular search tool (202), the set of search
results for a particular search request (204) as well as a rep-
resentation of the subset of search results which comprise
wanted results (210) as circles in the diagram 200. The dia-
gram 200 also includes a subset of unwanted information 206
contained within the search results 204 and the smaller sets of
known wanted information (210) and unknown wanted infor-
mation or serendipity (208). In this way we can see the union
of'the sets of wanted known information (206) and serendip-
ity (208) contains the search results most likely to be desirable
to many users. The intersection of the two sets (212) is the
overlap of wanted known information (210) and wanted yet
unknown information (208) is of special interest in expanding
one’s knowledge. Also illustrated via the diagram 200 is how
the prior art search tools leave some of the wanted informa-
tion out. These are shown in the areas inside the sets of wanted
information (210) and serendipity (208) that lie outside the
set of search results (204) and are indicated as areas (214) and
(216) respectively. From these sets in the diagram 200 one can
see that there is a need for a search result modification mecha-
nism (such as ones described herein) which can effectively
remove (or allow a user associated with the search results to
remove) the unwanted subset of the search results (206) that
is not in the set of known wanted search results (210) and the
set of serendipity (unknown yet wanted results) (208). There
is further a need for a search result modification mechanism
(such as ones described herein) which allows a user to effi-
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ciently identify the data in each of the sets (208) and (210) that
is not in the original search result (204), the information
which would be includes in the areas (214) and (216).

To solve the conflict between providing all accessible
information to be inclusive and still be accurate many search
engines today are programmed to rank the most popular
results higher than the most novel results in a given list of
search results out put to a user (i.e., the most popular search
results appear first in the list of search results). This causes a
further loss of serendipity and some loss of accuracy as
defined by an individual user’s search requirements. This, in
turn, yields an unsatisfying experience for the user in their
search of new information. This frustration is an experience
we can all relate to, thousands of results but nothing of true
interest. The user is then forced to wander around in the set of
unwanted search results (the results represented by area 206
of'diagram 200). This leads many users conducting a search to
think hard about what search result they are looking for and
another attempt at getting it “right.”” Many users continue on
frustrated and less and less willing to look further down a list
of search results as the time required to find what they want
increases and the value of the search activity decreases. Lost
in the large set of unwanted results, any chance at a great
answer to the user’s question diminishes along with any real
opportunity for a serendipitous finding of value.

As current engines look for a solution for this issue, the
many thousands of results are ranked in several ways. Most
commonly by what other searchers may think combined with
algorithm ranking, objects that are highly linked and even
your own prior searches or search behaviors in prior searches.
This practical application of technology has created a bias to
what others are looking for and this, as we all know, is self-
reinforcing since few searchers move past the first ten (10)
results when presented with literally thousands to review. So,
the problem remains. How does one get a search engine to
deliver the information that is most useful?

Applicants has recognized, however, that the human mind
can more quickly reject a poor search result than a good one.
In other words, the user who has input search terms for a
search and been provided with search results has a natural
ability for a sharper distinction about what they do not want
than what they do want. Applicant has further recognized that
it is the elements of what is not wanted in a search that often
keeps the search from being a successful search. Seeing the
volume of unwanted information in the search results is an
unsatisfying experience. Applicant has thus recognized that if
a user were given proper tools or a set of tools for easily
removing the noise or unwanted information, finding the
information the user wants would be simplified and more
satisfying.

Turning now to FIGS. 3A through 3C, illustrated therein
are respective example user interfaces illustrating prior art
search results for the indicated search term “181 E 85th St
New York, N.Y. 10028”. FIG. 3A comprises a user interface
depicting search results output to a user using the GOOGLE
search engine after the user input the search term “181 E 85th
St New York, N.Y. 10028 As indicated on FIG. 3A, over one
(1) million results were returned to the user. FIG. 3B com-
prises a user interface depicting search results output to a user
using the YAHOO! search engine after the user inputs the
same search term “181 E 85th St New York, N.Y. 10028.” As
indicated on FIG. 3B, about 527,000 results were returned to
the user. FIG. 3C comprises a user interface depicting search
results output to a user using the BING search engine after the
user inputs the same search term “181 E 85th St New York,
N.Y. 10028.” As indicated on FIG. 3C, about 474,000 results
were returned to the user. It should be noted that, due to page
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space constraints, only the first few results output to the user
on the first web page of search results are shown in each of the
figures. It should further be noted that the search results
illustrated in each of the figures are based on an actual search
using the search term “181 E 85th St New York, N.Y. 10028~
conducted on each respective search engine in the year 2011.

FIG. 3D comprises a user interface depicting search results
output to a user using the GOOGLE search engine after the
user inputs the search term “President Clinton first year in the
white house.” As indicated on FIG. 3D, over 1.4 million
search results were returned to the user. FIG. 3E comprises a
user interface depicting search results output to a user using
the GOOGLE search engine after the user utilized GOO-
GLE’s advanced operators to try to remove known unwanted
information after viewing the first search results output after
an initial search based on the search term “President Clinton
first year in the white house” In considering the massive
quantity of results returned by each of the search engines for
a fairly specific search term, as illustrated in FIGS. 3A
through 3D, one can appreciate that unwanted information
can easily overwhelm the results and create significantly dis-
tracting “noise” that may keep a user from efficiently finding
the wanted results. One can also appreciate that most users, in
viewing the results on a particular page would likely be able
to easily determine which results are not wanted or undesired.

FIG. 3E illustrates the result of attempting to remove

unwanted information returned in an initial search using an
available search engine mechanism. As shown in FIG. 3E,
rather than decreasing the number of search results such that
the set of search results is more manageable for the user, the
refined search yielded many more search results (over two (2)
million this time). Thus, using the advanced search feature on
a search engine such as GOOGLE by taking advantage of its
algorithm or method to fine tune the search returns somewhat
paradoxically almost twice as many search results. This is of
interest since the effort to reduce or focus results using the
current state of the art actually yields more results not less
results. This is the opposite of what one would expect. This
paradoxical result of more results even when trying to remove
the unwanted results further demonstrates the need in the state
of the art for an alternative strategy. This paradoxical result
could only be explained by the search engine’s net bias to
being all inclusive and its general inability to use negative
factors in narrowing results by nature of their inherent design.

Therefore, there is a need in the state of the art for an

improved user directed search result strategy or interface that
is user friendly, intuitive, search engine or algorithm indepen-
dent, and non-intrusive and which provides the benefits of
vast data search strategies while being fast, accurate, inclu-
sive and further provides an opportunity for serendipity while
allowing the user to self direct the elimination of extraneous
information in both a negative context (undesirable informa-
tion) and even a positive context (more desirable informa-
tion). A new search enhancement or tool and interface of this
type may have one or more of the following benefits:

(1) present to the user clear easy options to modify search
results in order to allow the user to quickly and effi-
ciently remove the unwanted results as well as all similar
unwanted material;

(i1) improve the user’s view of the wanted data by removing
the “noise” created by the unwanted data;

(iii) indirectly create access to the unknown but useful
information, in other words increasing the chance for
serendipity, by lessening the “noise” in the result;

(iv) improve the relevance of searches and therefore
increase the so called “stickiness” (the tendency to stay
as a user of the engine or portal and revisit it for future
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searches) of a given search site. This would increase the
value of the site for the various stakeholders including
but not limited to the user, the search provider, the con-
tent providers including the potential revenue sources
such as paid search, advertises and other content provid-
ers;

(v) allow the searcher to indirectly create and use the power
of a more sophisticated Boolean type search in a user
friendly intuitive way;

(vi) remove the current limits placed on these modification
by providing a better operational application of the user
supplied information;

(vii) allow the search engine to heuristically acquire infor-
mation about information that detracts from a given
search directly from the users and improve the accuracy
and value of the search outcome to the individual
searcher;

(viii) allow for the creation of URL based or Logged in
based tracking of search detractors for a given computer
or individual searcher (the logged in version would
allow the prior history to “follow” the logged in user
from device to device); and/or

(ix) enhance the value of the search engine by “knowing”
the important factors to a searcher to create value in a
logged in (user identified) environment like those cre-
ated when a user maintains an account or user ID with a
search engine or portal.

Accordingly, described herein are various embodiments
for strategies, processes, systems and interfaces which are
operable to allow a search tool user better access and control
over search queries and the results. The interfaces, processes
and systems described herein, and the associated functional-
ities are search tool independent. Described herein are vari-
ous examples for orders of operations search, applications of
search modifying options over the current search results,
options selections, application of modifications, the ability to
“undo” or “redo” an applied option and the ability to repeat
these sets in an iterative fashion as well as alternative ordering
of the same functional operations. In accordance with some
embodiments, a user may input a query through any accept-
able interface, the search tool or search engine may present
the search results to the user and provide a direct feedback
option to the user, via which the user may indicated unwanted
orundesirable search results. A goal of at least some embodi-
ments described herein is to provide systems, methods and
interfaces operable to aid a user of a search tool to remove
unwanted results or “noise” efficiently. The search result
modification options described herein comprise an effective
means to reduce the noise and bring the more pertinent results
closer to the top of the list while reducing the list sufficiently
enough to allow for serendipity (as described with reference
to FIG. 2 herein). The user thus should be able to enhance the
possibility of viewing more pertinent data and identifying
information that they were unaware of prior to the application
of the user modifications. The dynamically applied negative
as well as potential positive feedback created by the user
feedback interfaces described herein may, in some embodi-
ments, (i) be stored to help future user searches, and/or (ii) be
tracked by a computer’s location (URL) or a user login to
better assist in future searches (of the same user and/or dif-
ferent users). In accordance with some embodiments, one or
more of the user directed modifications can be added to the
search engine database as it improves its own methods of
searches in order to reduce “noise” or unwanted data and
improve serendipity with the goal of a better user experience.

Example Processes

Referring now to FIG. 4, illustrated therein is a flowchart of
a process 400 consistent with some embodiments described
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herein. It should be noted that process 400 is exemplary only
and should not be construed in a limiting fashion. For
example, additional and/or substitute steps to those illustrated
may be practiced within the scope of the present invention and
in one or more embodiments one or more steps may be omit-
ted or modified. In one embodiment, the process 400 is per-
formed by a search tool server 112, 114 or 116. Alternatively,
process 400 may be performed by a third party server 118
and/or a software application residing on or otherwise uti-
lized by (e.g., using cloud storage technology) a user device
of a user requesting the search.

In step 402, an initial set of search results for a given search
is determined. For example, if step 402 is being performed by
a search tool server 112, 114 or 116, step 402 may comprise
performing a search of available data based on one or more
search terms and/or rules defining a search (e.g., as input by a
user) and identifying the highest ranked search results for the
search based on one or more algorithms. If, on the other hand,
the step 402 is performed by a third party server 118 or by a
software application of a user device, step 402 may comprise
identifying the search results returned for a particular search
by a search tool (e.g., as output via a search engine web
browser interface). In either case, the step 402 may in some
embodiments be preceded by a user inputting one or more
search terms and/or rules defining a search into a search tool
interface, which user input may initiate a search and result in
an initial set of search results for the search. In one embodi-
ment, step 402 (or an additional step preceding step 404)
comprises outputting the initial set of search results to a user.
For example, a listing of search results comprising hyperlinks
to various web sites may be output to a user via a web browser
interface.

In step 404, an input is received from the user who
requested the search, the input indicating at least one undes-
ired search result of the initial set of search results. Step 404
may, in some embodiments, be performed after the initial set
of search results determined in step 402 is output to the user.
Thus, the indication received in step 404 may comprise a
selection of a particular one or more search results included in
the initial set of search results along with an indication that the
selected one or more particular search results are undesirable.
In some embodiments, the selection of a result and the indi-
cation that it is undesirable may comprise the same and sin-
gular input. For example, an interface consistent with
embodiments within the scope of process 400 may be output
to the user, the interface allowing the user to check off, select
or otherwise indicate which search results of the initial set of
search results are undesirable. FIGS. 7 through 14, described
below, illustrate several example interfaces which may be
output to a user for allowing the user to provide an indication
such as may be received in step 404.

In step 406 a characteristic of the one or more search results
for which the input was received in step 404 is determined. It
should be noted that more than one characteristic may be
determined. Such a characteristic may, in one embodiment,
be indicated (e.g., typed in, identified via a code, selected
from a menu of available options) by the user who provided
the indication in step 404. Alternatively, the characteristic
may be determined or inferred on behalf of the user based on
the indication received in step 404 (and, in some embodi-
ments, additional information associated with the user or
other users). In either case, the characteristic may be utilized
in identifying what it is about the one or more search results
indicated in step 404 that renders them undesirable (and thus
allows a removal from the initial set of search results of not
only the search result(s) indicated in step 404 but also similar,
related or relevant search results).
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Examples of characteristics that may be indicated, inferred
or otherwise determined include, without limitation:

(1) a source of the content or material comprising the search
result (e.g., considered reliable or unreliable by the user or
other users, Society web sites (like American Medical Asso-
ciation, ASPCA, AARP, etc), Government sources, Library of
Congress), specific magazine, media channel or other content
provider;

(ii) the nature, format or medium of the search results (e.g.,
whether it comprises a video, one or more photos, a news
articles of a web based publication or a news articles of a
radio/TV or other media publication);

(iii) country of origin or other geographical location asso-
ciated with the search result;

(iv) type face or other aesthetic characteristic;

(v) language;

(vi) author or publisher;

(vii) the fact that it is a translation or version of same
document already included as another search result;

(viii) peer review journals;

(ix) scientific;

(x) liberal arts (any category, e.g. philosophy, music,
humanities, classics, Greek mythology, roman history, etc);

(xi) time period (e.g. before 1920, after 1800, BCE, future,
past, prehistoric, inclusive dates 1969-1972, exclusive dates,
not 1980 to 1990, or by decade, century or millennium)

(xii) a characteristic of the author such as it being a single
Author, multiple author, authors only with multiple publica-
tions on same or similar topic, professors, teacher of a certain
institution or group of institutions (e.g., Oxford, an Ivy
League school, the Big ten, etc.);

(xiii) the fact that the search result comprises a PhD thesis;

(xiv) the fact that the search result comprises a document or
information about an IPO (Initial public offerings);

(xv) the fact that the search result comprises an investment
report;

(xvi) the fact that the search result comprises a text book or
a given text book or a text books only on a specific topic;

(xvii) the fact that the search result comprises a lecture;

(xviii) the fact that the search result comprises an adver-
tisement; or

(xix) the fact that the search result comprises theater or
entertainment.

Although process 400 is illustrated as determining a char-
acteristic of a search result indicated by the user as being
undesirable, in other embodiments the process 400 (or
another similar process consistent with embodiments
described herein), it should be noted that the determination of
the characteristic is merely one example of determining a
reason for why a user considers one or more particular search
results undesirable. Other mechanisms for determining a rea-
son for why a user considers one or more search results
undesirable may be utilized within the scope of the embodi-
ments described herein. In some embodiments, the server
performing the process 400 may be programmed with an
algorithm enabling it to identify a characteristic of the search
result indicated as undesirable or to determine a reason why a
search results is (or is likely to have been) considered unde-
sirable by a user. In some embodiments, a user may be queried
as to the reason he or she considers the search result indicated
in step 404 as undesirable to be undesirable.

In accordance with one embodiment, the user may be pro-
vided with an indication or flag as to which search results
were selected or preferred by other users (e.g., users within a
designated group, location, set of locations, with one or more
shared characteristics and/or within a class). This may be
desirable in order to allow each member of a group the option
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to remove those results in an effort to find new or different
relevant material. In some embodiments the ability to flag,
identify or know other users search efforts or results can be
used to emulate a physical library by monitoring or reducing
access to popular information in order to force or direct
deeper searches into the area of research. A more detailed
discussion of processes addressing an “electronic library
effect” is provided below with reference to FIG. 6.

Referring now to step 408, additional search results in the
first set of search results that correspond to the characteristic
determined in step 406 are identified. For example, a the
remainder of the first set of search results may be analyzed to
identify any additional search results that have, exhibit or are
associated with the characteristic.

In step 410, the additional search result(s) identified are
removed from the initial set of search results, as is the search
results indicated in step 404 by the user as being undesirable.
Accordingly, the initial set of search results is shortened such
that it no longer includes the search result indicated by the
user in step 404 or any additional search results identified in
step 408.

Removing a search result from a listing of search results
may, in some embodiments, comprise refreshing the listing or
outputting a modified listing such that the removed search
result no longer appears on the list. In some embodiments,
although the removed search result itself (e.g., the hyperlink
to a web page) no longer appears on the modified listing, an
indication thereof may appear (and, in accordance with some
embodiments, such an indication may be usable by the user to
add the removed search result back to the listing of search
results). In other embodiments, removing a search result may
comprise hiding the search result, graying out the search
result, making the search result an inactive hyperlink (in
embodiments in which search results comprise hyperlinks) or
otherwise altering an indicator of the search result such that it
is clear to the user that the search result has been removed. In
still other embodiments, removing a search result may com-
prise reordering or re-ranking the search results such that the
undesirable search results are moved to the end of a listing of
the search results.

In step 412, a modified set of search results is output to the
user. The modified set being the initial set of step 402 minus
the search result indicated in step 404 and minus any addi-
tional search results identified in step 408. In some embodi-
ments, any removed search results may no longer appear on a
listing of the search results comprising the modified set of
search results. In other embodiments, the modified set of
search results includes some indicator of the removed search
results such that the user is able to add the removed search
results back into the listing (e.g., by clicking on the indicator
or otherwise utilizing a provided mechanism for requesting
that the removed search result be added back into the listing).
In some embodiments, any removed search results may be
output to the user in a separate and distinct listing (e.g., a
distinct web page may be created and output to the user,
perhaps as a separate tab, via an interface of a web browser).
In some embodiments, both the search result removed as a
direct input from the user that the search result is considered
undesirable is output as well as a listing of any additional
search results removed as a result of step 408.

It should be noted that process 400 may be a dynamically
applied process. In other words, each time a user indicates a
particular search result to be undesirable (e.g., a user begins
reviewing a list of initial search results and starts checking off
search results the user finds undesirable as he or she goes
along the list of search results), steps 406, 408 and 410 may be
performed such that the list of search results is updated or
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refreshed dynamically as the user provides the negative feed-
back (e.g., the search result listing is regenerated to reflect the
removal of the undesirable search results). Further, in some
embodiments a user may be provided with an “undo” option
such that the user may bring a search result (and any associ-
ated or corresponding search results which were removed as
a result of the user previously indicating the search result as
being undesirable) if the user changes his or her mind. For
example, an interface of search results previously removed in
the search and/or search results previously indicated by the
user in the search as undesirable may be output to the user. In
accordance with some embodiments, at any time during the
process 400 or another process for allowing a user to indicate
undesirable search results and have a search result listing
modified as a result, if the user sees a desired result, the user
can opt to see that result by any of the methods available for
redirecting a search resultto a new page (e.g., clicking, touch-
ing, mouse over or other method of page activation) or con-
tinue to be offered user directed feedback options (e.g., for
indicating undesirable search results).

In an embodiment in which a list or set of search results is
updated dynamically based on user feedback, the process 400
may loop back to step 404 upon outputting the modified set of
search results, to determine whether another input has been
received from the user, indicating another undesirable search
result. If so, the process 400 may continue to steps 406, 408
and 410 as described above. In some embodiments, if an user
indicates an additional search results as being undesirable
after having already previously indicated in the search
another search result as being undesirable, the process 400
may include a query step to determine whether the additional
search result indicated by the user as undesirable has already
been removed from the initial set of search results (e.g.,
because it corresponds to the characteristic identified in step
406 and the modified set of search results had not yet been
output to the user prior to the user indicating the additional
search result as being undesirable).

In some embodiments, a search listing or set of search
results is only modified upon the user’s request to so modify
the set of search results by applying any negative or positive
feedback (e.g., in the form of specific search results the user
considers undesirable). In such embodiments if applied to the
process 400, the steps 404-412 may only be initiated or
launched upon some activation or request by the user such
that multiple search results flagged or identified by the user as
undesirable (e.g., each associated with a distinct characteris-
tic or reason for being considered undesirable) are considered
and applied in one application of the process and the user is
provided with an output of modified search results which
reflects the removal of all the search results (i) identified by
the user as undesirable; and (ii) identified by the server or
software application as being undesirable based on the user’s
indication of undesirable search results. In some embodi-
ments, as described herein, the feature or service of modify-
ing search results to remove undesirable search results may be
embodied as a software application that is overlaid onto or run
in conjunction with a search engine but that is distinct from
the search engine’s functionality of running an algorithm to
search through available data for search results. In such
embodiments which encompass the functionality of running
process 400 only upon an initiation of a user (e.g., when the
user determines in his discretion that he is sufficiently done
with selecting undesirable search results and would like the
search result listing modified to reflect his selections), the
modification of the listing of search results may be initiated
upon the user launching the software application or the rel-
evant feature thereof.
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It should be noted that the above-described mechanism
allows for batch or group application of the user directed
feedback. The same information could be provided to a des-
ignated user associated with a group (e.g., group monitor,
leader, teacher, research director or other similar person) so
the group work could be monitored. The users and/or monitor
of the group work can use this information to reduce dupli-
cation of work or better understand the direction the project is
taking. In accordance with some embodiments, the applica-
tion of the new information may be tracked as the user indi-
cates the modifications and these modifications can be
dynamically undone by a specific activation by the user. A
more detailed description of embodiments directed to group
research projects is provided below, with respect to the “elec-
tronic library effect” embodiments.

The method of step 400 is one example of how an over-
whelmingly large set of search results may be shortened to a
more digestible number of search results based on a user’s
indication of one or more search results that the user quickly
identifies as undesirable. Of course, other methods may be
utilized to achieve a similar result. For example, rather than
determining a characteristic of the search result indicated by
the user as being undesirable and finding additional search
results that correspond to or share the characteristic, a server
or software application may determine a search result the user
indicates is undesirable and remove additional search results
that are otherwise associated with that search result. For
example, the server or software application may remove addi-
tional results that were similarly indexed in a database
searched in identifying the initial set of search results or that
are somehow stored as related search results in the database.

In some embodiments, when a user provides feedback
regarding a listing of search results (e.g., a user indicates one
or more particular search results in the listing are considered
undesirable), such an indication from the user may be fed
back to the search tool and the search may be rerun using this
user provided information. In other words, although in some
embodiments a user’s indication that one or more search
results are undesirable may simply cause a removal of the
undesirable search results (search results affirmatively indi-
cated by the user as undesirable as well as search results
determined to be undesirable based on the user’s indication of
the one or more particular search results) in other embodi-
ments the user’s indication that one or more search results are
considered undesirable may cause a new search to be per-
formed based on this indication(s). For example, if the user is
providing the indication(s) of the one or more undesirable
search results directly to a search tool, the search tool may
initiate a new search of the same data (e.g., proprietary data-
base of the search tool) previously searched upon receiving
the indication(s) of the undesirable search results. In another
example, if the user is providing the indication(s) of the one or
more undesirable search results to a third party service or
software application which utilizes the search results returned
by a search tool, such third party service or software applica-
tion may communicate with the search tool to request a new
search based on the indication(s) from the user (e.g., the third
party service or software application may generate one or
more additional search terms or rules for the search tool to use
in performing a new search).

Turning now to FIG. 5, illustrated therein is yet another
process for modifying a set of search results to remove unde-
sirable search results and thus increase the likelihood of ser-
endipity. More specifically, illustrated therein is a flowchart
of a process 500 consistent with some embodiments
described herein. It should be noted that process 500 is exem-
plary only and should not be construed in a limiting fashion.
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For example, additional and/or substitute steps to those illus-
trated may be practiced within the scope of the present inven-
tion and in one or more embodiments one or more steps may
be omitted or modified. In one embodiment, the process 500
is performed by a search tool server 112, 114 or 116. Alter-
natively, process 500 may be performed by a third party
server 118 and/or a software application residing on or oth-
erwise utilized by (e.g., using cloud storage technology) a
user device of a user requesting the search.

Aninitial set of search results is output to a user in step 502.
This step may be similar to step 402 of process 400. Accord-
ingly, step 502 may include and any additional or preceding
processes or steps, such as receiving search terms and an
initiation of search from a user as was described with respect
to step 402. As indicated in step 402, in some embodiments
determining an initial set of search results may also comprise
outputting the initial set of search results to a user. However,
it is contemplated that in many (but not all) embodiments
within the scope of process 500, the initial set of search results
determined in step 502 is not output to the user who requested
the search. Rather, the initial set of search results may be
pared down for the user before it is output in modified form,
in accordance with the following steps.

In step 504 a user-selected rule for defining undesired
search results is determined. For example, upon requesting a
search and providing search terms to be used in conducting
the search, the user may have selected or indicated one or
more rules defining results or types of results the user con-
siders undesirable. The user may have provided such an indi-
cation or selection by typing in information, making a selec-
tion from a menu of available options, or a combination
thereof. For example, in some embodiments a user may be
interested in viewing search results that are not the most
popular search results (e.g., results that are not ranked the
most highly by the search engine performing the search) or
that are not ranked highly due to payments provided by a
source of the search results (some search engines allow search
result sources to pay in order to have their search results
placed higher in a listing of search results for certain search
terms). In one embodiment, a user may be provided with a
menu (e.g., by a search engine provider or by a third party
service provider who modifies a set an initial set of search
results returned by a search engine) of available rules for
defining undesirable search results. Examples of such rules
include, without limitation: (i) do not output the top X most
popular search results; (ii) do not output search results from
source X; (iii) do not output search results associated with
source X; and (iv) do not output search result which also
include term X. It should be noted that the “X” term of each
rule may, in some embodiments, be a “fill in the blank™ type
of term that the user can specify or customize by filling in a
value for it or selecting one of a plurality of available values.
In other embodiments the “X” term may already be specified
and not customizable by the user. In some embodiments, a
database of rules from which a user may select a rule for
defining undesired search results may be stored (e.g., in a
memory of a search engine server) and a user-friendly
description or indication of each such available rule may be
may be made available to any user beginning a search.

Step 504 of determining a user-selected rule may comprise
identifying any rule (and, in some embodiment, particular
value for a parameter of the rule that is available for customi-
zation to the user) as it had been previously selected by the
user upon requesting the search. For example, a user may be
allowed to select such a rule at the time of inputting the one or
more search terms for a search. Thus, such a rule may be
stored in a memory (e.g., a temporary memory of the user
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device, a search engine server, or another memory accessible
to the search engine server, third party server or software
application facilitating the search). In other embodiments, a
user may be prompted to select a rule (if any) for defining
undesired search results at another time (e.g., while the search
is being performed; after the search is performed and an initial
set of search results is identified, either before or after the
initial set of search results it output to the user). In some
embodiments, more than one rule may be selected by the user
and determined in step 504. In some embodiments, one or
more rules may be stored in association with a user profile and
used for more than one search (e.g., the user may select such
a rule and have it applied to more than one search, such that
the user-selected rule is not necessarily specified by the user
for the particular search whose search results are being modi-
fied in process 500).

In accordance with some embodiments, the initial set of
search results may indeed be output to a user in step 502. It
may be output along with a suggestion for removing one or
more search results, in accordance with a rule utilized by the
software application which determines such a suggestion. For
example, the top five (5) search results may be flagged or
otherwise indicated to a user as ones the user should consider
removing. Ifthe user accepts the suggestion (e.g., by selecting
the suggested search results for removal or answering affir-
matively so a query such as “Would you like the 5 search
results removed from the search?”), the user’s agreement to
remove the search results flagged for possible removal in
accordance with the rule may be considered a selection by the
user of the rule. In some embodiments, search results may be
suggested for removal based on a particular user’s (or other
users) selections of search results either for removal or further
investigation, in previous searches. For example, if the user
never clicks on search results comprising hyperlinks to for-
eign language sites, any search results which include foreign
language content may be suggested for removal.

Returning now to process 500, in step 506 the search results
which satisfy the rule determined in step 504 are identified.
For example, if the user selected a rule which defines the top
5 most popular search results as undesirable, the top 5 most
popular search results may be identified in step 506. The
search results identified in step 504 as satisfying the rule are
then removed from the initial set of search results in step 508.
Removal of a search result from an initial list of search results
may be carried out in a manner similar to that described with
respect to process 400 (FIG. 4).

In step 510, a modified set of search results (one which
reflects the removal of the search results performed in step
508) is output to the user. As with process 400, the outputting
of'a modified set of search results may be accompanied by an
outputting of an indication (e.g., either on the same page or
tab as the modified set of search results or on a different page
ortab of a web browser) of the removed search results. A user
may thus be provided with a mechanism to add one or more
removed search results back into a listing of search results.
Further, in some embodiments, if a user is not satisfied with
what is output as the modified set of search results the user
may be allowed to modify or change the rule(s) (and/or value
(s) of any customizable parameter(s) thereof) used to identify
and remove search results in steps 506 and 504. If the user
does so modify a rule, the process 500 may be rerun beginning
at step 504 in accordance with the modified or new rule(s) or
value(s).

It should be appreciated that both process 400 and process
500 allows a user to efficiently remove many undesirable
results from a listing of search results without needing to go
through an arduous and time-consuming process of removing
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each undesirable search result on an individual basis. A solu-
tion which would require the user to indicate each particular
search result that is undesirable and simply remove the search
result the user affirmatively selects as undesirable necessarily
assumes the user will review each search result. Given the
breathtaking magnitude of search results many searches
return (e.g., as illustrated in the example search results of
FIGS. 3A-3E), it is unrealistic to assume a user would have
the time or patience for such a task. As described above, a user
typically becomes frustrated when faced with a large number
of search results and it is the rare user who has the time to
spend reviewing each search result one-by-one. Solutions
such as those illustrated in process 400 and process 500 allow
a user to provide feedback on a few search results (selecting
a few search results as being undesirable, based on, for
example, a quick perusal of search results and flagging those
that quickly jump out at the user as being undesirable), or
simply provide a characteristic, rule or other indicator defin-
ing an undesirable search result and thus initiate a process
which removes (or determines whether it is appropriate to
remove) additional search results from a listing of search
results based on the user’s limited negative feedback and
review. For example, assume a particular search returns 1.2
million search results and a user reviews the first two pages of
the search results, with twenty (20) search results being listed
on each page. Further assume that the user quickly identifies
six (6) of the forty (40) search results as being undesirable
(e.g., in accordance with process 400). An algorithm running
in accordance with process 400 or a similar process may thus
review the additional 1.1+ million search results and identify
an additional 150,000 search results that are also undesirable
based on the user’s identification of the six particular search
results. That is, significantly, 150,000 search results that may
be removed from a listing of the search results that the user
never had to review or flag as undesirable. The removal of
these search results may significantly increase the user’s
chances of identifying a search result the user was previously
unaware of and may have missed if the 150,000 “noise”
search results had not been removed for the user.

It should be understood that processes 400 and 500 are
merely examples of processes which may be implemented to
effectuate some embodiments described herein. Described
herein are various embodiments for strategies, processes, sys-
tems and interfaces which are operable to allow a search tool
user better access and control over search queries and the
results. The interfaces, processes and systems described
herein, and the associated functionalities are search tool inde-
pendent. Described herein are various examples for orders of
operations search, applications of search modifying options
over the current search results, options selections, application
of modifications, the ability to “undo” or “redo” an applied
option and the ability to repeat these sets in an iterative
fashion as well as alternative ordering of the same functional
operations. In accordance with some embodiments, a user
may input a query through any acceptable interface, the
search engine or a third party service presents the search
results and the user is presented with direct feedback options
for the search results. A goal of at least some embodiments
described herein is to provide systems, methods and inter-
faces operable to aid a user of a search tool to remove
unwanted results or “noise” efficiently as opposed to enhanc-
ing, recording or using positive reinforcement as the only
method of obtaining a better result. The search result modi-
fication options described herein comprise an effective means
to reduce the noise and bring the more pertinent results closer
to the top of the list while reducing the list sufficiently enough
to allow for serendipity. The user could then view more per-
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tinent knowledge and see information that they were unaware
of prior to the application of the user modifications. The
dynamically applied negative as well as potential positive
feedback created by the user feedback interfaces described
herein may, in some embodiments, (i) be stored to help future
user searches, and/or (ii) be tracked by a computer’s location
(URL) or a user login to better assist in future searches (of the
same user and/or different users). In accordance with some
embodiments, one or more of the user directed modifications
can be added to the engines data base as it improves its own
methods of searches in order to reduce “noise” or unwanted
data and improve serendipity with the goal of a better user
experience.

Another area where the current state of the art fails to
provide true depth of knowledge is what is referred to herein
as “the electronic library effect.” The problem addressed by
the group research embodiments described herein has been
recognized (but not solved) on college campuses and high-
lighted now in an article printed in the University of Pennsyl-
vania’s newspaper, The Weekly Pennsylvanian, on Apr. 3,
2011. The article entitled “How the Internet Killed the Cre-
ativity” with the subtitle “Relying too much on search engines
limits, rather than helps, our search abilities.” the author,
Sarah Banks, has further emphasized this unforeseen and
unsolved problem. The article quotes also Nicholas Carr’s
article in the Atlantic magazine in 2008 on how skimming
information on the web as opposed to deeper learning is
making us all less intelligent. To make her point, Ms. Banks
notes that web based research is the norm on college cam-
puses and this has had an unexpected negative effect on the
papers produced by the students. She noted that when a paper
on a given topic is assigned to a class, the students go directly
to the web. They quickly search the topic and the modern
search engines direct them to the most linked or most popular
pages that match their query. The outcome of the simple
application of being too good at providing these results in
short order is that each student gets the same references, gains
rapid access to those references and hence they all write
similar papers. This is different from plagiarism but looks
similar in outcome. If the students copied each others” work
there would be an outrage but if the web’s engines and algo-
rithms corral them into similar results that is not fully recog-
nized yet as a problem in learning that is need of a solution.
Ms. Banks’ article is evidence that even the students them-
selves are beginning to recognize the limits of search engines
and the pitfalls within the current state of the art. This is a
relatively new phenomenon and is what one could term “the
electronic library effect.”

“The electronic library effect” was not seen in the prior era
of the physical library nor is it the expected outcome in the
modern electronic library (the web) based on having the
terabytes of knowledge at the students’ fingertips. If we ask
why this phenomenon did not happen in the conventional
library system, we are pointed to two factors. First, the physi-
cal requirement of being able to take a book out and read it
meant that not all the students can have the same book at the
same time. The access to the same materials at the same time
is entirely possible, if not extremely likely, on the web. In fact,
this effect according the Banks article based on the University
of Pennsylvania experience has become the rule not the
exception. In contrast, in an old fashioned physical library,
faced with the challenge of not being able to get the book one
wanted from the library the students were forced to look at a
wider group of materials. They may have had to thumb
through a number of books and articles to find something of
value to write about. In the physical library, serendipity was
the rule not the exception. With limited access to the most
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popular materials, there was no “electronic library effect.”
The result was a wide variety of papers from one assignment.
Here again is the search engine paradox. With more informa-
tion available to all, there is less variety in the discoveries
made by a group of independent researchers.

Applicant has identified a solution to the “electronic library
effect” in some of the embodiments described herein. Appli-
cant has recognized that there is new and unique value in the
ability for researchers to affirmatively remove a very popular
result (and all similar results) from a search or from a listing
of search results output to researches for a given research
project. The idea that removing a popular reference or result
from a search to create a better if not a more interesting result
while increasing serendipity is counter intuitive. Here the
ability to negatively influence a search result by removing
popular information actually has a net positive benefit to the
user. This unexpected result, especially given the power of the
current search engines, is something that is not obvious to the
current users or designers of these engines and their associ-
ated algorithms. An electronic search strategy that allowed
groups to be aware of, or limit, the simultaneous use of
materials could, again in a counter intuitive way, decrease
duplication of work, reduce the “electronic library effect” and
improve the collective research effort.

At least some embodiments described herein help reduce
the “electronic library effect” by allowing the user to remove
a popular result from a search with the same technology and
ease used to remove the unwanted results as described above
with reference to individual searches. Such a feature would
force a search tool to look deeper into a topic for relevance
and a user would experience more serendipity by making this
choice.

Accordingly, some embodiments create the ability, in a
class or group of user such as students in a given class, users
associated with a given location, or other defined group of
users, to share in the process of selecting and deselecting one
or more search results from a listing of result results. This
would increase the chance that each student could discover
something new. This would in turn reduce the “electronic
library effect” and increase access to and the benefit of the
terabytes of data on the web that current search engines are
unintentionally making less available to the users today.

In accordance with one embodiment, a search engine or
another component (software or hardware) operable to com-
municate with the search engine may be operable to track
and/or record an identified user group (for example a class
taking a given course or working on a particular assigned
research project) and inform the students of information such
as how many of their classmate have picked a reference. This
allows a given student, if desired, to remove one or more
references from a listing of search results returned to him or
her for a search in order to more easily identify and consider
what has not been picked yet. Such embodiments may create
a working environment for teams working on joint research
projects which allows for a reduction in duplication of effort
applied during the research.

In accordance with some embodiments, the input or feed-
back that one or more uses of an associated group of users
may provide includes but is not limiting to (i) the hit or click
through count next to each search for (within) the designated
research group, (ii) an identifier of each group member work-
ing on a given search result, and/or (iii) time spend on each
result as a method of evaluating the current status of the
projectand aid in the selections or time spent on each result as
the project moves forward. For example, in one embodiment
a hit count indication may be provided in or next to an area of
an interface for allowing the user to indicate which results are
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unwanted or undesirable (e.g., a red box next to each search
results in accordance with one embodiment). In another
example, in one embodiment a time clock indication and/or
an indication of initials or researcher code number may be
similarly output.

In accordance with some embodiments, a professor or
other user designated as a leader, manager or controller of a
group may be provided with a means of setting a value for one
or more parameters defining a group search project. For
example, such a group manager may be provided with a
mechanism for limiting the time spent on a given reference
(e.g., by a single user or by multiple users combined) and/or
number of users who may view or be provided access or a link
to a given reference or search result. In some embodiments,
such a group manager may also be provided with a means of
monitoring a research project and during the course of such a
research project be allowed to adjust or change a value for one
or more such parameters.

Referring now to FIG. 6, illustrated therein is a process for
facilitating a research project of a group in a manner that aims
to minimize the electronic library effect described herein.
More specifically, illustrated therein is a flowchart of a pro-
cess 600 consistent with some embodiments described
herein. It should be noted that process 600 is exemplary only
and should not be construed in a limiting fashion. For
example, additional and/or substitute steps to those illustrated
may be practiced within the scope of the present invention and
in one or more embodiments one or more steps may be omit-
ted or modified. In one embodiment, the process 500 is per-
formed by a search tool server 112, 114 or 116. Alternatively,
process 600 may be performed by a third party server 118
and/or a software application residing on or otherwise uti-
lized by (e.g., using cloud storage technology) a user device
of a user requesting the search.

A user identifier of a user initiating a search for a search or
research project is received in step 602. For example, a user-
name, a user e-mail address, a unique user identifier and/or
user password may be received. In some embodiments, a
research project identifier may also be received. In other
embodiments, a research project identifier may be deter-
mined based on the user identifier received. For example, in
some embodiments (whether process 600 is being performed
by or in association with a search tool that is available to the
general public (e.g., the GOOGLE search engine) or by a
private search tool or on a private system or database utilizing
the features described herein), a user who is a participant or
member of a group research project may be able to access a
web page or interface of the search tool that is designed for
searches associated with registered research projects. Such an
interface may provide an input mechanism for entering the
user identifier and/or project identifier. A person who is a
research project manager may have previously registered a
research project (and, e.g., selected or been assigned a unique
research project identifier for the project). In some embodi-
ments, the project manager may have input the user identifiers
ofall users associated with the project. In other embodiments,
association of a user with a registered research project may be
dependent on a user registering himself with the research
project (e.g., users can search for and select available projects
to join or may have been provided a research project identifier
and/or password by the project manager in order to register
themselves with the project). However the association of a
user identifier with a research project came about, the user
identifier is utilized to retrieve from a memory (e.g., from a
database of registered research projects and their associated
information) a research project for which the user is initiating
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asearch. In other embodiments, a project identifier is received
in step 602 in lieu of a user identifier.

In step 604 a stored search rule associated with the research
project is retrieved (e.g., from a record of a database storing
information on registered research projects). The search rule
comprises a rule for governing an output of search results to
one or more users requesting searches for the research
project. For example, a rule may define one or more search
results that are to be removed from a listing of search results
returned for a search based on search terms provided by the
user, the removal to be applied before the listing is output to
the user. In such embodiments, a such a rule may thus be
thought of as a rule which defines disallowed search results
for a particular research project. In another example, a rule
may define information that is to be output to a user for a given
search result returned to the user for a search conducted in
accordance with search terms supplied by the user (e.g., a
number of times a particular search result has been output to
other users associated with the research project).

In some embodiments, a value may be associated with such
a rule. The value may in some embodiments be a fluctuating
or dynamic value that is updated based on searches performed
by users associated with the project. A rule may be selected or
provided for association with a particular research project by
the project manager (e.g., a professor of a course). In other
embodiments, one or more users may select or provide such a
rule. More than one such rule may be associated with a given
project. In some embodiments a rule may be applicable to all
users associated with a given project. In other embodiments,
arule may be associated with only a subset (e.g., one) user of
aplurality of users registered with a project. In some embodi-
ments, a rule may be personal to a particularuser such that the
rule may not necessarily be associated with the project but
may be associated with a particular user who is in turn asso-
ciated with the project.

In one embodiment, a rule comprises at least one charac-
teristic defining at least one search result to be removed from
aset of search results output to a user of the search group other
than the manager, such that any search result having the at
least one characteristic is removed from a set of search results
output to a user of the search group other than the manager.
Another example of a rule comprises disallowing search
result comprising the highest ranked search results (e.g.,
determined to be the most relevant to a search by a search tool
using the search terms supplied by the user) or most popular
search results (e.g., most popular among the users associated
with the particular research project). Yet another example of a
rule comprises defining a maximum number of times one or
more search results is to be included in sets of search results
for the search project, such that a particular search result is to
be considered a disallowed search result once the particular
search result appears in sets of search results for the search
project the maximum number of times.

As should be understood from considering the above
description of rules for governing the output of search results,
some embodiments provide for the tracking of sets of search
results output to users associated with a particular research
project (e.g., by a search tool, third party service). Such
information may be utilized to update a value of a parameter
of a rule. Additionally, some embodiments provide for out-
putting to a user associated with a given research project an
indication of information regarding searches (and search
results) of other users associated with the research project.
Examples of such information which may be tracked, utilized
to update values of rules and/or output to users include, with-
out limitation, for a given search result: (i) a number of
instances in which the search result has been included in a set
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of'search results output to the users of the search group; (ii) a
duration of time a single user of the search group has spent
reviewing a content of the search result; (iii) a total duration of
time all users of the search group who had the search result
output to them in a set of search results reviewing the content
of'the search result (e.g., an average duration based on a total
number of users to whom the search result has been output in
a set of search results); and (iv) a number of instances in
which the search results has been selected by a user of the
search group.

In step 606, at least one search term for a search of data, the
search being associated with the research project, is received
from the user. It should be noted that in some embodiments
step 606 may be performed prior to step 604 (or even prior to
step 602).

In step 608 an initial set of search results is determined
based on the at least one search term received in step 606. For
example, a search tool may perform a search of a database of
indexed information based on the search term(s). In step 610
it is determined whether any of the search results determined
in step 608 are impacted by the rule(s) determined in step 604.
For example, each search result of the initial set of search
results may be compared to the parameters and values of each
rule associated with the research project to determine whether
it satisfies or falls within the rule. If none of the search results
of'the initial set of search results are impacted by the rule (e.g.,
none of the search results are defined as disallowed search
results by a rule and/or there is not tracked information to
output to the user for any of the search results), the initial set
of'search results is output to the user without modification in
step 612. Otherwise, the process 600 continues to step 614
wherein the initial set of search results is modified based on
the one or more rules impacting it. For example, if one or
more search results are defined as disallowed search results
by an applicable rule, such disallowed search results are
removed from the listing of search results. In another
example, if there is information tracked and stored for a given
search result (e.g., how many times the search result has been
output to or selected by other users associated with the
research project), such information is added to the initial set
of'searchresults (e.g., text conveying the information is added
to a listing of search results, in association with the relevant
search resultto which it pertains). In step 616 the modified set
of search results is output to the user.

Process 600 is merely one example process of how
embodiments described herein may be applied to remove
selected popular or wanted results (or add pertinent informa-
tion regarding the popularity of wanted or popular or wanted
results based on other users’ activities), at the user’s or project
manager’s discretion and direction, to reverse the so called
“electronic library effect.” In this way, at least some of the
embodiments may facilitate a new counter-intuitive strategy
or method of gaining access to less accessible data. One or
more embodiments specifically simplifies the process of
removing results so that this unique method of indirectly
improving search results by removing desirable results would
be available to even the least experienced researcher.

For example, as described above, some embodiments
would allow, through a login, location or common set of
URLSs (for a school, college or university network), a group or
class of students to be made aware of the results others have
used, selected or been made aware of. A group and a group
leader or monitor could be identified via a login embodiment.
The leader or monitor could have access to the group’s activ-
ity and the option to limit access to popular results as a
method to encourage deeper or expanded research. This
would have particular value to those trying to look deeper into
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atopic, experience more serendipity and find less common or
more unique points of view. The strategies and processes
described herein may also be applied to a group working on
the same project simultaneously in order to reduce duplica-
tion of work.

Example Interfaces

Turning now to FIGS. 7 through 14, illustrated therein are
various example interfaces, input mechanisms and applica-
tions useful in conjunction with any search tools (e.g., search
engines or algorithms), whether currently available or yet to
be designed. The interfaces and its functionalities are search
tool independent. The features and functionalities described
herein can be dynamically applied as the user adds informa-
tion about the search in the simplest form possible (a click
box). This provides the user instant feedback on the modifi-
cations, creating a new user experience. In accordance with
some embodiments (e.g., the embodiment of FIG. 6), the
features and functionalities described herein may also operate
in a way to apply the search modifications in a group of users.
Some embodiments comprise a simple interface for allowing
auser to provide feedback on a search result (single click box
with dynamic application). Other embodiments provide for a
more complex interface for allowing a user to provide feed-
back on a search result (slide bar valuations and group or
batch application of the user modifications). The order of
operations search, application of search modifying options
over the current search results, options selection, application
of modifications, the ability to “undo” or “redo” an applied
option and the ability to repeat these sets of steps in an
iterative fashion as well as alternative sequences of the same
functional operations are contemplated.

In accordance with one embodiment, the user inputs one or
more search terms for a search through an available interface,
the search tool presents the initial results and the user is
provided with simple and easy to use user feedback options.
These options are used to better define the search, reduce the
unwanted results or “noise” and bring the more pertinent or
desired search results closer to the top of the list. A goal is
reducing the list sufficiently to allow for serendipity, the view-
ing of pertinent knowledge the user was unaware existed prior
to the application of the user modifications. In some embodi-
ments, the negative as well as potential positive feedback
created by this novel user feedback interface may be stored to
help future searches; it may be tracked by a computer’s loca-
tion (URL) or a user login to better assist in future searches (of
the same user and/or other users). A location or group login
feature could be used to allow the members of the group to
have knowledge or indication of the other group members
activity along with the ability to remove others’ favored
results in the research process to avoid duplication of results
with a group or class of uses. The user directed modifications
can be added to the search engines and other search tools
processes as an improvement of methods of searches in order
to reduce “noise” or unwanted data and improve serendipity
with the goal of a better user experience.

The example embodiments of user interfaces illustrated in
FIGS. 7 through 14 include one or more mechanisms for
allowing a user to provide input or feedback regarding one or
more search results. It should be noted that although the
example interfaces and input mechanisms illustrated use
graphics, text and other display mechanisms, other mecha-
nisms are contemplated. For example, in one or more embodi-
ments search results and/or user input or feedback on one or
more search results may be exchanged via audio (e.g., a user
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can speak into a microphone of a device providing the search
results in order to provide input or feedback on the search
results).

Ilustrated in the example embodiment of FIG. 7 is single
radio button (56) input mechanism associated with each
respective search result (54). The user may click the radio
button on or off as desired to flag a particular search result 54
asundesirable (e.g., the search result may be flagged as unde-
sirable by clicking the radio button on). Illustrated in FIG. 8 is
an interface which provides two buttons, 50 and 52, which
may in some embodiments each be in a different color or
other distinct configuration, for each search result 54. For
example, a green or positive button (50) may be provided for
flagging an associated search result as particularly desirable
and a red or negative button (52) may be provided for flagging
an associated search result as undesirable. In some embodi-
ments the input mechanisms 50 and 52 may comprise plus or
minus signs or any simple indicator that relates a positive or
negative feedback as the language or culture of the user dic-
tates in order to make their purpose clear. These may be
applied over or next to the search results.

It should be understood that embodiments contemplated
are not limited to one or two button options or binary user
feedback options; in some embodiments a user may be pro-
vided with a mechanism of providing input or feedback on
search results that allow the user to select one of any number
(e.g., anumber greater than two) of feedback or input options,
ratings or values for a given search result. For example, any
number of buttons may be defined to add in the search defi-
nition. [llustrated in the embodiment of FIG. 9 is one embodi-
ment in which a variable positive or negative attribute is
applied to each individual search result via a slide bar (62) on
a line (64). Then ends are denoted as top (+) (60) and bottom
(=) (66) and could be embodied, for example, as color coded
(green/red) or symbol driven as the language or culture of the
user dictates. In this way the search tool can be supplied with
a relative input as to the user’s valuation of each of the
individual search results (or for whichever search results the
user desires to provide feedback).

ustrated in the embodiment of FIG. 10 is a check or “x”
box embodiment of the user feedback option with an activa-
tion method (70) as shown vi a “go” box as well as a “undo”
box (72) for allowing the user to affirmatively direct the
application or activation of the search result output modifica-
tion features described herein. In the embodiment of FIG. 10
is also a check box nest to each search result. In one embodi-
ment, ifauser clicks or selects a check box next to a particular
search result, the user is so indicating that the result is unde-
sirable. If the user leaves the check box blank or unselected,
the user indicates the associated search result is desirable.
Thus, in FIG. 10, the blank or “un ‘x’ed” check box 76
indicates an acceptable result and the check box with an X in
it (74) indicates an undesirable search result. The reverse
definition of these boxes is contemplated or other symbols
(and other words such as apply or remove) as culture and
language of the user should dictate the preferred communi-
cation method for this feature.

IMustrated in FIG. 11 is another embodiment in which the
highlighted area (80) indicated, which may comprise a par-
ticular search result or portion thereof, may be used by a
processor operable to implement one or more of the functions
described herein in a positive, negative or relative way in
order to modify the search by moving an arrow or other icon
(82) over the desired action within a pop up type menu. In this
embodiment a mouse click, double tap, multi-finger tap, con-
trol click or other differentiating selection on the highlighted
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area (80) opens a dialog box or drop down menu (84) con-
taining options for the evaluation or use of the selected area in
the search modification.

The example interfaces illustrated in FIGS. 12-14 are
directed to group research embodiments, such as the one
described with reference to FIG. 6. FIG. 12 illustrates an
example embodiment of user directed feedback options to
search results in which a user is provided with a mechanism
comprising a single button (90) associated with each search
result, which button the user may click to indicate that the
associated search result is undesirable. Within each button 90
is indicated a hit count (in area 92 of each button) for the
associated search result as viewed by the designated user
group during a search (e.g., upon review of the group manager
or as an end of project summary). A hit count may comprise,
for example, a number of times the search result has been
output in a listing of search results to any user associated with
the particular research project.

FIG. 13 illustrates another example embodiment in which
user directed feedback options to search results are presented
as single buttons which may be clicked on to indicate unde-
sirable results. As in FIG. 12, within each button 90 is the hit
count 92 for the search result as viewed by the designated user
group during a search (e.g., upon review of the group leader or
as an end of project summary). Additionally, illustrated is a
mouse-over or pointer element 94 which indicates an identi-
fier of each user of the group or associated with the research
project who is also associated with the particular search result
(e.g., it may indicate the initials or user identifier of each user
to whom the search result was output to who selected the
search result for viewing). Such an interface may allow the
users associated with a particular research project or a group
manager to see the activity associated with a particular search
result, as well as who is working on a particular part of the
project at a given time. The identifier(s) indicated in area 94
are not limited to individuals; they may comprise identifiers
of'a class or group or people, a team or location as part of a
larger group.

FIG. 14 illustrates another example embodiment in which
user directed feedback options to search results are presented
as single buttons which may be clicked on to indicate unde-
sirable results. Within each button 90 is the hit count 92 for the
search result as viewed by the designated user group as
viewed during a search. As in FIG. 13, there is a mouse-over
or pointer function 94 for indicating user identifiers of indi-
vidual users or groups of users associated with each search
result. Additionally, there is provided for each search result an
icon or indicator 98 for the total time spent viewing or con-
sidering a search result (which may serve as an indicator of
the usefulness of the search result). For example, if a first
search result has associated therewith a single hit and 8 min-
utes spent on it while another search result has associated
therewith eight hits and only a total of 10 minutes spent on it
by all viewers who considered it, this may be valuable infor-
mation to a user (or project manager) as to the relative value
of the information being reviewed by the group). In another
example, if 6 people spent 12 minutes on one item and another
item has 24 hits and a total of 3 minutes, it would imply the
first reference was found to be more valuable to the group,
information which may be valuable to a user reviewing a
listing of search results and attempting to identify the most
valuable or pertinent search results.

Of course, other interfaces for allowing a user to indicate
one or more results as undesirable are within the scope of the
embodiments described herein and the examples described
are intended to be illustrative and non-limiting. For example,
a “finger swipe” interface may be utilized in which a user
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“swipes away” a result he considers undesirable by using his
finger to move it to the left or right (off the screen or onto a
side bar of a screen).

Rules of Interpretation

Numerous embodiments have been described, and are pre-
sented for illustrative purposes only. The described embodi-
ments are not intended to be limiting in any sense. The inven-
tion is widely applicable to numerous embodiments, as is
readily apparent from the disclosure herein. These embodi-
ments are described in sufficient detail to enable those skilled
in the art to practice the invention, and it is to be understood
that other embodiments may be utilized and that structural,
logical, software, electrical and other changes may be made
without departing from the scope of the present invention.
Accordingly, those skilled in the art will recognize that the
present invention may be practiced with various modifica-
tions and alterations. Although particular features of the
present invention may be described with reference to one or
more particular embodiments or figures that form a part of the
present disclosure, and in which are shown, by way of illus-
tration, specific embodiments of the invention, it should be
understood that such features are not limited to usage in the
one or more particular embodiments or figures with reference
to which they are described. The present disclosure is thus
neither a literal description of all embodiments of the inven-
tion nor a listing of features of the invention that must be
present in all embodiments.

The terms “an embodiment”, “embodiment”, “embodi-
ments”, “the embodiment”, “the embodiments”, “an embodi-
ment”, “some embodiments”, “an example embodiment”, “at

2 <

least one embodiment”, “one or more embodiments” and
“one embodiment” mean “one or more (but not necessarily
all) embodiments of the present invention(s)” unless
expressly specified otherwise. The terms “including”, “com-
prising” and variations thereof mean “including but not lim-
ited to”, unless expressly specified otherwise.

The term “consisting of” and variations thereof mean
“including and limited to”, unless expressly specified other-
wise.

The enumerated listing of items does not imply that any or
all of the items are mutually exclusive. The enumerated list-
ing of items does not imply that any or all of the items are
collectively exhaustive of anything, unless expressly speci-
fied otherwise. The enumerated listing of items does not
imply that the items are ordered in any manner according to
the order in which they are enumerated.

The term “comprising at least one of” followed by a listing
of items does not imply that a component or subcomponent
from each item in the list is required. Rather, it means that one
or more of the items listed may comprise the item specified.
For example, if it is said “wherein A comprises at least one of:
a, b and ¢” it is meant that (i) A may comprise a, (ii) A may
compriseb, (iii) A may comprise ¢, (iv) A may comprise a and
b, (v) A may comprise a and ¢, (vi) A may comprise b and c,
or (vil) A may comprise a, b and c.

The terms “a”, “an” and “the” mean “one or more”, unless
expressly specified otherwise.

The term “based on” means “based at least on”, unless
expressly specified otherwise.

The methods described herein (regardless of whether they
are referred to as methods, processes, algorithms, calcula-
tions, and the like) inherently include one or more steps.
Therefore, all references to a “step” or “steps” of such a
method have antecedent basis in the mere recitation of the
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term ‘method’ or a like term. Accordingly, any reference in a
claim to a ‘step’ or ‘steps’ of a method is deemed to have
sufficient antecedent basis.

Headings of sections provided in this document and the
title are for convenience only, and are not to be taken as
limiting the disclosure in any way.

Devices that are in communication with each other need
not be in continuous communication with each other, unless
expressly specified otherwise. In addition, devices that are in
communication with each other may communicate directly or
indirectly through one or more intermediaries.

A description of an embodiment with several components
in communication with each other does not imply that all such
components are required, or that each of the disclosed com-
ponents must communicate with every other component. On
the contrary a variety of optional components are described to
illustrate the wide variety of possible embodiments of the
present invention.

Further, although process steps, method steps, algorithms
or the like may be described in a sequential order, such pro-
cesses, methods and algorithms may be configured to work in
alternate orders. In other words, any sequence or order of
steps that may be described in this document does not, in and
of'itself, indicate a requirement that the steps be performed in
that order. The steps of processes described herein may be
performed in any order practical. Further, some steps may be
performed simultaneously despite being described or implied
as occurring non-simultaneously (e.g., because one step is
described after the other step). Moreover, the illustration of a
process by its depiction in a drawing does not imply that the
illustrated process is exclusive of other variations and modi-
fications thereto, does not imply that the illustrated process or
any of its steps are necessary to the invention, and does not
imply that the illustrated process is preferred.

It will be readily apparent that the various methods and
algorithms described herein may be implemented by, e.g.,
appropriately programmed general purpose computers and
computing devices. Typically a processor (e.g., a micropro-
cessor or controller device) will receive instructions from a
memory or like storage device, and execute those instruc-
tions, thereby performing a process defined by those instruc-
tions. Further, programs that implement such methods and
algorithms may be stored and transmitted using a variety of
known media.

When a single device or article is described herein, it will
be readily apparent that more than one device/article (whether
or not they cooperate) may be used in place of a single
device/article. Similarly, where more than one device or
article is described herein (whether or not they cooperate), it
will be readily apparent that a single device/article may be
used in place of the more than one device or article.

The functionality and/or the features of a device may be
alternatively embodied by one or more other devices which
are not explicitly described as having such functionality/fea-
tures. Thus, other embodiments of the present invention need
not include the device itself.

The term “computer-readable medium” as used herein
refers to any medium that participates in providing data (e.g.,
instructions) that may be read by a computer, a processor or a
like device. Such a medium may take many forms, including
but not limited to, non-volatile media, volatile media, and
transmission media. Non-volatile media include, for
example, optical or magnetic disks and other persistent
memory. Volatile media may include dynamic random access
memory (DRAM), which typically constitutes the main
memory. Transmission media may include coaxial cables,
copper wire and fiber optics, including the wires or other
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pathways that comprise a system bus coupled to the proces-
sor. Transmission media may include or convey acoustic
waves, light waves and electromagnetic emissions, such as
those generated during radio frequency (RF) and infrared
(IR) data communications. Common forms of computer-
readable media include, for example, a floppy disk, a flexible
disk, hard disk, magnetic tape, any other magnetic medium, a
CD-ROM, DVD, any other optical medium, punch cards,
paper tape, any other physical medium with patterns of holes,
a RAM, a PROM, an EPROM, a FLASH-EEPROM, any
other memory chip or cartridge, a carrier wave as described
hereinafter, or any other medium from which a computer can
read.

Various forms of computer readable media may be
involved in carrying sequences of instructions to a processor.
For example, sequences of instruction (i) may be delivered
from RAM to a processor, (ii) may be carried over a wireless
transmission medium, and/or (iii) may be formatted accord-
ing to numerous formats, standards or protocols, such as
Transmission Control Protocol, Internet Protocol (TCP/IP),
Wi-Fi, Bluetooth, TDMA, CDMA, and 3G.

Where databases are described, it will be understood by
one of ordinary skill in the art that (i) alternative database
structures to those described may be readily employed, and
(ii) other memory structures besides databases may be readily
employed. Any schematic illustrations and accompanying
descriptions of any sample databases presented herein are
illustrative arrangements for stored representations of infor-
mation. Any number of other arrangements may be employed
besides those suggested by the tables shown. Similarly, any
illustrated entries of the databases represent exemplary infor-
mation only; those skilled in the art will understand that the
number and content of the entries can be different from those
illustrated herein. Further, despite any depiction of the data-
bases as tables, other formats (including relational databases,
object-based models and/or distributed databases) could be
used to store and manipulate the data types described herein.
Likewise, object methods or behaviors of a database can be
used to implement the processes of the present invention. In
addition, the databases may, in a known manner, be stored
locally or remotely from a device that accesses data in such a
database.

For example, as an example alternative to a database struc-
ture for storing information, a hierarchical electronic file
folder structure may be used. A program may then be used to
access the appropriate information in an appropriate file
folder in the hierarchy based on a file path named in the
program.

Itshould also be understood that, to the extent that any term
recited in the claims is referred to elsewhere in this document
in a manner consistent with a single meaning, that is done for
the sake of clarity only, and it is not intended that any such
term be so restricted, by implication or otherwise, to that
single meaning

In a claim, a limitation of the claim which includes the
phrase “means for” or the phrase “step for” means that 35
U.S.C. §112, paragraph 6, applies to that limitation.

In a claim, a limitation of the claim which does not include
the phrase “means for” or the phrase “step for” means that 35
U.S.C. §112, paragraph 6 does not apply to that limitation,
regardless of whether that limitation recites a function with-
out recitation of structure, material or acts for performing that
function. For example, in a claim, the mere use of the phrase
“step of” or the phrase “steps of” in referring to one or more
steps of the claim or of another claim does not mean that 35
U.S.C. §112, paragraph 6, applies to that step(s).
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With respect to a means or a step for performing a specified
function in accordance with 35 U.S.C. §112, paragraph 6, the
corresponding structure, material or acts described in the
specification, and equivalents thereof, may perform addi-
tional functions as well as the specified function.

Computers, processors, computing devices and like prod-
ucts are structures that can perform a wide variety of func-
tions. Such products can be operable to perform a specified
function by executing one or more programs, such as a pro-
gram stored in a memory device of that product or in a
memory device which that product accesses. Unless
expressly specified otherwise, such a program need not be
based on any particular algorithm, such as any particular
algorithm that might be disclosed in the present application. It
is well known to one of ordinary skill in the art that a specified
function may be implemented via different algorithms, and
any of a number of different algorithms would be a mere
design choice for carrying out the specified function.

Therefore, with respect to a means or a step for performing
a specified function in accordance with 35 U.S.C. §112, para-
graph 6, structure corresponding to a specified function
includes any product programmed to perform the specified
function. Such structure includes programmed products
which perform the function, regardless of whether such prod-
uct is programmed with (i) a disclosed algorithm for perform-
ing the function, (i1) an algorithm that is similar to a disclosed
algorithm, or (iii) a different algorithm for performing the
function.

CONCLUSION

While various embodiments have been described herein, it
should be understood that the scope of the present invention is
not limited to the particular embodiments explicitly
described. Many other variations and embodiments would be
understood by one of ordinary skill in the art upon reading the
present description.

What is claimed is:

1. A computer-implemented method comprising:

determining, by a processor of a computing device oper-
able to modify search results, a first plurality of search
results of a search performed by a search tool, the search
based on a first instance of search terms entered by a user
associated with the search;

receiving, by the processor, an input of the user, the input
indicating at least one result of the first plurality of
search results to be removed from the first plurality of
search results, thereby receiving an indication of at least
one first currently undesired search result of the first
plurality of search results;

removing the currently undesired search result from the
first plurality of search results;

determining, by the processor, a remainder of the first
plurality of search results to be the remaining search
results of the first plurality of search results after the first
undesired search result has been removed;

identifying, dynamically for the search by the processor
and based on the input indicating the at least one result,
a characteristic of the at least one first undesired search
result by identifying a plurality of characteristics corre-
sponding to the first undesired search result and select-
ing the characteristic from the plurality of characteris-
tics, wherein identifying dynamically comprises
identifying based on the first instance of search terms
entered by the user and without the search being rerun
after the input is received;
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analyzing, dynamically for the search and by the processor,
the remainder of the first plurality of search results to
determine whether any search results of the first plural-
ity of search results correspond to the characteristic;

determining, dynamically and by the processor, at least one
search result of the remainder of the first plurality of
search results that corresponds to the characteristic to be
an at least one second undesired search result;

removing, dynamically and by the processor, the at least
one second undesired search result from the first plural-
ity of search results, thereby determining a second plu-
rality of search results; and

causing the second plurality of search results to be output.

2. The computer-implemented method of claim 1,

wherein receiving an input of a user comprises receiving,
by the processor, an indication of the characteristic;

wherein the characteristic comprises a first popularity
ranking of the at least one undesired search result;

wherein analyzing comprises analyzing, by the processor,
the remainder of the first plurality of search results to
determine any search results that correspond to the first
popularity ranking or another popularity ranking which
indicates a higher popularity than that indicated by the
first popularity ranking,

wherein determining at least one search result of the
remainder of the first plurality of search results that
corresponds to the characteristic comprises determining
at least one search result of the remainder of the first
plurality of search results that is at least as popular as the
first undesired search result to be a second undesired
search result.

3. The computer-implemented method of claim 1, wherein
determining at least one search result of the remainder of the
first plurality of search results that corresponds to the char-
acteristic comprises determining at least one search result of
the remainder of the first plurality of search results that is
defined by the characteristic.

4. The computer-implemented method of claim 1, wherein
the first plurality of search results comprise results of a search
requested by the user.

5. The computer-implemented method of claim 1, wherein
the input comprises a selection of an indicator corresponding
to the first undesired search result.

6. The computer-implemented method of claim 1, wherein
identifying the characteristic comprises receiving an indica-
tion of the characteristic from the user.

7. The computer-implemented method of claim 1, further
comprising:

outputting to the user the plurality of characteristics; and

wherein selecting comprises selecting one of the plurality
of characteristics based on a response from the user to
the plurality of characteristics output to the user.

8. The computer-implemented method of claim 1, wherein

the characteristic comprises at least one of:

a source of the first undesired search result;

a ranking by a search tool of the first undesired search
result;

a popularity of the first undesired search result among one
or more search tools using one or more specified search
terms to perform a search;

a website associated with the first undesired search result;

a nature of the first undesired search result;

an aesthetic characteristic of the first undesired search
result;

a language in which the first undesired search result is
provided;
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a geographic location associated with the first undesired

search result;

an author of the first undesired search result;

a publisher of the first undesired search result;

a time period associated with the first undesired search

result;

a date associated with the first undesired search result; and

text associated with the first undesired search result.
9. The computer-implemented method of claim 1, further
comprising:
receiving from the user, prior to determining the first plu-
rality of search results, a request for the search, the
request defining at least one search term; and

performing the search in accordance with a search algo-
rithm using the at least one search term.

10. The computer-implemented method of claim 9, further
comprising:

performing, after determining the first undesired search

result, the search again using the search algorithm and
the indication of the at least one undesired search result.

11. The computer-implemented method of claim 9, further
comprising:

performing, after determining the remainder of the first

plurality of search results, the search again to identity
additional search results that share a characteristic of at
least one result of the remainder of the first plurality of
search results.

12. The computer-implemented method of claim 1, further
comprising:

transmitting, to a search tool, an indication of the at least

one undesired search result along with a request to renew
the search based on the indication of the at least one
undesired search result.

13. The computer-implemented method of claim 12,
wherein transmitting the indication of the at least one undes-
ired search result comprises transmitting an indication of the
characteristic of the at least one undesired search result.

14. The computer-implemented method of claim 1, further
comprising:

transmitting, to a search tool, an indication of the remain-

der of the first plurality of search results along with a
request to renew the search based on the indication of the
remainder of the first plurality of search results.

15. The computer-implemented method of claim 14, fur-
ther comprising:

determining at least one characteristic of at least one result

of the remainder of the first plurality of search results,

wherein transmitting the indication of the remainder of
the first plurality of search results comprises transmit-
ting an indication of the at least one characteristic of
the at least one result of the remainder of the first
plurality of search results.

16. The computer-implemented method of claim 1, further
comprising:

causing to be output to the user, along with the first plural-

ity of search results and for each result of the first plu-
rality of search results, an interface input mechanism for
identifying a search result as an undesired search result.

17. The computer-implemented method of claim 1, further
comprising:

causing to be output to the user an interface input mecha-

nism for indicating a characteristic of an undesired
search result that renders the undesired search result to
be considered undesirable.

18. The computer-implemented method of claim 1,
wherein outputting comprises:
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causing the second plurality of search results to be output to
the user.
19. The computer-implemented method of claim 1, further
comprising:
5 causing to be output to the user an interface input mecha-
nism for allowing the user to request that the first undes-
ired search result be added back to the second plurality
of search results.
20. The computer-implemented method of claim 19, fur-
ther comprising:
receiving a request of the user, the request comprising a
request to add the first undesired search result to be
added back to the second plurality of search results;

adding, upon receiving the request, the first undesired
search result and the second undesired search result to be
added back to the second plurality of search results,
thereby determining a third plurality of search results;
and

causing the third plurality of search results to be output to

the user.

21. The computer-implemented method of claim 20,
wherein the third plurality of search results comprises the first
plurality of search results.

22. The computer-implemented method of claim 1,
wherein the step of causing the second plurality of search
results to be output occurs within three seconds of the step of
receiving an input of a user associated with the first plurality
of'search results, the input indicating at least one result of the
30 first plurality of search results to be removed from the first
plurality of search results.

23. A non-transitory computer-readable medium storing
instructions for directing a processor to perform a method, the
method comprising:

determining, by a processor of a computing device oper-

able to modify search results, a first plurality of search
results of a search performed by a search tool based on a
first instance of search terms entered by a user associated
with the search;

receiving, by the processor, an input of the user, the input

indicating at least one result of the first plurality of
search results to be removed from the first plurality of
search results, thereby receiving an indication of at least
one first currently undesired search result of the first
plurality of search results;

removing the currently undesired search result from the

first plurality of search results;
determining, by the processor, a remainder of the first
plurality of search results to be the remaining search
results of the first plurality of search results after the first
currently undesired search result has been removed;

identifying, dynamically for the search by the processor
and based on the input indicating the at least one result,
a characteristic of the at least one first undesired search
result by identifying a plurality of characteristics corre-
sponding to the first undesired search result and select-
ing the characteristic from the plurality of characteris-
tics, wherein identifying dynamically comprises
identifying based on the first instance of search terms
entered by the user and without the search being rerun
after the input is received;

analyzing, dynamically for the search and by the processor,

the remainder of the first plurality of search results to
determine whether any search results of the first plural-
ity of search results correspond to the characteristic;
determining, dynamically and by the processor, at least one
search result of the remainder of the first plurality of
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search results that corresponds to the characteristic to be
an at least one second currently undesired search result;

removing, dynamically and by the processor, the at least
one second currently undesired search result from the
first plurality of search results, thereby determining a
second plurality of search results; and

causing the second plurality of search results to be output.

24. A computer-implemented method, comprising:

determining, by a processor of a computing device oper-
able to modify search results, a first plurality of search
results of a search performed by a search tool;

receiving, by the processor, an input of a user associated
with the first plurality of search results, the input indi-
cating a preference for a maximum popularity ranking of
a search result, in accordance with a ranking scheme in
which a higher popularity ranking indicates a more
popular search result than does a lower popularity rank-
ing, wherein the input defines an undesirable search
result as a search result which is associated with a popu-
larity ranking higher than the maximum popularity rank-
ng;

analyzing, by the processor, the first plurality of search
results to identify any search results corresponding to a
popularity ranking higher than the maximum popularity
ranking, thereby analyzing the first plurality of search
results to identify any undesirable search results;

removing, by the processor, from the first plurality of
search results, any search results that correspond to a
popularity ranking higher than the maximum popularity
ranking, thereby determining a second plurality of
search results which does not include any undesirable
search results; and

causing the second plurality of search results to be output.

25. The computer-implemented method of claim 24,

wherein the input is received prior to an outputting of the first
plurality of search results to the user.
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26. The computer-implemented method of claim 24, fur-
ther comprising:

outputting the first plurality of search results to the user.

27. The computer-implemented method of claim 26,
wherein outputting the first plurality of search results to the
user comprises outputting the first plurality of search results
to the user before receiving the input.

28. A non-transitory computer-readable medium storing
instructions for directing a processor to perform a method, the
method comprising:

determining a first plurality of search results of a search

performed by a search tool;
receiving an input of a user associated with the first plural-
ity of search results, the input indicating a preference for
a maximum popularity ranking of a search result, in
accordance with a ranking scheme in which a higher
popularity ranking indicates a more popular search
result than does a lower popularity ranking, wherein the
input defines an undesirable search result as a search
result which is associated with a popularity ranking
higher than the maximum popularity ranking;

analyzing the first plurality of search results to identify any
search results corresponding to a popularity ranking
higher than the maximum popularity ranking, thereby
analyzing the first plurality of search results to identify
any undesirable search results;

removing from the first plurality of search results any

search results that correspond to a popularity ranking
higher than the maximum popularity ranking, thereby
determining a second plurality of search results which
does not include any undesirable search results; and
causing the second plurality of search results to be output.



