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Online Searching Behavior of Social Science Researchers’
in IR Interfaces of E-journal Database Systems:
A Study on JMI, JNU, and DU

ABSTRACT
The aim of this study is to examine the user’s online searching behavior in IR interfaces of e-journal database sys-
tems. The study is purely based on survey methods and tries to analyse the online searching behavior of respon-
dents of social science disciplines who were doing research in three target central universities of Delhi (i.e. DU,
JMI, and JNU). For measuring the responses of the respondents in IR interfaces of e-journal database systems, a
total of 396 questionnaires were distributed among the students and out of all, 305 responses were used for the
study. The findings of the study reveal that most of the students were not using all the facilities offered in IR inter-
faces of e-journal database systems for their retrieval process and also encourages menu based searches rather
than command based searching.    
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1.  INTRODUCTION

Information Communication Technology has
enabled rapid exchange of information on research

thus resulting in an exponential growth of informa-
tion. The major issues of information explosion are the
storage of information and its effective retrieval. The
field of information retrieval has come a long way in
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the last forty years and has enabled easier and faster
access of data. For retrieving information, online data-
bases are playing an important role. In today’s envi-
ronment, online databases come up with various
retrieval features which provide assistance to the users
in the formulation of their search statements for effec-
tive retrieval.

Espelt (1998) states that a large extent of user search-
es takes place in networked environments that allow
for different options for different search contexts like
CD-ROMs, OPAC, union catalogues, and selected
World Wide Web resources. These systems differ in
content, structure, and capabilities. So for effective
retrieval of information from these diversified
resources, retrieval features plays an important role. 

End-user access and use of information retrieval sys-
tems has greatly increased in recent years due to the
growth of internet based search services. Wolfram
(2000) notes that in addition to traditional biblio-
graphic based IR systems such as OPAC in libraries
and specialized databases offered through online ven-
dors, users are now able to access vast quantities of
electronic resources through the internet. To better
understand how users interact with IR interface of e-
journal database systems for the retrieval of informa-
tion, this study is conducted.

2. RESEARCH PROBLEM

This study was conducted to find out respondents’
online searching behavior in IR interfaces of selected e-
journal database systems. Here, the online searching
behaviour of the respondents covers various attributes,
like preferences in searching by using specific e-journal
database systems, reasons behind use of e-journal
database systems, factors influencing making effective
query statements, and the methods to be followed by
the respondents for approaching desired information
in IR interfaces of e-journal database systems along
with solutions followed by respondents who did not
get desired information from the initial query statements. 

Besides that, respondents have to respond to the
level of difficulty while constructing search statement
by using the search operators offered in an IR interface
and find ways to browse information in IR interfaces
of e-journal database systems.   

3. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

This study provides help to the e-journal database
system vendor to make their IR interface more interac-
tive and user-friendly to users. As well, by knowing
their online searching behavior in an IR interface, ven-
dors can modify their respective interfaces according
to the preferences of users. The study also has implica-
tions for other areas like user education and training.

3.1. Limitations of the study
The study has the following limitations:
• In case of selection of respondents, the random

sampling method was difficult to carry out due to
due to several factors: Complexity of data gather-
ing methods and the fact that the exact population
using these IR interface of e-journal database sys-
tems is hard to define; so, for the study a ‘purpo-
sive sampling method’ was used.

• The study was user-centric so Ph.D. and M.Phil.
students were chosen for the study, faculty and
librarians were excluded from the study due to
their lack of interest in filling in the questionnaire.

• Selection of e-journal database systems also
depended upon their common availability in all
three target central universities of India.

4. LITERATURE REVIEW

The previous research done on this topic has been
studied  the three major areas like online searching
behavior, retrieval effectiveness of IR interface and
browsing of e-journal database systems. 

4.1. Online Searching Behavior
In IR interfaces, retrieval aspects play an important

role in the search process. The study of online search-
ing behavior - whether of professional searchers or
inexperienced users - is critical to the development of
online retrieval systems. Understanding how searchers
of all types look for information, and how they interact
with existing systems, can provide guidelines for
searchers’ training and assistance. But more impor-
tantly, understanding searching behavior is essential to
the design of advanced, user oriented information systems. 

This division encompasses the users’ online search-
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ing behavior. Martzoukou (2008) argues that develop-
ment of information literacy skills in the context of
web search engines requires deeper understanding of
the reasons underlying already established behavioral
pattern. In the study, information seeking behavior of
66 PG students was examined and it was found that
there is a need to place less emphasis on developing
‘optimal’ search skills through information literacy
instruction and to focus on increasing motivation and
appreciation of more complex search strategies.
Wolfram (2000) examined the various characteristics
including the frequency distribution of queries, and
browsing persistence at the session level, based on the
query session length, to determine the end user search-
ing behavior. Findings reveal that users submit largely
unique queries and engage in similar, non-persistent
browsing habits (means not browsing much beyond
the first one or two pages). User online searching
behavior gets examined with the use of query reformu-
lation and relevance feedback. Spink et.al. (1999) con-
cluded that although relevance feedback was not wide-
ly utilized by the users query patterns appear to indi-
cate that this feature was useful to the users. 

Subject Searching is yet another way which deter-
mines users’ online searching behavior. Larson (1991)
defined reasonable subject retrieval as between one
and twenty items and found that 12 percent of subject
searches retrieved the appropriate number. Yu and
Young (2004) also analyse transaction logs related to
the effects of implementing Web OPAC with interface
changes of California State University. The study
found that users’ success in subject searching remains
problematic. Sife (2013) conducted the study on PG
students of Sikoine University of Agriculture, to
understand their web searching behaviour. The find-
ings suggest that the majority of pupils were using sim-
ple search while advanced search features were rarely
utilized. Sinh and Nhung (2012) also supported this
fact by a study which concludes that keyword search-
ing and title wise searching was the searching pattern
most often used by the users. Searching behaviors,
information retrieval interfaces, and term selection
and query expansion have stressed the necessity of
some sort of thesaurus support at the interface level to
aid users in choosing search terms for their searches
(Shiri et al., 2002). Features most often used for the-

saurus-enhanced searches included: linking search
terms with mapping techniques; display of the number
of documents indexed by the thesaurus term; and
look-up and browse options. Xie (2003) and Xie and
Cool (2000) recommended that retrieval features must
allow user control. Their studies revealed that users
preferred features like a browsing feature for term
index, expand, table of contents, relevance-feedback,
and search history. In addition, help mechanisms must
be sensitive to technical problems and be well organized. 

4.2. Retrieval Effectiveness of IR Interfaces
The user should consult various databases which

complement each other in terms of contents and facili-
ties as well. Most of the databases allow users to utilize
different searching methods and Boolean searching is
one of them; this type of search tells the database to
retrieve all of the records in the database which contain
a word or a set of words. One can alter the result by
applying Boolean operators, which are the words
AND, OR and NOT. (Okada n.d.). But in general
Boolean operators are used as conjunctions in the nat-
ural language of an inexperienced user. This acts as a
very ambiguous role in searching (Myers 2000). Most
of the online databases are based on these Boolean
operators which require skilled search intermediaries
and this is the major drawback of Boolean search oper-
ators (Frants et.al. 1999). 

Not only Boolean operators, but also phrase search-
ing, keywords searching, proximity operators, wild-
cards, and truncation are assisted retrieval features
offered by online databases which provide assistance to
searchers during their searches (Dierecks 2003).
Eastman and Jansen (2003) conducted a study to
examine the result of query operators on search results
in terms of coverage, relative precision, and relevance
ranking. They found that the advanced search screens
for the Web search engines did not directly support a
full range of Boolean queries, including queries using
both AND and OR. Full-text searching is yet another
most used search features in IR Interface of E- journal
Database Systems. Several studies found relate to full-
text searching, and it provide a vision about full-text
searching offered in IR interfaces and their strength
and weakness in the retrieval task (Lin 2009; Kostoff
2010; Beall 2008 and Kristensen 1993). Now a days’, e-
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journal database systems have  come up with various
new retrieval technologies like a thesaurus aided
search; Bates (1986; 1998) refers to the concept of an
end-user thesaurus in order to highlight the impor-
tance of providing users with a large number of alter-
native terms. By the help of this end-user thesaurus
users will be able to perform powerful searches, if the
submission of an initial term or topic results in a range
of term possibilities for related subjects or classifica-
tions from which the user can make selection. 

In text retrieval systems there should be provision
for adjacency/ proximity searching for refining search
statements.  Feuer, Savev and Aslam (2009) specify in
regard to Proximity Search that Proximity Search
means that for a document to be chosen as relevant, all
the terms in a query must appear within a relatively
small fixed size window in the document. The proxi-
mity constraint sets a high bar for relevance that may
lead to empty result sets, especially for longer queries.
When too few results are found, the search engine sug-
gests short queries that are guaranteed to generate
more hits. To know which subset of the terms from the
original query to suggest, we perform a parallel prox-
imity search for all subsets at query time and then rank
the subset according to their occurrences. 

Truncation Search is another command search used
in IR interfaces. Weare (1998) defines Truncation
Search as a technique used when there are different
endings to a particular word and the searcher wants to
retrieve documents that contain any version of that
word. A search for comput✽ will return results that
include computer, computers, computing, and so on.
Truncation symbols vary among databases; the symbol
might be an asterisk, a dollar sign, an exclamation
point, a question mark, or a number sign.

4.3. Browsing 
The importance of browsing as an information seek-

ing strategy is gradually adopted by the end-user dur-
ing the search process. Browsing has been defined as
semi-guided or semi-structured searching in an area of
potential interest. This activity typically involves look-
ing through the content pages of journals, scanning the
journal by using TOC alerts. Browsing is a conven-
tional bibliographic information retrieval system is
usually confined to examining a set of citations

retrieved by a previous search or viewing a component
part of the indexing vocabulary online.  

Bates (1989) presents six browsing strategies and
argues that- these strategies should be supported by
bibliographic search systems:

Footnote Chasing
Citation Searching
Journal Run
Area Scanning
Subject Searching
Author Searching
In hypertext systems, browsing is the major and

often the only means of retrieving data. The hypertext
system allows users to ‘browse’ or ‘navigate’ through
the information space in a non-sequential manner. In
this context browsing refers to the process of moving
through a network by following links between infor-
mation containing nodes. Pollard (1993) examines the
role of thesauri as navigational aids for the subject
domain of a bibliographic database. Hildreth (1997)
found relevance ranked output and hypertext system
very promising in the case of browsing. Cove and
Walsh (1988) discuss browsing in conventional infor-
mation retrieval systems where browsing is structured,
navigational and semantics. Browsing is potentially an
extremely important technique for retrieving text doc-
uments from large knowledge databases. Thompson
and Croft (1989) explain the advantages and disadvan-
tages of browsing. The advantages of this technique are
that- users get immediate feedback from the structure
of the knowledge base and exert complete control over
the outcome of the search, but the primary disadvan-
tage associated with this technique is that user get easi-
ly lost in a complex network node representing docu-
ments and concepts, and there is no guarantee that a
browsing search will be as effective as a more conven-
tional search. 

So, from the above discussion it can be concluded
that information retrieval in IR interface of e-journal
database systems is a complex process. With techno-
logical advancement database vendors  have come up
with advanced search features in their respective IR
interfaces of e-journal database systems which are
meant for both experienced and novice users, because
users from both  categories have their own way of
searching in an IR Interface of E-journal database sys-
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tems. Therefore IR interfaces should be designed
according to their preferences.

Though IR interfaces of e-journal database systems
are equipped with all high-end search operators which
provide great help to the users for retrieving more
authentic and accurate information, the majority of
the users are not using the IR interfaces of e-journal
database systems in their full capacity. 

5. OBJECTIVES

The following objectives were set for the study
which are as follows:

• To know the respondents' preferences in a retrieval
among selected e-journal database systems;

• To determine the factors influenced for construct-
ing an effective query statement in IR interfaces of
e-journal database systems;

• To examine the degree of difficulty faced by the
users while using search operators offered in IR
interfaces of e-journal database systems;

• To determine the users’ browsing methods in IR
interfaces of e-journal database systems.

6. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

6.1. Sample
The sample for the study consists of researchers

including Ph.D. and M. Phil. scholars from three target
universities i.e. University of Delhi (DU), Jamia Milia
Islamia University (JMI), and Jawaharlal Nehru
University (JNU). In the study, random sampling was
difficult to implement, due to several factors: complex-
ity of data gathering methods and the fact that the
exact population using these IR interfaces of e-journal
database systems is hard to define. So, only those
respondents were selected for the study there was
aware of and have a search experience in an IR inter-
face of at least two e-journal database systems among
all selected e-journal database systems. In the main
part of the study a total of 396 questionnaires were dis-
tributed among the respondents and out of 396, only
305 respondents responded back.    

6.2. Method of Data Gathering
In the study, the online searching behavior of the

respondents in an IR interface of ten selected e-journal
database systems was studied. For determining the
users’ online searching behavior in an IR interface, a
questionnaire method was employed. For knowing the
users’ online searching behavior, ten selected e-journal
database systems were identified; following is the list of
10 selected e-journal database systems used for the
study which deal in Social Science disciplines. For
selection of e-journal database systems, primarily
UGC- Info net was the main source, and afterwards
selection of the databases was performed on the basis
of their availability in three target universities and
maximum coverage of subjects dealing in Social
Science Disciplines.  

EBSCOHost
Emerald Management Xtra
ProQuest
JSTOR
WilsonWeb
Springer
Project MUSE
SAGE
Oxford University Press
Taylor and Francis Online

In taking respondents’ views about their online
searching behavior, the questionnaire consisted of
close-ended, open-ended, and Likert type questions.
Each user completed the whole questionnaire after the
use of their preferred e-journal database systems. The
questionnaire was in the English language.

6.3 Geographical Region
The scope of the users covered in the study was based

on the Delhi region only.

7. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

7.1. Demographic Characteristics
All of the participants used for the study were M.

Phil. and Doctoral Students of selected target universi-
ties in the Delhi region who were pursuing their
research under various subjects of Social Science
Disciplines. The sample included a high percentage



(68.9%) of Male participants. 
As well, academically, a maximal number of Ph.D.

(71.8%) respondents responded to the study. This
means that Ph.D. students rely more on e-journal data-
base systems for their retrieval process of information.

A further characteristic of the sample was subject-
wise distribution. Here, a mixed type of responses was
provided by the respondents studying under different
subjects of Social Science Disciplines but users from
Political Science (18.0%) and Economics (17.7%) sub-
ject groups approach the e-journal database systems
first for their search process. 

Ultimately, the majority of respondents’ responses
came from Jawaharlal University with 35.75% utiliza-
tion of e-journal database systems.  

7.2. Duration of use of E-journal Database
Systems

Duration of use of e-journal database systems also
plays an important role for effective retrieval of infor-
mation.

From Table 2 it is clearly shown that respondents
with 2-4 yrs duration (57.38%) find themselves at ease
in searching information via interfaces of e-journal
database systems.

   7.3. Usage of E-journal Database Systems
through Subject Wise

In this section respondents were asked to respond
for those e-journal database systems which were used
frequently by them in their search process and also
asked to rank them as per their preferences.
Respondents have to set two preferences i.e. first and
second  

Table 3 and Fig.1 explain that the most used e-jour-
nal database system among different subjects of Social
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Table 1. User Response Pattern

Profile of Respondents Count

Sex
210Male

95Female

Education
86M. Phil

Percent

68.9

31.2

28.2

71.8219Ph D 

17.754Economics

16.450Education

Subject 15.146Geography

16.149History

18.055Pol. Sc.

16.751Sociology

33.4102DU

University 30.894JMI

35.7109JNU

Table 2. Time Period for the usage of E-journal Database systems

Duration of Usage of E-journal Database Systems Responses

6 Months 

1-2 Yrs 

2-4 Yrs 

More than 5 Yrs 

6

68

175

Frequency (%)

1.97

22.3

57.38

18.3656
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Science disciplines was JSTOR (96%) while Sage
Journal Online is the second most prominent e-jour-
nal database system which was highly approached by
the respondents of Social Science disciplines.  Project
Muse (42%) came in third place in terms of usability.
The rest of the other e-journal database systems have
mixed responses in terms of usability.

7.3.1. Preferences given by the respondents in terms
of Usability 

In this part, users had to answer about their two
most preferred e-journal database systems among
selected e-journal database systems for their informa-
tion retrieval activities. Preferences were set by the
respondents as per the usability of particular e-journal
database systems i.e. for searching information in
interfaces of e-journal database systems, in regard to e-
journal database system one can approach first among
all selected e-journal database systems. 

a) First Preference
The preference set by the users on the basis of their

first approach to locate information among all selected
e-journal database systems.

From Table 4 it is clearly shown that users from dif-
ferent subject groups of Social Science disciplines
anonymously declare JSTOR (90.49%) as their first
approach to locate information.

b) Second Preference
While for their second preference, respondents pro-

vide a mixed type of responses related to usability of
selected e-journal database systems. 

Table 5 and Fig. 2 indicate that respondents from
Economics subjects give their second preference to
EBSCO (38.39%) and it also indicates that the respon-
dents from the Economics subject group are more
active in using e-journal database system for searching
information online.

Table 3. Subject-wise distribution of usage pattern of e-journal Database Systems among respondents  in Social Science Disciplines

Subjects

% of students using specific E-journal Database Systems by their Subjects

EBSCO

Economics 48

EME-
RALD

4

ProQuest

41

JSTOR

100

Wilson
web

13

Springer

35

MUSE

31

Sage

52

OUP

22

T& F
online

39

Education 26 14 48 92 12 40 46 76 16 36

Geography 7 7 22 100 2 54 33 65 39 37

History 2 4 14 100 0 24 37 69 49 29

Political Science 24 11 22 95 2 29 53 65 42 36

Sociology 22 8 16 92 8 35 51 69 18 29

Total Students (%) 22 8 27 96 6 36 42 66 31 34

Fig. 1 Usage response pattern by respondents of different subjects of Social Science Discipline
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Table 4. First Preferences given by respondents as per the usability of E-journal database systems

Subjects

E-journal Database Systems

Economics Count

EBSCO

0

EME-
RALD

0

ProQuest

1

JSTOR

53

Wilson
web

0

Springer

0

MUSE

0

Sage

0

Total

54
% 0 0 1.85 98.15 0 0 0 0 100

Education Count 1 1 2 44 0 0 2 2 50
% 2 2 4 88 0 0 4 4 100

Geography Count 0 0 0 44 1 1 0 0 46
% 0 0 0 95.65 2.17 2.17 0 0 100

History Count 0 0 0 49 0 0 0 0 49
% 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100

Political
Sc.

Count 5 0 4 43 1 2 0 0 55
% 9.09 0 7.27 78.18 1.82 3.64 0 0 100

Sociology Count 2 0 0 43 2 3 1 1 51
% 3.92 0 0 84.31 3.92 5.88 1.96 1.96 100

Total Count 8 1 7 276 4 6 3 3 305
% 2.62 0.33 2.3 90.49 1.31 1.97 0.98 0.98 100

Table 5. Second Preferences given by respondents as per the usability of e-journal Database Systems

Subjects EBSCO

Economics 21

EMER-
ALD

0

ProQuest

10

Wilson
web

3

Springer

5

MUSE

7

Sage

5

OUP

1

T& F
online

2

Total

54
% 38.89 0 18.52 5.56 9.26 12.96 9.26 1.85 3.7 100
Education 6 1 9 3 5 11 7 1 6 50
% 12 2 18 6 10 22 14 2 12 100
Geography 1 0 7 0 7 7 14 2 8 46
% 2.17 0 15.22 0 15.22 15.22 30.43 4.35 17.39 100
History 0 2 4 0 2 14 14 7 6 49
% 0 4.08 8.16 0 4.08 28.57 28.57 14.29 12.24 100
Political 
Sc 1 1 5 0 2 19 13 6 8 55
% 1.82 1.82 9.09 0 3.64 34.55 23.64 10.91 14.55 100
Sociology 7 1 2 2 4 18 11 1 5 51
% 13.73 1.96 3.92 3.92 7.84 35.29 21.57 1.96 9.8 100
Total 36 5 37 8 25 76 64 18 35 305
% 11.8 1.64 12.13 2.62 8.2 24.92 20.98 5.9 11.48 100

Fig. 2 Two-way graph showing users preferences about the usability of e-journal Database systems
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However, respondents from Education set their sec-
ond preference to Project MUSE (22%). Sage Journal
Online appears to be the most famous e-journal data-
base system among Geography respondents and a
maximum of respondents opted for this database as
their second preference for retrieving. Political Science
and Sociology student groups both supported MUSE
as their second preference for searching information
online.   

7.4 Reasons behind use of E-journal Database
Systems

In this part users have to respond about the reasons
behind use of e-journal database systems.

From Table 6, the most prominent reason given by a
maximum of respondents regarding use of e-journal
database systems was “Searching Facility” and the sec-
ond reason which got a maximum of responses
regarding use of e-journal database systems was “Easy
and faster Access of information”.

7.4.1. Types of interface(s) offered in e-journal data-
base systems 

In e-journal database systems, there are different
types of interfaces offered for different categories of
users.

From Table 7, a graphical based information
retrieval interface (42.6%) was highly utilized by the
respondents from the different subject areas and a
menu-based information retrieval interface (37.4%)
appeared be the second most prominent choice among
the user community for their search activities.   

7.4.2. Reasons behind selection of specific Interfaces
in e-journal database systems

In this section, users were given the reasons for their
selection of different types of interfaces offered by e-
journal IR (Information Retrieval) systems. An open
ended question was administered to know the reason
behind the choice. In Table.8 a maximum of four rea-
sons were analysed although responses are more than

Table 6. Frequency Distribution of the Responses of Users for the Reasons behind Use of e-journal Database Systems 

Reasons Count

Recent information about the topics/Research area

Searching Facility

Available 24/7

Easy and Faster Access

203

264

115

% responded for the reasons

66.6

86.6

37.7

82.3251

Innovative Presentation 23.672

Contain info. not easily accessible everywhere 43.0131

Ease of switching back and forth between section/pages 6.921

Ability to get overview of document structure 16.149

Ease of prediction of length of documents 4.915

Back volumes/back issues of journals 9.830

Table 7. Types of IR interfaces in e-journal Database Systems 

Type of Interface Count

Menu Based Interface

Command Based Interface

Graphical Interface

No Answer

114

27

130

Percentage (%)

37.4

8.9

42.6

11.1534

Total 100305



1 as well, so the frequency of responses were calculated
separately as well. Here counts of responses made by
the students and students' responses were calculated
separately for each interface.

Here in Table 8, reasons were analysed about their
preferences in regard to the selection of specific inter-
face types in navigating e-journal database systems for
the retrieval process. 

For the menu- based IR interface 52.6% of students
give the reason behind selecting this interface because
it is “easy to use” (21.4%). After that, 50.9% of respon-
dents give their preferences behind selecting the menu
based interface because it is very “User-friendly”
(20.6%). “Simplified interface” (14.2%) and “No spe-
cial training required” (12.8%) also appear to be the
prominent reasons behind selection of menu- based IR
interfaces of e-journal database systems by  respon-
dents at 35.1% and 31.6%,  respectively.   

For the command- based IR interface the major rea-
son behind selection given by the respondents are
“Precise and accurate information” (40.0%) . This rea-
son is supported by 81.5% of respondents who are
using a command based IR interface. The second
major reason was “Control in search” (30.9%) given by
63% of respondents. 

In regard to the graphical- based IR interface which
was more popular among the respondents, the reasons
behind the selection of graphical- based IR interface
given by the respondents are like it is very “User
friendly” (23.7%) supported by 57.7% of respondents
along with this reason that it also offers “interactive
facilities” (20.2%). 49.2% of respondents give reasons
behind selecting the specific interface. “Easy to use”
(18.0%) and “More search option” (16.4%) inculcated
additional advantages to make this interface more
usable to users.

However, the study was user- centred and its main
concentration was to analyse users online searching
behavior in IR interfaces of e-journal database systems
selected for the study 

7.5. Knowledge of searching in the WWW
Environment

The main concentration of this study was based
upon IR interfaces of e-journal database systems.
Accordingly in the study, user online searching behav-
ior in IR interfaces depended upon their compatibility
and friendliness with the www environment because
all the selected e-journal database systems are web
compatible. So, for the full potential use of selected e-
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Table 8. Preferences given by respondents for the reasons behind selection of different type of interfaces offered by e-journal
Database Systems

Preferences given by respondents

1 2 3 4 Count % ofrespon-ses
% of
stu-

dents
46 11 1 2 60 21.4 52.6 0 0 4 0 4 7.3 14.8 43 12 2 0 57 18.0 43.8

34 22 1 1 58 20.6 50.9 2 1 0 0 3 5.5 11.1 43 30 2 0 75 23.7 57.7

1 2 3 4 Count % ofrespon-ses
% of
stu-

dents
1 2 3 4 Count % ofrespon-ses

% of
stu-

dents
Easy to use

User Friendly

10 6 4 1 21 7.5 18.4 3 0 0 0 3 5.5 11.1 3 7 0 0 10 3.2 7.7Easily Navigated

6 19 8 0 33 11.7 28.9 0 1 0 0 1 1.8 3.7 12 25 14 1 52 16.4 40.0More Search Options

5 11 6 0 22 7.8 19.3 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 23 26 14 1 64 20.2 49.2Interactive facility

0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 7 10 0 0 17 30.9 63.0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0Control in search

2 2 6 0 10 3.6 8.8 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 1 4 3 0 8 2.5 6.2Interactive Help
Mechanism

4 15 16 1 36 12.8 31.6 0 1 0 0 1 1.8 3.7 0 5 11 0 16 5.0 12.3No special training req. 

7 15 15 3 40 14.2 35.1 0 2 2 0 4 7.3 14.8 5 12 15 2 34 10.7 26.2Simplified Interface

0 0 0 1 1 0.4 0.9 15 6 1 0 22 40.0 81.5 0 0 1 0 1 0.3 0.8Precise and accurate
information 

281 100.0 246.5 55 100.0 203.7 317 100.0 243.8Total

Reasons Command Based InterfaceMenu Based Interface Graphical Interface

N 27114 130



journal database systems their users should be well
versed in working with the WWW environments.

Here, in this section, knowledge of searching in
www environment was analysed on the basis of dura-
tion of use of e-journal database systems selected for
the study.  

From Table 9 it is clearly shown that duration of use
of e-journal database systems has a higher significant
association (1% Level of significance) with the percep-
tion of knowledge in searching in the IR interfaces of
e-journal database systems. Hence, respondents who
were using e-journal database systems for long periods
of time are more comfortable with searching in the
web interfaces of e-journal database systems.

7.6. Factors involved in the formulation of
effective query statements in IR interfaces of
e-journal database systems

In this section, certain factors are listed which may lead
to be the reasons for formulation of effective query state-
ments. Users have to respond about which factor was
most prominent for effective formulation of the query.

Table 10 includes responses of users from different
subject groups of Social Science disciplines related to
the factors involved in constructing effective query
statement. A Factor which was spotted by a maximum
of respondents of different subject groups was “Prior
Subject Knowledge”. Respondents from different sub-
ject groups considered that before searching if one has
sound knowledge about the particular subject, one can
formulate a very effective query statement.

7.7. Methods of formulation of Query 
In an IR interface there are several ways to retrieve

information. In this section, two methods were ana-
lyzed and through chi-square test and each method’s
significance gets checked through the duration.

Type- in Search Query
Browsing
Table 11 shows the perception of users regarding

searching for information in IR interfaces of e-journal
database systems. Generally users prefer both ways of
searching in an IR interface. 

Besides that, duration of use of e-journal database
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Table 10. Factors involved for Formulating Effective Query Statement in an Interfaces of e-journal Database Systems by Different
Subject Groups

Subject

Economics(N= 54)

Prior Subject
knowledge

26(48.1%)

Coverage

7(13.0%)

Different search
option used

10(18.5%)

Domain 
knowledge

15(27.8%)

Search
skills

36(66.7%)

Education(N=50) 28(56.0%) 4(8.0%) 7(14.0%) 17(34.0%) 42(84.0%)

Geography(N= 46) 22(47.8%) 12(26.1%) 8(17.4%) 5(10.9%) 25(54.3%)

History(N= 49) 28(57.1%) 3(6.1%) 3(6.1%) 10(20.4%) 38(77.6%)

Pol. Sc.(N = 55) 30(54.5%) 5(9.1%) 8(14.5%) 10(18.2%) 39(70.9%)

Sociology(N= 51) 30(58.8%) 3(5.9%) 9(17.6%) 12(23.5%) 40(78.4%)

Total 164(53.8%) 34(11.1%) 45(14.8%) 69(22.6%) 220(72.1%)

N 305 305 305 305 305

Table 9. Knowledge using the web, including searching in E-journal Database Systems through duration wise

Duration of use of e-journal 
database system

6 months(%)

Absolute
Knowledge

1(16.7%)

More or less some-
times need help

2(33.3%)

Not 
confident

3(50.0%)

Turn to 
others

0(0.0%)

Total

6(100)

1-2 Yrs(%) 16(23.5%) 36(52.9%) 15(22.1%) 1(1.5%) 68(100)

2-4 Yrs(%) 59(33.7%) 103(58.9%) 13(7.4%) 0(0.0%) 175(100)

5Yrs & more(%) 29(51.8%) 23(41.1%) 4(7.1%) 0(0.0%) 56(100)

Total(%) 105(34.4%) 164(53.8%) 35(11.5%) 1(0.3%) 305(100)

Pearson Chi 2 32.12

Pr .000 
1% Level of significance



systems also leads in impact to follow the different
ways of searching for information in IR interface.
Through chi-square testing, it shows significant associ-
ation (1% level of significance) of duration on different
ways of searching. From Table 11 it proves that
respondents who were using e-journal database sys-
tems for more than 5yrs. follow both ways of searching
methods for retrieving information.

7.8. Query Reformulation in an IR Interface
In IR Interfaces, initial queries didn’t retrieved

desired results, hence user have to reformulate their
queries for getting desired results. Here in Table 12

and Table 13 respondents’ answers get analysed on the
basis of their responses which depend on the ways fol-
lowed by the respondents to reformulate their initial
query statements. The responses of the respondents
get analysed on the basis of Sex-wise distribution and
Duration of use of e-journal database systems.

7.8.1. Sex-wise Responses related to query reformula-
tion in IR Interface

Here, Table 12 concludes that Female respondents
(78.9%) prefer using their memory for reformulating

59 http://www.jistap.org

Online Searching Behavior

Table 11. Significance of Duration on Different ways of Query Formulation

Duration

Less than 2 yrs

Type in search query

36

Browsing

3

Both

35

Total

74

% (48.65%) (4.05%) (47.3%) 100

2-4 yrs 53 3 119 175

% (30.29%) (1.71%) (68%) 100

More than 5 yrs 9 2 45 56

% (16.07%) (3.57%) (80.36%) 100

All 98 8 199 305

% (32.13%) (2.62%) (65.25%) 100

Pearson chi2(4) 18.1018

Pr 0.001 1% level of significance

Table 12. Sex wise Responses for Different ways offered by IR Interface in Query Reformulation

SEX

Male (N= 210)

From the
memory

140(66.7%)

Doc. Retrieved from
previous queries

74(35.2%)

Hyperlinked 
keywords

59(28.1%)

Reformulation with
own term and syn.

85(40.5%)

By using index

14(6.7%)

Female (N= 95) 75(78.9%) 35(36.8%) 30(31.6%) 42(44.2%) 8(8.4%)

Total 215(70.5%) 109(35.7%) 89(29.2%) 127(41.6%) 22(7.2%)

305 305 305 305 305

Table 13. Duration wise Responses for different ways offered by IR Interface in Query Reformulation

Duration

Less than 2 yr (N= 74)

From  
memory

46(62.2%)

Doc. retrieved from 
previous queries

23(31.1%)

Hyperlinked 
keywords

17(23.0%)

Reformulation with
own term and syn.

26(35.1%)

By using
index

4(5.4%)

2-4 yr (N= 175) 135(77.1%) 59(33.7%) 55(31.4%) 68(38.9%) 13(7.4%)

More than 5 yr (N= 56) 34(60.7%) 27(48.2%) 17(30.4%) 33(58.9%) 5(8.9%)

Total 215(70.5%) 109(35.7%) 89(29.2%) 127(41.6%) 22(7.2%)

305 305 305 305 305



the existing query statement for getting more accurate
results than male respondents (66.7%). Overall
responses show that respondents prefer using “their
own memory” for reformulation of query. The second
most prominent factor used for search refinements
supported by the respondents was by using
“Reformulation with own term and synonyms”
(41.6%). Respondents (35.7%) supported “Documents
retrieved from the previous queries” features also for
search refinements. “By using Index” gets the least
response from the respondents when it comes to
search refinements.

7.8.2. Duration of use of E-journal Database Systems
impact on Query Reformulation

Time Period of use of e-journal database systems
also plays a very important role in query reformula-
tion. Respondents who were using e-journal database
systems for more than 2-4 yrs. preferred using “From
the memory” factors for formulating effective query
reformulation while respondents who were using e-
journal database systems for more than 5 yrs.  pre-
ferred using “Documents retrieved from previous
queries”.

7.9. Importance of Retrieval Features offered
in an IR interfaces of e-journal database sys-
tems

In this part, respondents have to respond about the
retrieval features offered in IR interfaces of e-journal
database systems. To know user perception about the
identified retrieval features in an IR interface, only
those respondents were selected who had a searching
experience with at least two of the e-journal database
systems selected for the study. So, a total of 305
respondents responded regarding to difficulty and ease
of use of retrieval features offered in IR interfaces of e-
journal database systems.

All of the respondents were from Social Science dis-
ciplines and were selected from three central universi-
ties (i.e. JMI, DU and JNU). The users were asked
about the retrieval features of the e-journal database
systems, and the questioning was designed on the basis
of a five point Likert scale rating of “Very Difficult”,
“Difficult”, “Don’t know”, “Easy”, and “Very Easy”
where Very Difficult had the maximum value 5 while
Very Easy rated as 1. 

Here, responses of users were analysed by using
Standard deviation and Mean.  

From Table 14 it clearly shows that users from dif-
ferent e-journal database systems give a mixed reaction
about the enlisted retrieval features offered in IR inter-
faces of e-journal database systems. The study shows
the mixed reaction on the retrieval features offered by
IR interfaces of e-journal database systems. It has been
observed that in EBSCO, users rated the formulation
of search term by using Boolean search operator as
having the highest mean value 3.31 which shows that
users are not aware of this search functionality offered
by the interface of EBSCO, whereas “Subject search”
rated as lowest mean 1.71 which suggest that formula-
tion of query by using this search operator is easier.
With Emerald, users rated Boolean search with highest
mean value 3.70 noting that formulating search state-
ment by using Boolean search operator was rated diffi-
cult by the respondents while “Range search” was rated
as lowest mean value 1.70; this indicate that by using
range search options formulation of query is easy in
search interface of e-journal database systems.

In ProQuest, again Boolean search rated as highest
with mean value 3.47 while “Article type search” rated
as lowest high mean value 1.71. In JSTOR, Boolean
search rated as highest mean value 3.31 whereas “sub-
ject search” rated as lowest mean value 1.71. Wilson
Web also rated Boolean search as a highest mean value
3.74 and “Article type search” rated as lowest mean
value 1.63. In Springer, highest mean value rated as
3.12 for Boolean search feature offered by IR interface
and “subject search” rated as lowest mean value 1.71.
But again in Project MUSE, Boolean search rated as a
highest mean value 3.38 and for subject search it was
rated as lowest mean value 1.66. In Sage interface again
“Boolean search rated as high mean value 3.26” which
indicates that users were not much aware of this search
operator in formulation of their search query while
“Subject search” rated as lowest meant value 1.70 by
respondents who feel comfortable in formulating
search query by using this search operator for formula-
tion of search statements. With highest mean value
3.06, Boolean search again appear to be unknown to
the respondents of OUP in their search related activi-
ties while “subject search” has lowest mean value. In
T&F online, here also “Boolean search” also rated as
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highest mean value 3.26 and “Subject search” rated as
lowest mean value 1.68.

Hence, it can be concluded that the users from each
e-journal database system find themselves at ease while
formulating their search statements with the help of
‘Field Specific Searches’, ‘Range Search’, ‘Subject
Search’, ‘Citation Search’, ‘Cross- ref Search’ and
‘Article Type Search’. The mixed reaction comes up
from the users’ point of view,  i.e. use of Boolean
Search, though most of the respondents were not
aware of this search operator, but respondents from
EMERALD and Wilson Web were aware of these
Boolean Search operators but they experience difficul-
ty in formulation of search statement by using Boolean
search operators.

From Table 14 it clearly shown that users prefer
menu based searching and find themselves at ease
when using menus or pull down options incorporated
with various search operators rather than command
based searching in IR interfaces of e-journal database
systems. 

7.9.1. Importance of Retrieval Features offers in IR
interfaces of e-journal database systems (Subject-
Wise distribution)

User experience with these enlisted search operators
offered by IR interfaces of e-journal database systems
were analysed through various subject groups which
were chosen for the study within Social Science disci-
plines. To know user perceptions hailing from differ-
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Table 14. Retrieval Features offered by IR interfaces of e-journal Database Systems

Retrieval
features

Boolean
Search

EBSCO

Mean SD

3.31 0.84

EMERALD

Mean SD

3.70 0.90

ProQuest

Mean SD

3.47 0.98

JSTOR

Mean SD

3.31 0.85

Wilson web

Mean SD

3.74 0.93

Springer

Mean SD

3.12 0.89

MUSE

Mean SD

3.38 0.83

Sage

Mean SD

3.26 0.79

OUP

Mean SD

3.06 0.91

T&F Online

Mean SD

3.26 0.91

Phrase
Search 2.52 0.73 2.46 0.75 2.57 0.80 2.52 0.74 2.47 0.61 2.48 0.75 2.50 0.75 2.48 0.71 2.43 0.75 2.40 0.72

Proximity
Search 3.10 0.54 3.33 0.75 3.23 0.75 3.10 0.55 3.16 0.76 3.04 0.40 3.12 0.56 3.04 0.47 3.00 0.49 3.09 0.52

Wildcard
and
Truncation

3.19 0.62 3.49 0.64 3.28 0.65 3.19 0.62 3.32 0.58 3.09 0.66 3.23 0.63 3.17 0.62 3.11 0.68 3.18 0.69

Field
Specific
search

1.94 0.59 2.04 0.61 2.07 0.62 1.95 0.59 1.95 0.40 1.94 0.67 1.88 0.53 1.94 0.57 1.95 0.65 1.93 0.67

Range
Search 1.84 0.81 1.70 0.82 1.89 0.87 1.85 0.81 1.84 0.69 1.95 0.89 1.80 0.79 1.85 0.78 2.06 0.83 1.87 0.92

Nested
Queries 3.01 0.33 3.07 0.32 2.99 0.40 3.01 0.34 3.05 0.23 3.00 0.33 3.04 0.38 3.00 0.31 2.97 0.37 3.04 0.36

Subject
search 1.71 0.65 1.73 0.73 1.73 0.73 1.71 0.65 1.68 0.82 1.71 0.63 1.66 0.63 1.70 0.58 1.76 0.68 1.68 0.66

Citation
search 2.05 0.69 1.96 0.61 2.11 0.64 2.05 0.69 2.05 0.40 2.05 0.75 2.05 0.63 2.02 0.67 2.01 0.81 2.04 0.73

Fuzzy
search 2.94 0.40 2.91 0.48 2.92 0.50 2.94 0.41 3.00 0.58 2.93 0.38 2.93 0.38 2.97 0.38 2.90 0.47 2.91 0.42

Cross- ref
search 2.14 0.74 2.09 0.74 2.04 0.71 2.14 0.73 2.47 0.77 2.12 0.74 2.17 0.75 2.09 0.71 2.16 0.79 2.10 0.75

Article type
search 1.92 1.84 2.25 3.67 1.71 0.80 1.93 1.87 1.63 0.60 1.88 0.76 1.84 0.82 2.00 2.19 1.86 0.77 1.75 0.72

Lateral
Search 2.93 0.41 2.94 0.57 2.90 0.51 2.93 0.42 2.95 0.23 2.88 0.44 3.01 0.34 2.93 0.38 2.86 0.45 2.90 0.40

Smart
search 2.70 0.61 2.51 0.75 2.60 0.62 2.70 0.61 2.63 0.60 2.67 0.64 2.73 0.58 2.72 0.59 2.81 0.57 2.70 0.60

Term 
boosting 3.02 0.51 3.24 0.82 3.07 0.71 3.02 0.52 3.05 0.71 2.95 0.42 3.10 0.47 2.97 0.38 2.93 0.39 2.98 0.50

Stemming 2.96 0.47 3.00 0.67 2.90 0.62 2.96 0.48 2.84 0.50 2.91 0.48 2.95 0.45 2.98 0.46 2.94 0.50 2.96 0.48



ent subjects regarding these search operators and
which operators they find effective in their search
related activities is also very important for the study.
Here in Table 15 users experience were analysed
through Mean and in bracketed numbers through
Standard Deviation.

Table 15 elaborates the users’ perceptions towards
the effectiveness of search operators in their informa-
tion retrieval tasks. Respondents from Economics
rated ‘Boolean search’ with highest mean value 3.50
with inefficient standard deviation 1.00, though a max-
imum of respondents from Economics subject groups
were using Boolean Search; but formulation of search
statement by using Boolean Operators creates difficul-
ty while ‘Subject search’ was rated with lowest mean
value 1.59. Users’ frequently use this retrieval feature
for getting information and found it easy to use.
Respondents from Education again find ‘Boolean
Operators’ difficult to use and rated them with highest
mean value 3.50 with efficient standard deviation 0.71,
while again subject search was rated with lowest mean
value 1.70 with less efficient standard deviation 0.68.
‘Wildcard and truncation’ recorded highest mean
value 3.26 with efficient standard deviation 0.57 from

Geography respondents, but most of the users who are
hailing from Geography streams were not aware of this
search operator and at the same time ‘subject search’
again was rated with lowest mean value 1.91. ‘Boolean
search’ appeared with highest mean value 3.33 by the
History students while ‘Article type search’ got lowest
mean value 1.65 with less efficient standard deviation 0.69.

So, from Table 15 a clear vision is presented that not
all respondents but half of the respondents selected for
the study were aware of Boolean Operators and use of
this operator in their search process, but they felt diffi-
culty while using Boolean Search operators. Apart
from this, most of the search operators were not much
in use by the respondents like truncation &Wildcard
Search, Proximity search, Rules of Precedence and
Nested Queries, and so on. It shows that respondents
from different subject groups of Social Science disci-
plines do not prefer using command searching.

So, for knowing the retrieval effectiveness of these
search operators offered in IR interface of e-journal
database systems ,Cross- Average Mean analyses of
various search features offered in IR interface of e-
journal database systems were analysed through One
Way ANOVA testing.
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Table 15. Users Experience falling under Different Subject Groups with Retrieval Features offered by IR interface of e-journal data-
base systems 

Retrieval Features

Boolean Search

Economics

Mean SD

3.50 1.00

Education

Mean SD

3.50 0.71

Geography

Mean SD

2.78 0.79

History

Mean SD

3.33 0.72

Poli. Sci.

Mean SD

3.31 0.88

Sociology

Mean SD

3.41 0.73

Phrase Search 2.48 0.79 2.68 0.77 2.61 0.83 2.43 0.74 2.42 0.66 2.53 0.61

Proximity Search 3.28 0.68 3.02 0.25 3.02 0.58 3.12 0.48 3.04 0.67 3.08 0.39

Wildcard and Truncation 3.13 0.70 3.30 0.51 3.26 0.57 3.12 0.60 3.15 0.73 3.22 0.54

Field Specific search 1.78 0.63 1.98 0.51 2.22 0.89 1.92 0.34 1.89 0.53 1.90 0.41

Range Search 1.63 0.76 1.96 0.70 2.22 0.84 1.84 0.90 1.84 0.79 1.61 0.72

Nested Queries 3.06 0.30 2.96 0.35 3.02 0.39 3.06 0.32 3.02 0.41 2.96 0.20

Stemming 2.89 0.54 2.94 0.51 2.87 0.45 3.06 0.38 3.04 0.54 2.94 0.31

Subject search 1.59 0.66 1.70 0.68 1.91 0.76 1.73 0.67 1.65 0.55 1.69 0.55

Citation search 1.87 0.62 1.96 0.60 2.33 0.84 1.96 0.64 2.16 0.71 2.02 0.65

Fuzzy search 2.83 0.61 2.94 0.37 2.96 0.42 2.94 0.38 2.95 0.30 3.04 0.20

Cross- ref search 1.89 0.69 2.08 0.72 2.37 0.95 2.08 0.61 2.17 0.69 2.29 0.67

Article type search 1.76 0.78 1.96 0.64 1.98 0.88 1.65 0.69 2.29 4.03 1.88 0.79

Lateral Search 2.96 0.47 2.86 0.40 2.96 0.59 2.96 0.20 2.91 0.44 2.96 0.20

Smart search 2.61 0.63 2.66 0.52 2.76 0.64 2.69 0.55 2.73 0.78 2.78 0.46

Term boosting 3.09 0.62 2.86 0.40 2.93 0.44 2.96 0.20 3.24 0.74 2.98 0.32



A set of one way ANOVA has been done on each of
the retrieval features by Subject and it has been found
that for a few features such as ‘Field specific searches’,
‘Range Search’, 'Citation search’, ‘Cross-ref search’ and
‘Term boosting’ there has been significant variation
found among other listed retrieval features by the

respondents from different subject groups. Among all
listed retrieval features, ‘Citation Search’ and ‘Cross-
Ref search’ show a high level of significant difference
(1% level of significance) among the respondents while
Term Boosting and Range search shows a significant
difference (5% level of significance) among other
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Table 16. One way ANOVA for determining the Retrieval Effectiveness of Search Operators for E-journal Database Systems

Search operators

Boolean Search

Source

Between subjects

SS

9.837027

Df

5

MS

1.967405

F

0.96

Prob>F

0.4422

Level of 
significance

Within Subjects 610.3209 298 2.048057

Phrase Search
Between subjects 2.572175 5 0.514435 1.8 0.1136

Within Subjects 85.67045 299 0.286523

Proximity Search
Between subjects 2.572175 5 0.514435 1.8 0.1136

Within Subjects 85.67045 299 0.286523

Wildcard and
Truncation

Between subjects 1.395607 5 0.279121 0.73 0.6008

Within Subjects 114.1913 299 0.381911

Field Specific
search

Between subjects 5.269557 5 1.053911 3.16 0.0085

Within Subjects 99.66815 299 0.333338
***

Range Search
Between subjects 12.41118 5 2.482235 4.02 0.0015

Within Subjects 184.7167 299 0.617782
**

Nested Queries
Between subjects 0.496233 5 0.099247 0.89 0.49

Within Subjects 33.45131 299 0.111877

Stemming
Between subjects 26.87198 5 5.374397 0.94 0.4582

Within Subjects 1717.738 299 5.744943

Subject search
Between subjects 2.872521 5 0.574504 1.38 0.2303

Within Subjects 124.157 299 0.415241

Citation search
Between subjects 6.810057 5 1.362011 2.94 0.0132

Within Subjects 138.5473 299 0.463369
*

Fuzzy search
Between subjects 1.130403 5 0.226081 1.41 0.219

Within Subjects 47.8073 299 0.159891

Cross- ref search
Between subjects 7.425334 5 1.485067 2.81 0.0169

Within Subjects 157.4924 298 0.528498
*

Article type search
Between subjects 12.75533 5 2.551066 0.75 0.5864

Within Subjects 1016.51 299 3.3997

Lateral Search
Between subjects 0.444165 5 0.088833 0.53 0.7546

Within Subjects 50.24436 299 0.168041

Smart search
Between subjects 1.075019 5 0.215004 0.58 0.7134

Within Subjects 110.3676 299 0.369122

Term boosting
Between subjects 4.730616 5 0.946123 3.81 0.0023

Within Subjects 74.18742 299 0.248118
**

* 1% significant. ** 5% significant. *** 10% significant



retrieval features. So, here in the study, it is found that
among all the listed retrieval features there is some sig-
nificant difference found in terms of offering search
operators in IR interface and it leaves their impact on
the retrieved results.

7.9. Browsing in an IR interfaces of e-journal
database systems

In an IR interfaces of e-journal database systems,
there are several ways offered to the users for browsing
the information. Here in Table 15, browsing features
are mentioned 

From Table 17 it clearly shown that respondents
basically used “References of the articles” for browsing
more information related to their search needs.
Respondents also preferred “Downloading material
‘read’ later” when it comes to browsing information in
an IR interface. There is one more method of browsing
which was very popular among respondents, i.e.
“Reading abstract and titles rather than full-text”
(49.84%). Journal TOCs was yet another feature that
may provide help to the respondents in case of brows-
ing. The least effective browsing features was “collect-
ing information from different sites” which scored less. 

Table 17 discusses the preference of respondents
dealing with different education arenas. Ph.D. students
browse the information in an IR interface of e-journal
database systems by using “References of the articles”
(78.5%) over M.Phil. students who prefer this
approach only at 61.6%. “Downloading material and
read later” appears to be the second most prominent
approach followed by the respondents from both the
Education groups. The least preferred approach fol-
lowed by the respondents of both M.Phil. and Ph.D.
was “collecting information from different sites.”

8. CONCLUSION

All e-journal database systems used for the study
were commercial ones. So, they all follow accepted
guidelines and standards to make their IR interfaces
more usable to user. So, with technological advance-
ment all e-journal database systems offers their IR
interfaces in combination of both menu- based and
command- based searching that provide assistance to
users in their diversified search activities. But from the
study it is clearly shown that users prefer menu- based
searching where they select search operators through
pull-down menus. Most of the respondents were not
aware of command- based searches. Every individual
has a distinctive way of searching in an IR interface of
e-journal database systems but from the study it is
clearly shown that the impacts of online searching
behaviours of the students were basically based on
duration of use of e-journal database systems and their
subject knowledge meaning how much they well
versed with their respective subjects.  

So, this study also gives ideas to database vendors
that users prefer only those search operators which
provide them with more related information by enter-
ing a single search statement. Command- based
searches were not grabbing much attention among the
user community. Respondents find command based
searching less usable in their retrieval process.

8.1. Further Research
The findings from such research can assist with a

better understanding of the use of IR interfaces of e-
journal database systems for their retrieval process and
also made users aware of various search operators
available in IR interfaces of e-journal database systems. 
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Table 17. Browsing Features of IR Interface in E-journal Database Systems

Navigation/Browsing methods

Looking one to two pages at a time

General Usability

100 (32.79%)

Education wise

M.Phil. Ph. D.

24 (27.9%) 76 (34.7%)

TOC of the journals 134 (43.93%) 33 (38.4%) 101 (46.1%)

Reading abstract and titles rather than full-text 152 (49.84%) 44 (51.2%) 108 (49.3%)

Downloading Material “read” later 208 (68.20%) 51 (59.3%) 157 (71.7%)

References of the articles 225(73.77%) 53 (61.6%) 172 (78.5%)

Collecting information from different sites 35 (11.48%) 9 (10.5%) 26 (11.9%)



In designing the user interfaces of e-journal database
systems, user feedback is very necessary. So, in future,
the main concentration will be on user interface design
for both types of users: novice and experienced users.
For that, different tasks and sub-tasks with different
requirements will be assigned to users and by record-
ing their ways of accomplishing tasks in the interface
and the types of support users need from the interface
and the level of control required in the interface for
their retrieval process will all need to be studied.
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