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ABSTRACT

This study assesses the awareness and perceived utility of two fea-
tures Google Search introduced in February 2021: “About this result”
and “More about this page”. Google stated that the goal of these
features is to help users vet unfamiliar web domains (or sources).
We investigated whether the features were sufficiently prominent
to be detected by frequent users of Google Search, and their per-
ceived utility for making credibility judgments of sources, in one-
on-one user studies with 25 undergraduate college students, who
identify as frequent users of Google Search. Our results indicate a
lack of adoption or awareness of these features by our participants
and neutral-positive perceptions of their utility in evaluating web
sources. We also examined the perceived usefulness of nine other
domain credibility signals collected from the W3C.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Google introduced the “About this result” and “More about this page”
features in February 2021 at a time when misinformation, partic-
ularly related to COVID-19 and vaccines, was spreading rapidly
online. The “About this result” panel is accessed by clicking the ver-
tical ellipsis next to each result’s URL. Within this panel is a link
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to "More about this page" (see Figure 1 and footnote'). Google’s
goal with these features is to make it easier for people to vet un-
familiar sources and to provide additional assurance and peace of
mind when searching. The example provided in their press release
demonstrated how the features can be used to verify the credibility
of information from a medical journal, The Lancet, which is unfa-
miliar to many outside the medical research community [11]. These
features let individuals quickly access what other websites have to
say about a source or topic, a strategy known as “lateral reading”,
recommended by information literacy researchers [2, 3, 20]. While
we believe Google’s new features have the potential to be a helpful
tool for people, we wondered whether Google’s vertical ellipsis icon
that brings up the features would be sufficiently prominent to be
engaged with. Prominence-Interpretation Theory posits that success-
ful interventions must be both prominent enough to draw attention
and also be interpreted correctly by the user [4]. Would Google’s
new features and the vertical ellipsis to access these features be
prominent enough to draw attention to regular Google Search users
or go unnoticed? Furthermore, would the information provided in
these features be interpretable and useful for search users? To the
researchers’ best knowledge, there have been no publicly available
user studies published to date on Google’s “About this result” and
“More about this page” features.

We conducted 25 one-on-one interviews wherein we executed
a think-aloud procedure, collected survey responses, and observed
search behaviors. We found zero prior awareness or use of the two
features when participants were given their initial task of finding
credible sources via search to help a friend in a toxic relationship.
When shown these features after their search task, participants found
the features no more than “somewhat helpful”. Some participants
also found the “More about this page” feature confusing and were
unclear of its purpose in supporting lateral reading.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Critical Thinking on Search

In web search, the heuristic of “high ranking equals high-quality
content” has been found again and again to have the biggest impact
on click-through behavior and credibility judgments [8, 14]. This
rank order bias persists even when the top result is unrelated to
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Figure 1: Google’s “About this result” and “More about this
page”.

the search task [6, 10, 16, 19]. This suggests that users trust Google
to present the most relevant and high-quality results at the top of
the search engine results page (SERP), and may not engage active
critical thinking when searching. Organic search results typically
include only a title, short snippet, and URL. This may not provide
enough information for users to accurately assess the quality or
credibility of the content. Information Foraging Theory [15] and
researchers such as Schwarz and Yamamoto [17, 23] have proposed
that this strong rank order bias may be due to the limited information
available on the page to guide users’ decisions. Smith and Rieh have
suggested designing search systems that provide more knowledge-
context and meta-information to search users. They propose a design
vision for search systems that not only optimize for accuracy and
efficiency in answer retrieval and task completion but also prioritize
long-term learning and promote information-literate actions. They
suggest that providing knowledge-context and meta-information
about sources on SERPs can facilitate web literacy skills such as com-
paring, evaluating, and differentiating between information sources
without hindering efficient task completion [18]. HCI researchers
are increasingly studying the effectiveness of nudges and signals
on SERPs. However, many disclosures and signals go unnoticed or
ignored [14, 22]. According to Fogg’s Prominence-Interpretation
Theory, interventions like signals and nudges can only be successful
if they meet the conditions of being both prominent enough to draw
attention and interpreted by the user as important and salient [4].
We wanted to understand if Google’s features would be prominent
and interpretable enough to be effective in carrying out the Google’s
stated mission of helping users vet unfamiliar sources with these
features.

2.2 Augmenting SERPs with Credibility Signals

There is active research in the area of augmenting SERPs with credi-
bility signals to improve users’ assessments of content and sources.
For example, Schwaz and Morris tested the efficacy of displaying
domain popularity among experts in the field and the general public
[17]. Winter et al. studied the impacts of displaying the author’s name
and profession and a community rating of the author [21]. One major
challenge of implementing successful content signals is accounting
for variations in cognition, expertise and motivation, as was demon-
strated by Kattenbeck. He found that different people interpreted the
same content cues differently [9]. Google is among the many content
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platforms utilizing content labeling as a strategy for misinformation
intervention. While the popularity of content labeling may be due
to its perception as being less-divisive and political than fact-checks,
researchers studying the efficacy of content labeling have also found
that it can be more effective at shifting news consumption behaviors
and attitudes towards sources than fact-checks alone [1]. Another
major challenge for the approach of content labeling is identify sig-
nals that are both human-understandable and machine-operable.
Many of the content labels in research studies are manually collected
by researchers and may be challenging to implement at a wide-scale.
The World Wide Web Consortium’s (W3C) credible web community
group, which aims to shift the web towards more trustworthy content,
drafted a report detailing characteristics of “promising” credibility
signals. These characteristics include being difficult to manipulate,
widely available, scalable, and verifiable. Of the hundreds of crowd-
sourced credibility signals suggested, the W3C group identified Date
Website First Archived, Corrections Policy, and Awards (e.g.
Pulitzer Prize, RNG awards) as "promising" for research and devel-
opment due to their characteristics [5]. In a previous study, Lurie
and Mustafaraj examined Google’s Knowledge Panel and “Awards”
tab in assessing the credibility of news sources [12]. They found that
the “Awards” tab, which displayed wins and nominations for Pulitzer
Prizes, was the most valuable component of Google’s Knowledge
Panel for participants in evaluating sources. However, the news-
source specific knowledge panel no longer exists, and it has been
speculated that Google removed it due to political pressure [13].
Google’s new “About this result” feature contains information about
the first archival date of the website but does not present any awards
information. In the latter part of our study, we asked participants
to evaluate the perceived utility of including awards and some of
the other credibility signals that the W3C credible web community
group crowd-sourced.

3 DATA AND METHODS
3.1 Participants

We conducted 25 interview based user sessions with students at a
liberal arts college who were given a $15 Amazon gift card for their
participation. All participants identified as frequent users of Google
Search and felt confident in their search abilities. We identified col-
lege students as a user group that could benefit from these new
Google features and chose them as our study subjects due to the fre-
quency of their interactions with search engines and the frequency
of which they utilize Google Search to identify credible information
for school work. Prior studies have found that college students often
have difficulty identifying reliable information online and evaluating
the credibility of sources, often relying on superficial criteria such
as the website’s design or the presence of images to evaluate the
credibility of sources [7].

3.2 Stimuli

Prior to our user study, 130 user-generated search queries related to
toxic relationships were collected through interviews with sixteen
undergraduate students (n=16). For each of these 130 queries, the
first page of these search engine results pages (SERPs) was captured
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and analyzed with Tranco 2 a research tool that analyzes site rank-

ings, to identify a SERP with a mix of websites of varying credibility
levels. The SERP for the query “How to learn to receive healthy
love” was identified as having a mix of high-popularity websites
and less-known websites of varying credibility levels. Two of the
authors manually analyzed the domains on this SERP using credi-
bility criteria from Google’s Search Rater Guidelines, W3C signals,
and lateral reading to validate this mix of high and low credibility
domains on this SERP. As Google search results and their rankings
can regularly change, we created a simulated clickable SERP for
the chosen query. This allowed the researchers to ensure that each
participant was exposed to the same set of search results and that
researchers could easily track the elements that participants clicked
on. We used the interface design tool Figma 3 to create a clickable
mock-up and imported it into Useberry * to collect SERP interac-
tion data such as click-maps. Our simulated environment had the
same clickable elements as the original SERP on Google. Participants’
“think-aloud” and ratings were collected through forms filled out by
the participants and the interviewer.

3.3 Procedure

The study sessions took place from 07/15-07/20/2022 and lasted 20-30
minutes. The study was approved by our institution’s IRB and all
participants gave verbal consent.

In one-on-one facilitated think-aloud sessions, participants in-
teracted with the simulated SERP to complete the task of finding
information to help a friend in a toxic relationship. Their search
behaviors, including clicks and scrolling, were recorded by Useberry
and they were asked to think-aloud as they worked through the task.
After 3 minutes, the researchers asked participants about their famil-
iarity with the sources on this SERP and to explain how they assess
the credibility of unfamiliar sources. Subsequently, researchers asked
participants about their familiarity with the “About this result” panel
and what they expected from this feature. We recorded no interaction
with Google’s new features by study participants as they completed
the search task. After the initial task and set of interview questions,
participants were given a chance to interact with the “About this
result” feature and were asked to rate it on a scale of 1-5 in usefulness
in vetting unfamiliar sources. This procedure was repeated with the
“More about this page” feature. Participants were then given a de-
scription of nine other credibility signals and asked to rate them on
a scale of 1-5 in terms of usefulness in vetting sources. These signals
- Transparency, Content-Type, Publication Type, Web Accessibility,
Authorship, Advertising, Awards, Originality, and References - were
selected from a larger list of domain credibility signals from the W3C
web credibility group [5].

4 FINDINGS

4.1 Awareness and Perceived Utility of Google’s
new Features
The “About this result” and “More about this page” features had

been available on Google’s search results pages for over a year and a
half, but none of the participants (n=0) were aware of them despite
Zhttps://tranco-list.eu/

3https://www.figma.com/
4https://www.useberry.com
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being regular Google users. Once familiarized with the “About this
result” feature, our participants had a neutral-positive reaction (mean
3.52, standard deviation 1.046). When asked to explain their ratings,
several participants commented that while the feature could help
them assess sources, it is not sufficiently helpful to use in daily
life and they can easily conduct another google search to gather
information about the credibility of a site. Figure 2 shows a summary
of the elements that participants found most useful in the “About
this result feature”, though none of the individual elements received
a majority of participants’ votes for usefulness.

Votes
(out of 25)

Useful elements in “About | Description
this result” panel

Background information Description excerpted from Wikipedia (only for 10
well-established sources).

Relevance Relevant keywords from search query and why this | 10
source was presented as a result.

Security Whether the domain provides a secure internet 6
connection

N

Index information Date that the domain was first indexed by Google.

Figure 2: Most useful elements of Google’s “More about this
page” feature according to study participants.

Votes
(out of 25)

Useful elements in “More
about this page” feature

Description

Self description A description quoting from the domain’s “About 11

Us" page.

Google description Description of the domain from wikipedia or other |7
reference site when applicable.

More content from the Shows users web pages from the same domain. 6

domain

Related article Shows users whether their connection to the site is | 4
secure or not.

Web results about the Shows users web results about the source, usually |2

source from third-party sites.

Figure 3: Most useful elements of Google’s “More about this
page” feature according to study participants.

For the “More about this page” feature, we also found neutral-
positive ratings with 70% of participants rating it neutral to somewhat
useful (3-5 on a 5-point scale), with a mean of 3.28 and a standard
deviation of 1.021. We show the most voted elements in Figure 3.
Again, none of the elements were chosen by most participants, who
in general were more critical in the open-ended comments during
the think-aloud. Participants said that the feature felt very similar to
the “About this result”, as they had expected to see more information
such as date published, authorship, ratings, or other indications of
credibility. They also noted that certain sites only included the web
owner’s self review rather than reviews from others. This primarily
occurred for less established domains, which was frustrating, as less
recognizable domains are where participants sought the most help
from Google’s features. Some participants voiced that it was easier to
perform a second search rather than use the “More about this page”
feature, undermining its purpose in assisting with lateral reading.
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4.2 Suggestions of Additional Credibility Signals

Before introducing W3C’s nine credibility signals to our participants,
they were asked for suggestions on how to make the two existing
Google features more helpful. Many suggested third-party assess-
ments like citations, reviews, site traffic (n=38), information on the
author (n=7), publication funding sources (n=5), and various other
disclaimers such as awards, ads, and plagiarism. This was satisfying
to see, since many of these signals matched the researchers’ list of
proposed W3C credibility signals. We have summarized participant
reactions to each of the proposed signals in Figure 4, where a score
of 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale indicates that the signal would be helpful.

Signal Description Votes for helpful

(Out of 25)

Page-Level Credibility Signals

References Citations that support domain claims and demonstrate | 23
prior research.

Authorship The author name listed for the content, or another 22
description like anonymous.

Content Type Category of the published content. 18

Originality Unique content versus modified or re-used content. 14

Domain-Level Credibility Signals

Publication This signal aims to show who is responsible for the 23
Type/Owner site, content, or article.
Transparency Presence of an About and/or Contact page. 18

Web Accessibility Features that prevent people with disabilities or low 16

internet bandwidth from accessing content and tools.

Advertising Number of advertisements on page. 15

Awards Indicates the awards a domain has received. 13

Figure 4: Descriptions of 9 W3C credibility signals and par-
ticipant rankings as either “somewhat useful” or “completely
useful”.

4.3 Study Limitations

Our study was limited in the number and diversity of participants, 25
undergraduates at one liberal arts college. Extensions of this study
could survey larger groups and a more diverse population of Google
search users. We hope to build upon this current study with a larger-
scale study with a greater diversity of of Google Search users to
understand if our results can be generalized to non-college Google
users.

5 CONCLUSION

In our small scale user study, we found that all participants lacked
familiarity with the “About this result” and “More about this page”
features of Google Search. Secondly, when introduced to this feature,
most participants felt neutral toward the information that Google
provided. A few participants felt confused about why Google would
provide lateral reading sources on the “More about this site” page.
Many participants felt that the features did not contain sufficient
information to be useful and adopted in their regular everyday search
habits.
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Following Fogg’s P-I Theory, we believe there are opportunities
to improve both the prominence of the “About this result” and “More
about this page” features and to choose an icon that is more easily
interpreted by users as containing source information. Not only is
the current vertical ellipsis easy to miss when conducting a search,
it is also unclear from the icon what information will appear upon
click.

Secondly, we believe there are opportunities to improve the sig-
nals contained within the features themselves. While content labels
can help users by providing additional knowledge-context and foster
critical thinking on the validity of information encountered on the
Web, labels can also contribute to information overload, become
white noise and simply ignored. The knowledge-context provided is
currently limited to connection security, archival date, and wikipedia
description in the “About this result” feature. When we asked partic-
ipants to evaluate nine other credibility signals, we found that site
ownership, authorship, and references by other sites were deemed
by participants to be high utility in vetting unknown sources.

With web users relying heavily on Google Search to make life
decisions big and small, from what to purchase to who to elect, the
issue of being able to trust what we read online becomes ever more
critical. We believe that useful credibility signals are important to
develop, as misinformation spread faster than platforms’ and fact-
checkers’ ability to counter it. Additional research can be conducted
to assess various augmentations of signals and labels on SERPs as
well as the efficacy of current platform interventions on helping
users evaluate content and sources.
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