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This study addresses (1) the underexplored influence of the decoy effect, a cognitive bias where the presence of an inferior item alters
preferences between two options, on users’ search interactions and (2) how to measure information retrieval systems’ vulnerability
to the decoy effect 1. From the perspective of user behavior, this study investigates the influence of the decoy effect in information
retrieval (IR) by examining how decoy results affect users’ interaction on search engine result pages (SERPs), particularly in terms of
click-through likehood, browsing dwell time, and perceived document usefulness. To assess the impact of identified decoy results
on users’ search behavior, we conducted an experiment based upon regression analysis on user interaction logs from three publicly
available user study datasets which in total encompass 24 topics, 841 unique search sessions, and 2,685 queries. The findings indicate
that decoys significantly increase the likelihood of document clicks and perceived usefulness. To investigate whether the influence
of the decoy varies across different levels of task difficulty and user knowledge, we ran an additional round of experiments on one
of the three datasets, which encompasses 6 topics, 166 search sessions and 652 queries. The result indicates that when the task is
less challenging, users are more likely to click the target document, the time they spent on the target document is longer and the
usefulness score they assign to the target document is higher; When users have lower knowledge levels about the topic, they tend to
assign higher usefulness ratings to the target document.

Regarding IR system evaluation, this study provides empirical insights into measuring the vulnerability of text retrieval models to
potential decoy effect. An evaluation metric, namely DEcoy Judgement and Assessment VUlnerability (DEJA-VU), is proposed to
evaluate the possibility of a retrieval model ranking results in a way that could trigger decoy biases. The experiments on the TREC 19
DL passage retrieval task and the TREC 20 DL passage retrieval task demonstrate that ColBERT and SPLADE show higher relevance-
oriented retrieval effectiveness while also displaying lower vulnerability to decoy effect. This work advances the understanding of
decoy effect, a well-established concept in cognitive psychology and behavioral economics, in a novel application field (i.e. IR), and
also contribute to the modeling of boundedly rational users’ search behavior under the impact of cognitive biases. Our experiments
also integrate the knowledge of decoy effect with ranker evaluation and pave the path towards balanced, bias-aware IR evaluation.
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1This article is a follow-up study of the NTCIR EVIA paper of Chen et al. [15]. The Experiment 1 in this article is mainly based on the work of the EVIA
paper, but the Experiment 1 in this article is conducted on one more new dataset (THUIR2018 [60]) in comparison to the EVIA paper. Experiment 2 and
Experiment 3 in this article are entirely new and have not been reported bef.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Characterizing the cognitive processes, behavioral patterns, and decision-making mechanisms that users exhibit while
engaging with search systems constitutes a core research endeavor within the domain of interactive Information
Retrieval (IR). In recent years, the exploration of cognitive biases and their impact on the information seeking and
retrieval behaviors and outcomes has garnered increasing attention [2, 55]. A cognitive bias is a systematic pattern of
deviations in thinking which may lead to irrational judgements and problematic decision-making [91, 93]. Contrary
to the (over)simplified assumptions of globally rational users (i.e., users will rationally and comprehensively weigh
the benefits and costs incurred during the search process before making decisions such as clicking or re-querying.)
that form the basis of various existing user models and evaluation metrics, users are frequently affected by a range of
systematic cognitive biases, emotions, mental shortcuts and heuristics [1, 55, 56, 63]. As a result, predictions made by
models based on the assumption of global rationality could show significant divergence from the actual decisions and
retrospective assessments of users [55, 58, 107].

The decoy effect, which is one kind of cognitive biases, describes a situation in which individuals alter their preference
between two initial choices when introduced to a third (i.e. the decoy), which is asymmetrically inferior to one of the
initial choice [31]. Figure 1 illustrates an example of the decoy effect in shopping decision-making. In a shop, a customer
who intends to buy a beverage might waver between a 500ml bottle of water (for $1.19) and a bottle of soda with a
similar size (for $1.49). While the water is more affordable, the soda may offer a superior taste, making the decision
challenging. The final choice may rest on the consumer’s relative utility assessment of these options. Yet, with a 250ml
bottle of water for $1.09 presenting beside the 500ml water, the customer might lean towards the 500ml water, as they
perceive a substantial relative gain from the comparison of the 500ml water and the 250ml water: spending an additional
$0.10 to purchase a 500ml bottle of water, compared to the 250ml one, evidently presents a highly economical deal. In
the above example, the 250ml water serves as the decoy to the target 500ml water.

The investigation of decoy effects is of significant practical importance, as evidenced through both empirical studies
and real-world applications. In the context of marketing and e-commerce, understanding how the introduction of decoy
products influences consumer preferences can enable companies to craft more effective pricing and product positioning
strategies, leading to alterred consumer decision-making and increased profits [69, 89, 90, 102, 103]. In the field of IR,
gaining insights into the decoy effect can enable researchers to gain a better understanding of the preferences and
judgments of real-life users (as opposed to simulated agents) towards information objects, leading to more accurate
predictions of their behavior. However, the decoy effect has not received significant attention from the IR community up
to the present. Eickhoff [26] examined the impact of a decoy document on thresholds and strategies in crowdsourcing
relevance judgments, showing that assessors could increase the relevance rating of target document when it is shown
with the decoy document. Nevertheless, Eickhoff [26] only focuses on crowdsourcing assessors operating within the
annotation interface and few researches currently addresses how the decoy effect influences user interactions on Search
Engine Result Pages (SERPs).

To address the research gap mentioned above and take a step forward towards the vision of human-centered
information retrieval, we seek to understand how decoy effect at the document level influences users’ interaction
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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Decoy Effect In Search Interaction 3

Fig. 1. An example of the decoy effect. A customer might waver between the 500ml water and the soda. Yet, with a bottle of 250ml
water presenting beside the 500ml water, the customer might lean towards the 500ml water. The image is generated by DALL·E-3 and
edited by the authors.

behaviors on SERPs, such as clicks, browsing dwell time, and usefulness judgments. Specifically, our work seeks to
answer following Research Questions (RQ):

• RQ1: How, and to what extent, the presence of a decoy influences the likelihood of a document being clicked,
the browsing duration on it, and its perceived usefulness?

• RQ2: Does the extent to which the decoy effect influences user behavior vary according to the task difficulty? If
so, how does the decoy effect influence user behavior differently across varying levels of task difficulty?

• RQ3: Does the impact of the decoy effect on user behavior relate to the user’s level of prior knowledge scale
about the search topic? If so, how does the decoy effect influence user behavior differently across varying levels
of the user’s prior knowledge scale?

• RQ4: How can we measure the vulnerability of rankers to decoy effect?

To empirically demonstrate the impact of the decoy effect on user-document interaction behavior, we conduct user
log mining and analysis on three publicly available user behavior datasets (refer to Section 4). We utilize Ordinary Least
Squares (OLS) regression for analysis to observe the influence of the presence of decoys on the likelihood of document
clicks, browsing duration time, and perceived usefulness score (refer to Section 5). In addition, we investigate whether
there are differences in the impact of the decoy effect on user behavior under different task difficulties and user prior
knowledge levels (refer to Section 6). Finally, we address how to evaluate the system’s vulnerability to the decoy effect.
We select several commonly used text retrieval models based on sparse and dense vector representations and calculated
the number of decoy pairs returned by these systems at different cutoffs, as well as the nDCG [33] scores and recall
scores, on 97 topics from both the TREC 19 DL passage retrieval [23] and TREC 20 DL passage retrievall [22] tracks.
Based on the observed results from the experiment, we propose a heuristic evaluation metric called DEcoy Judgement
and Assessment VUlnerability (DEJA-VU) for evaluating the vulnerability of text retireval models to the decoy
effect (refer to Section 7).

Manuscript submitted to ACM
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The experimental result demonstrates that: (1) While keeping other conditions constant, when a decoy is present, in
comparison to when it is absent, there is an increase in the likehood of a document being clicked and its perceived
usefulness. (2) While keeping other conditions constant, when the search task is more difficult, users are less likely to
click on documents having a decoy compared to situations where the search task is less difficult. They also spend less
time on documents having a decoy and provide lower usefulness scores for such documents. (3) While keeping other
conditions constant, when users have a lower level of prior knowledge about the retrieval topic, they tend to assign
higher usefulness scores to the document having a decoy. (4) The vulnerability of text retrieval systems to the decoy
effect cannot be simply measured by the number of decoy pairs. When evaluating the vulnerability of text retrieval
models to the decoy effect, it is essential to consider various factors, including effectiveness, in a comprehensive manner.
Based on the above points, we have developed a metric for measuring the vulnerability to the decoy effect. According
to the metric scores, when the cutoff is small, TCT-ColBERT demonstrates higher effectiveness while exhibiting lower
vulnerability to the decoy effect, followed by SPLADE++.

The main contribution of our paper are three-fold:

• This work extends the understanding of decoy effect, a well-established concept in cognitive psychology and
behavioral economics, in a novel application field (i.e. interactive IR). By analyzing logs collected from real users,
this study provides empirical evidence on how the presence of a decoy influences user interactions, such as click
patterns, browsing durations, and perceived usefulness of documents, on SERPs. As far as we know, this is the
first study to address the influence of the decoy effect on users’ open domain information seeking behavior.

• The research uniquely contributes to the understanding of how the decoy effect shapes user behavior under
different search task difficulties and the user’s prior knowledge levels. It highlights how varying task complexities
and users’ prior knowledge levels can alter the impact of cognitive biases on interactive information search. This
study enhances previous work on how tasks and search tasks influence users’ information seeking and search
behavior (e.g., [9, 10, 40, 57, 59]) from the perspective of cognitive bias.

• We propose a metric for evaluating the vulnerability of text retrieval systems to the decoy effect. This metric
can be applied in both online and offline evaluation practices, guiding developers towards improving existing
text retrieval systems by enhancing effectiveness while mitigating the vulnerability to the decoy effect. The
findings of this study are instrumental in informing the design of search systems and the assessment of cognitive
debiasing techniques. By adding new bias dimensions to current user modeling frameworks, it enhances the
human-centered evaluation of search systems, particularly in how they can accommodate and mitigate cognitive
biases in user interactions.

This study, through the perspective of behavioral economics, delves deeper into the behavioral patterns and decision-
making processes of users interacting with search engines. The findings stand to encourage IR researchers to increase
the explanatory power of formal search models from a realistic behavioral and psychological foundation.

The structure of the entire text is as follows: Section 2 introduces previous work in the areas of cognitive biases,
behavioral economics, and interactive search; Section 3 presents our research questions; Section 4 provides an overview
of the user study datasets used in the first two experiments and how we processed the datasets; Section 5 describes the
methodology and experimental results of our first experiment; Section 6 outlines the methodology and experimental
results of our second experiment; Section 7 details the methodology and experimental results of our third experiment.
Section 8 summarizes our findings and discusses some open questions.

Manuscript submitted to ACM
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2 RELATEDWORK

This section introduces the fundamental concepts and the interdisciplinary approaches underpinning our study.

2.1 Cognitive Biases in Interactive Information Seeking and Retrieval

Insights from cognitive psychology and behavioral economics suggest that, cognitive biases arise from one’s limited
cognitive ability when there are no enough resources to properly collect and process available information [45]. Due to
cognitive biases, one’s decisions under uncertainty can systematically deviate from what is expected given rational
decision-making models [91–93].

Characterizing the cognitive processes, behavioral patterns, and decision-making mechanisms that users exhibit
whilst engaging with search systems constitutes a core research endeavor within the domain of interactive Information
Retrieval (IR). Contrary to the implicit assumptions prevalent in the majority of exisiting user models, users do not
exhibit global rationality (e.g. always pursuing optimal utility, having full access to information for decision-making and
unlimited cognitive resources for analyzing gains and costs). Instead, they are bounded rationality and are frequently
affected by a range of systematic cognitive biases, emotions, mental shortcuts and heuristics [1, 55, 56, 63], which
usually lead to significant divergence between the predictions made by models based on the assumption of global
rationality and the actual decisions and retrospective assessments of users [55, 58, 107]. Previous studies in the field
of interactive IR have demonstrated that, due to the inherent nature of cognitive biases, certain individuals are more
susceptible or more likely to be influenced by biased judgments arising from interaction contexts (e.g., cognitive load,
domain knowledge) [6, 49] and individual characteristics [74].

In search and recommendation contexts, interactions between individuals and systems could lead to the incorporation
of behavioral signals, influenced by cognitive biases, into datasets used for training machine learning algorithms, thereby
potentially magnifying existing system biases [2, 55]. Cognitive biases might also result in significant deviations in users’
behaviors and judgements from optimal or desired outcomes. Consequently, this could give rise to unfair decisions and
outcomes between users who are more susceptible to certain biases and contextual triggers and those who are not [56].

Therefore, with an increasing number of individuals turning to search and recommendation systems to access and
utilize information for life decisions, the influence of cognitive biases on the information retrieval process is drawing
heightened attention from IR researchers. Thus far, a lot of studies have explored the influence of cognitive biases
such as the anchoring effect [85], the priming effect [11, 84], the ordering effect [5], and the reference dependence
effect [58, 96] on document examination, relevance judgment, and evaluation of whole-session search satisfaction.

2.2 Decoy Effect

In this paper, we specifically shed light on one of the cognitive effects, the decoy effect. The decoy effect, which is one
kind of cognitive biases, describes a situation in which individuals alter their preference between two initial choices
when introduced to a third (i.e. the decoy), which is asymmetrically inferior to one of the initial choice [31]. Figure 1
illustrates an example of the decoy effect in shopping decision-making. In a shop, a customer who intends to buy a
beverage might hesitate between a 500ml bottle of water (priced at $1.19) and a similarly sized bottle of soda (priced at
$1.49). While the water is more affordable, the soda may offer a superior taste, making the decision challenging. The
final choice may rest on the consumer’s relative utility assessment of these options. However, when a 250ml bottle
of water (priced at $1.09) is displayed alongside the 500ml water, the customer may incline towards the 500ml water,
discerning a notable relative advantage from the comparison of the 500ml water and the 250ml water: spending an
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additional $0.10 to purchase a 500ml bottle of water, compared to the 250ml one, evidently presents a highly economical
deal. In the above example, the 250ml water serves as the decoy to the target 500ml water.

In the fields of marketing and e-commerce, there have been some studies exploring the impact of the decoy effect [69,
89, 90, 102, 103]. However, in the field of information retrieval, it is not clear how the decoy effect influences user
interactions with and evaluations on Search Engine Result Pages. The work most closely related to ours in theme is
that of Eickhoff [26], which shows that when a relevant item is presented alongside two non-relevant items, with one
non-relevant item being distinctly inferior (i.e., the decoy), assessors tend to rate the superior non-relevant document
as more relevant. Nevertheless, Eickhoff [26] only focuses on crowdsourcing assessors operating within the annotation
interface and our study addresses how the decoy effect could influence user interactions on SERPs, which is a broader
scenario.

2.3 Ranking Models in Information Retrieval

Traditional IR ranking models rely on exact lexical matching, such as Boolean retrieval, BM25 [77, 78], and statistical
language models [46]. These retrieval models, also known as Bag of Words (BOW) models, are based on sparse vector
representation and process queries by organizing documents into inverted indices, wherein each unique term is
associated with an inverted list that stores information regarding the documents in which it appears. However, the
token-based sparse representation of text cannot fully capture the semantic nuances of each term within the entire
textual context. These retrieval models thus suffer from the problem of vocabulary mismatch or semantic mismatch (i.
e., relevant documents may not contain terms that appear in the query).

One approach to deal with the vocabulary mismatch is to use dense vectors, which represent the text in a continuous
vector space with predefined dimensions and the dimension is not dependent on the length of the text. The advantage
of this approach is that text with similar semantics is typically represented by vectors that are close to each other in the
vector space. Ranking models based on dense vectors is referred to as dense retrieval models. Dense retrieval models
include Dense Passage Retriever (DPR) [39], Contriever [32], Approximate nearest neighbor Negative Contrastive
Learning (ANCE) [105], ColBERT [41], Sentence-BERT (SBERT) [76], and so forth. Many dense retrieval models
utilize BERT [25] for encoding queries and passages (e.g., [39, 41, 76, 105]) and utilize techniques such as contrastive
learning (e.g., [39, 105]) or or Siamese Network (e.g., [76]) during the training process, achieving better semantic
matching effectiveness compared to BM25 algorithm on benchmarks such as MS MARCO 2.

On the other hand, sparse representations based on pre-training language models (PLMs) have also garnered in-
creasing interest because they inherently inherit desirable properties of lexical models in their design. For example,
COntextualized Inverted List (COIL) [29] learns dense term-level representations to perform contextualized lexical
matching; uniCOIL [50] further simplifies the approach by learning a single weight per term. SParse Lexical AnD
Expansion (SPLADE) [28] directly learns high-dimensional sparse representations that are capable of jointly performing
expansion and re-weighting with the help of the PLM’s masked language modeling head and sparse regularization. These
sparse retrieval models also achieved better semantic matching ability compared to BM25 algorithm on benchmarks
such as MS MARCO.

In this study, we do not focus on improving the specific structure of ranking algorithms. Instead, we are are interested
in whether different ranking models return document retrieval results with varying degrees of vulnerability to the
decoy effect, and how to measure such vulnerability (refer to Section 7).

2https://microsoft.github.io/msmarco/
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2.4 The Evaluation of Information Retrieval Systems

The Evaluation of information retrieval systems is one of the main research interests in the information retrieval
community. Existing evaluation methods can be broadly divided into two classes, user-based (or online) evaluation and
test collection-based (or offline) evaluation [94].

Online methods rely on users’ implicit or explicit online signals (such as A/B tests, click models [20], time-based
models [80, 87], machine learning based methods [16, 35, 67, 97], etc.) as feedback to measure the effectiveness of IR
systems, which goes beyond the main scope of this article.

Offline evaluation is often built upon different assumptions and simulations regarding the process of a user interacting
with a search system [54, 83]. A range of evaluation metrics involving explicit or implicit user behaviour models have
been proposed and examined on test collections, including Discounted Cumulative Gain (DCG) [33] and its variants,
Rank-Biased Precision (RBP) [71], Expected Reciprocal Rank (ERR) [12], INST [70], etc. As described in Section 2.1, most
offline evaluation metrics treat users as globally rational decision makers when simulating interactions with search
engines, but this assumption has been increasingly challenged recently. In recent years, with the growing knowledge
about users’ cognitive biases, some works in the field of IR system evaluation began to introduce cognitive biases into
the construction and meta-evaluation of evaluation metrics [14, 17, 107]. However, there is few work that incorporates
the decoy effect into the calculation of IR system evaluation metrics. To address this gap, in this study, we propose an
offline evaluation metric to measure the potential vulnerability to the decoy effect of IR systems (refer to Section 7.4).
Unlike most offline evaluation metrics mentioned earlier, the DEJA-VU score is not based on how users accumulate
gains from relevant documents during the interaction with SERP. Instead, the DEJA-VU score considers the system’s
ability to return highly relevant documents (the higher the better) while also accounting for the presence of decoy pairs
in the results (the lower the better). This is because the factors affecting the number of decoy pairs are complex, so
we hope that the metric scores will prefer systems that return more highly relevant documents while returning fewer
decoy pairs.

3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

To address the research gap mentioned above, in this study, we seek to understand how the decoy effect at the document
level influences users’ interaction behaviors on SERPs, such as clicks, browsing dwell time, and usefulness perceptions.
Specifically, our work sought to answer following Research Question (RQ):

• RQ1: How, and to what extent, the presence of a decoy influences the likelihood of a document being clicked,
the browsing duration on it, and its perceived usefulness?

• RQ2: To what extent does impact of decoy items on user behavior vary across tasks of varying difficulty?
• RQ3: How is the behavioral impact of decoy item associated with users’ topic knowledge?
• RQ4: How should we measure the vulnerability of information retrieval systems to decoy effect?

The four questions presented are interconnected, forming the multi-layered research framework of this study. RQ1
lays the groundwork by providing a fundamental understanding of the influence of the decoy effect on users’ interaction
and perception. RQ2 and RQ3 delve deeper into the complexity of the influence of the decoy effect from two distinct
dimensions: task difficulty and users’ prior knowledge, respectively. RQ4 applies the insights from the first three RQs
to practical system design, seeking a balance between improving effectiveness and mitigating the vulnerability to the
decoy effect.
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Furthermore, these four research questions aim to identify and understand human biases within information retrieval
systems, and to measure such biases, for instance, the decoy effect in this study, to guide developers in formulating
algorithms to mitigate these biases in practice. This approach is critical for enhancing the reliability and user-centered
nature of information retrieval systems, ensuring that they not only return relevant results but also do so in a manner
that is cognizant of and resilient to inherent human biases.

4 USER BEHAVIOR DATASETS AND DATA PROCESSING

4.1 Summary of the User Behavior Datasets

In this section, we introduce the user study datasets employed in our first two experiments. All these datasets are
publicly available and the data are collected under the controlled laboratory setting. During the process of data collection,
participants were instructed to execute a given intricate search tasks utilizing commercial search engines in Chinese,
and the interaction behavior is trailed by a plugin on the browser. Figure 2 displays an example of the SERP returned by
a commercial search engine in the user studies.

The THUIR2016 dataset [66] encompasses a total of 9 topics, 225 search sessions and 933 queries, along with the title
and snippets on the SERP of each query. It also contains 4-level user self-rating usefulness scores for the items they
clicked and 5-level graded relevance labels collected from external assessors.

The THU-KDD dataset [61] encompasses a total of 9 topics, 450 search sessions and around 1100 queries, along with
the title and snippets on the SERP of each query. It also contains 4-level user self-rating usefulness scores for the items
they clicked and 4-level graded relevance labels collected from external assessors.

The THUIR2018 dataset [60] encompasses a total of 6 topics, 166 search sessions and around 652 queries, along with
the html file of the SERP of each query. It also contains 4-level user self-rating usefulness scores for the items they
clicked and 4-level graded relevance labels collected from external assessors. Additionally, participants were requested
to provide an evaluation of the task difficulty and knowledge in the task both before starting tasks and upon completing
tasks, utilizing a scale ranging from 1 (low) to 5 (high).

Table 1 provides a summary of the three datasets.

Dataset Language #topics #sessions #queries Usefulness Lv. Rel. Lv. #participants

THUIR2016 [66] Chinese 9 225 933 4 5 25
THU-KDD [61] Chinese 9 450 1, 092 4 4 50
THUIR2018 [60] Chinese 6 166 652 4 4 28

Table 1. Summary of datasets used in this study. Rel. stands for “relevance” and Lv. stands for “level”.

4.2 Data Processing Flow

To identify potential decoy instances in user logs, we first propose a definition of a decoy pair. A pair of documents, com-
posed of the target document and the decoy document (𝑡, 𝑑), constitutes a decoy pair if and only if the following conditions
are met: (1) 𝑡 and 𝑑 share certain degree of similarity in content, albeit not identical, i.e., 𝑆min ≤ similarity(𝑡, 𝑑) ≤ 𝑆max,
where 𝑆min and 𝑆max respectively represent the minimum and maximum similarity thresholds; (2) 𝑑 is inferior in quality
to 𝑡 , i.e., quality(𝑡) > quality(𝑑); (3) the position of 𝑡 and 𝑑 within a SERP is close enough, i.e., quality(𝑡) > quality(𝑑);
(3) the position 𝑡 and 𝑑 within a SERP is close enough, i. e., |𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑡) − 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑑) | ≤ Δrank.
Manuscript submitted to ACM



Decoy Effect In Search Interaction 9

Fig. 2. An example of the SERP interfaces used for collecting user behavior in the user study datasets. Sourced from the THUIR2018
dataset [60].

In this study, we calculated the cosine similarity between each pair of documents under the same topic and designated
𝑆min as the 99th percentile of document similarity in each dataset. For 𝑆max, we set it as 0.95. In THUIR2016 dataset
𝑆min stands at 0.626; in THU-KDD dataset 𝑆min stands at 0.594, and in THUIR2018 dataset .𝑆min stands at 0.574. For the
second condition, we employ the relevance scores given by external assessors as the measurement of document quality,
mandating that relevance(𝑡) − relevance(𝑑) ≥ 2 to ensure that the decoy is substantially inferior to the target. For the
third condition, we require the absolute value of the difference of the rank between 𝑡 and 𝑑 is smaller than or equal to 5
(Δrank = 5). We processed the top 10 documents in each SERP on all datasets adhering to the aforementioned three
conditions, and we identified 982 records of decoy pairs involving 318 distinct target documents in the THUIR2016
dataset; 922 records of decoy pairs involving 376 distinct target documents in the THU-KDD dataset; and 413 records of
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decoy pairs involving 98 distinct target documents in the THUIR2018 dataset. In the following discourse, we denote the
set consisting of all target documents in a corpus as T .

To investigate whether user interactions with documents are disparate when no decoy is present compared to
situations with a decoy, we assign some documents not in T to the control group (i.e., control documents), adhering to
the following condition: A document 𝑐 which is not in the set of target documents (i.e., 𝑐 ∉ T ) is considered a control
document if and only if it matches a target document 𝑡 ∈ T such that similarity(𝑐, 𝑡) ≥ 𝑆control and |relevance(𝑐) −
relevance(𝑡) | <= 2. We denote the set of all such 𝑐 as C, and the set of all 𝑡 that can match with at least one 𝑐 as T ′,
where T ′ ⊂ T . As mentioned above, we calculated the cosine similarity between each pair of documents under the
same topic and designated 𝑆control to the 99.5th percentile of document similarity in each dataset. In THUIR2016 dataset
𝑆control stands at 0.709; in THU-KDD dataset 𝑆control stands at 0.676; and in THUIR2018 dataset, 𝑆control stands at 0.621.
According to the aforementioned condition, we have identified 741 qualifying control documents in the THUIR2016
dataset, 1790 in the THU-KDD dataset and 219 in the THU-KDD dataset.

We then extracted interaction records of all control documents in the three datasets, obtaining 1384 records from
THUIR2016, 2770 records from THU-KDD and 548 records from THUIR2018. Subsequently, from the records of decoy
pairs in the three datasets (with 982 records fromTHUIR2016, 922 fromTHU-KDD and 413 fromTHUIR2018 respectively),
we filter out all records where 𝑡 ∈ T ′, obtaining 768, 839 and 219 records respectively. Note that, for decoy pairs from
the same SERP interaction 𝑖 , there could be situations where the same target document corresponds to multiple decoy
documents. In our filtering process, we ensure that for a given SERP interaction 𝑖 and a given target document 𝑡 , only
one record is eventually extracted. We concatenate the interaction records of target documents and control documents,
ultimately obtaining three document interaction record lists of lengths 2123 for THUIR2016, 3598 for THU-KDD and
767 for THUIR2018 respectively. The three lists of interactions will be employed for the subsequent data analysis. In
the subsequent analysis, we process the interaction signals as follows: for documents that have not been clicked, their
usefulness score is assigned a value of 0, and their browsing duration is also set to 0. Figure 3 provides a brief outline of
our data processing workflow.

5 EXPERIMENT 1: THE IMPACT OF DECOY ON INTERACTION BEHAVIORS

In order to address RQ1, in this section, we introduce the experiment conducted to investigate whether the presence of
a decoy influences the probability of a document being clicked, its duration of browsing, and its percevied usefulness
when compared to the conditions where no decoy is present. In the following text, we refer to documents that can be
associated with a decoy in the context of SERP as target documents, and documents that cannot be associated with a
decoy are referred to as control documents. For the detailed definition, see Section 4.2.

5.1 Preliminary Analysis

Table 2 reports the clickthrough proportion as well as the mean value of browsing duration and usefulness score across
THUIR2016, THU-KDD and THUIR2018. From Table 2 one can observe that, apart from the THUIR2018 dataset, the
differences between the target group and control group in terms of click probability, browsing duration, and usefulness
are not statistically significant under t-test. Nevertheless, we observed inconsistencies in the distribution of document
rankings between the target group and control group, which could potentially affect the results presented in and Table2.
Figure 4 shows the distribution of rank for both the target group and control group across the THUIR2016, THU-KDD,
and THUIR2018. From Figure 4 one can observe that, across both datasets, the distribution of target documents and
control documents over ranks substantially diverges. Taking into account that the rank position might also influence
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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Fig. 3. Data processing flow on THUIR2016, THU-KDD and THUIR2018. (1) First, we filter out decoy pairs from the search results
and identify the SERP numbers where these decoy pairs are located. (2) Next, we determine documents that are similar to the target
documents in the decoy pairs but do not have a decoy, serving as the control group. (3) Finally, we extract user interactions with both
the target documents and control documents for further analysis.
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Fig. 4. The distribution of rank for both the target group and control group across THUIR2016 (left), THU-KDD (middle), and
THUIR2018 (right).

the click-through rate, browsing duration, and usefulness evaluation of a document, the results presented in and Table2
could be subject to rank position bias [24, 104]. Hence, it is necessary to factor out any latent effects stemming from
position biases on our results.

5.2 Regression Analysis

To control the impact caused by rank position, we employ regression analysis to investigate the relationships between
the presence of a decoy and the probability of clicks, browsing duration, and usefulness scores. We constructed three
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THUIR2016 THU-KDD THUIR2018
Target Control Sig. Lv. Target Control Sig. Lv. Target Control Sig. Lv.

Clickthrough prob. 0.139 0.139 - 0.227 0.207 - 0.306 0.175 ***
Browsing duration 5.323 4.677 - 8.181 6.744 - 79.403 28.200 ***
Usefulness score 0.361 0.322 - 0.867 0.780 - 0.598 0.237 ***

# Observations 982 741 922 1790 413 219
Table 2. The clickthrough probability as well as the mean value of browsing duration and usefulness score across THUIR2016,
THU-KDD and THUIR2018. Sig. Lv. stands for “Significance Level”. *** indicates 𝑝 < 0.001 under t-test.

regression models, taking whether the document is clicked (is_clicked), browsing duration (duration), and usefulness
score (usefulness) as dependent variables respectively, and the presence of a decoy (has_decoy), the document’s
rank (rank), task ID (task_id), and user ID (user_id) as independent variables. For is_clicked, we employ Logistic
regression, and for duration and usefulness, we resort to Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression. Equation 1
presents the structure of the regression equation we employed.

𝑦 = 𝛽 + 𝛼𝑥has_decoy +
𝑅∑︁
𝑟=2

𝑤𝑟𝑥𝑟 +
𝑇∑︁
𝑡=2

𝑤𝑡𝑥𝑡 +
𝑆∑︁
𝑠=2

𝑤𝑠𝑥𝑠 (1)

In Equation 1, 𝛽 represents the intercept, while 𝑥has_decoy denotes has_decoy and 𝛼 denotes the regression coefficient
for has_decoy. The term 𝑅 signifies the deepest document rank position, and in our experiments, we have 𝑅 = 10. The
variable 𝑥𝑟 is a binary indicator, taking the value of 1 if the current document’s rank position is 𝑟 , and 0 otherwise;𝑤𝑟 is
the regression coefficient associated with 𝑥𝑟 . 𝑇 stands for the number of tasks. In the datasets THUIR2016, THU-KDD,
and THUIR2018, 𝑇 is respectively 9, 9, and 6. The variable 𝑥𝑡 is another binary indicator, which is set to 1 if the current
document originates from the 𝑡-th task, and 0 otherwise;𝑤𝑡 is the regression coefficient for 𝑥𝑡 . 𝑆 stands for the number
of participants. For the datasets THUIR2016, THU-KDD, and THUIR2018, the values of 𝑆 are 25, 50, and 28, respectively.
The variable 𝑥𝑠 is a binary indicator that takes the value of 1 if the behavioral signals for the current document were
collected from the 𝑠-th participant, and 0 otherwise; and𝑤𝑠 is its associated regression coefficient. In the regression
equation, the values for 𝑟 , 𝑡 , and 𝑠 start from 2 to circumvent the issue of multicollinearity. Finally, 𝑦 represents the
dependent variable in the regression equation. For the click behavior, given that we employed Logistic regression,
the relation is given by 𝑦 = 1/(1 + exp−is_clicked); for browsing duration and usefulness assessment, 𝑦 is equated to
duration and usefulness respectively.

Note that unlike common practices in computer science, in econometrics, regression models are predominantly
employed for interpretation rather than for prediction. In a multiple regression model, each coefficient tells people the
impact on the dependent variable of a one-unit change in that independent variable, holding all other independent
variables constant [86]. In this study, we focus on elucidating how, and to what extent, the presence of a decoy influences
the likelihood of a document being clicked, the browsing duration on it, and its perceived usefulness. Hence, we do not
partition the dataset into training and test subsets; instead, we perform regression on the entirety of the data. Including
rank, task_id, and user_id as independent variables serves to use them as control variables to mitigate the potential
influences from rank position, task type, and individual characteristics on the outcomes, thus better elucidating how
variations in has_decoy would affect the values of is_clicked, duration, and usefulness.
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THUIR2016 THU-KDD THUIR2018

is_clicked 0.363* 0.217* 0.879***
duration 1.916 1.913 51.521***
usefulness 0.136 ** 0.156 ** 0.358***

# Observations 2123 3598 767
Table 3. The regression coefficient (𝛼 ) of the independent variable has_decoy with the dependent variables is_clicked, duration,
and usefulness on THUIR2016, THU-KDD and THUIR2018. *, ** and *** respectively indicate 𝑝 < 0.05, 𝑝 < 0.01, and 𝑝 < 0.001.

Table 3 shows the regression coefficient (𝛼) of the independent variable has_decoy (ℎ) with the dependent variables
is_clicked, duration and usefulness. As previously stated, our focus in this research is to elucidate in what manner
and to what extent the presence of a decoy impacts whether a document is clicked, the browsing duration, and the
usefulness scores, and rank, task_id, and user_id are included merely to control for the effects brought by rank
position, task, and individual characteristic respectively. Therefore, we opt to omit the reporting of the constant as well
as the regression coefficients of rank, task_id, and user_id in the tables.

From Table 3, one can observe that: across all datasets, the presence of a decoy could exert a positive influence on the
likelihood of being clicked (coefficient = 0.363, 0.217 and 0.879 respectively) and on the usefulness score (coefficient =
0.136, 0.156 and 0.358 respectively), all with a statistical significance at the level of 𝑝 < 0.05. The existence of a decoy
also seems to exert a positive impact on duration (coefficient = 1.916, 1.913 and 51.521 respectively), but this result is
only statistically significant in the THUIR2018 dataset. This result indicates that, given the document rank, type of
task, and individual characteristics, when a decoy is present, in comparison to the case when the decoy is absent, the
likelihood of a document (the target) being clicked would increase; the usefulness score of the target perceived by the
user would be elevated.

6 EXPERIMENT 2: THE IMPACT OF TASK DIFFICULTY AND USER KNOWELDGE ON DECOY EFFECT

Through Experiment 1, we found that, when a document has a decoy, users are more likely to click on the document
and tend to give it a higher usefulness score. This indicates the potential impact of cognitive biases on user interaction
behavior. Additionaly, previous studies in the field of interactive IR have demonstrated that, the nature of a user’s
task could impact on their information-seeking behaviors [42, 59]. In more specific terms, specific task natures such
as task type, task complexity and difficulty, as well as the stage of the task, have been identified as influential factors
affecting users’ assessments of usefulness and relevance [7, 8, 57, 100]. On the other hand, previous empirical studies in
interactive IR have shown that users’ prior knowledge of the topic may influence their search behavior, such as the
dwell time during searches [57, 59, 65], or decisions on what results to click or skip [72, 82]. Previous work has also
shown that, due to the inherent nature of cognitive biases, certain individuals are more susceptible or more likely to
be influenced by biased judgments arising from interaction contexts (e.g., cognitive load, domain knowledge) [6, 49]
and individual characteristics [74]. Consequently, building upon Experiment 1 and previous work, we propose two
additional research questions:

• Does the extent to which the decoy effect influences user behavior vary according to the nature of the task, such
as its difficulty? If so, how does the decoy effect influence user behavior differently across varying levels of task
difficulty (RQ2)?
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Fig. 5. The distribution of task difficulty and prior knowledge scale reported by users across different topics in the THUIR2018 dataset.
The red line represents the median.

• Does the impact of the decoy effect on user behavior relate to the user’s existing level of knowledge about the
search topic? If so, does the influence of the decoy effect on user behavior vary at different levels of existing
knowledge (RQ3)?

To address RQ2 andRQ3, we conducted an additional analysis on the THUIR2018 dataset. As described in Section 4.1,
the THUIR2018 dataset includes user-reported levels of task difficulty and prior knowledge about the task, both before
starting and after completing the task. Figure 5 shows the distribution of task difficulty and prior knowledge scale
scores across different topics and Table 4 presents the mean values of user-reported post-task difficulties for each task.
We designate the three tasks with the highest average post-task difficulty as “high difficulty”. According to this criterion,
a total of 315 records out of 767 records in the THUIR2018 dataset are from tasks of high difficulty, accounting for
approximately 41.07% of the total.
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Subsequently, based on Equation 1, we introduced the following new variables: Is_High_Difficulty (IHD),
Has_Decoy_is_High_Difficulty (HDHD), Is_Low_Knowledge (ILK), Has_Decoy_is_Low Knowledge (HDLK).

These variables are all binary variable. IHD is set to 1 if the document is from a task designated as “high difficulty”,
otherwise it is set to 0. HDHD is an interaction term of has decoy and IHD. If a document has a decoy AND is from a
task designated as “high difficulty”, then HDHD is set to 1; otherwise, it is set to 0. ILK is set to 1 if the document is from
a task designated as “low knowledge”, otherwise it is set to 0. HDLK is an interaction term of has_decoy and ILK. If a
document has a decoy AND is from a task designated as “low knowledge”, then HDLK is set to 1; otherwise, it is set to 0.
The new regression model is presented as follows.

𝑦 = 𝛽 + 𝛼has_decoy𝑥has_decoy + 𝛼HDHD𝑥HDHD + 𝛼ILK𝑥ILK + 𝛼HDLK𝑥HDLK +
𝑅∑︁
𝑟=2

𝑤𝑟𝑥𝑟 +
𝑇∑︁
𝑡=2

𝑤𝑡𝑥𝑡 +
𝑆∑︁
𝑠=2

𝑤𝑠𝑥𝑠 (2)

In Equation 2, 𝑥has_decoy represents has_decoy and 𝛼has_decoy represents the regression coefficient for it; 𝑥HDHD
represents HDHD and 𝛼HDHD represents the regression coefficient for it; 𝑥ILK representsILK and 𝛼ILK represents the
regression coefficient for it; 𝑥HDLK represents HDLK and 𝛼HDLK represents the regression coefficient for it. The definition
of other symbols is consistent with Equation 1. Note that the variable IHD was not included in the regression model to
avoid the issue of multicollinearity, as IHD can be obtained through a linear combination of 𝑥𝑡 .

Table 5 shows the regression coefficients 𝛼1 and 𝛼2 with the dependent variables is_clicked, duration and
usefulness. From Table 5 it can be observed that: (1) Under the condition that other variables are held constant, when
the task difficulty is relatively low (is_high_difficulty = 0), compared to the absence of a decoy (has_decoy = 0),
the presence of a decoy (has_decoy_high_difficulty = 0, has_decoy = 1) results in a substantial increase in the
likelihood of the target document being clicked (coefficient = 1.304, 𝑝 < 0.001), the time spent on the target document
(coefficient = 89.96, 𝑝 < 0.001), and the usefulness rating (coefficient = 0.59, 𝑝 < 0.001). (2) Conversely, under the
condition that other variables are held constant, when the task difficulty is relatively high (is_high_difficulty =
1), compared to the absence of a decoy (has_decoy = 0), the presence of a decoy (has_decoy_high_difficulty = 1,
has_decoy = 1) only results in a 12.0% increase in the likelihood of the target document being clicked, a 6.5 seconds
increase in the time spent on the target document, and a 0.085 increase in the usefulness rating for the target document.
In other words, considering the presence of a decoy, compared to scenarios with low task difficulty, when the task
difficulty is relatively high, the likelihood of the target document being clicked has a substantial decrease (coefficient
= 118.4%, 𝑝 < 0.001); the duration spent on the target document (coefficient = 83.5, 𝑝 < 0.001) and the usefulness
rating for the target document also substantially decreases (coefficient = 0.505, 𝑝 < 0.001). (3) Under the condition of
keeping other factors constant, when users have lower prior knowledge of the search topic, compared to the scenario
without decoys, users tend to assign higher usefulness scores to a document when it contains decoys (coefficient =
0.275, 𝑝 < 0.05).

For RQ2 and RQ3, our result suggests that the impact of the decoy effect on user behavior varies under different
task difficulties and different prior knowledge levels. In summary, when the task difficulty is lower or the user’s prior
knowledge level is lower, the decoy effect tends to have a greater impact on user interaction behaviors, such as clicks,
browsing duration, and usefulness evaluations. Compared to more challenging tasks, the decoy effect exerts a greater
influence in simpler search tasks, manifesting as users being more likely to click on target documents, spending more
time on target documents, and potentially assigning higher usefulness ratings to target documents. The impact of the
decoy effect on user behavior is relatively small when the search task is of high difficulty. When users have a lower level

Manuscript submitted to ACM



16 Chen, et al.

of prior knowledge, the decoy effect tends to have a greater impact on their behavior, manifesting as the assignment of
higher usefulness scores to a document that includes decoys.

A possible explanation for this observation can be drawn from the theory of two conceptual systems proposed
by Kahneman [38]. Based on the theory of two conceptual systems by Kahneman [38], there are two conceptual
systems within the human brain: System 1, which is automatic, fast, and intuitive; and System 2, which is conscious,
slow, and analytical. When System 1 dominates thinking, it can lead to faster decision-making, albeit potentially
error-prone. In contrast, when System 2 thinking is engaged, it is typically more reliable but requires more cognitive
effort. Thus, a possible explanation for what we observed in Experiment 2 is that: (1) When individuals are tasked with
more challenging search tasks, users may need to expend more cognitive effort to memorize, understand and analyze
information from search results [9, 10, 40], which requires them to engage more intensively with System 2 cognitive
processes. Therefore, they tend to utilize System 2, subsequently mitigating the impact of the decoy effect; (2) When
users have a lower level of prior knowledge (i.e., they are less familiar with the search topic), users may tend to take
cognitive shortcuts and rely more on System 1 in scenarios where they need to process a large amount of information
quickly to make decisions.

Task ID 1 2 3 4 5 6

Average Post-task Difficulty 3.0 2.52 2.68 2.04 3.04 2.89
Table 4. Average post-task difficulty for each task on the THUIR2018 dataset. Bold font indicates a task that is classified as “high
difficulty”.

𝛼HD 𝛼HDHD 𝛼HDLK

is_clicked 1.064** -1.156* 0.698
duration 78.890*** -84.899*** 31.535
usefulness 0.494 *** -0.519 *** 0.275*

# Observations 767
Table 5. The regression coefficients of the independent variable has_decoy (𝛼HD), has_decoy_high_difficulty (𝛼HDHD), and
has_decoy_low_knowledge (𝛼HDLK) with the dependent variables is_clicked, duration, and usefulness on THUIR2018. *, ** and
*** respectively indicate 𝑝 < 0.05, 𝑝 < 0.01, and 𝑝 < 0.001.

7 EXPERIMENT 3: VULNERATBILITY OF RETRIEVAL MODELS TO DECOY EFFECT IN RANKING

With the widespread adoption of search systems, people have increasingly come to rely on information retrieved from
search systems for making decisions, including important life decisions such as medical, political and financial choices.
However, as previously discussed, users are often influenced by various cognitive biases (e. g., the decoy effect) when
interacting with search systems, leading to decisions that deviate from optimal outcomes. In critical contexts such
as medical diagnosis, criminal judgments or information consumption, cognitive biases can even result in dangerous
decisions and have negative societal consequences. The results returned by search systems have the potential to magnify
and exacerbate users’ cognitive biases [3, 19]. It is natural to come up with the following research question (RQ4): How
to measure the vulnerability of information retrieval systems to the decoy effect? In commonly used sparse and dense
retrieval models, which models can achieve higher effectiveness while having lower vulnerability to the decoy effect?
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In this section, we utilize the Microsoft Machine Reading Comprehension (MS MARCO) [4] dataset to investigate the
effectiveness of various retrievers and their vulnerability to the decoy effect at different cutoff depths 𝑘 . We investigate
these aspects across 97 topics of the passage retrieval task from the Text REtrieval Conference (TREC) 2019 Deep
Learning (DL) Track collection [23] and the TREC 2020 DL Track collection [22]. To measure the effectiveness of a
retrieval model, we use nDCG@𝑘 and Recall@𝑘 as the evaluation metrics. To measure a retriever’s vulnerability to
the decoy effect, we first analyze the relationship between effectiveness and the number of decoy pairs, followed by
introducing a heuristic metric for measuring the vulnerability of retrieval models to decoy effect in result presentation.

7.1 Summary of The Dataset and Collections

MS MARCO [4] comprises an extensive dataset collection tailored for deep learning applications in the realm of
information retrieval. In our experiment, we use MS MARCO Version 1. The dataset consists of 1, 010, 916 anonymized
questions obtained from Bing’s search query logs, 8, 841, 823 passages extracted from 3, 563, 535web documents retrieved
by Microsoft Bing.

The TREC DL Track aims to investigate information retrieval in the context of large-scale training data, with the
objective to make large-scale datasets publicly available for deep learning-based information retrieval methods and
to provide a standardized grounding for comparing various information retrieval approaches. In our experiment, we
selected 43 and 54 topics respectively from the passage retrieval tasks of the TREC 19 DL and TREC 20 DL tracks, all of
which are accompanied by relevance (qrel) annotations. Passages were evaluated using a four-point relevance scale: Not
Relevant (0), Related (1), Highly Relevant (2), and Perfect (3). It is important to note that the “Related” rating, despite its
name, indicates that while a passage pertains to the same general topic, it fails to directly answer the question.

7.2 Experimental Setting

Our experiment adopted several retrievers based on sparse or dense vector representations for comparison: (1) BM25 [78],
(2) SPLADE++ [27], (3) uniCOIL [50], (4) ANCE [105], (5) TCT-ColBERT [52], (6) SBERT [76]. The main rationale for
selecting the above retrievers is that they are either commonly used text retrieval models (e.g., BM25, ANCE and
SBERT) or variants of commonly used text retrieval models (e.g., SPLADE [28], COIL [29], ColBERT [52]). Another
reason for selecting the above retrievers is that pyserini [51] toolkit offers pre-built indexes of them on MS MARCO
v1 with predefined parameters or weights, which facilitates the comparison of our experimental result with those of
previous work (e.g., [50, 52]). Since the focus of our work is on evaluating the results returned by these retrievers rather
than improving the rankers themselves, we offer a brief overview of these models in the following part. For detailed
information about the models, please refer to the original papers.

• BM25 [78]: BM25 is a probabilistic information retrieval model based on sparse vector representation. It computes
the document scores by considering the term frequency (TF) and inverse document frequency (IDF) of each term.
Specifically, BM25 adjusts the importance of each term during the computation process, controlling the impact
of term frequency and document length through parameters such as 𝑘1, 𝑘2, and 𝑏.

• SPLADE++ [27]: The SPLADE model [28] is a retrieval approach that employs high-dimensional sparse vector
representation. It integrates the Masked Language Modeling (MLM) head of a pre-trained language model (PLM)
with sparse regularization, enabling joint term expansion and re-weighting. In our experiments, we utilized the
enhanced version of SPLADE, named SPLADE++, which incorporates modifications to the pooling mechanism
and introduces models trained with distillation.
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Fig. 6. A case where a target document can correspond to multiple potential decoy documents. For example, both 1220759 and
1333480 can be considered as decoys for 1414114, and they can also be considered as decoys for 1034183. Therefore, there can be up
to 4 potential decoy pairs. But when calculating, we only consider one decoy pair for each target document under each topic. The
document with the highest similarity to the target document is considered a decoy. Therefore, in this example, there are only two
decoy pairs, (1034183, 1220759) and (1414114, 1333480), respectively, will be identified.

• uniCOIL [50]: Contextualized Lexical Retriever (COIL) [29] is a retrieval approach based on sparse vector
representation. The scoring of COIL is based on vector similarities between query-document overlapping term
contextualized representations. UniCOIL [50] is a variant of COIL that reduces the token dimension of COIL to 1
and is directly compatible with inverted indexes.

• ANCE [105]: ANCE is a method applicable for training dense retrieval model. It leverages asynchronous updates
of Approximate Nearest Neighbor (ANN) [36] indices to globally select hard negatives from the entire corpus
for training, which is concurrently updated with the learning process to select more representative negative
training instances.

• TCT-ColBERT [52]: ColBERT [41] is a multi-vector dense retriever which uses the delayed interaction approach
with a dual-encoder design. It encodes queries and documents separatelywith BERT [25] and efficiently calculating
their similarity. This allows it to leverage the outstanding natural language understanding ability of deep language
models while speeding up query processing. Tightly-Coupled Teacher ColBERT (TCT-ColBERT) [52] employs
knowledge distillation to accelerate the ColBERT retriever and is claimed to approach the performance of
ColBERT while significantly improving speed by several orders of magnitude.

• SBERT [76]: Sentence-BERT (SBERT) is a modification of the BERT network. It utilizes siamese and triplet
network structures to generate semantically meaningful sentence embeddings in fixed-sized vectors for input
sentences, enabling the sentence to be compared using cosine similarity. The retriever based on SBERT maintains
the accuracy of BERT in determining text similarity while having an improved computing efficiency.
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In our experiments, we utilize the pre-built indexes provided by the pyserini toolkit to evaluate the above-mentioned
retrievers (without extra expansions) on a total of 86 topics, consisting of 43 from the TREC 2019 DL and 54 from the
TREC 2020 DL passage retrieval tasks 3. For each topic, the retrievers return a ranked list of the top 1000 passages.

Similar to the setup in Section 4.2, we define that a pair of documents (passages) 4, composed of the target document
and the decoy document (𝑡, 𝑑), constitutes a decoy pair if and only if the following conditions are met: (1) The similarity
between target document 𝑡 and decoy document 𝑑 measured by cosine similarity is greater than or equal to 0.6 and less
than 0.95; (2) The qrel score for 𝑡 is greater than or equal to 2, and the qrel score for 𝑑 is less than or equal to 1. (3) The
absolute value of the rank distance between 𝑡 and 𝑑 is less than or equal to 5. Note that here condition (2) differs slightly
from Section 4.2. The rationale for it is as follows: since TREC 19 DL and TREC 20 DL provide more detailed relevance
annotation standards for each qrel level, it can be considered that there is a substantial difference in quality between
passages with qrel scores of 0 or 1 and passages with qrel scores of 2 or 3. Furthermore, as shown in Figure 6, when
calculating decoy pairs for each topic, there may be cases where one target document corresponds to multiple potential
decoy documents. In our calculation, we consider only the document with the highest similarity to the target document
as the decoy. Therefore, there is only one decoy pair for each target document under each topic.

Following the methodology mentioned above, we calculate (1) the average number of decoy pairs, (2) the recall
score and (3) the nDCG score for each retriever’s output on each topic, with the cutoff (𝑘) ranging from 10 to 1000
incrementally by 10.

7.3 Experimental Result and Analysis

Figure 7 shows the average numbers of the decoy pairs on each topic, the nDCG scores, and the recall scores for 6
retrievers at different depths in the TREC 19 DL and TREC 20 DL tasks. From Figure 7 it can be firstly observed that,
similar to recall, the number of decoy pairs increase as the cutoff becomes large. This observation is intuitive. Since our
definition of decoy pairs involves relevance (refer to Section 7.2), similar to recall, the number of decoy pairs increases as
more documents are retrieved. Based on the previous definition of decoy pairs, when the cutoff depth increases, existing
decoy pairs remain unchanged; At the same time, newly retrieved documents may become either target documents or
decoy documents, thus increasing the number of decoy pairs.

Another observed result is that, compared to recall and nDCG, the system ranking measured by the number of decoy
pairs is volatile and changes with the variation in cutoff depth. From Figure 7, we can see that in TREC 19 DL, except
for the swapping of ranks between ANCE and uniCOIL, the ranking of other systems remained almost unchanged.
Similarly, in TREC 20 DL, apart from a rank exchange between ANCE and SBERT, the rankings of the other systems also
showed little to no change. The system rankings measured by recall are also similar to those measured by nDCG. After
excluding BM25, the relative rankings of the five systems in both tracks showed almost no change. This observation
reflects the complexity of the decoy effect mechanism. According to our definition, the identification of a decoy pair
depends not only on the relative quality between the document pair but also on factors like their similarity and ranking.

As previously mentioned, the factors influencing the number of decoy pairs are complex. Therefore, relying solely on
the number of decoy pairs as a metric may not effectively reflect the vulnerability of retrieval systems to decoy results
and lead to biased judgments. Consider the example of SPLADE++. As shown in Figure 7, on TREC 20 DL, it returned the
most decoy pairs. However, as Figure 8 shows, if we investigate the distribution of document proportions for different

3Regarding the parameter settings for each retriever, please refer to: https://castorini.github.io/pyserini/2cr/msmarco-v1-passage.html
4Due to convention, we still use the term “document" here, but to be more precise, the text passages used in this experiment should be referred to as
“passages". Unless specifically distinguished, within this section, we consider “document" and “passage" as synonyms.

Manuscript submitted to ACM



20 Chen, et al.

Fig. 7. The number of average decoy pairs on each topic (left), the score of nDCG (middle), and the score of recall (right) for BM25,
SPLADE++, uniCOIL, ANCE, TCT-ColBERT, and SBERT across the TREC 19 DL collection (top) and TREC 20 DL collection (bottom).

relevance scores on TREC 19 DL and TREC 20 DL, we find that TREC 20 DL has nearly 90% of its documents with
relevance scores of 0 or 1, with only a few documents having a relevance score of 2 or 3 (highly relevant). Therefore,
the reason for this result might be because SPLADE++ returned more highly relevant documents than other systems,
thereby leading to more decoy pairs. Consider another example of BM25, the number of decoy pairs returned by BM25
is the least in two tracks when the cutoff is less than 100. Nonetheless, this outcome may be attributed to the fact that,
in comparison with other systems, BM25 retrieves a smaller quantity of (highly) relevant documents, as illustrated in
Figure 7.

Consider a more extreme example, where a system returns only irrelevant documents to the topic. According to our
previous definition, the number of decoy pairs returned by this system is undoubtedly 0. Nevertheless, such a system is
fundamentally incapable of providing users with any helpful documents to address their information needs and there
fore should definitely not be preferred in information retrieval system evaluation practice like TREC. In other words,
discussing the vulnerability of a information retrieval system to the decoy effect is meaningless without considering its
effectiveness.
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Fig. 8. The proportion of documents for each relevance score in TREC 19 DL and TREC 20 DL.

SERP1

2 highly relevant 
documents

2 decoy pairs

DEJA-VU = 0

SERP2

3 highly relevant 
documents

2 decoy pairs

DEJA-VU = 0.632

SERP3

2 highly relevant 
documents

1 decoy pairs

DEJA-VU = 0.632

SERP4

0 highly relevant 
documents

0 decoy pairs

DEJA-VU = 0

Highly relevant

Non-highly relevant

Fig. 9. Example of DEJA-VU (more precisely, DEJAVU@5) scores. In the example, SERP 1 contains 2 highly relevant documents and
2 pairs of decoy documents, resulting in a DEJA-VU score of 0; SERP 2 contains 3 highly relevant documents and 2 pairs of decoy
documents, resulting in a DEJA-VU score of 0.632; SERP 3 contains 2 highly relevant documents and 1 pair of decoy documents,
resulting in a DEJA-VU score of 0.632; SERP 4 contains no highly relevant documents, therefore, no decoy pairs exist, resulting in a
DEJA-VU score of 0. Solid circles represent highly relevant documents, while hollow circles represent non-highly relevant documents.

7.4 A Heuristic Metric to Measure the Vulnerability to the Decoy Effect

Inspired by the above discussion, we hope to design a metric that rewards systems which return more highly relevant
results while yielding fewer decoy pairs; and penalizes systems that return fewer highly relevant results while producing
more decoy pairs. In this subsection, we propose a heuristic metric, namely DEcoy Judgement and Assessment
VUlnerability (DEJA-VU), to measure a system’s vulnerability to the decoy effect while trying to balance the relevance
scores.

The calculation for DEJA-VU when the cutoff is 𝑘 (DEJA-VU@𝑘) is as follows:
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DEJA-VU@𝑘 = 1 − exp(𝑑 − 𝑟 ) (3)

Where 𝑑 is the number of decoy pairs at the cutoff 𝑘 and 𝑟 is the number of highly relevant documents (in this
experiment is the documents whose relevance score is 2 or 3) at the cutoff 𝑘 . DEJA-VU possesses the following properties:

• A system with a higher DEJA-VU score shall be preferred. When the number of highly relevant documents
returned (i.e., 𝑟 ) is the same, systems that return fewer decoy pairs (i.e.,𝑑) have higher DEJA-VU scores. Conversely,
when the number of returned decoy pairs is the same, systems that return more highly relevant documents have
higher DEJA-VU scores.

• The range of DEJA-VU score is within [0, 1). According to the conditions in Section 7.2, a highly relevant
document is paired with only one decoy, hence 𝑑 ≤ 𝑟 always holds. When 𝑑 = 𝑟 , the DEJA-VU score is 0. This
includes the case of 𝑟 = 0 (i.e., when a system fails to return any highly relevant documents). Therefore, DEJA-VU
penalizes systems that can only return very few or no highly relevant documents. According to the properties of
the exponential function, exp(𝑑 − 𝑟 ) is always greater than 0. Therefore, the DEJA-VU score is always less than 1.

Figure 9 gives an example of the computation of DEJA-VU. In the example, SERP 1 contains 2 highly relevant
documents and 2 pairs of decoy documents, resulting in a DEJA-VU score of 1− exp(2− 2) = 0. SERP 2 contains 3 highly
relevant documents and 2 pairs of decoy documents, resulting in a DEJA-VU score of 1 − exp(2 − 3) ≈ 0.632; SERP 3
contains 2 highly relevant documents and 1 pair of decoy documents, resulting in a DEJA-VU score of 1 − exp(1 − 2) ≈
0.632; SERP 4 contains no highly relevant documents, therefore, no decoy pairs exist, resulting in a DEJA-VU score
of 1 − exp(0 − 0) = 0. It should be noted that, unlike most offline evaluation metrics mentioned earlier, the DEJA-VU
score does not focus on how users accumulate gains from relevant documents during interaction with search pages.
Instead, the DEJA-VU score considers the system’s ability to return highly relevant documents while also accounting
for the presence of decoy pairs in the results. Therefore, for some SERP pairs, DEJA-VU preferences may differ from
metrics based on user utility models (e.g., DCG [33], RBP [71], ERR [12]). For example, in the above example, metrics
like DCG based on user utility models may assign a higher score to SERP 1 compared to SERP 4 as SERP 1 returned
more highly relevant documents. However, according to the scores provided by DEJA-VU, both are 0 as DEJA-VU
penalizes SERP 1 for returning a high proportion of decoy pairs. In the evaluation practice of search systems, it may be
worth considering integrating DEJA-VU scores with existing user utility-based metrics in some way. We leave this issue
for future research.

It should also be noted that DEJA-VU is merely a heuristic metric, primarily designed to balance the relationship
between the number of highly relevant documents and the number of decoy pairs when computing the system score
for ranking IR systems, rather than providing an entirely accurate measure of a system’s vulnerability to the decoy
effect. We leave the research question of how to construct a precise measure of the vulnerability of IR systems to the
decoy effect for future studies.

Figure 10 displays the DEJA-VU scores of retrievers on the TREC 19 DL track and TREC 20 DL track. It can be
observed that as the cutoff becomes very large, the DEJA-VU scores of different systems become very close, which is
determined by the nature of the exponential function. From here, it can be seen that when the cutoff becomes very large,
DEJA-VU cannot effectively differentiate between various systems. We will leave the research question of designing a
“better” decoy vulnerability evaluation metric for future studies.

Considering that in real-life scenarios, most users do not go beyond the first 10 or 20 results when browsing a
SERP [101], discussing DEJA-VU@10 or DEJA-VU@20 is more meaningful. Table 6 and Table 7 urther present the
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Fig. 10. Average DEJA-VU scores of the retrievers on TREC 19 DL (left) and TREC 20 DL (right) respectively.

DEJA-VU, nDCG, and recall scores for various retrievers on TRDL19 and TRDL20, with cutoffs set at 10 and 20,
respectively. From Table 6 and Table 7, it can be observed that regardless of whether the cutoff is 10 or 20, TCT-ColBERT
consistently has the highest DEJA-VU score among retrievers. Following it closely is SPLADE++. On the TREC 20 DL
track, SPLADE++ and TCT-ColBERT have only a marginal difference in their rankings. BM25, on the other hand, ranks
last in both tracks.

Additionally, from Table 6 and Table 7, we observe that when the cutoff is set at 10 or 20, the system rankings provided
by DEJA-VU scores and those provided by nDCG scores exhibit a certain degree of similarity. In Figure 10, TCT-ColBERT
and SPLADE++ form the best-performing cluster, while COIL, SBERT, and ANCE constitute the intermediate cluster,
with BM25 performing the worst. This conclusion aligns to some extent with the findings obtained from nDCG scores
in Figure 7. Issues regarding the correlation between DEJA-VU scores and commonly used offline evaluation metrics
(e.g., DCG [33], nDCG [33], RBP [71], ERR [12]), as well as the consistency of the system rankings provided, will be left
for future research. A series of meta-evaluations around DEJA-VU, such as whether its ranking of systems aligns with
the preferences of real users and to what extent it can statistically discriminate between system pairs [79], will also
need to be addressed in future research.

In summary, in this section, we first analyzed the relationship between the number of decoy pairs in the results
returned by various retrievers and the number of highly relevant documents. We found that the vulnerability of text
retrieval systems to the decoy effect cannot be simply measured by the number of decoy pairs. We then introduced a
heuristic metric, namely DEJA-VU, to assess the system’s performance in terms of having a lower vulnerability to the
decoy effect while achieving higher effectiveness. Based on the rankings provided by DEJA-VU scores, we can answer
the RQ4: when the cutoff is small, TCT-ColBERT can achieve higher effectiveness while having a lower vulnerability to
the decoy effect, followed by SPLADE++.
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Run (Retriever) Cutoff = 10 Cutoff = 20
DEJA-VU nDCG Recall DEJA-VU nDCG Recall

ANCE 0.947 0.645 0.145 0.939 0.616 0.240
BM25 0.885 0.506 0.129 0.926 0.491 0.201
SBERT 0.940 0.693 0.148 0.956 0.656 0.232
SPLADE++ 0.948 0.731 0.172 0.974 0.717 0.289
TCT-ColBERT 0.974 0.720 0.167 0.981 0.680 0.261
uniCOIL 0.914 0.643 0.162 0.966 0.614 0.247

Table 6. Scores of DEJA-VU, nDCG, and Recall for the six runs on TRDL 19 at cutoffs of 10 and 20 respectively. Bold indicates the
highest score for a run, while underscore denotes the second highest score.

Run (Retriever) Cutoff = 10 Cutoff = 20
DEJA-VU nDCG Recall DEJA-VU nDCG Recall

ANCE 0.846 0.646 0.206 0.909 0.607 0.287
BM25 0.756 0.480 0.164 0.843 0.472 0.248
SBERT 0.846 0.634 0.202 0.888 0.603 0.291
SPLADE++ 0.910 0.720 0.245 0.966 0.702 0.360
TCT-ColBERT 0.914 0.688 0.228 0.969 0.659 0.329
uniCOIL 0.834 0.652 0.224 0.897 0.611 0.311

Table 7. Scores of DEJA-VU, nDCG, and Recall for the six runs on TRDL 20 at cutoffs of 10 and 20 respectively. Bold indicates the
highest score for a run, while underscore denotes the second highest score.

8 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Contrary to the implicit assumptions underlying various formal models of information seeking, it is posited that
users exhibit bounded rationality, and typically do not base their search decisions on precise estimations of search
gains and costs [2, 55]. Despite the increasing attention paid to data biases and algorithm biases in the the field of
computing [13, 44, 47], only a few studies have focused on the issue of properly recognizing and effectively mitigating
the negative effects of biases on human decision-making processes. Within the realm of cognitive biases influencing
decision-making, the decoy effect reflects how users alter their in-situ preferences and judgments on presented options.
Although prior research has examined the impact of the decoy effect on relevance judgments under the crowdsourcing
scenario [26], how decoy results presented on SERPs influence users’ interaction behaviors, and how this effect interacts
with search contextual factors such as users’ prior topical knowledge, the difficulty of the search task, remains unclear.

To address this gap and advance towards the vision of human-centered information retrieval, in this study, we
proposed 4 research questions (see Section 3) and seek to comprehend: (1) How the decoy effect at the document level
impacts users’ interaction behaviors on SERPs, such as clicks, dwell time, and usefulness perceptions (RQ1); (2) How
the decoy effect influences user behavior differently across varying levels of task difficulty and the user’s knowledge
scale (RQ2 and RQ3); (3) How to assess the vulnerability of different text retrieval models to the decoy effect (RQ4).
To answer the above research questions, we conducted data analysis and experiments on several publicly available user
behavior datasets and test collections.

The results of this study empirically confirm the insights from behavioral economic theories in a novel context, and
also shed light on innovative ways for developing computational models to explain boundedly rational user search
behaviors and assess user-centric search systems. As far as we know, we are the first to addresses how the decoy
effect influences user interactions on SERPs. This work extends the endeavors of the IR community in exploring how
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cognitive biases impact user behaviors in document examining and relevance judgment, providing evidence from the
perspective of the decoy effect. This study also contributes to human-centric evaluation practice in information retrieval
by introducing a novel metric for assessing systems’ vulnerability to the decoy effect.

8.1 Main Findings and Implications

The following are the main findings of this study, which address our research questions.

8.1.1 RQ1: Influence of a Decoy on Users’ Interaction Behavior. From the result of the first experiment, it can be observed
that, when a decoy is present, in comparison to when it is absent, there is a increase in the likehood of a document
being clicked and its perceived usefulness, given conditions such as the ranking of the document, the type of the task
and the individual characteristics unchanged.

Going beyond document assessment experiments that iosolated search factors (e.g., [26, 84]), this study identified
the impact of decoy options on users’ click behavior and perceived usefulness by analysing user interaction logs
collected under laboratory-based environment. This study provides empirical insights into the debiasing of human
biases in IR algorithms and developing user-centered IR systems. The finding of this study suggests that, when designing
algorithms, it is important not only to consider document relevance and quality but also to take into account the
influence of cognitive biases, such as the decoy effect, that users may experience. This implies that algorithms may
need to incorporate the understanding of boundedly rational users’ behavior patterns in order to help users achieve the
globally optimal search outcome [56].

8.1.2 RQ2 and RQ3: The Variance of the Impact of Decoy Effect Across Task Difficulties and Users’ Prior Knowledge

Levels. The result of the second experiment indicates that the extent to which the decoy effect distorts user-document
interaction behavior is influenced by both task difficulty and the user’s level of prior knowledge. More specifically, when
the search task is more difficult, users are less likely to click on documents having a decoy compared to situations where
the search task is less difficult. They also spend less time on documents having a decoy and assign lower usefulness
scores for such documents. When users have a lower level of prior knowledge about the search topic, they tend to
assign higher usefulness scores to the documents who has a decoy.

Previous research has shown associations between the difficulty of search tasks and the level of users’ domain
knowledge with certain behavioral signals exhibited by users during the search process [21, 57, 59, 66]. However, only
a limited number of studies have examined how cognitive biases interact with varying task difficulties and users with
different levels of domain knowledge, thus influencing search behavior. This study addresses this gap by empirically
demonstrating how the influence of the decoy effect on user search behavior varies across different levels of task
difficulty and user knowledge levels. The finding in this study expands the understanding of the IR community regarding
how tasks, domain knowledge, and cognitive biases influence users’ behavior during the search process. It also provides
a new perspective for the design of task-oriented information retrieval systems. For instance, in a multi-query search
session, the system can adaptively adjust algorithms and page layouts based on different task states and user types
predicted from various online signals [21, 95], thus mitigating the impact of the decoy effect.

8.1.3 RQ4: Measuring IR System Vulnerability to Decoy Effect. The result of the third experiment indicates that, the
vulnerability of text retrieval systems to the decoy effect cannot be simply measured by the number of decoy pairs.
When evaluating the vulnerability of text retrieval models to the decoy effect, it is essential to consider various factors,
including effectiveness, in a comprehensive manner. Based on the above points, we have developed a metric for
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measuring the vulnerability to the decoy effect. According to the metric scores, when the cutoff is small, TCT-ColBERT
demonstrates higher effectiveness while exhibiting lower vulnerability to the decoy effect, followed by SPLADE++.

Traditional evaluation methods for IR systems are based on the assumption of globally rational users, which may
not fully capture the complexity of the boundedly rational users’ behavior under the influence of cognitive biases.
Therefore, there is a need to develop new evaluation metrics to more accurately measure system performance and
ensure they reflect users’ actual experiences and preferences. Although some recent efforts have incorporated cognitive
biases into the calculation of IR system evaluation metrics [14, 17, 107], they have not considered the decoy effect. The
introduction of DEJA-VU expands the work on IR system evaluation by considering the vulerability of IR systems
to the decoy effect. By integrating the DEJA-VU metric with other evaluation metrics, researchers can fine-tune and
improve search algorithms to enhance the effectiveness of search systems while mitigating the negative impact of the
decoy effect on user decisions. Alternatively, they can design personalized reranking algorithms capable of adapting to
changes in user behavior.

8.2 OpenQuestions

As mentioned earlier, in the experiment of this study, we found through regression analysis that the presence of a decoy
document can influence users’ behavior when browsing the target document, specifically showing a positive correlation
between the presence of a decoy document and clickthrough likelihood, browsing dwell time, and usefulness score.
However, whether such correlations represent causal relationships remains unknown. Although causal bias correction
has received attention in many literature related to search and recommendation systems, past research has focused on
biases in the data, such as popularity bias [98, 99], exposure bias [53, 106], etc. Nevertheless, researchers still have a
limited understanding of how cognitive biases of users affect data through explicit or implicit feedback, further amplify
system bias, and thus lead to the loop of bias.

8.3 Future Work

Although we sought to address the challenge of how the decoy effect influences user interactions on SERPs and how
to measure the vulnerability of IR systems to the decoy effect in this study, our study is still in a preliminary stage
toward the vision of human-bias-aware IR modeling, with numerous aspects awaiting further exploration. The metric
DEJA-VU for measuring systems’ vulnerability to the decoy effect is essentially a heuristic metric. Further meta-
evaluation (e.g., [18, 81]) is required to understand whether the scores it provides align with users’ actual preferences
and to what extent it can statistically significantly differentiate retrieval systems in reproducible offline evaluation [54].
Moreover, although there are existing studies (e.g., [14, 17, 107], etc.) that have integrated cognitive biases into the score
computation of evaluation metrics, there is still a need for a broader theoretical framework to integrate them together.

In recent years, generative Artificial Intelligence (AI) such as Large Language Models (LLMs) [68, 73] have garnered
widespread attention from the computing community. Many efforts in the fields of search and recommendation have
attempted to incorporate LLMs into traditional pipelines (such as using LLMs as content encoder [30, 62], directly using
LLMs to return search or recommendation results [64, 75, 88], etc.) or to build new pipelines using LLMs (e.g., using
LLMs for generative retrieval or recommendation [34, 48]). Recent studies have found that LLMs can be influenced by
context when generating outputs, leading to biases resembling human cognitive biases (e.g., the recency effect [108],
the framing effect [37], the bandwargon effect [43]). By using techniques like prompt engineering to trigger LLMs to
generate biased results, could this lead to suboptimal search and recommendation outcomes, thus reducing overall user
utility? Would biases in the generation process of LLMs interact with users’ cognitive biases in online information
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seeking behaviors, resulting in a loop of biases? These are all questions that need to be addressed. Considering that
individuals from diverse backgrounds may have different triggers for cognitive biases, it is also worthwhile to investigate
how to personalize the outputs of LLMs in search and recommendation ranking based on user profiles, in order to
reduce the negative impact of cognitive biases on individual decision-making.
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