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ABSTRACT
The ability to predict a user’s information need would have wide-
ranging implications, from saving time and effort to mitigating
vocabulary gaps. We study how to interactively predict a user’s
information need by letting them select a pre-search context (e.g., a
paragraph, sentence, or singe word) and specify an optional partial
search intent (e.g., "how", "why", "applications", etc.). We examine
how various generative language models can explicitly make this
prediction by generating a question as well as how retrieval models
can implicitly make this prediction by retrieving an answer. We
find that this prediction process is possible in many cases and that
user-provided partial search intent can help mitigate large pre-
search contexts. We conclude that this framework is promising and
suitable for real-world applications.
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1 INTRODUCTION
In the field of information retrieval, a user’s query is considered
to be their compromised need - often stemming from a formalized
need [41]. Typically, the query offers the only explicit clue of the
user’s formal information need. Despite the query’s prominence
in both theoretical and empirical retrieval frameworks, there has
been relatively little work on predicting a user’s information need
before it is manifested in the query itself [2].

The ability to predict a user’s formalized information need is
important for a wide variety of reasons. First, such a prediction can
help minimize the cognitive overhead of formulating a query, thus
helping the user save time and effort. Second, it can help mitigate
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vocabulary gaps in cases where the user cannot fully articulate their
intent through the compromised need (e.g., they are unfamiliar
with the search engine or lack background knowledge) [22, 44].
Finally, the ability to predict the formalized information need can
provide perspectives and information beyond immediate needs,
thus enabling the user to explore a larger information space.

Much of the prior work on information need prediction has
leveraged a user’s pre-search context [6, 18, 23], which has typically
been the webpage(s) visited right before a query is entered into a
search engine. And it has been found that the query is often triggered
by such pre-search contexts [6, 18, 23]. But one major limitation
here is the rigidity. Different users may be interested in different
potions of the webpage, leading to different information needs.
Moreover, a user may also want to provide additional keywords to
explicitly specify their true intent, which they are unable to do in
the prior settings.

Ideally, to enable a user to naturally express the information need
with minimum effort, a retrieval system should support interactive
interface. It should allow a user to specify the most relevant portion
of the pre-search webpage to indicate the context of their informa-
tion need (e.g., a paragraph, sentence, phrase, or single word), and
optionally, allow the user to provide a partial intent about the con-
text guiding the predicted need (e.g., "why", "how", "applications",
etc.). Then, the system could predict the information need by either
generating the question or by retrieving documents which answer
this question. Besides the benefit of minimizing a user’s effort, an
interactive interface can be viewed as a step towards providing
natural support of human-system collaboration where the user
would specify a partial intent, from which the system would then
predict the user’s full information need. This could be done directly
(e.g., thorugh generating a question), or indirectly (e.g., through
retrieving an answer). To the best of our knowledge, this is a new
challenge that has not been fully studied before.

This setting is illustrated in Figure 1, where we show how a
user could select the pre-search context from the broader context.
In Figure 1, the broader context is the Wikipedia page on Infor-
mation Retrieval and highlighted are three examples of possible
user-selected pre-search contexts. For these examples, we show
cases where a partial search intent is specified (bottom of figure)
and cases where only a pre-search context is selected (right of fig-
ure). This described process provides a flexible way for individuals
with an information need about a certain context to have it satisfied.

In this paper, we explore the technical feasibility of generating
questions and retrieving passages for this interactive problem set-
ting, which has not been studied before. We study the following
research questions:

RQ1: How does the amount of selected pre-search context affect
the ability of the models to predict the information need?
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Figure 1: Demonstrating information need prediction via selected pre-search context and specified partial search intent.

RQ2: How does the amount of specified partial intent affect the
ability of the models to predict the information need?

And our contributions are as follows:
(1) We propose and formalize a novel information need predic-

tion problem, where a user can naturally use an interactive
way to select their pre-search context and optionally specify
a partial search intent.

(2) We study various state-of-the-art generation and retrieval
models for predicting the full need in various settings, and
find that the inclusion of a partial intent can help overcome
larger pre-search contexts.

(3) We release our code and datasets for future study.1

2 RELATEDWORK
Predicting a user’s information need (or more concretely, studying
where questions and queries come from) has not received much
attention in empirical nor theoretical studies [2]. Nevertheless, there
have been a handful of early systems proposed to predict search
intent, such as Rhodes and Starner’s Remembrance Agent [36] and
Budzik and Hammond’sWatson [4]. There have also been empirical
studies on the relationships between pre-search context and user
queries. Rahurkar and Cucerzan classified cases where a submitted
querywas related to themost recently browsed news document [33].
White et al. studied how activity-based context can predict short-
term search interest, and found that using context (e.g., navigation
behavior, queries) helped with interest prediction [47].

Cheng et al. proposed that certain queries may be triggered by
a browsed webpage, such as queries that result from something

1We will link the code and datasets in the final version of the paper.

being unknown or unclear [6]. Using query logs, they associated
queries with their respective triggering webpages and proposed a
ranking and diversification process to suggest likely queries given
a webpage. Liebling et al., in one of the first works to explicitly
study the problem of performing query-less search to anticipate
user needs, compared methods for predicting search intent using
the pre-search context, the whole of which they called anticipatory
search [23]. In their work, they took "pre-search context" to be
the current URL, and attempted to predict the webpage that a user
would try to find next. Finding mixed results after evaluating on
log data, Liebling et al. concluded that the URL alone may not be
enough to predict the full information need [23]. Building on this
work, Kong et al. examined search logs to find cases where a search
query was indeed triggered by the pre-search context, and then
proposed a mixture generative model to learn the relationships
between the pre-search context and the query [18]. They tested
their models in a query retrieval setting, where the target query was
among a candidate pool of 200 queries. However, Kong et al. did not
attempt to generate the full information need as all of the candidate
queries were assumed to be known. More recently, Ko et al. created
a dataset of inquisitive questions, which consists of questions asked
by readers of news articles [16]. Ko et al. also evaluated question
generation models across various settings, which is similar to our
setting of question generation without user-specified partial search
intent. They found that the generation task is challenging and has
room for improvement.

Compared with this previous related work, our work is novel in
that we are the first to study the interplay between user-specified
partial search intent and user-selected pre-search context, and how
variations of this affect information need prediction. Moreover, we
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test this explicitly (through question generation) and implicitly
(through retrieval). Finally, we do not assume a fixed query pool to
predict information needs, and instead focus on the generation of
the question itself or the retrieval of the target paragraph from a
large collection, thus making our setting more open-ended.

Slightly distinct from our setting is the use of broader contextual
features to predict information needs, such as task repetition [39],
writing tasks [19], or conversations [20, 42]. In general, context has
been used to predict search intent, but the vast majority of the work
has studied this assuming that a traditional query has already been
specified in addition to the context [27], rather than predicting the
information need from the context alone.

Predicting the information need from a partially specified query
can be considered query auto-completion (QAC) or query sugges-
tion (QS) [40]. However, in QAC, the query completions typically
match the user’s specified query prefix [40]. In our setting, a user’s
partially specified search intent need not be a prefix to a predicted
full information need. And QS typically aims to present queries
that are semantically similar to a previous query on the search
result page [40], whereas our predictions may not be semantically
similar to the specified partial search intent. Distinct from both
QAS and QC, we also study the case where a user does not enter
any partial search intent, and the full search intent is predicted
from the selected context alone.

In conversational question-answering, a user interacts with a
retrieval or chat-based system in a conversational style, typically
asking follow-up questions in-turn [7, 34]. Our setting is different
from conversational question-answering because we focus on in-
formation needs that are triggered by some context, rather than
answerable by some context. Moreover, we only study a single in-
teraction, rather than multiple turns (and therefore have no explicit
requirement to model conversation history). However, our study
could be used to support individual turns in conversational question-
answering by formulating queries for or retrieving documents from
search systems in RAG-style frameworks [21].

3 THE PROBLEM SETTING
Motivated by the need tominimize search effort, we study the ability
to predict the full information need given varying levels of selected
pre-search context and specified partial search intent. Figure 2
demonstrates the relationship between these two aspects. The X-
axis corresponds to the extent of user-selected pre-search context
and the Y-axis corresponds to the extent of the user-specified partial
search intent. In the setting of traditional information retrieval,
there is no pre-search context, and the user’s information need is
completely specified by the user typing a full query. Conversely,
the prior work that has studied search intent prediction from the
full webpage (e.g., [6, 18, 23]) falls into the "Webpage-based Intent
Prediction" box, as the entire webpage is considered as the pre-
search context and there is no user-specified partial search intent.

We are interested in the middle section of the graph in Figure 2,
which is highlighted by the green box. This box represents the
cases where the user selects the pre-search context from anywhere
between a single word to an entire paragraph, and specifies the
partial search intent from anywhere between nothing to a phrase.

In this box, the information prediction can be thought of as inter-
active because a user has the ability to select a variable pre-search
context and to specify a partial search intent. This is in contrast to
traditional information retrieval, where the user cannot select the
context, and to webpage-based intent prediction, where the context
is fixed to the webpage and there is no specified partial search
intent. Studying this problem setting is interesting because it can
provide flexibility beyond existing retrieval and recommendation
settings, and it can help reduce effort through the broader interac-
tions. Moreover, the answers to our research questions will have
direct implications for any applications which aim to implement
information need prediction in this way.

4 BUILDING THE DATASETS
Evaluating the proposed interactive information need prediction
task is an open challenge. Ideally, to address this challenge, we
would have a dataset of samples consisting of the following fields:

(1) Source: the broader context of what was being read,
(2) Context: the point of confusion in the source,
(3) Intent: what was asked about the context,
(4) Question: the full, natural language question asked, and
(5) Target: the answer to the question, if applicable.

Because there did not exist any dataset that we could directly use,
we augmented two existing datasets to fit our experiments.

The first dataset that we used was the Inquisitive dataset [16],
which is publicly available online [17]. The inquisitive dataset was
built by providing subjects with a sequence of sentences from news
articles, and asking them to write down any questions that they had
after reading each sentence. The participants were also instructed to
select the span of text from the sentence which caused the question.
In total, the dataset consists of around 19,000 questions across 1,500
different news articles. We selected the Inquisitive dataset to adapt
to our setting because it is one of the closest datasets to our ideal
structure, and it contains real questions about content.

In order to adapt the Inquisitive dataset to our setting, we consid-
ered each sentence to be the "Source", the corresponding selected
span to be the "Context", and the asked question to be the "Question".
We augmented the dataset with the "Intent" by using Llama-3-8b-
Instruct [15, 43] to extract the intent for each question (e..g, to
extract items like "who", "why", "how many", "examples", etc.). We
optimized our prompt over the first 100 samples of the Inquisitive
validation set. Because this dataset did not include answers to the
questions asked, we did not add any targets, and only used this
dataset in our question generation experiments.

The second dataset that we adapted to our setting was the MS
MARCO V2 dataset [29], which is publicly available online [28].
The MS MARCO dataset is a TREC-style retrieval collection con-
sisting of a large corpus of paragraphs, a set of queries, and a set of
relevance judgments for each query over the corpus. We selected
the MS MARCO dataset due to its prominence in the field of in-
formation retrieval and common structure, so that our techniques
here may be applied to other traditional TREC-style datasets. Due
to the large size of the dataset, we restricted our analysis to 10,000
queries of the validation set. From this dataset, we considered the
query to be the "Question" and its respective positively-judged para-
graph to be the "Target". To simulate the "Source" of each query, we
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Figure 2: The trade-off between selected pre-search context and specified search intent.

performed a keyword-based search of the query over the corpus
using BM25 [37] via Pyserini [24], and found a set of paragraphs
that matched the query in topic but did not answer the query. We
selected the best-matching paragraph as the "Source". Then, to simu-
late the "Context" and "Intent", we again relied on a large generative
language model, Yi-34B-Chat [1], which is publicly available on
Hugging Face [12]. Using this model, we reformulated each query
into its "Context" (what the query was about) and its "Intent" (what
the query is asking about the context). Following the reformulation,
we examined each output and made corrections if necessary.

Table 1 contains a few samples from our adapted datasets. For
the MS MARCO samples, we only display the top-retrieved source
paragraph. Note that this construction allowed us to create positive
and negative retrieval samples. A positive sample is where the
inputs (e..g, question, context, intent, and/or source) are mapped
to the question’s ground-truth target. A negative sample is where
the the inputs are mapped to a random target from the corpus.
Using these samples, we train models across both the retrieval and
generation settings, and we explore how different variations of
pre-search context and intent affect model performance.

For the Inquisitive dataset, we followed the training (15,931 sam-
ples), validation (1,991 samples), and testing (1,894 samples) splits
provided in the original paper [16]. And for the MSMARCO dataset,
we randomly assigned each sample into training (80%, 8,040 sam-
ples), validation (10%, 963 samples), and testing (10%, 991 samples)
sets. For the negative retrieval samples, we selected the target para-
graphs from within a query’s training/validation/testing split.

It is important to note that we manually validated the context
and intent additions to the MS MARCO dataset but did not validate
the intent added to the Inquisitive dataset (outside of the initial
validation). This is due to the larger size of the Inquisitive dataset.
As a result, our adaption process likely resulted in samples that are
not perfect. Therefore, it should be treated as a "silver standard"
dataset. Nevertheless, it is interesting to compare the results across

datasets, as similar conclusions may imply that human labeling is
not strictly necessary for this adaption step.

5 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
For our experiments, we explored variations of pre-search con-
text and partial search intent for both generating questions and
retrieving target paragraphs. These variations correspond to the
area outlined by the green box in Figure 2. We varied the partial
search intent by either including or excluding the intent extracted
from the question, corresponding to the "Type Word/Phrase" or
"Type Nothing" locations on the Y-axis in Figure 2, respectively.
Moreover, we varied the pre-search context by using either the full
source or the extracted context, corresponding to the "Select Para-
graph" or "Select Word/Phrase" locations on the X-axis in Figure 2,
respectively. In summary, we tested the generation and retrieval
models under the following inputs:

(1) Question: The baseline run (for retrieval only). Here, the
input was the original, unprocessed question.

(2) Context + Intent: The input was the context and intent from
the question reformulation.

(3) Source + Intent: The input was the source and the intent
from the question reformulation.

(4) Context: The input was just the context.
(5) Source: The input was just the source.

For answering RQ1, we compared the performance of the models
with the inputs of (2) with (3), and (4) with (5). Similarly, for an-
swering RQ2, we compared the performance of the models with
the inputs of (2) with (4), and (3) with (5). In the original Inquisi-
tive dataset paper, Ko et al. studied variations of these settings but
did not make an explicit distinction for intent, nor did they study
question generation from the source sentence alone [16].

All models were trained and inferenced using a single NVIDIA
RTX A5000. For each experiment, the batch size was selected to be
as large as possible before causing out-of-memory errors. Moreover,
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Source Context Intent Question Target
Defense Minister Pavel
Grachev, who has been
rumored to be on...

who has been rumored source Where do these rumours come from? N/A

My question isn’t about
a parrot, it is about a
robin egg...

robin eggs hatching time when do robin eggs hatch ...will hatch 12-14 days
after the mother began
incubating the eggs

Table 1: Some samples from the adapted Inquisitive dataset (top) and MS MARCO dataset (bottom).

the hyperparameters and their ranges were decided after perform-
ing a basic preliminary analysis to achieve a stable training setting.
For all statistical significance tests, we used Scipy’s standard, inde-
pendent t-test [46], which is available online [9]. This method is
commonly accepted in the information retrieval literature [38].

5.1 Generation
To explicitly predict the information need by generating the full
question, we considered two general approaches: fine-tuning encoder-
decoder language models and prompting generative large language
models. We considered these two approaches because both are com-
monly used in today’s literature [26]. The models were selected
due to their established use as well as their availability online, thus
allowing for easier reproducibility. To assess the performance, we
measured the ROUGE-{1,2,L} and BLEU-{1,2,3,4} scores on the vali-
dation datasets. These metrics were chosen due to their complemen-
tary nature and common use in evaluating generated text [5]. We
used the ROUGE-{1,2,L} measures for testing statistical significance.

Regarding our fine-tuning approach, we used Flan-T5-Base [8],
which is a transformer [45] encoder-decoder language model based
on T5 [32]. We began with the pre-trained Flan-T5-Base model
available online from Hugging Face [14]. We fine-tuned the model
on our training datasets and evaluated the model on our validation
sets in each of the variations previously discussed. We used a batch
size of 8, 50 warm-up steps, and stopped training when the valida-
tion loss increases by more than 5% of the best-performing model
epoch. Additionally, we varied the number of positive samples be-
tween {1,2} when the model input included a source paragraph, and
varied the learning rate over {1e-4, 5e-5, 1e-5}. Each training run
took approximately two hours.

Regarding our prompting approach, we explored the use of both
Llama-3-8b-Instruct [15, 43] and and Yi-34B-Chat [1, 12]. Both mod-
els are decoder-only large transformer models [31] fine-tuned for
use in dialogue. We quantized [10] both models to four bits to per-
form inference using a single GPU. We used a similar handcrafted
prompt construction approach to that described in Section 4 by
optimizing the performance on a subset of the validation sets.

5.2 Retrieval
To implicitly predict the information need by retrieving an an-
swering passage, we fine-tuned both bi-encoder and cross-encoder
language models. We choose these methods because they are com-
monly used in the retrieval literature, with bi-encoders often used in
the initial retrieval stage [25], and cross-encoders often used in the
reranking stage [35]. We based both approaches on BERT [11], an

encoder-only pre-trained transformer model. We chose this model
due to its generality in various applications. To assess performance,
we measured the recall at 10 (R@10) and the mean reciprocal rank
(MRR) performance on the validation queries. We selected these
two metrics due to their common use in information retrieval and
their interpretability for use in web retrieval systems (e.g., such as
search engines) [3]. We used the MRR at 10 for testing statistical sig-
nificance. The validation target paragraphs and the training target
paragraphs were used as candidates for retrieval. This amounted to
956 validation samples over 8,873 candidate target paragraphs.

For the bi-encoder model, we used bert-base-uncased, which is
publicly available from Hugging Face [13]. We trained the model to
maximize the cosine similarity between positive training samples
and minimize the cosine similarity between negative samples via
the cosine embedding loss [30]. In all of our experiments, we set
the margin to 0.5 and set 𝑥1 and 𝑥2 to be the CLS tokens from the
source and target of each sample, respectively. The label indicates if
the sample was positive or negative. Moreover, we used a batch size
of 16, 50 warm up steps, and stopped training when the validation
loss increased by more than 5% of the best-performing model epoch.
We fixed the number of negative samples to 10, varied the number
of positive samples (when we had a source paragraph) over {1,2},
and varied the learning rate over {5e-5, 1e-5, 5e-6}. Each training
run took approximately four hours.

For the cross-encoder model, we again used Hugging Face’s bert-
base-uncased but with a classification head. We predicted a single
class via mean-squared error, where each positive sample was 1 and
each negative sample was 0. We used a batch size of 32, fixed the
number of negative samples to 10, varied the number of positive
samples (when we had a source paragraph) over {1,2}, and varied
the learning rate over {1e-4, 5e-5, 1e-5}. Each training run took
approximately two hours. Note that the retrieval experiments were
only performed over the MS MARCO dataset, as the Inquisitive
dataset does not have any target passages.

6 RESULTS
Our main quantitative results are presented in Table 2, Table 3, and
Table 4. In Table 2 and Table 3, we present the BLEU-{1,2,3,4} scores
and the ROUGE-{1,2,L} scores for the three question generation
models on the Inquisitive dataset and the MS MARCO dataset,
respectively. Each row corresponds to inputs (2), (3), (4), and (5)
discussed at the beginning of Section 5. In all cases, the target output
is the generation of the full question. In Table 4, we present the
R@10 and MRR scores for the two retrieval models over the MS
MARCO dataset. Each row corresponds to the inputs (1), (2), (3),
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(4), and (5) discussed at the beginning of Section 5. In all cases, the
target output is the retrieval of the target paragraph.

We also present qualitative examples in Table 5 and Table 6. In
the former, we show the generated questions for the samples in
Table 1 per the different models and varying inputs. In the latter,
we show the top-ranked paragraph and target paragraph’s rank in
the top ten, if present, for the last sample in Table 1.

Regarding the overall generative performance presented in both
Table 2 and Table 3, the best-performing model across most settings
was the fine-tuned Encoder-Decoder (significant at 𝑝 < 0.0249). The
only non-significant differences were the ROUGE-2 measurements
in the context to query setting between the Encoder-Decoder and
Llama-8b-Instruct for both tables (𝑝 = 0.1333 and 𝑝 = 0.0554,
respectively). In fact, the Llama-8b-Instruct model achieved a higher
BLEU-1 score than the Encoder-Decoder for Table 3, too. However,
we did not find a similar trend for the other BLEU measurements.

And with the retrieval performance of Table 4, the best perform-
ing model across all settings was the Cross-Encoder (significant at
𝑝 < 0.007). This can be explained by the ability of the Cross-Encoder
to attend to both the input and output simultaneously (at a cost
of scalability). The performance of the Bi-Encoder, however, was
still quite high, and both models were generally competitive with
the original query input baseline. In the following subsections, we
discuss the results in detail with respect to our research questions.

6.1 RQ1: Varying the pre-search context
For RQ1, we were interested in examining how changing the
amount of user-selected pre-search context affected the ability of
the models to predict the full information need. From the genera-
tion results in Table 2, we found that both the BLEU and ROUGE
scores are generally lower for when the source paragraph is used
compared to when the question context is used (significant at
𝑝 < 4.2016𝑒 − 6), and we found a similar trend for Table 3 (signifi-
cant at 𝑝 < 1.1144𝑒 −55). This can be explained by the possibility of
the sources introducing additional noise into the prediction process.

For the retrieval results presented in Table 4, we saw a similar
decrease in using the source compared to just the question context
across both models (significant at 𝑝 < 7𝑒−7). However, the decrease
here was not as evident as the generation results. This may be due
to both the R@10 and the MRR being more forgiving measures (i.e.,
small ranking differences do not affect the score as much as small
generation changes).

In Table 5, we present the generated questions in all cases for
two samples of Table 1: "Where do these rumours come from?"
from the Inquisitive dataset and "when do robin eggs hatch" from
the MS MARCO dataset. The addition of a larger pre-search context
tended to result in the models generating questions not necessarily
about the desired context.

In Table 6, we present the the top-retrieved paragraph and the
top-ten rank of the target paragraph, if present, for the question
"how do fireflies light up". The Cross-Encoder provides an interest-
ing example, as in all settings the target paragraph was present in
the top-ten. As expected, the introduction of a larger context with in-
tent ("Source + Intent") slightly degraded the model’s performance.
However, in the case of just the larger context ("Source"), the model
retrieved the correct result. And even though there was a slight

degradation of performance, the top-retrieved paragraphs were still
relevant to the source paragraph (e.g., the Cross-Encoder’s "Source
+ Intent", discussing metaphors), implying that there would still be
potential utility in these cases. In the case of "Source", the metaphor
target paragraph was still included in the top-ten retrieved para-
graphs. Comparing the cases for using the source paragraph to
using the question context, we found that the use of the source
paragraph caused similar, albeit smaller deviations to the models.

In conclusion, we found that the amount of pre-search context
does play a role on the ability of the models to predict the full infor-
mation need, as the larger pre-search context can cause deviations
from the the target information need to other concepts present
in the source. This suggests that it would be beneficial to allow
and encourage a user to highlight the most relevant part of the
source in the interactive formulation. Moreover, retrieval appears
to perform more consistently than generation, albeit at the cost
of interpretability. This might be mitigated by the generation of
multiple questions to maximize coverage.

6.2 RQ2: Varying the partial search intent
For RQ2, we were interested in seeing how the presence of the
user-specified partial search intent affected the ability of the models
to predict the full information need. Beginning with the Inquisitive
generation results of Table 2, we found that including the partial
search intent improved generation performance (significant at 𝑝 <

0.0018). For MS MARCO generation results presented in Table 3,
we found a similar improvement (significant at 𝑝 < 2.558𝑒 − 17).
Interestingly, the models performed similarly when the input is
the "Source + Intent" and when the input is the "Context" (more
evident in Table 3) - implying that specifying the partial intent is
enough for the model to anticipate the specific context from the
general source. This can also be seen in Table 5. For example, in the
case of the Encoder-Decoder model on MS MARCO, the generated
question from the source paragraph alone is about the number of
robin eggs. But the inclusion of the intent ("hatch time"), guided
the model to asking about the egg’s hatch time.

For the retrieval models of Table 4, we found that the intent
played a similar role. The intent helped in the "Context + Intent"
input setting compared to just the "Context", and we saw a similar
improvement with "Source + Intent" over just "Source" (significant
at 𝑝 < 0.0386, except for the Cross-Encoder "Source + Intent" and
"Source", with 𝑝 = 0.6748). In other words, it was beneficial to add
intent words to a general source during interactive information
need prediction, which can help guide the model towards selecting
the correct, specific context when retrieving target paragraphs.

However, in Table 6, we found that the Bi-Encoder retrieval
model was unable to retrieve the target paragraph in the top-ten,
except for the "Context + Intent" setting. Here, the presence of the
intent did not seem to help guide the model with respect to the
top-ranked paragraph. The Cross-Encoder model performed much
better for this question: retrieving the top paragraph across all four
settings, and independent of intent. This implies that, for some
cases, the Cross-Encoder may be predicting the intent from the
source paragraph or context itself. In conclusion, we found that a
partially-specified search intent positively affects generation and
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Model Name Input BLEU-1 BLEU-2 BLEU-3 BLEU-4 ROUGE-1 ROUGE-2 ROUGE-L
Encoder-Decoder Context + Intent 0.4203 0.2597 0.1796 0.1320 0.4409 0.2044 0.4295
Llama3-8b-Instruct Context + Intent 0.3277 0.1887 0.1231 0.0857 0.3803 0.1559 0.3645

Yi-34B-chat Context + Intent 0.3655 0.2115 0.1393 0.0986 0.3750 0.1502 0.36088
Encoder-Decoder Source + Intent 0.4016 0.2387 0.1632 0.1200 0.3785 0.1659 0.3675
Llama3-8b-Instruct Source + Intent 0.2107 0.1036 0.0612 0.0390 0.2637 0.1008 0.2488

Yi-34B-chat Source + Intent 0.2571 0.1358 0.0856 0.0591 0.2673 0.0984 0.2568
Encoder-Decoder Context 0.3521 0.2030 0.1349 0.0967 0.3301 0.1314 0.3184
Llama3-8b-Instruct Context 0.2822 0.1519 0.0969 0.0672 0.3092 0.1207 0.2979

Yi-34B-chat Context 0.2866 0.1409 0.0876 0.0605 0.2625 0.0924 0.2526
Encoder-Decoder Source 0.2880 0.1393 0.0829 0.0540 0.2175 0.0710 0.2100
Llama3-8b-Instruct Source 0.2197 0.0868 0.0454 0.0267 0.1730 0.0526 0.1658

Yi-34B-chat Source 0.2048 0.0807 0.0444 0.0277 0.1533 0.0421 0.1464
Table 2: Generating the full question using the Inquisitive dataset.

Model Name Input BLEU-1 BLEU-2 BLEU-3 BLEU-4 ROUGE-1 ROUGE-2 ROUGE-L
Encoder-Decoder Context + Intent 0.7207 0.6072 0.5098 0.4346 0.7545 0.5311 0.7092
Llama3-8b-Instruct Context + Intent 0.6593 0.4374 0.3037 0.2187 0.6782 0.4314 0.6310

Yi-34B-chat Context + Intent 0.4624 0.3536 0.2783 0.2238 0.6650 0.4175 0.6063
Encoder-Decoder Source + Intent 0.5271 0.3915 0.2948 0.2305 0.5414 0.3010 0.5101
Llama3-8b-Instruct Source + Intent 0.3604 0.1608 0.0824 0.0480 0.4186 0.1980 0.3903

Yi-34B-chat Source + Intent 0.1577 0.0952 0.0603 0.0404 0.3310 0.1491 0.3068
Encoder-Decoder Context 0.5060 0.3955 0.2989 0.2255 0.5467 0.3274 0.5338
Llama3-8b-Instruct Context 0.5853 0.3602 0.2082 0.1993 0.5244 0.3027 0.5053

Yi-34B-chat Context 0.1740 0.1083 0.0673 0.0414 0.3817 0.1920 0.3601
Encoder-Decoder Source 0.3013 0.1879 0.1158 0.0719 0.3293 0.1343 0.3198
Llama3-8b-Instruct Source 0.2731 0.0990 0.0386 0.0169 0.2740 0.1026 0.2639

Yi-34b-chat Source 0.0902 0.0418 0.0219 0.0134 0.2113 0.0734 0.2007
Table 3: Generating the full question using the MS MARCO dataset.

Model Name Input R@10 MRR
Bi-Encoder Question 0.7490 0.5968

Cross-Encoder Question 0.9456 0.7490
Bi-Encoder Context + Intent 0.8285 0.6825

Cross-Encoder Context + Intent 0.9445 0.8025
Bi-Encoder Source + Intent 0.5889 0.4181

Cross-Encoder Source + Intent 0.8400 0.5494
Bi-Encoder Context 0.6967 0.5419

Cross-Encoder Context 0.8808 0.6875
Bi-Encoder Source 0.5094 0.3519

Cross-Encoder Source 0.7218 0.5074
Table 4: Retrieving the target passage (MS MARCO).

retrieval performance, but there were cases where the intent was
seemingly ignored by the models.

7 DISCUSSION
The main takeaway from this study is as follows. a large amounts
of pre-search context can distract both the generation and retrieval
models, but minimal specified partial search intent can helpmitigate
these distractions, suggesting that allowing a user to add partial

intent words to a pre-search context is an effective way to enable
interactive information need prediction with minimal user effort.

In essence, the interactive nature of our framework can be viewed
as a "conversational query formulation" strategy - allowing users to
resolve information needs in a more conversational way. Naturally,
there is a trade-off between the amount of effort required by the
user to specify their need and the ability for the system to formulate
a precise resolution. This is why flexibility is key. Providing the
user with the option to select a pre-search context and optionally
specify a partial intent can help cover cases where minimal effort
is required (e.g., only a highlighted word or phrase) and where
maximal effort is required (e.g., having to type a full question), as
we demonstrate in Figure 1 and Figure 2. Such a trade-off may be
resolved through multi-turn interactions, but we leave this to future
work.

There are a few limitations of this study that are worth noting.
First, the datasets used are limited in the sense that they were
not originally constructed for this purpose. Despite our efforts
towards adapting existing datasets and finding similar results across
both, future work could look to improve the quality of adapted
datasets for this setting, such as through more robust processing.
Or, collecting and building datasets specifically for this purpose
will help the research community benchmark and build on results
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Model Input Generated Question
Encoder-Decoder Context + Intent Who is the source of this rumor?
Llama3-8b-Instruct Context + Intent who is the source of the rumors about who has been rumored?

Yi-34B-chat Context + Intent Who has been rumored as the source of the information?
Encoder-Decoder Source + Intent What is the source of this information?
Llama3-8b-Instruct Source + Intent what is the source of the news about defense minister pavel grachev being hospitalized?

Yi-34B-chat Source + Intent What is the name of the Defense Minister who has been rumored to be on his way out ...
Encoder-Decoder Context Who is rumored to have been the sad guy?
Llama3-8b-Instruct Context who has been rumored?

Yi-34B-chat Context Who has been rumored?
Encoder-Decoder Source Why is he rumored to be on his way out?
Llama3-8b-Instruct Source what is the chechen crisis?

Yi-34B-chat Source What is the Chechen crisis?
Encoder-Decoder Context + Intent how long do robin eggs take to hatch
Llama3-8b-Instruct Context + Intent what is the hatching time for robin eggs?

Yi-34B-chat Context + Intent What is the hatching time for robin eggs?
Encoder-Decoder Source + Intent how long does a robin egg take to hatch
Llama3-8b-Instruct Source + Intent what is the hatching time for a robin egg

Yi-34B-chat Source + Intent How long can a robin egg survive without incubation before it loses its ability to hatch?
Encoder-Decoder Context how many eggs do robin eggs hatch
Llama3-8b-Instruct Context what are robin eggs

Yi-34B-chat Context What are robin eggs and why are they blue?
Encoder-Decoder Source what is the robin egg
Llama3-8b-Instruct Source what to do with a robin egg

Yi-34B-chat Source How long can a robin egg survive without incubation?
Table 5: Examples of generated questions from the Inquisitive dataset (top) and MS MARCO dataset (bottom).

Model Input Target Rank Top-Retrieved Target Paragraph
Bi-Encoder Query Not in Top 10 fire stone can be obtained through bill’s grandfather on route 25...

Cross-Encoder Query 1 this type of light production is called bioluminescence. the method...
Bi-Encoder Context + Intent 5 fire stone can be obtained through bill’s grandfather on route 25...

Cross-Encoder Context + Intent 1 this type of light production is called bioluminescence. the method ...
Bi-Encoder Source + Intent Not in Top 10 some of the light that falls on a water drop enters the drop. as it...

Cross-Encoder Source + Intent 2 while simple metaphors make a direct comparison between two ...
Bi-Encoder Context Not in Top 10 fire stone can be obtained through bill’s grandfather on route 25...

Cross-Encoder Context 1 this type of light production is called bioluminescence. the method...
Bi-Encoder Source Not in Top 10 ...brightness is an attribute of visual perception in which a source...

Cross-Encoder Source 1 this type of light production is called bioluminescence. the method...
Table 6: The top-ranked retrieved target paragraphs for the query "how does a firefly light up".

in a more controlled setting. Towards this direction, a more user-
centric approach, e.g., through user studies, may reveal variations
in question preference across different backgrounds, mediums, or
goals. Such user studies may also lead to applications, which would
allow us to validate this framework in real-world use cases. One
example of an application could look like a browser-based extension
that allows a user to highlight any amount of text and then presents
the userwith a list of questions that were predicted from the selected
context. If the user is not satisfied with the questions, then they can
type a partial search intent and re-generate questions or retrieve
webpages which answer the predicted information need. Such an
application would allow us to study the ways in which users prefer

to interact with search intent prediction systems, and it would have
the potential to help users reduce their effort through the ability to
avoid specifying the full question every time.

8 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we proposed a novel and flexible framework that
enables information need prediction through the specification of a
pre-search context and an optional partial intent, and we studied
how to predict this information need in various application contexts.
To do this, we modified two existing datasets, the Inquisitive ques-
tion dataset and the MS MARCO dataset, and then fine-tuned and
prompted various generation and retrieval models across settings to



Interactive Information Need Prediction with Intent and Context Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA

generate questions or retrieve answers, respectively. We found that
the increase of selected pre-search context can negatively affect
performance, but the increase of specified partial search intent can
positively affect performance, possibly mitigating larger contexts.
Overall, our study has shown that supporting a user to predict their
information need with a combination of pre-search context selec-
tion and partial intent specification is a promising novel interaction
strategy.

9 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS
As with any study on a new technique, there is always a potential
for negative social impacts. Fundamentally, this research deals with
the prediction of information needs via text generation and retrieval.
Beyond the traditional risks of presenting harmful content, if imple-
mented, it is unclear how this prediction process would affect the
information seeking behavior of users. For example, the set of pre-
sented questions may influence the goals of its users, which could
be innocuous or malicious. Should this research be implemented in
an application-based setting, designers should take care to ensure
that the prediction process is as beneficial as possible.
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