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Abstract

The Internet has become a major channel of business marketing and sales, and there is a core
competitive object between websites for a high position ranking in search engine results. There are
various ways to maintain the high position ranking of website involving the development of
componental coding or the expensive investment for the search engine optimization. The purpose of
this paper is proposed to identify and rank the negative elements of website visibility to get rid of
those elements when website designer designs the webpage. Website can be removed from indices of
search engines when they are not satisfied for search engine optimization. The proposed experiments
that are identified and ranked the negative elements of website visibility in this paper are based on
the theories and experiments of existing website visibility models. The experimental analyses in this
paper are scored and normalized based on methodologies of those models and 10 highest negative
elements are ranked through the analyses. Therefore when website is designed, these highest
negative elements should be avoided so website can not be removed in the indices of search engines.
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