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ABSTRACT 

Recent studies in the measurement of relevance criteria across of 

document evaluation concludes that the findings " ... suggest a need for 

continued work to map or relevance criteria across information search 

process stages, variations in document representations, tasks and contexts," 

(Tang & Solomon, 2001). 

This thesis aims to develop such a model. In this study attributes and 

manifestations of relevance as by Saracevic (1996) are modelled in a 

matrix in order to define the relevance types more clearly. From this 

modelling process an array of relevance types are derived, namely algorithmic 

or relevance, topical cognitive relevance, situational 

relevance, socia-cognitive "~ell'''''';;' affective relevance. 

identified relevance types are then modelled on an existing cognitive 

model information transfer, as defined by Ingwersen (1996). Ingwersen 

model was utilized it explores the multifunctional and cognitive array 

of representations of both the information objects, and the cognitive of 

the user, both as influenced by the environment. By the re-organization this 

model, the different types were shown to in ""'11~Q .. ,:.nt 

dimensions (and over time) of the information retrieval process. This model 

added advantage that it may be possible to specify whether relevance 

judgments were made during the work task or the search task execution. 

viability of this model is then indicated by utilizing the published results of 

two empirical studies, namely that of Barry and Schamber 1998) and Vakkari 

and Hakala (2000). criteria identified in process were 

consolidated, and allocated to the corresponding manifestations 

relevance and relevance types as identified and modelled, excluding the more 

relevance types, over which the user does not have much control. 
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The research questions posed relates to various aspects of the model, such 

as the relationship between affective relevance and the other subjective 

relevance types, the existence of socio-cognitive relevance, the relationship 

between cognitive and socio-cognitive relevance and the judgements of 

documents within work task domains. The model was then tested, both in 

terms of the validity of the construct and the research questions stated. The 

empirical testing was done by means of questionnaires, once the work task of 

the respondent has been completed. 

The structure of the thesis is as follows: Chapter 2 is a literature review tracing 

the history of relevance research as well as the multidimensional and 

dynamic nature and the interdisciplinary research involved. Through this 

overview it becomes clear that there is a need to model relevance types in 

terms of a more holistic approach, and therefore the development of such a 

model has been formulated in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 describes the 

construction of the questionnaires in order to test the model developed in 

Chapter 3. The results gathered by means of the questionnaires are 

presented and discussed in Chapter 5. The conclusion and discussion of the 

results in terms of the model developed are documented in Chapter 6. 

Chapter 7 reviews the larger significance of the results in terms of possible 

practical implementation of the findings. 
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"Relevance will serve its purpose, but will decline as the realization slowly 

comes that an individual's information need is so complex .. . The gradually 

increasing awareness of a human's incapability of stating his true need in 

simple form will tend to pull the rug out from under many IR system evaluation 

studies which will have been done in the meanwhile. "(Doyle, 1963) 

"Our understanding of relevance in communication is so much better, clearer, 

deeper, broader than it was when information science started after the 

Second World War. But there is still a long, long way to go." (Saracevic, 

1975) 

"We consider the pursuit of a definition of relevance to be amongst the most 

exciting and central challenges of information science, one whose solution will 

carry us into the 21 st century." (Schamber et aI., 1990) 

"Relevance is a necessary part of understanding human behaviour. The field 

should be encouraged by commonalities across perspectives, not 

discouraged by disagreements. Relevance presents a frustrating, 

provocative, rich, and - undeniably - relevant area of inquiry. /I (Schamber, 

1994) 

"Nobody has to explain to users of IR systems what relevance is ... People 

understand relevance intuitively. "(Saracevic, 1996) 
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