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o] A& . ?

#5] Fule] A2 4895 Cleverdond] “Cranfield Project”s} Lancasters)
“MEDLARS Evaluation” o Salton?] “SMART System”5<& fAFER ZHER

22X FRIIFFES S BEREEY AE AT 49 AhA BERs R
st g FEE HEAA T+

v FEREBRA LY FE Y b EEG MEE ERD AEEE
st FEHFED FEY REE ¥ BEN AEY Eftedlsty 2. o8¢
BRERA 2 FEA AR 2o EAs 2 v AEREEGERER, RS
M, BRER)L od S o5l vlud Folsht ofd Falg o]5e]
- AU AL RS Aol FRY BRY —HE EA X3tz
e #Wiel 3 gl

el B9 EaHO B el MASE BREREE FBE HH
|ESR)) Ak Bk BABEAE] vHEsl EEMY o+ Tl @& Eubot
Ueh o 2j7tx] BEERC 3 93¢ o] A Eo ERT HEN HES)
W Rk A4 Hotel Rk HEhl I .

atetd] Aol A& WG RAZLFEA A ETHEE FESTA A
A, WRARY FEEE R WEHE HRY BHEAE R BREE
FEA A FEHER Hikd shlistd 23, B4 BREEY 48 /A
TEHERE Setd BREERES % # HFRES #BRsl B3zl dive

ot felviel EEE ¥ FRA2D Y BEFERR] T94 do] ¥=2
AS 2R & FPE oz e FRH ok T HHRERALER
el stavtel 28] & 5 glocleta uli vpolrt.

2. BFRHEL| FREE

BEZEL R st dela Hlor FIREY Bk —FHste

2) HHRIERA LA FAR AT £THEE A.C. Foskett : The Subjebt Approach to
Information, 3rded, London, Clive Bingley, 1977, Chapter 28(p.441—463)s} F,
W, Lancaster : Information Retieval Systems ; Characters, Testing and Evaluation,
2nd ed, New York, John Wiley, 1979. Chapter 19 (p.273—278).
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Fo)Tt A EHA. P F, FIAES HMERA EEN A Axde] 3
A g FHE st (file)dl A FAEY ERE FAA £ F A HEE
ZEEA N A2EY Ehlta T+ Y

2YEE BEREL HENeZE A2 545 Eisbdd (Document
File)e| A FlIFH&S HFHER <2y HarH (Relevant Documents) 3} %}
ubz| oy JEiE&rEk(Irrelevant Documents)d] #HHHHERA RESHE
o] et

ols} & HmmES FEE FAKY HHER AW HRALL] &
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= RS Ut
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gl MATR_ 1009

e xI00% s S g R

3) "AEH, BRBER, A&, BEMAERR fkat, 1877, p. 160.

4) KentZ & “Recall Factor”g, Cleverdong& “Recall Ratio”®2, Swets: “Conditi-
onal Probability of a Hit”g, Goffmanx} New111° “Sensitivity” 2 &3t &
FEz L IR MAsn g+
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%3 BE1
=% x100% ; TUELBETH 1009,

amo b 100, . BRI FEEAHE o
HBERO= 3 7 >¥10% 5 oo Srmatmem < 100%

a2
Ban=— 5T x100% ; SEETR 1009,

e P 000 s PRI EBAWE o
RERY =gy ¥ 10% Tz zwmm < 100%

e © 1000 ; BEAR S BEWHE o0
WA= G < 10% 5 oy wamm < 100%

o d o . BEAA G ERAHE
BrekaRIO=—5 1 X 100% 5 g e T X 100%

BEAS HERd o9 BRNEY FEEES 1954 KentSo) o4 #
#1035 Aolv} “Cranfield Project”o] F —jfy e 2 “Cranfield Measures”z}
I gelA del 27l #hfESg P

oA BER 3 BRAEY HES ALY EHEEREEN=0ct
btet+d)st 1 kel A FEAWHR(@ON EHAGL £ vk wheby
o] B9 WAEE Vel BEFC JH FHEs BER 4 FEER] ¥
#e 0A 2 Aolvh. o] Fairthornes) ojs)] 22 Fnsglov'® ¥

5) Kent% & “Pertinency Factor®2 Cleverdon3-& “Precision Ratio” == “Relevance
Ratio”2 #r4dglor, zE“Acceptance Rate”sl: AEE #AHZ Ut ®RE=
= BER, EfgERS A d-

6) Swetsk. “Conditional Probability of a False Drop”® Cleverdon¥ o, “Fallout
Ratio”2 #y&stgl.em, 7F “Discard”sle FES RS2 .

7) Cleverdon$-o] “Generality”s 443t ).

8) “Noise Factor”z {#ifisiz ¢l cf.

9) Fairthorne® “Snobbery Ratio”=z, Swets: “Conditional Probability of a Miss”
2 w4

10) Goffmanz} Newillg “Specificity”2, Swetst 4%Conditional Probability of a
Correct Rejection”2, Vickeryl “Dodged”z #4349,

11> Kent, A, et al. “Machine Literature Searching”. American Documentation, 6
(1955), pp.93—101.

12) Cleverdon, C, W, “Progress in Documentation : Evaluation Tests of Information
Retrieval Systems.” Journal of Documentation, 26(1970), pp.55—67.

13) Fairthorne, R. A, “Basic Parameters of Retrieval Tests,” Proceedings of the
American Documentation Institute, 1(1964), pp.343—345.
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KeenGoll o3 BigslAl $#m= gt
o] B BAE(G)e] WEBEEBHEA NABozH FHAER), HBER
(P), FEBEE(F) Aol vzt 7 MmgaA st A9k 4.

RxG
RXGFF(1-G6)

wetd RPFGe HEBILL Aol oz o RelE A7HA Y 3to]
wEsd vE Y e HEe s mEdche Aot ol HEL W
Z8e]| a3} Bayes®] 7 (Bayes Theorem)E i385t A o] ebz Van Rijsbergen
< wEka Qe

GEe 2 BAEE(G] BHER), BERP) 9 EBLEFE) o g7
FFE A =stE AW 2ol FIHEEY HHRER g Axde] ERY
LTHEEHEN) 7 —Edd FBEF(G)) A5t (B BHE(G) o] —Fst2
ERERWN) AL 2aske) HFRs BaHHREL Foes Bmd Aot
GetA BER(GY A5 FHRAR), BERP), FEEEE) ¥ 2
Pk A2 FgE vAA 2 Aol

P=

R=—, P=L, F=—

A 2yAA FEY HF0 2L HHLE Aok FHAY EEAEL
BAF] #bvels HEMNCE dF —FT &S gtz o}
BERS HRERY #bd wel A ez o] Hebd Aol

ol 2l gt B A WFEERS FEEEo S U] B FHEAS mHus
o 9§ HAEREe] —A e vl sk ZalthE Kikol AAws] Rigs
gon HHENes HHES EFELAR 7 fiEe] BAEI LREEHRE
o] @ifkel WE JFE A SETE A And FEEES D Hxd

14) Cleverdon, C,W,, Mills, J,, and Keen, M, “Factors Determining the Perform-
ance of Indexing Systems.” Vol, [. “Design.” Vol. . “Test Results.” College
of Aeronautics, Cranfield, England,

15) Van Rijsbergen, C.J. “Retrieval Effectiveness,” In : Progress in Communication
Sciences, ed. by M.]J. Voigt and G.J. Hanneman. Norwood (N.].), ABLEX
Pub, Co., 1979. p.95.



78 BB 8if 1987

1A

2V REze EHEEHRES Wi 32 B563Y gz T8k
WER WK —Ed K8l JREARe] HB8 Bttt AAstz &/
B BER, v BHEES BEAZEC JT ok BEMEFEEEE
EE A dEF28dE AL ohzlx Saltong #ata gt

s, FHEL BERC AT BEFEY FHEe AL BAMelzst £
T eh shvksld of iR A2 Y FAEY mREELS el =
Aoz FAZE —Bes FEFRY BEE BALstes] Bbe] =7t
o Eol =t

a3y SERAERE JEEAEHRY HHRENCGEEFREIY HEez B
fEdatel A+ FEGHRE A& J3& vl =24 BHAS EE
a6 93 BREEY FEc B BREES EEETEY BHR
PER B RE S Vel 7] W Bl A 2" fRERYe el & = gith.

T7HA FEEE] EF KHY RiZolv ANE A REES AXZ
R7] - Eol] o & FHe] nr} FEMclHE dAT T gk, 2V &
FA2HE T34 T35 AAEE A4 FEIHT Eobd FIABER
Wl BERBES Mol 2 whA s BEAA olvtx WHZEs BE
Ao 3t FFEEEES] 4 MsAoz FAET dda B 4 & Aol
t}.

3, oleh L {HEHY FEAEEESC] FrA HEY & ALdH Af
279 WMEBES LBl 7] wEd] &iTolE Swets'®, Cooper'®,
Robertson?®-3-2] B —{Ee|| o] 3} sz e] #FEA4E (Single valued measures:

16) Ibid. pp. 96—97.

17) Salton, G. “The Generality Effect and the Retrieval Evaluation for Large
Collections.” Journal of the American Society for Information Science, 23(1972),
pp. 1122,

18) Swets, J.A, “Effectiveness of Information Retrieval Methods,” American
Documentation, 20(1969), pp.72—89.

19) Cooper, W.S. <“Expected Search Length: A Single Measure of Retrieval
Effectiveness based on Weak Ordering Action of Retrieval Systems,” Journal
of the American Society for Information Science, 19(1968), pp.30—41,

20) Robertson, S,E, and Teather, D. “A Statistical Analysis of Retrieval Tests :
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+ Single number measures)o] #RZEH o] s U o8 71x] B
o MREE ofAl & usxon HHSAR &I Alv}.

3. | Wt

Bk @AM (Relevance == Aboutness)o] 2t FlF &S] HEkdt (HHE
RE BEAA £ 5 Y& Hl R0 RN o)n] gellA ¥ wle} 2ol
FEEEES t2r et e Zelv.

MR 28 HREEe] FIAEY RBEHRERE $54AA £+
dE BEHMHEBRNZE BAHRT o dv Ba3EDd wHEH
FIHES BHEmREkd TEET FEAHRCEERED Y RRIHREN
o2 FIEH7 Aol FHESY HREKR 8 ALde] HHRET HHY
AFgA X 3wt F, “BEtirs” (Relevance Decision) sl HiEx {H#HY
“Eevhel f2EE” (Degree of relevance) = #HEMZY HIE 2 ZE 44
7k "ot

A HAMRE

HRe EAMo e MAS FENEN REste 2 RE0] W% ¢
RiEEA BEES we MO @i #Hiel sz

Reese) Saracevic® FEEtkd aba vhgal zro] ERFstg v}, 20

AA, BEMES HHRA LD HEHES A% A4 LEdAT

A, w1 A Ko ek akel g FAL EEkshes?

A, ZdA FEke] BEE MY + ekt WEE F d=s?
olwd #IfRol vk &M T A EAE & Aest?

Taubes EEH:S oo dsl wbhd 1929 Reess =3 CEisH
FIAES WHHERMY BEaike st Holl =l = FAA #HAel v AolA

a Bayesian Approach,” Journal of Documentation, 30(1974), pp.273—282.

21) Rees, A .M. and Saracevic, T, “The Measurability of Relevance ” Proceedings
of the American Documentation Institute, 3 (1966), pp.225—234,

22) Taube, M, %A Note on the Pseudo-Mathematics of Relevance ” American
Documentation, 16(1865), pp.62—72.
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g EEH v Aol ezt g
TR BERALZEFARE AT & RO RS Eak

d g3 HEHRY HES RES o HR BEES HRY HBk
(Pertinence) 3t 1 ffE&ol Eor=lolok shed AR Bk REDRUES
A= Frhx FERE/LN 25 FHs o vtz FRs 2 o33l 2ol
BEMES AR At HEERS AP

&4« “document-request statement of users” A}o] ] F& 1215 (Relev-
ance judgments) o 24 —A9 0 = FEREA A A el de @
FREFA5¢ (Information specialists):} £-& F£EFEF95¢(Subject specialists) &
o o3 I FEELE REH.

%M« “document-information needs of users” 2}o) 2] {H{EM: P (Value
judgments) e 24 Ht=4] FHEHH 23 HEEen REd

LR maERE o9 24 R Eatke FIAES HRERGEFE
ol g3 FZHolvtk REEF) A8 A2 HREMRY & FHEHEM
FEo] [FEEt(Source Document)o| ) £ ¥ (Surrogates : HiE, #
&, SFS)EZA AETte ke fbeleln & 4 Joe HHY A
< F3c@e] HMEREY LEERE £RAA & £E F, FHR 7%
o FEEEeR FEE v HR Fikelztn £ £ U

A7 A Bl EEHEe Y HAkS BaaRY EBEEIve T 9
A ol Eo] ALV BEREY AdE ¢+ U+

BEES FREMRVY E2EHMFR S I AFEslnz A4 GEd A
gttt £ 4 dor = 2 fEe] €8 XEHlAR o= A=
FEMe P & 4 vt KE, AL HHREREEH d# AEsle
2 FIAEREY Aeikiolsln & + glor 2 fEe vhisl EERYe

BT 2 4 3¢ Aol

Lancastery =)

23) Rees, A M, “The Relevance of Relevance to the Testing and Evaluation of
Document Retrieval Systems,? ASLIB Proceedings, 18(1966), pp.316—326.

24) Lancaster, F, W, Information Retrieval Systems :Characteristics, Testing and
Evaluation, 2nd ed, New York, John Wiley, 1979. pp.261—262.
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EF HHRY RS SE KR A FIAE] HHRERE 34 F
= XE EHiEel =& A—3 EAWH/ T5d el s etE A&
ol FIFIRE kst whAwtel] AR sk EAE#R Fife O 4+
o, & wEkelely AE BEHY KR AT Folx & + gt
DA S MERRES BAMRTLG Y4 TEilL —iyd Rol
sz % 4 s

ol g B4 WL AstEe]l WERPBNEEEL R HRY HAKS
BASEY £ MEA ety 23 BEHES o v AR HHRERA W
el Eatez FED 4wl givtn  ERstw EAtERE 99
]2 o2 stx HAEE WEIIAT.

SDC(System Development Corporation)iit:oll 4 <2 &l #f5eell 4 Cuadras}
Katter= @&MhpwEe] © BHEDd AEEEY Bofost BE, @ #Asle
B, © BEHMERPFES, @ AEE % HBE EAER O fHE
BRA EAMY Hast €%, © AEET FHEE SREEY TFES
o o3& g wrerta RGP

WRU(Western Reserve University)ol] A =83 Bzeel] 4] Rees: @ Hse
o B, @ B, © NEEFESE, @ EAtEEESA A EAMERE
G g derty HwESA. P

BHEALYY T3 Fxst FARERN e BEs =3 FIAEY
HHRERE FIHABLU I E o} F 5 ERaA #IET + g7 A2 HEX
Brel BHRERE EAA F 4 9 EA geAe FAER] s Efst
A REd + dotE BEAA ANT B BABEL HH Eatks
Hako] 3] WAl FHEsor Arhe el vk, Kemp, Foskett,
‘Cooper5- 5 o] ko] A= Lancasters} [F—3+ RfEelz Hrl.

Kempe A £uFES old Bi¢ HaAE BakrEles Kodht

25) Cuadra, C. A, and Katter, R, V., %The Relevance of Relevance Assessment,
Proceedings of the American Documentation Institute, 4 (1967), PPp.95—99.

26) Rees, A M. “The Relevance of Relevance to the Testing and Evaluation of
Document Retrieval Systems.” op, cif.
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e olw BWE A PRtREe] 2EeE sty BEMEREL X
fRffol 2L Z Ay (public and objective)sl Zol= ZHAMREL EARI A
£y (private and subjective)ol Ao}tz 3¢+

28 Kempd] Eigoll A EEHERE] “FEH" e etz ¥ Bl & RFEoL
gtz ek EE @Akl BAe Hegd o3 RESHs  EFolebd
ASd st olx BEY FERMclBe REL odE £ Ut 13
g ool5El #IBE §lol BAMRES] BHEAvelet etd ot WL A
gho] ZHE3 THMER g ST B EAEES L A B
el 9o sEag —FUt ol Felx ek T Aol ek EHEEE ]9
2L FE—FHE A$ oJ@vtz Ert

Fosketts SE&tka 2 38} <EkL “relevant document” ¢} “pertinent
document” 2 [E4y3te] Lancasterdl »| 43 MATHE 3, odAlv 2¥
R orul zkE  “pertinent document”= FEF: “relevant document”o] 3
«relevant document”= X3} “pertinent document”z}iL &} ). *®

Cooper: “relevance”z} FzEul Al “logical relevance” (& “topicality),
“pertinence”d} A “utility”zt HFEE #F3le] Lancastersl u|&d MAEER
= §lgn® 28 E FIEE 7 28 @Eshe AL 32 FHEE] oF
Yo mEeE Mk Te JEelt U T fiEREd2Ye
«atility” 24 FE= o] oF et EFstT et

Wrme EAME M E 2% 1 #aEHT HBNoR YIS
£HE 4+ gor =g 2T wEe] AHelH HENA + W dve
d B 9o 2e v BERSEY HEHS Hilste REdA A&d
o Hpa BAE AAAE ESs AR 5 e Efeleln A

27) Kemp, D. A, “Relevance, Pertinence and Information System Development,”
Information Storege and Retrieval, 10(1974), Pp.37—47.

28) Foskett, D.J. “A Note on the Concept of Relevance.” Information Storage and
Retrieval, 8(1972), pp.77—78.

29) Cooper, W.S, “A Definition of Relevance for Information Retrieval,” Informa-
tion Storage and Retrieval, 7(1971), pp.19—37.

30) Cooper, W.S. “On Selecting a Measure of Retrieval Effectiveness,” Journal of
the American Society for Information Science, 24(1973), pp.87—100.
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chal BfertA] Btk 23 Pt RBgol 2l go] FFHgloH K
FhEse] MiEEK#Ee 2 fFHe Botke —Ber ¥y FEHSAE A4
Folrt.

g, HHAl 2 #itEEe R #HEM: FEENE mEA YIS A8
BFEKES HHT £ d' HES HREBHIE &2 FRe Eatk
Fe Azdo FAEE WESL ohid FEMAE old  BERAY
HERIQ HHo] gyl Wil W2 REE AFA Edtx d& EiFltt

EE Stiles®] BAMETHE |V Garfields] 7|fscliR7 ke 93 &
SR BRFEPE A4 EAH BTk WEMEEg o oY
o) #HHRA L8] ol9} e kT A3lAl g3 288 HHRER A
Al EAEY RES L deod AF A2dY EERES AT e
2A FHREREY BANAEE BEs F A& BRI Aok ol iF
9 BEMAEL BN sE FAZY BN Al o kEss
Toletx et

Bathwd A o5de] A BHEEN BESL v T B
e vk BB &+ JEF dAlFE HAelglz Meadows EFXR
oh;}. 342

e o] A HHEEI HHRERE HBHoletd FulE A2dd FERE
Fide BLERY A-teld @eERES 45 A2 FlfFEA Y
EF 95t kEd Aelvh welA Lancastery “EBlAtel v fEAL
AF A2u9 BAWBAS FEEY BEMHAEA Y —FY BEE M
E3e Aelztn shget.

GaES
5

b

31) Stiles, H.E. “The Association Factor in Information Retrieval,” Journal of the
Association for Computing Machinery, 8(1861), pp,271—279,

32) Garfield, E, “Citation Indexing, a Natural Science Literature Retrieval System
for the Social Sciences.” American Behavioral Scientist, 5(1364), pp,58—61.

33) Meadow, C,T, The Analysis of Information Systems, 2nd ed. Los Angeles,
Melville Pub, Co,, 1973. p.169.

34) ibid,

35) Lancaster, F. W, op cit, p.113.
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B. @atdel 2%

FIR%ES HHRERA A4 #HFd HHRE BAHRY FEAEHE HE
Zaledldl BFE & ol =23 BEFERE = o BEs B
Htak st EAEY BEE FAEY BaMidd =t 2l Al
=,

Lancaster: #E4&MH-S HEd s A g Aoz Eosidey Kinge
BET A, BEIR g2t b2 AEANA AT A, EaA ¢ R
=39l 3, Barbers& FAT A, BAREE ¢ + g+t A, BEEs
o) =k E fEAlA FRE A, BEIA €L Aoz Wapsta gl

36)

v o] &% RATY Sl Bl EAT HH, BestA ¥e i, o
¥ ﬁéﬁlﬂi 2E FREESE T Aﬁ 73 Ranganathan®] “APU-
PA” Bisst 2& #5871 =t Foskett-d jgista gleh. ™

_N«H"

i

<@l% 2> Ranganathan?| F&2 BF

L .
RS
- : DEGREE
OF
RELEVANCE
3 A
X RELEVANT o v
g (UMBRA) &
N B
U M
' X Y
NOT RELEVANT (ALIEN)
A P A

BE 204 Uk “umbra” &, H33 BAY BHHE Teb, Ax “alien”
2 293 EANA & FHHEE s, P: “penumbra” &, 3v)g -
FozA ByslA Astae HEY T d+ FHety sigd.

36) Barber, A S, et al, “On-line Information Retrieval as a Scientific Tool.”

Information Storage and Retrieval, 9(1973), b. 435,
37) Foskett, A.C. Tae Sudject Approazh to Isformation, 3rd ed, Lond on, Clive

Bingley, 1977, p.15.
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Yotd Py Adtnt BEd 4 901 ARl 2% “EALAE 2E”
it Bt Aoz mi WEESGA T8 FET + dE Rl A
F PE 4%el mebAt Usk 2 4 2ol ARel B Pt it
B ESTERAC Y BERERS BED ¢ 9k Aolth B HAHY &
Frisge) ehed PO EAMEAT} hEE oA HEEY MiEde] W
& Aot

4. BEREN HEE

BRHARS [HHAQ FEEEL 2 S de] HAS I & Aol HEA
3} REE s o,

Atherton “BHl¢ FIH#% /L HEHslE HHRE HEE Bholn KEL:
A&7y BRekA 4L HHS RmEE WMste el stged,
Lancaster= o] 5& Al&£d 9] JEBKES f£ee KHd “BHEe B
A% HHES Fodv WEEEY EHE T BEEL Foetd 2
FROEED)E A< BRKES) EHHE )2tz sg et

wek4 BEL wFEA R S ALY ZEREAFAA 7 8
BEFH Aok wo] S YEAE Jehid, BEE R HESd
FAES BERel FasHA & HHR 5, HE©Noise)o] Arh gl Eo
AEAE dehll A2z o) 5¢ HHRER R7T o] HHAs BESR
ol et

Meadow+= ##%hase] IS FARIC 2 shte E#RE R&ste Aoz
A BE B HBol = B B4 5 Jeon 1 BAERo s KFIE
K BRE, HREERS HREFUREY EHRIER £ LY 812, Hiv
TR 9ol A R HIBR (Syntax Restrictions) = EE& 4R (Vocabulary
Restrictions) 3% $RfEslz ¢loh.+® oeld] HHEEALHe] 100%9 H

38) Atherton, P. Handbook for Information Systems and Services, Paris, Unesco,
1977. p.75.

39) Lancaster, F, W, op. cit. p.1l2.

40) Meadow, C.T. op. cit. p.169.
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Bz 100%Y BEERS drg 43440z A TRAgEsitta xAstn
Hoele] #EHEMEE FIASEY sha3k 2ol E&HIH .

F 118 BE e Ze Aol 1A= Aoz 4E  “Blank Sort”
gt FE gtk ol BAHEHROL BRI 2% Aelnz HF1MEY #HE
+ BHE S ETFAA

Fo M W o] FA ¥e Ze] AYsLE Rozd  “False Drop”
oebnE FAA gk o1k BAWHEA obd BBol Mk ASelzz 4
2/ REE BEHRSE ETAZL. P

BEE HRA L] FHilE AL 100%S] BHRES 100%2] BEEY Ao
ok b FA HERolehd ERMHFHRTNA ZE BEFHRL HEL T 3
< Zoltt. o] A EFE 164 5=0, c=03 A=A A2 BHE
o] X5 100%°] T W% HFEC] BT 0%tk o} 3 A&
22 BAUERBRAS FIAES] BREAEA A E2F —FKst o] Foa A
Folet.

28y o] &= Meadowr} FR%ES] EEAFEEM 02 BT AXNY EENQ
HHREREDA A= S8 =F dola] =% oj-¢ delelx e}

HES BREPAAS BER 14 e et o] 2FEHHRY (e+o)
2HBFAFER@TD) Aold] MW —Frt o) FolAE ASrt AY ) F-2o)
R 1

TFY MEALHLTS A2 FEEHH (most, but not all)F ks
€ KEel 59 FEEEHHR(most, but not all)E KA L& Ao
th. olglk 2L FrhxY “MOBNA™®E el =77 vl FHEs BER
< Aol

Cranfield Institute of Technologyo] 4] #l&3t s}A] EA Q] (Facet Index)
3} WRU(Western Reserve University)$] 48 TEMGR0E: 23[9 Lidkhat

41) Hoel, P, G, Introduction to Mathematical Statistics, 4th ed, New York, John
Wiley, 1971, p.108.

42) Meadow, C.T. op. cit, pp,165—168.

43) EE #4519,
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E Ao & WRU Bpoe mBAS MEEMS KM (nverse
Relationship) & #H#E A RE=2A 1 # %& RBst FrRdA HEEs
k.

Ziman-g o) 23 WHISL KERMY YHRE BB “AR7EN(“Fundam
ental” Law of Retrieval)o]eli fy43tg 2=® Cleverdon-& 19728 L
o) BHS sk BRle =4 A A" g7

Cleverdono] ) A ¥ 3} pEAIAUR] v]8] Brookes, Farradane, Moss3-¢] oF
7+ REzEsb 99 o} Robertsong “Cleverdon®] RIS GHVe 2 #
R 4 o=, WE REARGA ZRllezA £9E £+ g&4 Eu=x

AL 488 MABERES ERARA FERSl ok Y. wd FFEAR
A o] HBARE S1bs" o BREERERE A8 dAzsE T 3 g’z
Skala Qrl.*® =g Van Rijsbergenx ol F “fe] 4 1 381" (First
Law of Retrieval)o) g}z 2tz glv}.*®

oo} ¢ HWHAS KEAsY HNKHMGE 1dl=ze £7d A&

4% (Performance Curve)olg}x sh&dl] o] Mgy —A&Eiqu Rl BEE 3
st 2.

BHEs BEER MY thiemie EESEY SR FESEY o
g HHRY EatEEEd #el ZES QA S

FEG #Eme] HERY Bk Bl £ v BABBESE (Ll
#o] W 39 Yilhfgst o] e 8Fo =2 J&A o MR o] B
< mERBSEE EEX 39 XXy dFes s-EA Ao =3 SDI

44) Aichison, J. and Cleverdon, C. W, Report on a Test of the Index of Metallurgical
Literature of Western Reserve University, Cranfield, 1963,

45) Cleverdon, C.W. “Progress in Documentation ;. .» op. cit,
46) Ziman, J.H, “Information, Communication, Knowledge ® Nature, 224(1975),
PP. 318——324, .

47) Cleverdon, C, W, “On the Inverse Relationship of Recall and Precision.” Journal
of Documentation, 28(1972), Pp.195—201.

48) Robertson, S, E, “Explicit and Implicit Variables in Information Retrieval (IR)
Systems,” Journal of the Ameridan Society for Information Science, 26(1575),
pp. 214222,

49) Van Rijsbergen, C. ], op. cit, p. 114,
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BE 3> BEHEIN HEE iy (Selective Dissemination of

A B B S B E B B S Information) s 2¢] 74
E NG ol e EAMEEE)
80 \\\ RS(Retrospective Search)+j
or Mzg A¢act g S
e SDLx| ~ele] MLiglige o
e X gZoz, RSA~HY HfE
= a0 Hge %oz seA 2
0 t}. 50
ar o, BEd HEs 5
N TR

0o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 8G 90 10C o A%y HEHRL RE=2 ¥
LR %, fEERe ¥ JEGE
feinde Lo E®) BEAS REE $8% 2 4 gl oliat fhidind
RIEAS s QA Rsts el R ohrh oA oAdd &
#A2YL RS A 20 FMEG RS JelE A2 FP
o Wb e A #hd ¢ gE Aotk
o] =Eo] Lancasters] MEDLARS FERR A€ A28 FigHFHgd]
589, ZigksEEase] 50%e|wl, HEEME T 17569 EE HHEIte A
o3 vehton, HHEAS 85% WA 5% L HslAe HREE F
# oF 500U] 2] 60071 @RS BBt ok dH, olgk L AL BEEL
HHo R of 20%A 52 EFActy @&ty grt. = WHERE M
Bio s FAEs 2m o] 9oL 100% FHHEs 100%S] BERS
Qe HRE AT ol AL FHAS HER ZF 0% HBRE I
2 A 5 e R

oo} Zro| KTk 7 %ol BEAN HEEsLS) HRMKE ¥4

50) FZ#, op. cit. p.164.
51) Foskett, A C, op. cit, o, 17 and pp. 453—454.
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Qo) —he s A28 FHIEN MHEMBKS ol F MEMY dAz K
HBIRGRA ol Fof At & &

2 EEZe U BEEY o= X 1 A EA BRUAES wEA
Ford & geh 100%S) FHARLS HRAE, HREHE, BEEA A
o] RE EREEHEHRE sV Ad 2 Eigdotd odAlv aiggsivr &
= gk 28y oz A —EeR HEARL uf$ A Ho £
Fifide] Wz Fod BHE 24X Zavl. R3] HHRY AERe] HEMy
Agu BFzol v FHAE] & BHRE FHHREA R2u owdit 22
e ok & WRAAEY B4 £ W mERe] & B F
#Hot o ekt z £ J& Aolsh ShuEtd BERL FINEY B
sk Bohel EEfel & F71 W Foltth.

olw HEHMIHER FAEY HEFRERE IFAA4 £+ dx &
EEH 207 Bo] giotm LA ETl. HRBES] o AB.CY 3o
2 BHETY BE BT 2009 BAWHRSIAA &% 15744 R el
(@el4 AB,Co HEHAL &4 75%), A7l B%RL ZBEHE 304, B
= 60/, 28z C¥ 15002tz &ohd RiEZRLS AvF 50%, B7F 25%,
C7t 10%2A, 24 & EHEEe] A—statx stAstd A& 30718, B
L 60719, Cx 150/0Y BRFERZTAA 1544 FEHFRE EH& Rek
347] W-Fol A3 BE Axch, 183 CE A9t BEY Ffs B o
ERFA D Aolt}l. EEMoezE A¥ B Cxrh 28|z BE CEE
BRBE] & Aol

s, ool 4] olv] #BiHeE kel o] BWHAsL HEE 43 MKKEY
FE FIAEEANe e BE6 A Eoid west 22 HEEER FO
Frt 2+ dE Aol

1) #%EH 2 (Relative Recall Ratio)

HRBEA = 3] 100%2] FBAEE kel FAEDT d& T=
Ak el A 4] R ups}l o] A A FIAEE EAEHRE EHE

1 8 Bellsk Bohe] o ERkE e & FHAERCE R Bihel o
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uEgvln B = glS Aolch. wepA ofd FIA
lo g B R az st HHRY 2 BES &

ole} Fo] FHEEY BEA Ekel A3 2" HiEE AESS A
3 FEro =z HHEFEITA(Relative Recall Ratio X Proportional Recall
Ratio) & HHEstEw = HIEARL &3 2ol

el B \
BEBEE= Tt more matem 0%

dEE] FIAES Bste BAMHE/T Stholelx st AJ2"o] 5 &
AHBERE BRI BRAA 42 BEHHRA obFEl ol du =
HHHEEHEL 100%) k. 22iv Al &Ho] 34k BAHHRE HHEsdAR
THEFHEL 60%7T & ol

=3 HEREERS 34T 5 Jdod o BiEARe HREIEs A3
A A Aelnz AF HEEHE] 2 Aol

2) #riFEEa (Novelty Ratio)

BRA 2o FIAHAA REF BEFRTANA, = BRL EAHR
FAA FlAEE Bid €A 2P A2E BAHHL Ao HertE
el = B4 obe e} Fo] Frix HIEAR] HAE + i

BED BEHRT A2t BEHRE | 0,
BRE BAERE °

t
iy

hED BAMET Az mABEE
Brd B x100%

oo} 7L WAL EFiHEHRES# v &~ (Current Awareness Service) ¢l
SDIA v 25 $13F fH@GRA 54238 FEEtT & 5 Aok

3) fE#EiE2s (Coverage Ratlo)

FIFES Aol sl #RIA e HFEERE A} HHRE 2=
FeaEdl o] Ebvl o] 271 Avht T Yl=rE vl HERA BRESEF
o) PR #31EEW B T BeA HER + A
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ojal vlo|ehWlo] 28] BEEES Y WHREEL B2 HHE
o B AL AT o) ARAEL kBEY LREHENA R
343w,

5. MRWEL THRY

R BEMEREN =g kel BHAY st x FEEM o3 &%
#aEBS] g TR (Uncertainty) & HERE + givtx 2o}

THEEY BERE 4933 A, HRERA 2" HREREAA —
R 2 Rtshe JEEFHNY P& T HFESL it A% =
B Aold.

FREE o9k 2 RAWA S3td #Hatk A B-RWen kEd
#® EREE ool EIARe R BRI BAMATEES e Aot wet
A KA 93 BEHEFIEE Bt 8 BakpEe =4 —%F
otas £ 9 Aol

Belzers} {#iBmS ERSTE =72l @AYl 2 HHRES W
EE R RAY I BHHEAE 2 EEA Aot 2.

o] FBR-L v|F Pittsburgh KB r B AR 4 HBEBSEFHAEER T4

R FlAEE 258 gz Ay ERAY (O BEFHE © ##,
© @ A setaet=, @ Y B setaekE, © @Y AA
4 whA et stebaetz)e] Fxthle]l 2 gv HHRE A HES + A
EVHE HIEE REAe 2 BRE FExEtel 2+ HHEE 1bitz &
79 E|EFFEIFEL Py 0.0953, 8- 0.1233, A 3]-3}:1_3]-_—“:—‘.;— 0. 1603,
wpx) et slelaele = 0.1659, 2z2lx A~ D =kxlw sigloelz = 0.313,
bitd] HHRE HEdE Ao P

BRA 2" —KH oz Rt FEFHN G DAL BB
TR ER) ofF 2L Blow n]Ro] Mo} o] ERIE —RAYCE HETs)

52) Belzer, J, “Information Theory as a Measure of Information Content,
Journal of the American Society for Information Science, 24(1973), Pp.300—304,
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oF sl HS BAMERES 1 THEEE $Hid £+ o Aot

A, FHEAY g golA THEEL BEFREY o§ AAsoa
Eob s ebd mEEZRS RES R FRUDERA A FIAES
BAMEREe 2 TS FHAY HEL BRHA 4 HR &5 AR
2 2BEHERAA HED HRE A3 3 HR BAMRE] XTHA
B WATRESL] o) vt

B 144 ZEiF#R@E+b+c+dst 500,0003CH, kA fH#H (a+b)7H
253, HEMERT BARFHR@E 1530kl st BEshd 4 EE 49k
e HRE 4E Aol

CEE O

EemR | REARE | 2B WE
B7d R 15 | 10 2
BEAA e R | 499,975
e | 500, 000

welA BB %X100=60%71- et aEu HHEL BREEAA &
£ BEFHREOEE 42X Ed1e XT 5 & Aod. 2 v cE &7 H
& R F-& 499, 9753BE sh bt RS 2ok AL Wl oH
£ Yol = FHe sy REN.EV FERENY Aodd. EE 2BF
#7} 50012 10030k B =ebwl FHEE += dxuk A EE SBHY vl
Elvlo] 29 =72 B =l FIAKS] HHRERY HHREToE Bl A4
1o AL mEiER) BaHRe 28FRd w8 ofF Atz £ a4
=2 EREs BEES JEe 2 EafFd(atorlt vl HEHY ke
2 ¢ 9 BBRY 498 RSt HEN FERRALEAAE A
AARES Aolel. welA s ELES B + & BEE &, HEFEIAR
GTEHZs : Estimation of Recall Ratio)-& HIEE 4 & FHike] k=
T el gl Aol

BEERES WEss 9T 2/ Fikel el &A= 714

53) Lancaster, F. W, op. cit, pp. 129—132.
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& MEDLARS wEiitigel (£FI3 #its 49272 ek

ATHE A9 BEBFREE WENA A St LEd BT A
#& AAF HR Rolgh: HAMRA HHEde A B4 s
£ oEEel BN TMERE BUL BEAZRAA 24T HR 1449 %
Wol Bigslel o %ol W WAMMES WHIRENA AT R 127
A EATHE R HEALS. o 1219 WAKHC] Ashe Azdel BE
4 2815 (Database) Fol B TeHel JEAE WA KR 1045
2¢se] Qg5 ARRE o) 1049 htF ok Avke Azwel M
F¥ R4o) Tde) YA MRS HR T 92 e doichd A
T HEA2Ye 1049 Baskt S04 T BESGD AL B
Fegonz o A9 BEENES - x100=70%2 E3tE Aeltt

B 42 Belrt ol A2Ue WEBRE] ok BL FHEOE 0%2
WEH A oA L B 59 2 #RE AL+ 9 Aol

=

<EE 5

| mamm | FEEER | 2BH R
mRE HR 15 10 26
mEAR &> HFR 6* 499, 966* 499, 975
2R # } 21* 499,979 500, 000

GE& 5% 15=70%°] 22 100%2] BAMHE o 210 2 eloh =ed LECO

9 WEE AL + A% Aelxh.

ol g} o] WAk ¥ BHEREL BHFEIIZ (Absolute or True Re-
call Ratio)e] obd IEHEEHIAS HEL + ol @& Aol ol Z&
Rl A & = THEELS o5 SHHRd + g

A, Az"e] Rtste MRAYE kel & FlAEE o4 IFF
A e BAMES RET Aolth wElAd Ad =A HEIT izt vt
bl HED B BEMAES Tl + & Aol

TERe AEA BEEAES A BER g BEUREC et 4F
€ 00E  dE Aol FAEY BHRERD EYge BFaY HHd
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R Aol EEAQHR Gl A BES] dolA BAWE A2 Wz 2
EOE Wt 2 4 do] BAEAE Q4 FBEAWER REL + 9
& Aolth. olo} T e Bl BAMMIES TRl —HES B
2 4 9 Aol

6. BFE| XRER

BEBRRMEY BiEt BENCE FM% A4 kel Aol obn-
9 E5E Axde] Mt HETE Mol KBl HHRERY Big
(Motivation) 50 ©}& FIfisel wheh el Eife 2obd Aotk weh
A BEE Y MERY BEE SHY WRAREY SBT BRIk
hgebd Aolth.

& £YER, Bb HAEFReview Artide) B BHATES, =x
WIS Z2AEE HFIE Adolvhd ALl £8 AN LBHER
& BE: T Aolmz WA @EN BR 5 BEE T BEY
A% Aol REY Mg} REXES 9T HEMERE, LR
FT 9% HAKE Tt AUFESZEAE 5¢ U5 ARdAE M
ERe 99 HEEE BT TR P8O BIHER S, fEs 2o
el o EEZ Aolth. =a SDIHu 2% A dAl2 BEao ¥
& fho] MET Aol RSE AL a2 HiHe] £& kel BE
¥ Holzkz 4 Aeh

I, EHAY EEE LE BAWE) A% AT @EE 2eche W
B okl A iz 4 k. e el A 4w uksh o] {FH@S,
Battl s £RA4 g maielth.

FIFES BEHHER A8 299 FRER FAAY BLHERDS
B 1049 WAESRE WA ed (BEAS 3%) 249 #HD
Bat} 10009 BED BaWELt Y4 FE4 S e BE
1078 BAWRE BEHE o 2% 1 fEE BT Rk sk
2e A FHAC 4T BEHES 2UHonE B3%Ect o A B

3&“
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slejok & ot

EF BERL oln) 4R ule} Fo] dAAo e FIHEY HHI F
He]l B R T el HERL —FE FIAEY RS B R
frgigEel et & 4 g Aol

o]l & KEARL ojd AU FIAE) HHEES A& g3}
Fit#E & (Delegated Search) <] {é“"“iﬁ[{‘iﬁ’tﬂ] ¥l Hdt Aolel.

W] ol & BRBERE Y A% BIEEEY P =
#% &5 RAYH FHkk 2dsta ;,l7 HEol) 248 H—REY EHER
e AET F B RN FBSE AT BB EHAHHRE
7] $1% FAEY Mis Bhs RESS A9 Aok

v BEEERS oW o FIFE 2225 58te JELFEHESE Nonde-
legated Search)e] 73-$-oll = o9} Z-& Wifdlol vt Bjel vt BETo] Kt
F A AHs HE Aeld.

RIIAHES BRI #o g £ e—aal A2dA HREs s &
FE TP ASdl e FIAE 22271 BHEMMES R REd +
7] Rl RBERLE RIEHEHRY Ao d2A = Folv. o] AFY
BERe FIRHA Bastty HEd XBEE FIAE L A4 HEd
BE (deh4 kel 2EEECL obd)E U Aol Al HItERY
AS-obE 2 3pe] EebAlA Auth

debd HERS RITHEHRY HEATd £ rERe] dxta Hglo 3k
FitEgd = 12 BEFr vt 2Ad. 2 HEBRE e 73
$ A£dd e FitHEer FEHH

7. ®REDML TEEA

MR 289 hrnke YiE FEERSS 4= ud et 2
o,

O pamHe HHE

O %7 2¥
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O FIFES HHRER
O BERERE
A. BRER HE

FIR%ES HRERA A& BRI st FHEHERY #HEs FREL
ZElshe EEY B vk F, BRs2A sk EEA AN A2R9
stdgol o] g HiRe HECHS Be & BHEY 31 %
o gL U Aol

FEEZR Sel FBE 65%d HEE 25%9 BEX7b dutz =k A£H
o] Bk BEEE A3 MFRES B%E A% Ak 68%4
Bt o 2 5 ERMEMQ 65% BHEL H5A7 & dxut ERHEFHRE
o] 5%eta F—3 HRE 47 HNAE 87%9] HHESL LE= I}

oo} o] ik Kk AT HBiEWHHEC dod =& FHES
A& F x R#fE Ao g FHEE dA d Al

A zdo] BRE FEdolehol ZRd ANEA Y= FHELEY FHRE
& HiEst7 2 BHT Lo] oh]rh. Martynsl Slaters] 93] oL el —
fpez HRASZ ¥ st WEEkEL eleolzd 5 HES
Bpo] HFIEHBERE-S FIASY Blists JHikolv. B HHREY HH
L& w9 oju ol MERERYQL BEHTTERC] Bt

FESHY E&ES @ Index Medicus) vl ##35(#) : Chemical Abst-
racts) &2 | %EE(#: Anpual Review of Information Science and
Technology) v}t 2| HREF 5 HELEY HHES Bhsts FL HLBEH
7t "+

B. F3lA|2H

BEHRA BEERS HEEte MY BESY BRor RIANLHY MEHE
(Exhaustivity) s} 4#5E¢k (Specificity) ] gl=u] M@ HHEASL, adHx
REEE HERS YRS ER st

54) Martyn, J. and Slater, M, “Tests on Abstracts Journals,” Journal of Docum-
entation, 20(1964), pp.212—235.
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MBS FIERRE CBE K3 UHE(ndex Term) £-& 3|35 (Index
Vocabulary) ¢} #& velil& Rolx HEEE FEE EMSHA ulish=
#3|5 35 (Index Language)®] #7& Fohe Ao|up

webd MRS REIFRE RIIEES drh) E“LEM AT Aol
e A 2" RIMERS BFEEe] A HERS RIEHE Al KHEWN
B el E A2u e v BERIISEGONE THEASHE
dacHs )8 AN & AHNOS RISHY HEke kst R
o]l o},

fI1% Eo] “Index Medicus”sl| ) =t 7F#y 6409 HI[MEa 3|8
“MEDLARS” AAE TEYE T 1008 HIHER HIEG @Est
o] % Ao HBFRS BEES 3:57 H& Aotk W \z%% %
#3|EHE 21 Q% HIETHL EEE ERsAl =R 4 9
B #EHel Eobm EERerd “MEDLARS” 4] 289 %51:%7} “Index
Medicus™A] ~51¢] HE|EHRT REIFHY Ktk & Aol

WA %A BEMS A uch. 408 HEE(A,B,C, D)7 2iE %
Brol olth ARt HEIERN 409 £EA 27 BBREUR)H S %3]
o] Hyvhd (Bl & 3D 4N E£EF oWy Ee ExET
FAE o] TR HIW Aotk &, MkmEAe] ol o] kY MEAL
28 Aok, e HAMENE DB BHRHAA 2ot ®3HA It
W Dl B EWERE o wEe BEHIA FT Aolnh. wWelq o
THY BEAS 293 JelAE Acith. |8} o] HIIfERKe] IREHS
BRAL 4547 e EEe =)

2 olohE RME HFIFRY MBkkol ¥ow MEAS (EFmo).
A9, AEEE FHsnAd T o BEL o] THe AdE ¥ pAgL:
B,C,Det: £HEE =gsly 97 HFd AT o) widdl: AW LU
o) HEBo] wol WEAEL ETHE Ao

55) Guha, B, Documentation and Information, Culcutta, The World Press Private
Ltd., 1978. p. 205,
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el v FTdtst WRUS R[5 A LJrEM BRE 2l RIIERY B
5 oy REE7L dvte Aolth. F, Mol ¥
BHEAE PHFY ¢+ gAT Bkl dx BELME Soxn v o
B oEolvt Sl \HEe] dE golxlt Ae] oz o8y KEER ET
A7 E #E7} Sdn Cleverdon‘g & s gt e
HEo 2 EIIEFEA BEES 4980 A 2" AWy RKEIEHEN F
A HEFEE FAY T JdE ?ﬁ%lﬁﬁ Gh ot o e 2v —BE
l HFER Edtd Aeldh. sy BT EREs BdE + JdE AEE A
EA7Q o] FFEsE Alz®e] AWy RFIFHEANAE FAFA  gokeid
o] £EE Roh WA HAEQ ‘M= #3598 Held HRAver “a
=07 A3E HHRERIL dohn SlE N7 A RS HEET 4 dle)
= Aolth. weld o] A HERA e “AEA"NE Ados HFd
XE, “AZAN oo FFE s ‘AEAE Ad HFEA &
< TSl EF B Aelmw ?*ﬁc%—‘% BERL A" &
FEE7b A FE5EFERY 148 g Aelrl. ol o] K FHEY
B HERE FATIL FHES B /J«xl 7l ZEERE] H+ Aolrh
25 A8 FEFY i 2r FRA BEAAT dv AL o9} 2
FREIEREY SEEeE w9 BELEE @AA7 24 s 2 HiYel o
t}.

e Atde ¥
7

C. FRAFe Wm]EXK
AR BEEBL AREElA HHIGE wet FIRES FHRER
W EiEE 2okl 4 e Aol
IEfEsHA RBE HHRERE BREEL £9 7 v BER 4. “B
FEN FIHEL Tol¢ BRI deAE A3 EEsHE, 2 B 4
2 olu] EEhy A”eletx Collison- fEfFstw gl *»

56) Cleverdon, C.W,, Lancaster, F, W, and Mills, J. “Uncovering Some Facts of
Life in Information Retrieval.” Special Libraries, 55(1S64), pp.86—91.

57) Collison, R, L,k Library Assistance to Readers, 5th ed, London, Crosby Lockwood,
1965. p.62.



HHBRaRA AT WE 99

e RS A0S WEEREHES Ae3H Fis misd
dol $RilisE 39k Wl =Eohm Lo

HAEY HHERE 9% HEMKS BRE 1% OBN A4 RE
e Aoz, Rad AolA BED Aoz, AW A4 wEd Aoz
BfEal7] W Eol™ BIEERS A% A FUEES A2" GEREE o
Ao M (EE B BRSO 9 %»1 Aol ez FA%Y fg
Eoke weh AAsln BaelA B

W

#
=] E%#—i e £ FaREer qdld ¢ JEE Easto
I FEEHA S 2 RBERe] W& HES Al H zelth. of
o) BEEHER A HEHREY HMN M BEs EshAERNE
#AL3H Avte HEEA ERNo R FEEY HHRER J3 HEEY
HPAREES BRD EA B RILARGE Rz £ 5
t}.

D. BREEE

HEEAD BERY thiEmiRe HHEE <=t A3 #BEE o ek
R ®ES dAstd EFENe #Hd shd dtaes Ml de ¥
kel el EHAC] EAY Aoz, RYUE HHRY HEES FAlstd
AYe RS s wEEe Adels EE Ml B Bt RES
ol AF RBEA 2 RS A% F gt Aol

FIAES HHERE EfEsA EEse] “Y-g"EHE T (Boolean Operators)
ql AND, OR, NOT%¢ #£A4E#He BHete FARS EREMED F33
22 HEAS BEAS BARsle AL BREDES mEAYE ZEEEREQ
ol

2} o9} 72 HEEERERY] o8 AEL ol BEMR7A L EESHL
2rl o]m] MEDLARS FEH%ENA #5hHs AXY BHREF| U HEEY

58) ®Zi#, op. cit. p.149
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& AR gL BAR B Bl &
HE A4E Btz Mz & RRE R 9%

Shawe] “Milkweed”sl] & FAZE o B¢ A0As) T+ FL &
Hlete Eeb. o] A& 3kl “M 40 e FAES £ HR Q¢
T+ JdE BZE HBEe 6719 Sl BF IS dgste glelw. 7w
28ebd 3,904 8 RS Eol Yl Milkweedel] A3 HHRE 23 9671
o gl zsle] gk B Efolete el

webA FiR#Ee] fEHRERS il =8 BIES BERY FHEE oL
FEAAY EBER MR b sieta 2o

8. #& £ ]

g RA 2L A ES B9 K] S kB FEA%E @ e
Uik, e Betk ¥ A, BREEY HER ¥ XREESY 29
Eazd wokel. o ERS 5 29 ohgah 2

1) ®FRHPR A7 HHReRALLAHE Bkl Bolkelsle FERE
7 ohE3l B EBHe] 7] wEol] W& el HEEY HWhel Ha
et

2) WFBERES o e hA] kel FIFES g ot FIAEIERA BiE
3 BER A3 mRAFEHERE M A EREL dok 2sd %
el debA = A" FBANY BHES FEEF A3 BEARFHEE
BRI o] oF gt

3) tHHe Batd o HERYEFFE LRIV HRY Bethst B
FitES) AL ESsolok s HIER Hrke BREMEFAFEE AdA= &
e BAMSE Akl 9% Fobx FERES #3) FERE ok

4) REFHE(RS FHA 249 BHEBRF) L BREREY 2712

59) Shaw, R, Private Communication, quoted by Cleverdon in Computer Journal,
30(1974), p.174.
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o 7 HigEe] A9 ARFIfEslEE —HeE WMEFHZEY Wiges FE
At

5) B B MRS 55 ASE Bistae dA =
b Barsel. A AR RRARE PHERAS BERY ErElRes
HWz - FREAL
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A Study on th’é,Effect‘ivehess”of

Information Retrieval
Koo-ho Yoon*

Retrieval effectiveness is the principal criterion for measuring the
performance of an information retrieval system.

The effectiveness of a retrieval system depends primarily on the
extent to which it can retrieve wanted documents without retrieving
unwanted ones. So, ultimately, effectiveness is a function of the rele-
vant and nonrelevant documents retrieved.

Consequently, “relevance” of information to the user’s request has
become one of the most fundamental concept encountered in the theory
of information retrieval. Although there is at present no consensus as
to how this notion should be defined, relevance has been widely used
as a meaningful quantity and an adequate criterion for measures of
the evaluation of retrieval effectiveness.

The recall and precision among various parameters based on the
“two-by-two” table(or, contingency table) were major considerations
in this paper, because it is assumed that recall and precision are su-
fficient for the measurement of effectiveness.

Accordingly, different concepts of “relevance” and “pertinence” of
documents to user requests and their proper usages were investigated

even though the two terms have unfortunately been used rather loosely

* Assistant Professor, Keimyung University.
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in the literature. In addition, a number of variables affecting the
recall and precision values were discussed.

Some conclusions derived from this study are as follows :

Any notion of retrieval effectiveness is based on “relevance” which
itself is extremely difficult to define.

Recall and precision are valuable concepts in the study of any infor-
mation retrieval system. They are, however, not the only criteria
by which a system may be judged.

The recall-precision curve represents the average performance of any
given system, and this may vary quite considerably in particular sit-
uations. Therefore, it is possible to some extent to vary the indexing
policy, the indexing policy, the indexing language, or the search me-
thodology to improve the performance of the system in terms of recall
and precision.

The “inverse relationship” between average recall and precision co-
uld be accepted as the “fundamental law of retrieval”, and it should
certainly be used as an aid to evaluation.

Finally, there is a limit to the performance(in terms of effectiveness)
achievable by an information retrieval system. That is : “Perfect retr-

ieval is impossible.”



