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ABSTRACT

This study is an exploratory research on the user relevance criteria in Korean search
service environments that provide integrated search results. Data were collected from 10
participants using a semi-structured interview technique. The participants conducted a
web search using integrated search services, such as Naver or Daum on a self-selected
topic. They were asked to judge the relevance of retrieved documents and to report their
relevance criteria. As a result, the research indicated 8 user-defined relevance and
non-relevance criteria. The research shows that specificity and richness are the two most
important criteria yet, the user’s relevance criteria have not changed much despite the
change in search environment.
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