INLS 180 – Notes for Mar 5 (Session 9)

I. OMPs from last time

II. Assignment 2 wrap-up

III. Overview and Discussion of articles

IV. Semester review

OMPs – Main Point
Traditional definition of relevance as topical and static has expanded to include focus on user’s cognitive/emotional/personal decisions about relevance. It’s not something “contained” in a document, but negotiated b/w the document, the user, the context, and the moment in time.

One’s garbage is another’s treasure – yes! Everything could be relevant to someone.

What relevance “is” instead of what it “should” be

Complementarity—need to address both topical and user-based relevance

Harter helped people see relevance as something individually articulated

…but hard to use practically

OMPs – Main Questions
· What about the other 52% of factors determining relevance?

· How can info professionals influence what the user finds relevant?

· Is complementarity possible, or are we stuck with either/or (topic/user)?

· Does dynamic/personal view of relevance encourage us to create “profiles” and make our individual users generic?

· Aren’t we talking about two different ideas? I don’t think how a user perceives a doc should be called relevance—that should be reserved for topical relevance.

· Bateman suggests making quality markers more clear, not just making info “easy to use.” What the heck does she mean? A text-based interface might be easy to use and highly accurate, but lack clues to quality: authorship, professional-looking graphics…

· Have Harter and Schamber been used in practice? – Each have been cited over 100 times, which is a LOT for this field. To study terminological problems in searching, peer-to-peer recommendation, predicting relevance judgments in specific contexts

· The issue of the "un-found document" may be a big part of my confusion.  I'll want to hold onto the notion that the unknown is relevant to the user, and connected to the known.

Gladwell

Which of Gladwell's agents correspond(s) to Rogers' change agents, and in what way, if any, are they different?

Gladwell's types imply well-honed social skills and extraversion. Does that have to be true for a person to successfully and skillfully pass information and for them to be a "change agent"?

Are information enviroments looking for people as charming and warm as Roger Horchow, Mark Alpert, or Tom Gau? Are we looking for Mavens, with a touch of Connector and Salesperson? What about the patron who does not want to be warmed, and isn't as impressionable as Gladwell suggest or as inherently kind as Reeves suggest? 

What about the "rest" of the personality types? Are they as effective or influential as mavens, salespeople, and connectors?

Reeves

How generalizable across cultures is Reeves and Nass' theory?

Given the prevalence of informal communication channels, are formal communication methods really useful for anything other than, more or less, standardizing what has already been talked over and decided informally?

Given the disturbing consolidation of mass media outlets in the past twenty-five years, is true "word of mouth" communication even identifiable as a separate phenomenon beyond the local level?

Do "People frequently live life mindlessly and with little introspection."(pg 12, col 1, last paragraph) In general, is a "person's" reality only limited to what is perceived, and therefore is how we perceive limiting our vision of what is real?

Can perception, and therefore reality or the definition of humanity ("people"), be altered via bio-mechanical means (infra-red perception, addition of pheremonal receptors)?

Reeves et al. say that the response to media is "fundamentally social and natural." with this not-so-interesting claim, are they implying that people respond to different media in the same way?

On a different note, are the big media mergers a matter of real concern? Could just a handful of people control our political responses? Do they already? It was evident that Jay Leno supported Bush and David Letterman supported Gore in the last election. Should they be allowed to use their programs to promote their political views?

The Reeves/Nass article mentions on page 3 that computer "experts, however, don't seem to need or respond to on-screen social niceties." I don't see this exception mentioned again. It is an important finding that qualifies their research. What is the definition of an expert? Does this finding hold true across all fields? Across all situations?

If you ride with people who don't "participate" (scream, duck, cheer), it takes something away from the enjoyment. Doen't this indicate that responses are also at least partly controlled by the participants?

Weedman

What are outside sources/disciplines/professions librarians can use to "revitalize" their work? In the past we've brought up the fields of business, marketing, the sciences, anthropology, sociology, psychology. We've got a variety of different perspectives in class; are there any specific resources from these disciplines that you think are pertinent to our discussions?

Semester review questions – What are the big, burning issues?

What is our obligation to interpret the need, versus helping user learn to rearticulate it? What is the role of education in IS? How much user ed is too much? How much is just info professionals wanting to retain control of the negotiation process? How do we encourage/tutor/shove our users without breeding resentment or frustration?

How can we treat individuals as such without relying on either stereotypes? Is there a difference between individualized and user-centric?

Are all these theories just talking about the same things in different terms? What are the distinctions?

