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Abstract. Applied ontology is a relatively new field which aims to appieories
and methods from diverse disciplines such as philosoplgpitiee science, lin-
guistics and formal logics to perform or improve domainesfie tasks. To support
the development of effective research methodologies fplieghontology, we criti-
cally discuss the question how its research results shauevaluated. We propose
that results in applied ontology must be evaluated with@irtdomain of applica-
tion, based on some ontology-based task within the domaih,déscuss quanti-
tative measures which would facilitate the objective estdin and comparison of
research results in applied ontology.
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1. Introduction

Applied ontology is an emerging discipline that appliesotfies and methods from di-
verse disciplines such as philosophy, cognitive scieringuistics and formal logics
to perform or improve domain-specific tasks. Scientific ighsees require a research
methodology which yields reproducible and comparableltethat can be evaluated in-
dependently. Methodological progress in applied ontolidlbe recognized when dif-
ferent methods generate results that can be objectivelpaoed, such that it can be eval-
uated as to whether the methods yield better results. Tairidlte text mining which was
firmly established as a scientific discipline in the earlyd€9everaged knowledge from
computational linguistics, cognitive science, philosggitaph theory, machine learning,
and other areas of computer science to create new, large meahods to uncover in-
formation from natural language documents. Although teitimg could, in principle,
be evaluated from the perspective of computational lirtgnsigi.e., how well a particu-
lar linguistic theory was implemented and applied), it isstmommonly evaluated from
the perspective of scientific contribution (i.e., how weliree scientific question was ad-
dressed by the text mining method) through quantitativesmess that include precision
and recall based on comparison to a gold standard, the Funeeéis., the harmonic
mean between precision and recall), the area-under-cAWEY in an analysis of the

arXiv:1202.3602v1 [cs.Al] 16 Feb 2012

1Corresponding Author: Robert Hoehndorf, rh497 @cam.ac.uk


http://arxiv.org/abs/1202.3602v1

receiver operating characteristic (ROC) cuive [1], or the af kappa-statistics to deter-
mine agreement between manual evaluation by domain exgsttsblishment of a com-
mon set of (quantitative) measures has made it possiblentpare different methods
and approaches in text mining with respect to their contigiouto particular tasks and
has the field as a whole allowed to measure its progress.

Research in applied ontology currently lacks establisheghtjtative metrics for
evaluating its results. More importantly, applied ontgldacks agreement about the per-
spective from which its results should be evaluated. Evamnaf applied ontology re-
search is more often than not based on criteria stemmed flolospphy, knowledge
representation, formal logics or “common sense”, while @adweation based on the do-
main of application is rarely performed [2]. In the absenteammonly agreed criteria
for evaluating research results, the evaluation and coswaof research in applied on-
tology is prone to subjectivity, lack of transparency, opin preference and dogma. Fur-
thermore, the lack of established evaluation criteria figrli@d ontology research hinders
the development of an effective research methodology ®figid of applied ontology:
before a research methodology in any scientific field can tabkshed, it is first neces-
sary to determine what constitutes a research result, vaimatitutes anovelresearch re-
sult (i.e., what does it mean that two research results ffiereint), and what constitutes
a better result than another (i.e., how can two competingiteebe compared and eval-
uated). Only after these questions are answered will it sipte to design a research
methodology in a scientific field than enables the field as devtomake progress with
respect to the evaluation criteria that the discipline Istatdished.

Here, we being to explore ways for evaluating research ifiegppntology. Our
arguments and examples will primarily focus on ontologlest tare used in science,
in particular for biomedicine, but we believe that many of atguments will hold for
research in other areas of applied ontology as well. Fromtaiogperspective, this work
is a continuation and extension of the work of Barry Sniith y&o made one of the first
moves towards questioning the statuspplied ontologyas a scientific discipline, and
who already stated that “[c]entral to ontology (sciencéhésrequirement that ontologies
[...] should be tested empirically”.

Our central claim will be that research in applied ontologystrbe evaluated within
the domain to which it is being applied. More precisely, wairol that research results
in applied ontology need to be evaluated with respectgpexific taskhat is supposed
to be achieved, and that any contribution in applied ontpkfipuld be motivated by a
task and evaluated based on it. In many cases, the resulilofam evaluation can be
quantified leading to objective, empirical criteria for the succesapplying ontological
methods within a domain. We do not intend to propose a congmste list of such
evaluation criteria, but rather aim to make suggestiontf®research community in the
hope to spawn a discussion that results in community agneeasnel a first step towards
the development of a commonly agreed research methododogyif field.

2. Biomedical ontologies
At the end of the 1990s and early 2000s, genetics made a leaprfbwith the avail-

ability of the first genome sequences for several speciaesavailability of genome se-
quences for multiple species enabled comparative genomaily<is, and it was recog-



nized that a large part of the genetic material in differgicses was conserved and that
many of the genes in different organisms have similar fumsti The Gene Ontology
(GO) [4] was designed as a controlled vocabulary to providble names, textual def-
initions and identifiers to unify descriptions of functioqsocesses and cellular com-
ponents across databases in biology. Today, with the risegbiFthroughput sequenc-
ing technology, genome sequences for thousands of speeibge@oming available, and
large international research projects, such as the 5,000nges project (which aims to
sequence the genomes of 5,000 insects and other arthrapdalde)Genomes 10k project
(which aims to sequence the genomes of 10,000 vertebratéespewill collect even
more data in the near future. High-throughput technologresnot limited to genome
sequencing, but entered other areas in biology as well, frig-throughput phenotyp-
ing (to determine the observable characteristics of omyasj often resulting from tar-
geted mutations) over microarray experiments (to detezrgene expression) to high-
throughput screening (in drug discovery). The amount od gadduced in biology today
makes the design of strategies for integration of data aatatabases, methods for re-
trieving the data and developing query languages and adesfa central and important
part of research in biology. The prime purpose of ontologiesh as the GO is to address
these challenges that arose in biology and bio-medicirgmihe last few years.

To facilitate the integration of databases, retrieval dadgand the provision of query
languages, ontologies provided not only terms and textefihitions, but also a basic
structure. Initially, this structure was not expressedfiorenal language (i.e., a language
with an explicit semantics). Instead, ontologies were segraph structures in which
nodes represent terms and edges relations (suishaasr part-of) between them. Rea-
soning over these graphs was stated as operations on the, grggarticular the com-
position of edges and the transitive closure [4]. It was mdll .much later that formal
languages were used to represent biomedical ontologiesegadt the graph operation
in terms of deductive inference over formal theories![58],7

The graph structure of biomedical ontologies is not only laakle feature to im-
prove retrieval and querying, but is widely used in the forirGene Set Enrichment
Analysis (GSEA)[[9] to analyze gene expression. GSEA wdithe graph structure of
the GO to determine whether a defined set of genes showgistdlyssignificant, con-
cordant differences between two biological states; iiagfl the annotation of sets of
genes with GO terms and the GO graph structure and infereite®to statistically test
for enriched GO terms. A large number of tools were develdpgrbrform GSEA, and
it has lead to discoveries of cancer mechanisrms [9], ewniaty differences in primates
[10], and GSEA is now a standard tool in many biological asedy as evidenced by more
than 3,000 citatioffsfor the original paper. Similar enrichment analyses are heing
performed using ontologies of other domains, such as theadfiubisease Ontology [11].

The graph structure of ontologies is also widely utilizedfemantic similarity anal-
yses[[12]. Semantic similarity measures apply a metric oardalogy in order to com-
pare the similarity between data that is annotated withselasn the ontology. Some
metrics are based on the distance between two nodes in thlogies’ graph structure,
while others compare sets of classes that are closed witlecet relations in the on-
tology. In some cases, the metrics include further inforomatsuch as the information
content that a class in an ontology has within a given domaiportantly, however, se-
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mantic similarity measures rely on the number and the kindistfinctions that the on-
tology developers have made explicit, and utilize ¢xplicit semantics in an ontology
only indirectly.

Another application of ontologies is in text mining anddéture search and retrieval.
The availability of a common terminology throughout biojagnables the task of named
entity recognition, i.e., the identification of standastizerms in natural language texts.
When terms from ontologies can reliable be detected in abifamguage texts, ontologies
can be used for retrieving text documents from literatuchiaes such as PubMed [13].
This task is made easier when terms in ontologies are widsg uand several biomed-
ical ontologies have been evaluated based on how well thgirst can be recognized in
scientific literature[[14].

Neither of the applications of biomedical ontologies wecdised so far actually
relies on formalized semantics, axioms, the use of knovdadgresentation languages
and automated reasoning, or philosophical foundationgeitleeless, the past years have
seen a rapid increase in applying formal methods to bionaédiatologies. In particu-
lar, the Web Ontology Language (OWL) [|15] is now widely useddpresent biomedi-
cal ontologies([5]. In some cases, more expressive languagsh as first- and monadic
second-order logic is used to specify ontologies, in paldicfor biological sequences
[16] and molecular structures and graphs [17]. The statex aif using the axiomatic
method[[18] and knowledge representation languages fondsiical ontologies are man-
ifold, and include, among others, the search for philostgdhigour and a foundation
in “good” philosophy [19], providing “unambiguous” documtation of the meaning
of terms in a vocabulary [20], verifying the consistency ofcanceptual) data model
[21[22], verifying the consistency of data with respect ttata modell[21,23], enabling
complex retrieval and querying through automated reagp[@4], integrating multiple
ontologies([25,26], and decreasing the cost of developimgraaintaining an ontology
[27/28]. Furthermore, the application of formal methodsimmedical ontologies has the
potential to reveal mistakes in the design of ontologiesthrdeby improve their utility
for scientific analyse$ [[7,29]. Several projects haveatiit axiomatize biomedical on-
tologies [22,25,30,31], and these projects have led togémin the ontologies and the
detection and removal of contradictory statementé [25Q#jer researchers have sug-
gested changes to improve ontologies’ structures and axiased on applying formal,
ontological and philosophical methods|[7[29,32,33], @ytbrovide ontological inter-
pretations of domain-specific knowledge by applying somm#d ontological theory to
some phenomena in a domain|[34,3%,35,36].

Despite the large number of research projects that appiydbontological theories
to (scientific) domains, no common evaluation criteria s applied in these stud-
ies. Examples of criteria of evaluation include formal detenicy [37], identification of
unsatisfiable classes [22]25], conformance to a “goodbgbiphy (i.e., some particular
philosophical view)[[38,30,19], user acceptarice [40],foonance to naming conven-
tions [41] or the recall of ontology class labels in scieantifierature [14]. Only few of
these criteria actually evaluate thpplicationof ontologies to some task, while the ma-
jority of these criteria evaluate the research results dasephilosophical, formal and
technical criteria that lie within the domain of ontologyits underlying technologies
themselves.



3. Towards quantitative evaluation criteriafor research resultsin applied ontology

The selection and application of evaluation criteria mayjite us with the means to dis-
tinguish research iappliedontology from research in non-applied ontologyalpplied
ontology, ontologies are being used for some task withinnaalo, and that task lies usu-
ally outside of the domain of ontology itsBIfConsequently, quality criteria for research
in applied ontology will be derived from the task to which tlesearch is being applied,
and not from the domain of ontology itself. On the other hdhd,search for philosoph-
ical foundation and rigour, including the demonstrattbat a particular philosophical
theory is capable of expressing distinctions that are beiage within a domain, are
examples of research goals of non-applied ontology, noppfied ontology, because
theaim of the research and its evaluation will generally lie witttie realm of ontology
or philosophy, not within the domain of application. Applgia particular philosophical
theory can, in many cases, improve the utility of an ontolagthin a domain. Never-
theless, the fadhat a philosophical theory can be applied within a domain alomesd
not, in our opinion, constitute a result in applied ontolpgy the other hand, that the
application of a particular philosophical theory or pexgpe improvesthe utility of an
ontology for some task in a domain would constitute a resudigplied ontology.

We can also obserwghoor whatdirectly benefits from a particular aim of research
in ontology: either the users and uses of an ontology, ogyelmased applications, and
specific tasks to which ontologies are being applied, or theelbpers and maintainers
of an ontology. Developers and maintainers of ontologidsheinefit directly from de-
creased maintenance work, ease of construction and thialailiai of technical docu-
mentation, while users and applications of an ontology avilly benefit indirectly from
such research goals (and these benefits would normally bdedemonstrated). Users
and applications of ontologies benefit from the communityagent which ontologies
can bring about and their resulting potential for ontoldmsed data annotation and inte-
gration, retrieval and querying, novel scientific analysesl in some cases consistency
verification of data. In particular, users and uses of owgfie® will benefit from some-
thing that ontologies cado, and research iapplied ontology — ontology research to
serve some domain’s use case — will have to be measured on élbthey perform their
task.

One of the most widely cited applications of ontologies iiesce is their potential
to facilitate community agreement of the meaning of termes domain. These terms are
frequently used as metadata in scientific databases anatgtidnhs. Consequently, ap-
plying ontologies to standardize the vocabulary used aa-tiata can enable the integra-
tion and interoperability of databases and research eeMat, how could such a research
result — an ontology that is intended to effectively staddar the meaning of terms in
a vocabulary in order to support interoperability and inégign — be evaluated? Since
the prime aim of such a research result is to achieve comgnagieement, an obvious
evaluation criterion would be to conduct a user-study thvatuates whether different
users can consistently apply terms within a standardiz#dgach as the annotation of a

3A notable exception to this is when we apply ontological rdthto the domain of ontology itself, and
classify different kinds of ontology, analyze the types elitions between classes, relations, instances and
individuals, etc. Such an ontology could, for example, beduto provide the conceptual foundation of an
ontology editor, to enable interoperability between défe ontology learning algorithms, in portals providing
access to different ontologies, or in an ontology evalmafiamework.



data set with classes from an ontology. For this task, Kapgigsscs can be applied and
a x value can be reported that measures the degree to whichaamnoan consistently
apply an ontology within the task [42]. Alternatively, artégrated scientific analysis
of the data in multiple databases between which interofléyeis intended to achieve
can be performed and evaluated on a scientific use case. &iompd, the development
of formal definitions for phenotype ontologiés [43] coulddueantitatively evaluated by
using these definitions to integrate multiple model organiatabases and analyze the
integrated knowledge with regard to its potential for réwepnovel candidate genes for
diseases [44].

The support of queries and the accurate retrieval of datadthar task that ontolo-
gies or the axioms in ontologies are developed for. Infoiomatktrieval is a discipline in
computer science for which rigorous quantitative evatratiriteria are available [45],
often based on the comparison to a gold standard or a setiti/p@sd negative exam-
ples based on which statistical measures can be appliecti€atize measures include
the F-measure (the harmonic mean between precision ant) ;e¢he area-under-curve
in an analysis of the receiver operating characteristicGR€urve [1]. If an ontology, or
axioms in an ontology, are intended for retrieval, measaféisis kind can be applied to
demonstrate the success.

In many cases, axioms in ontologies are added in order tdenakel queries that
make distinctions which could not be made before. For examgalding axioms that
assert a partonomy to a purely taxonomic representatiomaibanical structuresnables
new kind of queries based on the use of parthood relatioreh 8wesult — the addition
of new axioms in order to enable novel types of queries amivad operations — can be
evaluated using the same quantitative measures as ontblspd retrieval. All of these
descriptions assume that there is already some data whHielmig retrieved using queries
over the ontology. In the absence of such data, e.g., whemvantlogy is proposed
within a domain with the intent to use this ontology to ant®®@ata in the future, data
could still be simulated and used in the evaluation.

Further applications of formalized ontologies include teeification of data with
respect to certain constraints that are expressed withiorkology. For example, in the
domain of biological pathwaﬂsthe BioPax ontology [21] has been proposed, and one of
its aims is to verify pathway data with respect to the modat the BioPax ontology pro-
vides. Similarly, a recent study used formal ontologicallgsis and automated reason-
ing to investigate the consistency of data stored in the Rid&s database (a database of
computational models in systems biology), and identifiedrgd number of incorrectly
characterized database entries [23].

Applications of ontology research in scientific analysesiarthe process of making
novel scientific discoveries are maybe the best evaluatettibations in applied ontol-
ogy, since the contributions that ontology research carenrathese areas is commonly
subject to the same evaluation criteria as other contadhbstin the scientific domain of
application. For example, the GSEA method was evaluateld bsing statistical mea-
sures and experimentally verified data that has been ext#ynstudied([9], and the use
of semantic similarity measures to identify interactingtpins based on similar Gene
Ontology annotations is rigorously evaluated and compasédy ROC analysis and cor-
relation coefficient analysis [46]. In each case, the sifiemtomain to which ontology-

4A biological pathway is a series of interactions that lead particular outcome, such as a chemical product
or the realization of a particular function.



Application

Potential evaluation method

Quantifiable result

Establish community agreement
the meaning of terms within

d

domain; facilitate data annotation;

support integration and interope
ability

fUser study; integrated analysis
completeness proof

; Inter-annotator agreemen
Cohen’s Kappa

Retrieval

Comparison to gold standard, RO
analysis, unit tests

C area-under-curve, F
measure, precision, recall

Scientific analysis (GSEA, semar
tic similarity)

- Comparison to gold standard, st
tistical analysis

a-p-value, area-under-curve
F-measure, precision, re
call

Consistency of data

automated reasoning, performan
evaluation

tecomputational complexity

Determine the consistency of
(conceptual) model

p automated reasoning, consisten

proof

cyconsistent or not (binary)

Test the accuracy of a (conceptug
model

l)automated reasoning, unit tests (fi
inferences), unit tests (for applicq

prnumber of unsatisfiablg
- classes, number of test

tion) passed/failed
Table 1. Opportunities for the quantitative evaluation of reseasshlts in applied ontology.

based methods are being applied has established (and efteands) quantitative eval-
uation criteria that can guarantee — at least to some degfteeebjective and empirical
evaluation and comparison of research results.

There are several other tasks that may fall in the domain plieg ontology re-
search. For example, formal ontological analysis can bdiexppo specify a (concep-
tual) model, verify its consistency and identify modellicigoices that potentially lead
to faulty results; or formal ontology can be applied to follpmand “unambiguously”
specify the meaning of terms in a vocabulary (e.g., to enablemunication between
autonomous intelligent agents). Some of these tasks cabealsvaluated quantitatively:
while consistency of a conceptual model is a binary qualit telies on a consistency
proof, incorrect consequences can be estimated usingfpredéests that aim to make
inferences of a certain kind. The “unambiguous” formal gfeation of the meaning of
a term using an ontology would require a meta-theoreticalysis and a completeness
proof for the ontology.

To summarize, depending on the task that is being perforraied isome ontology
research result, we will be able to derive different quaditiferia, some of which are
illustrated in Tablé 1. However, the heterogeneity of ooggtbased applications and
ontology-driven approaches prevents the application ahgles quality and evaluation
criteria. Instead, we have to evaluate research resuligglea ontology in conjunction
with a particular task to which this result is being appliedr example, instead of eval-
uating the quality of an ontolog® that represents biological pathways, we evaldate
with respect to different tasks that it is intended to parfoFor exampleQ) may be used
to achieve community agreement about the terms used to aterpathway databases
(taskty), and we can evaluat@ with respect to this task. On the other hadimay
also be used to verify the consistency of biological pathdata (task-), and we may
evaluateO with respect ta,. It may then turn out thaD achieves one task very well
while its performance in a second task is poor.



Finally, robustness of research results in applied ontotagy be evaluated based on
how well a research result in applied ontology performs iritiple tasks, or how well
it can be adapted to other tasks, including tasks that aferpaed in other domains.
Robustness can be evaluated based on how much the queatitediuation changes un-
der changing application conditions. For example, if theesgch result is an ontology
that is being developed for the semantic annotation of aquéait database and has been
demonstrated (e.g., based on a user-study and the repoetiot¢r-annotator agreement)
to perform well in this task, changing the database and pmaifg a similar study and
guantitative evaluation allows to evaluate robustnesssdioe quantitative evaluation re-
sult change significantly, or does it remain the same? If tfenttative evaluation results
do not change significantly under changing conditions ofiagtion (or they improve),
evidence for aobustresearch result have been found. Notably, it is the appicatf
quantitative evaluation criteria that enables the direchgarability of the suitability of
a research result in different tasks, and therefore enalolebjective demonstration of
robustness.

4, Proposed evaluation and quality criteria

Several evaluation methods for research in applied omyoh@ye been proposed, and
multiple studies have attempted to evaluate the qualityntdlogies in several domains.
To the best of our knowledge, no study has yet emphasizedstnd for objective, quan-
titative evaluation criteria for applied ontology resdaron the contrary, many criteria
that aim to measure the “quality” of ontologies are deriwearf philosophical consider-
ations or based on social considerations. In particulaerséstudies emphasize the need
to treat ontologies similarly to scientific publicationgigoropose an evaluation strategy
similar to scientific peer review. For example, Obrst et ah & identify “meaningful,
theoretically grounded units of measure in [ontology]” s&dform an extensive review
of previous ontology evaluation attempts, including a fdiscussion of application-
based evaluation approaches and quantifiable results @}ekkr, Obrst et al. dismiss
application-based evaluation strategies since they aqetesive to carry out”, and seem
to favour evaluation by humans based on principles derik@th tommon sense, from
formal logics or from philosophy (especially in the form diifpsophical realism). A
similar route is being taken by Smith who suggests that peéew of ontologies should
become standard practice, since “[p]eer review providaémaetus to the improvement
of scientific knowledge over time’l [3]. Such a peer reviewtsys is intended to be
adopted by the OBO Foundry ontology communiityi[47,3]. Theafexpert peer review
to evaluate ontologies seems like an uncontroversial siiggesince peer review is the
established method for evaluating contributions througlscience. However, different
from applied ontology, most scientific fields have widely ged, and in many cases
objective, quantitative, criteria on which peer revieweas base their judgement. The
criteria for peer review proposed by Smith [3], Orbst et2], ind otherd [48], are largely
derived from “common sense” or particular philosophicasifions and have not been
demonstratetb improve the performance of ontology-based researchyimpplication.
Peer review cannot be used to evaluate research resultstirrens no agreement as to
how a discipline is supposed to achieve scientific progredshaw these achievements
can be measured. In the absence of accepted and empirestiyltcriteria, peer review



will merely reflect the personal opinions of the reviewers] aot lead to a fair evaluation
of a research result’s quality or its fithess for a particplapose.

A prime example of a conflict resulting from the lack of acezhempirically tested
evaluation criteria is the realism debate|[49.50,39]. Téwdism debate is an argument
between the proponent of the “realist methodology”, whaiarthat ontologies must be
evaluated with respect to some form of philosophical rea[i89,2,48], and researchers
in applied ontology who argue for a research methodologyhirckv ontological deci-
sions are motivated and evaluated by applications and nlaispiphical considerations
[4950]. The difference between a philosophical and aniegibn-centric perspective
may be one of the reasons for misunderstandings betweewthgides in this debate:
while one side attacks the other in the realm of philosophyherephilosophicalpo-
sitions are attacked and defended, and some of the arguhmargdeen exchanged be-
tween philosophers for thousands of years —, the propoméras application-centric
view would expect it to be a matter of empirical investigatto determine which onto-
logical design decisions address the needs of the ontolsegs better than another. In
many cases, it may turn our that two philosophical theoriesralistinguishabldor a
particular scientific task (e.g., when two theories emngpirically equivalent in which
case the particular choice of philosophical explanatidhneit affect the performance of
an application: when it is in principle impossible to desagmexperiment that can distin-
guish between two alternative theories, we would leaveehbnr of empirical science if
we attempt to defend or attack either theory.

There are some notable previous studies which applied taiire measures for
formalized ontologies in biomedical applications. Forreyxée, Boeker et all [40] “aim
to analyze the correctness of the use of logic by the OBO Fguoadclose-to OBO
Foundry ontologies and related mappings”, and they idgafiproximately 23% of the
axioms in the evaluated ontologies as incorrect based ojudlgeement of four experts.
These results are consistent with another study by Hoehetlat. [25] that evaluates
contradictory class definitions in OBO ontologies and iffierst several thousand unsat-
isfiable classes using automated reasoning. Common to tivesstudies is that they
evaluate ontologies based on aspects that can be derivedHir formal representa-
tions alone, assuming that considerations such as thestensy of an ontology or the
absence of undesired inferences from an ontology will atwgaye some indication about
an ontology’s quality. However, for some tasks, not everseancy of an ontology is
required. Boeker et al. “hypothesize that the main and osfson why [the problem-
atic axioms have] little affected the usefulness of thedelogies up to now is due to
their predominant use as controlled vocabularies ratteer #s computable ontologies”
[40Q], already acknowledging that their evaluation has rilatrassed the main task for
which the evaluated ontologies are being applied, but rathime task (retrieval through
automated reasoning) that these ontologies could poligrealao be used for. Similarly,
Hoehndorf et al. identify several unsatisfiable classesambdical ontologies, but fail
to identify the problems that these may cause — except agadireihypothetical task of
using automated reasoning to answer queries over the gmgsldven more problemat-
ically, the evaluated ontologies are successfully beireglder automated reasonirady
thoughthey contain unsatisfiable classes and may lead to undisinédéxences. In these
reasoning tasks, applications such as database querigstré® types of operations
that are being performed over the ontologies. From a ceptaiapective, applications
provide aninterfaceto formal ontologies that may limit the ontology to a lowepess-



sivity than the knowledge representation language in wthiehontology is formulated.
For example, if an inference mechanism that lacks the chyatoiinterpret negation is
used to process an ontology, retrieval operations can heessitl even in the presence
of contradictory class definitions or inconsistencies.iBirty, undesired inferences may
disappear when only certain kinds of queries can being padd. In some cases, “in-
correct” consequences may even be desirable: for examp@alyses that utilize mea-
sures of semantic similarity, the similarity between twassles in an ontology may not
coincide with some ontological distinctions (such as betwarcurrentandcontinuany
that are deemed to be “correct” within the domainh [2], butle@undesired results in a
similarity-based analysis.

Finally, Widely used criteria for ontology development gre OBO Foundry princi-
pleﬁ. The accepted criteria (as of 12 Feb 2012) include that ogtes must be (1) open
and freely available to all users, (2) that they are expreaseng a common syntax, (3)
that they use unique URIs, (4) that they include versiomifigrmation, (5) that their con-
tentis clearly delineated and orthogonal to other ont@sgi6) that they contain natural
language definitions for all their terms, (7) that they defiglations based on patterns
described in the OBO Relationship Ontology, (8) that theyaell-documented and (9)
have multiple, mutually independent users, (10) that threydaveloped collaboratively
while (11) only a single person is responsible for the orgg)¢12) that they follow on-
tology naming conventions, and (13) that they are mainthindight of scientific ad-
vance. The majority of these criteria (1-5, 9-13) are irdidally social criteria; although
their discussion is outside the scope of the current articimust be emphasized that
these criteria are highly valuable for enabling wide acteghe content of the ontolo-
gies within the OBO Foundry, and therefore serve to enahbémnsfic discourse about
and investigations into the ontologies and their contehé femaining criteria could be
classified based on methods to demonstrate that they aséeshtind based on the tasks
which they aim to improve. For example, while the inclusidriextual definitions (cri-
terion 6) and documentation (criterion 8) may improve coshensibility of ontologies,
comprehensibility also depends on the quality of the tedeéinitions and documenta-
tion; user-studies may be used to evaluate and quantifyftbet ®f these criteria, and
compare them against automated methods to generate tdefirations [51]. Criterion
(7), the use of relations that are defined in the OBO Relatipn®ntology [7], aims to
improve interoperability between ontologies through esofrelations. However, while
relationnamesmay be reused across ontologies, it is not always guarathe¢dhey
are reused in the sanmeeaning To quantify whether criterion (7) succeeds in enabling
interoperability between ontologies, it would, for exampde possible to combine two
ontologies that both use relations from the OBO Relatign€bmtology, and evaluate
whether or not they yield desired inferences (i.e., a comparof inferences against a
gold standard).

5. Conclusions
Our central position is that research resultsppliedontology should always be eval-

uated against a task for which they are intended, i.e., takiation must be based on
the behavior of the whole system consisting of the ontologi/the applications that are

5Both accepted and proposed principles can be fourigitamp : //obofoundry.org/crit.shtml
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based on it. Whether the research result is an ontology, ontofogy design pattern, or
a method to formulate particular phenomena within a dontaabenefit it can bring to
the domain cannot be evaluated based on the research fesf mstead, any evalua-
tion criteria must evaluate the whole system consistindnefresearch result and a task
— or a set of tasks — to which the ontology-based researchrig beplied.

Many of the applications and tasks in which ontologies plagle are amenable to
quantitative evaluation criteria. Quantitative measwuaesable the objective comparison
of research results and can play a crucial role in the evaluatf research. We have
reviewed several common applications of applied ontoleggarch in biomedicine, and
discussed potential quantitative evaluation measuresdon of them.

These quantitative measures could be adopted in additi@iréady established
gualitative evaluation criteria, and they can also senjagtify and refine existing qual-
itative measures. For example, while we have little dout tjualitative measures such
as formal consistency and the absence of contradictorgrstaits in an ontology are
useful and important quality criteria, we believe that mafiyhese qualitative criteria
can be derived from underlying quantitative measures optréormance of ontology-
based research within a task: consistency of ontologiegssfl criteriorbecausenany
applications of ontologies depend on consistencyts@huseonsistent ontologies will
often lead to better outcomes in whatever application aalogy is being applied for.

Furthermore, with the application of quantitative measuomtology development
methodologies can be evaluated with respect to how well émespre or improve the
performance of research results in particular tasks wighitomain. More importantly,
accepted evaluation criteria for research results arertesfep in developing a research
methodology for the field of applied ontology. It was not o #o establish such criteria
for research in applied ontology; instead, we believe theggtas a community of scientists
and scholars, must increase our efforts towards estatdjshich evaluation criteria for
research in applied ontology, based on which we can derives@arch methodology
within our field.
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