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Abstract

Purpose: Valuating ontologies (especially defining what
constitutes a “good” or “better” ontology) is therefore of
central importance for the Semantic Web community.

The purpose of this paper is to discuss the ontology
evaluation criteria, approaches and also to categorize them
based on their relationship.

Methodology: The present study is an analytical review and
library method was used to collect data.

Finding: Ontologies nowadays have become widely used for
knowledge representation, and are considered as foundation
for Semantic Weh. However, with their wide spread usage, a
question of their evaluation increased even more. This paper
addresses the issue of finding an efficient ontology evaluation
method by presenting the existing ontology evaluation
techniques, while discussing their advantages and drawbacks.
The presented ontology evaluation techniques can be grouped
into four categories: gold standard-based, corpus-based, and
task-based and criteria-based approaches. Also, Ontology
evaluation is concerned with ascertain two important aspects
of ontologies: quality and correctness. Chief among the
outputs of this survey is the gap analysis on the topic of
ontology evaluation.

Discussion: Ontology evaluation is an emergingfield that has
a number of methodologies in existence. The importance of
ontology evaluation is evident in the role the play in the
semantic web. Generally, ontology evaluation can be defined
as the process of deciding on the quality of an ontology in
respectto a particular criterion with the view of determining
which ina collection of ontologies would best suita particular
purpose Despite much theoretical and conceptual works on
ontology evaluation, there is still no consensus on ontology
evaluation and it can be said that there is no method for
evaluating ontology which is best or preferred. Instead,
choosing the appropriate approach Depending on our purpose
of evaluation, the application that the ontology is created for
and what aspect of ontology we want to use and since
ontology evaluation is a new and very important topic,
especially for the semanticweb, more research is needed and
it is better to use it when used.
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Abstract

Purpose: Valuating ontologies (especially defining what constitutes a “good” or “better” ontology) is
therefore of central importance for the Semantic \WWeb community.

The purpose of this paper is to discuss the ontology evaluation criteria, approaches and also to categorize
them based on their relationship.

Methodology: The present study is an analytical review and library method was used to collect data.
Finding: Ontologies nowadays have become widely used for knowledge representation, and are
considered as foundation for Semantic Web. However, with their wide spread usage, a question of their
evaluation increased even more. This paper addresses the issue of finding an efficient ontology evaluation
method by presenting the existing ontology evaluation techniques, while discussing their advantages and
drawbacks. The presented ontology evaluation techniques can be grouped into four categories: gold
standard-based, corpus-based, and task-based and criteria-based approaches. Also, Ontology evaluation is
concerned with ascertain two important aspects of ontologies: quality and correctness. Chief among the
outputs of this survey is the gap analysis on the topic of ontology evaluation.

Discussion: Ontology evaluation is an emerging field that has a number of methodologies in existence.
The importance of ontology evaluation is evident in the role the play in the semantic web. Generally,
ontology evaluation can be defined as the process of deciding on the quality of an ontology in respect to a
particular criterion with the view of determining which in a collection of ontologies would best suit a
particular purpose Despite much theoretical and conceptual works on ontology evaluation, there is still no
consensus on ontology evaluation and it can be said that there is no method for evaluating ontology which
is best or preferred. Instead, choosing the appropriate approach Depending on our purpose of evaluation,
the application that the ontology is created for and what aspect of ontology we want to use and since
ontology evaluation is a new and very important topic, especially for the semantic web, more research is
needed and it is better to use it when used.
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