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ABSTRACT
Ontologies are increasingly used in various applications (e.g., semantic interoper-
ability, data integration). One of the reasons is that ontologies are seen as a means 
to improve qualitative characteristics of applications. In particular, there is an 
intensive on-going research on ontology-based information retrieval. Typically, 
ontology usage in information retrieval adds another level of complexity; there-
fore we propose a holistic method for evaluation of ontology-based information 
retrieval systems as well as define a set of essential features for ontology-based 
information retrieval tools.

INTRODUCTION
In this article we investigate the application of ontology to enhance Information 
Retrieval (IR). Since information quality is critical for organizations, ontologies 
have been used in a number of information retrieval systems (Aitken & Reid, 2000; 
Brasethvik, 2004; Ciorascu et al., 2003; Nagypal, 2005; Suomela & Kekalainen, 
2005; Vallet et al., 2005) in order to improve their performance.

There are sparse evaluations of ontology-based information retrieval (ObIR) tools 
(e.g., Aitken & Reid, 2000; Brasethvik, 2004; Suomela & Kekalainen, 2005; 
Vallet et al., 2005), and they report improvement compared to a traditional IR 
systems. However, it is not clear whether this improvement is optimal, i.e. how 
could ontology properties enhance IR. 

Furthermore, IR evaluation methods are mainly based on relevance of retrieved 
information. However, additional sophistication of ObIR tools adds complexity 
on user interaction to reach improved results. Therefore, standard IR metrics 
as recall and precision are not feasible to measure user satisfaction because of 
complexity and effort needed to use the ObIR systems. Furthermore, evaluation 
methods based on recall and precision do not indicate the causes for variation in 
different retrieval results (Alemayehu, 2003). There are other factors that influence 
the performance of ontology-based information retrieval, such as query quality, 
ontology quality, complexity of user interaction, etc.

We investigate quality aspects essential for improvement of information retrieval. 
This paper tries to answer two following questions. How can we enhance ObIR 
performance? How should an ObIR system be evaluated? 

Related work comes from several areas. Consequently, in next section we first 
take a look at ontology-based IR systems and then we proceed with an overview 
of IR systems and ontology evaluation methods and metrics. Then we discuss 
essential features of ObIR systems relating these features to users’ experience and 
present a holistic evaluation model for ObIR quality assessment. In last section 
we conclude the paper and outline future work.

RELATED WORK
First, we summarize ontology-based information retrieval (ObIR) approaches, 
classifying them according complexity of user interaction. Second, we survey 
the IR evaluation methods and metrics, pointing out their weakness in analyzing 
the cause of variation in results. Third, we take a look at ontology evaluation, as 
ontology plays one of the central roles in ObIR systems.

Ontology-based Information Retrieval
An increasing number of recent information retrieval systems make use of 
ontologies to help the users clarify their information needs and come up with 
semantic representations of documents. While general assumption of ObIR is as 
follows. If a person is interested in information about B, its likely that she will 

find information about A interesting, with a condition that A and B are closely 
related terms/concepts in the ontology. Then user provided query is expanded by 
hypernyms (superclasses) or hyponyms (subclasses) or other related concepts 
(sibling concepts or other neighborhood concepts).

Furthermore, approaches to ontology-based information retrieval can further be 
categorized according to the complexity of required user interaction: a) simple 
keywords based entry into text field; b) multi-optional specification of search 
parameters; c) advance interaction through a specific ontology query language. 
Approaches belonging to the first category allow user to enter keywords in a 
simple text field. The provided query is expanded using an ontology without any 
further interaction from the user (e.g., Ciorascu et al., 2003). The second category 
of ObIR systems spans more diverse range of approaches. The approaches here 
require more interaction by the user. Nagypal (2005) uses ontology to disambiguate 
queries. Simple text search is run on the concepts’ labels and users are asked to 
choose the proper term interpretation. Tomassen and Strasunskas (2006) discuss 
four abstraction levels of query terms, where users are allowed to specify the 
granularity of information needed. Other approaches let users to browse the pro-
vided ontology and select relevant concepts (e.g., Suomela & Kekalainen, 2005). 
Approaches in the latter category typically adopt knowledge base approach to 
interact with the information using reasoning mechanism and ontological query 
languages (e.g., SPARQL, RDQL, OWL-QL) to retrieve instances. Documents 
are treated either as instances or are annotated using ontology instances (Ciorascu 
et al., 2003; Kiryakov et al., 2005; Rocha et al., 2004; Vallet et al., 2005). These 
approaches require advanced knowledge of ontology query languages and target 
professional users.

Information Retrieval Evaluation 
When evaluating information retrieval systems retrieved information is typically 
assessed by its relevance or non-relevance to the users’ information needs. Then 
IR systems are compared based on their ability to retrieve and rank relevant in-
formation. Evaluation methods in information retrieval are focused on precision 
and recall metrics (Baeza-Yates & Ribeiro-Neto, 1999). Furthermore, there are 
a number of other similar metrics derived from the precision and recall metrics 
such as novelty, coverage, the E measure, Harmonic mean (a.k.a. F – measure) 
(Baeza-Yates & Ribeiro-Neto, 1999). Korfhage (1993) discussed satisfaction and 
frustration metrics, where satisfaction metric takes into account only relevant 
documents, while frustration – non relevant documents. 

Important information that indicates the causes for variation of different retrieval 
results remains hidden under the average recall and precision figures (Alemayehu, 
2003). Gao et al. (2004) argue that there are other factors than IR system that needs 
to be considered in the evaluation. These factors are as follows (Gao et al., 2004): 
indexing and searching methods; difficulty of a searching topic with respect to 
retrieval; and quality of a query. The detail analysis on how these factors and their 
interactions affect a retrieval process can help to dramatically improve retrieval 
methods or processes. In fact, it is widely acknowledged that factors external to 
an IR system can affect retrieval result significantly and examination of these 
factors is essential to the improvement of IR systems (Alemayehu, 2003; Gao et 
al., 2004; Jansen & Pooch, 2001; Kim & Allen, 2002; Zins, 2000).

Ontology Evaluation
The ontology’s ability to capture the content of the universe of discourse at the 
appropriate level of granularity and precision and offer the application under-
standable correct information are important features that are addressed in many 
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ontology/model quality frameworks (e.g., Burton-Jones et al., 2005; Gangemi et 
al., 2005; Lindland et al., 1994; Tartir et al., 2005). Most of them are generic qual-
ity evaluation frameworks, which do not take into account ontology applications 
(i.e. metrics are not defined for task specific usage of ontology). For instance, 
Ontometric (Lozano-Tello & Gomez-Perez, 2004) methodology defines Reference 
Ontology that consists of metrics to evaluate ontology, methodology, language 
and a tool used to develop ontology. 

Brak et al. (2004) summarize main perspectives of ontology evaluation. Below 
we comment applicability of the evaluation perspectives for ontology evaluation 
in ObIR.

• Lexical, vocabulary, or data layer. Checks the vocabulary used to represent 
concepts. Ontology best fits to a particular domain when its vocabulary cor-
responds to the vocabulary used by a user and terminology in a document 
collection.

• Hierarchical or taxonomical relations vs. other semantic relations. Some 
methods evaluate the ratio of IsA relationships and other semantic relation-
ships in ontologies, where the presence of various semantic relationships 
identifies the richness of an ontology. This perspective is important for ObIR 
systems, since higher richness (i.e. more diverse relationships) allows better 
matching of the provided query in a form of triples, which results in better 
performance.

• Context and application level.  Here it is evaluated how the results of an 
application are affected by the use of an ontology. However, in the case of 
ObIR, adding an ontology into a system changes its architecture and the way 
of interacting with the system. As well it is difficult to create an experimental 
environment where no other factors but the ontology influence the performance 
of the application.

• Syntactic level. Since ontologies are created in particular languages, the ontol-
ogy specification needs to match the required syntax of the language. This 
ontology quality is a precondition for any ontology usage, including ObIR.

• Structure, architecture, design. Ontologies need to meet certain predefined 
design principles. Parts of a domain may be badly specified therefore the 
ontology may need maintenance.

EVALUATION MODEL FOR ONTOLOGY-BASED 
INFORMATION RETRIEVAL
An important factor in search is the experience of the users. Expertise in this area 
is often considered along two dimensions, namely, domain expertise and search 
expertise (Jenkins et al., 2003). The former subjects are knowledgeable about a 
particular domain, while the latter have experience in using search engines and 
tools. Domain experts evaluate search results more closely as well as web search 
experts investigate results deeply, while search novices use breadth-first search 
strategy (Jenkins et al., 2003). Surprisingly enough, even the experienced users 
(computer specialists) are using 3 words on average in query to specify their 
information needs (Fox et al., 2005), and that seems to be valid for web search 
in general (Gulla et al., 2002). This important aspect demonstrates a certain need 
for query expansion by certain means. 

Choice of search strategies depends on the level of experience as well as level of 
sophisticated interaction with ontology-based information retrieval systems (see 
Figure 1). Evaluation of some ObIR systems indicates that ontology based IR 
systems perform better for more generic queries (Brasethvik, 2004; Suomela & 
Kekalainen, 2005). Inexperienced users find ontologies helpful in comprehend-
ing domains by familiarizing themselves with the terminology and formulating 
queries (Brasethvik, 2004; Suomela & Kekalainen, 2005). Therefore, in these 
cases a graphical visualization of the ontology is a certain quality. In addition, it 
was found that linguistic enhancements (inclusion of synonyms) close the gap 
between ontology concepts and documents, and enable ObIR to perform better 
for queries that are required to find only a small number of documents (Aitken & 
Reid, 2000; Brasethvik, 2004). Furthermore, inclusion of synonyms facilitates 
mapping between user’s query and ontology concepts (i.e. it eases query processing 
in ObIR). However, domain experts prefer to specify terms/concepts directly in a 
search field, instead of browsing an ontology (Suomela & Kekalainen, 2005).

However, the complete quality of the ontology-based information retrieval system 
needs to be seen as a composition of various qualities, where all these qualities 
contribute to final user satisfaction. We define a holistic evaluation model for the 
ontology-based information retrieval systems (see Figure 2). The model is inspired 
by Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989) - a model for explaining and 

predicting user acceptance of information technology. The arrows in the figure 
depict dependency between the model constructs. 

The constructs of the holistic ObIR evaluation model are defined as follows. 
System Quality concerns indexing, ranking and user interface implementation 
qualities. Some value-adding aspects of user interaction with an ObIR system 
are presented in Figure 1. Ontology Quality aspects have been discussed above; 
though need to be elaborated further and related to a particular ontology usage 
scenario in an ObIR tool. Query Quality really depends on the users’ experience 
in the domain and information seeking per se. Figure 1 deploys ways to help to 
specify more precise information needs. Information Quality is external to an 
ObIR system, and can be partially compensated by good ranking algorithms. 
Furthermore, information quality is a research topic itself and for more details the 
reader is referred, for instance, to Eppler (2006). Quality of these four components 
directly impacts Service Quality that can be measured using traditional (i.e. recall 
and precision based) methods.

System Satisfaction denotes the degree to which a user perceives the use of a system 
being effortless. Information Satisfaction is the degree to which a user believes 
that retrieved information would be useful. System and information satisfactions 
are determined by quality of corresponding components of an ObIR system and 
a service quality. Intention to Use is the degree to which a user intends to use a 
system and that depends on both, system and information satisfaction. Intention 
to use determines Actual Use that can be observed in longer period of time.

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK
In this paper we have focused on quality aspects of ontology-based information 
retrieval (ObIR). We have argued about added complexity to interaction with 
information retrieval systems by employing ontologies. Consequently, we have 
related a set of vital features of ObIR depending on users’ experience.

Furthermore, we have argued inadequacy of traditional information retrieval evalu-
ation methods to assess ObIR quality and potential adoption by the users. We have 

Figure 1. Essential features of ObIR systems depending on users’ experience

Figure 2. Holistic evaluation model for ontology-based information retrieval 
system
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presented a holistic evaluation model for ObIR tools. We will need to conduct a 
series of empirical evaluation of ObIR systems in order to test our holistic evalu-
ation model and reconfirm dependencies between constructs defined there. 

Ontology quality aspects have been overviewed; though need to be elaborated 
further, since the value of specific ontology properties depends on the actual 
use of the ontology in these systems. Therefore, major future work is to define 
specific application scenarios of ontology in IR and accordingly relate required 
ontology properties.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
This research work is funded by the Integrated Information Platform for reservoir 
and subsea production systems (IIP) project, which is supported by the Norwegian 
Research Council (NFR), project number 163457/S30.

REFERENCES
Aitken, S. & Reid, S. (2000). Evaluation of an Ontology-based Information Re-

trieval Tool. In A. Gomez-Perez, V.R. Benjamins, N. Guarino, & M. Uschold 
(Eds.), Workshop on the Applications of Ontologies and Problem-Solving 
Methods, ECAI 2000, Berlin.

Alemayehu, N. (2003). Analysis of Performance Variation Using Query Expan-
sion. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology 
54(5), 379–391.

Baeza-Yates, R. & Ribeiro-Neto, B. (1999). Modern Information Retrieval. Ad-
dison Wesley, ACM Press, 1999.

Brak, J., Grobelnik, M. & Mladenic, D. (2005). A survey of ontology evaluation 
techniques. In Conference on Data Mining and Data Warehouses (SiKDD 
2005), Ljubljana, Slovenia.

Brasethvik, T. (2004). Conceptual modelling for domain specific document de-
scription and retrieval- An approach to semantic document modelling. PhD 
thesis, IDI, NTNU, Trondheim, Norway.

Burton-Jones, A., Storey, V.C., Sugumaran, V. & Ahluwalia, P. (2005). A Semiotic 
Metrics Suite for Assessing the Quality of Ontologies. Data and Knowledge 
Engineering, 55(1), 84-102.

Ciorascu, C., Ciorascu, I., & Stoffel, K. (2003). knOWLer - Ontological Support 
for Information Retrieval Systems. Proceedings of SIGIR 2003 Conference, 
Workshop on Semantic Web, Toronto, Canada.

Davis, F.D. (1989). Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use and user accept-
ance of information technology. MIS Quaterly 13(3), 319-340.

Eppler, M.J. (2006). Managing information quality: Increasing the value of infor-
mation in knowledge-intensive products and processes (2nd ed.). Springer.

Fox, S., Karnawat, K., Mydland, M., Dumais, S. & White, T. (2005). Evaluating 
implicit measures to improve web search. ACM Transactions on Information 
Systems, 23(2), 147-168.

Gangemi, A., Catenacci, C., Ciaramita, M., & Lehmann, J. (2005). Ontology evalu-
ation and validation. An integrated formal model for the quality diagnostic 

task. Technical Report, ISTC-CNR, Trento, Italy, 2005. Retrieved January 3, 
2007 from http://www.loa-cnr.it/Files/OntoEval4OntoDev_Final.pdf 

Gao, X., Murugesan, S. & Lo, B. (2004). Multi-dimensional Evaluation of Informa-
tion Retrieval Results. Proceedings of the IEEE/WIC/ACM International Con-
ference on Web Intelligence (WI’04). IEEE Computer Society, 192- 198.

Gulla, J.A., Auran, P.G. & Risvik, K.M. (2002). Linguistic Techniques in Large-
Scale Search Engines. Fast Search & Transfer.

Jansen, B.J. & Pooch, U. (2001). A Review of Web Searching Studies and a Frame-
work for Future Research. Journal of the American Society for Information 
Science and Technology 52(3), 235–246.

Jenkins, C., Corritore, C. & Wiedenbeck, S. (2003). Patterns of information seek-
ing on the web: A qualitative study of domain expertise and web expertise. 
IT and Society, 1(3), 64-89.

Kim, K. & Allen, B. (2002). Cognitive and Task Influences on Web Searching 
Behavior. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and 
Technology 53(2), 109–119.

Kiryakov, A., Popov, B, Terziev, I., Manov, D. & Ognyanoff, D. (2005). Seman-
tic Annotation, Indexing, and Retrieval. Journal of Web Semantics 2(1), 
Elsevier, 49-79.

Korfhage, R. (1993). Information storage and retrieval. Morgan Kayfmann 
Publishers.

Lindland, O. I., Sindre, G. & Solvberg, A. (1994). Understanding Quality in 
Conceptual Modeling. IEEE Software, 11 (2), 42-49.

Lozano-Tello, A. & Gomez-Perez, A. (2004). Ontometric: A method to choose 
appropriate ontology. Journal of Database Management, 15(2), 1-18.

Nagypal, G. (2005). Improving Information Retrieval Effectiveness by Using 
Domain Knowledge Stored in Ontologies. OTM Workshops 2005, LNCS 
3762, Springer-Verlag, 780-789.

Rocha, C., Schwabe, D. & de Aragao, M.P. (2004). A hybrid approach for searching 
in the semantic web. Proceeding of WWW 2004, ACM, 374-383.

Suomela, S. & Kekalainen, J. (2005). Ontology as a Search-Tool: A Study of Real 
User’s Query Formulation With and Without Conceptual Support. Proceedings 
of ECIR 2005, LNCS 3408, Springer-Verlag, 315-329.

Tomassen, S.L. & Strasunskas, D. (2006). Query Terms Abstraction Layers. In R. 
Meersman, Z. Tari, P. Herrero, et al. (eds.), OTM Workshops 2006, Springer-
Verlag, LNCS 4287, 1786-1795.

Tartir, S., Arpinar, I.B., Moore, M., Sheth, A.P. & Aleman-Meza, B. (2005). OntoQA: 
Metric-Based Ontology Quality Analysis. Proceedings of IEEE Workshop on 
Knowledge Acquisition from Distributed, Autonomous, Semantically Hetero-
geneous Data and Knowledge Sources, IEEE Computer Society, 45-53.

Vallet, D., Fernandez, M. & Castells, P. (2005). An Ontology-Based Information 
Retrieval Model. In A. Gomez-Perez, J. Euzenat, J. (Eds.), Proceedings of 
ESWC 2005, Springer-Verlag, LNCS 3532, 455-470.

Zins, C. (2000). Success, a Structured Search Strategy: Rationale, Principles, 
and Implications. Journal of the American Society for Information Science 
51(13), 1232–1247.



 

 

0 more pages are available in the full version of this document, which may be

purchased using the "Add to Cart" button on the publisher's webpage: www.igi-

global.com/proceeding-paper/quality-aspects-ontology-based-information/33247

Related Content

IS-Related Organizational Change and the Necessity of Techno-Organizational Co-Design(-In-Use):

An Experience with Ethnomethodologically Oriented Ethnography
Chiara Bassetti (2012). Phenomenology, Organizational Politics, and IT Design: The Social Study of

Information Systems  (pp. 289-310).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/related-organizational-change-necessity-techno/64689

Risk Management via Digital Dashboards in Statistics Data Centers
Atif Amin, Raul Valverdeand Malleswara Talla (2020). International Journal of Information Technologies and

Systems Approach (pp. 27-45).

www.irma-international.org/article/risk-management-via-digital-dashboards-in-statistics-data-centers/240763

Rough Set Based Similarity Measures for Data Analytics in Spatial Epidemiology
Sharmila Banu K.and B.K. Tripathy (2016). International Journal of Rough Sets and Data Analysis (pp. 114-

123).

www.irma-international.org/article/rough-set-based-similarity-measures-for-data-analytics-in-spatial-epidemiology/144709

Minimising Collateral Damage: Privacy-Preserving Investigative Data Acquisition Platform
Zbigniew Kweckaand William J. Buchanan (2011). International Journal of Information Technologies and

Systems Approach (pp. 12-31).

www.irma-international.org/article/minimising-collateral-damage/55801

Financing Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises in Indian Industry
Shromona Ganguly (2018). Encyclopedia of Information Science and Technology, Fourth Edition (pp. 6916-

6926).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/financing-micro-small-and-medium-enterprises-in-indian-industry/184388

http://www.igi-global.com/proceeding-paper/quality-aspects-ontology-based-information/33247
http://www.igi-global.com/proceeding-paper/quality-aspects-ontology-based-information/33247
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/related-organizational-change-necessity-techno/64689
http://www.irma-international.org/article/risk-management-via-digital-dashboards-in-statistics-data-centers/240763
http://www.irma-international.org/article/rough-set-based-similarity-measures-for-data-analytics-in-spatial-epidemiology/144709
http://www.irma-international.org/article/minimising-collateral-damage/55801
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/financing-micro-small-and-medium-enterprises-in-indian-industry/184388

