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Social Web

• Leverages “Wisdom of the crowds”

• Plain text, tagging, folksonomies, collaborative 
filtering, “social search”, …

• Many successful projects (e.g., Wikipedia and 
Flickr)

• Problems:
– Noisy

– Term ambiguity

– Lack of structural depth, reasoning capabilities



Semantic Web

• Based on formal conceptualizations  of a 
domain (ontologies, taxonomies, thesauri)

• Success in biomedical and business domains 
(e.g., the Gene Ontology)

• Reasoning and matching capabilities, 
interoperability, semantic search

• Problems:
– Need for double experts

– Lack of user participation

– Too complex
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Basic Ideas and Insights

• Pragmatic ontology design

– Various specialized and dynamic ontologies that utilize 
semi-automated tools for information integration

– simple in the initial design phase; not top-down and 
static

• Ontology Extension as Iterative Relation Addition 
and Refinement 

– incremental and driven by user participation

– “influenced-by”:  in which area of philosophy? (RDF 
reification)



Basic Ideas and Insights

• Ontology Population as Iterative Data Addition, 
Validation, and Data Integration
– Tagging of pairs of individuals

– Simple validation of recommendations from text 
processing algorithms

• Stratified Participation; Provenance and Trust
– Wisdom of the crowds, but…

– Some users should be considered more trustworthy 
and reliable than others

– Nevertheless, open community is important



The InPhO Project

• Statistical text processing to extract candidate 
instances for relations

• Design interfaces that allow users to “tag” not 
only individual entities but also pairs of things

• Collect these bits of information in a 
knowledge base

• Use logic programming (ASP) to put the pieces 
together to a populated ontology



The InPhO Project
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Logic Programming

ms(idea about neural network, idea about connectionism).
s4(idea about neural network, idea about connectionism).

class(idea about connectionism).
…

pins(X, Y) ← s4(X, Y), ms(X, Y), class(Y), not class(X).

nins(X, Y) ) ← pins(X, Z), desc(Z, Y), class(Y), class(Z), not class(X).

instance-of(X, Y) ←  pins(X, Y), not nins(X, Y).
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Experiments

• Is there agreement among expert users?

• Framework for trust measures

• Measures “deviation” of user evaluations 

Evaluation: a and b are individuals,
l is the label, and u the user id

“Label distance” of evaluations 
of same pairs of individuals



Experiments

• 92 registered users as of March 2009

• 4,653 evaluations of 2,969 distinct pairs of 
ideas

• Volunteers from experts in the field to 
interested amateurs

• Will soon be joined by the authors and editors 
of the  Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy



Initial Results

9 out of 1405 overlapping evaluations (0.6%) have a label distance of 4
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Initial Results

33 Out of 917 overlapping evaluations (3.6%) with  
34 disagreeing labels “more specific” and “more general.”





Influences among Philosophers



Faceted Search



Future Work

• How can we detect and throw out the bad 
responses?

• What measures are there to assess the quality 
of feedback and the trust of individual 
contributors?

• What methods (in addition to ASP) can we use 
to assemble the taxonomies?



Thank you!


