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Adopting Ontology to facilitate Knowledge Sharing – T Edgington, B Choi, K Hensen, T. S. Raghu
Summary:

The authors present an example to illustrate the use of Ontology to help in Knowledge Sharing in an organization.
The authors try to say that the use of Domain ontology can significantly increase the effectiveness of Knowledge Sharing. They convey this point and describe a real world example of how an ontology based system was implemented in a real organization.
The current focus on organizing data to form knowledge is an afterthought (Resulting in ineffective KM systems). Ontology can be used to get around this and the steps to be followed for an effective use of ontology are described.

The first step is to define the knowledge unit. This is somewhat like understanding the domain in which one is working. Then it tries to justify why ontology can be the solution for this. The reason is that ontology can be the base around which the knowledge system can be created.

The paper states, that an ontology is not just a taxonomy and neither is it just a vocabulary. But being a synergy of these things, it can be more effective in helping a user find the required data. The next critical step is to define a Knowledge Lens. This considers the additional things like process, assumptions and justifications that add meaning to knowledge. The knowledge lens refines the data using these and creates more focused information.

Various approaches exist to creating a knowledge lens. But a hybrid of inspirational, rational, inductive, deductive, synthetic and collaborative or any of those is most useful. Then the 4 step process of Design, Develop, Integrate and Validate follow. During this time the domain experts are consulted to get the ontology right. 

Once the ontology is created, iterative processes must be applied to each of the design steps to include additional refinements that have been discovered along the way. No design process is complete without iteration.

Also, the issues pertaining to integrating this ontology into the existing framework considering factors like data security etc. must be considered before it can be implemented. And a final note is that caution must be exercised while implementing ontology based systems since proper testing is crucial before using them.

Strengths:

· The paper focuses on the real world implementation of ontologies. What better way to convey that message than to use a working example. This helps especially in a field as vague and disparate as ontologies.
· The important concept that every technology’s usage should be driven by the benefits it provides is clearly evident in this paper.

· The haphazard nature of KM practices in real organizations is brought out accurately by the authors. 

· Certain important concepts like, Knowledge lens, approach to developing ontologies, importance of feedback and iterations and finally the importance of testing have been brought out. This brings out the solid ground of experience that the authors have with real organizations and make the paper more creditable.
· This paper presents a clear objective and then goes on to support its claims by a real example. This is very effective in conveying the message.

· Very good point that the ontology is not a static occurrence and that it continues to evolve all the time. This notion can be easily missed if one goes only be definitions.

Weaknesses:

· Though there are not many weaknesses to this paper, one is that it seems to be a general topic of discussion of how Ontology can be facilitated to help knowledge sharing. But it discusses only one example.
· It does not present any cost benefit analysis of this project.

· It does not discuss the success of this project or give examples of what changes were done to the design based on user feedback.

Critical Questions:

1 Very good point that the ontology is not a static occurrence and that it continues to evolve all the time. But is the cost of keeping the ontology evolving covered by the saving/ additions of benefits that they bring about?
2 How does one measure the benefits that ontology brings about. When one says that finding useful information is made easier by this, then how do we know that it was indeed made easier. And how do we know that just refining the existing KM practices and following them properly would not have given the same effect?

3 The paper states that user acceptance is also very important. The example of Intel seems to have has good user acceptance, but then this is a highly tech firm with good IT skills all across and a scientific mentality. Would one get the same level of acceptance from users who are not techies? And we all know that the best technology can fail due to user rejection.
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