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Introduction

Learning Objects have played an important
role in the educational process.

Learning object metadata is helpful.
Folksonomy is a benefit classification.

Student defined tags are useful for creating
metadata?



Research Question

* Main question:

— To what extent can student defined tags be
utilized as learning object metadata in the
educational system?



Research Question

e Sub-questions:

1.

Could student defined tags replace lecturer provided
keywords?

Do student defined tags add value which is beyond being
metadata for learning object retrieval?

What challenges need to be dealt with when using
student defined tags as the learning object metadata?



Related Works

e Learning objects: would be sharableand reusable.

e Metadata: data about data.

— Simple Dublin CoréVietadata Element Set contains: 15
metadata elements: title, creator, type, format ...



Related Works

e Learning Object Metadata:
used to describeresource

e The LOM data is encoded in XML

 |EEE LOMata model: 9 categories with 77 data
elements



* |[EEE

Related Works

LOM data schema
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Related works

An example of a Learning Object and its
associated IEEE LOM

<7¢mlversion="1.0" encoding="UTF-8'7> :
<lom "hitp:Mtsc.ieee.orgisdiLOM" xi vsi="httpSwvew vi3.0rgi2001 /0L Schema-instance” :
| r="hitpiitsc.ieee.orghsd/LOM hitpiitsc.ieee. orghsd/lomyvl 0lom xsd'> )
<general»
<title>
«string 1ge="en"»8hip</string>
<string ‘ar “nl">Boot</string>
<flitle>
<language=en<flanguage>
</general>
<technical»
<location> hitp:.fen wikipedia.orgikiimage:Bateaugoelette Jpg <40cat|on>,
<ftechnical»
<classification=
<keyword»
<string ne="en"=>schooner<fstring>
<fkeyword»
<fclassification>
s<flom>

.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------




Related works

Tagis one word(s) term used to describe the
object

Taggingusers label with their own vocabulary
with explicit meaning

Social taggingthe collective assignment of
keywords/tags to resource.

Folksonomyis a benefit classification



Methods

Developing a website for collecting student
defined tags: http://www.stud.hig.no/~080455/home.php

Interviewing with students
Calculating feature vectors and distances

Analyzing the difference between tags and
keywords

Interviewing with lecturers


http://www.stud.hig.no/~080455/home.php

Methods

How to calculate feature vectors and distance?

Assuming the combination list is:

RDFS, OWL, XML, property, semantic web, class
s1:[100100];s2:[110100];s3:[010010];L:[001011]
Student centriod Cis [2/32/302/31/30]=[0.60.600.60.30]
D(s1, c) = 0.4+ 0.6+0+0.4+0.3+0 = 1.7

D(L, c) = 0.6+0.6+1+0.4+0.7+1 =4.3
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Collecting data in two groups

The numbers of keywords

General words (lecture name or code) as the keywords

a few keywords: the same/similar as the title



Results
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The average amounts of tags and taggers are similar

Tags’ number generated by per student is less than the
number of keywords

Common terms amount



Results

16
14

12

10

B Distance students'to centriod

B Distance lecturer's to centriod
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e Big difference between two groups
e Slightly changes before and after processing
e Similar distance between students in both two groups



Discussion

LO Tagger Tags amount Keywords | Common
. Aver.
title amount | Total amount terms
per tagger
SW1 9 17 3.7 10 7
SW2 9 18 3.9 5 3
SW3 9 10 1.9 4 2
sw4 10 29 4.5 12 9
oWo o 20 3.306 ) 2
SW6 9 18 3.56 7 2
SW7 10 7 3 8 5
SW8 9 16 2.44 4 2

The tags for SW7

WSDL-S

OWL-S

SAWSDL

WSMO

web services

WS

semantic web service approaches

e« VI R

e The tags are similar if the
key issues in the learning

object is clearly to be

seen

e When the LO contain rich
information, the set of
tags is larger

cardinality

sets

disjoint

set operations

intersection

complement
enumerations

inferring class relationships
class unions

The tags for SW4  union

relationships

subclassing

integrating existing ontologies
open and closed world

class complements

class intersections

class relationships

enumerations disjoint
.
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Discussion

* |nterview results—from lecturers

— Tags: specific, but keywords are more broader
— Some tags: generic

— Tags set: not far away from lecturer’s keywords
— A few tags: are imprecise

— Tags: one feedback

— Tags: helpful for lecturers

— But not remove or change keywords



Discussion

Interview results—from students

— All interviewed students thought that lecturer provided
keywords are useful

— Four students said that they want to see some suggestion
or tips



Conclusion

e Tags cannot replace lecturer provided
keywords: not substitute, but complement

e Values of tags: practical purpose—metadata,
additional value—feedback and resource

* Challenges: technical design, teacher adoption,
student adoption



Future work

 More interviews with students
 More experiments for data analyzing
e Using tags for retrieval



Thanks for your attention!

Questions?



