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Introduction

The understatement of the 21* century is that technology has changed our world.
Education is scrambling to keep up with its students’ use of technology and trying to
“think outside the box” (which is becoming a normal thought process as well),
concerning how to utilize technology for educational purposes. This inaugural issue of
the TAFOR Journal of Education is dedicated to developing new methodologies and
standards needed due to technology as well as how technology is being used in the
classroom. The articles included reflect upon the theme of the Asian Conference on
Education of “Learning and Teaching in a Globalized World”. They address many
different disciplines as well as explore how these different disciplines function
technologically as well as globally. Since globalization has a direct connection to
education, especially as technology has “shrunk™ the size of the world, we do not think
twice about referring to education as a global concept, rather than as an entity that

belongs to a specific country. Education belongs to the world.

Thompson-Whiteside explores what standard based quality systems mean for the
regulation of transnational education, particularly as it pertains to international
partnerships with Australian universities. Universities collaborate world-wide and
quality control is an issue. With different governing bodies for different institutions, how
regulation is implemented has global implications. Regulation of transnational education

will need people of vision.
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Meenorngwar proposes a methodology that helps to make the insurmountable amount of
information available on the internet easier to access. The globalization of knowledge
management has become unwieldy and researchers often find it difficult to find the
proper domains for their searches. Meenorngwar proposes a methodology for developing

ontologies for emerging domains.

Montoneri discusses the analysis of teacher performance, and how that analysis can
improve the learning environment. Within the teacher evaluations, his analysis focuses
on four indicators, two input, and two output. Accordingly, the results give teachers
suggestions for improving performance from communicating grades clearly to helping
students’ learning performances. Even though his study focused on English as a foreign
language, this analysis could be applied to any subject, depending on the indicators

selected.

While Montoneri focuses on teacher performance, Oya and Uchida look at student
performance in a Computer Literacy course. They state that students’ performance in the
course improves if they work in pairs, as opposed to working individually. Their side
note in the study is quite interesting in that their study revealed the most effective pairing
of students were the pairs who exhibited, ... a small difference in basic academic ability,

a large difference in PC experience, and a partner of the opposite sex”.

Thomas et al. discuss curriculum development in Hong Kong universities, specifically, a

capstone experience for students’ final year project. They took a qualitative approach to
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their study in order to gain insight from personal interviews and conversations from their
student subjects. Through these insights, they discovered that the present capstone
experience addressed closure of the university experience as well as reflection on their
learning. However, it did not address integration of their learning and transition into the
workforce. Thomas et al. discovered that curriculum design had a direct correlation to

the effectiveness of a capstone experience.

Chew and Lee’s article focuses on the specific course of Extensive Reading and how to
make it interesting for students of the digital generation. They suggest that a gap exists
for this generation between the texts they read outside the class and traditional texts used
within the classroom. They propose using a reading blog to facilitate the traditional
Extensive Reading methodology. Their study showed that their subjects unanimously
agreed that the blog improved their motivation concerning reading. An interesting
finding was that 86% of the participants enjoyed the social aspect of the blog. Oftentimes,
sitting in front of a computer is not considered a social event. However, the students felt
that reading a blog, and material that others posted, was more social than reading a text

that the teacher had chosen. This finding begs the redefinition of a social event.

It has been a supreme pleasure in editing this journal. All articles were interesting and it
was not an easy decision to narrow it down to those that were included. I applaud all the
authors who submitted their work for inclusion and encourage them to keep researching
and writing. To those who made the final cut, I thank them for their patience in working

with us as this journal has taken much longer to publish than anticipated. The editors and
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I have learned much, and look forward to publishing the next edition in a much quicker
fashion.

*A final note on the type of English contained within this journal. Since the Asian
Conference on Education brings together presenters with many world Englishes, a
conscious effort has been made to keep the “English voice” of the author of each article
intact. Therefore, when you read the articles, you may hear an Australian, British, or
Malaysian English voice. This is in keeping with the spirit of global education. The

digital voice must be global as well.



The IAFOR Journal of Education Volume 1 - Issue 1 - Spring 2013

10



The IAFOR Journal of Education Volume 1 - Issue 1 - Spring 2013

Are Standards-based Quality Systems a Threat to the Internationalization of

Teaching and Learning?

Scott Thompson-Whiteside

11
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Abstract

This paper explores the current shift in Australia’s higher education system moving to
a more explicit, standards-based quality system and its potential impact on
international partnerships in teaching and learning, particularly in Asia. The new
Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency and the underlying Higher
Education Standards Framework have the potential to threaten a large number of
transnational or cross-border programs delivered outside of Australia. With over one
hundred and fifty thousand tertiary students studying Australian programs in Asia, the
impact could be significant. It would also be significant for countries that leverage of
Australian Universities to build human capacity within their country. The paper
highlights the current practice of assuring equivalent and comparable academic
standards in transnational education and explores how shifting to a more precise
standards framework will require more explicit demonstration of standards across
teaching, learning and student outcomes. If equivalent or comparable standards were
to be achieved across the whole standards framework, it is likely to constrain the
opportunities for internationalization and the formation of new transnational

partnerships.

Keywords: tertiary education quality, standards framework, transnational
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Introduction
Australia’s higher education system is undergoing considerable change. Since
publication of the Review of Australian Higher Education (Bradley et al., 2008),
otherwise known as the Bradley Review, there has been increasing emphasis and
debate on the notion of standards in higher education. The review stated that,
“Australia must enhance its capacity to demonstrate outcomes and appropriate
standards in higher education if it is to remain internationally competitive and
implement a demand driven funding model” (p.128). The review also recommended a
need for clarification and agreed measurements of standards and for institutions to
demonstrate their processes for setting, monitoring and maintaining standards. In
essence there was seen to be a need for institutions to explicitly demonstrate their
standards for the sake of public accountability. As a consequence of the Bradley
Review, the Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA) was
legislated in March 2011 and established in July 2011 with responsibility for
implementing a new Higher Education Standards Framework. This framework has
five components and aims to specify more precisely the standards expected from
institutions. Institutions are expected to demonstrate achievements against those

expectations.

The more precise nature of the standards framework, in particular the teaching and
learning component of the framework, will require institutions to demonstrate a whole
range of teaching and learning standards. These standards will be assessed and judged
in a number of ways, using both qualitative and quantitative indicators. The precise
criteria for assessing teaching and learning standards has yet to be fully defined but

TEQSA’s decision to move away from institutional audits (Lane, 2011) suggests that

13
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more emphasis will be placed on a range of quantitative data and benchmarked

against institutional and national expectations.

The standards of teaching and the standards of students’ learning will obviously focus
on teachers and students in Australia. However, what has yet to be publically
discussed is that it will also affect teachers and students who teach or study in
Australian programs outside of Australia. These are students studying in Australian
transnational programs. With nearly one hundred thousand students studying in
Australian higher education in transnational programs (plus a further fifty thousand
vocational education students), the need to demonstrate precise measures of teaching
and learning standards may have considerable ramifications. If the current policy
continues to mandate equivalent or comparable standards, a more precise, standards-
based quality system may restrict the ability for Australian institutions to engage in
transnational partnerships. It may also constrain the types of partnerships and the way

in which curriculum, teaching and assessment is done.

This paper provides some background to the current regulation of transnational
education and in particular the notion of equivalent and comparable standards. It will
then address the new Higher Education Standards Framework and explore the

implications for Australian transnational education.

Australian Transnational Education
The growth of transnational education, also known as cross-border education, since
the 1990s has coincided with the growing demand for internationally recognised

qualifications, the globalisation of professions and changing socio-economic

14
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circumstances in Asia (McBurnie and Ziguras, 2007). Australia has been well
positioned to tap into this growth. While many students choose to travel to Australia
to study, many stay in their home country, or travel to a third country to enrol in an
Australian program. Some of these students may be studying at an Australian
offshore campus, and some may be enrolled at an institution that is in partnership with
an Australian institution. In either case, transnational students are typically enrolled in
an Australian program and upon successful completion will receive an award from the
Australian institution. For the purposes of this paper I will use UNESCO’s definition
of transnational education as,
...all types and modes of delivery of higher education study
programs, or sets of courses of study, or educational services (including
those of distance education) in which the learners are located in a
country different from the one where the awarding institution is based.
Such programs may belong to the education system of a State different
from the State in which it operates, or may operate independently of any

national education system (UNESCO, 2001, p.2).

In 2009 Australian Universities were offering 889 transnational programs delivered
outside of Australia with the majority of programs based in Singapore, Malaysia,
China, Hong Kong and Vietnam (Universities Australia, 2009). The nationality of
students enrolled in those programs also followed the same pattern of countries (AEI,
2010). This means that the majority of students studying Australian transnational
were based in their own country of nationality. Currently, Australian higher education

enrolls over 100,000 students in transnational programs and is forecast to reach over
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400,000 by 2025 (Bohm et al., 2002). With such a significant number of students, the

regulation of quality and standards is critical.

The pursuit of transnational partnerships in the 1990s was largely for commercial
reasons. Partnerships were established with little understanding of the risks involved
and with little regulatory or legal framework (McBurnie and Ziguras, 2007).
Currently, the risks and benefits of transnational education are more widely known
and it is recognized that institutions need to be more strategic in their approach to
developing new transnational partnerships (Connolly and Garton, 2007). Since the
1990s there has been significant development in the quality assurance of transnational
programs and cross-border regulation. There are a range of national and international
protocols, guidelines and codes of practice, but because they span different

sovereignties, they are often voluntary.

The regulation of Transnational Education

Transnational education crosses social and cultural boundaries as well as the more
obvious geographical and national boundaries of sovereignty. Students in Australian
transnational programs are both national and international in relation to the host
country of study, but few are Australian. Most of the academic staff teaching the
programs are unlikely to be Australian. Students, institutions and staff are bound
across, and sometimes between, different national regulatory frameworks, protocols
and codes of practice. As a result, transnational education creates complex and
dynamic tensions in the assurance and demonstration of quality and standards. These
tensions vary between the host and awarding country depending on the mix of

stakeholders and development of each regulatory system (Verbik and Jokivirta, 2005).
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Different regulatory systems assert different levels of control over the assurance of

standards in their home country or upon their home-based institutions.

Over time, there has been greater recognition of different regulatory systems and a
drive towards the mutual recognition of national quality assurance and regulatory
systems. In turn this has driven the development of common or similar regulatory
systems. The internationalization of higher education, and with it the
internationalization of quality assurance, has had an isomorphic effect on national
quality regulatory systems (Van der Wende, 1999, McBurnie and Ziguras, 2007).
Supranational agencies like the International Network of Quality Assurance Agencies
in Higher Education (INQAAHE) and the European Network for Quality Assurance
(ENQA) have emerged. While they are sharing best practice and developing quality
assurance guidelines there is a sense that these supranational agencies are also driving

a convergence of quality systems and a shared understanding of standards.

Nevertheless, these isomorphic effects also have the potential to create conflict.
Regulatory systems are generally national in their scope and are designed to protect
national interests. For transnational education, different stakeholders have different
views. Some have even considered transnational education a threat to national
standards. As Adam (2001) states,
Significant numbers of institutions view transnational education
as some sort of threat to standards and their existence. The scale and
intensity of the threat is misjudged as it is currently confined to certain
sectors of educational provision. However, its rapid expansion is likely

to continue unabated and so will its impact. It needs to be subject to
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appropriate quality control mechanisms before the problems intensify.
Governments and institutions in importing countries must consider why
their students choose imported education. Fear of transnational education

should not translate into ineffective protectionism (p.47).

The general response to the growth of transnational education in the 1990s was for
host countries to increase the regulation of foreign providers or partnerships with
foreign awards. However, strategies of tight regulatory protectionism had to be
balanced with trade liberalization to ensure that the host country continued to attract
high quality foreign institutions. This was a difficult balancing act and so it became
apparent that the best way to protect and uphold standards was to have tighter
regulation for institutions who award the qualifications (Harvey, 2004, Knight, 2005).
In other words, the Australian regulation of standards took precedence over any
regulation of a country in which it was being delivered. This does not negate the need
for host country regulation but ultimately the awarding institution is more likely to

pay attention to their home regulatory system.

Australian Protocols and transnational standards

In Australia, the development of a robust quality assurance and regulatory system has
been acknowledged as a critical factor in its success of transnational education
(AVCC, 2005a). Whilst the quality assurance of transnational education has largely
been dealt with at an institutional level, the institutions are governed by a national
regulatory system. Through the National Protocols of Higher Education Approval
Processes, Codes of Practice, the Educational Services for Overseas Students (ESOS)

Act, and the work of the Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA), Australia
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has been able to develop a transnational quality framework that is considered best

practice (Ilieva and Goh, 2010).

In particular, it is the National Protocols of Higher Education Approval Processes,
which provided the initial settings for transnational education. Protocol section 4.2
stateed that if a program is delivered in an offshore campus operated by the Australian
university, “standards should be equivalent” to those in Australia. Alternatively, if a
program is delivered with a third party provider offshore, “standards should be

comparable” to those delivered in Australia (DETYA, 2002).

The regulation of Australian transnational education reveals the complexity and
ambiguity of standards in higher education. There is no explicit description within the
Protocols as to what types of standard it is referring. Nor is there any explicit
information about the definition or level of tolerance within the notion of equivalence
or comparability. This ambiguity raises further questions about who sets, maintains,
and assesses standards since it assumes that the standards in Australia are appropriate

to be delivered in another country.

In April 2005, the Australian Vice Chancellors Committee (now known as
Universities Australia) developed a Code of Practice for the provision of international
students, which included guidelines for transnational education. The guidelines
suggested use of comparability rather than equivalence, broadly following the
UNESCO and OECD codes of practice developed in the same year. The AVCC code
suggested that, “the quality of academic provision and academic support services

offered under the arrangement are comparable” (AVCC, 2005b, p.5). Comparability
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is tied directly to academic provision and academic support services.

At the same time as the publication of the AVCC Code of Practice, the Australian
government published a discussion paper titled A National Quality Strategy for
Australian Transnational Education and Training (DEST, 2005). Whilst the paper
highlighted the success of Australian transnational programs, it also raised concerns
over the transparency of Australian and institutional quality assurance, accountability
and questioned the equivalence of courses/programs. In May 2005, the AVCC
responded to the discussion paper, suggesting that the government failed to recognize
existing quality assurance measures and requested clearer definitions of ‘equivalent
standards’.
A key element of the discussion paper is that qualifications
obtained offshore are equivalent to those delivered onshore in Australia.
This idea of equivalence needs to be appropriately defined. Australian
universities already address the need for equivalence between onshore
and offshore courses through adherence to Protocol 4.2. The university
interpretation of this protocol is that the equivalence is between
programs offered by the same institution. The Department of Education,
Science and Training needs to confirm that its interpretation of
equivalence, for the purposes of this paper, is equivalence between

programs offered by the same institution” (AVCC, 2005a, p.7).

In this instance, the AVCC was suggesting that equivalent standards were represented

by the fact the programs/curriculum were equivalent and therefore complied to the

same quality assurance mechanisms.
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By November 2005 an agreed Transnational Quality Strategy was published which
provided a framework for the planning and implementation of programs offshore
(AEI, 2005). The Transnational Quality Strategy focused on three areas:
*Better communication and promotion of Australia’s quality assurance
systems.
* Improved data collection to inform future strategies.
* A strengthened quality framework that protects and promotes the quality

of Australian transnational education.

The publication did not respond directly to AVCC’s concern of defining equivalency
but was more explicit on the issue. “Courses/programs delivered within Australia and
transnationally should be equivalent in the standard of delivery and outcomes of the
course, as determined under nationally recognized quality assurance arrangements”
(p.1). Without any significant debate, the notion of equivalent standards shifted from
courses/programs in May 2005, to the delivery and outcomes of the courses/programs

by November 2005.

The broad policy statements that developed over 2005 gave significant room for
interpretation and ambiguity. Between the National Protocols and the Transnational
Quality Strategy there was no clear policy as to what types of standards needed to be
equivalent or comparable and how they should be measured. There seemed to be no
real understanding of where these different types of standards sit on a spectrum
between equivalency and comparability. The confusion was highlighted in October
2006 in a government commissioned report summarizing a study of fifteen

transnational programs in Australian institutions (IEAA, 2006). The report
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highlighted poor understanding and definitions of terms such as ‘equivalence’,
‘comparable’, ‘benchmarks’, or ‘standards’ and recognized that terms are often used
interchangeably. It went further to suggest that quality assurance in transnational
education was a core concern for all stakeholders, and there was a lack of
understanding of how the processes of quality assurance effectively worked with a
diverse range of transnational programs and partnerships to ensure standards were

maintained.

Equivalency and comparability of standards

Equivalency and comparability of standards are central components of the Australian
regulatory system for transnational education, however, it is difficult to ascertain
whether these concepts refer to programs, teaching, learning outcomes, student
support and/or experiences. The national Transnational Quality Strategy suggests that
delivery and outcomes should be equivalent or comparable depending on whether it is
an Australian campus or a partnership (AEI, 2005). Not only is there a need for
clarification on what the essential anchor points are for demonstrating standards, but
also there is also a need for understanding the acceptable tolerance within equivalent

and comparable standards.

Research on the interpretations of equivalence and comparability across a sample of
eighty-five participants within Australian transnational partnerships revealed that
these terms were used in a variety of ways. “Comparability was generally used to
signify similarity (e.g. It is not of equal standard but is not far off) whereas
equivalence was used to indicate equality or sameness (e.g. It is of same standard)”

(Sanderson et al., 2010, p.3). The research suggested that the terms equivalency and
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comparability were used in reference to standards, programs, assessment, student
experiences and learning outcomes. The activities of assessment were used most
frequently when questioned about standards in transnational education. Thus, the
processes of assessment were considered the most valid and reliable reference points
for assuring and demonstrating standards. This supports the view that assessment and
the moderation of assessment in transnational education is the most effective way to
demonstrate the standards of graduates (Thompson-Whiteside, 2011a). Moderation

allows for informed judgments and a contextualization of standards.

Considering the variety of delivery models in transnational education, it is difficult to
suggest that any standards could be equivalent considering that the students are
different, the lecturers are different, the resources and learning environments are
different, and the social and cultural surrounding are different. I suggest the wording

of equivalent standards in transnational education is a misnomer.

Also implicit within the notion of equivalent standards is that one standard is higher
or better than the other. Presumably in this instance, the National Protocols imply that
the Australian standards are superior to offshore ones. The notion of equivalency and
the assumption that Australian campuses are superior to their offshore ones fails to
recognize the complexities of transnational education and ultimately is unproductive
in generating mutually beneficial, long-term, sustainable partnerships. Since good
partnerships are critical to the success of transnational education (Heffernan, 2005)
the notion of comparability, rather than equivalence, provides a more appropriate
framework of mutual respect and an appropriate level of flexibility. “The use of

comparability recognises the extent of engagement of importing countries in the
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transnational endeavor. This goes some way to constructing transnational education as
a mutually productive and reciprocal engagement” (AEI, 2008, p.13). However, it is
also acknowledged that comparability leaves open the potential for too much

interpretation and needs to be constrained.

The use of comparable standards, rather than equivalent standards, also allows for
contextualization of curriculum and teaching which is seen to positively meet the
specific needs of a diverse group of learners and good teaching practice (Leask,
2007). The UNESCO/OECD Guidelines support the view that institutions are to
“ensure that the programs they deliver across borders and in their home country are of
comparable quality and that they also take into account the cultural and linguistic
sensitivities of the receiving country” (UNESCO, 2005, p.15). It suggests that the
contextualization of curriculum and teaching and learning practices are pedagogically
and culturally appropriate. This, in turn, creates a range of tensions because if the
curriculum or teaching is not equivalent or similar, is it possible to demonstrate
equivalent or comparable standards? The presumption is that because the curriculum
content is not the same, it is inferior. As Woodhouse and Carroll note, “Higher
education is a construct in which the method of delivery, which is heavily influenced
by its context, is inseparable from the quality of the outcome. Such a position brings
into sharp relief the methods by which we seek to ensure ‘equivalence’ of student
learning outcomes. These methods are still heavily influenced by notions of
‘identicality’ such as common curricula and centralized examination marking”

(Woodhouse and Carroll, 2006, p.85).
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These opposing views are also expressed by transnational students who have clear
expectations that curriculum should be equivalent, yet contextualized to meet their
needs. If for example, the content is too Australian-centric, transnational students
have shown to be critical in student feedback (McLean, 2006). The result of this has
been a universalizing of content.

Removing location-specific content is often necessary to avoid
confusing offshore students, but by trying to universalize a course,
lecturers run the risk of abstracting curriculum from real-world contexts,
and thereby elevate the status of 'universal' to many locally and culturally
bound ways of thinking, communicating and working. The question we
are faced with is why, despite the widespread agreement on the
desirability of adapting and tailoring transnational programs to suit
specific student groups, does it seem to happen so rarely (McBurnie and

Ziguras, 2007, p.65).

Transnational students also want teaching standards to be equivalent to Australian
standards, yet flexible to meet their needs (Leask, 2006). When the home regulatory
system dominates, an institution is torn between meeting the demands of its
transnational students, providing what is known to be good practice, and ensuring
standards are near to equivalent by delivering exactly the same curriculum in the same
way. The notion of contextualization suggests that standards are moving away from
equivalency and therefore inferior. Navigating between notions of equivalency and
comparability for different types of standards entails risks for the institutions that
could potentially lead to a loss of reputation, loss of commercial return and closure of

a program. For some institutions, the low-risk approach means simply having
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equivalent standards across as many dimensions as feasibly possible. While
equivalent standards in transnational education may reduce the potential risk for the
awarding institution, it may not necessarily suit the needs of the host institution or its

students.

Shifting interpretation of transnational standards

For the past eight years the Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA) has had
the task of auditing transnational education and ensuring compliance with the
National Protocols. The audits provided a public assurance of quality. The fact that
transnational education has the potential for being ‘high-risk’, and that programs
being delivered in another country provide significant signals about the quality of
Australian education, the government felt that AUQA should scrutinize transnational
activities more closely. In 2003 the Australian government allocated funding to audit
transnational programs, which included visiting partnerships overseas as well as
speaking to staff and students. Since 2003, AUQA has conducted between two and

four transnational audits for every university that has programs offshore.

Greater levels of scrutiny in transnational education had had some effect on
universities. It is no coincidence that since AUQA began auditing transnational
education in 2003, the number of transnational programs dropped significantly. In
2003, Australian universities reported 1569 transnational programs. In 2007 this had
dropped to 1002 and in 2009 to 889 programs (Universities Australia, 2009). Despite
this, the number of students enrolled in these programs continued to rise between
2003 and 2009. This suggests that there was a consolidation and withdrawal of

programs with low enrolments. Media reports suggested the withdrawal was largely

26



The IAFOR Journal of Education Volume 1 - Issue 1 - Spring 2013

due to potential reputational risk and the lack of commercial return (Armitage, 2007).
Of the programs that remained, AUQA auditors largely agreed that Australian
transnational education was comparable with their home institutions (Woodhouse and

Stella, 2008).

While there are considerable differences in opinion about the assurance of quality and
the effectiveness of external auditing (Anderson, 2006), AUQA audits were useful in
that programs and appropriate standards could be contextualized. The audits provided
a forum to consider informed judgments and different interpretations of academic
standards. The diverse social and cultural settings for transnational education make it

important to contextualize standards.

Recent changes in Australia’s regulatory system raises a number of questions of how
transnational standards will be interpreted in the future. Since 2011, AUQA has been
replaced with the Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA) and is
developing a Higher Education Standards Framework. The Higher Education

Standards Framework (DEEWR, 2011) has five components:

. Provider Registration Standards

. Information Standards

. Qualification Standards

. Teaching and Learning Standards
. Research Standards

Subsumed within Provider Registration Standards is a sixth element called Provider

Category Standards. This section will also contain a revised set of National Protocols.
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These will describe the principles that govern each type of higher education
institution and provide a set of minimum standards. It is unclear at this stage whether
the notion of equivalence for offshore campuses and comparability for third-party
partnerships in transnational education will remain. Information standards deal with
the collection and publication of data. A website called ‘myuni’ is planned for launch
in 2012 and will contain a range of information relating to standards. Qualification
standards largely revolve around a revised Australian Qualifications Framework
describing the expected graduate outcomes at different levels of education.
Underneath this may be the development of subject-level standards described as
learning outcomes but this is yet to be confirmed. This would broadly follow the UK
benchmark statements that provide external reference points for setting and assessing
standards in institutions at the subject level. Teaching and learning standards is
perhaps the most difficult and contentious area. The setting and assessment of
teaching and learning standards is opaque and complex. It is not clear for example,
whether standards will be set according to institutions’ own missions and goals,
against national or international standards (Thompson-Whiteside, 2011b). Lastly there
are research standards, which are likely to be assessed through the Excellence in
Research Australia (ERA) initiative, which collects research data to assess research

performance within institutions.

While many of these standards are under development it is clear that by withdrawing
from an auditing process TEQSA will be relying much more on quantitative data and
performance indicators. A range of these potential indicators can be seen from Table

1.0 extracted from Coates (2010). The integrity and reliability of this data becomes
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paramount. As Coates argues, “it is vital that indicators are valid, relevant to key

phenomena, stable across contexts, transparent, non-trivial, responsive to change,

auditable, efficient to collect, preferably readily available, as simple as possible,

quantifiable and generalisable” (p.6).

Table 1.0 Indicators of education quality extracted from (Coates, 2010).

* Work readiness
e Satisfaction

Outcomes Processes Inputs
Higher Education
Learners * Graduation rates * Student * Entry levels
* Graduate destinations engagement | * Entry pathways
* Learning outcomes * Retention and * Student diversity
* Graduate capabilities Progress * Student

characteristics
* Student aspirations

Higher education
Teachers

* Teaching experience
* Teaching resources

* Teaching processes
* Course

management
* Support systems

¢ Staff characteristics

* University
enculturation

* Educational
resources

¢ Curriculum

Higher education
institutions

* Institutional growth

* Institutional
reputation

* Community
engagement

* Academic
governance
* Academic
management
* Academic culture
* Staff development
* Quality systems

* Institutional
characteristics

* Institutional
resources

* Industry
engagement

¢ Graduate
capabilities

* Work readiness

¢ Satisfaction
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The problem in using a range of these indicators for transnational education is the
highly contextualized nature of teaching and learning. The reliance of quantitative
indicators in transnational education raises potential problems for transnational
education for a number of reasons.

First, the collection of data in transnational education is poor (Garrett and Verbik,
2004, Verbik and Jokivirta, 2005). The fact that students are based offshore from
Australia means that the Australian government relies heavily on individual
institutions collecting the data. In some cases institutions will collect enrolment data
centrally but quite often the collection of data is done in individual departments.
While Australian institutions typically report enrolment data to the government there
is a lack of data concerning teaching and learning. Until now the public assurance of
quality was done through an auditing process and largely focused on institutional
processes. As a result the quality assurance of transnational education has largely
been framed around institutional processes of teaching, assessment and the
moderation of assessment. Most of these processes do not necessarily involve the
collection of data. As a result there is little comparative data analysis between

offshore students and onshore students.

Second, one could argue that even if the data were to be collected, it would be invalid
to compare offshore students with onshore students. Comparing data across culturally
and socially diverse settings, across different locations is bound to be complex. Some
indicators are likely to be equivalent but others are likely to be different and these
differences can have multiplying affects. The processes of teaching and learning are
dynamic, complex processes and not easily measurable as discrete activities. Even if

some standards were stable or equivalent, it does not necessarily mean that all the
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other standards would be equivalent. For example, if entry standards and curriculum
were equivalent, it does not necessarily mean that teaching, learning or graduate
standards are equivalent. Comparisons of teaching and learning standards using
purely quantitative data have the potential to be misinterpreted.

Third, the emphasis on quantitative data has the potential to create a situation of
absolutes. If data between onshore and offshore students are compared and not
equivalent then one is presumed to be inferior. There is no contextualization of the
data. Of course, if the policy settings (e.g. the Provider Registration Standards and
the National Protocols) allow for comparable standards then the question is what
difference is acceptable? How does one interpret the differences that inevitably will

occur in the data?

The shift towards a more precise, quantifiable assessment of standards has potential
ramifications for transnational education that has to be fully understood. Where
audits allowed for a contextualization of standards, a standards-based architecture that
is more ‘light-touch’ and data driven has the potential to highlight differences that
exist for very good reasons. If equivalent data between onshore and offshore shows
equivalent standards, then logically, data that shows significant differences suggests
notions of one having inferior standards to the other. Ensuring equivalent data
between onshore and offshore is likely to be more difficult depending on the mode of
delivery, the level of autonomy and the amount of contextualization that takes place
in the classroom. By examining the Two Dimensional Typology in Figure 1.0
developed from Davis, Olsen and Bohm (2000), it is likely that a data-driven
standards framework will become more risky for transnational education in the

bottom right quadrant.
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Figure 1.0 Two dimensional model of transnational education extracted from (Davis et al., 2000).
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The result is likely to drive institutions away from certain international partnerships,
and certain types of transnational delivery models. Australian institutions are likely
to want greater control and certainty over their teaching and learning standards.
Where transnational programs have high levels of involvement from third party
providers, in the form of teaching, the contextualisation of curriculum, and/or
assessment, the risks of demonstrating equivalency in a data-driven standards

framework, are likely to be greater.
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Conclusion
The recent shift in Australia away from quality assurance and auditing of institutions,
to a more precise standards-based framework has considerable implications for
Australian transnational education. A standards framework that relies heavily on the
comparison of data has implications to drive institutional behaviour away from certain
forms of international collaborations and types of transnational delivery. The
comparison of data does not sufficiently allow for interpretations and a
contextualisation of complex teaching and learning processes in different cultural
settings. When policies require equivalent standards in transnational education, then
the risks for transnational may be too high. Even if policy settings allow for
comparable standards, any differences in data will be considered a risk to standards.
The notion of difference and the desire to reach equivalency fails to recognize the
complexities of transnational education and ultimately is unproductive in generating
mutually beneficial, long-term, sustainable partnerships. To minimise any potential
differences, Australian institutions are likely to constrain the types of international
partnerships, the types of transnational delivery and reduce the number of programs.
This in turn will have implications for countries that use transnational education as a
way of capacity building. It is likely to restrict access to Australian higher education

for students in those countries.
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Abstract
The characteristic of complex, dynamic domains, such as an emerging domain, is that
the information necessary to describe them is not fully established. Standards are not
yet established for these domains, and hence they are difficult to describe and present,
and methods are needed that will reflect the changes that will occur as the domains
develop and mature. This research proposes the Liverpool Metadata or LiMe
methodology to develop an ontology and organise the knowledge that is necessary for
developing the domain environment descriptions. Its aim is to capture Knowledge
Information (KI) from research articles and translate this into semantic information
with web description languages such as XML(s), RDF(s), and OWL. LiMe represents
an Ontological Framework, which provides the concept characteristics, represented as
a concept framework that specifies conceptualisations of the knowledge. LiMe
supports the Semantic Web development. “e-Learning” has been chosen as an
example of an emerging domain in this research. The characteristics of e-Learning
concepts will be extracted from research articles of journal websites such
ScienceDirect, Springer, etc and represented as knowledge. LiMe also explicitly

represents how these concepts are developed and evolve to represent the domain.

Keywords: E-learning domain; emerging domain; knowledge information; ontology;

semantic Web
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Introduction
Overview
The range and quantity of information available via the Internet today has created
well-known problems of information overload, including difficulty of access and
problems of selecting information that is appropriate and reliable. To address these
problems, ways were required to categorise and organise information for access by
users. The idea of using multiple sources can facilitate the reliability of knowledge,

but increases the need for effective knowledge management.

A domain of knowledge can typically be seen from different perspectives. Also,
information about them is diverse and possibly contradictory. Think for example of
the huge mass of information contributed every day on the Internet. Therefore,
methods are needed to classify and identify information to find reliable sources to

construct the knowledge.

In addition, information can change and be flexible, based on time and need. For
example, complex domains such as software development have a lot of platforms and
standards. Knowledge or concepts in the domain have been defined or represented in
different ways. Therefore, users find it difficult to choose the suitable system or

concepts for their own environmental needs.

This shapes a complex and unstructured environment where unstable concepts and
information are contributed all the time in a domain. The representation itself of the
domain is also difficult. It needs methods to capture new concepts, organise existing

concepts, and translate into well-formed information that could be shared and reused.

41



The IAFOR Journal of Education Volume 1 - Issue 1 - Spring 2013

Objectives

The work in this research sits broadly in the field of Knowledge Management (KM).
KM (Eriksson, H., 2004) 1is identified as the capabilities and communication that
include: (1) converting individual to group-available knowledge; (2) converting data
to knowledge; (3) converting text to knowledge; (4) connecting people to knowledge;
(5) connecting knowledge to knowledge; (6) connecting people to people; and (7)
connecting knowledge to people. It is represented as the combination of documents
and ontology that can help organisations describe, store, catalogue, and retrieve

information in a systematic manner.

This research introduces an approach that can help the users to classify their
information and to represent it with a well-formed structure. The approach provides
an ontological framework to structure one individual existing domain. This work
focuses in particular on the problem of information management in an organisation.
Information within an organisation needs to be accessed for different purposes.
Experiences from individuals in the organisation help forming the common
understanding, which could used or reused to develop new information, therefore it
needs to be made shareable and reusable. In fact, individual experiences are a very
important source of knowledge. For examples, researchers use the educational
experiences to find the information about their experiences, governors used the
working experiences to organise their daily information, and teachers collected the

information from books, experiments, and so on to prepare their courses.
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The aim of the research described in this research is to investigate issues involved in
the representation and management of knowledge arising in an emerging domain. A
number of techniques have been used for representing domain knowledge. In most
cases, these methods assume the existence of a well-defined body of knowledge that
can be assumed to be reliable and definitive, and needs only to be organised
appropriately. In the case of emerging domains of knowledge, however, these
assumptions are not valid. In this case, the “body of knowledge” is incomplete and
constantly changing, and may include significant errors, inconsistencies, and
instances of different assumptions, conclusions and terminology. Only when the
domain reaches a state of relative maturity can these issues be resolved definitively.
Meanwhile, however, there remains a need for researchers and practitioners to make

use of the knowledge while it is in this state of evolution.

This research proposes a framework, Liverpool Metadata (LiMe), as the way to
transform the individual experiences into relevant information for a particular domain
by applying an ontology approach, structuring these experiences in terms of concepts
and the relation between concepts. Concepts are defined from different perspectives
under the same domain. These could be redefined, reused and described as
specification of the particular domain. The development processes of the LiMe
methodology is described in the following section. LiMe provides techniques to
measure the relation between the concepts in the ontological framework. This allows
to store and access with the other. The relation between the concepts presents as
knowledge to improve the framework from new information. It is described with the

well-defined descriptions such the formal language such XML(s) and RDF(s).
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An ontology is a shared description of concepts and relationships in domain
knowledge. It consists of terms, their definitions, axioms relating to them, and a
taxonomy organizing them. The main objective of an ontology is to enable
communication and knowledge sharing by capturing a shared understanding of terms
that can be used by humans and programs. It has been argued for the use of
knowledge representation techniques capable of reflecting the situated nature of
human cognition (Gahegan, W.P.a.M., 2007). It also facilitates the sharing and reuse
of information and can reduce the analysis, design, and development time of complex

systems.

Within the body of knowledge to represent, a distinction can be made between
information coming from referential sources and information coming from practical

sources.

Referential sources use documents such as a research paper which provides reliability
to the domain. Practical sources use the working experiences such tasks, activities,
etc. In case study section, the approach will be exemplified by means of two case
studies, one in the educational field (e-learning case study) and one in the governance

field (e-inspection case study).
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For both the above cases, information was developed with the cyclical processes.

Firstly, new concepts were defined from individual experiences and formed the

structure of knowledge. This was represented as a tree of concepts. Secondly, each

concept was linked with the other concepts forming relationships. Users are helped

define and arrange these concepts by the LiMe environment. LiMe introduces

similarity of concepts in the ontological framework and provides the user with

directions for descriptions: generalisation and specification. Therefore, the users can

define the appropriate descriptions for each individual information environment.

Figure 1 illustrates the main spirit of LiMe approach: users characterise their own

requirements on the domain and are helped to represent them in an ontology.

Organisations typically have to deal with lots of information which is unstructured

and difficult to reuse and share.
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Case Studies Outline

In this study, two different organisations, educational and government environment
will be used to show how an ontological approach can help classify information in
complex scenarios.

The e-Learning case study demonstrates the use of referential sources to capture
online learning concepts from research papers to shape the domain knowledge for the
Valaya Alongkon Rajabhat University. E-learning is a good example of an “emerging
domain”, that is a domain which has the particular additional difficulty that the
current body of knowledge is not stable (O’Hara, C.B.a.K., 2007). Research into e-
Learning is currently very active (M del Puerto P., 2008), and the concepts involved
are constantly also being redefined and introduced in different ways. In the case
study described in this research, human researchers deal with an emerging domain by
a process of continuous review of published literature, from which the current
consensus emerges. In the same way, published research papers will be used as the

input resources of this research.

The second case study will demonstrate the use of practical sources to represent the

information that is used for describing the problems in the project inspections task for

the Royal Thai Government. It will later describe these case studies in detail.
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Research problem
In the Internet era, people are using the information from the websites or place that
they connect to. Technology provides a convenient living style. However, there are
some problems for information developers in case of complex and ever changing,
emerging domains, such as in the government sector or e-learning. The increasing
amount of information, especially internal information such documents, projects,

tasks, requests, etc, contributes to the unstructured nature of information.

The obstacle of accessing the appropriated information needs much more time and

high development costs. This research will provide processes of information

classification by using an ontology approach. This is the beginning of this research

problem. The research question and problem is described below:

® Research question: Is it possible to organise the information of an emerging
domain by using an ontology approach?

® Hypothesis I: The experiences or information from the different people could be
represented with the ontology. These come from the individual person of the
organisation.

® Hypothesis II: Information from an emerging domain could be used and shared
the information by using the existing ontological framework.

® Hypothesis I1I: Semantic Web could be developed from the existing ontological
framework as input.

In this research, an attempt will be made to define ontologies to facilitate environment

description and represent a complex, frequently changing domain. A tool, LiMe has

been implemented to capture the relevant information from a particular domain. The
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objective is to transfer information and data from paper or oral communication to a

representation of the knowledge in a computer system.

Literature review
In this research, an ontology development approach is proposed for capturing
information and knowledge in complex domains, such as an emerging domain or a
domain involving flexible information, various approaches and methods that change
constantly. E-Learning systems will be used to illustrate a domain of the former kind,
while a government setting will be used to illustrate a domain of the latter. In the
implementation of the research, languages such as XML(s), RDF(s), and OWL are
used to describe the domain environment. This chapter reviews the literatures to
support the research approach. The section has the following four main sections:
® Knowledge: problems such as using knowledge in various platforms, describing
knowledge with different approaches, time to develop knowledge in the
organisation, etc. Knowledge development is introduced to facilitate and solve
these kinds of problem.
® Ontology: ontology technology could be used to organise the knowledge.
® An e-Learning system: the e-Learning systems has introduced as domain
example.
® Semantic Web: it has been used to represent the flexible knowledge information

in the domain.
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Knowledge and Information
Knowledge characteristic has been classified as degree of articulation and aggregation
(Cooper, 2007). It is information in the context of other information, such as the

relationship between data, information, knowledge and wisdom represented in it.

Knowledge is different from information when it has been used or introduced as
problem solutions. The knowledge definitions are concerning on the goal of the
problem. For example, the knowledge (in term of learning/teaching of online
environment) is the information about the courses in the pedagogical curriculum.

Knowledge is the information which solved the particular problem.

Information is derived from raw data in the events. For example, the registration data
such as student information, courses registration details, are contributed when the
students choose the online courses. Information could be constructed from these data
such as registration table, numbers of the courses that open for selecting,

instructor/teachers/allocating to the courses.

Knowledge has been defined as classification, without the classification human could
be thought, action, or organisation such example of Dewey Decimal Classification
(DDC) which is a method that uses in US Library of Congress classification
(Wingyan, 2007). Knowledge is unstructured information provided by different
sources such research papers or working experiences. The next section will present

some techniques to manage knowledge.
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Ontology

This research is concerned with building an ontological e-Learning requirements
framework to facilitate the users or the developer to understand and use it for
referencing, describing, searching, retrieving their own environment from the
academic research methods or article as knowledge resources. An ontology specifies a
common conceptualisation, independent of data model, and this may be presented as
Semantic Web. It extracts data user contributions, and captures data as people share
their knowledge in terms of classes and relations between classes. It represents
existing things by illustrating and structuring the knowledge from important
vocabularies. Basically, people adopt their vocabularies to the ontologies. Then,
description languages such XML(s), RDF(s), OWL have been introduced to encode
the structured data and tie it with common vocabularies as classes, properties, and

relations with well-maintenance namespaces.

The domain will be represented as a common framework and helps to integrate or
exchange data from multiple resources. The consistent knowledge of a specific
domain environment is captured and combined with different information sources.
Then, a reasoning approach is needed to support to interpret this framework as

semantic knowledge.

In ontology, the characteristics of an interest domain have been described as concepts
or entities, properties of the concepts, and relations between concepts that include the
constraints (Patil, 2005). Thus, it will be used as value-mapping (support the various
format or data), and scalability (depending on the context of data) (N.Huhns,

K.M.a.M.,, 1997).
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An ontology is a specification of a concept or property as knowledge (Sheng, 2004) or
a concept framework (Zhang, 2006) and content management that consists of five
primitives (Wang, 2006): class, relation, function, axiom, and instance. It specifies a
conceptualisation of a domain in a term of concepts, attributes, relations, instances,
and theories. A concept is a set of individuals or objects in a domain. An attribute is
used to depict an intrinsic feature of objects. In addition, the domain scopes or
objectives of the domain will be described with concepts and relations. Semantic
translation determines the similarity between terms as instances of different domains

and maps instances from one to other.

In practical terms, Semantic Web technology uses Ontology abilities to communicate
between human and computer by providing an explicit specification for the
conceptualisation of the existing domain. The classic Web will be extended with the

meaning of concepts on Semantic Web which could also be shared and reused.

Next, it will explain examples of the research areas that used ontologies to describe

their domain environment.

In Information Retrieval systems (Hwang, M.K., 2007), ontology is used to create,
query, inference, and management information that help users to edit, delete, and
modify the existing knowledge in the domain. In order to retrieve the information

from the ontology, the reasoning and processing will be used in the query engine.

For example in the tourism domain (Dai, B.A.W., 2005), it is not only information

such as the accommodation profiles (details, facilities, etc) that is annotated with RDF
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metadata which could be retrieved but also tourism information such as water
quality, places, etc could be annotated as semantic data and used for intelligent

search (Sebastian Hiibner, R.S., 2004).

Wingyan (2007) proposed Web directories to use ontologies to organise voluminous
information into hierarchical structures, and help users to quickly locate relevant

information and to support decision-making.

E-Learning
An e-Learning system is an education system that is provided in an online
environment, usually via the Internet. Various related terms include virtual classroom,

online learning, web-based learning, computer based learning, web instructions, etc.

The use of the Internet in education has the potential to motivate students and
teachers, increase student participation and interaction in the classroom, and provide
students with a more active role in their learning and increased autonomy in the
educational process. While teachers are requested to use the capability of the new
high technology to facilitate learning processes, students are encouraged to improve

their learning through computer and networked-based activities.

For example, the Ubiquitous e-Learning (Norm Friesen, R.M., 2005) is a formal

education which not only outside the classroom but also outside the education

environment such as workplace, street, home.
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In addition, an e-learning environment (Norm Friesen, 2005) regards teaching as a
continuous process transferring knowledge with delivery in different forms such as
offline and online learning; self paced and live learning; structural and unstructured

learning; formal and informal learning.

With LiMe, a learning environment to be developed as e-Learning will be designed
and organised, and the environment based on individual requirements. These
requirements will be transformed as a common understanding framework which
available to be modified by each user. The different facilities such human or
knowledge experiences, technologies, learning materials, etc could be solved by using

this common understanding framework.

Semantic Web

Semantic Web has been used to produce a semantic context-aware knowledge
management framework that enables to integrate knowledge discovery, retrieval, and
reuse (Norm Friesen, 2003).

Semantic Web technologies use smart tools to assist the system administrators to
manage and control various kinds of problem. The requirements of the domain
environments could be represented without misunderstanding by extracting and
modelling the knowledge from the various documents and using Ontology to access
and manage knowledge. Consequently, the common understanding of concepts is

presented as semantic knowledge.

One of the most important aspects of the Semantic Web is searching knowledge from

ontologies. Rules of representation have been designed in machine understandable
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form (Nenad, 2002) facilitates to achieve the semantic information. However, it needs
mechanisms and background knowledge about the domain for processing on

ontologies such as updating or adopting their knowledge and reasoning strategies.

Liverpool Metadata

This chapter will illustrate the methodology to build and share ontologies for
representing an Emerging Domain such as the e-Learning requirements domain, and
will introduce ‘LiMe’ (Liverpool Metadata), as a means to facilitate the description of

the Knowledge Information.

The idea of LiMe is to provide the descriptors or concepts which represented
knowledge that obtained from research papers. In an emerging domain, the research
papers provide the only effective knowledge resources, and using an ontology enables

to describe this as knowledge information from them.

LiMe presents the knowledge specification of domain environment and provides the
ability to share and reuse knowledge, providing a common understanding among
different perspectives. People often give different names or definitions for the same
thing, or different things can be described with the same definitions. An ontology

aims to help this kind of problem.
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Aim
The characteristic of an Emerging Domain (ED) is that the information necessary to
describe it is not fully established, and hence it is difficult to describe and present, and
needs methods that will reflect the changes which will occur as the domain develops

and matures.

Knowledge/Information Ontologies provide the knowledge or descriptions that are
necessary for developing the domain environment descriptions. The aim is to capture
knowledge information from the research papers and convert to Web Description

Language such as XML(s), RDF(s), and OWL.

It represents Knowledge/Information as Ontological framework, in which Concept
Ontologies provide the concept characteristics which are represented as a concept
framework that specifies conceptualisations of the knowledge. Representation
Ontologies use the Semantic Web to illustrate the domain environment based on an

ontological framework.

Characteristics
Methodologies used to develop an ontology have five different techniques: frames
and first order logic, description logic, software engineering, and databases (Gomez-

Perez, 2004).

LiMe uses the database technique and presents the domain with hierarchy of concepts

as tree in the figure 2. It has been designed to store knowledge from information or

paragraphs of the research articles. Both information and paragraphs are called

55



The IAFOR Journal of Education Volume 1 - Issue 1 - Spring 2013

Knowledge/Information (KI) which is a consensual knowledge used to extract the

concepts and their properties as Object Oriented modelling.

Environment will be organised and represent the characteristic of the domain. The
particular environment is the subsystem or sub-organisation that represents the
functions in the domain. For example, in e-Learning domain, it consists of learning,

teaching, and management.

Knowledge/Information in the particular environment is used as referencing resources
that defined concept, properties, and instances. This information also facilitates to
define the relation between concepts. Relation is the relationship between two or more
concepts. LiMe classifies the relation in two different relation categories:
specification and generalisation. It also presents the semantic meaning direction.
Specification is the top-down approach and generalisation is the bottom-up approach.
Both approaches are used to develop trees or taxonomies that are called ontologies in
the domain. A circumstance of domain uses ontologies to exchange the common
understanding and give as a structure framework.

LiMe methodology organises domains as a five-level taxonomy. For example:

® Domain: e-Learning

® Environment: Learning, Teaching, Administration, Infrastructure, etc.

o Knowledge/Information: definitions or meaning, functions, Examples, etc.

® Metadata: Learning Material, Student, Teacher, Learner, Instructor, etc.

® Properties: Learning process, tasks, etc.
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LiMe Resources

LiMe illustrates a hierarchy of research papers as Web resources and Knowledge for
developing the Ontology of a particular domain environment. A research paper is
organised with two parts: Reference Resource and Knowledge. It is introduced as
Web Resources which contain reference information and knowledge. Knowledge will
be classified as Information that is captured from the research paper or the individual

experience which is contributed by the developers.

A research paper contributes information such as research problems, research
methods, objectives, research results, and conclusion, represented using text, tables,
or diagrams. This information is used as Knowledge /Information (KI) for developing
an ontology. LiMe captures KI from the research papers using the individual
experience and background knowledge of the (human) reader. Moreover, LiMe uses
KI to extract or define the concepts that are related to the domain. A concept may be
a general concept or class, a specific concept or property/instance, or a relation

concept that represent the relationship between concepts, instances, or properties.

Instead of searching the knowledge based on keywords from the journal, LiMe
organises knowledge that facilitates to reduce the retrieval time. The unnecessary
article will not be listed. However, the appropriate concepts that facilitate to identify

or describe the knowledge are important, costly, and time consuming process.

LiMe’s Development Cycle

To capture the Emerging Domain (ED), flexible or new concepts are extracted from

the research domain. LiMe presents these concepts knowledge as Metadata and uses

57



The IAFOR Journal of Education Volume 1 - Issue 1 - Spring 2013

to develop ontology. LiMe proposes the development cycle (Figure 2) with four basic
methods: KI identification, Concepts extraction, Ontology development, and

Requirements representation.

Knowledge Information

[=] a

KI ] P Metadata

A ]
Semantic Knowledge Patterns Metadata

o " o v

Requirements < . Ontology

representation Development

Ontologica

Figure 2: This figure illustrates LiMe development cycle.
The information relating to the ED is gathered from research papers. Our aim focuses
on transforming the Domain specification to Semantic Knowledge.

Domain specification > Semantic Knowledge

In LiMe, domain specifications will be represented as the requirements from various
researchers that contributed KI included both approaches and results in this research
domain area. This knowledge will be organised with concepts that extracted from this
knowledge information. Concepts also represent the patterns of knowledge which is
used to classify the knowledge categories such as meanings, definitions,

specifications, functions, tasks, etc.

An ontology in our research is the knowledge classification. It describes the domain
specification. It translates the KI in each particular environment to ontological
framework. This framework is the place for interchanging the knowledge in the

environment and will be interpreted as semantic knowledge with Semantic Web.
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Knowledge identification

In order to extract the knowledge from the research paper, LiMe imports the
Knowledge/Information by using the academic journal search engine which the
keywords to gather the domain specification from search engines of the academic
journal websites such as Springer, ScienceDirect, IEEE Xplorer, etc. However, this
phase does not an automated mechanism, human still have to choose and find the
related papers. This process could take a lot of time especially for non-expert

knowledge domain developer within huge related domain articles are listing.

LiMe describes KI as the crucial information or context information that help the
users (developers, researchers, etc) to understand about the domain where could
locate on paragraphs of paper articles such abstracts terms, definitions, notation,
abbreviations, examples, approach, results, experiences, discussion, related topics,

and so on.

In addition, LiMe also introduces the patterns of knowledge such as
meaningful/definitions (descriptions), components (properties, instances), restrictions
(relations, condition, constraints), etc. which could be added and improved. LiMe will
store these patterns as KI categories and use them to reduce the time of capturing in
the future. In order to understand, the tasks of Knowledge identification have been
represented as follows:
1. Define the scope or particular environment of domain of interest, which is the
objective for developing an ontology. For example, this research concerns on

describing the e-Learning requirements domain, therefore, the objective is to
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develop an ontology to annotate requirement in e-Learning domain, to help e-
Learning researchers or organisation developers.

2. Define the keywords that related to the domain or scope, such as topics, title,
instances, etc. Instead of only generate keywords from background experiences
consideration, keywords could be found in the LiMe’s thesaurus within the
existing environment framework.

3. Use the keywords to find the related articles from the academic journal websites.
With the large number of online papers, existing keyword-based searches
retrieve many irrelevant papers that may use a certain word in different contexts;
they might also miss papers when different words about the desired content are
used.

4. Find the crucial information related to the domain, based on the previous patterns
or categories. A pattern is a kind of context that identifies the relation to the
scope, environment, or domain which is not easy to identify. Especially,
different researchers express their knowledge in different ways. Background
experiences of the domain will help to identify the knowledge context from the
general information.

5. Capture the KI from articles and store it to the LiMe system. This KI will also
translate to the formal language XML(s). LiMe also captures the article profiles
such as title, author(s), journal, volume, issue, page, and URL. This information
is a reference resource to refer during developing an ontology. Note that LiMe
does not upload the file resource.

6. Update and improve the pattern identification. All the tasks are repetitive tasks.
LiMe enables the developer to define the patterns which are the contextual

criteria of KI.
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Metadata extraction

LiMe produces sets of Metadata of the domain environment which are extracted from

KI obtained from the research domain articles. LiMe presents Metadata in the term of

“concept”. In order to extract the concept from the KI, the follow steps are followed:

1. Find the general or specific topic such as subject or object in the statement. LiMe
is concerned with capturing the definitions, components, or functions from the
KI. There are various ways to find the concept in the paragraphs: find the
specific concept, find the general or abstract concept, and use experiences to
define the concept.

2. Given the type of concept, LiMe has four different concept types: class,
properties, relations, and instances. Class is the entity or the existing things of
the environment in the domain. Properties are the specification details of the
concept. Relations are the relationship between concepts, which are properties
of a concept. Instances are the example objects for concepts. Some concepts
could be both class and properties. LiMe presents concepts as the Object
Oriented model in Class, attributes and objects.

3. Define an explicit relation hierarchy between the concepts in the same KI. In
addition, properties, and instances are used to specify characteristic of concept.
LiMe uses taxonomies to organise concepts, properties, relations, and instances
in the ontology. LiMe has relation based on type of the concepts.

4. Compare this topic with LiMe’s thesauri that provide semantic between concepts
such as synonym relationships. Then, update the new concept to the thesauri. A
concept might take different assumptions from different perspectives and be used

in different areas. In order to clarify the definition, LiMe proposes the existing
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concepts with an ontological framework that could be specified the definition for
creating the new concept in the thesauri.

5. Generate tree or taxonomy of the concepts to represent knowledge and also
translate this taxonomy to formal description language such as XML(s), and
RDF(s). Therefore knowledge is represented with one or more taxonomies from

a particular KI as independent descriptions.

At this step, LiMe produces Metadata that will be used to describe the knowledge
from KI. LiMe has classified Metadata based on the three basis functional types
described from the statements in KI. Descriptive Metadata is a concept that describes
the information such as meaning, definitions, etc of the knowledge. Structural
Metadata is a concept that classifies or structures information of the knowledge.
Finally, Administrative Metadata is a concept that describes information such as
constraints, conditions, rules, etc of the knowledge. A set of concepts extracted from

KI will be represented in this task.

Ontology development

LiMe proposes to develop an ontology for representing the Emerging domain. The
development process is mainly integrating the taxonomies constructed from KI of
research articles. An Ontological Framework (OF) is the result of this method. It
enables developers to communicate and interact to the Emerging Domain by
contributing the common understanding of concepts. This is a structure information

that objective, accessible reusability, and flexible accomplishment.
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In order to develop an ontology, LiMe proposes two basic processes: Similarity

measurement, and Taxonomies integration as following.

Similarity measurement
LiMe uses the similarity between two concepts to reduce the redundancy and presents
consistent concepts. Similarity could be easily detected by humans, whereas

computers need to evaluate parameters to identify the similarity.

Currently, there are some methods that contribute to similarity algorithms such as
Information-based similarity (Al-Mubaid, 2006), functional and textual based method
(Ganjisaffar, 2006), and similarity graph (Andreasen, 2003). And, the relationships
between concepts could be described in the terms of Synonymies, Hyponymies, and
Overlapping (Maria Ruiz-Casado, 2005). Synonymies denote that two or more
concepts have the same meaning. Hyponymies denote that a concept has more than
one meaning. Overlapping indicate that concepts are neither synonymies nor one
hyponymy of each other, but represent to some extent the same reality.

LiMe proposes to use the combinations of two techniques to compute the similarity
between concepts: first, using the weight of the concepts, and secondly, using the

distance between concepts.

Weight-based technique. This similarity method described in (Ganjisaftar, 2006) is
based on functional and textual information. The concept similarity function
calculates, from a pair of concepts, a real number between 0 and 1, expressing the

degree of similarity between two concepts, based on two characteristics: Taxonomy
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based concepts and weight Information Content. The “1” value indicates that a pair of

concepts are strongly similar whereas “0” indicates that they are different.

Edge-based technique. This similarity technique counts the edges between concept
cl, and c2. For example, (Zhumin, 2006) describes Wu and Palmer algorithm that
calculated the similarity between concepts as following.

Sim(cl,c2)=2x /(x +2x )
Where and are the length of the path from c1 and c2 to their most specific common

super-concept ¢3, and is the length of the path from c3 to the root of the hierarchy.

Taxonomy integration. In order to integrate taxonomies from a domain, LiMe focus
on a similarity measurement. The relation between common concepts will be defined
with “is-A” and “part-Of” relationships. The “is-A” relation is used to express that a
pair of concepts have fully similar characteristics. The “part-Of” relation is used to

express that there are partly similar characteristics between two concepts.

LiMe uses both a Top-down and a Bottom-up approach to integrate and express the
knowledge direction in taxonomies. Top-down approach is used to annotate a more
abstract concept with the specific existing concepts. This could be extracted not only
from the research papers but also provided by domain experts as their background

experiences.

To optimise taxonomies, LiMe uses Term matching technique patterns (Asanee,

2004) that integrate the similarities concepts to structure, form, or extend the

taxonomies with four different cases.
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A term matching technique is used to integrate a taxonomy which has a concept that
could be expressed with relations to a different taxonomy. In additional, a consistency
concept is the similarity between concepts in different taxonomies and could be
expressed with the”is-a” or “part-of” relation. LiMe calls an existing taxonomy that is

extended with a consistency concept as a core hierarchy.

Requirements representation. LiMe is concerned with representing Knowledge that
is constructed from individual user perspectives. LiMe defines knowledge provided

from the individual research article as requirements.

In order to provide a dynamic or flexible representation, a distinction can be made of
the source contributing knowledge in two basic types: the reference requirements and
the user-defined requirements. This will allow the users or developers to have a

flexible opportunity to define their knowledge as knowledge template.
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Figure 3: Knowledge Blog in LiMe.
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The reference requirements are perspectives on the knowledge, the information from
the research paper or articles. The user-defined requirements are contributed by the
users or developer in the organisation and will be used to understand the background
knowledge about the domain. It is possible that they do not have the knowledge or

understanding about the domain environment.

With the various different knowledge perceptions, a flexible representation approach
is required to handle the various information formats. This work proposes a semantic
blog, the Knowledge Blog (KBlog), to organise and describe the different

understandings of the Ontological Framework in the domain (Figure 3).

The main contribution of the Knowledge Blog is the idea of using a Blog to present
the conceptual knowledge. With Blog technology, the knowledge contents are
gathered from the individual requirements and research contributions on the web. The
KBlog provides the interface to the knowledge of the domain as mechanism of
knowledge annotation and facilitates the users to look and find across the blog

comparing their knowledge with the others.
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Case Studies
In order to illustrate how to use the ontological Framework, this section will present
the results from two case studies: an educational and a government based case. LiMe
helped produce the ontological framework which was used to develop Semantic Web

solutions in each domain.

The following evaluation has been carried out, and feedback was obtained on the
development. These web based applications are fully implemented and have been

used in a real environment.

Teacher environment

LiMe has been introduced to support the web development for Valaya Alongkorn
Rajabhat University (VRU). This university had attempted to implement an e-
Learning policy but this did not work in their environment. LiMe was employed to to

help improve the teaching and learning environment.

In order to do this, LiMe started from the teaching environment. It mainly supported
the teachers in the grading system. In this environment, the activities of students and

teachers are homework submission, class attendance, online exam, and grading.

The web developer used LiMe to find useful concepts of the teaching environment
from the ontological framework and improved the framework with their teacher
working experiences. This provided suitable design requirements and a clear picture
before developing the software. Teachers had the opportunity to contribute their

requirements.
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LiMe was especially useful to reduce the time of the requirement collection. The, it
was used to present the environment structure. This structure could be modified or
improved to accommodate the individual requirements. The following figure (Figure

4) represents the screen snapshot of the application that used LiMe to design and

organize information from the ontological framework.
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Figure 4: web-based application in the teacher ontological framework.

Faculty environment 1

In this experiment, LiMe has been used to develop the information management for
the faculty environment in Thailand. It provided the ontological framework that
represented information about faculty. Figure 5 shows the Faculty of Science and
Technology at VRU. Faculty improved or modified this framework from their
requirements. LiMe improved the budget management framework for every section in

the faculty.
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LiMe also provided useful features in the operation patterns. It helped define services
for each member in the section as service framework. With LiMe, level of services
not only is classified but also related to the relevant information from the type of

member of staff using the system.
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Figure 5: web-based application in the Faculty environment

In addition, the users described their projects within the ontological framework
developed from the university framework. This helped establish the required
interoperability between the faculties in the university. The process of implementing

university strategies and monitoring project quality assurance was also improved.

Faculty environment 2
In this experiment, an ontological framework has been applied to develop and
organise the information for the inspection system of the Royal Thai Government

(Figure 6).
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In Thailand, projects are created from the organisation of Ministries. Many projects
contribute to a budget plan. Projects need to be tracked to make sure they are
implemented correctly also in remote project areas such villages, and provinces. The
inspection serves not only to monitor the processes but also to provide relevant
information to the project owners.

LiMe has been used to collect the requirements and design the model of the
government inspection. This model will be deployed in the real environment.
Therefore, these requirements are very important and need a suitable structure of

information to support in the inspection process.
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Figure 6: The inspection in Thailand.
Practically, the government inspection has been designed in five processes: plan
direction, plan preparation, investigation, report, and knowledge management. An
ontological framework was developed for organising and retrieving the information

need in the system. It also helped to classify the project problems collected from
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various areas. The common understanding of the projects was provided to the

inspectors. This information was stored as the central information sources.

The Plan Direction process is the defining process. Problems coming from previous
projects will be addressed and used to find solutions or improvements. It involves
document classification, risk analysis, and inspection background information. This is

the useful information to support the inspectors from the remote area.

The Plan Preparation process is the plan creation. The inspectors will design the tasks,
problems, and schedules required by the projects. The relevant information about the
remote area, such as contact information, activities, requesting, and others, will be
organized to support the task. The topics that needed further information will be

developed. The most important information is the project details.

The Investigation process is the data collection process. Information has been
captured from the remote areas by the government inspectors. Suggestions and
solutions will be provided. These are the results of the project operations. Feedback

from the projects is stored in the structured information.

The Report process is the results representation. In order to improve the projects, all
information that captured from the remote areas is provided. Different perspectives of
the information will be developed and also the comments or suggestions will be added
in this process. LiMe applied the ontological framework in the report system. It
provided the report designing for the users which allowed modifying the report

templates based on the individual requirements.
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Lastly, the Knowledge Management process is the core process that applies to every
process. It involves information classification. Knowledge is the information used to
solve the problem. This is fully supported from LiMe methodology which captured
the information, extracted the concepts, developed the ontological framework, and

translated it into formal languages.

Basically, the different inspectors introduced different meanings for the information.
This is the feature the ontology approach was most useful with. The common
understanding of the information will be useful to the environment. The accuracy of
accessing the right information from the existing framework was very useful.
Knowledge itself could be improved from the descriptions. Therefore, this model will
be the more successful, the more members are participating to it. For this reason, the
system was designed the experiment as a social network (Figure 7), where members
can interact by sharing knowledge, experiences, problems, suggestions, comments,

etc, not only as text but also images, and video clips.

ﬁns)g)ec’ro"r inspection

process,—

fomedn  S1lilAErd sz vy | ninvmednlng

Ve aiion | ke
s st nneaehiing

e ¥

% k-
RN VA

a vy Sadbnaidy
Kancknan/Green

peace) !
“aw "ufin"an “dadus 7w Ras Sahe SeResn 1‘1 12%ma

Figure 7: This inspector application designing
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Conclusions

Results

This research contributed various terms or methods to this research. For example, the
term “Knowledge Information” was introduced to represent the crucial information
that is extracted from research articles. This KI has been captured and described based
on the individual perspectives from the researchers. It is very useful information,
especially for the researchers that require the articles related to their research areas.
Instead of searching the academic journal websites, they can use this information to

retrieve the related information and access the articles from the journal websites.

LiMe has classified knowledge into two different kinds: User-defined requirements
and Knowledge Information. The User-defined requirements are knowledge that is
contributed by the ontology developer, or domain expert. Knowledge Information is
knowledge that is captured from research articles. LiMe represents knowledge by

developing the combination between knowledge in an Ontological Framework.

An Ontological Framework is the intermediate information that provides the
specification of knowledge in the domain. It has been represented with a hierarchy of
concepts which is called taxonomy. LiMe integrates the taxonomies in the domain of

interest based on the knowledge topics.

In order to interact with this framework, LiMe proposes the Knowledge Blog to aid

the knowledge representation. It has been developed for retrieving, describing, and

analysing the knowledge from the domain.
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Future Works

LiMe has been proposed as an open environment methodology which extends current
methodologies. It is still in the development stage. Therefore, it is available to any
developer wishing to use this methodology to develop any Ontologies in any research

domain.

To perform at its best, LiMe needs a lot of information about the domain. More
knowledge information will produce more Metadata to describe the domain.
Therefore, LiMe needs a way to integrate Ontological Frameworks, and it could be
improved by applying results from the ontology community working on Ontology

merging, Ontology mapping, and Ontology alignment methodologies.

LiMe classifies the knowledge based on the individual topics. Therefore, flexible
information will be represented in different ways. Similarity methods are needed to

resolve the problems of inconsistency in the Ontological Framework.

In practice, LiMe uses description languages such XML(s), RDF(s), and OWL to
share and reuse an Ontological Framework. The specification of these languages or
versioning will enhance the reliability to describe the context and characteristics of

knowledge in Ontological Framework for individual environment domains.
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