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<  1>      

   (Feature) 
Detaliedness 
(10) 

Factors that represent how comprehensible 
and concrete the slides are. 
(preHighlight,numHighlight,avgNumHi
gh,preExample,preFormula,preTable,p
reImg,preExtLink,preAnim,topicDen) 

Structural 
Completeness 
(9) 

Factors that represent how well-structured 
to be easily understood the slides are. 
(preSummary,preBullet,preNumering,p
reTOC,preQ&A,numComp,compDistEasy,c
ompDistHard,compDistRatio) 

Readability 
(11) 

Factors that indicate how well the text is 
comprehensible. 
(ARI,Flesh,Kincaid,SMOG,numStopWord
,fracStop,avgTermLength,avgIDF,PPLM
Easy,PPLMHard,PPRatio) 

Length 
(16) 

Factors that capture the size of the 
presentation. 
(numSlide,relNumSlide,numTerm,avgNu
mTerms,numImg,avgNumImg,numTable,av
gNumTable,numFormula,avgNumFormula,
numExample,avgNumExample,numExtLink
,avgNumExtLink,numAnim,avgNumAnim) 

Formatting 
Style  
(14) 

Factors that capture the appearance of 
slides. 
(numFontSize,avgFontSize,maxFontSiz
e,minFontSize,defFontColor,numFontC
olor,avgNumFontColor,numFontName,av
gNumFontName,motherTongRatio,conFon
tFace,conFontSize,conIndLevel,conBa
ckTemp)
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.     ICC(Interclass 

Correlation Coefficient)[8]   0.62(Good)  
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1 http://google.com 

2017년 춘계학술발표대회 논문집 제24권 제1호(2017. 4)

- 1055 -



 (  1)    POI Extractor2  
  ,     

    .  
 Weka Tool 3  AdaBoost(number of iteration: 10, 

weight threshold: 100, classifier: Random Forest)  
   5-fold cross validation  

.  Precision, Recall, F1-score  
 (Baseline)  Ou et al.    
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(avgTermLength-Readability)   (numTerm- 
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Formatting Style)     
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<  4>     

AdaBoost 
Precision Recall F1-score 

 (Easy) 0.778 0.901 0.835 
(Hard) 0.655 0.422 0.514 
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2 https://poi.apache.org/ 
3 http://www.cs.waikato.ac.nz/ml/weka/ 
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