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Abstract

Cognitive diagnosis is a fundamental yet critical research task
in the field of intelligent education, which aims to discover
the proficiency level of different students on specific knowl-
edge concepts. Despite the effectiveness of existing efforts,
previous methods always considered the mastery level on the
whole students, so they still suffer from the Long Tail Effect.
A large number of students who have sparse data are per-
formed poorly in the model. To relieve the situation, we pro-
posed a Self-supervised Cognitive Diagnosis (SCD) frame-
work which leverages the self-supervised manner to assist
the graph-based cognitive diagnosis, then the performance on
those students with sparse data can be improved. Specifically,
we came up with a graph confusion method that drops edges
under some special rules to generate different sparse views
of the graph. By maximizing the consistency of the repre-
sentation on the same node under different views, the model
could be more focused on long-tailed students. Additionally,
we proposed an importance-based view generation rule to im-
prove the influence of long-tailed students. Extensive exper-
iments on real-world datasets show the effectiveness of our
approach, especially on the students with sparse data.

Introduction

Cognitive diagnosis (CD) is an essential part of the intel-
ligent education system (Liu|2021}; |Anderson et al|[2014).
Further works in intelligent education, i.e., knowledge track-
ing (Piech et al.|2015)), exercise recommendation (Wu et al.
2020) are based on the results of cognitive diagnosis. In the
cognitive diagnosis system, there are a series of students,
exercises, and knowledge concepts. For a given student, the
cognitive diagnosis task aims to predict the knowledge mas-
tery level on knowledge concepts based on his historical in-
teraction records (Lord|1952; Wang et al.|2020).

There has been a great development on cognitive diagno-
sis, such as linear model ITR (Lord||{1952), MIRT (Reck-
ase|[2009), and neural network-based model NCD (Wang
et al.||2020). Recent work RCD (Gao et al.|2021) explored
the application of graph convolutional networks (GCN) on
cognitive diagnosis and achieved the state-of-the-art results.
However, existing efforts are optimized based on the whole
students. According to our research, there is a serious long-
tailed problem in student-exercise interactions. Statistics of
two real-word datasets, i.e., junyi (Chang, Hsu, and Chen
2015) and ASSIST (Feng, Heffernan, and Koedinger|2009),
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Figure 1: Statistics of the number of students and interac-
tions grouping by interaction records. The horizontal coor-
dinate is the number of interactions per student in the group.
The left vertical coordinates indicate the percentage of stu-
dents in each group to the total students. And the right verti-
cal coordinate indicates the percentage of interactions of all
students in each group to the total interactions.

are showed in figure[T] Specifically, a minority students have
the vast majority interaction records. Existing models based
on overall optimization will favor these students and ignore
the long-tailed students.

In order to address the long-tailed problem in cognitive
diagnosis, the long-tailed nodes should improve their influ-
ence and have no impact on other nodes. Inspired by the
SGL (Wu et al.|2021)), we aim to generate sparse views of the
original student-exercise interaction graph. In the specially
designed sparse views, the graph dropped edges based on the
degree of nodes, so that the long-tailed nodes could achieve a
stronger influence. Additionally, we use the sparse views as
an auxiliary self-supervised task, the information discarded
in the process of edge dropout will have no impact on other
nodes. Specifically, we construct a graph contrastive learn-
ing for cognitive diagnosis, which provides self-supervised
signals by performing self-discrimination of nodes on sparse
views. The whole process can be summarized as following.

Number of interactions(%)



Firstly, in the graph constructed by student-exercise interac-
tion records, we build the edge importance based on the de-
gree of nodes. Then we generate different sparse views for
the interaction graph according to these edge importance.
Different from the view generation rules in previous self-
supervised graph learning work (Wu et al.[|2021} Zhu et al.
2021)), long-tailed nodes have greater weight in our gener-
ated views. By maximizing the consistency of the represen-
tation on the same node under different views, the model
could be more focused on long-tailed students.
Our key contributions are summarized threefold:

* We propose a new cognitive diagnosis framework SCD
based on self-supervised graph learning, which leverages
the auxiliary self-supervised signals to alleviate the data
sparse problem.

* In SCD, we design an importance-based view generation
rule to enhance the influence of long-tailed students.

* We have conducted extensive experiments on real-world
datasets to validate the effectiveness of our SCD, espe-
cially on long-tailed students.

Related Work

Cognitive Diagnosis

Cognitive diagnosis (CD) is the first step of intelligent ed-
ucation. Existing CD methods mainly depend on the as-
sumption that the cognitive states of the student maintain
stability in a stable scene. IRT (Lord!|1952) is considered
a milestone of CD, it predicted the accuracy of the student
through a manually designed function. Then, MIRT (Reck-
ase|2009)) extended the latent features of students and exer-
cised in IRT to multi-dimensions. However, the performance
of these traditional models is limited by the design of func-
tions. To overcome this limitation, NCD (Wang et al.|[2020)
leveraged the neural networks to model the interaction be-
tween students and exercises. RCD (Gao et al.|[2021)) first
modeled the relationships between knowledge concepts and
brought in the graph models to cognitive diagnosis. Another
mainstream foundational paradigm is DINA (De La Torre
2009). It directly modeled the relationship between students
and knowledge concepts, and took the slip and guessing into
account. An improved model of DINA is FuzzyCDM (Liu
et al.[[2018), which introduced the fuzzy logic control and
realized that the knowledge mastery state could keep a con-
stant value. Existing CD models have achieved good perfor-
mance for overall students. However, none of them takes the
long-tailed problem into account.

Graph Representation Learning

Graph-based representation learning has become a popu-
lar topic due to the ability of capturing interactions be-
tween data. GNN (Scarsell1 et al.[[2008}; Zhou et al.[[2020)
first introduced the information propagation mechanism of
neural networks into graph embedding. GNN-based models
had shown great success, such as GCN (Kipf and Welling
2016) and graphsage (Hamilton, Ying, and Leskovec|2017).
GAT (Velickovi¢ et al. 2017) introduced the attention
mechanism to capture the interactions between neighbor-
ing nodes. Recently, the methods (e.g., lightGCN (He et al.

2020)) of message passing on heterogeneous graphs are ex-
plored. Heterogeneous graphs could represent many real-
world interactions, such as the student-exercise relationship
in cognitive diagnostics. However, except RCD (Gao et al.
2021), there is few related work on cognitive diagnosis.

Self-supervised Learning

Self-supervised learning could alleviate the problem of
sparse labeling. Research on self-supervised learning can
be divided into three categories: context-based, temporal-
based, and contrastive-based. Context-based and temporal-
based learning are always suitable for Euclidean data, such
as text (Mikolov et al. 2013 Devlin et al. 2018), im-
ages (Doersch, Gupta, and Efros||2015; [Noroozi and Favaro
2016; [Pathak et al.||2016), videos (Sermanet et al. 2018}
Wang and Guptal 2015} Misra, Zitnick, and Hebert/[2016),
etc. Contrastive-based learning is usually applied on non-
Euclidean data such as graph structure data. Graph con-
trastive learning (Hjelm et al.|/[2018; (Oord, Li, and Vinyals
2018 Zhu et al.|2021) constructs two different views for the
same graph structure, and uses contrastive loss constraints to
capture the consistency of feature representations under dif-
ferent views. Benefiting from its good performance in data
sparseness, graph contrastive learning has achieved good
performance in recommendation systems (Wu et al.| 2021}
Xia et al.|[2022). Inspired by it, to address the long-tailed
problem in cognitive diagnosis, we constructed a suitable
self-supervised model to learn student and exercise features.

Preliminaries

We formally define the cognitive diagnosis task. To apply
graph contrastive learning on cognitive diagnostic task, we
construct a cognitive diagnostic relationship graph.

Problem Statement

Let S = {s1,82,...,sm}, E ={e1,eq,...,en}and C =
{c1,¢a, ..., cx } be the set of students, exercises and knowl-
edge concepts, respectively. Q-matrix Q € {0, 1}V*K
which contains the relation of exercises with concepts is usu-
ally labeled by experts. (); ; = 1 denotes that exercise e; is
related to knowledge concept c; and the reverse @; ; = 0.
The response records of the students are given in the form
of triplet (s,e,t), where s € S;e € E, and t is the score
that the student s got on exercise e. R is the set of response
records. Given the students’ response records set R and Q-
matrix @, the goal of cognitive diagnosis task is to diagnose
students’ proficiency on knowledge concepts.

Relation Graph

Following the student-exercise-concept relation graph pro-
posed in RCD (Gao et al.[|2021), we construct a relation
graph applicable to graph contrastive learning. The knowl-
edge concept nodes C' act as intermediate nodes to associate
exercises which have the same knowledge concept. Two sub-
graphs are constructed, which are the student-exercise inter-
action subgraph G,. and the exercise-concept relation sub-
graph Ge..
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Figure 2: Overview of SCD. The upper part shows the workflow of the cognitive diagnosis main task. And the bottom illustrates
the workflow of the self-supervised graph learning task. The main task uses the original relation graph to predict student
performance, and the self-supervised graph learning task uses the generated view from edge dropout for contrastive learning.

The two tasks share the graph convolutional network.

Student-Exercise Interaction Subgraph We model the
interaction record of students and exercises as a bipartite
graph Gs. = (Vse, Rse), where the node set Vs, = SU FE
involves all students and exercise, and edge rs. € Rs rep-
resents student s has answered exercises e.

Exercise-Concept Relation Subgraph The construction
of the exercises-concept relation graph relies on the Q-
matrix. We denote it as Go. = (Vec, Rec), Where the node
set V.. = F U C is the union of exercises and knowledge
concept, and edge set R is generated from the Q-matrix.
As the above 7. € R.. indicates that exercise e involves the
knowledge concept c.

Methodology

In this paper, we propose a Self-supervised graph learning
for Cognitive Diagnosis (SCD), which assists main super-
vised task by self-supervised signals. First, the task of our
method is briefly shown. Then we present the main task and
self-supervised task separately.

Overview

As shown in Figure 2| our SCD model can be divided
into two tasks: the main supervised task and the auxiliary
self-supervised task. Two tasks share the GCN model. The
main task is a common graph-based cognitive diagnostic
task which leverages the student embeddings and exercise

embeddings from the GCN output to make predictions on
student scores. For self-supervised graph learning, we con-
structed two different views based on the relational graph
by the proposed rule of dropping edges. By maximizing the
consistency of the same node on two generated views and
minimizing that of different nodes, we could enable GCN to
be more focused on long-tailed nodes.

Embedding Layer

Embedding layer encodes the students, exercises, and
knowledge concepts into embedding vectors. Let S
RMxd g — RNXd gnd ¢ = RE*4 pe trainable matrix,
where M, N and K denotes the number of students, exer-
cises and knowledge concepts respectively. d is the dimen-
sion of the embedding vector, which is usually set to the
same size with the number of knowledge concepts. Student
s; is encoded as one-hot vector. We can get its embedding
vector s} by multiplying one-hot vector s; with trainable
matrix S. Similarly, the embedding vector of the exercise
e; and knowledge concept ¢;, can be obtained in the same
way. The embedding Later can be modeled as:

1_ Tg 1 _ T 1_ T
s; =85, e,=¢€ FE, ¢, =¢C,

(1)

where s}, ej,c; € RY, s; € {0,1}M, e; € {0,1}" and

Ck € {0, I}K.



GCN Model

The input of the first layer in GCN model is the output of the
embedding layer. GCN is a process of neighborhood cluster
based on graph structure. The representation of each node
is the cluster of the neighbor representations in the previous
layer. As shown in figure 2] the outputs of the GCN based
on the original relational graph and the generated views are
leveraged for the cognitive diagnosis main task and the self-
supervised learning task respectively. Let s, eé- and c% be
the input student, exercise and knowledge concept embed-

ding victors of the I-th GCN layer respectively. st e!*!

[ =g
and céjl are updated after the neighbor aggregation. As for
student e;, the embedding is updated in layer [ by aggregat-

ing the embeddings of the exercise nodes neighbored:

I+1 _ 1l l
s, = E a;;e; + s, )
JENE,

where N s, are exercises that student s; interacted, si is resid-
ual connection and «!; is the node-level attention weight.
The attention weight can be calculated as:

aﬁj = softmax(Fy[s!, eé—]), 3)
where F. represents a full connection layer and [-] is con-
catenation operation.

The embeddings of students and knowledge concepts are
updated in the same way. Stacking the [-layer GCN, the em-
bedding vectors s'T1, ¢!+, ¢+ can be obtained incorporat-
ing the relation information.

Diagnosis Layer

Let h$ € (0,1)% be the mastery level of student s; on each
knowledge concept, and h§ € (0,1)% be the difficulty of
exercise s;. After obtaining the embedding vectors of the
exercises and students, we can diagnose the cognitive state
of students and the difficulty of the exercises through the
diagnosis layer:

hi = o(Fy(st™)), 4)
B = o(F.(eM)), Q)

To verify the correctness of the diagnosis, a prediction
function is used to predict the scores of students:

1 S €
Yijg = @ kezN:c Ck - U(Fpredict(hi - hj))a 6)

where y;; is the accuracy that the student s; answered the
exercise e;. V¢ is the set of knowledge concepts involved in
exercise e;. | - | is the counting symbol, and ¢y, is the one-hot
code of knowledge concepts. The loss function of main task
is conventional cross entropy loss between predicted score y
and true scores 7.

Lonain = — Y _(rilogyi + (1 —ri)log(1 —y:)). (7
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Figure 3: The detailed process of edge dropout. The student-
exercise interaction subgraph is split into two directed
graphs. The retained probability of the exercise-to-student
edge is generated based on the degree of the student node,
and does the same for the student-to-exercise edge.

Self-Supervised Graph Learning

As shown in figure[2] self-supervised graph learning is added
to the main task as an auxiliary branch. It helps GCN to
better capture the interaction of sparse nodes and provides
self-supervised signals for the model training. Two differ-
ent views are generated for the relational graph by dropping
edges, which have fewer edges but retain as much important
graph structure information as possible. The detailed process
of generating views is described below:

Edge Dropout To make GCN focus on long-tailed nodes
and prevent them from being biased toward nodes with high-
degree, we generate sparse views for the original graph. In
particular, during the generation process, we remove some
of the edges connected to high-degree nodes, while keep-
ing the edges of the long-tailed nodes to prevent them from
becoming isolated nodes. Considering the edge on which
the degrees of two nodes are quite different, retaining such
edges would result in generating views that are not sparse
enough, while deleting them would produce isolated nodes.
To address this problem, we divide each edge into two di-
rected edges based on the message passing procedure of
GCN and process them separately.

Figure [3]shows the process of edge dropout. The target of
edge dropout is student-exercise interaction edges, so here
only present the student-exercise interaction subgraph. First
we split the student-exercise interaction subgraph into two
directed bipartite graphs: exercise to student and student to
exercise. The former one contains only exercises to student
edge and is used in the GCN layer for student aggregation.
The latter one has opposite edges and is used for exercise ag-
gregation. Let d(s;) be indegree of s;. For each edge whose
vertex is s; in exercise to student subgraph, we calculate
their importance ¢(s;) by:

k
~In(d(s;) +0)’
where k is a hyperparameter which controls the overall prob-

ability of edge dropout, 6 is a small positive value to avoid
the numerator being 0. The probability p(s;) of retaining

(s9) @®)



each edge is calculated by ¢(s;):

p(si) = S t(si), if prin < t(s;) <1 &)
1, if1 < t(Si)

where p,,in 1s the hyperparameter to control the minimum
probability that each edge is retained to avoid the generated
view from discarding too much information. In exercise to
student subgraph, we generate the retention probabilities for
each edge by the same approach as in Eq. (8] P):

k
t(e;) = In(d(e;) +0)’ (10
plei) = S tlei), if Pmin < t(e;) <1 (1D
1, if1<i(e)

Based on the probability p for each edge to be retained,
the different views of the student-exercise interaction sub-
graph can be generated.

Contrastive learning In each epoch, two views are gen-
erated for the student-exercise interaction subgraph and re-
place the original subgraph in the relationship graph. By per-
forming neighbor aggregation on the generated relational

graph, the representations of the same node on different
views can be gotten: s, si’ for s; and e/, e// for e;. We treat
the representations of the same node under different views

as being positive pairs (i.e., (s}, s)), and the representations

1) 71

of different nodes as negative pairs (i.e.., (s, s7),i # j). To
maximize the consistency of the positive class samples while
minimizing the negative class samples, we adopt contrastive
loss adjusted from InfoNCE (Oord, Li, and Vinyals|2018)) as
self-supervised loss:

gsl: % Z —IOg

exp(sim(s},s})/7)

=y 2o e85 XP(sim(s], 87) /7).
(12)
(.;sl = l Z —log eXp(Sim(egjegl){T)/l 7
N oy ZejeE@éj exp(sim(e;,e})/T)
(13)
‘CSSl = ‘Czsl + Eisl’ (14)

where M, N are the number of students and exercises re-
spectively, sim(-) is the similarity function which is set to
cosine distance, and 7 is hyperparameter temperature which
can mine difficult negative pairs.

Training

Self-supervised graph learning is performed as an auxiliary
task, in parallel with the main cognitive diagnosis task. They
are optimized with a multi-task training strategy at the same
time. The total loss of our method is:

E:Emain+)\1£ssl+)\2”@“27 (15)

where O represents learnable model parameters. The Adam
optimizer is adopted to minimize L.

Table 1: Statistics of experimental datasets.

Dataset junyi ASSIST
Students 10000 3644
Exercises 835 14439
Knowledge Concepts 835 123

Interactions 220799 281890

Interactions per student ~ 22.07 77.36
Density 0.02644  0.00536

Experiments

The experiments are conducted on real-world cognitive di-
agnostic datasets to answer the following research questions:

* RQ1: How does SCD perform compared to the state-of-
the-art cognitive diagnosis models?

* RQ2: How does SCD perform on students with sparse
interaction data?

* RQ3: What is the advantage of our edge dropout strategy
over random strategy?

* RQ4: How about the interpretability of SCD diagnostic
results?

Experimental Settings

Datasets We conduct experiments on two realword
datasets: junyi |'| and ASSIST ﬂ Junyi dataset is collected
from the Chinese e-learning website Junyi Academy. AS-
SIST is a publicly available dataset collected by ASSIST-
ments online tutoring system for student performance pre-
diction, and we choose the ”skill-builder data 2009-2010”
version. Both two datasets contain students’ interaction
records with exercises and exercises’ relation with knowl-
edge concepts. To demonstrate the ability of SCD on sparse
data, we retain students with the number of interaction
records above 5. Detailed statistical information of the pro-
cessed data is shown in table|[I] To explore the effect of dif-
ferent sparse data on the experimental results, we divided
the data set into different proportions.

Baseline We compare our SCD with the following CD
models:

e IRT (Lord|[1952). IRT is a basic CD model which lever-
ages a linear function to predict the probability that a stu-
dent correctly answers a question.

* MIRT (Reckase|2009). MIRT extends the representation
of students and exercises in IRT from one-dimensional to
multidimensional.

* NCD (Wang et al.|2020). NCD introduces nonlinearity
and replaces the manually designed prediction function
with a neural network.

¢ RCD (Gao et al.|2021). RCD is the state-of-the-art CD
model. It introduces relations between knowledge con-
cepts and models the relations using the graph structure.

Thttps://pslcdatashop.web.cmu.edu/DatasetInfo?datasetld=
1198

“https://sites.google.com/site/assistmentsdata/home/2009-
2010-assistment-data/skill-builder-data-2009-2010
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Table 2: Experimental results on student performance prediction in percentage. The bold indicates the best result.

()ASSIST
train:test 5:5 6:4 7:3 8:2
Methods | ACCRMSE ACCs, RMSEs, | ACC RMSE ACCs, RMSEs | ACC RMSE ACCs, RMSEs | ACC RMSE ACCs, RMSEs
IRT | 6790 4582 6574  47.06 6858 4544 6661 4699 6939 4507 6620 4712 69.73 4469 6683 4673
MIRT | 70.53 4898 69.33 4525 7007 4798  69.91 4537 7138 4708 7021 4466 7200 4627 7083 4572
NCD | 71.88 4373 70.18 4646 7201 4349 7118 4511 7279 4308 7121 4425 7277 4274 7177 4382
RCD | 71.97 4329 7106 4165 7214 4312 7206 4122 7269 4273 7218 408l 7282 4250 7193 3923
SCD | 7224 4315 73.00 4094 7240 4293 7308 40.18 7288 4264 7315 3946 7317 4233 7294 38.:4
(b)junyi
train:test 5:5 6:4 7:3 8:2
Methods | ACC_RMSE _ACCy RMSEy | ACC_RMSE ACCs, RMSEy | ACC _RMSE ACCs RMSEs | ACC_RMSE ACCs, RMSEs
IRT | 78903 39.18 7427  44.00 7913 3887 7631 4184 7935 3841 7775 4037 7945 3830 7659 3952
MIRT | 7991 3772 7586 4048 80.14 3743 7647 4220 80.35 3728 7749 40383 80.54 3722 7693 3834
NCD | 7793 3890 7500  40.80 7742 3997 7602 4049 7812 3890 77.39 3961 7774 3897  77.54 3954
RCD | 8086 3679 7721 3665 8085 3685 7731 3587 8095 3663 7783 3357 81.04 3655 7796 3297
SCD | 8L16 _ 36.69 7775  34.19 8L.00 3669 7788 34.01 8114 3655 7841 _ 3295 8117 3654 7844 3172
Hyperparameter Settings and Metrics We implement RCD sCD
our SCD with PyTorch. For IRT, MIRT and NCD, we use & ¥
the code provided by EduCDM (bigdata ustc|2021). We re- =
implement RCD to make it easy to train and achieve the & *
same results as the original code. For each model we set the g w
batch size to 256. As for graph-based models, i.e. RCD and S 80 g 351
)
SCD, we set the layers of the graph network to 2. < 794
We adopt RMSE (Root Mean Square Error) and 78 34
ACC (Prediction Accuracy) to evaluate the models. In ad- 7
dition, for the long-tailed problem, we design RM SE5q 76 L e
. . 0-5 5-10 10-15 15-20 20-25 25-30 30-35 35- 0-5 5-10 10-15 15-20 20-25 25-30 30-35 35-
and ACC'5 to focus on long-tailed students and to avoid
the effect of a small number of students with the majority (a) junyi
of interaction data on the results. Specifically, we calculate ’s s
RMSEsy and ACC5p by average the RMSFE and ACC .
separately for the top 50% students with fewer interaction 7
data: ™1 =
g 72 4 %
RMSFEs5) = N E RMSE(s;) (16) < n
70 4
50 5,€8S50
1 69 40 4
ACC50 = Ni E ACC(SZ), (]7) 68 — 77— 39 — T
50 GS 0-5 5-10 10-15 15-20 20-25 25-30 30-35 35- 0-5 5-10 10-15 15-20 20-25 25-30 30-35 35-
Sq 50
where Ss( are the top 50% students with fewer interaction (b) ASSIST

data, and N5 is the amount of these students.

Performance Comparison (RQ1)

Table[2]shows the results comparison between our SCD with
four baselines and the best results are shown in bold. The ex-
perimental results show that SCD outperforms all baselines.
Especially, compared with the same graph based method
RCD, we find that our SCD outperforms RCD on ACC
and RM SE and achieves more significant improvements on
ACC5sp and RM S E5g. This indicates that:

* There is a serious long-tailed problem in the cognitive
diagnostic system, i.e., many students have very little in-
teraction data. This long-tailed students would be ignored
when evaluating the model by common metrics, where
their results will only have a very small impact on the
whole results.

* Our SCD can focus on the long-tailed students. The
results on ACC5y and RM SFEs5g show that the self-
supervised learning auxiliary task can effectively im-
prove the performance of the model on these students.

Figure 4: Performance comparison over different student
groups. The horizontal coordinate is the number of interac-
tions per student in the group.

Performance on Long-tailed Students(RQ2)

To answer RQ2 and explore how SCD benefits from self-
supervised learning, we group students according to the
number of interactions and measure the performance of
RCD and SCD on each group of students separately. Specif-
ically, we divide the students into nine groups, and the
amount of interaction data per student in the group is within
a specific range. The number of students in each group, the
total amount of interactions, and the amount of interaction
data per student are shown in table[T}

Figure |4| shows the results for grouped students. We find
that SCD achieves a large improvement on groups with a
limited number of interactions (e.g., 0-5, 5-10), while these
groups make up the majority of students. Furthermore, SCD



Table 3: Results of study on edge dropout in percentage. The
bold indicates the best results.

Dataset | ASSIST I Junyi
Methods | ACC__RMSE _ACCs, RMSEs, | ACC_RMSE ACCyx  RMSEs
55
SCD-random | 71.01 43.34 71.17 41.77 80.82 36.91 77.12 36.83
SCD 7224 4315 73.00 40.96 81.16  36.69 71.75 34.79
6:4
SCD-random | 72.20 43.13 72.07 43.20 80.95 36.78 71.35 35.70
SCD 7240 4293 73.08 40.18 81.00  36.69 77.88 34.01
73
SCD-random | 72.63 42.71 72.04 40.78 81.00 36.63 77.85 33.54
SCD 72.88  42.64 73.15 39.46 81.14  36.55 78.41 32.95
8:2
SCD-random | 72.95 4238 72.04 39.19 81.10 36.57 7197 33.02
SCD 7317 4233 72.94 38.34 81.17  36.54 78.44 31.72

Table 4: Statistics of diagnosis case study. The knowledge
concepts associated with each exercise are given. ¢ indi-
cates that the student correctly answered the exercise, and X
otherwise. All scores are ground truth, not predicted results.

Exercise#1 | Exercise#2 | Exercise#3
Concept AB C D.E
Student#1 | v/ [%4 v
Student#2 | v/ X X

performs similarly or even better than RCD on groups where
the interaction data are not sparse (e.g., 30-35, 35-). This
indicates that the introduction of self-supervision positively
impacts all data.

Strategy of Edge Dropout(RQ3)

In SCD, we design an importance-based edge dropout strat-
egy. Specifically, we generate the retention probability of
each edge based on the degree of its vertices. To prove the
effectiveness of our strategy, we designed SCD-random as a
variant: we retain all edges in the student-exercise interac-
tion subgraph with the same probability p, and p is adjusted
so that the view generated by SCD-random has a similar
number of edges as the view generated from SCD.

Table [3] shows the comparison between SCD and SCD-
random. SCD outperforms SCD-random in all metrics. And
SCD has a greater advantage on ACC59 and RM S FEs.
From the comparison we can see that SCD-random as a
self-supervised learning method does not have an advantage
on the long-tailed problem. This is because completely ran-
dom strategy may lose essential graph structure information.
An equal-probability dropout of all edges does not help the
long-tailed nodes but makes their information more sparse.
Even worse, the nodes can become isolated. Comparing with
SCD-random, the edge drop strategy in our SCD can bet-
ter enhance the weight of long-tailed nodes in the generated
view to improve the performance on long-tailed students.

Diagnostic Case Studie(RQ4)

To answer RQ4, we construct a diagnostic case study. We
chose two students and three exercises that they had an-
swered, from which student#2 is from the long-tailed student
population. Table[]shows the statistical information of these
students and exercises. Exercise#l is related to Knowledge

1.0 1.0
—8— exerl_ RCD  —#— exer3_SCD
—*— exer2_RCD stul_RCD
—8— exer3_RCD stu2_RCD
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3
3
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w“
o
]
>
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©
€
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Figure 5: Result of diagnosis case study. The horizontal co-
ordinate is the knowledge concept, the left vertical coordi-
nate is the student’s mastery level of the knowledge concept,
and the right vertical coordinate is the difficulty of the exer-
cise on the corresponding knowledge concept. The suffixes
in the figure legends indicate the diagnosis results of differ-
ent models.

Concept A&B, while exercise#2 is related to Knowledge
Concept C, and D&E for exercise#3. All students’ scores
on the exercises have been given.

Figure [5] shows the diagnostic results of RCD and SCD.
As for the diagnosis result of SCD, student#1 has mastered
all the knowledge concepts at a higher level than the diffi-
culty of the corresponding exercises, and all three exercises
are correct; student#2 has mastered the knowledge concepts
related to exercise#1, but not exercises#2 and#3, so the ex-
ercise#l is right and it is failed on the others. RCD has been
equally successful in diagnosing Student#1. In the RCD’s
diagnosis results for Student#2, he has a higher level of
mastery of knowledge concept C than the difficulty of exer-
cise#2. This is a failed diagnosis for RCD. The difference in
diagnostic results for long-tailed students demonstrates the
strength of SCD’s diagnostic capabilities for these students.

Conclusion

We proposed a self-supervised graph learning framework
for cognitive diagnosis (SCD), which applies contrast loss
to provide self-supervised signals for the cognitive diagno-
sis. It assists the main task to enhance the predictive per-
formance on long-tailed students. Specifically, we generate
different views of the student-exercise graph by discarding
the student-exercise relationship edges in a way that retains
the important edges. The consistency of the representation
of the same nodes on different sparse views are maximized
to make the model focus on long-tailed nodes and provide
self-supervised signals. Experiments on real-world datasets
demonstrate the effectiveness on the long-tailed problem and
the advantages of our view generation strategy. We hope to
conduct further studies of view generation strategies based
on the characteristics of cognitive diagnostic task.

difficulty of exercise
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