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Abstract

While large language models (LLMs) have been used for automated grading, they
have not yet achieved the same level of performance as humans, especially when it
comes to grading complex questions. Existing research on this topic focuses on a
particular step in the grading procedure: grading using predefined rubrics. However,
grading is a multifaceted procedure that encompasses other crucial steps, such as
grading rubrics design and post-grading review. There has been a lack of systematic
research exploring the potential of LLMs to enhance the entire grading process.
In this paper, we propose an LLM-based grading system that addresses the entire
grading procedure, including the following key components: 1) Developing grading
rubrics that not only consider the questions but also the student answers, which
can more accurately reflect students’ performance. 2) Under the guidance of
grading rubrics, providing accurate and consistent scores for each student, along
with customized feedback. 3) Conducting post-grading review to better ensure
accuracy and fairness. Additionally, we collected a new dataset named OS from a
university operating system course and conducted extensive experiments on both
our new dataset and the widely used Mohler dataset. Experiments demonstrate the
effectiveness of our proposed approach, providing some new insights for developing
automated grading systems based on LLMs.
Keywords: Large language model, Automatic grading

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) [6, 14, 23, 41, 44] have significantly revolutionized the world
academically and in industry by excelling in multiple Natural Language Processing (NLP) tasks [19,
33, 36, 38]. These models possess a profound understanding of a vast array of knowledge, can
perform efficient logical reasoning, and exhibit deep comprehension of natural language. Therefore,
they have been extensively integrated into workflows across numerous sectors worldwide.

A promising application in higher education involves leveraging LLMs to enhance the grading
process for students [7, 12, 15]. The grading process involves assessing their work and performance,
providing critical feedback, and finally assigning scores. As a key measure of evaluating students’
learning progress, scores must be given accurately, consistently, and fairly. Traditionally, grading
requires educators to design a comprehensive rubric and meticulously review each student’s answers,

∗OS dataset available at: https://github.com/wenjing1170/llm_grader
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a process that is both time-consuming and labor-intensive [22]. As a result, there is growing interest
in using LLMs to assist in this process.

Using LLMs to assist the grading process can be categorized under the research domain of Automated
Short Answer Grading (ASAG) systems [7, 12, 15, 43]. Current state-of-the-art systems typically
grade each answer according to predefined grading rubrics set as system instructions and provide
potential feedback. However, they still face significant challenges in achieving optimal grading
performance in the following aspects:

• Rubric Generation [42]: Existing systems require educators to meticulously craft detailed
grading rubrics for each question in advance. This process requires a significant investment
of effort and time, and it is further complicated by the fact that even minor variations in
grading rubrics can result in markedly different grading results [13]; and educators cannot
predict which rubric will be the most effective. Additionally, the design of rubrics and the
grading process are currently conducted independently. This separation means that rubrics
cannot be tailored to consider students’ actual answers during the design phase. For instance,
in the case of open-ended questions, students’ responses may not fall within the scope of the
rubric’s guidelines, making the grading results unreliable.

• Consistency & Fairness [4, 26, 37]: An answer should receive the same score across multiple
independent grading sessions; and similar answers should receive similar scores. However,
due to the inherent randomness and hallucinations [21] of LLMs, the model might produce
entirely different scores for the similar input. Besides, existing ASAG systems grade each
answer independently, lacking the means to evaluate the overall fairness of the grading
process and to further optimize it.

The complexity and open-ended nature of the questions being graded exacerbate these issues [10, 22].
For instance, some open-ended questions do not have a standard answer that can be well-defined
with a single statement; complex questions may require multiple sub-steps for grading; and lengthy
questions and answers might exceed the LLM’s context length. These challenges motivate us to
propose a better approach to grading.

Human excellence in grading stems from their ability to perform systematic assessments, which
involve phased planning, adjustments, and reflection throughout the grading process. Specifically:
1) Humans can not only create standard rubrics based on the questions but also refine these rubrics
by considering students’ responses, thereby enhancing their comprehensiveness. 2) During grading,
humans can accurately apply these rubrics to provide accurate scores. They can also remember
previous student scores, which aids in maintaining fairness and consistency. 3) After completing
grading, humans can review the results, identify any unreasonable outcomes through comparison and
reflection, and make necessary adjustments.

Inspired by human grading methodologies, we propose a multi-agent grading system named Grade-
Like-a-Human to rethink the grading task in a systematic manner. Specifically, the grading process
is divided into three stages: rubric generation, grading, and post-grading review. In the rubric
generation stage, we incorporate students’ answers into the rubric design. By introducing a sampling-
based iterative generation method, we optimize the generation process to make rubrics more targeted
and effective. The optimized rubrics are then used in the grading stage to guide LLMs in grading
students’ answers. During this process, we further explore the impact of various prompt strategies
on performance. Finally, in the post-grading review stage, all students’ grading results are reviewed.
Through a group comparison approach, the LLM identifies unreasonable results, which can then be
sent back for re-grading. Figure 1 illustrates the framework of the system.

Furthermore, we have collected and open-sourced a dataset named OS for evaluating the performance
of LLMs in grading tasks. This dataset is derived from our undergraduate Operating Systems course
and includes all questions from the tutorials and assignments, along with the students’ answers. Each
answer is also labeled with human-given scores. We utilized this dataset, along with an open-source
dataset Mohler [30], to thoroughly evaluate our system. The experimental results demonstrated our
system’s excellent capability in grading tasks.

Our contributions are summarized as follows: We point out that current ASAG systems lack a
systematic perspective in viewing the grading task; and therefore face challenges in rubric generation,
grading consistency, and fairness for complex questions. To address these issues, we are the first
to propose systematically designing the assessment process to explore the potential of LLMs; and
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further introduce a multi-agent grading framework named Grade-Like-a-Human, which has the ability
to plan, reflect, and adjust in multiple stages in grading tasks. To effectively evaluate the system’s
performance, we collected and open-sourced the OS dataset. Comprehensive experiments conducted
on this dataset and the Mohlar dataset demonstrate that our system can significantly improve the
accuracy and reliability of grading tasks.

2 Related Work

There has been a surge in research interest in the field of LLMs due to their exceptional performance
across a wide range of tasks [2, 5, 9, 18, 40]. A crucial application is utilizing LLMs as graders for
automatic answer grading [7, 12, 15]. Existing works [17, 35, 39] have demonstrated the capability
of ChatGPT in understanding semantic details to grade open-ended question answers and provide
feedback. For instance, Nilsson and Tuvstedt [31] used GPT-4 to grade programming assignments,
proving the effective grading capabilities of LLMs for code-based responses. Extensive research
efforts have also focused on leveraging advanced prompt engineering to enhance the grading results of
LLMs. Yoon [43] employed one-shot prompts to provide both analytic scores and final holistic scores
for short answers. Cohn et al. [10] proposed Chain-of-Thought prompts to enable LLMs to reason and
evaluate the steps of student scientific experiments. Comparative prompt [27] and Rankprompt [20]
transform direct score grading tasks into comparative assessment tasks, using relative comparison
prompts to leverage LLMs for grading. Madaan et al. [28] introduced Self-Refine prompts to improve
initial outputs from LLMs through iterative feedback and refinement. Hasanbeig et al. [16] presented
ALLURE, an iterative approach that compares LLM-generated evaluations with annotated data and
then incorporates human feedback for the next iteration. However, these iterative methods require
annotated data and human feedback, which can be challenging to apply in real-world, large-scale
answer grading scenarios. Del Gobbo et al. [11] proposed the GradeAid framework for real-time
automatic short answer grading in educational contexts. Additionally, some studies [24, 39] have
explored fine-tuning LLMs for specific types of short answer questions, but this approach requires
collecting large-scale datasets and fine-tuning LLMs, which can be a non-trivial task.

While LLMs have shown promising results in automatic grading tasks, there are still limitations in
their real-world grading applications, and the quality of LLMs grading has not yet reached the level of
professional human graders [1, 8]. Liu et al. [26] studied the misalignment between LLM evaluators
and human judgment, revealing that existing biases. Doostmohammadi et al. [13] found that while
automatic evaluation methods can approximate human judgments under specific conditions, their
reliability is highly context-dependent. The papers [4] and [37] delve into the challenges of applying
these models from the perspective of safety and reliability.

Distinct from these approaches, our proposed Grade-Like-a-Human system is the first to conduct
a systematic study of the grading process, which we have divided into three stages: grading rubric
generation, grading, and post-grading review. LLMs collaborate as multi-agents across these three
stages, ultimately producing accurate, consistent, and fair grading results.

3 Grade-Like-a-Human

Grade-Like-a-Human is a multi-agent system designed to enhance the performance of LLMs in
grading tasks. The system framework is illustrated in Figure 1. The system consists of three stages:
Rubric Generation, Grading, and Post-Grading Review. In the Rubric Generation stage, we refine the
pre-established scoring criteria to enhance their accuracy and comprehensiveness. The optimized
scoring criteria will be used for grading in the Grading stage. After grading is complete, in the
Post-Grading Review stage, we examine all the grading results to ensure there are no unreasonable
outcomes. The subsequent sections will provide detailed explanations of each stage.

3.1 Rubric Generation

In this section, we present our method for Rubric Generation. The Rubric Generation stage takes
place before the grading tasks begin. Our aim is to optimize the rubric specifically based on students’
actual answers, making the subsequent grading process more accurate and reliable.
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Self-reflection Prompt

One-shot Prompt

Stage 1: Rubric Generation

Predefined Rubric

Generate Rubric

Stage 3: Post-Grading Review

Improved 
Rubric

Stage 2: Grading

Batching Prompt

Score Results

Refine

Sample Student 
Response

✕

✓

✓

✕

High Quality Scoring

Check for 
Unreasonable Scoring

Abnormal Scoring

Score Calibration
Re-Group

Score Results

Group
Question (5 points): Let’s examine a simple program…, How does the value of %dx
change during run ?
Sample Answer: The initial value of %dx is 0. There are four execution instructions
that are executed sequentially. The first instruction decreases the %dx value by -1,
and the remaining three instructions do not change the value.

Answer 1: The value changes from 0 to -1. Instruction 1 changes %dx to -1.
Score: 4 points

Answer 2: The value of %dx is: 0, -1, -1, -1, -1.
Score: 0 points

Answer 3: The value of %dx will change from 0 to -1.
Score: 4 points ✓

Figure 1: Overview of the Grade-Like-a-Human system

The rubric generation process is completed through multiple iterations following a self-reflective
paradigm [28]. Specifically, for each question to be graded, we have a pre-defined rubric created
by humans and all the students’ answers. In each iteration, we will select a small sample from the
students’ answers and have humans score these answers and provide reasons for the scores. These
scores and reasons will then be provided as samples to the LLMs to learn how to grade and to help
formulate the rubric with improved qualities. This optimized rubric is then carried forward to the
next iteration as the input. After the final iteration, the refined rubric is adopted as the final version
and progresses to the subsequent stage. Formally speaking, consider a question q, a pre-established
rubric r0, and a set of student answers A = {a1, a2, . . . , an}. We define a sampling method S such
that S : A → Am, where Am ⊆ A and |Am| = m with m ≪ n. After human grading, we obtain a
set of answer-score pairs {(ai, gi) | ai ∈ Am}. Based on this, an iteration can be formalized as a
process represented by

ri+1 = O (ri, {(ai, gi)}, p) (1)

where p is the system prompt sent to the LLMs. By performing this process t times, we derive an
optimization sequence {r0 → r1 → . . . → rt}, with rt being the final refined rubric. The process O
involves combing ri, {(ai, gi)}, and q to form a prompt for the LLM to generate a refined rubric. We
give the details in Appendix A.1.

Sampling Methods The sampling method S directly affects the quality of the rubric. Random
sampling is the simplest method. In each iteration, we randomly select from the remaining students’
answers. However, the sample points obtained through this method do not accurately reflect the
distribution of student performance under the given grading rubric. We aim for the sampling results to
adhere to this distribution, as such a sample distribution can better guide LLMs in learning the impact
of the rubric on different types of student answers. Based on this, we propose the Score-Distribution-
Aware Sampling method. The Score-Distribution-Aware Sampling method consists of two steps. In
the first step, the LLM performs an initial grading of all student answers based on the current grading
rubric and obtains a score for each answer. This initial results allow us to obtain the distribution of
student scores under the current grading rubric, which can guide our sampling process. In the second
step, we conduct scoring based on this sampling. The goal is to ensure that the distribution of the
m selected samples closely matches the score distribution obtained from the initial assessment. We
use a stratified sampling algorithm [25] to achieve this goal. Formally, grading all student answers
in set A using the current rubric ri yields scores {gj | aj ∈ A}. To sample m points from n total
answers, we first divide these scores into k strata {B1, B2, . . . , Bk}, with each stratum Bl containing
answers within a specific score range. For each stratum Bl, we compute the proportion pl = |Bl|/n.
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You are a professional teacher of
Operating System course. You are
evaluating student's tutorial. You will be
given a question, a grading rubric, and a
student response. Your task in to grade
the student's response with a grading
score in the range from 0 to {full_points}
and give the confidence level of the
score.
The current question is: {question}. The
grading rubric is:{rubric}.
Here is an example:
[student_response]: Virtual Address
55f9, translates to Physical Address 0xd9
-> Value: 07. [explanation]: The student
correctly identify the virtual address is
translated to a physical address.
However, the value is wrong. 2 points is
deducted. [score]: 3 [confidence]: 90%
The student’s response is {studata}.
Please compare the student response with
grading rubric. Let's think step by step.
Once you made a final analysis result,
output the evaluation result in the format:
{format_instructions}.

Figure 2: One-shot prompt

Model 𝑀 Self-reflection

Initial output 
𝑌!

Input X

Refined output 𝑌"

3

4

1

2

Self-reflection Instruction:
…You already know your
[Previous_evalutaion]. please revisit
and reflect on your previous
assessment. Review the results and
consider the insights you've gained.
Based on this reflective process,
provide an improved and final
evaluation results…

Figure 3: Self-reflection prompt

… Given a batch of students answer as
follows: {batch_studata}
Please compare students’ answers with
the grading rubric, considering the full
points and grading for each student
answer. Ensure consistent grading
across all students…

An example for {batch_studata}:
Student 1’s answer is: The final value of
%dx is -1.
Student 2’s answer is: The value of the
register changes from 0 to -1.
Student 3’s answer is: The value
changes from 0 to -1. Instruction 1
changes %dx to -1.

Student M’s answer is: The value the
register %dx during this process is 0, -
1, -1, -1, -1.

…

Figure 4: Batching prompt

Then, we determine the number of samples for each stratum as ml = ⌈pl ×m⌉. Finally, we randomly
sample ml answers from each Bl to form the sample set Am as follows.

Am =

k⋃
l=1

RandomSample(Bl,ml) (2)

In Appendix A.3, we provide the pseudocode implementations of these two sampling methods
respectively.

3.2 Grading

In this section, we give the design of the Grading stage. The grading stage adheres to the existing
ASAG paradigm [12]. For the evaluation process, the student’s answers, the question description, the
improved rubric from the previous stage, and any additional necessary context and instructions are
compiled into a prompt. This prompt is then inputted into the LLM for grading.

Prompt Strategy The effectiveness of grading is directly influenced by the quality of the prompts.
Therefore, at this stage, we implement three different prompt strategies: one-shot prompts, self-
reflection prompts, and batching prompts. In Section 5.2, we will explore the impact of these prompt
strategies on grading performance through experiments. We now introduce each of these prompt
strategies respectively as follows.

• One-Shot Prompts: LLMs have a good ability for in-context learning. Therefore, when
generating prompts, we provide an additional example for the LLM to learn from. Figure 2
shows an example of such a prompt.

• Self-Reflection Prompts: In this prompting strategy, each student’s answer is initially graded
by the LLM. This is followed by several iterations where the LLM is asked to reflect on
its previous output and provide a more robust score and rationale. Figure 3 illustrates this
strategy’s workflow and provides a sample instruction for self-reflection.

• Batching Prompts: In this prompting strategy, several students’ answers are processed in
batches and graded together by the LLM. By considering multiple students’ answers jointly,
the LLM can better maintain fairness and consistency across them. Figure 4 shows an
example of such a prompt.
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Question Description
(Full points: 15) Now let’s look at vector-avoid-hold-and-wait.c. What is the main problem with
this approach? How does its performance compare to the other versions (i.e., vector-global-order and
vector-try-wait), when running both with -p and without it?

Standard Answer & Grading Criteria
(1) The main problem with this approach is that it is too coarse ... (5 points) (2) The run times under heavy
contention ... (5 points) (3) For the high parallelism (with the -p flag) case, ... (5 points)

Student Answers Human-Given Grades
The main problem is that the global lock holds the lock even when sometimes it
is not necessary to avoid deadlock, it plays too safe. The performance ...

13, 10, 10

The main problem with this approach is that it is too coarse: the global lock
(which protects the acquisition of all the other locks) will ...

15, 13, 15

Figure 6: An example from our OS dataset.

3.3 Post-grading Review

LLMs may produce unreasonable grading results due to randomness or hallucination issues. There-
fore, a post-grading review of all results is conducted after all student responses have been scored. In
this section, we detail the review method.

We adopt a group comparison method to review the grading results and identify all unreasonable
items. Considering the question being graded q, the grade rubric r, and the set of n students’ answers
A = {a1, . . . , an}. After the previous stages, we obtain a set of answer-score pairs, forming the set
D = {(ai, gi)}. Given a group size c, we randomly divide the elements of D into n/c groups, with
each group Di = {(ai,1, gi,1), . . . , (ai,c, gi,c)}. Our goal is to use an LLM to identify all anomalies
within each group Di. Specifically, the LLM will be asked to check: 1) For each (ai, gi), whether gi
deviates significantly from the requirements of the scoring rubric r; 2) Whether there are significant
inconsistencies among the scores of these c answers. The LLM will return all detected anomalies.
This process can be represented as:

outlier = E(q, r, p,Di) (3)

where p contains the system prompt and other necessary context and instructions. The value of the
group size c depends on ensuring that batching these c pairs together does not exceed the context
length of the LLM.

𝑛 answer-score pairs

Group

Regroup

Figure 5: Our proposed re-grouping strategy.

Re-Grouping Strategy Intuitively, by com-
paring each grading result with a wider variety
of other results, we can further improve the ac-
curacy of the review. Therefore, we propose
a re-grouping strategy, which is illustrated in
Figure 5. During the re-grouping process, each
group is further divided into k sub-groups. From
each sub-group, a set of sub-groups is sampled
and recombined to form new groups. These
newly formed sub-groups are then sent to the
LLM for review. This re-grouping strategy en-
ables a greater mixture of grading results, which
helps in identifying outliers while maintaining
the overall data distribution characteristics of n,
despite the limitations of token length.

4 OS Dataset

We have collected and open-sourced a dataset named OS, aimed at assisting researchers in evaluating
the capabilities of LLMs in grading tasks. The dataset is sourced from the Operating Systems course
of undergraduate students at Computer Science department of City University of Hong Kong. The
dataset includes 6 questions, selected from the course’s tutorials and assignments. Figure 6 shows one
question from the dataset, along with answers from two students. Each question contains a detailed
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Table 1: The grading performance under different rubric generation methods for the OS dataset

Methods MAE ↓ NRMSE ↓ RMSE ↓ Perason ↑ MAE ↓ NRMSE ↓ RMSE ↓ Perason ↑
Q1 Q2

Coarse-gr., TA 6.97 8.98 0.47 0.46 5.90 7.57 0.47 0.10
Fine-gr., TA 4.51 5.62 0.30 0.74 5.90 7.75 0.48 0.15
Gen., Rand. 4.42 5.65 0.30 0.75 5.95 7.65 0.48 0.32
Gen., Distr. 4.05 5.21 0.27 0.76 5.70 7.46 0.47 0.37

Q3 Q4
Coarse-gr., TA 2.85 3.41 0.23 0.62 5.45 7.32 0.46 0.36

Fine-gr., TA 2.40 3.38 0.23 0.71 4.78 6.25 0.39 0.45
Gen., Rand. 2.50 3.50 0.23 0.72 4.10 5.83 0.36 0.55
Gen., Distr. 2.35 3.17 0.21 0.75 3.38 4.89 0.31 0.60

Q5 Q6
Coarse-gr., TA 10.90 13.10 0.49 0.53 9.22 12.86 0.32 0.42

Fine-gr., TA 9.62 11.77 0.44 0.49 10.55 12.83 0.32 0.47
Gen., Rand. 6.05 8.41 0.31 0.64 9.62 12.62 0.32 0.40
Gen., Distr. 6.03 8.21 0.30 0.66 8.72 11.42 0.29 0.50

Table 2: The grading performance under different rubric generation methods for the Mohler dataset

Methods MAE ↓ NRMSE ↓ RMSE ↓ Perason ↑ MAE ↓ NRMSE ↓ RMSE ↓ Perason ↑
Q1.1 Q2.6

Coarse-gr. 0.78 1.02 0.29 0.69 0.90 1.11 0.37 0.34
Fine-gr. 1.67 2.06 0.59 0.03 1.83 2.00 0.67 0.37

Q2.7 Q3.6
Coarse-gr. 0.59 0.74 0.15 0.65 0.43 0.87 0.35 0.60

Fine-gr. 0.90 1.11 0.22 0.55 0.61 1.21 0.45 0.53
Q4.2 Q11.7

Coarse-gr. 0.57 0.80 0.27 0.68 0.68 0.80 0.28 0.74
Fine-gr. 0.50 0.89 0.30 0.64 0.72 0.97 0.31 0.68

description and necessary supplementary materials (such as executable code), along with the total
score value, standard answers, and detailed grading criteria. For each question, we collected answers
from 40 students. These student answers were human-graded, with each answer being evaluated
by three teaching assistants. The scores ranged from 0 to the maximum score for that question.
Ultimately, the average of the three human scores was used as the student’s final score.

5 Experiments

In this section, we implement our system and test it using the OS dataset mentioned in Section 4, as
well as an open-source dataset, Mohler [29, 30]. The Mohler dataset is a question-answer grading
database in the ASAG field, with questions pertaining to computer science. The organization of
the Mohlar dataset is identical to the OS dataset shown in Figure 6, but it does not include grading
criteria. A more detailed introduction can be found in Appendix A.2. Our system is deployed on
a server equipped with two A100 GPUs and 400GB of memory. When implementing our system,
we utilized OpenAI’s API [32] as our LLM source, and employed LangChain [3] to implement the
agents and workflows. To objectively evaluate our system’s performance in the grading task, we used
multiple evaluation metrics, including MAE and RMSE, among others. These metrics are detailed in
Appendix A.5. Since the outputs of LLMs inherently possess uncertainty, during experiments, each
metric is measured multiple times and the average value is presented as the result.

5.1 Evaluations of Various Generated Rubrics

We first evaluate the impact of different rubrics on the grading effectiveness of LLMs and simul-
taneously verify the effectiveness of the algorithm proposed in Section 3.1. Table 1 presents the
evaluation results on the OS dataset, while Table 2 shows the evaluation results on the Mohler dataset.

The evaluation on the OS dataset includes four different grading rubrics. Among them, the Coarse-gr.,
TA and Fine-gr., TA rubrics are both manually generated rubrics that we followed when scoring
student answers. The difference is the granularity: The former provides only the standard answer,
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Table 3: The impact of different prompt strategies on grading performance for the OS dataset

Methods MAE ↓ NRMSE ↓ RMSE ↓ Perason ↑ MAE ↓ NRMSE ↓ RMSE ↓ Perason ↑
Q1, batch size=10 Q2, batch size=40

Baseline 4.28 5.81 0.31 0.73 7.35 9.58 0.60 0.30
One-shot 3.74 5.33 0.28 0.77 5.70 7.46 0.47 0.37

Self-reflection 3.83 4.98 0.26 0.76 5.95 7.68 0.48 0.36
Batching 3.59 4.64 0.24 0.79 3.09 6.28 0.39 0.42

Q3, batch size=40 Q4, batch size=30
Baseline 2.00 2.89 0.19 0.74 3.33 5.48 0.34 0.46

One-shot 1.95 2.72 0.18 0.79 3.23 4.81 0.30 0.59
Self-reflection 2.55 3.21 0.21 0.74 3.85 5.55 0.35 0.42

Batching 2.98 3.95 0.26 0.44 3.83 5.93 0.37 0.32
Q5, batch size=40 Q6, batch size=20

Baseline 6.00 8.07 0.30 0.66 11.00 14.6 0.36 0.22
One-shot 4.15 6.07 0.22 0.78 7.95 10.23 0.26 0.22

Self-reflection 7.33 9.46 0.35 0.57 10.90 14.53 0.36 0.22
Batching 8.20 10.33 0.38 0.63 11.91 16.45 0.41 0.21

while the latter additionally includes a grading criteria, as illustrated in Figure 6. Gen., Rand. and
Gen., Distr. are respectively derived from the two rubric generation algorithms we demonstrated
in Section 3.1. The rubrics for the Mohler dataset differ. Since the Mohler dataset does not provide
grading criteria, it includes only two rubrics: Coarse-gr., which directly comes from the standard
answer for each question included in the dataset, and Fine-gr., which is generated using the rubric
generation algorithm. In Appendix A.4, we present several examples to illustrate the different rubrics.

We compared the performance using different granularities of rubrics. In Tables 1 and 2, we observed
completely opposite phenomena: for the OS dataset, fine-grained rubrics significantly improved
scoring performance, whereas for the Mohler dataset, fine-grained rubrics actually reduced scoring
performance. We attribute it to the differing difficulties of the two datasets. For the OS dataset, each
question is relatively long and complex, involving multiple steps and often including code execution.
For such problems, LLMs lack sufficient capability to provide correct answers on their own, so
detailed rubrics help LLMs score correctly. In contrast, the questions in the Mohler dataset are
relatively simple. For example, one question in the Mohler dataset is: “What is the role of a prototype
program in problem solving?” For such questions, the world knowledge of LLMs is sufficient to
provide good answers, as well as to evaluate students’ responses. Therefore, not overly constraining
the LLMs can better leverage their abilities [34]. Additionally, in Table 1, we further observe that
our rubric generation algorithm can further improve the grading performance on complex questions.
Based on this, we claim that our approach is effective for complex problems and further demonstrate
the importance of our OS dataset for better evaluating the performance of LLMs on grading tasks.
Therefore, in the subsequent evaluation, we mainly focus on the improvements our method brings to
the OS dataset.

5.2 Evaluations of Prompt Strategies in Grading

In this section, we assess the impact of different prompting strategies on performance during the
grading process. The evaluation results are presented in Table 3. The batch size in the table
corresponds to the setting of the Batching prompts. For all questions in the OS dataset, our prompting
strategies exceeded the baseline levels. The results indicate that different questions have different
optimal prompting strategies, with Batching and One-Shot performing the best among all strategies.
We also observed that, in certain cases, some strategies could reduce the grading performance.
These observations suggest that it is crucial to design different prompting strategies tailored to the
characteristics of specific questions.

5.3 Evaluations for Score Review

In this section, we evaluate the impact of the review process on grading performance and the
effectiveness of re-grouping strategies in improving the accuracy of identifying unreasonable results.
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Table 4: Evaluation of re-grouping strategy
Accuracy ↑

Methods Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6
Baseline 0.58 0.64 0.59 0.72 0.55 0.70

Re-grouping 0.62 0.73 0.71 0.77 0.64 0.76

During the testing process, we randomly
selected some students and modified their
scores to simulate the occurrence of unrea-
sonable results. The evaluation results are
presented in Table 4. The results show that
through the review process, the LLM can
detect anomalies in the grading, thereby
further improving the accuracy. Additionally, the re-grouping strategy can further enhance the
model’s accuracy.

6 Limitations

This paper proposes a novel multi-agent grading system. However, we want to highlight several
limitations and areas for improvement: 1) Domain Specificity: The datasets used in this study
primarily focus on questions in a special domain. Exploring its applicability to grading tasks in
other domains remains an important avenue for future research. 2) Time Efficiency: Time efficiency
poses a significant challenge in our framework. Building a collaborative system (i.e., multi-agent) for
grading tasks requires multiple interactions with LLMs throughout the entire workflow, resulting in
increased time costs for generating responses. 3) Token Cost: Token cost is another common issue
when utilizing LLMs for grading. As the volume of answers to be graded escalates, the token cost
correspondingly increases. Therefore, developing strategies to concisely and effectively summarize
model descriptions presents a crucial area for exploration.

7 Conclusion

This paper introduces “Grade-Like-a-Human,” a multi-agent grading system. Current automated
short answer grading (ASAG) systems still face challenges in terms of accuracy, consistency, and
fairness. Drawing inspiration from human grading practices, we propose a systematic approach
that divides the grading task into three stages: rubric generation, grading, and review. Each stage
is designed with specialized agents to enhance performance. Additionally, we collected and open-
sourced an OS dataset from an undergraduate operating systems course. We implemented the system
and evaluated it on both the OS dataset and the Mohler dataset. Experimental results show significant
performance improvements with our system.
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A Appendix

A.1 Prompts for Rubric Generation

Figure 7 shows the prompt remplate for LLMs to generated rubric. The prompt consists of the
instruction, all input data (Blue color part in Figure 7), and the variable sample_studata is the
sampled student answer-score pairs. The generated rubric contains reference answer and detailed
scoring rules.

.
.
.

Prompt Template

student 1:  answer is: [content of answer], score is: [score].

                                               

student m: answer is [content of answer], score is: [score].

Example for {sample_studata}

You are a professional teacher of Operating System course. For 

evaluting students' tutorial, you are creating grading rubric.

You will be given a question, a initial grading rubric, and several 

examples of correctly grading to some students' answers.

The current question is: {question}. The initial grading rubric 

is: {init_rubric}. and the full_points is {full_points}.

The samples of correctly grading are:{sample_studata}

Your generated grading criteria should illustrate the key points of 

the answer for each question or sub-question and the rules for 

assigning points .

Let's think step by step. Once you made a final analyisis result, 

output the generated rubric in the format: {format_instructions}.

Figure 7: Example of prompts for rubric generation.

A.2 Mohler Dataset

The Mohler dataset consists of question-and-answer pairs from a Computer Science course. It was
constructed by collecting responses from 31 students across 10 assignments and 2 exams. In total,
the dataset includes 2,273 student answers corresponding to 80 questions. For the assignments, two
human graders evaluated the answers, assigning scores ranging from 0 to 5. Exam question answers
were scored on a scale of 0 to 10, and these scores were subsequently normalized to match the
assignment scoring range. Each entry in the dataset includes the question ID, the question itself, the
student’s answer, the desired answer, and the two evaluation scores. The dataset is publicly available,
providing a valuable resource for research in automated grading. Figure 8 shows an example from
the Mohler dataset.

Question Description
(Full points: 5) What is the role of a prototype program in problem solving?

Standard Answer & Grading Criteria
To simulate the behaviour of portions of the desired software product. (5 points)

Student Answers Human-Given Grades
To simulate portions of the desired final product with a quick and easy program
that does a small specific job. It is a way to help see what the problem is and
how you may solve it in the final project.

5, 5

A prototype program simulates the behaviors of portions of the desired software
product to allow for error checking.

5, 3

Figure 8: An example from Mohler dataset.
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A.3 Detailed Implementations of Sampling Algorithms

Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 are detailed implementations of algorithms for generating rubrics based
on the sampling method.

Algorithm 1 Rubric generation based on Random sampling method
Input: For question q, Current rubric ri, Student answers set A = {a1, a2, ..., an}, Sample size m
Output: Improved rubric ri+1

1: Initialize Ãm = ∅
2: Ãm ← RandomSample(A,m)

3: Am = HumanLabel(Ãm), where Am = {(ai, gi), i ∈ (1,m)}, gi is the human score
4: p← PromptConstruct(q, ri, Am)
5: ri+1 = LLMGenerate(p)
6: return ri+1

Algorithm 2 Rubric generation based on Distribution-Aware sampling method
Input: Student answers set A = {a1, a2, . . . , an}, Current rubric ri, Sample size m
Output: Improved rubric ri+1

1: D = LLMGrate(q, ri, A), Where D = {(ai, ĝi), i ∈ (1, n)}, ĝi is the grading score of LLM based on the
current rubric ri

2: Calculate the distribution of scores and divide D into k strata {B1, B2, . . . , Bk}
3: for l = 1 to k do
4: Compute the proportion pl = |Bl|/n
5: Determine the number of samples for stratum Bl as ml = ⌈pl ×m⌉
6: end for
7: Initialize Ãm = ∅
8: for l = 1 to k do
9: Randomly sample ml answers from Bl

10: Ãm = Ãm ∪ {selected samples from Bl}
11: end for
12: Am = HumanLabel(Ãm), where Am = {(si, gi), i ∈ (1,m)}, gi is the human score
13: p← PromptConstruct(q, ri, Am)
14: ri+1 = LLMGenerate(p)
15: return ri+1

A.4 Examples of Various Rubric Types

Typically, the grading rubric for a question consists of multiple sub-questions, each with a sample
answer and associated grading criteria. The sample answer provides the expected content of the
response, while the grading criteria outline the principles for assigning scores, often in the form of “
If the answer mentions X, then it receives a score of Y. ” Figure 9 illustrates four different types of
rubrics for the same question: 1) Coarse-grained Rubric by TA: This rubric, created by Teachers (TA),
is coarse-grained and only provides the standard answer content for the question. 2) Fine-grained
Rubric by TA: In addition to the sample answer, this rubric includes grading criteria, offering rules
for score allocation. 3) Generated Rubric by Random Algorithm: This rubric includes both sample
answers and grading criteria. Compared to the fine-grained rubric by the TA, it not only assigns
scores to each sub-question but also adds score ranges for specific answer cases. 4) Generated Rubric
by Distribute Algorithm: The format of this rubric is similar to that of the rubric generated by the
random algorithm. However, the content of some answer cases and the assigned score ranges differ.

A.5 Evaluation Metric

The performance of the automated assessment task for short answer questions is evaluated using
standard metrics commonly employed in previous ASAG systems. The metrics used to measure
grading performance are as follows:

• Mean Absolute Error (MAE): MAE = 1
N

∑N
i=1 |si − ŝi|. MAE is known as a scale-

dependent accuracy metric and cannot be used to make comparisons between series with
different scales.
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Question Description
(Full points: 19) Now do the same but with jobs of different lengths: 100, 200, and 300. The commands are
(./scheduler.py -p SJF -l 100,200,300) and (./scheduler.py -p FIFO -l 100,200,300).
Use the -c flag to check your answers. What if you change the order of the job length? Try different
orders to find the difference.

Sample Answer
For SJF and FIFO:
Job 0 – Response: 0.00 Turnaround 100.00 Wait 0.00
Job 1 – Response: 100.00 Turnaround 300.00 Wait 100.00
Job 2 – Response: 300.00 Turnaround 600.00 Wait 300.00
Average – Response: 133.33 Turnaround 333.33 Wait 133.33
The response time and turnaround time for three jobs using the FIFO policy and SJF policy are the same in
the given order of job length. If we change the order of job length, response time and turnaround time for the
SJF policy should remain the same. However, the results for FIFO policy in different orders will change. In
particular, if we run these jobs in order 300, 200, 100, it makes FIFO perform poorly (the average response
time is 266.67, and turnaround time is 466.67).

Coarse-grained Rubric, TA
The sample answer is : [Sample Answer]

Fine-grained Rubric, TA
The sample answer is : [Sample Answer]
The grading criteria is :
1. For correctly answer “Average response time and Turnaround time” for SJF (6.5 points)
2. For correctly answer “Average response time and Turnaround time” for FIFO (6.5 points)
3. For pointing out “if change the order of job length, response time and turnaround time for the SJF policy
should remain the same.” (3 points)
4. For correctly explaining “the results for FIFO policy in different orders will change.” (3 points)

Generated Rubric, Random
The sample answer is : [Sample Answer]
The grading criteria is :
1. For correctly calculating the average response time and turnaround time for SJF (6.5 points)
2. For correctly calculating the average response time and turnaround time for FIFO (6.5 points)
3. For identifying that changing the order of job length does not affect the response time and turnaround
time for the SJF policy (3 points)
4. For explaining that the results for FIFO policy will change when the order of job length is changed (3
points)
5. For providing detailed and accurate explanations of how SJF and FIFO policies work in different job
length orders (up to 6 points)
6. For demonstrating a clear understanding of how SJF and FIFO policies handle job scheduling in different
scenarios (up to 6 points)
7. For accurately comparing the response time and turnaround time results between SJF and FIFO policies in
different job length orders (up to 6 points)
8. For providing a well-structured and coherent explanation of the differences in response time and turnaround
time between SJF and FIFO policies (up to 6 points)

Generated Rubric, Distribute
The sample answer is : [Sample Answer]
The grading criteria is :
1. For correctly calculating the average response time and turnaround time for SJF (6.5 points)
2. For correctly calculating the average response time and turnaround time for FIFO (6.5 points)
3. For correctly pointing out that if the order of job length is changed, the response time and turnaround time
for the SJF policy should remain the same (3 points)
4. For correctly explaining that the results for the FIFO policy will change with different orders of job length
(3 points)
5. For providing a detailed explanation of the execution trace and final statistics for both SJF and FIFO
policies with different orders of job length (up to 6 points)
6. For demonstrating an understanding of how SJF and FIFO policies prioritize jobs based on job length and
the impact of changing the order of job length on response time and turnaround time (up to 4 points)
7. For accurately describing the impact of job order on response time and turnaround time for both SJF and
FIFO policies (up to 3 points)
8. For providing a clear and concise explanation of how SJF and FIFO policies handle job execution based
on job length and order (up to 2 points)
9. For demonstrating a basic understanding of the relationship between job arrival order and response
time/turnaround time in SJF and FIFO policies (up to 1 point)

Figure 9: Examples of different rubric types for Q1 in OS dataset.
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• Root-Mean-Squared Error (RMSE): RMSE =
√

1
N

∑N
i=1(si − ŝi)2. RMSE is a widely

used general-purpose error metric for numerical predictions and provides an absolute error
measure.

• Normalized Root-Mean-Squared Error (NRMSE): NRMSE = RMSE
s . While RMSE

gives an absolute error metric, it is dependent on the absolute scale of the distribution.
NRMSE scales the error based on the true mean of the distribution, allowing for performance
comparison across different datasets and observing error variations when the dataset changes.

• Pearson Correlation Coefficient: This coefficient evaluates the strength of the linear relation-
ship between the predicted score and the actual score. The coefficient value typically ranges
from -1 to +1, but in our experiments, it ranges from 0 to 1 due to the positive relationship
between predicted and actual scores. A high Pearson value indicates a strong correlation,
demonstrating that the model grades accurately.

• Accuracy: This metric represents the ratio of correctly identified anomalous student answer-
score pairs to the total number of student answer-score pairs.
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