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Automated Essay Scoring Model Averaging by Item Response Theory
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1. FxaHMHe

IR, RZ/NRXORE IR M ZHIRT 572912
AN EHEIER RIS T 2T ATEE ST WS, /N
XHEPERALIX, ABFHEE RO o THEHRRET
ADVNGRSLORREITD XA THY, LICBARSEE
WHSHE THDONE THIENTHOA TN S, HERD
HERAET IV, BREER-XET LV EEEE
NR—ZEFILDEIRLZDRKITE 3 [1],[2]

FHEN—-XET UL, PR DXED & BB
MFEOB Vo RHME I L, FiCHRICLoT
NRXDRAAT7 2 THTZ2ETATH L. REIR
E7 L& LTI%, TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign
Language) % GRE (Graduate Record Examination) C&
AENTW3S erater[3] BETFHLNE. ZOETILD
iz d, ZRHERUBR-REFABREEIATL
3 [4]1~[7]. BEERXR—ZXEFL TR, FHEOEE
EREZFTS 25 e TE, ETNOBRRELE N

T RSOBE ARG T2 TR, B
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PWVWIHFREEBALTVS. LaL, BOWEREL &V
FRREE B2 -5, HEOHMRICX 2 ERA
FREBRIC X o CHYIR R L BIRT 2080 5.
5T, WEEETFEEHCTHEDRYIZEHEA
He LT, Ra7oFHlzTSETABREIATY
% [8],[9]. Taghipour and Ng %3424 L 72 LSTM (long
short-term Memory) ZX— 2 ¥ L72EF /L [9] Z1ZL
D LT, ZLOEEEFEFEEZRVET LVOME
MR EINTWS [10]1~[14]. HEEEEX—ZAETNIL,
AFTIEHE DL NBEN R RELZYE T 2L
HHEK 2 7=, BHER—ZAEFLTIREERHE LWV
N DR EITS e fFEh S,

HEHRRE TV EOZREEAR, Theho
EFUVEELZFEEAEL VWS, RKFRDOERT A
T7E, ERLEERRET AN THLI2R a7 2T
BikszzeT, Ra7oFlEoREEEET L
WHbDTH5. LrL, HEIRAETLVORMENZ
HTH2050 212, Bz a7 2833729 T
FREOR LT o 28005 5.

Z ORI T 2 MIREKE e U TARFR T, HH
S 5EEER (Item response theory: IRT)[15] ZFfH§ 5.
IRT IFFEF N E A NWT X VHERTH 2. IRT D
IBREF AL LT, fHMio—BHPH LI 2 waoz A
MEHMEE OB 2 Z B L TRa7 2 HEETEX3ET L
DBEBIREINTED [16]~[20], ERERZZaTD

BFEREERERNEGE X Vol Jxx=X No.xx pp.1-12 © —fR#EEABFHBREEES xxxx 1
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HEENFEBR XN TV [21],[22]. IRT OFHNE 3 FET
AR Z. AREFE T, BEHRAE TV AREHIGE &
BRI TIRTETFLVEHEHAL, NaXDRIA 7D
FHRRBEOM L2 X 5. 1IBRFEE, SEIRAET
NORMEEERLOOKETLOTFHR a7 2MET
BZIEMTEDD, H—DHIHREE T A0HMR
237 OFEFEL R T D EfER TR a7 %
32 e PHIRFTE 3. KX TIE, IREFEDORa
7 OTHREED, B—0BEHRAET L L Bifliz 22
T ORI ARTRALET 2 Z e 2 E T — RIT X 5 E
ZHELTRT.

2. NRXEBERRETIL

AHITIR, INETIRERSINATREET N2,
FEBEN—-ZETNVEREYER-RET LD DI
KAl L TRENT 3.

2.1 HHERN—-XETI

FHIEN—ZXET70IE, FMRZEPEIRL 720 L
OPDREERERNT, PNRXDORa7 TS 5E
TNTH 5. REMLRET L LTI TOEFL T
HENTWS erater[3] BFETFHNE. ZDET I,
FITEDRM, FHHER, &, @ERoWE#E L
Vo ZREE2 AW TERARI L > TRa7oFilE
19, TLIGEFETE, ZELAFHER-XET LD
HEEMEINTWS. Phandietal. 1&, RATT7 VU v
PR AWTH 3 HETHEE L7 0%l OFE
TRaA7z2TT2FEERELL4]. ZOETL
%, Domain adaptation ¥ FHXN 2 TLAEIKTHE L 7=
HiFx BEEB TN T 2 X A7 1I28WT, —IvIC
F\ 53 BasyAdapt [23] ZICH L THEE TS, %
7=, Beigman klebanov et al. &, HFEDAEREMEICEH
L, 2hoz2RfaEr LU LZE#RSET LR
182K L7z [5]. —%, Nguyenand Litman 1%, HARS3E
WIDRR T D—DTHBMALY A = 7 [24] DHIR
ZHERAETMCEA LR (6] . BAEMIE, SRk
~ A =¥ TR & 3 B (Classifying
Argument Components) %> A% 48 (Identifying Argu-
mentative Relation) IZB 5 2 EZ W TR a7 2T
M3 2. X511, Cozmaetal. I%, HISK (histogram in-
tersection string kernel) & MEEL 5 SCFF H — )L [25]
& BOSWE (bug-of-super-word-embedding) [26] % #HA
BOEERHEZRAVWTTHZIT I ETVEZRELT
W3 [7].
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1: Taghipour and Ng ® LSTM NX— X E 7L
Fig.1 LSTM-based model by Taghipour and Ng.
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2: Tay et al. @ SkipFlow €7 /L
Fig.2 SkipFlow by Tay et al.

2.2 REFEBEN—-XETIL

REYER—-2ET UL, REYETFEZHVWTH
FEORINEEEATIE LT, /NEXDORa 72 THT
%5ET /N TH%. Taghipour and Ng I &k DRI Nz
LSTM % HAW/=E7L (K 1)[8] 23, BEDIEZETH %
ZRDEHNE H v MREL (quadratic weighted Kappa:
QWK) ZBWTIERDKHMER—-RXET L E LE S
FEDRE SN TR, BZDETAPMERSNT
=7-. ]z, Alikaniotis et al. ¥, AL I A%RYE
DIFERZ AW THRHEEINHX DR ATIZED LS
IR 5.2 % % word-embedding 22812 K X
¥, LSTM R—ZXDEFLTIRXB2=[9]. £/,
Tay et al. |&, Taghipour and Ng @€ 7 /L1 SKIPFLOW
LIHIN B EEN 7 R ORI EE R L TEE 21T
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3: Utoetal. ® BERT XR—2Z A 7 v REFIL
Fig.3 BERT-based hybrid model by Uto et al.

B2 BIML, BXo/NmsxOon L TRz HEER o
EKBREERTE 2 ETVERE L (K 2)[12].
Wang et al. &, REINFORCE 713V X A4 [27] 12 &
2 VRETRILEE DR A % BEHRACE 7L D% E I
AL, EFER=Z2DFRZT TR X=X DOFHI
DRJREMEZER L2 [13]. Yueetal. 1, ZhE7ARE
WIS 572012, FHEMDVFEEOT L —LT—2
ZREL, FELULHE L BHoFETTHZITOE
@D QWK Z[H X g7 [14].

X512, LSTM DK% & LT Transformer [28] D%
BEAVEETFTANPREINATVS. flZIX, May-
field and Black 1%, FF#{[#% X417z BERT (Bidirectional
Encoder Representation from Transformers) [29] % fine-
tune 3 % HEMRAE T L ERHERE L7 [30] .

2.3 NTVYRETI

REEN-XETVERFEFER-RAET L2 HA
BDOEINA TV Yy FETLOMEDITONATVS.
5l 21X, Dasgupta et al. (Z—fi%#Y7% LSTM X— 2 DE
T, NFTREFLIEREEZATIET2E
TLOMNERHEELIETAVZREL TV [31]. F
7z, Utoetal. [¥ERDEEFE R—-RET LD
2, HENERLFHENY ML eREa L TEE %
T2V 5 7L =AU =7 ZREL TNV [32]. B
M2k, LSTM % BERT Z#h% & L7-fk 4 IR iEfE Y
BFEER-RIEBDORHENRY PLEFIELE
THUEREZELTWVWS (X 3).

2.4 BERRETILORE

ZD XS ICHERAETVEEE DS RLAHES,
ETNZTLIRERIFBREFREAEL TV, DD,

INODHBIRRETANTFU LR a7 2T
22T, 2a7OFEERR EXE5 Z & B
TE%. L2L, HEREETLVORENZHETH 2
M2, B R a7 2T 2720 TIEREED
ETNOHERZI L0, MEOR ELHTFONS
Bhpd 5. ARRATE, FETRAETTVOREE
ERLTTHR 27 DWMEZRITS DT, ZHEODRE
HEBEINCHETE S IRT VS Z L RIRET 3.

3. HARICER

IRT[15] X, e 7—=V 2R e T AT 4 V7 DHME
Hiffi & U CEAED ShTw 3 EFE T LE W
727 A MEERD—DTHS. IRT T, BlshzT
A MBI BZBREOKIGH, S, T A MAHORHEY
ZREORNEFAICHET 2. ZhoDETALER
AT2Fme LT, UTFPETLI3S.

(1) 7RAMHEHORMEZERL DD, ZHEDHE
NDHEETES.

(2) BEiRz37 2 HABRNT 2ZBEORIEE,
[F]— R THHili© = 5.

(3) KEMEPEEFNTVWRIHBETDH, BHIHEE
TE3.

PERD IRT EFLTIE, BB 2ZHED R0
7 TR SN 5 32ZHE x FREO M7 — 2B &
MM BINTEZ, L L, R THRS &5 K
DT 332 BRE /NS R BRI B /NSRBI
B35 —21%, —BIIEZEE x FE x FHiiE O
TR TH5E. ZOXIBT—XIHILT 5720
W2, EETIEFMEE R B R L E T D ZBERSR
2TV 3B [16]~[20].

Tt E R EEER LR R RETLE L
T, Z#7 v ¥ 2 & 7/ (MFRM: many-facet Rasch
model) [16] 23 SN TV 3. X;;r ZFEGE r €
R=A{l...,R} %EHE je T ={l,....J} T#&
Miel=A{1...I} D/ X523 7a0h
NZxa7 keK={l...K} £3%. MFRM T,
Xijr =k Y72 5HER Pij XA TERT 2.

exp XK _ [0 - Bi = Br — dm]
YK expl 10— Bi - Br —dm]|
T IT, 0; \3ZEE j OETEREEN, B BEE ©
NEERE, B, FFHiE r DBIL X, dy X227 k-1
POk IZERT INHEERT RIX—KXTH5S. £
FAOFHIMEDTDIZ, B1=0,d =0,XFK ,dp=0%

1

ijrk =

3
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RES 5.

MFRM Ti¥, £ TOFEICOWTHA I DB —ET
HrIrr, ECOFMIBEIAZEO—EEER>Z
PIREXNZH, HETIEZINSDIRENRD LD
rixdkw, 22T, ISR ERMNLEET L
¢ UCHERA ) 02 R L iHliE — B 0ZR L E R
TEZETFADPERINTNS [19],[20], [33]. AWIZE
TlE, ZOHTIRT EF A TH 3 Uto and Ueno 7342
% L 7= generalized MFRM (g-MFRM) [20] Z3#E A § 5.
ZDETNVTIR, Xijr =k LIRDBHER Pijrp ZXAT
ERT 5.

CXP Zl]:’l=l [a,ia/r (gj —Bi—Br - drm)]

Pijri =
2

2T, o XFRE I OB, o 1FFHEE - O—
Y, dop FEHEE r D237 KICHTARILEERT
2Ty TRGRA=RTHB. EFLDOBIMED =D,
S loge =0,%0 B =0.d1 =0, 5K ,d =0 %
RET 3.

N HERR B BMETIE, ThEho/h
XOBFEIZODOWTETINDERFEITS 2 e B—INT
H5. ZhCH>y, IRTEFATIIFERI=1Y
LCH¥EEITI =0, EFTLDOHEIMEDIRE LD a; &

B BEMRTES., Zorx, X)),
k 0; - r dm
Pip = e [0 Bl
YL exp X, [0 = Br — dm]
vrb, 7, R,
ex Zk_ + (05 = Br — drm
P = S Tmmt o0 = —drm]

leil exp an:] [ar(ej -Br - drm)] ,

Y. —fRIZ, IRTEFNLDNRT X —RETF—XIZ
GEh 2B NTR2a7%ZHWT, EM (expectation-
maximization) 7L 3V X 4%, MCMC (Marcov chain
Monte Carlo) {EIC k> THEE X L 3.
—MICIRIETHEE SN 5 IRT €T /UCBU B HE

HEOTHERER, 71 v >y —BWMEOUBUCHHE
MNC—HFT 3 2 eHHSATNWS [15]. 2D/, IRT
T, BEITHEREZR TR LT 7 4 v & v —TE#R
‘R E NS, K (3), @) TRENS MFRM
% g-MFRM @ 7 1 v ¥ ¥ —1H#tiE 7 (0;) 3RXATE
‘TIN5,

4

Zl]il €Xp Zin:l [Uliflr (9]' -Bi—Br - drm)] ’

HBRAETL )

ANHFEE DR =T OFH R a7
e . N h
@ e s -
‘r= 1 r=4
. @ T?H'J
- _, ==,
. ?ZE'J
|| gm
\\ J )/
4: MBEFIEANDA T T—% 3 AD ANRIFHTi#H & 3
DO HIHRAETLDEE

Fig.4 The Input of the proposed method when three human raters
(r = 1,2, 3) and three essay scoring models (r = 4, 5, 6)
exists.

R [k K 2
10) =" | > K*Pjri - ZkP,»rk) NG
r=1 k=1 k=1
IRBHDEFNZ, BizRa7EEF LD Sl
PITOMRET VL AT X D EREEICZEE DRE)
EHEETEZZ 6N TWS. KifETIX, HE)
WRETLVE NMFE & ARTZ TIRT €TV E
WHT 2. ZhZhOEEREETANFRILzRa
7HRHAWTIRT EFLDNRSA—XE2HETZ L
T, BEREET VOO EEZZR L X a7 2T
BTz enTEs. 7B, IRTEFLVEHEHRSE
TMHARAD Z L ZRRELTWED Db H 5, K
MED LS ICEBOEIRESET LV ERET 27200
FIETIERWV[21],[22]. XEITE, RBEFEOFHMIC
DVWTHR 3.

4. REF &

KREITIE, RARTRET 2EBOBIRAET L
ERATBFRICOWTARRNS, AT, HEHR
HEFNLZ IRT EF MBI 3FEED— AL LT
ARFTIET, IRTEFLDNTA—ZEHEL, /I
WMXDRa7OFRCHWS. BAKRWIZIE, &N
XIZBT 2 ANEFHEE DR a7 2R FEAD BB
RETNVOTHR a7 %HWT MFRM, g-MFRM @
NRIR—ZBHETS. FlIE, M4DES51C3 A
D NHFHli#H DR 27 X1, X2, X3 & 3 DO HEHER
RETADTIRA AT X4, Xjs5, Xj6 3D 2 HEITI,
X ={X;1. X2, , Xj6},(j=1,--- ,J) & MFRM, g-
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MFRM "D AN TF =X & LT, RIX—XEHET
5. BN DR 27 FREROFIETITS. F
3, A0 EHREEF LTI NRXDO TR 27
ERDB. K2, BohlFHlRa7EAY, FHEE
NS R =R DOHEEMZ TS £ LT MFRM, g-MFRM
WCED  ZBRE OWTEIN R BEN 0; BHEET 5. Bk
12, FHliE T A& eRENERFTG e LTHIRER 2
7 X; XA TRD, REFHEOTFHRI 7T 5.

Xi= k-Pj, 6
I |Rhuman| rGRZMmanI(Z irk ( )
ZZT, Rhuman FAMBFIZEORE T RT. HFR
:7@%&@,ﬁﬁ%®§fm&zﬁej%m®kﬁ

FHiED R a7 DREICEHLES2DIT/TS.

5. 5F ffi R BR

51 7—2tvk

AR TIE, FHMERBICHVWEF—&Ey b L
“C ASAP (Automated Student Assessment Prize) 7 — X
ty FMEHWE., Z0F—&ty M, #ERIC Kag-
gle DF 7y b7 x =L ko THMIhTTF—%a
YRT 4 TayTHwHR, BIETIIERZ S O/NGE
XHIBSOMRICHV ST WA [4],[7],[8], [12]~
[14],[32],[34]. R 1ITRT LT, ASAP T —Xt v
MINDODORL ZFETHERIN TV, Zhztho
FRREICOWT, WEERAREY T 2 KEDZEAENGTIRL
J/NERSL e, /NERSOTRTT 2 NEHEE O R a2 7 53
fFEanTBh, FHEIT L ICZREIRELRS. £ 1
12, BAEICBT /NSO (BB g HEE
B, Rar7oLyYERLE. I ZTARFKTIE, —
MRS 72/ Nam S BB R RO TSRS, BEIREE T

# 1: ASAP 57— &t v + DR
Table 1  Statistics of the ASAP dataset.

AN e

REES CZBRERD SEHEER | RaTvLy Yy
1 1,783 350 2-12
2 1,800 350 1-6
3 1,726 150 0-3
4 1,772 150 0-3
5 1,805 150 0-4
6 1,800 150 0-4
7 1,569 250 0-30
8 723 650 0-60

NEHEZ L 2B UM ZIT o7, £72, ASAP
F—Xty FTIE, SPEICDE ARBFHEE I X -
TG EIN—D2DRUEL 2 X a7 BT sh
TW3 70, IREFIRICEIT 2 ABFHHE IOV T
[Rhumanl =1 & L7z,

52 REBHE

AREBRTIE, 5 DEIRERAEC X > TNRXD R 2
7 OTHREE T ZIT-72. %72, ZhEhoyE
DEIFITOWT, FATHIE 8] LAk, 7—X kv b
D60% % PL—=VTT—R, 20% ZHGEET — X,
20% 2 FRMF—&E L. FEHiifEER, ARAE
TADHFITBNTIA I, ASAP 2V R7 4
> a Y TOBMENRIEE: LTI, 2 XEA
& 5 v MEELQWK) Z W, QWK DEHERK L
BAEBMORT. F2, —WWRREEREY LTF
YW ZF#FE (RMSE) & v/,

iz, A7 DEEITI BEHREET LR TIZ
R
o EASE (SVR), EASE (BLRR). Phandi et al.[4] T
W 5 L7z EASE (Enhanced Al Scoring Engine)? i,
ASAP a2V R7 1 ¥ a Y TAE LR EMEY -V
TH%. BEASE TIERD X5 R EZ AW

¢ XEFHRHERY Vo R X ICHT 2 MR

*  POS (Part of speech) % 712 BH 3 2 K&

s HEIroRMERIFEE

*  Bag of words I & % FHEE
AWFFE T, SVR (support vector regression) ¥ BLRR
(Bayesian linear ridge regeression) O —-D DA€ 7L
ERW= F72, SEATHSE [4] L [FRRIC scikit-learn [35]
EHWTERERT- 2.
o XGBoost. ARIFETIE, EASE 128 T WRHEE
¥ LT, JefTh%E 341, [36] THW SR ER—
AT HREEEHWEETVERHA L.

R ER—Z T 2RHEL LTIERD X 5 Ik
BEE V.

s NS E TN AEHOBICE T AR E

o HIZE N2 HFERICH T 2R E

¢ MOORDOEXICHET 2 RN E
WESIRORER 21X, CoreNLP[37] ZFHW=. %7, %
fTHFZE[36] & AR EEE L & LT XGBoost [38]
LAY
o LSTMMOIL. EE¥ER—REFLE LT, LSTM

(1) : https://www.kaggle.com/c/asap-aes/

(2) : https://github.com/edx/ease/
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2 ZBRCHHLEPREET Ve 20 P LFEO—E

Table 2 The base AES models and AVG methods

£ 7L DWEHR L ORI
EASE (SVR), KRR HEER, POS 27, I ¥ OFH, Bagof words 72 ¥ D
EASE (BLRR) | FHEZHAVIRHEN—XETIL
XGBoost X RER=—2TRDEND, PMaXIiCEEN 28O, FCEENBHER,
) WXARDOFES T 2FHEREZHV 2 HEER—-RET L
BASE LSTMMoT LSTM % FJH L 7= REW R EEFHR—XET )V
SkipFlow LSTMMoT % 3 t 12, %ﬁhf:%;ﬁFaﬂ@%%Eﬁ%%ﬁi%?m o
RSN EEFER—RET L
BERTSF BERT Z Al L 72 BRJE ¥ EH N — 2 E 71,
ANFTERETLERBERY MV ERELIEANL T Yy RET L
MEAN BASE ETADTHIL- 2 a7 OFEEEFER T 2 Tk
VOTING BASE EF AN TR L7222 7 5 Z P (hard-voting) TR 27 ZRET 5Tk
AVG STACKING BASE ET7AHFRIL 7R 7 2 HAZE, AEFHliHEOF A% BHINEK
¥ AERIFEE S LVERVWTRA a7 2 FHlT 2Tk
Proposal (MFRM), | BASE €7 /L% IRT E7/MWZBIT BHMIED— AL A LT
Proposal(g-MFRM) | R 2 7 % Tl 212 RF ik

N—ZADETFNLELTHRD-HRNZETLTDH 3
Taghipour and Ng €7V [8] 28R L7z, =i,
1 1IZ7R L 7z convolution layer ¥4 7> a YOETH D,
AEBETEHAOEN. e, AFETIEZIDOET LD
524512 PyTorch3 % 7z,
o SkipFlow. AIZETIZX HICEBEFER—XET L
¥ LT, LSTM X—Z®DEF /I SKIPFLOW ¥ FEE
N2 KR A L 7= SkipFlow £ 7L [12] Z#RA L 7=.
ZDETIMZ, 212K LSTM layer D S1DR7
(hi, his+s) % Neural Tensor Layer [39] "D A S ¥ LT
Awd., AFZBRTREIOES 220 L. %7, €
TILDFEBEIZIE PyTorch % Wz,
e BERT+F. AHIZ%ETIX, " 7V v REFILELT
Uto et al. [32] THRE XN FH/i¥EHEAD BERT I
FFBEZMZ T fine-tune T2 ETAEHMA L. K
MoE T, Fi¥EBAD BERT £ LT, uncased
BERT-base Zffifl L, &2 PyTorch % W7z,
/NGRS D FAIFENTICIE NLTK tokenizert % W=, %
7z, MOFHIRANA =T X — X DFEIZTT OIS
DIRENCHECTAEZEA L /2.

X5, HiinE T AEIFE OLT, AVGIE) &
REFELZUTOFIETHNS.
e MEAN. BASE €7 LVOFHI L7227 2 Hil T
5.
¢ VOTING. BASE EFLDOFHIL7zRa7 55528
I (hard-voting) TR a7 2RET 5.

(§%3) : hutps://pytorch.org/
(F4) * http://www.nltk.org/

6

¢ STACKING. BASE E7LVOFHI L7227 %5
2R, NHERHTiE 0F st BNER L 3 2 #EE R E
FrEHAVWTRa7ETHlT 5. 5O BASE €7
MIP L == 7T =22 HWTH¥E L, STACKING
D72 DFFEEITE T MIMGET — X 2 F A LY
L7-.

o RETE (MFRM, g-MFRM). ARMFHGiED 2 a7
¥ BASE E7 VD FMUK R 755 MFRM, g-
MFRM D85 X — X Z2HEE S 5. HjID BASE €7
MIP == F=2HWTHEE L, MFRM, ¢g-
MFRM (3#EE 7 — 2 2 FMA L T#EE L. #EL X
FHliZE T XA =X EFE5E LT, TR T —XIZBIT
% BASE EF LD TR a7 2 6ZBHEDREN §; %
HEL, PHRa7 X; 2RkDB. B, TITET
A b7 = ZHFO/NGRSITHRTT 5 BASE £ 7LD FHIA
a7oisEFALTED, A\EFESG2Ra7
F—RFFHL TN EIZEELTIELL.
LR, REFik%E Zh 24 Proposal (MFRM), Pro-
posal (g-MFRM) & FE3. SEATHRSE [20] ICHEWy, IRT
ETILDNRT X —XROHEFEITIE Stan [40] ZFIFH L 7%=
No-U-Turn sampler [41] IZ &% NIV =T VEV T
FaniEEHWE. 5 X —XDHERIHHAP MCMC
EOFAIIREOE S AT [20] 12hEo Fe. KRBT
FHT2ETLVO—EER2ICEFLD. ZhBHD
BASE €7 L, AVG ik, REFEZHVTRa7OF
R E xRS 5.

53 ERER

#3112, % BASE EF /L 2% AVG %D QWK &
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#3: % BASE EF L, AVG %D QWK & RMSE
Table 3 QWK score of the BASE models and the AVG methods.

B
HEHRRET L 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 | FaMH
EASE (SVR) 0.558 0.533 0.564 0.571 0.659 0.749 0.545 0.350 | 0.566
EASE (BLRR) 0.804 0.603 0.656 0.717 0.784 0.761 0.730 0.675 | 0.716
BASE XGBoost 0.814 0.640 0.593 0.660 0.763 0.657 0.692 0.676 | 0.687
LSTMMoT 0.777 0.619 0.651 0.730 0.770 0.760 0.750 0.460 | 0.690
SkipFlow 0.798 0.652 0.657 0.729 0.783 0.778 0.751 0.614 | 0.720
QWK BERT+F 0.827 0.637 0.672 0.620 0.780 0.673 0.720 0.681 | 0.701
MEAN 0.820 0.667 0.673 0.730 0.805 0.774 0.768 0.678 | 0.739
AVG VOTING 0.833 0.660 0.675 0.731 0.794 0.770 0.745 0.666 | 0.734
STACKING 0.831 0.664 0.649 0.739 0.786 0.784 0.770 0.700 | 0.740
Proposal (MFRM) | 0.821 0.626 0.663 0.685 0.777 0.728 0.768 0.674 | 0.718
Proposal (g-MFRM) | 0.838 0.686 0.668 0.743 0.796 0.785 0.793 0.717 | 0.753
EASE(SVR) 1.874 0.941 0.748 0.893 0.729 0.801 5.286 9.790 | 2.633
EASE(BLRR) 0.892 0.628 0.620 0.634 0.598 0.620 3.019 4.077 | 1.386
BASE XGBoost 0.897 0.626 0.699 0.741 0.649 0.752 3.311 4.283 | 1.495
LSTMMoT 0.952 0.636 0.636 0.637 0.638 0.617 2968 4.845 | 1.491
SkipFlow 0.954 0.621 0.662 0.683 0.646 0.631 3.031 4.686 | 1.489
RMSE Bert+F 0.849 0.614 0.619 0.735 0.610 0.718 3.084 4.101 | 1.416
MEAN 0.903 0.605 0.627 0.639 0.589 0.615 2.876 4.263 | 1.390
AVG VOTING 0.840 0.595 0.615 0.627 0.595 0.615 2986 4.459 | 1.417
STACKING 0.838 0.587 0.630 0.622 0.601 0.600 2.803 3.994 | 1.334
Proposal (MFRM) | 0.837 0.593 0.616 0.642 0.597 0.635 2.783 4.096 | 1.350
Proposal (g-MFRM) | 0.824 0.576 0.617 0.623 0.594 0.603 2.739 3.999 | 1.322
K 4: AVG LT O
Table 4 Comparison between AVG methods.
Proposal ~ Proposal

MEAN VOTING STACKING (MFRM) (g-MFRM)

SE¥ | 0739 0.734 0.740 0.718 0.753
QWK

pfE | 0039  0.039 0.036 0.007 -
RMSE | 1.390 1.417 1.334 1.350 1.322

pfE | 0076  0.159 0.153 0.040 -
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#£5: % 0 OFPICB T 3 HEIRATE T LD QWK

Table 5 QWK score of essay scoring models in each range of 6.

BVLEENDZRERE (0 < -0.5)

REE S
HEIRSET L 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 - fE
EASE (SVM) 0.540 0.487 0.138 0.049 0.382 0460 0341 0.326 | 0.340
EASE (BLRR) | 0.533 0314 0.125 0.144 0.439 0438 0295 0346 | 0.329
BASE XGBoost 0.770 0.528 0.060 0.051 0.317 0403 0408 0.586 | 0.390
LSTMMoT 0.745 0570 0.039 0.331 0.395 0.540 0452 0.116 | 0.399
SkipFlow 0.682 0.497 0.048 0259 0.341 0.574 0455 0327 | 0.398
BERT+F 0.661 0358 0.056 0.080 0.359 0.354 0322 0355 | 0.318
MEAN 0.752 0521 0.075 0.153 0421 0451 0462 0.511 | 0.418
AVG VOTING 0.748 0.531 0.000 0235 0416 0486 0479 0.516 | 0.426
STACKING 0.755 0.491 0.037 0256 0403 0.542 0448 0.406 | 0.417
Proposal (g-MFRM) | 0.792 0.549 -0.002 0.292 0.425 0.551 0.522 0.524 | 0.457
FIEEDENDZERE (-0.5< § <0.5)
RS
HEIRSET L 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 S fE
EASE (SVM) 0.109 0.047 0234 0.188 0234 0.161 0.196 0.108 | 0.160
EASE (BLRR) | 0362 0.120 0.059 0314 0309 0334 0335 0366 | 0.275
BASE XGBoost 0307 0.069 0.107 0.135 0290 0.096 0.169 0.321 | 0.187
LSTMMoT 0306 0.086 0.179 0276 0.174 0277 0354 0.305 | 0.245
SkipFlow 0276 0.116 0.058 0202 0231 0245 0297 0277 | 0213
BERT+F 0331 0232 0.137 0.132 0338 0.110 0238 0.366 | 0.236
MEAN 0310 0.172 0.040 0.343 0384 0265 0326 0.335 | 0272
AVG VOTING 0365 0.136  0.081 0.329 0.345 0301 0297 0.340 | 0.274
STACKING 0366 0.171 0.092 0400 0.323 0.284 0.383 0.407 | 0.303
Proposal (z-MFRM) | 0.341 0.248 0.071 0351 0367 0.177 0339 0396 | 0.286
SLVEEDDZERE 0.5 < 0)
HEES
HEIRSET LV 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 - fE
EASE (SVM) 0.129 0.161 0.046 0.191 0.186 0.039 0.117 -0.140 | 0.091
EASE (BLRR) | 0425 0279 0245 0399 0.395 0318 0.382 0319 | 0.345
BASE XGBoost 0374 0258 0.087 0282 0.304 0.130 0303 0247 | 0.248
LSTMMoT 0272 0235 0208 0329 0323 0256 0278 0282 | 0.273
SkipFlow 0.253 0228 0.002 0304 0377 0.168 0.191 0.004 | 0.191
BERT+F 0424 0269 0256 0242 0376 0.168 0392 0.285 | 0.302
MEAN 0353 0280 0213 0434 0441 0309 0358 0.095 | 0.310
AVG VOTING 0.418 0215 0290 0378 0.395 0325 0351 0.197 | 0.321
STACKING 0392 0209 0266 0371 0.385 0.320 0.360 0323 | 0.328
Proposal (g-MFRM) | 0.407 0202 0262 0.358 0403 0.344 0335 0357 | 0.334

ErH s, FEORLZFEIIBVTY, BEFEN X512, SRFETIIEEYEFEE AV IRT O D
BHTHB e RRLEV. T, BaHBRSAT BATHD, XVEWEETZREDORNIZHETE
TOAZBMNT 22 THER EAFTES720, & LI EMBHISNTNWS [42],[43]. TDEIRETILE
DRI BER AT T VR AAD 2 L RGN 5. BAL, BEFEROBEN LIcEDIw0.
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Fig.5 The Fisher information 7 (6;) when Proposal (g-MFRM) performance is good.

Prompt 3

4.0
3.5
3.0
2.5
2.0
15
1.0
0.5

0.0

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 15

Latent examinee ability 8;

6: REEZES 3 D7 4 v v —THIRE 7(0))

Fig.6 The test information 7 (6;) in prompt 3.
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Abstract Automated Essay Scoring (AES) is the task of automatic grading essays instead of using human raters
Many AES models offering different benefits have been proposed in the past few decades. This study proposes a new AES
model averaging framework using item response theory. The proposed framework can improve scoring accuracy because
it averages prediction scores from various AES models while considering characteristics of each model for evaluation of
examinee ability.
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