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ABSTRACT to aggregate neighborhood information in the relation graphs be-

Computerized Adaptive Testing (CAT) refers to an online system
that adaptively selects the best-suited question for students with
various abilities based on their historical response records. Com-
pared with traditional CAT methods based on heuristic rules, recent
data-driven CAT methods obtain higher performance by learning
from large-scale datasets. However, most CAT methods only focus
on the quality objective of predicting the student ability accurately,
but neglect concept diversity or question exposure control, which
are important considerations in ensuring the performance and valid-
ity of CAT. Besides, the students’ response records contain valuable
relational information between questions and knowledge concepts.
The previous methods ignore this relational information, resulting
in the selection of sub-optimal test questions. To address these chal-
lenges, we propose a Graph-Enhanced Multi-Objective method for
CAT (GMOCAT). Firstly, three objectives, namely quality, diver-
sity and novelty, are introduced into the Scalarized Multi-Objective
Reinforcement Learning framework of CAT, which respectively
correspond to improving the prediction accuracy, increasing the
concept diversity and reducing the question exposure. We use an
Actor-Critic Recommender to select questions and optimize three
objectives simultaneously by the scalarization function. Secondly,
we utilize the graph neural network to learn relation-aware em-
beddings of questions and concepts. These embeddings are able
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tween questions and concepts. We conduct experiments on three
real-world educational datasets. The experimental results show that
GMOCAT not only outperforms the state-of-the-art methods in
the ability prediction, but also achieve superior performance in im-
proving the concept diversity and alleviating the question exposure.
Our code is available at https://github.com/justarter/GMOCAT.
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1 INTRODUCTION

With the rapid development of Internet technology, Computerized
Adaptive Testing (CAT) gradually releases the repetitive work with
paper-and-pencil tests [41]. CAT is an online test that can accu-
rately measure the student ability by continuously feeding the most
suitable questions to students [38]. CAT has been applied in many
large-scale educational examination scenarios, e.g., GMAT [30] and
GRE [24], to increase student engagements [23].

Figure 1(a) shows an example of the CAT procedure. A CAT
system usually consists of two main components, which work iter-
atively: (1) Cognitive Diagnosis Model (CDM), which captures a
student’s ability using her responses to questions [10]. The simplest
CDM is Item Response Theory (IRT) [11], using an item response
function to approximate the student’s real ability. Deep learning-
based CDMs, such as Neural CDM (NCD), apply neural networks
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to model interactions between students and questions [39]. (2) Se-
lection Algorithm, which selects the most suitable question for a
student based on her historical response records. Traditional static
algorithms usually use heuristic rules to select questions with the
largest information [22] or with the largest expected model change
[3]. These algorithms are usually greedy for one step but lack a long-
term perspective. In recent years, data-driven approaches that learn
selection rules from large-scale datasets have also emerged [14].
The selection algorithm helps CDM evaluate the student ability
more efficiently by selecting the best-suited questions.

As a question selector, the selection algorithm plays a crucial
role in the above CAT process, thus we focus on designing an effec-
tive data-driven selection algorithm in this paper. In recent years,
data-driven selection algorithms have been proposed from the per-
spectives of meta learning [14] or Reinforcement Learning (RL)
[44]. However, these studies only focus on the quality objective of
predicting the student ability, which is insufficient in real-world
scenarios [23]. We argue that the single-objective method suffers
from two main limitations: (1) a lack of concept diversity. A good
examination evaluates students’ abilities on related but diverse
knowledge concepts [3]. For example, at the end of each semester,
the final exam for mathematics usually covers concepts in algebra,
geometry, etc. Unfortunately, previous algorithms are suboptimal
due to the neglect of diversity issues, leading to very limited con-
cepts. (2)a lack of novelty. CAT keeps reusing all questions in the
question pool for different students, causing some questions to be
selected too frequently. The overexposure of test questions will
reduce their novelty and change the student’s test-taking behavior
[16]. For example, overexposed questions can be known to many
students, which could inflate the scores of subsequent students.
Horribly, Ghosh and Lan [14] found that most selection algorithms
prefer a part of questions, resulting in an excessive exposure rate.
That is not practical in real-world CAT systems. In conclusion, qual-
ity, diversity and novelty are all important and deserve attention
in CAT. Although some of previous studies [3, 20] have noticed
these problems, they only focus on parts of them, and none have
addressed these problems from a unified perspective.

To address the above shortcomings, we propose a Graph-Enhanced
Multi-Objective method for CAT (GMOCAT). Firstly, we formalize
the CAT procedure as a Multi-Objective Markov decision process
(MOMDP) and then introduce a Scalarized Multi-Objective Rein-
forcement Learning (Scalarized MORL) framework into the CAT
setting. Compared with the greedy methods for CAT, the RL frame-
work has been proven to explore more appropriate questions for
students from a long-term view [44].

In a unified framework, our GMOCAT considers the following
three objectives: i) Quality predicts the student ability accurately.
ii) Diversity diversifies knowledge concepts in recommended ques-
tions. iii) Novelty controls the question exposure. In view of these
three objectives, we design three rewards, namely, quality, diversity
and novelty rewards. We design an Actor-Critic Recommender to
select questions, which optimizes three objectives simultaneously
with the scalarization function. A naive and widely used approach
in MORL is to simply modify the environment to return a scalar
weighted reward and optimize the policy by a single-objective
method [18]. In contrast to this, we improve the single-objective
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Figure 1: (a) The workflow of CAT: at step t, the selection
algorithm selects the next question g; based on the historical
response records. (b) The toy examples of correlation and
prerequisite graphs.

algorithm by extending the value and reward function to be vector-
ized. With the more fine-grained and vectorized feedback, the Actor-
Critic Recommender doesn’t confuse the objectives and achieves
better performance [35, 42].

To further improve the effectiveness of CAT, the relational in-
formation between the questions and knowledge concepts can be
utilized, since this information is closely related to the objectives
in CAT. For example, the diversity objective requires to select ques-
tions that contain a variety of knowledge concepts. In our work, we
mainly consider two types of relations: correlation and prerequisite,
which are shown in Figure 1(b). Correlation relation exists between
a question and its related concepts, and prerequisite relation in-
volves a pair of concepts, implying that one concept should be
learned logically before the other (e.g. multiplication is the succes-
sor of addition). This relational information is crucial for selecting
appropriate questions, but has been overlooked in previous work.
Therefore, we employ relational information for question selection
in our framework. In particular, we use graph attention networks to
extract and aggregate neighborhood information from the multiple
relation graphs.

In summary, our key contributions are listed as follows:

We consider three important objectives in CAT: Quality, Diversity,
and Novelty, and integrate them into a unified MORL framework.
We also propose three rewards to quantify the feedback from three
objectives. To our knowledge, this is the first work to apply MORL
in CAT.

We introduce relation graphs into CAT and learn relation-aware
embeddings to help select more appropriate questions. It’s also the
first attempt to use relation graphs to aid in question selection.
We conduct extensive experiments on three real-world educational
datasets. The experimental results show that our method achieves
a more accurate ability estimate than the state-of-the-art methods.
Meanwhile, our proposed approach also significantly improves the
concept diversity and reduces the question exposure.

2 RELATED WORK
2.1 Computerized Adaptive Testing

Computerized Adaptive Testing (CAT) has two main components:
a Cognitive Diagnosis Model (CDM) and a Selection Algorithm.
In traditional CAT systems, a widely used CDM is Item Response
Theory (IRT) [11], which estimates the student ability by predicting
her response to questions. The recently emerged Neural Cognitive
Diagnosis Model (NCD) utilizes the neural network to model the
student-question interactions [39].
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This paper focuses on the selection algorithm. The most widely
used algorithm utilizes Maximum Fisher Information (MFI) [22] to
select questions. Alternatively, Kullback-Leibler Information (KLI)
[6] calculates the integral over an ability interval to pick questions.
These heuristic algorithms are designed for specific CDMs, such as
IRT. To alleviate this problem, Bi et al. [3] proposed a model-agnostic
algorithm, MAAT, that leverages active learning for question selec-
tion. They also design an extra module to enforce concept diversity.
RAT [43] benefits the selection algorithm by capturing multiple
aspects of the student ability. After that, more deep-learning based
and data-driven algorithms have been developed. For example,
BOBCAT [14] is a meta learning-based method that couples CDM
and selection algorithm together in a bilevel optimization problem.
NCAT [44] is a reinforcement learning-based method that utilizes
an attention-based DQN to select questions. NCAT also controls the
question exposure by sampling from the Boltzmann distribution
[15]. The above methods only consider either the importance of
diversity or novelty without the combination of these two parts. To
the best of our knowledge, few existing works have well established
the multi-objective framework for CAT.

2.2 Multi-Objective Optimization

Multi-Objective Optimization aims to reach Pareto Optimality while
optimizing multiple objectives simultaneously [27]. Multi-objective
problems can be solved by various methods, such as genetic algo-
rithms [27], evolutionary algorithms [26] or Multi-Objective RL
algorithms [25]. In CAT, Mujtaba and Mahapatra [26] proposed
optimizing test length and accuracy by a multi-objective evolution-
ary algorithm. However, this method has not been verified on a
real-world dataset. As far as we know, the most similar method to
ours is DRE [18] in the field of adaptive learning, which integrates
three rewards into one, and uses a DQN strategy. In contrast, we ap-
ply Scalarized Multi-Objective policy gradient method to maintain
mutual independence of objectives.

2.3 Knowledge Graph

Knowledge Graph contains a large amount of information with
nodes (entities, e.g. questions or concepts) and edges (relations, e.g.
prerequisite) [29]. The relation graph, as a type of knowledge graph,
has been used in many fields with various graph representation
learning [13, 21, 28]. For example, GKT [28] uses Graph Neural
Network (GNN) [31] with a graph-like knowledge structure for
knowledge tracing. RCD [13] uses Graph Attention Network (GAT)
[37] to aggregate multi-level information for cognitive diagnosis
and CSEAL [21] designs a graph-based cognitive navigation for
adaptive learning. To our best knowledge, we are the first to involve
the relation graph in the CAT setting.

3 PRELIMINARIES

3.1 Terminologies

Definition 3.1. Response Record. In CAT process, for the stu-
dent i, her response record at test step t is denoted as (g3.c1U}),
where g; denotes the question responded by the student at step
t, and c;' denotes the concept covered by this question, and yf de-
notes the student’s response. y; is 1 if the response is correct, and
0 otherwise.
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We define two types of graphs to represent relations among
questions and concepts. Taking Figure 1(b) as an example, we define
the correlation graph and the prerequisite graph!:

Definition 3.2. Correlation Graph (Gyc): is an undirected bi-
partite graph to represent the relations between the questions and
their related knowledge concepts. The set of nodes in Gy is com-
posed by questions and concepts. An arbitrary edge in the edge set
connects a question and one of its related concepts.

Definition 3.3. Prerequisite Graph (G..): is a directional graph
to represent the prerequisite relations between concepts. The set of
nodes in G, is composed of knowledge concepts, and an arbitrary
edge in the edge set connects a concept and its prerequisite concept.

3.2 The CAT Process and Problem Setting

CAT is composed of CDM and the selection algorithm, in which
the former aims to estimate the student ability and the latter aims
to select the best-suited question. Data-driven selection algorithms
have been demonstrated to be superior to hand-designed ones [14].
Therefore, we focus on designing an effective data-driven selection
algorithm in this paper.

The CAT process with the data-driven selection algorithm con-
sists of training and testing phases. To train/test the selection algo-
rithm, a regular setting [44] is splitting the samples which contain
student i’s test records into Candidate Question Set D! and Meta
Question Set D}, as illustrated in Appendix A. Below, we take
the single-objective selection algorithm as an example to analyze
the training/testing phase in CAT process:

Training Phase. For each student i in the training set, (1) at test
step t € [1,T], the selection algorithm selects qg from candidate
question set D! based on her historical response records; (2) the
student gives her response yi and CDM updates the current ability
estimate 9;; (3) use 0; and meta question set D}, to calculate a
feedback(e.g., reward), which measures the accuracy of the ability
estimate; (4) after T iterations of the above process, we train the
selection algorithm to maximize the feedback.

Testing Phase?. For a new student j in the testing set, stages (1)
and (2) are the same as the training phase. Stage (3) is to evaluate
the accuracy of Qi on her meta question set D;,. The selection
algorithm is not trained during the testing phase.

In the CAT process, the student’s real ability ! is assumed to
remain constant [5]. From the above phases, we can find that the
goal of single-objective method, so-called the quality objective, is to
make the final estimate 9} as close to real ability 6% as possible by
maximizing feedback. In our work, we not only consider the above
quality objective, but also the diversity and novelty objectives, so
as to optimize and evaluate CAT in multiple aspects. Overall, our
target in this paper is the design of selection algorithm, which selects
the best-suited question at each step to achieve three objectives.

4 METHOD
4.1 Formulation and Overview

As described in the Introduction, the CAT process is a complex and
interdependent system . We model the CAT task as a sequential
decision problem and formalize it as a Multi-Objective Markov
UIf a dataset does not explicitly contain the graph, we can construct one with the

method from Appendix B.
2Non-data-driven selection algorithms do not require training and can be tested directly



KDD ’23, August 6-10, 2023, Long Beach, CA, USA

Hangyu Wang, et al.

Scalarization Function

[ State Encoder ] [ State Encoder

\\&\ (G, ¢ ¥1)

Add (qe-2Ce-2,Ye-2) Add (9¢-1, €t-1,Ye-1)

Question Concept mm  Response
z/’
- @  Question O  Concept ([@®® Reward

Correlation

i Relati
¥2) (Ge-1, Ce-1, Ve _lj Relation elation

Figure 2: The overall framework of GMOCAT. Relation aggregator learns the relation-aware embeddings of questions and
concepts. State encoder converts the historical response records into a low-dimensional state. Actor-critic recommender chooses

the next question and then receives the multi-objective reward.

decision process (MOMDP) [25]. The RL framework can explore
more suitable questions from a long-term view rather than the
greedy approximation [9, 44]. This MOMDP can be defined by
tuples of < S, A, P, R,y >, in which:

e S: denotes the set of states that are used by the selection algo-
rithm to select questions. Given a test step t, the state can be de-
fined as s} = fse({(q}, €3, 47)s > (q_15 ¢4 Y;_1)}) € S, where
fse is a state encoder that will be discussed in Section 4.3. The
state encoder takes the student i’s historical response records
{(q’l, ci, yi), el (qiil, 0;71, yLl)} as input and outputs state s;.

e A:is a finite set of actions. At a given step ¢, an action is taken
from the action space (i.e., the candidate question set) to select the
question g; by the selection algorithm 7.

e P: denotes the transition probability of reaching next state s:

t+1
after selecting question g on state st. i.e., $D(S£Jr1 Ist, qt).

e R: S X A — R™, denotes the instant reward function for the
selection algorithm to select qf‘ on state si. Different from previ-
ous work, our reward is vector-valued. In our setting, r(si, qi) =
[7quas Tdivs Tnov], which refers to the quality, diversity and novelty
reward respectively. This reward will be explained in Section 4.2.

e y € [0,1]: is the discounted factor that trades off the immediate
and future rewards.

So far, we have reconstructed the CAT process from the perspec-
tive of MORL.

MORL Formulation of CAT Process: Let n denote the number
of students. For student i, at test step ¢, the selection algorithm 7z
selects question qi from her candidate question set based on the
state si, ie., Jr(qi |s’t) Then,} it Pushes qi to the student i and receives
multi-objective reward r(s}, g}). Finally, our multi-objective goal is
to maximize the weighted-sum return 7:

T
1< C ol
mingzmig)(;; w! (Z Ytr(sér,q;/))} (1)

t'=1

wl (ZT: yt/r (si,, q;/))} (2)

t'=1

=maxE;.,
m

w is the scalarization function, which can be regarded as a weight
vector whose element represents the importance of each objective.

Under this goal, our GMOCAT consists of four components: a
multi-objective reward, a relation aggregator, a self-attentive state

encoder, and an actor-critic recommender. As it is shown in Fig-
ure 2, the relation aggregator uses relation graphs to learn the
relation-aware embeddings of questions and concepts. Then, state
encoder uses these embeddings to encode students’ historical re-
sponse records, and generates the state of GMOCAT. Subsequently,
this state is fed to the actor-critic recommender, which is instructed
by the multi-objective reward, to select the questions.

To adequately explain the details of GMOCAT, we will first go
through the multi-objective reward, self-attentive state encoder
and actor-critic recommender. Lastly, we discuss how to use the
relation aggregator to learn the relation-aware embeddings. Please
note that in the following sections, we omit superscript i as we discuss
how to select questions for a single student.

4.2 Multi-Objective Reward

In this part, we discuss how to design our multi-objective reward,
which plays an important role in learning the optimal selection
algorithm. As mentioned before, previous works only focus on the
quality objective. However, such single-objective methods cannot
satisfy the needs of CAT in practice. In this paper, we incorporate
three domain-specific objectives into the reward design, including
quality, diversity and novelty, to support the adaptive question
selection.

4.2.1 Quality. An excellent selection algorithm should select the
best-suited question to predict the student’s ability accurately. For
an arbitrary student, since her real ability is unknown, we can use
her meta question set to measure the error of ability estimate 6;.
Specifically, at test step t, we use 6; to calculate the prediction
accuracy on her meta question set, which is denoted as ACC(6;).
A higher value of ACC(6;) means the ability estimate 6; is more
accurate and closer to real ability.

Intuitively, a stimulation should be given if the selected question
by the selection algorithm helps enhance the accuracy of ability esti-
mate. Comparatively, a punishment should be given if the selected
question reduces this accuracy. Formally, we design the quality
reward as:

Tqua = ACC(0;) — ACC(0¢-1) ®3)

The meta question set is used to compute quality reward and will
not be selected to the student.
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4.2.2 Diversity. In the large and comprehensive exam, the test
questions should include rich knowledge concepts [3]. The diversity
objective requires to cover a variety of knowledge concepts. This
implies that a stimulation should be given if the selection algorithm
chooses a question with a new concept. Here, for simplicity, we
discretize the reward value. Formally, the diversity reward is 1 if a
question involving a new concept is selected, and 0 otherwise:

1, if e \{c1VUc2...Uci—1} #0
T'div = . 4
0, otherwise

where c; is the concept covered by the question g; at test step t.
The binary reward setting is commonly used in RL [18, 34].

4.2.3 Novelty. As mentioned before, a proper selection algorithm
should take novelty into account because the lack of novelty can
lead to overexposed questions and may affect students’ test behav-
iors [16]. For example, students can tell the later classmates the
answers to the overexposed questions.

Therefore, we design the novelty reward to control the question
exposure. Let 7~ denote the set of top x% of most popular questions
in the training set. We encourage the selection of less popular
questions, as these questions are more likely to be novel in the
future and lead to a balanced distribution of question exposures.
Along this line, the novelty reward is 1 if the selected question q;
is not in 77, and 0 otherwise:

Tnov = b lf(It ¢ T (5)
0, otherwise
Take note that after determining the training set, 7 is calculated
and fixed, and will not change throughout the CAT process. In this
paper, we set x = 10 following Stamenkovic et al. [34].

So far, we have defined the vector-valued reward r(ss, q;) =
[7quas Tdivs Tnoo ], which refers to the quality, diversity and novelty
reward respectively. From the optimization function in Equation
2, the reward vector is multiplied by the scalarization function w.
The each element of w can be regarded as the importance of the
corresponding objective, and we discuss its role in the Section 5.7.

4.3 State Encoder

Generally, state encoder takes the historical response records as
input to generate the state of GMOCAT: s; = fse ({(q1,¢1, Y1), - - -»
(qr-1,¢ct-1,Yr—1)}). We will detail how the state encoder fs is
implemented below.

Suppose the number of questions is Q, we use embedding matrix
Wy € R9% to map each question g into the real-valued embed-
ding &4 € RY: Eq = xqWy, where x4 is the one-hot vector of g,
and d is the embedding dimension. &, characterizes information
about questions. We apply the same operation to get the concept
embedding & € R¥ of concept ¢ and response embedding Ey e R4
of response y.

The relation aggregator is used to extract relational informa-
tion and learn relation-aware embeddings. By using graph neural
networks, the aggregator takes raw question embeddings &4 and
raw concept embeddings &, as input and outputs corresponding
relation-aware embeddings gq and gc (detailed in the Section 4.5).
Alternatively, we could use raw embeddings of questions and con-
cepts similar to prior work, but we find that the relation-aware
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representations perform better in most datasets. The performance
of relation-aware representations will be further discussed in Sec-
tion 5.6.

Given the step ¢, the state encoder represents historical ques-
tion sequence {q.;—1} by relation-aware question embeddings>
{g}{t_l }, represents historical concept sequence {c1.;—1} by relation-
aware concept embeddings {ég” ~11. The historical response se-
quence {y1:;—1} is represented by raw response embeddings {Sly:t_l }.
Note that the state encoder’s input {(qy, ¢y, yp)|t’ € [1,¢ — 1]}
is the response records at all previous steps. Thus, for each previ-
ous step ' € [1,t — 1], the triple (g4, ¢y, ys) can be represented
by e;, which is the concatenation of relation-aware question em-
bedding gf], relation-aware concept embedding éﬁ, and response

embedding 85 . The formulation of e, € RP is given by:
ey =& 0 EL @ &Y (6)
where D = 3d. If a question contains multiple concepts, we take
the mean of relation-aware embeddings of related concepts as gé/
Then the historical response records {(qs, ¢,y )|t’ € [1,6—1]}
can be represented by a embedding matrix E; = [ej, ez, ..., et,l]T €
RU=DXD We note that response records contain different amounts
of information. For example, answering a hard question correctly
contains more information than answering a simple question cor-
rectly. To capture the differences among response records, we apply

self-attention mechanism [36] on E;, which is defined as the scaled
dot-product function:

(E W) (E, W)
Vi

where WQ, WK WV € RPXD are trainable matrices, \/ﬁ is scaling

factor [36]. We add LayerNorm [2] and skip-connection [17] behind

the self-attention mechanism. We also use Dropout [33] to avoid

the overfitting.

Notice that the student’s real ability is unchanged during the CAT
process [38], the order of each record is not important. We input
E; (the embeddings after self-attention) into the average-pooling,
and generate the state s; € RP. The actor-critic recommender uses
this state to select the next question.

E; = Softmax( )(EWY) ()

4.4 Actor-Critic Recommender

The actor-critic recommender takes the state s; as input. We utilize a
policy network as the actor to generate actions by sampling from the
distribution 7(q¢|st; ¢r). The actor is a fully connected layer with
parameter ¢, . Besides, we use a value network as the critic to evalu-
ate the state. Given a state sy, the critic’s output V(s;) is a vector that
predicts the expected return, each element of which corresponds to
an objective, defined by V(st; o) = [V (st)qua> V(8t)divs V ($t)nov]-
The subscripts {qua, div, nov} refer to quality, diversity and novelty
objectives, respectively. The critic is also a fully connected layer
with parameter ¢,,.

To maximize the weighted-sum return J in Equation 2, we
modify PPO method [32] into a multi-objective form. Specifically,

3For questions, {q1.r—1} is short for {qy,..., qr-1}, and {gé‘t’l} is short for

{&L,..., gé’l }. This also applies to concepts and responses.
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the advantage value for selecting gq; is defined as the actual return
of a state-action pair minus the expected return of this state:

Ast,q) = v 'r(s.qu) = V(se) (®)
v'=t
We use the scalarization function f,, to convert the vectorized
advantage A into a scalar. As introduced before, we choose linear
function fiy, = w, where importance weight w; corresponds to
individual objective. The clipped surrogate loss is applied to update
the actor parameters:
. 7(qelst)
L1 = ~Egonypy [Min{ =120
7old(qtlst)

Cli ( 7(qelst)

wlA(st q1),
9

To1a(qrlse)’

The critic loss is based on the purpose that the expected return
gets as close to the actual return as possible:

1—-¢1+ e) wl A(s;, q1)}]

1 ’_
Lo=owlIVGse) = )y (e gl (10)
r=t
Finally, the Multi-Objective PPO(MOPPO) loss is a weighted sum
of two losses with the trade-off hyperparameter a € Ry:

L=L1+aly (11)

4.5 Relation Aggregator

As we discussed above, the relational information included in the
questions and concepts is closely related to our three objectives, but
is neglected by existing CAT methods. We use the relation aggre-
gator to aggregate relational information. In this part, we describe
the aggregation of relational information from the perspectives of
concepts and questions.

4.5.1 Concept Relation. Since the concepts appear in both pre-
requisite and correlation graphs, concept embedding is influenced
by two relations. We apply graph attention network [37] (GAT) to
aggregate neighbor embeddings in two graphs. For each concept
¢ with raw embedding &, let Nfre, NEOT be its neighborhood in
the prerequisite and correlation graph. We aggregate neighbor em-
beddings with the attention weights to get the prerequisite-aware
embedding gpre and the correlation-aware embedding gcor:

Epre = Z ac,c'wpreac’: 8cor = Z ﬁc,q’wcoraq' (12)

o ENfrE q/ E1\]"?0r

Intuitively, the attention weights (a¢ s or fiq) are related to the
similarity between neighbor embeddings and the concept ¢ embed-
ding, defined by:

acer = Softmaxe (attpre ([WpreSe, WpreSer])), ¢ € Nfre (13)
ﬁc,q’ = SOftman’ (attcor ([Wcar‘SL‘s Wcorgq'])) > q’ € Ngor (14)

where att, denotes a linear layer with a LeakyReLU activation func-
tion. [-] is the concatenation operation, Wpye, Weor are trainable
matrices.

Prerequisite-aware embedding and correlation-aware embed-
ding contain different relational information. To distinguish their
different importances, we use the following treatment. Prerequisite-
aware embedding’s weight jipre is related to the similarity between
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the attention vector P and prerequisite-aware embedding, defined
by
Hpre = pT. tanh(W - gpre +b) (15)

and the weight por can be modeled similarly. These two weights
are normalized by a softmax operation. Finally, the relation-aware
embedding of concept ¢, denoted as &, is the weighted sum of
prerequisite-aware embedding and correlation-aware embedding:

gc = Upre8pre t Heor8cor (16)

4.5.2 Question Relation. Similar to the concept, we perform
question neighbor aggregation via GAT again. For each question ¢
with raw embedding Eg, let N7°" be its neighbor set in the correla-
tion graph. Since questions only contain correlation relation, the
relation-aware embedding gq is the correlation-aware embedding
h¢or. The relation-aware embedding of question g is gq, given as:

heor = Z §%C'WC0”80" (quZhwr (17)

/ cor
¢’eNg

The weight & -+ can be modeled similar to the forms in Eq. 14.

5 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we conduct extensive experiments on three real-
world educational datasets to evaluate the effectiveness of our pro-
posed GMOCAT method.

5.1 Data Partition and Experiment Process

We evaluate our GMOCAT method on three real-world educational
datasets: Eedi*, ASSIST® and Junyi®. Eedi [40] is from the response
logs over the 2018-2020 years on an educational platform Eedi.
ASSIST [12] is from the ASSISTments online tutoring platform.
Junyi [7] is gathered from the exercise logs over the 2018-2019 year
on the online learning website Junyi Academy.

For all datasets, we remove students with fewer than 40 test
records. The statistics of the processed datasets are listed in the
Table 1. We use 80%-10%-10% students for training, validation and
testing respectively. The students in the training set do not appear
in the validation/testing set. The training set is used to get calibrated
question parameters, most popular questions for novelty reward,
and to optimize the selection algorithm ”. Furthermore, we partition
the samples which contain student i’s test records into the candidate
question set (D2, 80%) and the meta question set (D},, 20%). These
two sets are not the same for each student, and also generated
randomly in each training epoch to prevent overfitting [14].

The experimental results are averaged over five runs. All our
experimental results are obtained on the testing set. For each stu-
dent j in the testing set, (1) we use the selection algorithm to select
a question from D/; (2) CDM updates ability estimate with the
corresponding responses; (3) we evaluate the selection algorithm
by different metrics and report the value.

4https://eedi.com/projects/neurips-education-challenge
Shttps:/sites.google.com/site/assistmentsdata/home/assistment-2009-2010-
data/skill-builder-data-2009-2010
Chttps://www.kaggle.com/datasets/junyiacademy/learning-activity-public-dataset-
by-junyi-academy

7The static selection algorithms do not require training,
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Table 1: Dataset Statistics

Dataset Eedi ASSIST | Junyi
#Students 4,918 1,360 20,395
#Questions 948 17,751 2,835
#Concepts 86 123 40
#Records 1,382,727 | 239,919 | 2,537,898
#Prerequisite Edges 334 1,166 306
Concepts Per Question 4.0 1.2 1.0
Positive Label Rate 0.55 0.62 0.69

5.2 Evaluation Method

5.2.1 Quality Metric. We evaluate the accuracy of final ability
estimate of student i by predicting binary-valued student responses
on her meta question set D%, . Therefore, we take Area Under ROC
Curve (AUC) [4] and Accuracy (ACC) as quality metrics to assess
different selection algorithms.

5.2.2 Diversity Metric. We use the concept coverage (Cov) [3]
to measure diversity. Specifically, let K be concept set, and K; be
the set of concepts covered by all selected questions before step ¢.
Cov is defined as the proportion of covered concepts by all selected
questions: 1
Cov = k;( 1(k € K;) (18)

5.2.3 Novelty Metric. We measure the novelty using the question
exposure rate (the proportion of times a question was selected) and
the mean overlap rate (the mean overlap among questions selected
by any two students in the student set) [8]:

Nq
Exposure, = W (19)
2 Nijeu,jzi 1Qi N Qjl
Overlap = U= (U= 1))2 (20)

where Ny is the count that question g is chosen, U is the student
set, Q; is the set of questions tested by student i.

5.3 Baselines

We apply our method on two CDMs: traditional Item Response
Theory (IRT) [11] and recent deep learning-based model Neural-
CDM (NCD) [39], and we compare our methods with two groups of
selection algorithms. We use the following state-of-the-art selection
algorithms as baselines. They are:

Static methods. based on heuristic and unlearnable rules.

Random: the random selection algorithm.

MFI [22]: It selects the question with Maximum Fisher Information.
It’s only designed for IRT.

KLI [6]: It selects the question with the maximum moving average
of Kullback-Leibler information. It’s only designed for IRT.
MAAT [3]: It’s an active learning-based method, which uses Ex-
pected Model Change (EMC) of CDM to select questions. It also
designs an extra module to enhance concept diversity.

Learnable methods. They are data-driven and learnable from
large-scale datasets.
e BOBCAT [14]: It’s a meta learning-based method that recasts CAT
as a bilevel optimization problem.
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o NCAT [44]: It’s a reinforcement learning-based method that de-
signs an attention-based DQN. It selects questions by sampling
from the Boltzmann distribution of Q values to control question
exposure.

5.4 Implementation Details

For all experimental results, except for Section 5.7, we always keep
the scalarization function w = [1,1,1]. The implementation of
our model is available®. We set the maximum test length T = 20,
following [43, 44]. We set y = 0.5 in Eq. 8, € = 0.2 in Eq. 9. The
batch size is 128, the embedding dimension d = 128. The dropout
rate is 0.1 in the self-attention mechanism. The optimizer is Adam
[19], and the learning rate is 0.001. The loss trade-off parameter
a = 1.0. The parameters of the baselines all follow the settings in
their original papers to ensure their best performance. In the three
datasets, only Junyi provides the prerequisite relation between
knowledge concepts. Therefore, we use the implementation by Gao
et al. [13] to construct the prerequisite graph for other two datasets,
presented in Appendix B.

5.5 Performance Comparison

Here we analyze the performance of GMOCAT on different metrics.
The scalarization function w is fixed as [1, 1, 1].

5.5.1 Quality Comparison. Table 2 reports the AUC and ACC met-
rics of different methods at test step ¢ = 5, 10, 20. From them, we
observe that:

(1) Our method outperforms all of the baselines on two different
CDMs of three public datasets. On Eedi, GMOCAT achieves up
to 2% AUC improvements compared to the best baseline (e.g.,
step 5 on NCD). On ASSIST, GMOCAT achieves up to 1% ACC
improvements compared to the best baseline (e.g., step 10 on
IRT). On Junyi, GMOCAT outperforms the best baseline by 1%
AUC points (e.g., step 20 on IRT). These results demonstrate
that relational information and multi-objective strategies can
improve the accuracy of ability estimates.

(2) NCAT, also as a RL-based method, is the second best on most
datasets, which also demonstrates the effectiveness of the RL
framework. For example, at the beginning of test(step 5), MAAT
is not weak, but at the end(step 20), its AUC/ACC are always
beaten by the RL-based methods. This is because MAAT selects
questions based on greed rather than a long-term perspective.

5.5.2  Diversity Comparison. We display the Cov curve through-
out the CAT process in Figure 3. GMOCAT outperforms much on
all datasets with two CDMs, because it has an explicit diversity
objective in the MORL framework and a relation-aware selection
algorithm, while other methods do not. Compared with other base-
lines, the Cov curve of GMOCAT grows fastest. In most cases, the
second fastest method is MAAT, because it also has an intrinsic
diversity goal. But its greedy strategy leads to performance degra-
dation.

5.5.3 Novelty Comparison. Table 3 lists the exposure rate(Exp.)
and mean overlap rate(Over.) at step 20 with Junyi dataset, where

8The MindSpore implementation is available at: https://gitee.com/mindspore/models/
tree/master/research/recommend/GMOCAT
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Table 2: The AUC and ACC performance on three public datasets. The best performance is in bold, while the second best value
is underlined. "-" indicates the method can’t be applied on NCD. "+" indicates statistically significant improvement (measured

by t-test) with p-value < 0.05.

Dataset Eedi ASSIST Junyi
CDM IRT NCD IRT NCD IRT NCD
Metric AUC AUC AUC
Step 5 10 20 5 10 20 5 10 20 5 10 20 5 10 20 5 10 20
Random | 6838 6973 7198 | 6845 7024 7298 | 67.68 6789 6843 | 6773 6851 6970 | 7672 7699  77.44 | 7680  77.06 7747
Stati MFT 6892 7041 72.66 B B - 6795 6842 69.26 - - B 7705 7748 78.16 - - 5
tatic KLI 68.69 7029 72.60 - - - 6792 6839 69.23 - - - 76.98 7743 78.14 - - -
MAAT 69.09 7090 7319 | 69.03 7103 7375 | 6824 6882 6970 | 67.96 6938 7117 | 7693  77.39 7821 | 7707 7753 7840
BOBCAT | 6894 7050 7324 | 6917 7144 7451 | 68.65 6944 7097 | 6950  70.63 7180 | 77.81 7870 79.17 | 7747 7821 7946
Learnable | NCAT 69.04 7078 7332 | 69.09 7145 7455 | 68.67 6949 7106 | 69.28 7093 7168 | 77.96 7887 7913 | 77.63 7841  79.56
GMOCAT | 69.81° 71.78" 74.19" | 71.25° 73.76° 75.76" | 69.13° 70.38° 71.91° | 69.95° 71.26° 72.95" | 78.68" 80.00° 80.24" | 78.07° 79.00" 80.30°
Metric ACC ACC ACC
Step 5 10 20 5 10 20 5 10 20 5 10 20 5 10 20 5 10 20
Random | 6352 6436 6591 | 6345 6483 6670 | 6450 6475 6521 | 6571 6629 6715 | 72.66  73.07  73.67 | 7381 7400 7436
) MFT 6379 6463 6592 B B - 6483 6534 6619 - B B 7288 7334 7398 B - -
Static KLI 6354 6444 6585 - - - 6475 6529  66.16 - - - 7287 7333 7397 - - -
MAAT 6325 6438 6615 | 6386 6458 6671 | 6556 6630 6757 | 6657 6784 6952 | 7373 7451 7548 | 7431 7488 7538
BOBCAT | 6391 6490 6697 | 6395 6562 6769 | 6537 6621 67.88 | 6755  68.63  69.94 | 7421 7566 7651 | 7442 7521 7645
Learnable | NCAT 6404 6497 6692 | 6400 6559  67.84 | 6534 6632 6836 | 67.15 6838 6944 | 7474 7605 7570 | 7464 7547 7640
GMOCAT | 64.42° 65.70° 67.49" | 65.53° 67.36" 68.96" | 66.16° 67.42° 69.02° | 67.63° 68.55° 70.18° | 75.01° 76.68° 77.37° | 74.84° 7583" 77.16"
Table 3: Exposure rate (Exp.) and mean overlap rate (Over.)
0.7 —— Rand 0.7 —+— Rand . .
ol e at test step 20 with Junyi dataset. Exp.(>0.2) represents the
X —~— KLU X —+— NCAT
_os|— o Los| T soscAT proportion of questions with exposure rate > 0.2. The best
8 o4 = Ghoomr A Soa result is in bold, while the second best is underlined. "+"
03 03 indicates statistically significant improvement (measured by
0.2 0.2 .
o o t-test) with p-value < 0.05.
' s 10 15 20 ’ S 10 15 20
Test Step Test Step A
Dataset Junyi
IRT on Eedi NCD on Eedi CDM IRT NCD
Metric Exp.%(>0.2) Over.% | Exp.%(>0.2) Over.%
0.7 Random? 0.04 4.6 0.04 4.6
06 MFI 0.18 6.62 - -
30° )’ Static KLI 0.21 6.73 - -
0.4 /
© 03 J —— Random MAAT 0.63 17.66 0.67 15.22
. AT
0z o BOBCAT 0.74 17.36 0.88 17.64
01 = GMocAT Learnable | NCAT 0.21 7.62 0.14 7.03
5 10 15 20 5 10 15 20 * * * *
Test step Test Step GMOCAT 0.11 5.13 0.07 1.86
" - - -
IRT on ASSIST NCD on ASSIST We list Random method here just to illustrate the actual lower bound of the
exposure rate.
0.8 o8| T
07 07 effectiveness of novelty reward. NCAT also gets a low question
06 o exposure because it samples actions from a Boltzmann distribu-
205 —+— Random 3 0.5 . . .
Coa B o4 e tion. In contrast, our approach achieves lower question exposure
wAaT AT . . L L
03 — Near 03 ~ near by directly targeting exposure as an optimization objective.
0.2 —+— BOBCAT 0.2 —+— BOBCAT
‘GMOCAT GMOCAT .
01 01 From the above three aspects, we can see that by using GMOCAT
5 10 15 20 5 10 15 20 . .
Test Step Test Step method, we can not only achieve a balance between accuracy, diver-
IRT on Junyi NCD on Junyi sity and novelty, but also significantly improve all of quantitative

Figure 3: Diversity Comparison with the Cov Metric.

Exp.(>0.2) represents the proportion of questions with exposure
rate > 0.2. We find that:

(1) Although Random method has the lowest exposure rate, this
does not mean that it is the best method. Because the randomly
selected questions are not personalized at all, which violates
the intention of CAT. We list Random method here mainly to
illustrate the actual lower bound of the exposure rate.

(2) Among all methods except Random, GMOCAT achieves the
smallest exposure rate and overlap rate, which demonstrates the

metrics. Strengthening diversity and novelty objectives brings a
notable improvement in Cov and exposure rate metrics.

5.6 Ablation Study

We conduct ablation studies to further investigate the contribution

of each module in GMOCAT. We test all metrics at step 20 on

IRT with Junyi dataset. We still set the scalarization function w =

[1,1, 1]. The settings are discussed as follows:

o GMOCAT-R: remove the relation-aware embedding. That means
we ignore the relation graphs, and replace the relation-aware
embedding Eq. Ec with raw embedding Eq. Ec.
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Figure 4: Performance Comparison about GMOCAT using different configurations of w, which cause to focus on a subset of
objectives. The results are at step 20 on IRT with Eedi dataset. The first, second and third entries of w corresponds to the
importance of quality, diversity and novelty objective, respectively.

Table 4: The results of ablation studies. We test each metric at
step 20 on IRT with Junyi dataset. The best results are given
in bold. "+" indicates statistically significant improvement
(measured by t-test) with p-value < 0.05.

Metric AUC@20 Cov@20 Overlap@20
GMOCAT 0.8024* 0.8185* 0.0513*
GMOCAT-R 0.7999 0.7380 0.0599
GMOCAT-S 0.7983 0.7310 0.0586

o GMOCAT-S: remove the scalarization function. That means the
reward is changed from a vector to a scalar, weighted by three
rewards. Correspondingly, the critic’s output becomes a scalar.

The results are presented in Table 4. We can observe that the
GMOCAT’s performance will decrease no matter which module is
removed. This means that both modules contribute to the perfor-
mance of GMOCAT. We analyze that: (1) GMOCAT-R loses vital
relational information between questions and knowledge concepts,
which significantly reduces its performance. This allows us to safely
conclude that it is advisable to capture the relational information
for selecting more appropriate questions. (2) after removing the
scalarization function, the performance degradation of GMOCAT-S
also proves the necessity of converting the single-objective method
to the multi-objective method with vectorized rewards.

5.7 Objective Comparison

To investigate the function of different objectives, in this part we
explore the differences when GMOCAT focuses on the subsets of
three objectives. In our setting, the first, second, and third entries
of w correspond to the quality, diversity and novelty objectives
respectively. We conduct the experiments with the following con-
figurations of w:

w e {[1,1,1],[1,0,0], [0,1,0], [0,0,1],[1,1,0], [1,0,1], [0, 1, 1]}

Here, we mainly consider the effect of the presence/absence of each
object, so the value of w is either 1 (presence) or 0 (absence).

Figure 4 displays the performance comparison of GMOCAT on
Eedi+IRT setting at test step 20 with different configurations of w.
From the results we find some interesting phenomena:

(1) Focusing solely on one objective leads to performance degrada-
tion in other metrics. For example, [1,0,0] gets a low coverage
(Cov) value. [0,1,0] and [0,0,1] get low AUC/ACC values. This
demonstrates the importance and necessity of utilizing multiple
objectives simultaneously.

(2) From Figure 4(a) and 4(b), we find that adding the diversity ob-
jective increases the value of AUC/ACC (e.g., [1,1,0] outperforms
[1,0,0] on AUC/ACC). This phenomenon is consistent with our
intuition, because the student’s ability is multifaceted. We can
predict the student’s ability more accurately if test questions
include diverse knowledge concepts.

From Figure 4(a) and 4(b), we also spot that adding novelty
objective slightly impairs quality performance (e.g., [1,1,0] out-
performs [1,1,1] on AUC/ACC). This phenomenon implies a
potential conflict between quality and novelty objectives. The
novelty objective attempts to achieve a balanced distribution
of test questions, which results in low-quality questions being
selected more frequently, and prevents us from predicting the
student’s ability accurately.

3

=

From the above observation, we can conclude that there is both
promotion and contradiction between three objectives. GMOCAT
provides a flexible way to adapt CAT with different practical needs.
For example, if we want to pay more attention to the exposure rate
of test questions, we can increase the importance of novelty ob-
jectives while ensuring that quality performance does not degrade
too much. We leave it to future work to quantitatively analyze the
trade-off of multiple objectives and automate the balance to meet
various practical applications.

6 CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose GMOCAT, a Graph-Enhanced Multi-
Objective method for CAT, that provides a multi-objective approach
for learning the selection algorithm. We highlight the three ob-
jectives in CAT, namely quality, diversity and novelty, and apply
Scalarized Multi-Objective RL to optimize these objectives in a
long-term perspective. Furthermore, our method improves upon ex-
isting CAT methods by building relation-aware representations of
questions and concepts to summarize their relational information.
Extensive experiments demonstrated that our method outperforms
state-of-the-art methods on three educational datasets, which sig-
nificantly improves the accuracy of ability estimate, diversifies the
test questions and alleviates the question exposure.
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A THE PROCESS OF SINGLE-OBJECTIVE
SELECTION ALGORITHM
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Figure 5: The training/testing of the single-objective selection
algorithm.
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B PREREQUISITE GRAPH CONSTRUCTION

In the three datasets, only Junyi provides the prerequisite relation
between knowledge concepts. Therefore, we need to construct
the prerequisite graph for other two datasets. Here, we use the
implementation by Gao et al. [13]. First, we compute correct matrix
njj
2k ’Jlik
concept j is answered correctly and immediately after i is answered
correctly. Next, we calculate transition matrix T, where T; j = 1 if

#—l:ﬁiz@ > threshold, representing concept i has an edge

C, where Cj; is ifi # j ,elseit’s 0. n;; means the count that

pointing to j. If T;; = 1 but Tj; # 1, the relation between concept i
and j is prerequisite, i.e., i is a prerequisite for j. We set threshold
as the average value of matrix T.
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