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Abstract

This chapter focuses on the transformative role of Artificial Intelligence (AI) and
Machine Learning (ML) in science assessments. The paper begins with a discussion of the
Framework for K-12 Science Education, which calls for a shift from conceptual learning
to knowledge-in-use. This shift necessitates the development of new types of assessments
that align with the Framework’s three dimensions: science and engineering practices,
disciplinary core ideas, and crosscutting concepts. The paper further highlights the limi-
tations of traditional assessment methods like multiple-choice questions, which often fail
to capture the complexities of scientific thinking and three-dimensional learning in sci-
ence. It emphasizes the need for performance-based assessments that require students to
engage in scientific practices like modeling, explanation, and argumentation. The paper
achieves three major goals: reviewing the current state of ML-based assessments in sci-
ence education, introducing a framework for scoring accuracy in ML-based automatic
assessments, and discussing future directions and challenges. It delves into the evolution
of ML-based automatic scoring systems, discussing various types of ML like supervised,
unsupervised, and semi-supervised learning. These systems can provide timely and objec-
tive feedback, thus alleviating the burden on teachers. The paper concludes by exploring
pre-trained models like BERT and finetuned ChatGPT, which have shown promise in as-
sessing students’ written responses effectively.
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1 Introduction

The rapid advancement of artificial intelligence (AI) in recent years has brought about
transformative changes in various domains, including science assessment. Conventional
methods of assessment in science education, particularly in classroom settings, often rely
on multiple-choice questions (Zhai & Li, 2021), which may not fully capture students’ un-
derstanding and engagement with scientific practices. This problem is even pronounced
with the realization of three-dimensional learning in science—integrating science and en-
gineering practices, disciplinary core ideas, and crosscutting concepts—a new vision set
forth in the Framework for K-12 Science Education (National Research Council, 2012).
This vision presents challenges for Next Generation Science Assessments because tra-
ditional assessments often fall short of capturing the complexities of scientific thinking
during science and engineering practices. However, with the advent of machine learning
(ML) techniques—an advanced artificial intelligence (AI), there is a growing opportunity
to revolutionize the assessment practices in the science learning (Zhai, Haudek, Shi, et
al., 2020).

To assess Next Generation Science Learning and foster critical thinking and problem-
solving skills, efforts have been put into developing ML- and performance-based assess-
ments, which can engage students in science and engineering practices. Performance-
based assessments usually require students to observe phenomena and develop explana-
tions, arguments, or solutions (Harris et al., 2019). These assessment tasks require stu-
dents to represent their thinking using multimodalities, such as writing or drawing (Zhai
& Nehm, 2023). However, writing and drawing are challenging to score in a timely fash-
ion. For classroom assessment practices, without timely feedback, the promise of such
assessments might be significantly compromised. That is, one of the primary reasons that
teachers use assessments is to solicit information about students’ learning and, based on
which, adjust instruction and make instructional decisions. It can be expected that teach-
ers might be reluctant to use these complex assessment tasks if scores are not available in
a timely fashion. In this case, technologies are desired. ML, due to its ability to automat-
ically score written responses and drawn models, is promising, with which vast efforts
in assessment development thus can be beneficial to millions of students (Jiao & Lis-
sitz, 2020; Zhai, Krajcik, et al., 2021). Moreover, with the increasing adoption of online
learning platforms and the availability of vast amounts of educational data, the changing
landscape of education creates an opportune moment for leveraging ML algorithms to
improve science assessment practices (Linn et al., 2023; Zhai et al., 2023). By harness-
ing the power of ML, we can develop more personalized and adaptive assessments that
provide students with timely feedback and promote deeper learning experiences.

This paper aims to explore the potential of ML-based assessments in shaping the
next generation science education. This paper has three major goals. Firstly, we aim
to review the evolution and current state of ML-based assessments in science education,
identifying the challenges and opportunities they present. To achieve this, we will synthe-
size the existing research and highlight the various ML approaches and techniques used in
this field. Secondly, we intend to introduce a framework accounting for ML-based assess-
ments scoring accuracy in science learning environments. This framework will provide
guidelines for educators and researchers to develop effective and accurate assessment
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tools that integrate ML algorithms. At last, we will discuss the most pressing issues of
ML-based assessments in science education and the future directions. By achieving these
goals, we hope to contribute to the ongoing efforts in advancing science education and
paving the way for the ML-based Next Generation Science Assessments that better align
with the vision of science learning set forth in the Framework.

2 Next Generation Science Assessments: A Shift from
Conceptual Change to Knowledge-in-Use

The Framework for K-12 Science Education (NRC, 2012) introduced significant reforms
in science education by outlining a set of science and engineering practices, disciplinary
core ideas, and crosscutting concepts to guide science instruction in K-12 classrooms.
These reforms represent a major shift away from conceptual change to knowledge-in-use
learning, advertising that scientific knowledge is meaningful for students only if students
can apply the knowledge in designing solutions, constructing explanations, and solving
problems. Rote memorization of science concepts or principles contributes limited to stu-
dents’ science learning and the consequential success in their lives and careers. Therefore,
Next Generation Science Learning should aim to enhance students’ scientific competen-
cies and foster deeper thinking through practice-based learning.

Achieving Next Generation Science Learning presents several challenges for class-
room assessment practices. According to students’ grade levels and learning progression,
the Next Generation Science Standards ([NGSS]; NGSS Lead States, 2013) specify a se-
ries of performance expectations, which provide benchmarks for learning. These perfor-
mance expectations are three-dimensional, integrating science and engineering practices,
crosscutting concepts, and disciplinary core ideas. Assessing such performance expecta-
tions thus becomes critical to facilitate classroom learning. However, traditional forms of
assessments, such as multiple-choice exams, are no longer sufficient to evaluate students’
uses of scientific knowledge and their ability to engage in scientific practices. The NGSS
call for more authentic assessments that reflect real-world scientific inquiry and the appli-
cation of scientific knowledge. This shift towards authentic assessment poses challenges
in terms of designing and administering assessments that accurately measure students’
abilities– thinking critically, solving problems, and engaging in scientific practices.

Assessments that need to align with the three dimensions outlined in the Frame-
work and the performance expectations in the NGSS require the development of performance-
based tasks, open-ended questions, and hands-on experiments. Researchers, such as Har-
ris et al. (2019), developed evidence-centered approaches to crafting assessment tasks
that are usually performance-based constructed responses. To assess students’ three-
dimensional performance, they designed two- or three-level analytic rubrics specifically
tailored to each item. These rubrics were created based on evidence-based guiding princi-
ples, aiming to evaluate student performance at the beginning, developing, and proficient
levels. The determination of the number of rubric levels was influenced by the complexity
of the aspects being evaluated.

To illustrate this challenge, we cite an example assessment task (i.e., Red dye dif-
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fusion) developed to assess Next Generation Science Learning (see Figure 1). This task
targets one performance expectation from the NGSS (NGSS Lead States, 2013) at the
middle school level: MS-PS1-4. Develop a model that predicts and describes changes in
particle motion, temperature, and state of a pure substance when thermal energy is added
or removed. The performance expectation requires students to be able to develop mod-
els that can predict and describe changes in particle motion, temperature, and state of a
pure substance when thermal energy is added or removed. This task thus focuses on red
dye particles’ motion in the water. To engage students in scientific practice, this task first
provides students with a video that demonstrates dye diffusion in water at three different
temperatures. Students are then asked to construct models to explain their observations
from the video and provide a written description of their models. A drawing pad with var-
ious drawing tools, three drawing boxes, and a text box for writing is provided to facilitate
this task (see Figure 1 for the task, answer space, and student example responses).

Figure 10.1. Assessment task: “Red dye diffusion” item screenshot (left), re-
sponse interface (right), and a student response (bottom)(adapted from (Zhai,
He, & Krajcik, 2022))

Performance-based assessments, such as Red dye diffusion, are critical to assess
and facilitate Next Generation Science Learning, but place additional burdens on teachers
to score these assessments. Specifically, teachers are not able to assign scores, evalua-
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tions, or feedback to every student in ongoing classrooms. Even for after-class use of
the assessments, it is costly and time-consuming for teachers to score student responses.
For example, assigning scores to each student’s drawn and written responses to the exam-
ple item may averagely cost 1 minute. For a normal middle school science teacher who
teaches 100 students (four classes and each with 25 students), it would cost 100 minutes
to score this individual assessment task, which can be a factor in decreasing teachers’
motivation to use the assessment tasks.

In summary, Next Generation Science Assessment practice is challenging not only
in development and design but also scoring and use of the scores. The Framework brought
about a shift in classroom assessment practices, necessitating authentic and automatically
scored assessments aligned with the Framework’s three dimensions. New technologies
that may enable the automatic scoring of complex assessments are desired.

3 Evolution of Machine Learning-based Automatic Scor-
ing for Science Assessments

Machine learning can address these challenges by entailing automatic scoring systems and
providing timely and objective feedback to both students and teachers. ML algorithms
can analyze students’ responses and performance on various assessment tasks, including
written responses, lab reports, or project-based assignments. These algorithms can assist
teachers in handling the time-consuming task of grading, assess the quality of students’
performance and thinking, and provide immediate feedback on their strengths and areas
for improvement. These systems can provide consistent and efficient scoring, reducing
teachers’ workload and allowing them to focus on providing personalized instruction and
support.

The realm of science assessments has witnessed the application of five distinct
stages of ML applied in science assessments: supervised, unsupervised, and semi-supervised
ML, pre-trained model, and zero-short. All five types share a fundamental characteristic,
which is the machine’s capacity to “learn” from accumulated “experience” rather than ad-
hering to explicit human instructions (Zhai, Yin, et al., 2020). ML-based assessment
applications generally encompass two stages: training/learning and testing/predicting.
Supervised, unsupervised, semi-supervised ML, pre-trained model, and zero-short differ
from one another based on their respective approaches to training. In the case of su-
pervised ML, the training data are initially labeled by human annotators, and the machine
learns from these labeled instances (examples see Haudek et al., 2012; Nehm et al., 2012).
Supervised ML is the most frequently used approach in automatic scoring given its high
accuracy. For example, our research has assessed student performance when engaging
in scientific argumentation (Wilson et al., 2023; Zhai, Haudek, et al., 2022), investiga-
tion (Maestrales et al., 2021), explanations (Zhai, He, et al., 2022), etc., and achieved
satisfactory scoring accuracy using supervised ML (see Figure 2). Our recent work em-
ployed the deep learning algorithms (e.g., neural networks) further extend the usability of
this approach from language models to computer visions, and thus ML can automatically
score student-drawn models (Wang et al., In press; Zhai, He, et al., 2022). In addition,
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my colleagues and I have applied supervised ML to assess teachers’ pedagogical content
knowledge (Zhai, Haudek, Stuhlsatz, et al., 2020).

Figure 10.2. Automatic scoring accuracy for science assessments involving
different scientific practices

Conversely, unsupervised ML relies on unlabeled data, requiring the machine to
detect underlying patterns by analyzing the structural properties within the data corpus.
Although unsupervised ML has the potential to reduce resource consumption and costs by
eliminating the need for human labeling, it may lead to decreased accuracy in scoring stu-
dents’ responses, which can prove problematic for most forms of science assessments. In
the earlier years, Urban-Lurain et al. (2013) have used unsupervised ML to assist in scor-
ing rubric development, using the identified patterns from student responses. However,
unsupervised ML is rarely used for scoring purposes by itself. Hybrid approaches, such as
semi-supervised ML, have been developed to address challenges that need a large amount
of labeled data, wherein humans employ a portion of labeled data to train the machine
while also allowing it to learn the data structure from the unlabeled portions. Irrespective
of the specific ML type employed, the development and validation of rigorous algorithms
are standard practices before the algorithms can be deployed to predict/classify instances
within new corpora.

Figure 3 provides a comprehensive outline of the general procedure employed for
ML applications in science assessment. Commencing with science performance expecta-
tions, assessment tasks and rubrics are constructed by item developers. Subsequently, stu-
dent responses to these tasks are collected. In cases where supervised or semi-supervised
ML is utilized, human experts are enlisted to score student responses based on the pro-
vided rubrics (Unsupervised ML usually omits the human scoring part). All information
derived from student responses, including human scores, is then utilized to train the ma-
chine. The training process involves extracting a set of features or attributes from student
responses and establishing their association with the provided labels through a specific
algorithmic model chosen by researchers. Researchers have the flexibility to fine-tune the
parameters of the algorithmic model to align with their research objectives. The outcome
of the training process is an optimized algorithmic model that can be employed to identify
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patterns within new datasets or categorize responses accordingly. However, prior to mak-
ing predictions on new corpora, it is customary to undertake a model validation procedure.
Common validation methods include self-validation, data splitting, or cross-validation.

Among the various validation approaches employed in science assessment, cross-
validation is the most prevalent (Zhai, Yin, et al., 2020). Cross-validation entails parti-
tioning the data into n groups and employing (n-1) groups for training the machine, while
the remaining group is utilized to evaluate the algorithm’s performance. Specifically, the
algorithm is employed to predict labels for the remaining group, and a comparison is made
between the machine-assigned labels and the human-assigned labels to calculate a mean
machine-human agreement (MHA). This process is repeated n times to ensure that each
group has an opportunity to serve as the testing set. The average of the n MHAs serves as
an indicator of the algorithm’s capability. If the average MHA satisfies predefined success
criteria, the algorithm can be applied to new datasets.

Figure 10.3. Machine Learning-based Assessment Framework

Pre-trained models in ML have emerged as powerful tools that offer significant
advantages in various domains. These models are pre-trained on vast amounts of high-
quality data and possess the ability to learn intricate patterns and representations. By
leveraging the knowledge and expertise acquired during pre-training, these models can
be fine-tuned or utilized as feature extractors for specific tasks, leading to improved per-
formance and reduced training time. One prominent example of a pre-trained model is
BERT (Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers). BERT is a language
model developed by Google that has achieved remarkable success in various natural lan-
guage processing (NLP) tasks (Devlin et al., 2018). It is pre-trained on a large corpus of
text data, such as Wikipedia, which allows it to capture the contextual relationships be-
tween words and understand the meaning of sentences. Riordan et al. (2020) found that
BERT can rival the performance of traditional ML algorithms (e.g., SVR, Neural Net-
works) in assessing students’ written responses to science assessments. Once pre-trained,
BERT can be fine-tuned on specific downstream tasks, such as text classification, named
entity recognition, or sentiment analysis. During fine-tuning, BERT’s parameters are ad-
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justed using task-specific data, enabling the model to specialize in a particular NLP task.
Liu et al. (2023) used more than 5,0000 student-written responses to fine-tune (unsu-
pervised ML) a SciEdBERT and found that this fine-tuned BERT performed better than
the general BERT in terms of developing scoring models. This is because, one of the
key advantages of BERT is its ability to comprehend the context and meaning of words
based on the surrounding words in a sentence, considering both the left and right contexts.
This bidirectional understanding makes BERT particularly effective in tasks that require
a deep understanding of language nuances. Liu et al. (2023) took advantage of BERT
as a pre-trained model and further enhanced its ability to comprehend student writing in
science education. Developers and researchers can benefit from its extensive language un-
derstanding capabilities without the need to train a model (supervised ML) from scratch.
This not only saves significant computational resources and time but also allows for faster
development and deployment of NLP applications across a wide range of domains, includ-
ing information retrieval, question answering, and language translation. Their versatility
and effectiveness make pre-trained models a valuable asset in accelerating and enhancing
ML applications across a wide range of fields.

Zero-shot ML refers to a paradigm where a model is able to perform a task or
make predictions on classes or concepts that are not seen during training. It involves
transferring knowledge from seen classes to unseen classes by leveraging semantic rela-
tionships or embeddings. In zero-shot learning, the model is trained on a labeled dataset
with a subset of classes, referred to as “seen classes.” The model learns to understand the
relationship between the input features and the class labels. During training, the model
also learns to associate auxiliary information or semantic embeddings with each class,
which captures the underlying semantic relationships between classes. Once trained, the
zero-shot learning model can generalize to predict or classify instances from “unseen
classes” that were not present in the training set. Wu et al. (2023) developed a zero-shot
approach– matching exemplars as next sentence prediction (MeNSP), using pre-trained
models. Without training data, MeNSP was able to score student written responses with
Cohen’s Kappa ranges between 0.30 to 0.57. This is achieved by utilizing the learned
semantic embeddings or auxiliary information to reason about the unseen classes based
on their relationships with the seen classes. With few-shot (i.e., a few training samples),
MeNSP can increase the lower end of scoring accuracy of Cohen’s Kappa from 0.30 to
0.38. This approach significantly reduced the machine training efforts and may be used
for low-stakes settings.

More recently, the availability of fine-tuned ChatGPT shows substantial potential
to improve scoring accuracy. In their research, Latif and Zhai (2013) investigates how
a customized version of ChatGPT (GPT-3.5) can be effectively used for the automated
grading of students’ written answers in science education assessments. Although GPT-3.5
has shown remarkable capabilities in understanding natural language, its general training
on a wide array of internet-based texts calls for additional fine-tuning to suit the specific
language used by students in educational settings. To tackle this, they fine-tuned GPT-3.5
on six distinct assessment tasks, incorporating a variety of responses from middle and high
school students, as well as expert evaluations. These tasks included both multi-label and
multi-class question formats. They then compared the performance of their specialized
GPT-3.5 with a fine-tuned version of Google’s BERT model. Their results indicate that
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the fine-tuned GPT-3.5 surpassed BERT, achieving an average accuracy increase of 9.1%
across all tasks, and this improvement was statistically significant (p < 0.05). Particularly
in multi-label tasks, GPT-3.5 demonstrated a 7.1% higher accuracy rate than BERT for
one specific item. In summary, their study confirms that a domain-specific GPT-3.5 model
can effectively and accurately grade student responses in the realm of science education.
To foster community engagement and further research, they have made these fine-tuned
models publicly accessible.

The key distinction between zero-shot learning and pre-trained models lies in the
nature of the transferred knowledge. Pre-trained models, such as those based on transfer
learning, are initially trained on a large-scale dataset to learn general features and repre-
sentations of the data. These models are then fine-tuned on a specific task using labeled
or unlabeled data related to that task. The transferred knowledge in pre-trained models
comes from the learned general representations. In contrast, zero-shot learning focuses
on transferring knowledge about semantic relationships or embeddings between classes.
The model learns to understand the underlying connections between classes during train-
ing, allowing it to generalize to unseen classes during inference. Both pre-trained models
and zero-shot learning leverage prior knowledge, but they differ in the type of knowledge
transferred. Pre-trained models transfer general feature representations, while zero-shot
learning transfers knowledge about semantic relationships or embeddings. The choice be-
tween these approaches depends on the specific requirements and availability of labeled
data for the task at hand.

Deploying ML and automatic scoring in the context of science assessments also
presents its own set of challenges. One major challenge is ensuring the validity of auto-
mated scoring systems, particularly for complex and open-ended tasks (Zhai, Krajcik, et
al., 2021). The algorithms need to be trained on large datasets of well-annotated responses
to accurately assess students’ work and provide meaningful feedback. Additionally, con-
cerns regarding the fairness and bias of automated scoring systems need to be addressed.
ML algorithms should be developed and tested to ensure they are not biased against cer-
tain groups of students based on their race, gender, or socioeconomic status. To achieve
this goal, it is essential to study the potential factors holding accountable for machine
scoring accuracy.

4 A Framework Accounting for Automatic Scoring Ac-
curacy

The most critical question for ML-based Next Generation Science Assessments is scor-
ing accuracy, as it is the foundation to secure unbiased scores and fair uses of the scores.
Machine scoring accuracy is usually measured by comparing machine scores with human
consensus scores, indicated by Machine-Human Agreements (MHAs). In our prior work
(Zhai, Shi, et al., 2021), we reviewed the literature and meta-analyzed the factors impact-
ing machine scoring accuracy. In this study, we presented this extended framework that
identifies five categories of factors moderating MHAs: (i) assessment external features,
(ii) assessment internal features, (iii) examinee features (e.g., grade, school level, ELL),
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(iv) machine training and validation approaches (e.g., sample size, human rater reliabil-
ity), and (v) technical features (e.g., algorithm, attribute abstraction).

Assessment external features, such as length of responses, rubrics, assessment sce-
narios, and type of assessment, have been proposed as factors moderating MHAs. Length
of student responses is regarded as a critical factor that limits MHAs because longer re-
sponses tend to provide more information for ML so that ML scoring may be more ac-
curate. Therefore, it is not surprising that Nehm et al. (2012) found that scoring models
were most effective in scoring longer responses, though longer responses are typically
more challenging to score for human raters given their high cognitive demand for scor-
ing. Despite this, it is noted that Nehm et al. (2012) only reported a weak relationship
between response length and MHA. Scenarios or prompts are also external features that
might moderate machine performance. Clear scoring criteria are necessary to achieve
high MHAs (Lottridge et al., 2018). Many of the assessment external features have been
examined in the science education literature, including the subject domain which was
found to significantly impact MHAs (Zhai, Shi, et al., 2021).

Assessment internal features, such as the number of concepts, complexity of con-
struct, degree of overlap of concepts, and variation in concepts, have been shown to mod-
erate MHAs.. Some studies have explored the factors contributing to MHAs in text-based
responses involving concepts. Williamson et al. (2010) proposed three key factors: the
number of concepts elicited by an item, the variety of ways used to express these con-
cepts, and the distinctness of the concept expressions. Leacock et al. (2013) suggested
that a smaller number of well-defined concepts could contribute to MHAs, while Lot-
tridge et al. (2018) identified the number, complexity, degree of overlap, and variation
in concepts as moderators of MHAs. To specify the machine scoring ability, Lottridge
et al. (2018) developed a comprehensive five-level framework for rating machine scor-
ing ability. Item difficulty and complexity of constructs might also moderate MHAs, but
few studies have provided empirical evidence to support this claim. McGraw-Hill Educa-
tion (2014) discovered that machine performance decreased when scoring more difficult
items, particularly those tapping into higher-order knowledge. Zhai, Haudek, Shi, et al.
(2020) argued that the complexity of constructs may moderate MHAs, which was verified
by Haudek and Zhai (2021) using empirical evidence.

Examinee features, such as grade, school level, and English language learners
(ELLs), have been a topic of particular concern for machine scoring. However, not all
studies have found that machine scoring is sensitive to examinee features. Examinee
characteristics, including grade level and school level, have been the focus of machine
scoring research in recent years (Zhai, Shi, et al., 2021). The impact of examinee diversity
on machine scoring has been the subject of particular concern, with ELLs and lower-
grade band students being especially vulnerable to scoring discrepancies (Wilson et al.,
2023). Previous studies, such as Bridgeman et al. (2012), compared machine and human
scores of Graduate Record Examinations (GRE) and the Test of English as a Foreign
Language (TOEFL) assessments. These studies have reported varying scores for ELLs
from different countries that were scored by machines and humans, with some languages
being scored higher by machines than humans, and vice versa.

While some studies, such as Liu et al. (2016), have found the difference in ma-
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chine scores between ELLs and non-ELLs to be negligible, Ha and Nehm (2016a; 2016b)
have found that ELLs’ constructed responses contain twice as many machine-scored
words (MSW) than non-ELLs. However, MSW was found to be a relatively uncom-
mon occurrence in student responses, comprising only 2% of the corpus, and therefore,
had minimal impact on machine-scored assessments. A recent study shows that machine
scoring has the potential to enlarge the gap in average scores between ELLs and other
students on science assessments (Wilson et al., 2023). Again, this effect only happened
at a very small number of assessment items. For other examinee factors such as gender,
Mao et al. (2018) have found that machine scoring is not as sensitive to factors such as
gender differences compared to human raters.

Machine training and validation approaches have been examined in previous
studies and yielded inconsistent results. The techniques used to train and validate ma-
chine algorithms have been a subject of debate, with notable differences in the outcomes
of different approaches. Specifically, Nehm et al. (2012) applied two training approaches
to examine MHAs. With one set of items, they used the individual item responses to
train the machine and then validated the algorithms using the same set of responses. In a
second study, they used one set of responses to train the machine and then validated the
algorithms using another set of responses. Although both approaches obtained satisfac-
tory Cohen’s κ , they found a decrease in MHAs from the latter approach. This finding
suggests that the choice of the training and validation approach could significantly affect
the accuracy of MHAs. Nehm and Haertig (2012) also suggested potential relationships
between machine and human rater performance on scoring based on item types. Lottridge
et al. (2018) argued that rater behavior in labeling training data is a critical factor account-
ing for machine capability. However, tests of this assumption have yielded inconsistent
results. For example, Bridgeman et al. (2012) found that MHAs can be high even though
the machine scoring accuracy was lower than the human–human agreement.

Given that more studies have employed cross-validation approaches, rather than
self- and split-validation, a prior review study (Zhai, Yin, et al., 2020) compared the
MHAs generated using these different validation approaches. Cross-validation was found
to yield higher MHAs compared to both self- and split-validation approaches. Training
size of the corpus is another factor that has been widely discussed as a contributor to MHA
(e.g., Nehm et al. 2012). One approach to account for these differences in training sample
size is to consider a weighted mean Cohen’s κ . The use of a weighted mean Cohen’s κ

could address the challenges of varying training sample sizes and enhance the accuracy
of MHAs.

Technical features, such as algorithm types or attribute abstraction approaches, are
also regarded as crucial factors contributing to diverse MHAs. Algorithmic models, for
instance, have been found to be most critical to machine scoring accuracy (Zhai, Shi, et al.,
2021), suggesting that the assessment used and algorithm models developed in the study
may limit the generalizability of findings. Attributes are those features inherent to student
responses that may be used to link student performance and scores. These attributes
are the foundation of machine algorithm development. Lintean et al. (2012) compared
two attribute abstraction approaches using different grain sizes and found that algorithms
developed using individual words as attributes over-performed those developed using a set
of words as a unit. Additionally, increasing the number of features was found to positively
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impact machine-based assessment performance. Although several technical features have
been examined by Zhai, Shi et al. (2021), the most updated ML, such as pre-trained or
zero-shot approaches – have not been thoroughly investigated. As such, little is currently
known about how the most updated ML algorithms moderate machine-based assessment
performance.

The above review of the literature has revealed considerable inconsistencies re-
garding how various factors moderate MHAs. This is because most studies only employed
a limited number of assessment tasks, and the tests themselves were developed and vali-
dated using different approaches. Identifying variables that different studies have in com-
mon and are suitable for review would help to advance work in this growing area. Our
meta-analysis has contributed to synthesizing available evidence and examining claims
about the factors that contribute to MHAs in science assessment, but more research is
needed to include the most updated ML algorithms and study the factors accounting for
the variable MHAs in future work.

5 Issues and Future Directions

While AI and ML have significantly extended the functionality of science assessment,
been able to assess complex constructs, and ease humans’ efforts (Zhai, 2021), there are
pressing issues both theoretically and practically that hinder the in-depth uses of ML-
based science assessments. Addressing these issues is essential to move the field forward.

5.1 Model Generalizability

As ML techniques continue to advance, ensuring model generalizability becomes an im-
portant area of focus for Next Generation Science Assessments. In the current landscape,
ML-based assessments largely rely on individual algorithmic models trained to assign
scores for individual assessment tasks. Training individual algorithmic models is costly,
and the problem needs to be addressed to make ML-based assessments available to a
broader audience. While current models show promise in their ability to make accurate
predictions on unseen data, there is still a need to improve their generalizability across
different contexts, populations, and assessment tasks. Future research should explore
strategies to enhance the transferability of ML models, such as incorporating more diverse
and representative training data, leveraging domain adaptation techniques, and developing
robust feature selection methods. Additionally, investigating the impact of model archi-
tecture and hyperparameter tuning on generalizability will be crucial in building more
reliable and adaptable assessment models.

Moreover, advancements in federated learning can also contribute to model gener-
alizability. Federated learning allows models to be trained collaboratively across multiple
institutions or organizations without sharing raw data, thereby addressing issues related to
data privacy and data distribution heterogeneity. Exploring federated learning approaches
in the context of science assessments can lead to more robust models that can adapt to
diverse educational settings while preserving data privacy.
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5.2 Unbalanced Data

Addressing the issue of unbalanced data is another key direction for future advancements
in ML-based science assessments. Many real-world assessment datasets suffer from class
imbalance, where certain classes or categories of responses are significantly underrep-
resented (Jiao et al., 2023). This poses challenges for training accurate and unbiased
models, as the learning algorithms may become biased towards the majority class without
further examinations (Zhai & Nehm, 2023).

To overcome this, researchers should explore techniques like oversampling mi-
nority classes, undersampling majority classes, or using advanced sampling methods like
SMOTE (Synthetic Minority Over-sampling Technique). Fang, Lee, and Zhai (2013)
employed GPT-4 to augment student written responses and found the GPT-4 augmented
model performance was higher or equal to the models trained using equal numbers of
student written responses. The development of novel loss functions that explicitly ac-
count for class imbalance can improve the model’s ability to handle skewed datasets.
Moreover, exploring ensemble learning methods that combine multiple models trained
on balanced subsets of data can lead to improved performance and better handling of
imbalanced classes.

Furthermore, as the field progresses, it will be essential to address intersectional
biases that may arise from the combined effects of class imbalance and other demographic
factors. Researchers should investigate techniques that consider the interplay between
different demographic variables, such as gender, race, and socioeconomic status, to ensure
that ML-based science assessments are fair and equitable for all students.

5.3 Machine Learning-based Assessment User Guidelines

As ML-based assessments become more prevalent, it is crucial to develop user guidelines
and best practices to ensure their effective and ethical use. Educators, administrators,
and policymakers need guidance on how to integrate these assessments into existing ed-
ucational frameworks, interpret their results, and make informed decisions based on the
outcomes (Zhai & Krajcik, 2022). Future research should focus on creating comprehen-
sive guidelines that address issues like test administration, data privacy, transparency in
algorithmic decision-making, and potential biases and limitations of the models. These
guidelines should also highlight the importance of human judgment and expertise in con-
junction with ML-based assessments. Collaboration between researchers, educational
practitioners, and policymakers will be vital in developing user-friendly tools and re-
sources to support the successful implementation of ML-based science assessments in
educational settings.

Additionally, as technology advances, it is crucial to continuously monitor and
update guidelines to address emerging challenges and ethical considerations. For ex-
ample, guidelines should adapt to advancements in explainable AI techniques, ensuring
that users can understand how the ML models arrive at their predictions. The inclusion of
guidelines for continuous model monitoring and evaluation will also enable educators and
administrators to identify and address potential biases or limitations in real-time, fostering
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transparency and accountability in ML-based science assessments.

5.4 Interpretations and Uses of Scores

The interpretations and uses of scores obtained from ML-based science assessments re-
quire careful consideration to ensure their meaningful and responsible utilization in sci-
ence education. As these assessments provide predictions or classifications based on
complex algorithms, it is necessary to establish clear guidelines on how to interpret and
communicate these scores effectively to stakeholders, such as students, teachers, parents,
and policymakers. Future research should explore methods for generating interpretable
explanations for the predictions made by ML models, allowing users to understand the
underlying reasoning and factors contributing to the scores. Techniques such as attention
mechanisms, saliency maps, and rule-based explanations can provide insights into the
features or patterns that influenced the model’s decision, enhancing the transparency and
trustworthiness of the assessment process.

Furthermore, investigating how these scores can be effectively integrated into edu-
cational decision-making processes, such as personalized instruction, curriculum design,
and student support systems, will be essential for maximizing the benefits of ML-based
science assessments. By aligning the assessment results with specific instructional inter-
ventions, educators can provide targeted support to students, identify areas for improve-
ment, and foster individualized learning experiences. However, it is crucial to balance the
use of ML-based scores with holistic assessments that consider multiple dimensions of
student performance, including non-cognitive skills and qualitative feedback, to ensure a
comprehensive understanding of student abilities (Zhai & Nehm, 2023).

To support the responsible use of ML-based scores, the development of compre-
hensive data literacy programs for educators, students, and other stakeholders is neces-
sary. These programs should focus on enhancing the understanding of the limitations and
potential biases of ML models, promoting critical thinking about assessment results, and
fostering informed decision-making based on multiple sources of evidence.

In conclusion, the future of ML for Next Generation Science Assessments lies
in enhancing model generalizability, addressing unbalanced data challenges, developing
user guidelines, and improving the interpretations and uses of scores. By tackling these
key areas, researchers and practitioners can pave the way for more reliable, fair, and
meaningful assessments that leverage the power of ML to enhance science education and
foster deeper understanding and engagement among students.
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