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Abstract. The evolution of technology and education is driving the emergence of Intelligent & Au-
tonomous Tutoring Systems (IATS), where objective and domain-agnostic methods for determining
question difficulty are essential. Traditional human labeling is subjective, and existing NLP-based ap-
proaches fail in symbolic domains like algebra. This study introduces the Approach of Passive Measures
among Educands (APME), a reinforcement learning-based Multi-Armed Bandit (MAB) framework that
estimates difficulty solely from solver performance data—marks obtained and time taken—without re-
quiring linguistic features or expert labels. By leveraging the inverse coefficient of variation as a risk-
adjusted metric, the model provides an explainable and scalable mechanism for adaptive assessment.
Empirical validation was conducted on three heterogeneous datasets: SKYBEN (middle school), TIMSS
(international assessment), and IIT JEE Advanced (national entrance exam). Across these diverse con-
texts, the model achieved an average R? of 0.9213 and an average RMSE of 0.0584, confirming
its robustness, accuracy, and adaptability to different educational levels and assessment formats. Com-
pared with baseline approaches—such as regression-based, NLP-driven, and IRT models—the proposed
framework consistently outperformed alternatives, particularly in purely symbolic domains.

The findings highlight that (i) item heterogeneity strongly influences perceived difficulty, and (ii) vari-
ance in solver outcomes is as critical as mean performance for adaptive allocation. Pedagogically, the
model aligns with Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development by identifying tasks that balance challenge
and attainability, supporting motivation while minimizing disengagement. This domain-agnostic, self-
supervised approach advances difficulty tagging in IATS and can be extended beyond algebra wherever
solver interaction data is available.
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1 Introduction

In the interdisciplinary framework of education and learning analytics, a futuristic research outcome is emer-
gence of an effective Intelligent & Autonomous Tutoring System (IATS). Hence developing an adaptive
learning system for determining the difficulty-level [5] of a question as a part of curriculum development is
a significant and high priority research topic. Advancement of such autonomous and intelligent system is
crucial in personalizing curricula, optimizing learning pathways, maintaining learner motivation and tailor-
ing questions in real time based on learners’ dynamics governed by a complex dynamic system of different
engagement variables (affective, cognitive, academic and Behavioural) along with the contextual variables
associated with a learner. This system must be capacitated to estimate the “expected payoff” or likelihood of
a correct answer, while balancing risk factors such as failure, time taken, or learner demotivation [6]. Main-
taining learners in the optimal learning zone—often described by Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development
(ZPD) [53, 54] —is a must to prevent learners’ disengagement or panic/ phobia [3, 4] in concerned subject.

So far, a few existing models attempt to reduce difficulty estimation to static, linguistic, or handcrafted
features, limiting scalability and objectivity. Existing methodologies often require expert input or rely on
NLP features such as syntax, embeddings, or problem type classifiers [13, 15, 16]. Besides, Al-enhanced
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educational systems are enriched with LLM or partially rule based approach to interpret the difficulty-
level of a question in some cases, but, these approaches have several drawbacks including falling short in
autonomously estimating question difficulty in symbolic / abstract domains like algebra [8, 23]. Traditional
NLP-based models, which rely heavily on linguistic features, are invalid for pure algebraic questions that
lack textual elements. Moreover, these systems are often tailored to homogenous learner populations and fail
to scale across diverse cultural or educational backgrounds [24, 25, 26]. In broader contexts such as MOOCs,
where learners’ demographics and engagement patterns vary widely, lack of adaptability across subjects,
context or learner population type is a pitfall for a personalized learning process [27, 28, 29, 30, 31]. Also,
this system is unable to dynamically tag a question with its difficulty-level out of a solver’s behavior (e.g.,
response time, accuracy) in real time without needing pre-labeled data or expert-curated features. Therefore,
the significant gap that pertains to the development of autonomous, self-supervised, domain agnostic systems
capable of estimating question difficulty based solely on performance metrics and without linguistic features
or external labels. This study aims to build a scientifically explainable, autonomous agent that classifies
algebraic questions by difficulty based on solver behavior. The central research question is framed as “Can
an autonomous intelligent system identify the easiest question within a given set of algebraic
questions, using only performance data like marks and time?”

This study introduces the Approach of Passive Measures among Educands (APME), a self-supervised
novel method for difficulty estimation grounded in Reinforcement Learning (RL) and the Multi-Armed Bandit
(MAB) framework which requires no labeled data for training. APME is described as passive because: 1. It
evaluates difficulty from solver behavior, not from the question creator’s assumptions. 2. It neither directly
measure’s a question’s static features grounded on NLP techniques nor the learner’s engagement which is
passively captured through time domain. 3. It reduces feature dependence by using only marks obtained
and time taken as input. The model learns difficulty rankings by optimizing performance-to-variance ratios,
offering a domain agnostic mechanism that is scalable and explainable.

This study contributes to the field of intelligent tutoring systems and educational data mining in several
novel ways:

— A Passive, Reinforcement Learning-Based Model: We introduce APME, a domain-agnostic, self-supervised
model that estimates question difficulty without relying on textual or structural features.

— Performance-Variance Trade-Off Mechanism: The model incorporates a statistically grounded difficulty
estimation approach using the inverse of the coefficient of variation (mean/standard deviation), which
balances expected solver performance with consistency.

— A conceptual framework distinguishing between intrinsic and extrinsic question characteristics and show-
ing how both can influence difficulty perception.

— Domain Independence: APME is designed to work across domains by relying only on observable solver
behaviors (marks and time), making it suitable for symbolic domains like algebra where NLP-based
methods fail.

— Scalability for Large-Scale Adaptive Systems: The framework is computationally lightweight and inter-
pretable, making it ideal for integration into real-time ITS and MOOC platforms.

— Empirical Validation Across Real Datasets: The methodology is tested using real student performance
data collected from middle-school learners, and achieves high accuracy in estimating both difficulty means
and variances with low RMSE values.

— Reusability and Reproducibility: Source code along with three diverse datasets is shared in a public
repository as mentioned in the abstract.

Although the method is developed for algebra, APME’s design is domain-agnostic, capable of extending
to other subjects as long as learner response metrics are available. Algebra is chosen due to the lack of
existing robust methods for difficulty estimation in non-linguistic mathematical domains.

The remainder of this paper is structured as Section 2 (reviews related work), Section 3 (Academic
Background & Theoretical Discussion), Section 4 (Methodology), Section 5 (Results & Discussion) and
Section 6 (Conclusion).

2 Literature Review

There exist a very few researches which pertain to “Finding the Difficulty Level of an algebric Question”
from the year of 2000. All the approaches for “Finding the Difficulty Level of a Math Question” are largely
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based on text processing. Almost all the relevant works are mentioned below from the year of 2000.

[15] developed an approach to measure difficulty-level of a problem in algebra through the concept of
problem complexity. Their methodology identified six key complexity factors influencing problem difficulty:
the number of perceived difficult steps, the number of steps required to solve a problem, numerical complex-
ity, the number of logarithmic terms, the number of operations, and the degree of familiarity students had
with the problem. These factors were combined into a multiple regression model to predict difficulty-level.
This model allowed for preemptive difficulty estimation, bypassing the need for student testing, and was
suitable for use in computer-assisted instructional systems. However, the total steps required to solve the
problem often depend on the state of teaching-learning process; also, it is a relative matter subject to the
discretion of paper setter/educator. The Author proposed that taken the shortest path of the solution is
considered as the easy way out of the problem, however the shortest solution may make use a trick which
itself may be difficult for an average student. In contrast the lengthy process maybe easier. Moreover, while
numerical complexities and logarithmic terms are definitely important characteristics for determining the
difficulty level of a question there are many such lingos in algebraic questions, like, trigonometric functions,
quadratic functions, complex formulas, etc. which are not covered. The question is how to determine the
distance between the trigonometric function and logarithmic function scientifically if considering the loga-
rithmic function as baseline. As the answer is unknown, this is found to be a significant gap of this research.

[16] proposed a personalized e-learning system based on Item Response Theory (IRT), termed PEL-
IRT, to address learner disorientation and cognitive overload in web-based learning environments. Their
methodology included modeling course material difficulty with the Rasch single-parameter logistic model
and estimating learner ability using maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) based on explicit feedback. The
system dynamically adjusted course difficulty using a collaborative voting mechanism that aggregated feed-
back from learners and experts. Course recommendations were personalized by aligning difficulty levels with
the learner’s ability, facilitating adaptive learning pathways [52]. In spite of this study the research has a
serious drawback related to the voting approach mentioned. Normally expert and serious student is able to
evaluate the difficulty level of a course material and this point is already addressed by the author. For an
example, if a student skips some topic and doesn’t understand it well, the feedback provided by him against
a course material related to that topic may deviate from the expected response with a very high probability.
This situation will cause the system to capture noise; so, depending on the words of the teenager(s) for
categorizing the questions based on the difficulty-level is not very promising. Furthermore, the views (per-
ceptions) of the captured learners are not validated, despite their real-time performance of them. Also, the
methodology is not appropriate for determining the difficulty of a question as it is dedicated to determine
the difficulty level of a course material.

[17] introduced Multi-Armed Bandits based Personalization for Learning Environments (MAPLE), a
computational approach designed to personalize educational content for students, so that they can maximize
their learning gains over time. MAPLE integrates difficulty ranking with a multi-armed bandit framework
to optimize question selection. It estimated the expected learning gains for each question in a target set, and
employs an exploration-exploitation strategy to dynamically select the next question for the student. Addi-
tionally, it also maintains and updates a personalized ranking of question difficulties in real-time, adapting
to the student’s progress as they engage with the content. The big gap of this research is the absence other
characteristics of the dataset. Only expected gain does not ensure any confidence interval without z-score.

[18] developed a methodology for generating mathematical word problems (MWPs) with controlled dif-
ficulty levels. Their energy-based language model incorporated constraints on equations, vocabulary, and
topics to ensure linguistic quality and creativity. However, this method heavily depended on NLP models
such as GPT-2 and MAGNET, limiting its focus to linguistic aspects. The title of the work “Automatic
Educational Question Generation with Difficulty Level Controls” indicates that the methodology measures
the difficulty-level in some absolute scale and so generate it (MWP) but the approach is not a robust one to
handle the cases of pure algebra which reflects gap in our context of discussion.
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Similarly, [19] employed supervised learning techniques to classify the Indonesian and mathematical
multiple-choice questions according to their difficulty levels. Their methods included Random Forest, Logis-
tic Regression, Support Vector Machines (SVM), and Dense Neural Networks, which analyzed embeddings,
lexical, and syntactic features. This work is heavily dependent on the state of art of NLP (Natural Language
Processing) which is not applicable in case of determining the difficulty-level of a pure algebraic question.
The serious gap of this study is a lack of treating the questions composed without natural language sentences
(like pure algebraic questions).

[6] employed a two-step approach to analyze the difficulty-level of a mathematical question provided
by ABLE Tech, a mathematical Learning Management System (LMS)-based solution platform targeting
teenagers from elementary to high school. Initially, a t-test analysis was conducted to identify variables sig-
nificantly correlated with difficulty, revealing that the correct answer rate, question type, and solution time
had positive correlations with question difficulty. Subsequently, machine learning models, including logistic
regression (LR), random forest (RF), k-Nearest Neighbor (k-NN) and extreme gradient boosting (xgboost),
were utilized to classify questions based on their difficulty levels. Evaluation metrics such as accuracy, pre-
cision, recall, F1 score, AUC-ROC, Cohen’s Kappa, and Matthew’s correlation coefficient (MCC) were then
applied to assess the models’ performance. This approach is not a self-supervised approach, whereas, we have
introduced the self-supervised learning which is much more prone to the ITS (Intelligent Tutoring System).

[20] introduced Unsupervised Skill Tagging (UST) to extract concept tags from student explanations to
improve organization of instructional material. Data was collected during a linear algebra course where stu-
dents provided problem-solving explanations. The text was pre-processed to remove irrelevant elements like
punctuation and stop words, and frequent unigrams and bigrams were then extracted. These were matched
with a predefined master tag list using exact word matching and Levenshtein distance, with a scoring function
to determine tag relevance. Parameters were optimized using a train-test split, and the method’s performance
was evaluated against manual tagging using precision, recall, and F1 scores. UST aims to identify relevant
concepts without supervision, leveraging student explanations to link questions to appropriate tags. Addi-
tionally, Linear Algebra course is not a generalized problem set pertaining to algebra whereas by mentioning
algebra we refer to mid school and high school algebra, which is beyond the scope of applying above research
related to linear algebra. The study also uses linguistic analysis which is not relevant to the current topic of
discussion, as these approaches fail to address any measuring technique required to determine the difficulty
level of pure algebraic questions.

[21] introduced a novel approach to predict question difficulty level using mouse movement features.
Different measures, such as response time, travel distance, and directional changes (x and y flips), were
calculated using the mousetrap package in R. Additional features, including initiation time, velocity, and
acceleration, were explored for their potential to detect response difficulty. According to the authors, the
study could not disentangle effects of the specific question from effects of the type of difficult, in addition
the accuracies were only moderately high. Evidently, mouse movement itself is not enough to describe the
difficulty-level of any type of question in any subject field.

[22] employed meta-analysis to measure the difficulty-level of mathematical problems. They examined
student errors in solving mathematical problems based on Polya’s criteria, education levels, focus areas,
and other moderator variables. Data were systematically collected from databases such as Scopus, DOAJ,
WorldCat, Google Scholar, and the Garuda Portal, adhering to strict inclusion and exclusion criteria. The
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) framework guided the
selection process through identification, screening, eligibility, and inclusion stages. Statistical data, such as
the number of samples, error percentages across Polya criteria (understanding the problem, devising a plan,
executing the plan, and reviewing), and effect size (ES) and standard error (SE) values, were prepared using
Microsoft Excel and were analyzed using JASP software to produce results. In the above methodology, it is
found that quantifying the degree of Understanding and precise Planning in order to solve a problem is hardly
possible as these concepts are abstract and heavily reliant on human perception. Moreover, the authors have
not provided any direction to address this issue which can be in consideration for the both autonomous and
manual system. This is a significant research gap in respect of our research periphery. Consequently, this
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concept cannot be implemented to build an intelligent and autonomous system.

The above reflated studies mostly address various directions for determining the difficulty-level of a
question, framed based on Natural language sentences. Hence, none of the methodologies used in the above
studies are compatible for determining the difficulty level of an algebraic question. Other studies also have
several limitations, which we already mentioned above, for measuring the difficulty-level of an algebraic
question through Intelligent Tutoring System (ITS). Hence, we find a serious lack in existing research of
developing an intelligent and autonomous Tutoring systems for determining the difficulty level of an algebraic
question without any intervention of human. Here we introduce a novel robust method, based on Multi-Armed
Bandit Problems associated with Expected Value and Variance in order to measure the difficulty level of an
algebraic problem which does not involve any sort of natural language sentence. The mean-variance trade-off
is a must to depict distribution properly (the detailed discussion has been incorporated under section 3.6
named “Coefficient of Variance”), which is a serious lack found in previous work.

3 Academic Background & Theoretical Discussion

Categorizing an algebraic question according to its level of difficulty—which is an intangible, relative, and
multi-dimensional construct [39]—depends both on its subjective nature (intrinsic characteristics of the
question) and on the solver’s skills, which are influenced by contextual and engagement variables (extrinsic
characteristics of the question).

— Intrinsic characteristics include static properties such as topological and taxonomical attributes, struc-
tural and linguistic complexity, conceptual depth, etc. [11, 40, 41, 42, 12], which remain invariant across
different solvers.

— Extrinsic characteristics depend mainly on the solver’s dynamics, which pertain to contextual variables
(e.g., demographic factors) and several engagement variables—namely, cognitive, affective [35, 36], be-
havioral, and academic factors. These variables govern the solver’s receptive and productive skills and
change over time.

One way of developing an algorithm to measure the difficulty level of an algebraic question is through a
direct approach: estimating all the above-mentioned characteristics along with the perspective of the question
creator or instructor, who would rely on their experience [13, 15, 16].

An alternative method introduced in this study is the Approach of Passive Measures among Educands
(APME), inspired by the Multi-Armed Bandit problem and addressed using Reinforcement Learning. As
mentioned in the introduction, we capture the effects of engagement variables on learning outcomes through
their time-domain dynamics, rather than by directly measuring these variables. This is considered a passive
measure.

3.1 Notion of Multi-Armed Bandid (M AB) Framework:

The MAB problem models sequential decision-making under uncertainty, where an agent selects actions
(“arms”) with unknown reward distributions to maximize cumulative gains [2]. It balances exploration (trying
new arms) and exploitation (choosing optimal arms) to minimize regret [1]. In this study, each problem acts as
an arm, with rewards derived from solver performance (marks/time), enabling adaptive difficulty estimation.

3.2 Theoretical Justification for Coefficient of Variation in MAB

The coefficient of variation (CV), defined as CV = ¢ /p, serves as a critical metric for risk-sensitive decision-
making in the Multi-Armed Bandit (MAB) framework [1]. Below, we formalize its advantages over alternative
metrics and its pedagogical implications.
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Scale-Invariance and Regret Bounds CV’s scale-invariance property enables comparison across diverse
datasets (e.g., middle-school algebra, JEE Advanced, etc.) by normalizing risk (o) relative to expected gain
(). This aligns with MAB’s goal of minimizing cumulative regret Ry:

T
Rp=T-p* = fla,, (1)
t=1

where p* is the optimal arm’s mean. By prioritizing arms with high CV™' = p/o, the agent tightens
regret bounds, as o o< \/E[R7y] [2]. For Gaussian rewards, the probability of achieving u + € is:

P(|Gain — p| <€) = erf <i‘2> , (2)

where lower ¢ (thus higher CV™!) increases confidence (e.g., o1 = 0.34 yields 22.8% probability vs.
oo =1.2 at 6.7% for e = 0.1).

Comparison to Alternative Metrics Table 1 contrasts CV with common risk-adjusted measures. CV is
preferred for its interpretability and absence of external benchmarks (e.g., Sharpe ratio’s risk-free rate).

Table 1. Comparison of risk metrics for difficulty estimation.

Metric Advantages Limitations

(62% Scale-invariant; intuitive for educators Unstable for p ~ 0

Sharpe Ratio Standard in finance Requires risk-free baseline
Gini Coefficient Robust to outliers Computationally expensive

Pedagogical Alignment with ZPD CV maps to Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) by
quantifying predictable challenge:

— Low CV: High consistency but potentially trivial (u < solver ability).
— High CV: Unreliable outcomes, risking frustration [3].

Empirically, problems with moderate CV (e.g., problem B in Fig. 1) kept learners engaged longest.

3.3 Pseudo Value of a Question

The pseudo value of a question refers to the assigned numerical marks awarded based on a predefined
scoring rubric, typically used for practical evaluation purposes. These marks act as a proxy—though not
equivalent—for the intrinsic worth of the question and are determined by educators according to perceived
difficulty, expected length of the solution, or comparative assessment against other items in the same test.
However, this assignment is inherently subjective, often based on heuristic judgments rather than empirically
measured performance data. Consequently, pseudo values offer only a relative estimation of question difficulty
and are susceptible to biases stemming from inconsistent marking schemes or domain-specific norms. Within
the reinforcement learning framework adopted in this study, pseudo values function as inputs to model
student gain and behavior but do not serve as the final arbiter of question difficulty.

3.4 True Value of a Question:

In contrast, the true value of a question is a fixed, invariant property representing its intrinsic complexity,
independent of solver characteristics or contextual factors. It encapsulates the essential conceptual depth,
structural complexity, and logical demands embedded in the question itself. Unlike pseudo values, which vary
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with human perception and contextual framing, the true value remains constant across solvers and settings.
However, this value is abstract and not directly observable; it must be inferred indirectly through aggregated
performance metrics such as solver accuracy, time invested, and consistency of outcomes. In the proposed
reinforcement learning—based model, the true value is approximated through expected gain adjusted by the
coeflicient of variation, enabling a data-driven and domain-agnostic estimation of difficulty that aligns more
closely with an objective understanding of question challenge.

3.5 Modeling the Problem:

A question’s challenge manifests through multiple dimensions of complexity, including Syntactic Complexity
(e.g., linguistic structure in word problems), Topological Complexity (e.g., network dependencies among
concepts), Conceptual Complexity (number and abstraction of underlying principles), Procedural Complexity
(number and nature of solution steps), Contextual Complexity (required real-world knowledge), etc. These
components form a feature vector ¢ = (¢q,ca,...,¢y,), representing the question’s invariant and inherent
intrinsic complexity.

This intrinsic complexity necessitates a certain effort investment, which is mediated through the solver’s
engagement variables (€cog; Eben; €aff, - - .) and other contextual factors. If e denotes a vector combining these
engagement and contextual variables, the entire system can be synthesized into a single latent scalar p. This
scalar p represents the true value of the question—defined as the objective effort investment required for its
solution, also termed the realized effort. This is formalized by the function G:

p=Glc.e) 3)

where G(-) is a symbolic function mapping the complexity features and engagement profile to the required
cognitive investment. The final perceived difficulty score ( is generated by the composition of functions:

(=Dog (4)

This function ¢ can be a simple composition or a more complex functional mapping.

As the true value p and engagement vector e are latent, we employ a strategy of relative measurement. The
framework proxies these latent variables through observable interactions: specifically, the invested time (a
proxy for effort) and the assigned score. When a solver invests effort (proxied by time t) to solve a question,
the interaction yields a return. This return consists of two components: a reward R, which constitutes
an externally assigned performance-based incentive defined by the assessment policy, intrinsic cognitive
enrichment, which recuperates the invested effort and is quantified by the true value p (the intrinsic cognitive
investment). Thus, the return (S) is modeled as:

S=R+p (5)
In this model, Performance is defined as n := o/ﬁfr:f = % where mark € {0,1}. Here, v is the pseudo-

value (the externally assigned marks), an exogenous value assigned based on correctness and scaled by an
anthropogenic scalar . This scalar incorporates external assessment policies set by the paper-setter (e.g.,
weighting for question importance). If o = 1, the reward is unbiased; otherwise, it introduces a policy-based
scaling. The average performance for ith problem is calculated as:

_ 1 v;
m:E'Z my T Pi (6)

where v; denotes the pseudo-value assigned to problem i, tgm) represents the time taken in the mt"

instance of all responses to problem 7, and p; is the true value associated with class 7.

If a solver invests excessive time to solve the problem, perfomance decreases; t - co = n — 0, indicat-
ing low efficiency and thus maximal perceived difficulty. This formulation captures the inverse relationship
between observed performance efficiency and the underlying perceived difficulty.

As mentioned earlier, a reward R, which constitutes an externally assigned performance-based incentive
as the assessment policy is defined as
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Var(n)
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Hence, solving a question is equivalent to pulling an arm and observing a stochastic reward which is
grounded to the tangent of the performance-risk angle. To guide arm selection in the MAB framework, the
agent uses this performance-to-risk ratio. The formulation prefers arms with high expected performance and
low variance (i.e., stable easiness). It serves as the objective for our bandit optimization: this ratio acts as the
agent’s reward signal and is optimized through exploration and exploitation. Higher values indicate easier
problems with lower variability in solver outcomes.

3.6 Introduction to Modulator

In reality, the marking system is not only restricted to anthropogenic scalars but is also extended to various
policies (such as negative marking), which can be influenced by solver behavior. For an instance, a solver
may prolong time by sitting idle to minimize penalties in the case of negative marking, or may attempt an
answer based on an educated guess. To handle such uncertainties, we introduce weighting vector called the
Modulator, defined as

_ A
a=[a]
such that the return S is reformulated as
S'=A"M,
where:
MT = [R,p],

Hence, for ithe problem, the equation (5) can be re-written as:
S'i=A1-Ri+ Ay -p; (7)

Using this Modulator, we reframe the reward without loss of generality to address the aforementioned
scenarios, as demonstrated with the JEE-Advanced dataset.

While introduced here as a theoretical component, the modulator A is calibrated empirically for specific
assessment policies (e.g., negative marking) as detailed in Section 4.5, ensuring the model’s adaptability to
diverse real-world scoring systems.

4 Methodology

This section outlines the data collection, preprocessing steps, problem formulation, reward structure, algo-
rithm design, and simulation setup used to estimate the difficulty of algebraic questions through a reinforce-
ment learning-based multi-armed bandit (MAB) approach considering problem as an arm.

4.1 Data Acquisition

Three datasets were utilized to evaluate the proposed model:

1. Skyben Dataset: Contains performance records of 200 Indian middle-school students (Grade VII) col-
lected during 2019-2021 through online assessments. Each record includes student ID, problems (Problem
ID), time taken (in milliseconds), and marks (5 for correct answer while a wrong answer secures zero).
The problem set was deliberately designed to avoid guided or correlated sequences of questions, thereby
reducing learning bias across problems.
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2. TIMSS Dataset:® The study utilized the publicly available TIMSS (Trends in International Mathemat-
ics and Science Study, 2012-13 School Data with Affect) dataset, which provides student performance
data across mathematics and science domains. The focus was specifically on mathematics-related re-
sponses, as they provide a reliable proxy for quantifying varying difficulty levels across questions. The
original dataset is huge and diverse. We extracted a subset of 24 questions, which had over 89,000
responses with associated time tracking data.

3. JEE-Advanced Dataset:% Constructed from publicly available response statistics of the JEE-Advanced
2024 exam. It includes question-wise correct, incorrect, and unattempted response counts from 180,200
candidates.

The dataset also included multi-correct questions which involved partial marking schemes. However, in
the data provided in JEE-Advanced reports, the distribution of these partially correct marks (i.e., +1,
+2, etc.) is not available. Therefore, such questions (here Q5, Q6, and Q7) could not be used in the
simulation and have been excluded.
For the questions selected, the marking scheme is as follows:

— Q1-Q4, Q14-Q17: +3 for correct, —1 for incorrect

— Q8-Q13: +4 for correct, 0 for incorrect

Each dataset records solver behavior in terms of problem-solving time and accuracy, making them suitable
for performance-based difficulty estimation.

4.2 Data Preprocessing

The acquired data underwent several preprocessing steps to ensure consistency and suitability for the simula-
tion framework. Unwanted columns were removed. Subsequently, missing entries, ambiguous responses, and
incomplete records were excluded. The data was then filtered to retain only complete sets of responses across
the selected mathematical items. This preprocessing step ensured that each learner’s record contributed con-
sistently to the modeling process, avoiding biases caused by uneven participation or partially filled response
sets.

Usecase: Data preprocessing for TIMSS The raw TIMSS dataset has the shape of (6123270, 35). It
contained information such as problem identifiers, timestamps marking the start and end of each attempt,
and whether the response was correct. We extracted a subset of the records where each problem had a
minimum of 3500 recoded perfomances, and the shape was reduced to (89699, 35) with 24 problems.

Following this, the temporal features were cleaned and standardized. The start time and end time columns
were converted into proper datetime objects, and any rows containing invalid or missing timestamps were
removed to preserve consistency. From these cleaned timestamps, a new feature was engineered to capture
the duration of each attempt. The time taken was calculated as the difference between the end and start
times, expressed in milliseconds and stored as an integer for precision.

The final dataset was then constructed by retaining only the essential variables required for further
analysis: the problem identifier, start time, end time, time taken per attempt, and correctness of the response.
To ensure direct compatibility with the simulation code, the time taken column was renamed to milsec
and the correct column was renamed to marks.

4.3 True Target Variable Determination, Aggregation & Normalization

To maintain clarity in terminology, we distinguish between the instantaneous performance per attempt (1)
and the aggregate metrics derived from it. For each problem, the mean (u,) and standard deviation (o) of
the solver’s instantaneous performance 7 (as defined in Eq. 6) were computed. A Derived Performance
metric (¢) was then defined as the inverse coeflicient of variation:

5 https://sites.google.com/site/assistmentsdata/home, https://sites.google.com/site/assistmentsdata/
datasets/2012-13-school-data-with-affect
S https://jeeadv.ac.in/reports/2024.pdf, pg. 24
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which served as the true reward signal R (as theorized in Section 3.6), reflecting the stability and
risk-adjusted efficiency of solver outcomes. Higher values of ¢ indicated problems that were consistently
solved with high efficiency and low variability, while lower values corresponded to higher uncertainty and
perceived difficulty. This ground-truth measure remained hidden from the agent and was used only to validate
experimental outcomes.

In parallel, learners’ performances were aggregated into a success-to-failure ratio, modeling each problem
as a stochastic arm with an underlying probability of success and forming the empirical basis for simulating
learner—question interactions. To address unequal participation, success ratios were normalized by total
attempts to yield comparable difficulty metrics, followed by min-max scaling to [0, 1], ensuring uniformity
and stability in subsequent optimization.

4.4 Probability Assignment to Simulated Environment

Normalized metrics were used to assign probabilities in the simulated bandit environment, where each prob-
lem’s success rate represented the hidden reward probability of its arm. Easier questions corresponded to
higher probabilities of success and harder ones to lower, yielding a probabilistic representation of the difficulty
distribution and enabling faithful simulation of student—problem interactions.

Derived Performance;

(8)

b= >~ Derived Performancey,’
These probabilities governed the likelihood of each problem being selected during simulation and introduced
weighting schemes to balance exploration across varying difficulty levels.

4.5 Modulator Determination

In the TIMSS and SKYBEN datasets, the marking scheme was simplified by excluding a negative marking
strategy. SKYBEN uses o = 4 to construct a pseudo-value (a correct answer receives 4 points), while TIMSS
uses o = 1 (a correct answer receives 1 point). In both cases, we plug A; = 1 and Ay = 0 into our modulator.
This anchors the true value of a question to a 0 reference, keeping the reward calculation unaltered.

In the case of the JEE Advanced dataset, the presence of a negative marking scheme (where 1 point is
deducted for every wrong answer) for some questions requires us to set A; = 1 and Ay = m This affine
transformation effectively shifts the entire scoring system into the positive domain. The operation preserves
the ordinal relationships between outcomes and maintains the linear structure of the original scoring scheme,
making it suitable for subsequent analysis without loss of generality.

4.6 Bandit Simulation

As stated earlier, each problem was modeled as an arm in a Multi-Armed Bandit (MAB) framework. The
agent iteratively interacted with the environment by selecting arms and receiving stochastic rewards gener-
ated from the derived performance distribution. To balance exploration and exploitation, Thompson Sam-
pling was implemented.

4.7 Evaluation Metrics

The performance of all bandit algorithms was assessed using the coefficient of determination (R?) and the
Root Mean Square Error (RMSE). The R? score measured how well the predicted rewards aligned with
observed solver outcomes: where y; are the observed values, ¢; are the predicted values, and ¥ is the mean
of the observed values. The RMSE quantified the deviation between predicted and actual values: Together,
these metrics provided a comprehensive evaluation of the predictive validity and stability of the bandit-based
difficulty interpretation framework.
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5 Results and Discussion:

We analyzed three experimental datasets spanning heterogeneous contexts and scales: Skyben (10 problems;
2,000 trials), TIMSS (24 problems; 89,699 records), and IIT JEE Advanced (14 problems; 2,522,800 records).
The computational framework discussed previously used in all three analyses.
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Fig. 1. Analysis of the SKYBEN Dataset: (Left) Average Reward Over Time. (Center) Cumulative count of arm
selections Over Time. (Right) Distribution of marks.

Table 2. Performance Evaluation of Multi-Armed Bandit Model on Different Datasets

Dataset R? Score RMSE Steps Experiments
SKYBEN Dataset 0.8011  0.1446 5,000 10,000
TIMSS Dataset 0.9845  0.0130 10,000 240,000

JEE Advanced Dataset 0.9784 0.0175 3,000 70,000

Problem-wise analyses revealed consistent gradients in difficulty. In the Skyben dataset, category A
achieved the highest mean performance (1 &~ 6.94, ¢ & 2.16) while category J was at the lower extreme
(1~ 0.49, o ~ 1.17). TIMSS showed similar spread, with items 416796 (u ~ 7.59, 0 &~ 6.89) and 457384
(1 =~ 7.32, 0 ~ 5.89) outperforming item 437054 (u ~ 0.49, o ~ 1.55). IIT JEE Advanced exhibited much
larger absolute performance values due to its scoring and timing scale, with Q16 (u & 237,305, o = 172,298)
and Q12 (u &~ 229,048, o ~ 186, 992) outperforming Q13 (u =~ 103,541, o ~ 37,466). Highlights are provided
in Table 3. Fig. 4 represents comparison of learned data and actual probability.

Comparison with Baseline Approaches establishes that the proposed model significantly outperforms
traditional methods in estimating question difficulty, as summarized in Table 4. While previous models
relied on linguistic features, expert annotations, or heuristic rule-based strategies, they lacked adaptability
to purely symbolic or algebraic question formats and often failed to generalize across domains. The RL
model, in contrast, is entirely self-supervised and domain-agnostic, requiring only solver performance data
(marks and time) as input. It avoids the pitfalls of subjective tagging and language-based feature extraction.

Models such as GPT-2-based generators and mouse-movement trackers either focus on natural language
or engagement proxies, offering limited insight into question difficulty—especially for algebraic content that
lacks semantic structure.

Across all three settings, performance was strongly item-dependent. The Skyben and TIMSS datasets—
both dichotomously scored—expose clear separations between tractable and challenging problems, with wider
within-item variance in higher-performing categories. The IIT JEE dataset, by virtue of scale and partial
credit, provides a more graduated view: high-mean items (Q12, Q16) also display substantial variance,
implying that they differentiate ability well but may be sensitive to strategy selection and time management.
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Fig. 2. Analysis of the TIMSS Dataset: (Left) Average Reward Over Time. (Center) Cumulative count of arm
selections Over Time. (Right) Distribution of marks.
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Fig. 3. Analysis of the JEE Advanced Dataset: (Left) Average Reward Over Time. (Center) Cumulative count of
arm selections Over Time. (Right) Distribution of marks.

Table 3. Some problem-wise highlights showing the best- and worst-performing items in each dataset. Mean perfor-
mance is normalized; Std denotes within-item variability.

Dataset Problem Mean Performance Std Rank
Skyben A 6.94 2.16 Top
Skyben C 4.39 2.84 Top
Skyben H 0.71 1.42 Bottom
Skyben J 0.49 1.17 Bottom
TIMSS 416796 7.59 6.89 Top
TIMSS 457384 7.32 5.89 Top
TIMSS 437054 0.49 1.55 Bottom
IIT JEE Advanced Q16 237,305 172,298 Top
IIT JEE Advanced Q12 229,048 186,992 Top

IIT JEE Advanced Q13 103,541 37,466 Bottom
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Comparison of Learned Q-values vs True Probabilities
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Fig. 4. Normalized mean ”derived-performance” for highlighted top/bottom problems within each dataset (Data is
scaled by the 5 times for distinguishable visibility).

Table 4. Comparison of our model with existing approaches.

Model Metric Score Remarks

Our Model RMSE, R? (Avg. for 3 datasets) 0.0584, 0.9213 Continuous, domain-agnostic

Lee & Heyworth RMSE, R? 0.65 Based on rule-based regression

NLP + RF F1 Score 0.78 Text-dependent, not symbolic

Item Response Theory Correlation High Expert-vote bias, lacks validation
MAPLE Arm accuracy N/A Decision-focused, no scoring

GPT-2 + MAGNET N/A N/A Language model, irrelevant for algebra
Mouse Movement Engagement Metric Moderate Indirect proxy, not scalable

Two practical conclusions emerge. First, item heterogeneity is a dominant driver of observed effi-
ciency, regardless of domain. Second, variance matters: high means paired with large standard deviations
suggest opportunities for targeted scaffolding or adaptive allocation rather than uniform practice.

Methodologically, these findings motivate the adoption of adaptive selection schemes (e.g., Thompson
sampling or other multi-armed bandit methods) to balance exploration of difficult items with exploitation of
items that currently yield efficient gains. In high-stakes, large-scale contexts such as II'T JEE, partial-credit
dynamics further argue for time-aware reward shaping, since incremental improvements in marks per unit
time can compound meaningfully over the course of assessment or practice.

The findings underscore the potential of passive, performance-based analytics in educational systems. By
capturing solver interaction data and processing it through a reinforcement learning framework, the system
aligns closely with Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), identifying tasks that are neither
too easy nor too difficult. This contributes to optimal challenge zones, promoting sustained motivation and
reducing the risk of disengagement or anxiety.

Importantly, the model’s use of slope-based classification facilitates dynamic curriculum design. Educators
or intelligent tutoring systems (ITS) can assign problems based on both difficulty and risk preference, enabling
fine-grained personalization.

For example, a student exhibiting high consistency but moderate performance may benefit more from
questions like Problem B (low variance) from SKYBEN Dataset, while more confident learners can be pro-
gressively challenged with problems like Problem C or D, which offer higher gain but also greater variability.

6 Conclusion

This study presents a domain-agnostic, self-supervised reinforcement learning framework for estimating the
difficulty of algebraic questions using only performance data (marks and time taken). Leveraging the Multi-
Armed Bandit paradigm and optimizing the inverse coefficient of variation, the model effectively ranks
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problem difficulty without relying on NLP, expert annotation, or pre-labeled datasets. Experiments across
datasets ranging from middle school assessments to national entrance exams demonstrated low RMSE values,
confirming the framework’s robustness, accuracy, and adaptability.

Practical significance: The model is lightweight, explainable, and scalable, suitable for real-time de-
ployment in adaptive learning platforms, including Intelligent and Autonomous Tutoring Systems (IATS). Its
performance-centric design allows seamless integration into educational technologies, particularly in symbolic
domains like algebra where traditional NLP-based methods are limited.

Pedagogical significance: The system aligns with Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development by recom-
mending questions that are appropriately challenging—avoiding both boredom and frustration. This supports
personalized learning, optimizes engagement, and reduces math anxiety, enhancing overall learning outcomes.

While effective at identifying relative difficulty, the system does not yet explain the underlying causes of
difficulty or account for partial credit and affective factors (e.g., motivation, fatigue).

Future work: We will improve interpretability by incorporating intrinsic algebraic features, integrat-
ing multi-modal learner engagement data (e.g., keystroke patterns, cursor movement, eye-tracking, EEG),
adopting advanced exploration strategies such as Thompson Sampling, and extending the framework beyond
algebra to other domains for richer, context-aware adaptation.

In summary, this research introduces a novel, data-driven approach to educational Al, capable of enhanc-
ing both learner experience and assessment quality in next-generation tutoring systems.
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