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ABSTRACT

This study offers a complete analysis of ChatGPT’s mathematics abilities in responding to multiple-
choice questions for the Vietnamese National High School Graduation Examination (VNHSGE)
on a range of subjects and difficulty levels. The dataset included 250 questions divided into four
levels: knowledge (K), comprehension (C), application (A), and high application (H), and it included
ten themes that covered diverse mathematical concepts. The outcomes demonstrate that ChatGPT’s
performance varies depending on the difficulty level and subject. It performed best on questions at
Level (K), with an accuracy rate of 83%; but, as the difficulty level rose, it scored poorly, with an
accuracy rate of 10%. The study has also shown that ChatGPT significantly succeeds in providing
responses to questions on subjects including exponential and logarithmic functions, geometric
progression, and arithmetic progression. The study found that ChatGPT had difficulty correctly
answering questions on topics including derivatives and applications, spatial geometry, and Oxyz
spatial calculus. Additionally, this study contrasted ChatGPT outcomes with Vietnamese students
in VNHSGE and in other math competitions. ChatGPT dominated in the SAT Math competition
with a success rate of 70%, followed by VNHSGE mathematics (58.8%). However, its success rates
were lower on other exams, such as AP Statistics, the GRE Quantitative, AMC 10, AMC 12, and AP
Calculus BC. These results suggest that ChatGPT has the potential to be an effective teaching tool
for mathematics, but more work is needed to enhance its handling of graphical data and address the
challenges presented by questions that are getting more challenging.

Keywords ChatGPT · large language model · natural language processing · Vietnamese high school graduation
examination

1 Introduction

In recent years, artificial intelligence (AI) has drawn a lot of interest and been extensively discussed. AI represents a
creative and imaginative advancement in many fields, including mathematics instruction. The current work analyzes
a number of studies that looked into the application of AI in a number of contexts, including medical [1], educa-
tion [2], [3], [4], [5] and pandemics [6]. The role of educators should not be replaced by AI in the educational process;
rather, AI should be used to enhance it [8]. The implementation of AI in education faces a variety of challenges despite
the potential benefits.

In order to improve student learning outcomes and get around obstacles like a shortage of qualified teachers and
resources [9], [10], using AI in education is becoming more popular [11], [12],[13], [14], [15]. According to research,
AI is crucial for guaranteeing sustainable societal growth and can boost student accomplishment. Despite the fact
that literature evaluations have been undertaken on the use of AI in education across a variety of subjects, little is
known about how AI especially affects mathematics education, including its nature, target grade levels, and study
methodologies. Achievement in mathematics is important for kids’ academic progress, future employment prospects,
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and social growth, and it is connected to civil rights issues [16], [17]. Therefore, preparing students with math skills
and knowledge is crucial for adapting to a society that is changing quickly and ensuring sustainable development. A
comprehensive literature review was undertaken by bin Mohamed et al. [18] to provide an overview of AI in mathematics
education for students at all levels of education, one of the few studies on the effects of AI on mathematics education.
This review contributes to the discussion about enhancing teaching and learning in mathematics education through
the use of AI. In a different study, Hwang [19] used 21 empirical studies with 30 independent samples to conduct a
meta-analysis to assess the overall impact of AI on elementary children’ mathematical achievement. The results of the
study revealed that AI had a negligible impact on primary kids’ mathematical proficiency. The results showed that grade
level and topic of mathematics learning variables considerably reduced the impact of AI on mathematical achievement.
Other moderator variables’ effects, however, were found to be insignificant. Based on the findings, this study offers both
practical and theoretical insights that can help guide the appropriate application of AI in the teaching of mathematics to
elementary school children. It is evident that additional meta-analysis is required to determine whether AI offers novel
opportunities for mathematics learning [13], [15]. Studies examining how moderating variables affect the connection
between them are also necessary.

The area of education could undergo a revolution owing to recent advancements in natural language processing (NLP),
which have led to the development of increasingly complex language models like GPT-3. Due to its capacity to produce
natural language answers to a variety of questions, ChatGPT, a large language model based on the GPT architecture, has
attracted a great deal of interest in the educational community. In recent years, there has been an increase in interest
in using chatbots, particularly ChatGPT, in education. Several research have investigated the possible advantages,
issues, and difficulties of this practice. Halaweh [20] addressed educators’ worries about the adoption of ChatGPT into
educational contexts, arguing for its inclusion and offering guidelines for safe implementation. In a research on the
potential effects of ChatGPT on education, Zhai [21] recommended changing instructional objectives to emphasize
students’ creativity and critical thinking. In their discussion of the possible advantages and difficulties of employing
large language models in educational contexts, Kasneci et al. [22] placed emphasis on the requirement for competences
and literacies to comprehend the technology and its constraints.

The effectiveness of ChatGPT in assessments has also been examined in studies. (Kortemeyer, 2023) discovered that
ChatGPT displayed several misconceptions and mistakes typical of a beginner learner yet would only about pass a
calculus-based physics course. Katz et al. [23] conducted an experimental evaluation of GPT-4’s zero-shot performance
on the complete Uniform Bar Examination (UBE), demonstrating that it performed better than human test-takers and
previous models on the Multistate Bar Examination (MBE), which is a multiple-choice test. Gilson et al. [24] assessed
ChatGPT’s performance on multiple-choice questions related to the USMLE Step 1 and Step 2 tests and discovered that
its performance is comparable to a third-year medical student. These studies show the potential of chatbots to enhance
education and legal services, but they also raise questions about their accuracy and dependability in assessments.

Through the simulation of various use cases, Frieder et al. [26] conducted a study to evaluate the mathematical
proficiency of ChatGPT and determine its potential as a helpful assistant to professional mathematicians. The outcomes
revealed that ChatGPT participants’ mathematical skills were significantly worse to those of the typical mathematics
graduate student. However, it is critical to also assess ChatGPT’s mathematical prowess at lower levels, such as high
school. This evaluation would shed light on ChatGPT’s capacity to support teachers and students in this level of
mathematics learning.

NLP has received a lot of attention recently as a vital study area. Chatbots, one of its implementations, have drawn
attention for its capacity to mimic human interactions. While current research highlights the potential of chatbots to
support students’ learning in a variety of educational settings, their effectiveness in completing particular subjects,
like mathematics, in high-stakes exams has received little attention. By evaluating ChatGPT’s ability to complete
mathematical challenges and pass the VNHSGE exam, this study aims to fill this knowledge gap in the literature. This
will be achieved by contrasting ChatGPT’s performance in our test with that of earlier assessments made by the OpenAI
team [27]. This study intends to advance knowledge of the benefits of utilizing cutting-edge technology in education to
enhance student results by studying the efficiency of AI-powered chatbots in assisting students in high-stakes tests. The
results of this study may be especially helpful to educators and policymakers who want to use AI to enhance learning
outcomes.

In this article, we concentrate on examining ChatGPT’s capability for resolving mathematical issues within the
framework of the VNHSGE exam. The Vietnamese educational system places a high value on mathematics, which is
frequently seen as a key predictor of student achievement. The promise of AI-powered tools for enhancing mathematics
education can therefore be shown by analyzing ChatGPT’s mathematical capabilities in the context of the VNHSGE
mathematics dataset [28]. Our work seeks to evaluate ChatGPT’s performance on mathematical inquiries in the
VNHSGE exam critically and explore the prospects of deploying AI-powered tools to assist enhance mathematics
teaching.
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2 Objectives and Methodology

2.1 Objectives

This study aims to offer a thorough analysis of ChatGPT’s mathematical skills in relation to the mathematics evaluation
for the VNHSGE exam. We seek to shed light on the possibilities of AI tools for educational support and investigate
their role in changing the educational landscape by evaluating ChatGPT’s performance in these areas. This study
also attempts to illustrate ChatGPT’s shortcomings when dealing with questions that differ from those present in the
VNHSGE exam in terms of both structure and level of difficulty.

2.2 Scope and Limitation

By analyzing ChatGPT’s responses to questions from the VNHSGE exam that involve mathematics, this study seeks to
assess ChatGPT’s mathematical capabilities. Our objective is to assess how well ChatGPT responds to these questions
and to provide details on ChatGPT’s potential in the context of Vietnamese education.

It’s important to remember that our evaluations are restricted to the unique the VNHSGE exam structure. The results of
ChatGPT are incapable of being extrapolated to tests with other numbers or difficulty levels. This restriction highlights
the need for caution when extrapolating from our results and making generalizations regarding ChatGPT’s potential
uses in educational contexts outside the scope of this study.

2.3 Methods

In this study, we evaluated the capability of the ChatGPT model to answer mathematical problems in the VNHSGE
mathematics dataset [28]. Using a sequence-to-sequence methodology, the model was developed using a dataset of
math problems after being trained on a sizable corpus of text. The mathematical problem was the model’s input, and the
solution was its output. We compared the produced answers from ChatGPT with the accurate responses given in the
exam papers in order to evaluate its performance.

We created a detailed process with many phases to carry out this examination. In the beginning, we gathered information
from official test papers made available by the Vietnamese Ministry of Education and Training. We chose these questions
as an accurate representation of the actual exam because they were all taken from high school mathematics exams.

The data needs to be formatted in a way that ChatGPT could interpret afterward. The exam questions contained
mathematical equations and symbols, which we transformed into LaTeX format to display in a uniform manner. The
exam questions were then transformed from their LaTeX format into JSON (JavaScript Object Notation), a lightweight
data transfer standard that is frequently used in web applications.

We were able to give the questions to the pre-trained ChatGPT model and get its generated answers after formatting the
data in a way that ChatGPT could understand. Finally, we determined ChatGPT’s performance score by comparing the
generated answers to the accurate responses provided by the exam papers.

Overall, this methodology allowed us to thoroughly evaluate ChatGPT’s capacity to answer mathematical problems in
the VNHSGE exam. By outlining the specific procedures, we took, we intend to offer a framework for future research
examining the efficiency of chatbots powered by AI in assisting students in demanding exams.

3 Dataset

The VNHSGE mathematics test dataset for the academic years 2019–2023 was used in this investigation. 250 multiple-
choice math questions covering a range of subjects, such as algebra, geometry, and calculus, make up the dataset. Based
on Bloom’s Taxonomy, these questions were divided into four difficulty levels: K (knowledge), C (comprehension),
A (application), and H (high application). The Vietnamese Ministry of Education and Training publicly released the
dataset, which is frequently used to evaluate students’ mathematical aptitude.

3.1 Question Levels

Different levels of competence in comprehending and using mathematical concepts are necessary for solving mathemat-
ical problems. The dataset includes a range of levels of difficulty, from K-based questions that evaluate fundamental
understanding to high-application questions that assess the capacity to analyze and synthesize information in order to
solve complex problems. This allows for a thorough evaluation of ChatGPT’s mathematical problem-solving abilities.
Based on the sort of cognitive activity and verbs used in responding to the questions, the four levels of complexity—K,
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C, A and H—were established. We can learn more about ChatGPT’s strengths and drawbacks when we evaluate its
performance on a range of mathematical problems of varying degrees of difficulty.

3.2 Question Topics

The dataset provides a thorough assessment of ChatGPT participants’ mathematical knowledge and abilities by
encompassing a wide range of mathematical topics. M11A: Combinations and Probability; M11B: Number Series
(Arithmetic progression, Geometric progression); M11C: Spatial Geometry; M12A: Derivatives and Applications;
M12B: Exponential and Logarithmic Functions; M12C: Primitives and Integrals; M12D: Complex Numbers; M12E:
Polyhedrons; M12F: Rotating Circle Block; and M12G: Oxyz Spatial Calculus. These topics were included to ensure a
thorough evaluation of the ChatGPT’s mathematical abilities by testing its understanding, application, analysis, and
evaluation of mathematical concepts and principles. Researchers can learn about ChatGPT’s strengths and limitations
and identify opportunities for development by analyzing how well it performs across all of these issues.

3.3 Knowledge matrix

A key element of assessment systems that gives a thorough breakdown of the criteria and content to be evaluated is the
question matrix. To create and compile questions for various tests and examinations, this technical design was deployed.
It acts as a reference for test designers in choosing appropriate questions that appropriately reflect the educational and
learning objectives of the assessment system. By ensuring that the test questions assess the desired knowledge, skills,
and abilities of the examiners and that they are aligned with the learning outcomes, the question matrix aids in assuring
the validity, reliability, and fairness of the assessment. As a result, the question matrix is an essential tool for creating
high-quality tests that accurately assess student achievement and guide educational decisions.

A knowledge matrix, which classifies each question according to its specific level and topic, can effectively depict the
structure and substance of an exam. Administrators of exams and educators can gain a lot from employing a knowledge
matrix since it can be used to determine where students’ knowledge is strong and weak and to build focused interventions
to boost performance. Additionally, the knowledge matrix makes sure that the exam covers a wide range of subjects and
levels of difficulty, providing a thorough evaluation of student’s knowledge and abilities. The usage of a knowledge
matrix ensures that exam results accurately reflect students’ abilities and accomplishments by increasing the validity
and reliability of exam scores.

The knowledge matrix for the VNHSGE exam in Mathematics for the years 2019-2023 is displayed in Table 1. We
have a distribution of questions based on the topics and degree of difficulty. We can identify a specified number of
question levels pertinent to the issue based on the distribution. The distribution of questions by level is shown in Figure
1 as follows: knowlegde 103 (41%), comprehension 77 (31%), application 41 (16%), and high application 29 (12%).
M11A -10 (4%), M11B - 5 (2%), M12C - 8 (3%), M12A - 57 (23%), M12B - 39 (16%), M12C - 33 (13%), M12D -
26(10%), M12E - 17(7%), M12F - 14(6%), and M12G - 41(16%) are the breakdown of questions by type. Generally,
the knowledge matrix offers a thorough overview of the exam’s structure and content, making it possible to assess
and enhance students’ mathematical understanding and problem-solving skills. The exam framework does not have a
uniform allocation of questions. There are some topics and problems that just call for knowledge and comprehension,
not a high-level application. A majority of the questions-roughly 70%-are focused on knowledge and comprehension. In
addition, only 10% of the questions concentrate on information from the 11th grade, while 90% are at the 12th grade
level. Questions on subjects like M12A, M12B, M12G, and M12C are plentiful. It should be emphasized, nonetheless,
that the questions in topic M11B only call for a certain level of expertise.

The distribution of question levels and topics as a percentage is shown in Figure 1. The topic M12A, which comprises
23% of the total questions, is distributed as follows: 9.60% at the K level, 6.00% at the C level, 2.40% at the A level, and
4.80% at the H level. We may analyze the performance of the student or ChatGPT specifically by level and topic based
on the thorough distribution by level and topic. A comprehensive grasp of the distribution of questions across various
levels and topics is made possible by this graphic portrayal. Insights into the areas where test takers are anticipated to
perform well and those that could need more improvement can be obtained by examining Figure 1. It offers useful data
that teachers and curriculum designers may use to better understand the strengths and weaknesses of their students and
the efficiency of their instructional strategies. Overall, Table 1 and Figure 1 together give a thorough breakdown of the
distribution of the questions and are an effective tool for educational study and practice.
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Table 1: Knowledge matrix in 2019-2023
M11C M11B M11A M12A M12B M12C M12D M12E M12F M12G LEVEL

K 1 5 5 24 15 13 8 8 7 17 103 41%

C 6 4 15 14 8 10 3 2 15 77 31%

A 1 1 6 5 9 5 5 5 4 41 16%

H 12 5 3 3 1 5 29 12%

TOPIC
8 5 10 57 39 33 26 17 14 41 250

3% 2% 4% 23% 16% 13% 10% 7% 6% 16% 100%

Figure 1: Distribution of the number of questions by levels and topics in percentage.

3.4 Prompt and Answer

When asking questions to ChatGPT, we can receive answers in different formats. However, to make the process of
handling results easier and ensure consistency, we kindly ask ChatGPT to provide replies in a specific structure. Figure 2
and Table 2 demonstrate an example of the required structure for ChatGPT responses. This table demonstrates the
adaptability and versatility of the model by giving instances of how ChatGPT can respond to different cues in various
formats. When we receive automatic responses, we utilize Word format on https://chat.openai.com/ but "OpenAI
API" uses Json format. The table is divided into three columns: the first column reveals the prompt’s format; the
second column displays the prompt itself; and the third column provides the response that ChatGPT created. This table
demonstrates the adaptability and versatility of the model by giving instances of how ChatGPT can respond to different
prompts in various formats. When we receive automatic responses, we utilize Word format on https://chat.openai.com/
but "OpenAI API" uses Json format. The table shows how ChatGPT can provide responses to prompts in many formats,
which is a useful feature for many applications.

4 Results

The VNHSGE dataset’s mathematics exam is intended to evaluate ChatGPT’s mathematical knowledge and problem-
solving skills. The test consists of 250 questions in the VNHSGE mathematics dataset [28], divided into ten topics
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Question New Question ChatGPT Response

I want you to answer the question in the
following structure:
Choice: "A" or "B" or "C" or "D"
Explanation: Explain the answer
The question is:

Pre-question

prompt

Figure 2: Formatted question and ChatGPT response.

Table 2: An example of prompt and response.

Question (Word format):

ID IQ Q C IA E

1

1) The volume of a cube with edge 2a is:

A. 8a^3

B. 2a^3.

C. a^3

D. 6a^3.

A

The volume of a cube

with edge 2a is:

V=(2a)^3=8a^3.

Question (JSON format): { "ID": "Q1", "IQ": " ", "Q": "1) The volume of a cube with edge 2a is:\nA. 8a^3.\t\nB.
2a^3.\t\nC. a^3.\t\nD. 6a^3.", "C": "A", "IA": " ", "E": "The volume of a cube with edge 2a is: V=(2a)^3=8a^3.", }
Pre-question (JSON format): "I want you to answer the question in the following structure: " "\nChoice: "A" or "B" or
"C" or "D" " "\nExplanation: Explain the answer" "\nThe question is: {}"
New Question (Prompt): I want you to answer the question in the following structure:
Choice: "A" or "B" or "C" or "D"
Explanation: Explain the answer
The question is: 1) The volume of a cube with edge 2a is: A. 8a^3. B. 2a^3. C. a^3. D. 6a^3."
Response (JSON format):
{ "ID": "1", "IQ": " ", "Q": "1) The volume of a cube with edge 2a is:\nA. 8a^3.\t\nB. 2a^3.\t\nC. a^3.\t\nD. 6a^3.",
"C": "A", "IA": " ", "E": "The volume of a cube with edge 2a is: V=(2a)^3=8a^3.", "CC": "A", "CE": "The formula for
the volume of a cube is V = s^3, where s is the length of one of its sides. Therefore, the volume of the cube with a side
length of 2a is: V = (2a)^3 = 8a^3", }
Response (Word format):

ID IQ Q C IA E CC CE

1

1) The volume of a cube

with edge 2a is:

A. 8a^3

B. 2a^3.

C. a^3

D. 6a^3.

A

The volume of a cube

with edge 2a is:

V=(2a)^3=8a^3.

A

The formula for the volume of

a cube is V = s^3, where s is

the length of one of its sides.

Therefore, the volume of

the cube with a side length

of 2a is: V = (2a)^3 = 8a^3

(M11A, M11B, M11C, M12A-M12G) and four degrees of complexity (knowledge, comprehension, application, and
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high application). The exam aims to provide a thorough assessment of the mathematical knowledge and abilities of
ChatGPT candidates by evaluating a wide range of topics. The questions are made to test ChatGPT’s understanding,
application, evaluation, and analysis of mathematical concepts and principles, ensuring a thorough evaluation of its
mathematical skills. This rigorous assessment makes sure that ChatGPT’s math-solving abilities are accurately measured
and can be used to guide future NLP advances.

4.1 ChatGPT score

The results of the mathematics test taken by ChatGPT from 2019 to 2023 are shown in Table 3 [28], together with
the number of right answers and corresponding score for each year. A score of 5 represents an average performance
on a scale from 0 to 10. These outcomes show that ChatGPT performed better than average on the math test. The
ChatGPT ranges from 0 to 7 points. This outcome can be attributed to ChatGPT’s propensity to accurately respond to a
significant portion of questions at the knowledge and comprehension levels, which make up 70% of the total questions.
The middle-range ChatGPT score is clear from the fact that only a small number of questions at both the application
and high application levels were correctly answered. Further clarification on this point will be provided in the upcoming
sections.

Table 3: ChatGPT’s performance in 2019-2023

Year ChatGPT’s Performance ChatGPT’s Score

2023 27/50 5.4

2022 31/50 6.2

2021 30/50 6

2020 33/50 6.6

2019 26/50 5.2

Average 147/250 5.88

4.2 ChatGPT’s performance in order question

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50

0

50

100

A
cc

ur
ac

y

Figure 3: ChatGPT’s performance in order question.

Figure 3 illustrates the average number of right responses given by ChatGPT for each question across all years. The data
exhibits that the possibility of ChatGPT providing an accurate response reduces as the question’s level of complexity
rises. The ChatGPT correct answer rate is greater than 50% for questions 1 through 35, which are K and C-level
questions. The accurate answer rate of ChatGPT, however, decreases below 50% for questions 35 to 50, demonstrating a
decline proportional to the pattern of the questions. The graph demonstrates that as question difficulty grows, ChatGPT’s
accuracy declines. Given that questions at higher knowledge levels tend to be more complicated and need in-depth
comprehension and problem-solving abilities, this pattern is to be expected. The findings imply that the difficulty and
complexity of the questions have a significant impact on ChatGPT’s capacity to provide accurate answers. This discovery
has significant implications for the design of AI systems for educational applications since it emphasizes the need for
more sophisticated and advanced models that are capable of handling difficult and challenging tasks. Additionally, it
suggests that more investigation is required to identify the specific factors that influence ChatGPT’s performance on
various question types. This understanding can guide the creation of more efficient AI-based educational tools and
interventions.

The analysis of the model’s performance in relation to the order of the questions can be beneficial in a number of
ways, in addition to determining ChatGPT’s accuracy in responding to the questions. In the first place, it can assist
teachers in comprehending how the order of questions impacts ChatGPT’s capacity to solve them and in optimizing
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the question sequence to produce a more useful evaluation. This is crucial because as an exam goes on, students
may become cognitively fatigued, which may affect how well they perform on subsequent questions. Teachers can
simulate how students could perform under various circumstances and create exams that are better suited to accurately
assess their knowledge and abilities by studying ChatGPT’s performance with regard to the configuration of questions.
Understanding how the question sequence impacts ChatGPT’s performance can also assist identify possible weak points
in the model, which can guide future model improvements.

4.3 ChatGPT’s performance in levels and topics

According to the degree of difficulty, Table 4 shows the percentage of accurate responses using ChatGPT for each
year. The average percentage of right answers for K-level questions given by ChatGPT ranged from 90% in 2022 to
75% in 2023. The highest percentage of accurate answers for C-level questions was 75.22% in 2022, and the lowest
was 40% in 2023. The highest and lowest percentages of right responses for questions at the A-level were 55.56%
and 0%, respectively. For the years 2021, 2022, and 2023, ChatGPT did not offer any accurate responses to H-type
questions. The highest percentages for the remaining years were 16.67% and 22.22%. These results show how ChatGPT
has performed over time at various levels of difficulty.

Table 4: ChatGPT’s performance in question levels
K C A H

2023 75.00 40.00 25.00 0.00

2022 90.00 72.22 0.00 0.00

2021 81.82 62.50 28.57 0.00

2020 89.47 62.50 55.56 16.67

2019 85.71 58.82 20.00 22.22

K C A H

0

25

50

75

Pe
rf

or
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ce

(%
)

Figure 4: ChatGPT’s performance in question levels for 2019-2023.

In accordance with the questions’ degree of complexity, Figure 4 depicts ChatGPT’s accuracy from 2019 to 2023. For
queries classified as type K, it indicates that ChatGPT attained an accuracy rate ranging from 75% to 90%, with a small
standard deviation indicating a high rate of consistency. This demonstrates ChatGPT’s exceptional skill in answering
questions that are not too challenging. For questions of type C, the accuracy rate falls to 40-72%, demonstrating that
ChatGPT performs less effectively when answering questions of intermediate difficulty. Type A questions show the
greatest diversity in ChatGPT’s accuracy rate, with correct answers ranging from 0% to 57% and the highest standard
deviation. This shows that ChatGPT performs the least consistently when attempting to answer challenging type-A
questions. The accuracy of ChatGPT’s answers to the most difficult type H questions ranges from 0 to 22%, which is a
quite low percentage. Based on these findings, it appears that ChatGPT performs better when answering questions that
are easier to answer than those that are more complex.

The percentage of correct responses offered by ChatGPT for different topics from 2019 to 2023 is depicted in Table 5.
ChatGPT provided 100% accurate responses for all years for the topic M11B. Additionally, ChatGPT provided 100%
accurate responses for topics M11A, M12D, M12F, and M11C for a number of years. In 2022, ChatGPT’s accuracy rate
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for the M11C topic was 0%. With the exception of the M12A topic on graphs and diagrams, ChatGPT’s accuracy rate
for the other topics was rather high.

Table 5: ChatGPT’s performance in question topics

M11C M11B M11A M12A M12B M12C M12D M12E M12F M12G

2023 50 100.00 50.00 30.00 75.00 57.14 83.33 33.33 50.00 44.44

2022 0 100.00 50.00 50.00 75.00 71.43 66.67 66.67 66.67 62.50

2021 50 100.00 100.00 20.00 75.00 71.43 66.67 66.67 66.67 62.50

2020 100 100.00 100.00 46.15 62.50 42.86 100.00 66.67 100.00 75.00

2019 100.00 50.00 28.57 71.43 80.00 40.00 80.00 33.33 50.00

M11C M11B M11A M12A M12B M12C M12D M12E M12F M12G

0

25

50

75

100

Pe
rf

or
m
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ce

(%
)

Figure 5: ChatGPT’s performance in question topics for 2019-2023.

Recently, a lot of attention has been paid to how well AI models perform, particularly when answering questions.
Figure 5 provides an informative examination of ChatGPT’s accuracy in responding to various query kinds over the
period of 2019–2023. The findings show that ChatGPT’s accuracy varies depending on the type of question being
answered. In particular, ChatGPT answered M11C questions with an accuracy rate of 0–100%, M11B questions with
100%, M11A questions with 50–100%, M12A questions with 20–50%, M12B questions with 62–75%, M12C questions
with 42–80%, M12D questions with 40–100%, M12E questions with 33–80%, M12F questions with 33–100%, and
M12G questions with 44–75%.

The level of difficulty of the questions, the number and quality of training data, and the model’s internal architecture
are just a few of the variables that can affect how well ChatGPT performs while answering these questions. Therefore,
comprehending the variations in performance across various question types can offer insights into the model’s advantages
and disadvantages as well as guide future developments to enhance its performance.

A thorough analysis of ChatGPT’s performance on various levels and topics is presented in Table 6. First, consider
the difficulty of the questions; ChatGPT was able to accurately respond to 85 of 103 questions at level K. Out of 77
questions at level C, 48 were correctly answered by ChatGPT. Only 12 of the 49 questions in level A could be correctly
answered by ChatGPT, while only 3 of the 29 questions in level H could be answered by ChatGPT. Second, ChatGPT’s
performance varied depending on the type of question. For M11A, M11B, M11C, and M12A, ChatGPT correctly
answered 7 out of 10 questions, 5 out of 5 questions, 4 out of 8 questions, and 20 out of 57 questions, respectively. For
M12B, M12C, M12D, M12E, M12F, and M12G, respectively, ChatGPT correctly answered 28 out of 39 questions, 21
out of 33 questions, 18 out of 26 questions, 11 out of 16 questions, 9 out of 15 questions, and 24 out of 41 questions.

It is crucial to keep in mind that certain topics only contain questions at the knowledge and comprehension levels that
are quite simple to respond to, and ChatGPT did well on these because of its aptitude for natural language creation.
Therefore, ChatGPT’s high scores on these topics do not necessarily reflect its understanding of mathematics or capacity
for reasoning. Furthermore, it is challenging to give a precise rating solely based on topics because some topics have
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a preponderance of knowledge-level questions. Additionally, due to a lack of information, ChatGPT might not be
able to respond to some knowledge-level questions. As an illustration, many questions in the topic of derivatives and
applications (M12A) call for the interpretation of graphs or variable tables, which ChatGPT is unable to read from
photos at this time. As a result, ChatGPT might be unable to respond to some inquiries that require an understanding
of this subject. These findings show that ChatGPT has diverse degrees of competence in various math specialties. In
general, ChatGPT performed well for some question types but poorly for others.

Table 6: ChatGPT’s performance in knowledge matrix
M11C M11B M11A M12A M12B M12C M12D M12E M12F M12G LEVEL

K 1 5 5 12 15 12 8 7 7 13 85 83%

C 2 1 6 11 7 8 2 1 10 48 62%

A 1 1 0 2 2 2 1 1 1 11 27%

H 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 3 10%

TOPIC
4 5 7 20 28 21 18 11 9 24 147

50% 100% 70% 35% 72% 64% 69% 65% 64% 59% 58.80%

Figure 6: Distribution of the percentage of correct answer in levels and topics.

These results collectively imply that while ChatGPT might be a valuable tool for addressing math-related queries, its
accuracy varies between topics and levels. As a result, significant advancements are required to increase ChatGPT’s math
question-answering ability, especially in more difficult math subfields. Figure 6 presents a more thorough breakdown
of the percentage of right responses by difficulty level and topic so that users of ChatGPT can better understand how
well it performs. For instance, in the case of M12G, ChatGPT attained a high accuracy rate of 76% for questions at
the K level, followed by 67% for questions at the C level, 25% for questions at the A level, and 0% for questions at the
H level. Notably, ChatGPT achieved a flawless accuracy rate of 100% when responding to questions at the K level
for M11A, M11B, M11C, M12B, M12D, and M12F. Additionally, ChatGPT was able to correctly respond to H-level
questions for M12A (Derivatives and Applications) and M12E (Polyhedron), demonstrating its competency in handling
more difficult questions in these topics. These results indicate that the topic and difficulty level have an impact on
ChatGPT’s accuracy, and that ChatGPT performs differently depending on how these two factors are coupled. These
findings suggest that these particular issues contain linguistic nuances or complexities that the model was unable to
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adequately capture. This result highlights the need for ongoing study to enhance the model’s ability to handle a variety
of linguistic complexities. This shortcoming might be brought on by the lack of training data or the intrinsic intricacy of
the queries at this level.

By evaluating how well language models—like ChatGPT—can respond to questions of varying degrees of cognitive
complexity, one can assess the performance of these models. Knowledge, understanding, application, and strong
application are the four categories for the levels of cognitive difficulty in answering questions. The ability to recognize
and identify concepts, content, and issues is referred to as the recognition level. Understanding fundamental ideas
and being able to articulate them in one’s own words are requirements for the comprehension level. The application
level necessitates applying concepts in unfamiliar or comparable circumstances. The high application level requires the
capacity to apply fundamental ideas to an entirely new challenge.

The effectiveness of ChatGPT was assessed by counting how many questions at each level of cognitive difficulty it
correctly answered. Figure 7 demonstrates that ChatGPT properly identified and recognized 83% of the ideas in the
recognition level of the questions that were asked. 62% of the questions at the comprehension level were correctly
answered by ChatGPT, demonstrating an adequate understanding of the fundamental ideas. At the application level,
where it could only accurately answer 27% of the questions, its performance deteriorated dramatically. Only 10% of the
questions were correctly answered by ChatGPT at the highest cognitive complexity level, the high application level,
demonstrating a limited capacity to apply fundamental ideas to novel problems.

K C A H

20%

40%

60%

80%
83

62

27

10

Figure 7: ChatGPT’s performance in question levels.

According to this performance evaluation, ChatGPT may have some restrictions when it comes to employing newly
learned concepts in novel contexts. By giving language models more sophisticated and advanced problem-solving
abilities, future language model development might concentrate on enhancing the models’ capacity to solve novel
challenges. The performance of language models at the application and high application levels may also be enhanced by
additional training data and focused training techniques, enabling them to more effectively apply acquired concepts in
real-world circumstances.

Figure 8 demonstrates the astounding 100% correct answer rate for the M11B question that ChatGPT attained. It’s
crucial to remember that this particular topic only included K-type questions. The correct answer rates for the remaining
topics ranged from 58.89% for M12G to 71.79% for M12B. Notably, M11C and M12A had the lowest rates of correctly
answered questions. Most questions were in M12A, and the majority of them were at the K-level. The lack of information
in the figure, however, prevented ChatGPT from being able to respond to all questions. Similarly, ChatGPT did not
show much promise for topics like M11C on spatial geometry and M12G on spatial analysis Oxyz.

However, if we ignore the questions that required information from the figure, ChatGPT demonstrated a solid capacity
to respond correctly for more than 50% of all topics. This indicates that ChatGPT shows potential in some areas of the
evaluated topics, but it may need more work to succeed in other areas that require more intricate inference and data
interpretation.

4.4 ChatGPT’s performance in VNHSGE and other exams

We evaluated ChatGPT’s success rate in a number of well-known math competitions, as reported by OpenAI [27] and
shown in Figure 9, to determine its suitability for the VNHSGE mathematics exam. With a success percentage of 70%,
ChatGPT’s performance in the SAT Math competition is better than its performance in the VNHSGE mathematics
exam, according to our study. With rates of 40% for AP Statistics, 25% for the GRE Quantitative, 10% for AMC 10,
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M12A
M11C
M12G
M12F
M12C
M12E
M11A
M12D
M12B
M11B

Figure 8: ChatGPT’s performance in question topics.

4% for AMC 12, and only 1% for AP Calculus BC, ChatGPT performed much worse in the other competitions. It is
important to note that these comparisons are just meant to be used as a guide because there are variations among math
examinations in terms of their formats, structures, levels, and question kinds. As a result, it is impossible to assess the
complexity of the VNHSGE exam just by looking at ChatGPT’s performance in other competitions. However, this
comparison provides a general idea of the VNHSGE exam’s level of difficulty in relation to other math competitions.

0 20 40 60

SAT Math
VNHSGE Mathematics

AP Statistics
GRE Quantitative

AMC 10
AMC 12

AP Calculus BC

Figure 9: ChatGPT’s performance in VNHSGE mathematics and other exams.

4.5 ChatGPT’s performance and Vietnamese students

Figure 10-14 compare ChatGPT math scores across four years—specifically, 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022 and 2023—with
Vietnamese students’ scores. Notably, the findings show that across the investigated years, ChatGPT math scores
have consistently been lower than those of the majority of Vietnamese pupils. Additional performance data analysis
can shed light on potential causes of the performance gap between ChatGPT and human students. There may be a
variance in performance due to elements such various learning styles and approaches, resource accessibility, and cultural
background. Additionally, with additional training and model improvement, ChatGPT’s performance might be enhanced.

Another key drawback of this AI model is ChatGPT’s inability to access, read, and comprehend graphical information
in test questions. Tables, charts, and other graphical representations of data and information are frequently used in
mathematics exams to visually communicate data and information. However, ChatGPT’s inability to interpret graphical
data limits its capacity to offer precise answers to this kind of query.

This restriction is not specific to ChatGPT; many other AI models also have trouble comprehending graphical data. This
is so because reading text takes a distinct set of abilities than analyzing images and other visual information. NLP is
exploited by text-based AI models like ChatGPT to comprehend and process text-based inputs. In contrast, computer
vision techniques are utilized by image-based AI models to comprehend visual inputs.

Enhancing ChatGPT’s capacity to comprehend visual data is one potential means of getting around this restriction.
Adding computer vision capabilities to the model or creating a hybrid model that blends NLP and computer vision
methods may achieve this. The test format could be changed to eliminate graphical data or to offer alternate text-based
representations of the graphical data as a potential alternative. Though it might not always be possible, this solution
would necessitate significant modifications to the test design.
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Figure 10: Mathematics score spectrum of Vietnamese students in 2019.
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Figure 11: Mathematics score spectrum of Vietnamese students in 2020.
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Figure 12: Mathematics score spectrum of Vietnamese students in 2021.
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Figure 13: Mathematics score spectrum of Vietnamese students in 2022.
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Figure 14: Mathematics score spectrum of Vietnamese students in 2023.

5 Discussion

While ChatGPT has certain limitations in the field of mathematics [26],[29], [30], it has the potential to be a beneficial
resource for educators and learners in the field of education[31], [32]. Nevertheless, ChatGPT must continue to prove its
ability to earn trust. Therefore, we need to have in-depth and detailed studies of its capabilities in areas, like mathematics.
The findings of this study demonstrate that ChatGPT, a big language model trained by OpenAI, is capable of solving
math issues to a certain extent but still has difficulties comprehending and interpreting graphical data in test questions.
Less than the typical success rate of Vietnamese students taking the same exam, ChatGPT’s total success rate in the
VNHSGE exam ranged from 52% to 66%. This shows that ChatGPT’s capacity to tackle mathematical issues still needs
to be enhanced.

Further examination of ChatGPT’s performance in resolving mathematical problems revealed that its success rate
varied based on the level of difficulty and topic of the problems. The questions at the K-level had the greatest ChatGPT
success rate, indicating a fundamental comprehension of the topic in question. However, the ChatGPT success rate
significantly decreased as the question difficulty increased. This shows that ChatGPT has trouble solving more difficult
math problems, particularly those that are at the H-level. Additionally, ChatGPT’s performance varied depending on the
topic. This conclusion suggests that ChatGPT’s current iteration has limits in its capacity to understand mathematical
ideas that call for the use of visual reasoning or the interpretation of graphical data. Future development should focus on
ChatGPT’s shortcomings in comprehending graphical information in test questions. This constraint could be overcome
by creating algorithms and models that enable ChatGPT to read and evaluate visual data, which is crucial for resolving
many mathematical issues. In summary, ChatGPT performs inconsistently across various topics and difficulty levels,
although showing promising results when solving mathematical inquiries. ChatGPT’s comprehension of intricate
mathematical ideas, particularly those using graphical data, requires more refinement.

In our study, we compared how well ChatGPT performed in a number of well-known math competitions, including SAT
Math, VNHSGE mathematics, AP Statistics, GRE Quantitative, AMC 10, AMC 12, and AP Calculus BC. The degree
of difficulty, the format, and the nature of the questions employed in these contests all differ. With a 70% success rate,
ChatGPT had the highest success rate in the SAT Math competition, which is not surprising considering that the SAT
Math test primarily evaluates high school math proficiency. The ChatGPT success rate for the VNHSGE Mathematics,
on the other hand, was 58.8%. It is a more thorough test that covers a wider range of math topics and difficulty levels. It
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is important to note that, as was mentioned in our earlier investigation, ChatGPT performed better in some areas than
others. With success rates of 25% and 1%, respectively, in the GRE Quantitative and AP Calculus BC competitions,
ChatGPT performed much worse. These contests are renowned for their high degree of complexity and difficulty, with
questions that call for highly developed problem-solving abilities and a thorough comprehension of mathematical ideas.
These types of challenges are difficult for ChatGPT to understand and analyze, which underlines the shortcomings
of current language models. Overall, our analysis of ChatGPT’s performance in several math competitions reveals
the advantages and disadvantages of the present language models for math problem-solving. Even though language
models like ChatGPT have advanced significantly in recent years, they still have difficulties processing graphical data,
comprehending intricate mathematical ideas, and working out difficult mathematical problem. The goal of future study
could be to overcome these constraints and improve language models’ capacity for mathematical problem solving.

6 Conclusion

In this study, we assessed how well ChatGPT performed when it came to answering mathematics issues of various levels
and topics. The findings revealed that ChatGPT performed poorly in some topics and levels while performing well in
others. At Level K, ChatGPT correctly answered 83% of the questions, whereas at Levels C, A, and H, the accuracy rate
dropped to 62%, 27%, and 10%, respectively.

Additionally, the accuracy rates of ChatGPT varied depending on the topic, with M11B, M12B, M11A, and M12D
having the highest rates and M12A, M11C, and M12G having the lowest rates. It’s crucial to highlight that ChatGPT
had difficulty with issues requiring graphical interpretation because it couldn’t read and comprehend the images, which
led to a poor accuracy rate for queries about derivatives and applications.

Furthermore, ChatGPT math scores were consistently lower than those of Vietnamese students in the same years.
This might be as a result of the language model’s reliance on pre-existing data and algorithms, as well as its failure to
comprehend the context and nuances of the Vietnamese language.

In conclusion, ChatGPT had potential in resolving mathematical issues, but its effectiveness was constrained by
elements like graphical interpretation and language understanding. Future studies might concentrate on addressing these
limitations and investigating the possibilities of language models in math education.
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