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Abstract

Personalized feedback plays a vital role in a stu-
dent’s learning process. While existing systems
are adept at providing feedback over MCQ-
based evaluation, this work focuses more on
subjective and open-ended questions, which
is similar to the problem of Automatic Short
Answer Grading (ASAG) with feedback. Addi-
tionally, we introduce the Multimodal Short An-
swer grading with Feedback (MMSAF) prob-
lem over the traditional ASAG feedback prob-
lem to address the scenario where the student
answer and reference answer might contain im-
ages. Moreover, we introduce the MMSAF
dataset with 2197 data points along with an
automated framework for generating such data
sets. Our evaluations on existing LLMs over
this dataset achieved an overall accuracy of
55% on Level of Correctness labels, 75% on
Image Relevance labels and a score of 4.27
out of 5 in correctness level of LLM generated
feedback as rated by experts. As per experts,
Pixtral achieved a rating of above 4 out of all
metrics, indicating that it is more aligned to hu-
man judgement, and that it is the best solution
for assisting students.

1 Introduction

Personalized feedback plays an important role in
a student’s learning process (Deeva et al., 2021).
Moreover, a corrective, motivational and informa-
tive feedback can drastically speed up a student’s
learning process and help the student develop an
innate curiosity to learn more. Thus, this helps in
the student’s overall growth and fuels a student’s
passion to learn a particular topic. However, in
real-life scenarios, it is often difficult to provide
personalized feedback to each and every student
present in a classroom. Thus, this led the develop-
ment of Intelligent Tutoring Systems (ITSs) which
are capable of providing personalized feedback to
each and every student. Moreover, these systems

can easily be customised to cater to the needs of
each and every individual students.

With advances in Natural Language Processing
(NLP), ITSs are currently capable of delivering
learning experiences through conversations (Pal-
adines and Ramírez, 2020), personalized feedback
and others. Presently, most such systems make use
of MCQs to judge the student’s learning progress.
Recent works address various aspects of MCQ gen-
eration ( (Hwang et al., 2024), (Dutulescu et al.,
2024), (Feng et al., 2024)),and even feedback gen-
eration is based on the students’ responses to such
MCQs (McNichols et al., 2024). However, MCQs
often limit the student’s creative abilities and are
limited to selecting one or more correct options out
of a set of options. On the other hand, we have
subjective or often open-ended questions which en-
courages the student to answer a particular question
using their creative abilities. That is, the student
has to write fluent and grammatically correct an-
swers with images. Note that, in particular, we deal
with those subjective questions where the answers
are short answers, that is, ranging from a few lines
to a single paragraph. Interestingly, the problem
involving grading such questions and providing
feedback based on that is known as the problem
of Automatic Short Answer Grading (ASAG) with
Feedback.

The problem is as follows: given a question and
a reference answer, the task is to grade a reference
answer along with proper feedback as to why a
particular grade is assigned. To develop a solution
to this problem, researchers needed access to high-
quality datasets. Filligreha et al. (Filighera et al.,
2022) was a pioneer in introducing a bilingual short
answer feedback dataset which had a short answer
to questions pertaining to various topics such as
communication networks and others. The dataset
contained a total of 4519 submissions ranging over
22 English short answer questions. However, the
dataset only had about 2k responses, which were in
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English, and the dataset also lacked diversity across
different engineering domains. A remedy to this
problem was done by Aggarwal et al. (Aggarwal
et al., 2024), where they introduced the EngSAF
dataset, which contains about 5.8k data points and
contains 25 courses ranging over different engineer-
ing domains.

Once a reliable dataset had been built and the
baselines were set, researchers moved towards de-
veloping better solutions to solve this problem.
While earlier approaches heavily relied on prompt
engineering, Fateen et al. (Fateen et al., 2024)
introduced a RAG-based approach to solving this
problem. Their work was able to improve the scor-
ing accuracy on unseen questions by 9% as com-
pared to fine-tuning models, thus reducing cost and
improving scalability.

Again, Li et al. (Li et al., 2023) introduced
the Automated Explainable Student Response As-
sessment Framework (AERA) framework to per-
form rationale generation of automatically assigned
scores using ChatGPT. The AERA framework was
successful in generating rationales that are com-
parable to that of ChatGPT and achieved a QWK
score of 11% on their benchmark datasets. While
existing research addresses the problem of ASAG
with feedback, none of them addresses the scenario
where the student and reference answer might con-
tain images. There are existing benchmarks such
as the SciEx benchmark (Dinh et al., 2024) where
only 20% of the questions contain both text and
images. However, they do not deal with scenarios
where the students’ answers might contain images.

To address this shortcoming, we propose the
Multimodal Short Answer Grading with Feedback
(MMSAF) problem. This problem deals with the
scenario where the student’s answer and reference
answer might contain images, and the task of an
LLM would be to grade it along with proper feed-
back. This is consistent with scenarios where
adding an image to the answer often shows a bet-
ter level of understanding of a concept. Hence,
students can often use an image to convey their
understanding of a concept, even while explaining
less of it in the form of text.

Our contributions are as follows -

1. A novel problem called MMSAF, along with
a dataset of 2197 instances. (Section 2, Sec-
tion 3)

2. An automated framework to generate an MM-
SAF dataset for any set of questions and refer-

ence answers. (Section 3)

3. A rubric-based approach to evaluate the qual-
ity of feedback coupled with extensive zero-
shot evaluation on existing LLMs. We
achieved an overall accuracy of 55% on Level
of Correctness labels, 75% on Image Rele-
vance labels and a score of 4.27 out of 5 in
correctness level of LLM generated feedback
as rated by experts.(Section 5)

2 Multimodal Short Answer Grading
with Feedback (MMSAF) Problem

This paper introduces the Multimodal Short An-
swer Grading with Feedback (MMSAF) Problem.
The problem is formulated as follows, given the
Question (Q) and Reference Answer (RA), the task
is to grade the Student Answer (SA) by assigning
a Level of Correctness (LC), Image Relevance (IR)
and a Feedback (F) which explains why LC and
IR were assigned to it (Figure 1). We further di-
vided this problem into a classification problem of
assigning the LC and IR values to the student’s an-
swer and a single reasoning problem of providing
feedback that compares the question and reference
answer to the student’s answer.

2.1 Classification of Level of Correctness and
Image Relevance

The problem of determining the level of correct-
ness can be formulated as a classification problem
where, given the SA and RA, the goal is to assign a
level of correctness to it. Hence it is formulated as:
(Q,SA,RA)

M−→ {Correct, Partially Correct, Incorrect}
, where Correct (C), Partially Correct (PC) and
Incorrect (I) denote the three levels of correctness
and M is the model used.

Similarly, the problem of determining the im-
age relevance is also a classification problem
where, given the Q, SA and RA, the task is to
determine whether the image present in the stu-
dent answer is Relevant (R) or Irrelevant (IRel)
to the question and RA. It was formulated as
: (Q,SA,RA)

M−→ {Relevant, Irrelevant}, where M is
the model used. This often depends on the multi-
modal reasoning capabilities of the model.

2.2 Feedback Generation
Next, the problem of feedback generation involves
the concept of comparative reasoning. Compara-
tive Reasoning (Yu et al., 2023) is a fundamental
cognitive ability that describes the process of com-
paring different entities or concepts to draw certain



Figure 1: Multimodal Short Answer Grading with Feedback (MMSAF) Problem

conclusions. When it comes to the process of gen-
erating feedback, the LLM is expected to compare
the SA and the RA in order to generate the feed-
back. This means that the LLM has to identify
key concepts and entities present in the reference
answer and verify whether they are present in the
student’s answer. Additionally, both answers con-
tain different modalities, which are text and images.
This also implies that the LLM has to perform com-
parative reasoning over multiple modalities. Thus,
given a model (M) the problem is formulated as
: (Q,RA, SA)

M−→ Feedback and is successfully
mapped to a problem of comparative reasoning.
Next, we introduce the MMSAF dataset, which
will serve as a benchmark for this problem.

3 Multimodal Short Answer Grading
with Feedback (MMSAF) Dataset

The Multimodal Short Answer Grading with Feed-
back (MMSAF) dataset is a benchmark to the MM-
SAF problem. It is built using a total 181 question-
answer pairs taken from high school-level physics,
chemistry and biology questions. The correspond-
ing student answers to these questions were synthet-
ically generated to obtain a total of 2197 datapoints
in the whole dataset. Each data point in the dataset
is a tuple of 5 elements namely - Question (Q), Ref-
erence Answer (RA), Student Answer (SA), Level
of correctness (LC), Image Relevance (IR), Sam-
ple Feedback (F) and Rubrics used to evaluate any
generated feedback (FR).

As per the MMSAF problem, the model has to
generate feedback given a tuple of (Q, RA, SA),
which comments on the correctness of the student’s
answer as well as the image relevance of the stu-
dent’s answer compared to the question and refer-
ence answer. Since the student answers are syn-
thetically generated, we record the errors present
in them as rubrics under the FR column so that the
generated feedback can be evaluated based on these
rubrics. Hence, the quality of feedback can be mea-

sured not only via metrics such as BLEU score (Pa-
pineni et al., 2002) or ROUGE (Lin, 2004) but also
using the number of rubrics it detected. Note that
the dataset shall be released upon publication of
this work.

Next,we deal with the generation of the textual
and image part of the student answers first, fol-
lowed by the next part which explores assigning
the correctness and relevance levels, as well as sam-
ple feedback and feedback rubrics. Figure 2 pro-
vides a complete overview of the data generation
framework.
3.1 Generation of Textual and Image

segments of Student Answers

The first step towards generating the student an-
swers is to extract the question and reference an-
swer pairs (Step 1 in Figure 2). To do so, 160 such
instances have been scraped from openly available
high school textbooks, and the remaining 21 in-
stances have been generated by Gemini and veri-
fied by a Subject Matter Expert (SME). The next
step is to generate the student responses (Step 2 in
Figure 2). Note that a single student response has
both a textual part and a supporting image. Both
are generated separately from the correct answer
and then combined based on a correctness matrix,
which will be described later in this section.

First, we deal with the textual part of the student
answer. We generate a single correct answer for
each question by using a prompt (as in Appendix A)
along with the question and reference answer, bar-
ring 26 numerical questions for whom the correct
response is the same as the correct answer. How-
ever, the partially correct and incorrect answers
have been generated by using the termite strategy
by Ashita et al. (Saxena, 2024) to introduce hallu-
cinations in the reference answer. In particular, we
introduce either factual inconsistency or factual fab-
rication in it. The prompts used in generating the
partially correct responses and incorrect responses
have been added in Appendix B and Appendix C,
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Figure 2: An automatic framework to generate MMSAF dataset

respectively. Again, for the 26 numerical questions,
the same has been done manually instead of the
termite strategy.

Next, we deal with the image part of the stu-
dent response. To generate the correct image cor-
responding to the student’s answer, we use the one
that is present in the reference answer. However,
for the partially correct images, we introduce the
following perturbations - manually remove a part
of the image and swap or remove labels present
in the image. For some images, we have replaced
a certain part of the image with another similar
object, such as a convex lens with a concave lens
and vice versa. Again, to generate the incorrect
images to a question, we randomly map another
image from the set of images of that subject. Next,
a combination of the above-generated data is used
to construct the final dataset.

3.2 Generation of Level of Correctness, Image
Relevance and Rubrics

Now, given the correct/partially correct/incorrect
textual answer and images, we generate the final
set of student answers using the correctness matrix
(Table 4 in Appendix D). This resulted in the con-
struction of the final dataset, which is 2197 data
points. Note that the level of correctness for each
student answer is defined by the output label in Ta-

ble 4. Similarly, any student answer using an image
that is correct or partially correct is assigned an Im-
age Relevance level of Relevance, and an incorrect
image is irrelevant.

However, to generate the sample feedback and
rubrics for feedback evaluation, we use a simple
templating strategy. The earlier errors recorded
while constructing the correct and partially correct
responses were recorded and used to construct the
sample feedback and rubrics. The dataset split
statistics is in Appendix I.

4 LLMs in Consideration

The MMSAF problem consists of multiple images
along with text that must be evaluated as a whole.
Thus, to solve it, we need such LLMs, which are
multimodal and capable of reasoning over multi-
ple text segments and images. Due to this reason,
we primarily select 4 LLMs - ChatGPT, Gemini,
Pixtral, and Molmo. For Molmo and Pixtral, the
huggingface library1 has been used as they are open
sourced while for ChatGPT2 and Gemini3 we use
their respective APIs.

1https://huggingface.co/
2https://platform.openai.com/docs/api-

reference/introduction
3https://ai.google.dev/gemini-api/docs/api-key



4.1 ChatGPT

ChatGPT is a well-known multimodal and mul-
tilingual model from OpenAI. As per their web-
site4, GPT-4o mini has shown strong performance
on the Massive Multi-discipline Multimodal Un-
derstanding and Reasoning (MMMU) benchmark
and has beaten Gemini Flash and Claude Haiku.
This makes it a strong candidate for solving the
MMSAF problem as it heavily relies on the mul-
timodal reasoning capabilities of the LLM. Apart
from this, gpt-4o-mini is a lighter version of the
GPT-4o model which means it will be faster and
easier to deploy.

4.2 Gemini

Gemini, developed by Google, has shown a sim-
ilar performance to that of ChatGPT when it
comes to multimodal reasoning benchmarks such
as MMMU. As per their website5, the latest Gem-
ini model, Gemini Ultra, has beaten GPT-4V on the
MMMU benchmark. Hence, this also makes it a
strong candidate for solving the MMSAF problem
owing to its excellent multimodal reasoning abili-
ties. However, for this set of experiments, we have
used gemini-1.5-flash since the API is free to use
and can be used by any developer without thinking
about cost.

4.3 Pixtral

Since both Gemini and ChatGPT are restricted
models, Mistral.ai recently launched its own multi-
modal model called Pixtral 12B. It (Agrawal et al.,
2024) was able to beat some well-known open
source LLMs6 such as Qwen, LLaVA, Phi, Claude-
3 and even Gemini-1.5 Flash on multimodal bench-
marks such as MMMU. However, GPT-4o still per-
formed better than Pixtral. As a result, we also
explore Pixtral as a possible solution for solving
the MMSAF problem as it is an open model and
has shown significant performance in multimodal
reasoning benchmarks.

4.4 Molmo

While ChatGPT, Gemini and Pixtral have been
trained on a vast array of multimodal data,
none of them have been specifically trained only

4https://openai.com/index/gpt-4o-mini-advancing-cost-
efficient-intelligence/ (Last Accessed: 05-12-2024)

5https://blog.google/technology/ai/google-gemini-
ai/#performance (Last Accessed: 05-12-2024)

6https://mistral.ai/news/pixtral-12b/ (Last Accessed: 05-
12-2024)

on academic datasets. Hence, we also select
Molmo (Deitke et al., 2024) as a possible candidate
for solving the MMSAF problem. It is a family
of multimodal models developed by AllenAI. As
per their website7, Molmo has beaten existing lead-
ing models such as GPT-4o, Gemini 1.5, Claude-
3, Qwen and InternLM on 11 different academic
benchmarks. In particular, we choose the Molmo-
7B-D-0924 model since our dataset is an academic
dataset and also relies on the multimodal reason-
ing capabilities of the model. The next section
describes in detail how these LLMs were evaluated
on our dataset.

5 Evaluation of LLM Generated
Feedback

Prompt 1 : Feedback Prompt
.....
Task : You have to generate the level of
correctness, the image relevance and the
feedback.
The feedback should point out any errors in
the text as well as the image.
It should also provide the reason for the
level of correctness and image relevance.
It can contain some additional information
and facts to complement the student’s un-
derstanding as well.
It should be a conversation between you as
a teacher and a student.
It should be of 500 words.
.....

The goal of this evaluation was to quantify the
zero-shot performance of existing LLMs on this
dataset and grade their capabilities. To do so, 221
data points (130 from biology, 56 from chemistry
and 35 for physics) were sampled randomly and
fed to different LLMs using Prompt 1. Note, the
complete prompt can be found in Appendix E. The
corresponding level of correctness, image relevance
and feedback values generated were collected and
then analyzed in the following subsections.

5.1 Analysis of Correctness and Relevance
levels

To assess how well the LLMs performed in predict-
ing the level of correctness and image relevance
labels of the student answers, we make use of met-

7https://molmo.allenai.org/blog (Last Accessed: 05-12-
2024)



rics such as accuracy, precision, recall and F1-score
to gauge their performance.

Model Accuracy Precision Recall F1
ChatGPT 0.5 0.32 0.31 0.3
Molmo 0.42 0.36 0.34 0.21
Pixtral 0.52 0.32 0.32 0.32
Gemini 0.55 0.44 0.68 0.48

Table 1: Metrics for generated Level of Correctness
labels

Table 1 records the corresponding metric val-
ues obtained by different models for the level of
correctness (LC) values. As observed in Table 1,
Gemini has performed the best in all metrics. This
indicates that it’s the most reliable among all in
terms of accurately predicting the LC values and
is also the most reliable as its chances of having
a false positive are quite low. When it comes to
other models, ChatGPT was more biased towards
labelling an answer as "Partially Correct", and this,
in turn, led to its reduced performance.

When it comes to Molmo, it is seen that it has
primarily assigned the label "Incorrect" to most
answers. However, Pixtral was lenient but labelled
"Incorrect" answers as "Partially Correct" and vice
versa, which led to reduced performance. This is
promising as one can easily fine-tune Pixtral to
achieve better performance.

Model Accuracy Precision Recall F1
ChatGPT 0.75 0.76 0.81 0.74
Molmo 0.29 0.15 0.49 0.23
Pixtral 0.66 0.59 0.59 0.59
Gemini 0.58 0.71 0.7 0.58

Table 2: Metrics for generated Image Relevance levels

Similarly, Table 2 records the corresponding met-
ric values obtained for the image relevance levels.
From Table 2 it can be seen that ChatGPT has per-
formed the best amongst all in all the metrics. This
indicates that it did a great job in accurately deter-
mining the image relevance labels and minimizing
any false positive values. However, for Molmo, it
was seen that it had a tendency to label most im-
ages as relevant, while for Pixtral, it mostly led to
false positives, which in turn led to reduced preci-
sion values. However, when it comes to Gemini,
it incorrectly labels "Relevant" images as "Irrele-
vant" images, which leads to reduced scores. More
analysis and confusion matrices are present in Ap-
pendix G and Appendix H.

5.2 Evaluation Task for Experts
The 221 data points mentioned earlier were pro-
vided to the LLMs along with a prompt (as in Ap-
pendix E), and their feedback, level of correctness
and image relevance values were recorded and pre-
sented to three Subject Matter Experts (SMEs),
each being an expert in their own domain namely,
physics, chemistry and biology. Any relevant de-
tails about SMEs are mentioned in Appendix F.
The SMEs were instructed to score each feedback
on a scale of 1 to 5 based on the following parame-
ters -

1. Fluency and Grammatical Correctness (FGE)
2. Emotional Impact (EI)
3. Level of Feedback Correctness (LC)
4. Error mitigation in feedback (EM)
5. Correctness of additional information pro-

vided by LLM (CAD)
6. Relevance of additional information provided

by LLM (RAD)
7. Rubric Based Feedback (T/F values)
Fluency and Grammatical Correctness: This

metric denotes the fluency and grammatical cor-
rectness (FGE) of the LLM-generated feedback.
The idea is to check if the LLM-generated sen-
tences are grammatically correct or not. A score
of 1 denotes that the FGE level of the feedback is
extremely poor while a score of 5 indicates that it
is excellent.

Emotional Impact: This metric is to check
whether the LLM-generated feedback will have
a positive impact on the student or not, that is,
whether the feedback is more encouraging and as-
sistive for the student or not. A score of 1 denotes
negative impact, while a score of 5 denotes a posi-
tive impact.

Level of Feedback Correctness: This metric is
to determine whether the feedback has properly
captured all the errors present in the student answer.
A score of 1 denotes no error has been captured in
the feedback, while a score of 5 denotes that all the
errors have been captured in the feedback.

Error Mitigation in Feedback: This metric eval-
uates whether the feedback has properly addressed
each and every error present in the student answer
and suggested ways to correct them. A score of
1 denotes no such error mitigation has been done,
while a score of 5 denotes that all the ways neces-
sary to correct all errors are present.

Correctness of additional information provided
by LLM: The LLMs had also been prompted to gen-
erate any additional information that might help the



student understand the concept that is being eval-
uated in a particular question. This metric is to
determine whether the LLMs succeeded in gen-
erating correct information to aid the student in
understanding the concept. A score of 1 indicates
that the LLM generated some hallucinated or in-
correct additional information, while a score of 5
indicates that the LLM generated correct additional
information.

Relevance of additional information provided by
LLM:The LLMs had also been prompted to gen-
erate any additional information that might help
the student to understand the concept that is being
evaluated in a particular question. This metric is
to determine whether the LLMs succeeded in gen-
erating correct information to aid the student in
understanding the concept. A score of 1 indicates
that the LLM generated some additional informa-
tion, which is irrelevant given the question, while
a score of 5 indicates that the LLM generated rele-
vant additional information.

Rubric Based Feedback: While traditional
NLP approaches use various metrics such as
Rouge-2 (Ganesan, 2018), SCAREBLEU (Post,
2018), METEOR (Banerjee and Lavie, 2005)
and BERTSCORE (Zhang et al., 2020) score to
measure the quality of the generated feedback,
we propose a rubric-based approach to evaluate
whether the feedback correctly captures all the er-
rors present in the student answer. Since these
metrics employ an n-gram overlap-based approach,
they will fail to capture the semantics associated
with the feedback, such as detecting any errors
present in the feedback and their corresponding
mitigation techniques. Hence, we propose this
rubric-based approach. The rubrics were presented
as True or False questions, which the annotators
had to answer after reading the LLM-generated
feedback.

5.3 Analysis of Expert Evaluation
Once the SMEs had completed their respective eval-
uation tasks, all the scores for each metric were
collected and averaged out to present the final data.

Table 3 summarizes the average ratings assigned
by annotators to the feedback generated by differ-
ent LLMs over various criteria mentioned in Sec-
tion 5.2. Out of all the metrics, ChatGPT performs
the best in terms of FGE, while Molmo performs
the worst. SMEs also pointed out that Molmo has
a tendency to generate Chinese while generating
its feedback, and hence, they penalized Molmo in

FGE for this reason. Again, we see that Pixtral and
Gemini perform similarly in FGE. Regarding Chat-
GPT, SMEs again pointed out that the feedback pro-
vided was shallow and required more depth. One
key observation of ChatGPT was that it was suc-
cessful in detecting any calculation mistake present
in the student’s answer.

Apart from that, it is seen that Pixtral beats other
models in terms of other parameters such EI, LC,
EM, CAD and RAD. As pointed out by SMEs, Pix-
tral and Gemini did a great job in structuring the
different parts of the feedback. However, Pixtral
stood out as it broke down the feedback into differ-
ent segments, each addressing a different concept
associated with the question and the reference an-
swer and also a separate section for the level of
correctness and image relevance.

All SMEs agreed that Molmo performed the
worst, and the feedback generated by it is too direct
and consists of large and complex sentences. This
will in turn have a negative impact on the student
and adding to it, it has a tendency to label correct
answers as incorrect. Some feedback provided by it
in chemistry was also irrelevant. However, when it
comes to rubric-based detection, Gemini performed
the best. The following subsections analyze how
well these LLMs performed at detecting the rubrics
pertaining to errors in text and images.

5.4 Analysis of Rubric based Feedback
The synthetically generated student answers con-
tain both text and image parts, which might contain
errors. Thus, the generated rubrics can either be
used to evaluate errors present in the textual part
or in the image part. We first analyzed how well
the LLMs performed in detecting the textual error,
followed by their performance in the case of image
errors. Note this data was again annotated by the
SMEs as stated in section 5.2. The error detec-
tion accuracy (AcED) for textual or image errors is
computed as

AcED =
Number of errors detected

Total number of errors

5.4.1 Text Error based Rubrics
First, we analyze the performance of LLMs when it
comes to detecting errors present in the textual part
of the student answer. Figure 3 contains the AcED

values pertaining to the textual error of each LLM
across each subject and all the subjects as a whole.
It can be seen that Pixtral has performed the best
when it comes to detecting textual errors across



FGE EI LC EM CAD RAD Rubrics
ChatGPT 4.95 3.81 3.67 3.71 3.77 3.72 0.62
Gemini 4.8 3.95 3.88 3.88 3.91 3.87 0.67
Molmo 3.51 3.02 3.02 2.98 3.14 3.17 0.55
Pixtral 4.82 4.1 4.27 4.03 4.25 4.2 0.62

Table 3: Average expert evaluation scores of different metrics

Figure 3: AcED values for Text based Rubrics

Figure 4: AcED values for Image based Rubrics

all subjects. However, if we look at the individual
subjects, ChatGPT and Pixtral are comparable in
physics and chemistry, while Pixtral excels in bi-
ology. It can be seen that Gemini performed the
best out of all in case of all subjects. However,
ChatGPT excelled for physics and was comparable
to Gemini in chemistry while Gemini exceeded all
in biology.
5.4.2 Image Error based Rubrics

Lastly, we analyze whether the LLMs were capa-
ble of detecting errors present in the image part of
the student’s answer as well. Figure 4 contains the
AcED pertaining to the image errors of each LLM
on each subject and on all subjects as a whole. If
we consider all subjects, Gemini performed the

best, while ChatGPT did better than others for
only physics. However, ChatGPT and Gemini per-
formed similarly in chemistry. When it comes to
biology, Gemini beat others.

From both Figure 3 and Figure 4, it can be con-
cluded that while Pixtral excels at the detection of
textual errors present in student answers, Gemini
excels at the detection of errors present in images.
Similarly, we can also comment that Geimini is the
most optimal solution in detecting various types
of errors in its feedback and is also seen from Ta-
ble 3 as well. In conclusion, Pixtral stood out from
the rest as it matched human judgment more ac-
curately. Since the feedback generated should be
more aligned towards human values, we prioritize
the SME comments and evaluation and note the
shortcomings of Pixtral, which serve as future work
for further improvement.

6 Conclusion
This paper introduces the MMSAF problem along
with a dataset of 2197 data points. The MMSAF
dataset contains physics, chemistry and biology
questions from high school textbooks. Addition-
ally, we provide an automated framework to gen-
erate similar datasets, given a set of questions, ref-
erence answers, and annotated images. We also
establish a baseline using 4 models, namely Chat-
GPT, Gemini, Pixtral and Molmo.

Our evaluations show that while Gemini per-
formed the best in generating the correctness labels
and ChatGPT excelled in generating the image rel-
evance labels, human evaluation proved that Pixtral
was more aligned towards human judgement and
values. Since the feedback should have positive
feedback on the student and should be similar to
that provided by a human, we conclude that Pixtral
will be the most suitable candidate for this problem.
Additionally, it is to be noted that Pixtral needs to
be improved to generate the LC and IR labels to be
deployed in an ITS. Thus future work also involves
exploring other solutions, including Retrieval aug-
mented generation (RAG) based approaches to add
more insight and conceptual depth to the feedback.



Limitations

This work introduces the Multimodal Short An-
swer Grading with Feedback (MSMAF) problem
along with a dataset of 2197 data points. It is to be
noted that the number of partially correct student
responses compared to correct and incorrect stu-
dent responses is significantly higher and follows
a ratio of 1:2:1. This results in a class imbalance
problem for models that will be trained on this
data. Also, the dataset is currently restricted to
physics, chemistry, and biology at the high school
level. Questions from other subjects and univer-
sity level courses can be included in this dataset to
increase its complexity level and develop a more
robust dataset that will cater to multiple domains
at the same time. Apart from this, the partially
correct images currently have to be manually an-
notated, and this leads to a scalability issue. This
problem can be automated using simple text ma-
nipulation operations performed via OpenCV or by
generating diagrams using solutions such as Dia-
grammerGPT (Zala et al., 2024) once their code is
released.

Ethical Considerations

The questions and reference answers have been ex-
tracted from the National Council of Educational
Research and Training (NCERT) textbooks for 10th

standard science and 11th standard and 12th stan-
dard physics, chemistry and biology. NCERT is an
autonomous organization established by the Gov-
ernment of India that provides guidance and recom-
mendations to both central and state governments
on policies and initiatives to improve the quality of
school education. The textbooks have been down-
loaded from https://www.ncrtsolutions.in/.
We adhere to NCERT guidelines, which states that
"NCERT books can also be downloaded free of cost
from our website for non-commercial purposes.".
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Prompt 2 : Prompt for generating correct
responses

Prompt: You are a student who is attempt-
ing an examination.

Task: Given a question and its original an-
swer, rewrite the original answer as a para-
graph in a different tone so that it is correct
and captures all the necessary facts in the
original answer.

<QUESTION></QUESTION>

<ANSWER></ANSWER>

Output Requirements:

<HANSWER>The correct

answer</HANSWER>

B Prompt used for synthetically
generating partially correct responses

The prompt used to generate the partially correct
responses by introducing factual fabrication is as
follows. Note we place the question within the
<QUESTION> and the </QUESTION> tags. Similarly,
we place the reference answer within the <ANSWER>
</ANSWER> tags. It is similar to the one used by
Ashita et al in (Saxena, 2024).

Prompt 3: Prompt for generating partially
correct responses (Factual Fabrication)

Factual fabrications in text can be created by
introducing contextually relevant informa-
tion or facts that are not verifiable by estab-
lished real-world evidence. This technique
involves adding elements that fit logically
within the context but are factually incorrect
or unverifiable.

Task: Given a question and its correspond-
ing original factual answer, you are to cre-
ate a factual fabrication in the answer by
introducing a new, contextually relevant in-
formation or fact that cannot be verified
against real-world knowledge. You should
rewrite the answer (the hallucinated answer)
by adding the fabricated information in the
original answer as well as the information/-
fact you introduced in the original answer
to generate the hallucinated answer.

<QUESTION></QUESTION>

<ANSWER></ANSWER>

Output Requirements:

<HANSWER>The hallucinated an-
swer</HANSWER>

<RDETAILS>The additional information/-
fact introduced to generate the hallucinated
answer in a single sentence .<RDETAILS>

The prompt used to generate the partially cor-
rect responses by introducing factual inconsistency
is as follows. Note we place the question within
the <QUESTION> and the </QUESTION> tags. Sim-
ilarly, we place the reference answer within the
<ANSWER> </ANSWER> tags. It is similar to the one
used by Saxena (2024).



Prompt 4: Prompt for generating partially
correct responses (Factual Inconsistency)

Prompt: In the field of dependency parsing,
modifiers are defined as words or phrases
that provide additional information about
other elements in a sentence. One technique
to generate deliberate factual inconsisten-
cies in text, termed the "Termite Strategy,"
targets these modifiers. This strategy in-
volves replacing modifiers with alternative
words or phrases that are factually inconsis-
tent yet still maintain the overall coherence
of the sentence.

Task:

Given a question and its original answer,
apply the Termite Strategy to introduce a
factual inconsistency in the original answer.
Replace a modifier in the original answer
with an alternative that contradicts the fac-
tual information in the answer, but still re-
tains sentence coherence. You must rewrite
the "complete" answer with the modifica-
tions (the "hallucinated answer") and also
provide the replacement details.

<QUESTION></QUESTION>

<ANSWER></ANSWER>

Output Requirements:

<HANSWER>The hallucinated an-
swer</HANSWER>

<RDETAILS>Describe the original mod-
ifier and the replacement word or phrase
used to create the inconsistency in a single
sentence<RDETAILS>

C Prompt used for synthetically
generating incorrect responses

The prompt used to generate the incorrect re-
sponses by introducing factual fabrication is as
follows. Note we place the question within the
<QUESTION> and the </QUESTION> tags. Similarly,
we place the reference answer within the <ANSWER>
</ANSWER> tags. It is similar to the one used by
used by Saxena (2024).

Prompt 5: Prompt for generating incorrect
responses (Factual Fabrication)

Prompt: Factual Fabrication refers to in-
stances where the LLM’s output contains
facts that are unverifiable against estab-
lished real-world knowledge.

Task:

Given a question , the task is to generate
an incorrect answer using the techniques of
factual fabrication .

<QUESTION></QUESTION>

You should follow the following output for-
mat:

Output Requirements:

<HANSWER>The hallucinated an-
swer</HANSWER>

<RDETAILS>Mention why the answer is
incorrect in a single sentence<RDETAILS>

The prompt used to generate the incorrect re-
sponses by introducing factual inconsistency is as
follows. Note we place the question within the
<QUESTION> and the </QUESTION> tags. Similarly,
we place the reference answer within the <ANSWER>
</ANSWER> tags. It is similar to the one used by
used by Saxena (2024).



Prompt 6: Prompt for generating incorrect
responses (Factual Inconsistency)

Prompt: Factual Inconsistency refers to sit-
uations where the LLM’s output contains
facts that can be grounded in real-world in-
formation, but present contradictions.

Task:

Given a question , the task is to generate
an incorrect answer using the techniques of
factual inconsistency .

<QUESTION></QUESTION>

You should follow the following output for-
mat:

Output Requirements:

<HANSWER>The hallucinated an-
swer</HANSWER>

<RDETAILS>Mention why the answer is
incorrect in a single sentence<RDETAILS>

D Correctness Matrix

Given the correct/partially correct/incorrect textual
answer and images, the final set of student answers
is generated using the correctness matrix as below.

Student Re-
sponse Text

Student
Response
Image

Overall Cor-
rectness La-
bel

C C C
C PC/I PC
PC C/PC PC
PC I I
I C PC
I PC/I I

C - Correct PC- Partially Correct I - Incorrect
Table 4: Matrix for determining the Level of Correctness

E Prompt to Generate Feedback

The prompt used to generate the feedback given the
question, reference answer and the student answer
is as follows. Note we place the question within
the <QUESTION> and the </QUESTION> tags. Sim-
ilarly, we place the reference answer within the
<ANSWER> </ANSWER> tags and the student answer
within the <STUDENT> </STUDENT> tags. Addition-
ally, we place the reference answer image and the

student answer image one after the other just after
the prompt and pass it to the corresponding LLM
API.



Prompt 7: Feedback Prompt

Act as a teacher and grade the student an-
swer given the question, reference answer
and the student answer.

Task : You have to generate the level of
correctness, the image relevance and the
feedback. The feedback should point out
any errors in the text as well as the image.
It should also provide the reason for the
level of correctness and image relevance.
It can contain some additional information
and facts to complement the student’s under-
standing as well. It should be a conversation
between you as a teacher and a student. It
should be of 500 words.

Input format -

<QUESTION>The ques-
tion</QUESTION>

<ANSWER>The reference answer. Note
that the first image corresponds to the image
in the reference answer</ANSWER>

<STUDENT>The student answer. Note that
the second image corresponds to the image
in the reference answer</STUDENT>

You have to strictly follow this output
format-

<CORRECTNESS>Predict whether the an-
swer is Correct, Partially Correct or Incor-
rect. Note you should evaluate both the text
and image of the student answer as a whole.
</CORRECTNESS>

<RELEVANCE>Predict whether the second
image is relevant or irrelevant to the ques-
tion</RELEVANCE>

<REASON>The feedback</REASON>

Here is the input :

<QUESTION></QUESTION>

<ANSWER></ANSWER>

<STUDENT></STUDENT>

F Subject Matter Expert Details

The expert evaluation of LLMs involved the help
of three Subject Matter Experts (SMEs), each of
whom was an expert in biology, physics, and chem-
istry. Our biology SME has been a high school
educator with a teaching experience for over 25
years, while our physics and chemistry SMEs are
research scholars in their respective fields with a
teaching experience of over 2 and 3 years, respec-
tively. Additionally, each of them has been com-
pensated appropriately as per the norms for their
evaluations and comments.

G Additional Information for Level of
Correctness Labels

This appendix analyzes the confusion matrix ob-
tained for all the LLMs over the generated level of
correctness labels. The major observations have
already been mentioned in Section 5.1.

Figure 5: Confusion Matrix for Gemini after True Class
Normalization

Figure 5 displays the confusion matrix obtained
for Gemini over the Level of Correctness labels.
While it has correctly predicted the "Correct" labels,
it has often labelled "Partially Correct" answers as
"Incorrect" and vice versa. However, the generated
trend indicates that the model was being lenient
in labelling most "Incorrect" answers as "Partially
Correct". However, for some answers, it failed to
evaluate the answer properly and marked "Partially
Correct" answers as "Incorrect".

Figure 6 displays the confusion matrix obtained
for ChatGPT over the Level of Correctness labels.
It can be seen that ChatGPT was lenient in grading
the student answer as it labelled most "Incorrect"
answers as "Partially Correct" while it did a mistake
of labelling "Correct" answer as "Partially Correct"
as well.



Figure 6: Confusion Matrix for ChatGPT after True
Class Normalization

Figure 7: Confusion Matrix for Pixtral after True Class
Normalization

Figure 7 displays the confusion matrix obtained
for Pixtral over the Level of Correctness labels.
Similar to ChatGPT, Pixtral was lenient and la-
belled "Incorrect" answers as "Partially Correct"
which also led to the reduced metrics.

Figure 8: Confusion Matrix for Molmoafter True Class
Normalization

Figure 7 displays the confusion matrix obtained
for Molmo over the Level of Correctness labels. As

it can be seen, it labelled almost all answers as "In-
correct" indicating that it was unable to show con-
siderable performance while performing complex
comparative reasoning over multiple modalities.

H Additional Information for Image
Relevance Labels

This appendix analyzes the confusion matrix ob-
tained for all the LLMs over the generated image
relevance labels. The major observations have al-
ready been mentioned in Section 5.1.

Figure 9: Confusion Matrix for Gemini

Figure 9 displays the confusion matrix obtained
for Gemini over the Image Relevance labels. Gem-
ini often predicted "Irrelevant" images as "Rele-
vant", which led to reduced metrics.

Figure 10: Confusion Matrix for ChatGPT

Figure 10 displays the confusion matrix obtained
for ChatGPT over the Image Relevance labels.
ChatGPT had the highest accuracy among all the
LLMs. However, it still failed to classify a small
part of "Relevant" images and "Irrelevant". This is



also consistent with the fact that ChatGPT has su-
perior multimodal reasoning capabilities compared
to Gemini, Pixtral and Molmo, and this fact has
also been verified by different metrics on standard
benchmarks such as MMMU.

Figure 11: Confusion Matrix for Pixtral

Figure 11 displays the confusion matrix obtained
for Pixtral over the Image Relevance labels. When
it comes to Pixtral, it has often incorrectly classified
"Relevant" images as "Irrelevant" and vice versa.

Figure 12: Confusion Matrix for Molmo

Figure 12 displays the confusion matrix ob-
tained for Molmo over the Image Relevance labels.
Molmo has classified all images as "Relevant", bar-
ring one. This indicates that there is a scope to
improve Molmo’s multimodal reasoning capabili-
ties.

I Dataset Split Statistics

The data has been split into the train,test and vali-
dation sets in the ratio of 3:1:1 and the statistics is
as follows -

Train Validation Test
Correct 102 34 35
Partially Correct 692 232 232
Incorrect 522 174 174
Total 1316 440 441

Table 5: Dataset split statistics

The mean and standard deviation of word lengths
are as follows -

Mean Standard Deviation
Question 118.61 84.2
Reference Answer 924.3 688.72
Student Answer 888.13 569.12

Table 6: Word statistics of dataset

J Experimental Setup

The system specifications used for LLM Inference
are as follows -

• CPU : Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6348 CPU @
2.60GHz with 112 CPUs

• RAM : 503 GB

• GPU : NVIDIA A100-SXM GPU with 80 GB
of memory (Only 1 out of 4 used)

The relevant models used from huggingface and
OpenAI and Gemini APIs have already been men-
tioned in Section 4. All inference operations uses
default hyperparameters.
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