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Inequities in student access to trigonometry and calculus are often associated with racial and
socioeconomic privilege, and are often propagated to introductory physics course performance. To
mitigate these disparities in student preparedness, we developed a two-pronged intervention consist-
ing of (1) incentivized supplemental mathematics assignments and (2) AI-generated learning support
tools in the forms of optional hints embedded in the physics assignments. Both interventions are
grounded in the Situated Expectancy-Value Theory of Achievement Motivation, which posits that
students are more likely to complete a task that they expect to do well in and whose outcomes they
think are valuable. For the supplemental math assignments, the extra credit available was scaled to
make it worth more points for the students with lower exam scores, thereby creating even greater
value for the students who might most benefit from the assignments. For the AI-generated hints,
these were integrated into the homework assignments, thereby reducing or eliminating the cost to
the student, in terms of time, energy, and social barriers or fear of judgment. Our findings indicate
that both these interventions are associated with increased exam scores; in particular, the scaled
extra credit reduced disparities in completion of math supplemental material and was associated
with reducing racial disparities in exam scores. These interventions, which are relatively simple for
any instructor to implement, are therefore very promising for creating more equitable undergraduate
quantitative-based courses.

I. Introduction

Students’ mathematical skills play an important role in
shaping their learning and performance in undergraduate
Introductory Physics courses [1–4]. However, students
enter these courses with wide variation in their prior ex-
posure to advanced mathematics (i.e. trigonometry and
calculus). Moreover, student access to advanced math
courses is associated with racial and socioeconomic priv-
ilege, so that Black, Hispanic/Latinx, and Native Ameri-
can students, and students from low-income backgrounds
are less likely to have had the opportunity to take ad-
vanced math courses in high school [5–8].

These disparities in learning advanced mathematics
were further exacerbated during the COVID-19 pan-
demic when students spent an extended time learning
remotely [9, 10]. Many high school students, especially
Hispanic/Latine, Black, and Native American students
and those from low-income backgrounds, experienced
challenges that made learning more difficult. Some of
the most commonly reported challenges included lack of
quiet space to study or attend class, access to a computer
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and poor internet connection [9, 11–14]. As the cohort of
students who were in high school during the COVID-19
pandemic enter college, the negative impacts of remote
learning on mathematical skills persist and must be ad-
dressed to help them succeed in college.

One strategy to address the inequity in prior access to
advanced mathematics courses is to provide supplemental
instruction to students. This has been found to help stu-
dents with less math preparation successfully complete
Introductory Physics courses [4, 15, 16]. Most supple-
mental instruction takes the form of an optional in-person
course or series of workshops focused on students’ prob-
lem solving skills in small groups [15–17]. This can be
quite time and resource intensive. Using online learning
tools offers an alternative less resource-intensive way to
approach supplemental instruction but relies more heav-
ily on student motivation and might require students to
pay additional fees [4, 18]. For example, Forrest et al. [4]
offered an optional asynchronous online math tutorial to
Introductory Physics students who scored less than 65%
on a Math diagnostic exam and found that students who
completed the online tutorial were four times more likely
to pass the course. However, this tutorial was not free
and only about half of the students completed the online
tutorial, even though completing the tutorial was asso-
ciated with a small amount of course points [4]. Thus,
motivating students to participate in optional online sup-
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plemental math instruction can be challenging [18, 19].
Extra credit points and course credit points are of-

ten used to motivate students to complete supplemental
math material. Course credit points especially can en-
courage a larger proportion of students to engage with
the optional support offered [18]. However, one poten-
tial drawback of offering credit for optional assignments
is that it might disproportionately benefit students that
are already doing well in the course and might not benefit
as much from completing them [18, 20, 21]. For exam-
ple, Mikula & Heckler [18] found that when offered extra
credit for completing optional math assignments in an
introductory physics course, 67% of students with a high
grade in the course completed the assignments compared
to only 40% of students with a low grade. More concern-
ingly, credit associated with optional assignments might
disproportionately benefit students with higher socioe-
conomic status and fewer responsibilities, who are less
likely to need to work full time during college [22]. Scal-
ing the extra credit points so that students with lower
scores in the course would benefit more from the optional
supplemental assignments offers one way to mitigate this
drawback.

An alternative to separate optional supplemental in-
struction is incorporation of hints within the usual course
assignments. Intelligent tutoring systems that students
could use for homework have been in place for almost two
decades now. These systems have been shown to be ef-
fective in improving student learning at the K-12 as well
as college level for many disciplines such as mathematics
[23–26], accounting [27], and programming [28]. How-
ever, the development of these systems was time-intensive
and required programming expertise. The emergence of
Large language Models (LLMs) such as GPT-4 over the
past couple of years has made this much easier [29]. For
example, AI-generated hints are offered in all the on-
line homework assignments on kudu.com. The hints are
based on the text of the chapter the students are study-
ing. The effectiveness of such hints generated by AI in
supporting student learning are relatively unknown, but
it holds much promise.

In this study, we compared the effectiveness of (1) op-
tional assignments containing supplemental math mate-
rial with scaled extra credit and (2) AI-generated hints on
regular course assignments in supporting student learn-
ing and reducing inequities in student performance in an
Introductory Physics course at a public university in the
southwestern United States.

A. Theoretical Framework: Expectancy-Value
Theory of Achievement Motivation

Our interventions in this study are derived from the
Situated Expectancy-Value Theory of Achievement Mo-
tivation [30, 31]. This theory (earlier called Expectancy-
Value Theory of Achievement Motivation) was initially
developed in Ref. [32] to understand risk-taking behav-

ior. It was adapted for education by Jacquelynne Eccles
and colleagues who were studying achievement behavior
shaping sex differences in math achievement among stu-
dents in fifth through twelfth grades [31]. Over the past
few decades, this theory has been widely applied across
many educational contexts, including undergraduate ed-
ucation in STEM [33–36]. For example, Perez et al. [37]
applied expectancy-value theory to understand how stu-
dents’ beliefs in their science competence, task values,
and perceived costs may coexist, exploring which combi-
nations may be most relevant for STEM persistence and
achievement. According to this theory, students’ motiva-
tion to engage in an activity is shaped by their expecta-
tions of success as well as by the perceived value of the
activity [31, 38]. In other words, students are more likely
to complete a task that they expect to do well in and
whose outcomes they think are valuable.
There are four components of achievement values: at-

tainment value (i.e. how important an individual thinks
it is to do well on a task for their sense of self), intrinsic
value (i.e. enjoyment of the task), utility value (i.e. how
an activity is useful for an individual’s future goals), and
cost (i.e. effort, time, loss of valued alternatives and per-
ceived cost of failure) (see Eccles et al. [31], and Wigfield
and Eccles [38] for a more detailed explanation).
In terms of expecting to do well, the AI-generated hints

on course assignments could increase student expecta-
tions of success on the assignments. In terms of value,
scaling extra credit points for the supplemental math as-
signments could increase the utility value of those assign-
ments, especially for students that did not do well on the
midterm exams. And given that the AI hints are inte-
grated into the homework platform in Kudu and don’t
take much additional time/effort, the cost is minimal.
AI-generated hints also reduce another aspect of the

cost of getting help. Students often experience social
barriers, including the fear of negative evaluation, that
hinders them from asking instructors, teaching assistants,
and/or peer for help [39, 40]. However, such social barri-
ers do not exist when using AI tools. AI-generated hints
might be particularly helpful for students from marginal-
ized backgrounds that are severely underrepresented in
the classroom and/or prone to stereotype threat, which is
the term for “when members of a stigmatized group find
themselves in a situation where negative stereotypes pro-
vide a possible framework for interpreting their behavior,
the risk of being judged in light of those stereotypes can
elicit a disruptive state that undermines performance and
aspirations in that domain” [41].

B. Research questions

We explored students’ use of optional supports, in-
cluding supplemental math materials and AI-generated
homework hints, and the effects on their exam perfor-
mance. We were also interested in examining whether
these optional supports are used equitably by students
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with different social identities and thus contribute to-
wards more equitable student outcomes. Specifically, we
sought to answer the following research questions (RQs):

• RQ1: To what extent is students’ use of optional
supports (specifically supplemental math assign-
ments and AI-generated hints on homework prob-
lems) associated with gender, racial, and educa-
tional privilege?

• RQ2: Does using optional supports increase stu-
dent exam performance in an introductory Physics
course?

• RQ3: Is the impact of optional supports on student
grades in the course similar for students across a
range of social identities?

C. Positionality of the authors

As researchers and educators, our backgrounds and ex-
periences shape the questions we ask and how we ap-
proach this work.

Y.L. is a graduate student in the Department of
Physics and Astronomy at UCLA. He is working towards
his PhD degree in physics and has been Teaching Assis-
tants for multiple introductory and upper-level under-
graduate physics courses. Y.L. identifies as an Asian
male.

K.S. is an Associate Director at UCLA’s STEM cen-
ter for teaching and learning. She is a biologist and
STEM education researcher with an emphasis on equity
in STEM. KS identifies as a South Asian woman.

A.K. is a Professor of Physics and Astronomy with
twenty five years of experience in innovative teaching.
He contributed to development of learning materials and
digital tools incorporating AI and enabling active learn-
ing which are used by tens of thousands of students at
UCLA and other universities. A.K. led the development
of supplemental mathematics materials and contributed
to the development of AI tools that are used in this study.
He was the instructor for the courses included here. A.K.
identifies as a White male.

S.S. is a Senior Associate Director of UCLA’s STEM
center for teaching and learning. She is a STEM edu-
cation researcher who has taught introductory physics
courses for life sciences majors at UCLA, but has not
taught in the series for physical sciences majors described
in this paper. In her teaching and education research, she
has administered and interpreted the physics Force Con-
cept Inventory. In terms of the identities described in
this work, she identifies as a White female.

E.H.S. is a Professor of Physics at UC San Diego with
thirty years of experience in interactive teaching. As a
long-serving dean and chief academic officer, she has sup-
ported inclusive, experiential, and interdisciplinary ped-
agogy alongside education research across all academic
fields. E.H.S. identifies as a White female.

II. Methods

The study was carried out at a large public university
in the Southwest United States. The students participat-
ing in the study were enrolled in one of two sections (here-
after referred to as section A and B) of a calculus-based
introductory physics course on Mechanics, typically the
first in a series of General Physics courses. Both sections
were taught by the same instructor. We obtained demo-
graphic data from institutional records. All study proto-
cols were approved by the IRB. The basic demographic
composition of the participants is summarized in Fig. 1.
To protect student privacy and identifiable information,
we grouped Black/African American, Hispanic/Latine,
and Native American students together for analyses be-
cause of small cell sizes. Following the recommendation
from Asai, we call this grouping ”PEERs” i.e. persons
excluded from STEM because of their ethnicity or race,
because this term acknowledges that historical exclusion
of people based on their race/ethnicity has been system-
atic and intentional [42].

A. Study Design

There were two forms of optional supports offered in
the course: 1) supplemental math materials where stu-
dents were encouraged to complete practice problems on
a set of math skills that are related to mechanics, and 2)
AI-generated hints for the physics homework questions.
We adopted a quasi-experimental design to assess the

impact of optional supports on student exam perfor-
mance. All supplemental materials and homework ques-
tions assigned to sections A and B were the same. The
course was divided into three periods with one exam con-
ducted at the end of each period. While math materials
were available to students in both lectures, AI hints and
extra credit for completing the math materials were only
available to one of the two sections during each period
(except in Period 3). The detailed intervention schedule
is listed in Tab. 2.
To measure students’ prior preparation, we adminis-

tered two concept inventories at the beginning of the
course to measure students’ knowledge of Newtonian me-
chanics i.e. the Force Concept Inventory (FCI) [43] and
Calculus Concept Inventory (CCI) [44].

B. Optional supports

The math skills relevant to students’ success in intro-
ductory physics courses span a broad range. However,
the key components generally involve mastery of vectors
and familiarity with calculus-based tools such as deriva-
tives and integration. This was the motivation behind
the design of the supplemental math materials adopted
in this course, which were divided into four chapters:
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PEER

18.8%

White/Asian

81.2%

Race/ethnicity

Man
55.5%

Nonbinary

1.0%

Woman
43.5%

N = 382

Gender

FIG. 1: Demographic composition of the participants in the study. Black/African American, Hispanic/Latine, and
Native American students are grouped into the PEER (persons excluded from STEM because of their ethnicity or

race) category.

• Material 1: Vectors

• Material 2: Derivatives

• Material 3: Integrals

• Material 4: Multiple integrals

Example questions from each topic are shared in App. A.
At the beginning of the course, the instructor introduced
the four supplemental materials together with the possi-
ble extra credit points associated with completing them.
The materials were then assigned at different stages of
the course. The release schedule was designed to match
the ongoing course content while making sure students
have abundant time to complete the materials prior to
each exam.

Supplemental math materials were accessible to stu-
dents in both lectures A and B, but incentives for com-
pleting them (in the form of extra credit points) were
provided at different stages of the course in the two lec-
tures (see Fig. 2). Furthermore, we adopted a formula
for applying extra credit so that students who perform
better in the exam would gain less by completing the ma-
terials. Specifically, the extra credit was determined by
both the fractional score X on the exam and the frac-
tional score Y on the supplemental material, according
to the following formula:

Extra credit = 0.35Y cos
(π
2
X
)
. (1)

Note that the due date for the supplemental math mate-
rials was prior to the exam, so students did not know ex-
actly how many points the supplemental materials would
be worth to them. In other words, students might not
have an accurate sense of the utility value of completing
the math materials.

The AI-generated hints are qualitative explanations re-
lated to physics homework questions and often include
key ingredients to solve problems. When a student re-
quests a hint, the AI engine is provided with the text of
the entire chapter and the text of the assignment, along
with a carefully designed prompt instructing the AI to re-
frain from giving the full solution to the problem, while
pointing the student in the right direction. An example
of the AI-generated hints is demonstrated in App. B. We
have carefully inspected the quality of the such hints and
made sure that they are both relevant and beneficial to
build up students’ problem solving skills in this course.
When AI-generated hints are available, students have un-
limited attempts to use them for each question so that
they can explore the most useful version.

C. Exam question evaluation

There were three exams used for summative assess-
ment in the course, two midterms and a cumulative fi-
nal. To disentangle the effect of AI-generated hints versus
supplemental math material, we evaluated all exam ques-
tions to assess their alignment with the math included in
the supplemental math assignments and Physics home-
work problems. The evaluation process was carried out
as follows: 1) we selected a subset of homework questions
that were relevant to the exam questions and created a
question pool for each exam. 2) For each exam question,
we determined if there was an isomorphic question (i.e. a
question that is almost identical but with minor changes)
in the question pool. 3) For each exam question, we also
matched it to one or more supplemental math materials
according to the math skills required to solve it. This
evaluation was performed by Y.L. who has a bachelor’s
degree in physics and has taught undergraduate physics
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Section A (N = 188)

Section B (N = 194)

Supplemental Math 
Material 1&2 + Access 
to AI-generated Hints

Extra credit points 
offered for completing 

math materials

Supplemental Math 
Material 1&2

No extra credit points

Access 
to AI-generated 

Hints

Supplemental Math 
Material 3&4 + Access 
to AI-generated Hints

Extra credit points 
offered for completing 

math materials

Supplemental Math 
Material 3&4

No extra credit points

Students 
complete FCI and CCI

E
xam

 3

E
xam

 2

E
xam

 1

Period 1 Period 2 Period 3

FIG. 2: Research design and the schedule of interventions.

ISI RI: material 1 RI: material 2 RI: material 3 RI: material 4

Exam 1 0.0 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.0

Exam 2 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0

Exam 3 0.0 0.8 0.2 0.0 0.0

TABLE I: Exam evaluation summary according to the proportion of exam questions that are isomorphic to
homework questions, the Isomorphism Index (ISI), and the proportion of questions that require the same math skills

as a given math material, the Relevance Index (RI).

courses.
To quantify our evaluation results, we assigned an Iso-

morphism Index (ISI) to each exam, defined as the pro-
portion of exam questions that are isomorphic to home-
work questions. In addition, for each supplemental math
material, we calculated the Relevance Index (RI) of the
exam by the proportion of questions that require the
same math skills as a given math material. The eval-
uation result is summarized in Tab. I.

D. Regression models

We used multiple linear regression to assess the impact
of optional supports and other variables on student exam
performance. Student exam scores were used as the out-
come variable. To standardize the data, we converted the
exam scores into z-scores with zero mean and standard
deviation 1, according to the following transformation

z-score =
raw exam score− µ

σ
, (2)

where µ and σ are the mean and standard deviation of
each exam. The following factors were used as predic-
tors: 1) prior preparation measured by the concept in-
ventories and converted to z-scores, 2) homework scores,

3) optional support usage, including use of AI-generated
hints and completion of supplemental math material, and
4) demographics, specifically gender and race/ethnicity.
For each exam, we utilize the question pool from the
exam evaluation stage (Sec. II C) and quantify the AI-
generated hints usage by the proportion of problems that
a student used AI hints on among all the problems in the
question pool. We note that each exam has a separate
question pool, so that AI-generated hints usage is only
measured on the relevant (but not necessarily isomor-
phic) homework questions. The race/ethnicity and gen-
der variables were converted to binary variables to pro-
tect student privacy given some small cell sizes in the dis-
aggregated data. White/Asian (WA) students were used
as reference to PEER (persons excluded due to race/eth-
nicity including Black/African American, Hispanic/La-
tine, and Native American students, and men were used
as reference to students with underrepresented gender
identities (URG: women and non-binary). The details of
all variables used in the model are listed in Tab. II.

The effect of a variable in the regression model is re-
flected through its coefficient and its p value. For RQ3,
it is crucial to take into account the effect of using op-
tional support on different student groups. Therefore, we
added an additional interaction term in the model, i.e.
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Variable Description

Homework score Fractional homework score between 0 and 1

AI hints usage Fractional problems that students used AI hints on

Math supplement material Completion (binary) of material 1-4

Force concept inventory Force inventory test score (z-score)

Calculus concept inventory Calculus inventory test score (z-score)

Gender Man (reference) and URG

Race/ethnicity WA (reference) and PEER

TABLE II: List of variables used in the regression models.

the product of two variables of interest. For example,
we were interested in the interaction between complet-
ing math supplemental materials (xsupp) and student’s
race/ethnicity group (xre). So the regression model took
the form

y = · · ·+ βrexre + βsuppxsupp + βintxrexsupp, (3)

where the dots include regression terms from other vari-
ables. When one of the variables in the interaction term
(xre here) is binary, the interaction coefficient has a sim-
ple interpretation: if the binary variable indicates the
reference group (taking value 0), then the effect of the
second variable is solely expressed in terms of its coeffi-
cient. However, when the binary variable takes the value
1, the effect of the second variable comes from the com-
bination of its coefficient and the interaction coefficient.
Therefore, in our example, βint indicates the difference
between the effect of completing math supplemental ma-
terials between the race/ethnicity groups.

To quantify factors that affect students’ completion of
math materials, we performed a logistic regression. Here,
the outcome variable was whether or not students com-
pleted a given supplemental math assignment, and pre-
dictor variables included prior preparation, demograph-
ics, and which section students were enrolled in.

All data analyses were completed using Pandas [45, 46],
Matplotlib [47] and Seaborn [48].

III. Results

188 students in Section A and 194 students in Section B
participated in this study. After converting the FCI and
CCI results into z-scores, we compare the distribution
from Section A (FCI: mean = -0.04, standard deviation
(SD) = 1.02, CCI: mean = -0.08, SD = 1.04) and Section
B (FCI: mean = 0.04, SD = 0.99, CCI: mean = 0.07, SD
= 0.96). Furthermore, Welch’s t-test on the FCI and CCI
scores between the two sections showed no significant dif-
ference in prior preparation (p = 0.41 and 0.15, respec-
tively). However, we found significant differences in prior
physics preparation across gender (t = 5.6, p < 0.001)
and race/ethnicity (t = 4.5, p < 0.001), and similarly in

math background across gender (t = 4.1, p < 0.001) and
race/ethnicity (t = 3.4, p < 0.001):

In FCI, male students score an average of 0.24 (SD
= 1.02) and WA students score an average of 0.10 (SD
= 0.99), while URG students have mean = -0.30 (SD =
0.90) and PEERs have mean = -0.44 (SD = 0.91).

In CCI, male students score an average of 0.19 (SD
= 0.93) and WA students score an average of 0.09 (SD
= 0.98), while URG students have mean = -0.23 (SD =
1.04) and PEERs have mean = -0.37 (SD = 1.03).

A. Finding 1: Incentives increased completion and
reduced disparities in completion of math

supplemental material for PEERs

On average, the completion rates for supplemental
math assignments when unincentivized were around 20%
and offering extra credit increased the completion rate
by about 20%. Furthermore, when incentives were not
offered, we observed a significantly low completion rate
for PEERs in Section B, compared to WA students (up-
per panel in Fig. 3). But such disparity was alleviated
when extra credit was offered. Our full logistic regression
results are summarized in App. C.

We observed no difference in the use of AI hints across
gender and race/ethnicity groups Fig. 4. Most of the stu-
dents explored the AI-generated hints feature in Kudu:
when available, 88% of the students used AI-generated
hints on at least 1 homework question (among the prob-
lems that we found to match the exam questions), and
57% students used AI-generated hints on at least 5 ques-
tions. Depending on the section, the questions pool size
is around 40. On average, students used AI-generated
hints on at least 20% of the questions.
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Coefficient Standard error p value

Intercept -2.96 0.19 < 0.001

Gender: URG -0.04 0.07 0.626

(Reference = Man)

Race/ethnicity: PEER -0.23 0.09 0.011

(Reference = WA)

Homework score 3.18 0.21 < 0.001

AI hints usage 0.16 0.22 0.466

Math supplement material 1 0.30 0.08 < 0.001

Math supplement material 2 -0.14 0.08 0.096

Math supplement material 3 0.08 0.08 0.293

Force concept inventory 0.31 0.04 < 0.001

Calculus concept inventory 0.12 0.04 0.003

TABLE III: OLS regression model for Exam 3 score. Variables with statistical significance are marked in bold.

B. Finding 2a: Completing supplemental math
assignments was associated with improved
student exam performance, especially when
math material was most relevant to exam

content

The regression model for Exam 3 is shown in Tab. III
and we list the results for Exam 1 and 2 in App. C. None
of the exam problems used the math skills covered in sup-
plemental math material 4, thus we excluded this variable
from the model. We did not find a significant correlation
between gender and exam performance. However, PEER
students had significantly lower exam scores compared
to WA students. The correlation between demographics
and exam performance was consistent across all exams.
In addition, prior preparation in physics/math had a sig-
nificant association with student exam scores, which is
consistent with the findings in Ref. [4].

Notably, the coefficient of supplemental math mate-
rial 1 completion is positive and statistically significant,
showing that additional practice on vectors is indeed pos-
itively associated with better exam performance. We did
not find a significant association between exam perfor-
mance and other supplemental math assignments. This
is because the topics of other supplemental math assign-
ments (derivatives and integrals) are not relevant to the
Introductory Mechanics course we studied. However,
those topics are relevant for the subsequent courses in
the Introductory Physics series.

When we compared the relevance of material 1 indi-
cated by our Relevance Index (RI, i.e. proportion of
physics exam questions that used the math skills on
a given math assignment) and its regression coefficient
across all exams, we found that as RI increases, the re-
gression coefficient becomes not only significant but also
larger. This effect is visually demonstrated in Fig. 5,
where we plot the best fit lines of exam score versus FCI

score for students that completed supplemental math ma-
terial 1 and those that did not. We observed a clear sepa-
ration of the fitted lines for Exam 1 (RI = 0.6) and Exam
3 (RI = 0.8) with larger separation for Exam 3, but this
is absent for Exam 2, which only has a RI of 0.2.

C. Finding 2b: Using AI-generated hints is
associated with improved student exam

performance when exam content is aligned with
the homework questions

We found a statistically significant association between
Exam 2 score and AI hints usage, as demonstrated in
Fig. 6 and Tab. VIII. Interestingly, the linear fit result in
Fig. 6 indicates that AI hints benefits students who are
less prepared more significantly. To verify this effect, we
added an interaction term between the AI hints usages
and FCI variables, with the updated regression result
shown in Tab. IX. Indeed, our observation is reflected in
the negative coefficient of the interaction term. However,
we did not find a significant association between student
exam performance and AI hints usage for Exams 1 and
3, possibly due to the low relevance between these exams
and the homework questions, as indicated from the ISI
in Tab. I.

D. Finding 3: Completing supplemental math
assignments is associated with lower disparities

in exam scores between WA students and
PEERs

When we added an interaction between competing sup-
plemental math material 1 and race/ethnicity in our re-
gression model, we found that the interaction was statis-
tically significant Tab. IV. The regression coefficients sug-
gest that for two WAs with an average homework score
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FIG. 3: Comparison of supplemental math material
completion rate with different incentive availability
across race/ethnicity groups. Stars (*) indicate

incentives are applied to the corresponding section and
the black lines mark 95% confidence intervals. PEER
stands for persons excluded due to race/ethnicity and
includes Black/African American, Hispanic/Latine, and
Native American students, WA stands for White/Asian

American.

and concept inventory score, the one who completed sup-
plemental math assignment 1 would increase their exam
score by about a quarter of a standard deviation. How-
ever, for two PEERs who had an average homework and
concept inventory score, the one who completed the sup-
plemental math assignment 1 would increase their exam
score by more than half of a standard deviation, with
contributions from both the math supplemental material
1 coefficient and the interaction term coefficient. There-
fore, the additional math practice is not only beneficial
to the entire class, but it also improves the exam perfor-
mance of PEERs’ students even more than others.

PEER

WA

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3
AI hints usage

URG

Man

FIG. 4: AI hints usage rate across demographic groups.
The black lines indicate 95% confidence intervals.

PEER stands for persons excluded due to race/ethnicity
and includes Black/African American, Hispanic/Latine,

and Native American students, WA stands for
White/Asian American. URG stands for

under-represented gender and includes women,
non-binary students, and other gender minorities

IV. Discussion

We offered two kinds of optional supports to students
in an Introductory Physics course: supplemental math
assignments and AI hints. We found that students who
completed the math assignments and/or used AI hints
performed better on the exams that were most related to
these supports (Figs. 5 and 6).
Previous studies have shown that online supplemen-

tal math assignments can be effective in improving stu-
dent performance in Physics courses [4, 18]. In this
study, we tried a unique scaled incentive structure for
free online supplemental math assignments to increase
the completion rate, especially among students that need
more support with mathematical skills. With this incen-
tive structure, we were able to achieve higher comple-
tion rates among students who might need more sup-
port in the course compared to students who are well
equipped to perform well in the course, as indicated by
students’ incoming FCI scores. In other words, when
incentivitized with the scaled extra credit, about 54 per-
cent of students that scored below the class mean on the
FCI completed the first supplemental math assignment
compared to only 37 percent of students that scored at
or above the class mean. By contrast, without the in-
centive, only 19 percent of students that scored below
the class mean on FCI completed the first supplemen-
tal math assignment, compared to 24 percent of students
that scored at or above the mean. When we broke this
down by race/ethnicity, we found that our scaled in-
centive structure increased completion rate among stu-
dents from historically under-represented racial/ethnic
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FIG. 5: Correlation of student exam performance with Force Concept Inventory score, separated by supplemental
math material 1 completion. The colored bands mark regions with 95% confidence interval (after taking into

account other variables in the model).

Coefficient Standard error p value

Intercept -2.93 0.19 < 0.001

Gender -0.03 0.07 0.691

(Reference = Man)

Homework score 3.16 0.21 < 0.001

AI hints usage 0.17 0.22 0.457

Math supplement material 2 -0.13 0.08 0.122

Math supplement material 3 0.08 0.08 0.281

Force concept inventory 0.31 0.04 < 0.001

Calculus concept inventory 0.13 0.04 0.002

Race/ethnicity -0.32 0.10 0.002

(Reference = WA)

Math supplement material 1 0.24 0.09 0.009

Race/ethnicity : Math material 1 0.36 0.20 0.066

TABLE IV: Regression model on Exam 3 with interaction term. The last row corresponds to the interaction term.
Statistically significant variables are marked in bold and the relevant interaction variables are marked in italics. The

positive coefficient for the interaction term indicates that the positive effect of math material 1 is stronger for
PEERs.

backgrounds. The higher supplemental math completion
rate among PEERs, combined with the improved per-
formance among students who completed supplemental
math assignment 1, suggests that offering these assign-
ments along with a scaled incentive structure can de-
crease racial inequities in Physics courses.

Students who complete math assignments might do
better on the exams simply because they are more mo-
tivated to do well in the course, and/or because they
tend to spend more time working on the course. If mo-
tivation and/or time on task were the main reasons for
improved exam performance, then we would have seen
improved exam performance regardless of the alignment

between the exams and math materials. However, our
results only show positive association between complet-
ing supplemental math assignment 1 and performance
on exams 1 and 3 which have the highest proportion of
aligned questions; we do not find such an association for
exam 2 which had a low proportion of aligned questions.
Similarly, we did not find a positive association between
exam performance and completing math materials 3 and
4, which were not aligned well with any of the exams in
this course. Note that materials 2, 3, and 4, are use-
ful for downstream courses in the introductory Physics
series, so students that completed these might perform
better in those subsequent courses. We plan to explore
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FIG. 6: Exam 2 score versus Force Concept Inventory
score, separated by AI hints usage. The colored bands

indicate 95% confidence region.

this idea in future studies.
Our study is one of the first to explore the impact of

offering LLM (Large Language Model)-based AI gener-
ated hints during homework assignments on student per-
formance in exams in an Undergraduate Physics course.
Given the differences in quality of AI available in open-
source compared to paid formats (GPT 3 vs 4 at the time
of this study) [49, 50], differential access to AI could in-
crease inequities in student performance on homework
assignments and exams. In this course, high-quality AI
hints for homework problems were made available to all
students through the course platform Kudu. We found
that a large majority of students used at least one AI hint
and there were not significant differences in the use of AI
hints by gender and race/ethnicity. Moreover, there was
a positive association between use of AI hints and exam
2 performance, which was the exam most aligned with
homework assignments. This suggests that high-quality

generative AI tools, if made available to everyone, have
the potential to support student learning equitably. In
future studies, we plan to explore further students’ rea-
sons for using or not using AI hints and their experience
with using these hints.

One major limitation of our work is that despite the
scaled extra credit incentive structure, the completion
rate for supplemental math assignments is still less than
60 percent. Integrating the supplemental math assign-
ments into formal class time as a component of discus-
sion section might further increase student participation.
Sharing the results of this study with future students may
also be helpful in increasing the perceived utility value of
the supplemental math assignments. Another limitation
is that we were not able to disaggregate the race/eth-
nicity and gender data because of smaller sample sizes
in some of the groups we have included in those cate-
gories. We recognize that combining these groups with
different historical, social, and cultural context obscures
patterns of racial and gender inequality [51]. In future
work, we plan to collect larger datasets that could allow
us to diasggregate these data for analyses.

In future studies, we also plan to explicitly measure
student expectancies for performance in the course at
the beginning and in the middle of the term. We also
plan to collect some qualitative data using surveys and
interviews to give us insights into the factors that shape
students’ decisions to use the optional supports offered in
the course. This qualitative data will help us understand
the perceived value of these optional supports and in-
form structural modifications to increase student uptake
of these supports.
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Appendices

A. Sample supplemental math questions

The supplemental math materials contain both quali-
tative and quantitative questions covering high school to
beginning college level math on vectors, derivatives and
integrals. An example from each material is given below:

Material 1 (Vectors):
A two-dimensional vector has an x-component of 8.71

meters and a y-component of 5.43 meters. Calculate the
angle (in degrees) that this two-dimensional vector makes
with the positive x-axis.

Material 2 (Derivatives):

Calculate the derivative of 3
√
x5 + 1 + 5 with respect

to x.

Material 3 (Integrals):
A car antenna that is 0.726 m long (starting at x = 0)

has a density function ρ(x) = ex/2 kg/m. Find the mass
of the antenna. Hint: the mass of an antenna between 0
and L is m =

∫ L

0
ρ(x)dx

Material 4 (Multiple integrals):
A thin disk of radius R has a uniform mass density ρ.

You are asked to find the gravitational force experienced
by a point mass m located at a distance z above the
center of the disk. Use the formula for the gravitational
force due to a mass element dM at distance r: dF =
Gm/r2dM . Which of the integrals represents the correct
answer?

a) F =
∫ R

0
2πGmρ
r2+z2 rdr

b) F =
∫ R

0
4πGmρ
r2+z2 r2dr

c) F =
∫ R

0
4π
3

Gmρ
r2+z2 dr

d) F =
∫ R

0
4πGmρ√
r2+z2

dr

e) F =
∫ R

0
πGmρ√
r2+z2

r3dr

B. Sample AI-generated hints

The AI-generated hints are designed to give qualita-
tive descriptions on the essential steps towards solving a
problem. They are meant to guide students in the prob-
lem solving process instead of completely giving away the
answer. A typical example from Introductory Mechanics
is demonstrated below:

Problem: “A bird has a mass of 26 g and perches in
the middle of a stretched telephone line. Determine the

tension when both halves of the line have an angle of 5◦

from the horizontal direction. Assume that each half of
the line is straight.”
Hint: “Start by separating the forces acting on the

bird into its vertical and horizontal components. Keep
in mind that the force due to gravity acts downwards and
the tension in the wire acts along the wire at angle θ to
the horizontal. Implement Newton’s second law, which
states that the sum of the forces must equal to zero as
bird is in equilibrium. Solve the equations to find the
tension.”

C. Other results in the study

Here, we compile the rest of the results in our study
not shown in the main text, including:

1. Comparison of math material completion rates
across gender groups (Fig. 7).

2. Logistic regression model predicting students com-
pletion of the math supplemental materials (Tab. V
and VI).

3. Ordinary linear regression model for Exam 1 and 2
performance (Tab. VII and VIII).

4. Regression model for Exam 2 with additional inter-
action term (Tab. IX).

Our logistic regression model predicts the binary vari-
able that corresponds to the completion of supplemental
math materials, where the prediction outcome can also
be interpreted as the probability that a student will com-
plete the material, given the explanatory variables of the
model. In our model, we combined material 1 and 2
(similarly, for material 3 and 4) and define ‘completion’
as completing both materials. From Tab. V and VI, we
can clearly see the effect of offering extra credits on the
completion status: the positive (negative) coefficient of
the ‘Section’ variable in material 1 and 2 (material 3 and
4) demonstrates that students are more likely to complete
the material when extra credits are offered. Interestingly,
student’s gender and race/ethnicity play a role in the like-
lihood of completing math materials 1 and 2; however,
they are not significant any more for math materials 3
and 4. This is also reflected in Fig. 3, and such observa-
tion could possibly be explained by a temporal effect: the
initial incentives help students put a higher utility value
on math materials. If students themselves are aware of
the benefits of completing the math materials, then they
are more likely to complete the math materials even if
there is no extra credit associated with it, leading to the
relatively high completion rate of material 3 and 4 for
PEERs in Section A.
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FIG. 7: Comparison of supplemental math material completion rate across gender groups. Stars (*) indicate
incentives are applied to the corresponding section and the black lines mark 95% confidence intervals.

Coefficient Standard error p value

Intercept -1.00 0.23 < 0.001

Section -1.16 0.27 < 0.001

(Reference = Section A)

Gender 0.77 0.27 0.004

(Reference = Man)

Race/ethnicity -0.78 0.39 0.045

(Reference = WA)

Force concept inventory -0.19 0.16 0.243

Calculus concept inventory 0.24 0.16 0.131

TABLE V: Logistic regression model for math material 1 and 2 completion, where the completion variable is 1 if the
student completes both materials. Variables with statistical significance are marked in bold.

Coefficient Standard error p value

Intercept -2.00 0.27 < 0.001

Section 1.06 0.28 < 0.001

(Reference = Section A)

Gender 0.01 0.27 0.974

(Reference = Man)

Race/ethnicity 0.14 0.34 0.687

(Reference = WA)

Force concept inventory 0.10 0.16 0.548

Calculus concept inventory -0.18 0.16 0.244

TABLE VI: Logistic regression model for math material 3 and 4 completion, where the completion variable is 1 if
the student completes both materials. Variables with statistical significance are marked in bold.
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Coefficient Standard error p value

Intercept -1.26 0.25 < 0.001

Gender 0.01 0.08 0.887

(Reference = Man)

Race/ethnicity -0.33 0.10 0.001

(Reference = WA)

Homework score 1.43 0.27 < 0.001

AI hints usage -0.18 0.20 0.356

Math supplement material 1 0.17 0.09 0.061

Math supplement material 2 -0.10 0.09 0.268

Force concept inventory 0.41 0.05 < 0.001

Calculus concept inventory 0.20 0.05 < 0.001

TABLE VII: OLS regression model for Exam 1 score. Variables with statistical significance are marked in bold.

Coefficient Standard error p value

Intercept -3.19 0.19 < 0.001

Gender 0.00 0.07 0.958

(Reference = Man)

Race/ethnicity -0.32 0.08 < 0.001

(Reference = WA)

Homework score 3.34 0.19 < 0.001

AI hints usage 0.39 0.17 0.019

Math supplement material 1 0.08 0.08 0.320

Math supplement material 2 -0.02 0.08 0.824

Math supplement material 3 0.07 0.07 0.295

Force concept inventory 0.29 0.04 < 0.001

Calculus concept inventory 0.15 0.04 < 0.001

TABLE VIII: OLS regression model for Exam 2 score. Variables with statistical significance are marked in bold.
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Coefficient Standard error p value

Intercept -3.18 0.19 < 0.001

Gender 0.01 0.07 0.856

(Reference = Man)

Race/ethnicity -0.32 0.08 < 0.001

(Reference = WA)

Homework score 3.32 0.19 < 0.001

Math supplement material 1 0.08 0.08 0.333

Math supplement material 2 -0.01 0.08 0.901

Math supplement material 3 0.07 0.07 0.331

Calculus concept inventory 0.15 0.04 < 0.001

AI hints usage 0.33 0.17 0.051

Force concept inventory 0.33 0.04 < 0.001

AI hints usage : Force concept -0.31 0.17 0.065

TABLE IX: Regression model on Exam 2 with interaction term. The last row corresponds to the interaction term.
Statistically significant variables are marked in bold and the relevant interaction variables are marked in italics. The
negative coefficient for the interaction term indicates that the positive effect of using AI hints is stronger for less

prepared students.
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