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Abstract

This research assesses the effectiveness of state-of-the-art large language mod-
els (LLMs), including ChatGPT, Llama, Aya, Jais, and ACEGPT, in the task
of Arabic automated essay scoring (AES) using the AR-AES dataset. It ex-
plores various evaluation methodologies, including zero-shot, few-shot in-context
learning, and fine-tuning, and examines the influence of instruction-following ca-
pabilities through the inclusion of marking guidelines within the prompts. A
mixed-language prompting strategy, integrating English prompts with Arabic
content, was implemented to improve model comprehension and performance.
Among the models tested, ACEGPT demonstrated the strongest performance
across the dataset, achieving a Quadratic Weighted Kappa (QWK) of 0.67,
but was outperformed by a smaller BERT-based model with a QWK of 0.88.
The study identifies challenges faced by LLMs in processing Arabic, including
tokenization complexities and higher computational demands. Performance vari-
ation across different courses underscores the need for adaptive models capable
of handling diverse assessment formats and highlights the positive impact of
effective prompt engineering on improving LLM outputs. To the best of our
knowledge, this study is the first to empirically evaluate the performance of mul-
tiple generative Large Language Models (LLMs) on Arabic essays using authentic
student data.
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1 Introduction

Written assessments are a key method for evaluating students’ performance, offering a
deeper insight into their knowledge compared to other methods [1]. However, scoring
essays is time-consuming and challenging for educators due to the significant effort
required [1, 2]. AES alleviates this burden, allowing educators to focus more on task
development and educational strategies while providing quicker feedback to enhance
students’ learning [3].



LLMs such as ChatGPT, Llama, Aya, Jais, and ACEGPT, have proven effective
in various tasks including translation, summarization, text generation, and question-
answering [4], raising the question of their potential for automated essay assessment.
Unlike traditional models, LLMs can process longer documents and perform multi-step
processing, apparently solving some reasoning tasks and following complex instruc-
tions. This adaptability allows them to be trained with minimal examples while
still achieving effective results [5]. The ability to process instructions motivates the
idea of passing essay marking criteria as part of a prompt, which for Arabic, has
not previously been tested, or extensively in other languages. Recent investigations
have examined the efficacy of LLMs in automatically scoring English-language es-
says, yielding promising outcomes [6], although their performance has yet to surpass
state-of-the-art (SotA) benchmarks [7]. However, the evaluation of LLMs for AES in
languages other than English, particularly Arabic, remains largely unexplored.

In response to this gap, the current research assesses the effectiveness of several
prominent LLMs in the context of scoring Arabic essays. The study specifically eval-
uates ChatGPT, Llama, Aya, Jais, and ACEGPT, employing diverse methodologies
such as zero-shot and few-shot learning, and fine-tuning. These evaluations are con-
ducted utilizing the recently introduced AR-AES dataset of Arabic essay responses
[8], comprising 12 essay prompts of varied types, including argumentative, descrip-
tive, and source-based questions. The key contributions of this study are summarized
as follows:

Evaluation of LLMs for Arabic AES: We compare several LLMs across different
disciplines and find that they still do not outperform smaller pretrained models like
BERT.

Mixed-language Prompt Engineering Approach:We found that mixing En-
glish prompts with Arabic content yielded performance gains of 49.49% compared to
prompts given solely in Arabic or English, indicating the effectiveness of this bilingual
strategy for Arabic AES.

Addressing Challenges in LLMs for Arabic: This study explores several
challenges that LLMs encounter when processing Arabic, including tokenization com-
plexities, which lead to increased computational demands, and strategies to mitigate
these challenges. Additionally, the study examines the difficulties in crafting prompt
engineering commands in Arabic and presents solutions to enhance the effectiveness
of these prompts.

2 Related Work

Automated essay scoring (AES) represents a longstanding area of inquiry within
natural language processing (NLP) [9]. While considerable attention has been di-
rected towards the English language, evidenced by endeavors to engineer features that
capture grammatical and lexical aspects of essays [10-12], subsequent studies have
introduced neural networks [13] and hierarchical sentence-document models aimed at
more comprehensive essay representation [14, 15]. Pretrained transformers, such as
BERT, have achieved SotA results [16, 17], and have continued to outperform more
recent LLMs, including ChatGPT and Llama?2 [6, 7].



In contrast, research on AES in the Arabic language has not received comparable
attention. Many studies in this area focus heavily on feature engineering, often rely-
ing on surface features that may not adequately capture the semantic and structural
complexities of essays. These methods typically emphasize word-level or grammati-
cal features, often neglecting aspects like word order. This limitation could be due
to the linguistic intricacies of Arabic or the limited availability of dedicated Arabic
datasets [18]. Various techniques have been explored in Arabic AES research, includ-
ing linear regression [19], latent semantic analysis (LSA) [20], support vector machines
(SVM) [21], rule-based systems [22], naive Bayes [23] and optimization algorithms
such as eJaya-NN [24]. Nevertheless, a recent study introduced a publicly-available
dataset containing Arabic essays, paving the way for further research. Employing the
pretrained model AraBERT, an Arabic variant of BERT, the results demonstrated
promising performance [8]. Our current study is the first to explore larger, more
recent LLMs for Arabic AES.

3 LLMs for Arabic AES

Llama: We treat AES as an ordinal classification task, where the task is to select the
correct grade for an essay [25]. Llama 2 is a multilingual model that has shown strong
performance in various text classification tasks, such as binary sentiment classification
in English, where it achieved an average accuracy of ~91%, outperforming GPT-3.5
[26]. While the specific language proportions in Llama 2’s training data have not
been disclosed [27], it is clear that English text dominates, drawing from sources like
CommonCrawl, C4, GitHub, Wikipedia, and ArXiv [28]. This emphasis on English
suggests Llama 2 may perform better in English than other languages [29]. However,
recent studies also indicate Llama’s capability in handling Arabic [30], with Llama 2
reaching high accuracy in Arabic question-answering (93.70) [31]. In English-language
AES, Llama 2 has proven effective in grading short answers and essays [32], supporting
its use in our study for Arabic AES.

We employed two Llama models for fine-tuning: Llama 2 7B (7-billion parameters)
for label-supervised adaptation and the OpenLLaMA model (3-billion parameters)
for instruction fine-tuning [28]. OpenLLaMA’s training incorporates a diverse range
of datasets, including refined-web data from Falcon, the StarCoder dataset, and por-
tions of Wikipedia, ArXiv, and StackExchange from RedPajama. Although explicit
evidence of Arabic data inclusion is not provided, it is likely that Wikipedia entries in
multiple languages, including Arabic, are part of the training data. Similarly, ArXiv,
books, and StackExchange, though primarily in English, may contain some Arabic
content.

ChatGPT: ChatGPT has demonstrated effectiveness in a range of NLP tasks, in-
cluding AES and Automatic Short Answer Grading (ASAG) in English [33-36]. Rasul
et al. [37] examine the applications and potential of ChatGPT in educational settings,
focusing on its capability to generate and evaluate long-form text, such as essays. The
study emphasizes ChatGPT’s effectiveness in following instructions and generating
coherent, extended responses. In particular, ChatGPT-4 features a context window



of up to 128,000 tokens. This enhancement enables the development of more exten-
sive content, facilitates extended dialogues, and supports thorough document searches
and analyses. The ability of ChatGPT to handle long texts is particularly benefi-
cial for AES, which could involve lengthy marking criteria as part of the prompt and
extended essays.

In terms of Arabic language capabilities, Ammar et al. [30] note that Arabic
constitutes only 0.03% of GPT-3’s training data, although ChatGPT-4 has shown
a significant improvement in handling Arabic, with an 80% enhancement in Mas-
sive Multitask Language Understanding (MMLU) [38] over previous iterations [39].
Recent studies further indicate that ChatGPT-4 surpasses ChatGPT-3.5 in various
metrics, demonstrating better precision and language comprehension, particularly in
Arabic [40-42].

Aya: An open-access multilingual LLM, trained on a diverse dataset including Ara-
bic text sourced from Masader, which contains around 200 annotated datasets created
after 2010 [43]. The data collection involved several repositories, including GitHub,
Paperswithcode, Huggingface, LREC, Google Scholar, and LDC [44]. Aya outper-
forms multilingual models such as mT0 and BLOOMZ across a broader range of
tasks and supports twice as many languages. However, its specific performance in
AES remains to be thoroughly investigated. Aya’s training data is approximately
2.5 times the size of xP3 dataset, which contains 81.2 million data points. xP3 is
a widely recognized multilingual dataset designed for instruction-tuned models and
serves as a benchmark for evaluating the scalability and multilingual capabilities of
language models [45]. Aya’s comparatively larger and more diverse dataset includes
101 languages, with only 21.5% of its data in English, compared to 39% in xP3.

ACEGPT: Developed to address the limitations of generic LLMs in non-English
contexts, ACEGPT particularly focuses on Arabic language proficiency and cultural
sensitivity [46]. ACEGPT was pretrained on a large Arabic corpus, including datasets
such as Arabic Text 2022, Arabic Wikipedia, CC100, and OSCAR. This extensive
pretraining improves the model’s understanding of Arabic grammar, vocabulary, and
cultural nuances. ACEGPT also uses instruction-tuning data sets with questions
translated from English and Arabic responses generated by GPT-4 (e.g., Alpaca,
Evol-Instruct) and integrates reinforcement learning with an Arabic culture-aware
reward model. Built on the Llama 2 architecture, ACEGPT achieves state-of-the-art
performance among open-source Arabic LLMs across various benchmarks, including
instruction following, natural language understanding, knowledge access, and cultural
alignment. ACEGPT is available in multiple versions, including AceGPT-13B.

Jais: Jais is an Arabic instruction-tuned generative LLM developed using a stan-
dard transformer-based decoder-only architecture, similar to GPT-2 and LLaMA [29].
The model is pretrained on a diverse corpus consisting of Arabic (29%), English (59%),
and programming code (12%). The tokenizer used in Jais is trained on a balanced
Arabic and English corpus using byte-pair encoding (BPE) with a dataset of 10 bil-
lion words. This approach mitigates bias towards either language and addresses the
common tokenization issue in many LLMs, where text, particularly in Arabic, is often



over-segmented into individual characters. Such over-segmentation not only reduces
model performance but also increases computational costs.

Jais was trained on translated versions of English instruction-tuning datasets
alongside Arabic-specific instruction datasets. The model is available in various sizes,
ranging from 590 million to 70 billion parameters. Jais has demonstrated state-of-the-
art performance in generative tasks, including machine translation [47]. However, its
capabilities in classification tasks, particularly in Arabic, remain a subject of ongoing

evaluation [30]. Further research is needed to comprehensively assess its effectiveness
in Arabic AES.

4 The Experiments

4.1 The Dataset

We train and evaluate our models on the AR-AES dataset [8], containing 2,046 essays
written by male and female undergraduate students at Umm Al-Qura University,
representing a range of disciplines and writing styles. The essays cover three question
types: argumentative, narrative, and source-dependent [48]. This inclusion allows for
the evaluation of AES models in various categories of essays, which include persuasive
writing, analysis of source materials, and storytelling — categories where LLMs could
have an advantage over smaller models. The essays originate from both traditional
in-person and online exams, reflecting the contemporary assessment landscape, as
shown in Table 1.

The models were trained and evaluated using the course director’s marks as ground
truth. We conducted assessments on the entire dataset, as well as on individual courses
and questions. This approach enabled us to explore two methods: a general-purpose
model applicable to all courses and questions, and specialized models tailored for
specific courses or questions, simulating the different ways that AES models could be
trained in a real-world application. For fine-tuning, the dataset was split into training,
validation, and test sets in a 70/15/15 ratio, following the methodology outlined in [8].

Table 1: Summary of the AR-AES dataset showing exam types (T=traditional,
O=online) and range of answer lengths (number of tokens as measured by the
AraBERT tokenizer), and the train/validation/test split sizes for each course [8].

Course Exam Question Answer Length Split Size
Type 1D Max  Min Train Val Test
Entire Dataset All questions 575 2 1432 307 307
All questions 298 2 586 126 126
) ) Q1 (Narrative) 208 7
Introduction to Info Science T G2 (Argmmontative) o4 5 105 . .
Q3 (Source Dependent) 61 4
All questions 512 16 380 81 81
o ) ) Q4 (Narrative) 512 29
Management Info Systems T Q5 (Narrative) 212 20 127 27 27
Q6 (Source Dependent) 171 16
All questions 422 8 244 52 52
. . Q7 (Narrative) 422 25
Environmental Chemistry o Q8 (Argumentative) 116 9 81 17 17
Q9 (Source Dependent) 92 8
All questions 575 11 223 48 48
. Q10 (Source Dependent) 357 13
Biotechnology o Q11 (Argumentative) 538 11 74 16 16
Q12 (Source Dependent) 575 13




4.2 Tokenization

LLM tokenizers often encounter limitations when dealing with languages beyond En-
glish, including Arabic [30, 49]. In models like Llama and ChatGPT, tokenization
splits each Arabic character into an individual token rather than treating words or
phrases as single units [29]. This approach increases sequence length and can nega-
tively impact model performance, as individual characters lack independent meaning.
This results in higher GPU memory usage and potential performance degradation.
For example, the phrase “L> »” (English “Hello”) is tokenized into five separate to-
kens instead of a single word-level token, as shown in Figure 1, compared to just one
token for its English equivalent.

Input (Ls )

v/

Character-Level Word-Level
[:rllv ‘!\‘_IJ jl:J‘ IJ! jJeI] ['1-.‘3‘)"]
Figure 1: An example of tokenization challenges in LLMs for Arabic, where the text

is tokenized at the character level rather than the word level. Illustrated here with
the Arabic word “l> ,” (“welcome”).

This happens because most transformers employ wordpiece or byte pair encoding
algorithms, which build a vocabulary based on the training set [28]. When trained
on datasets containing little Arabic, Arabic words are not added to the vocabulary
and so, when the tokenizer is applied, the unrecognized words are split into single
characters [29]. This issue also causes the decoder to generate individual characters
one-at-a-time, which may limit its ability to generate complex, multi-character words
and sentences.

The need for tokenizer optimization, especially for languages with morphological
and syntactic structures that differ significantly from English has been highlighted
in previous research [50], which points out how tokenization discrepancies in LLMs
create fairness challenges. Firstly, there’s a cost disparity: users of certain languages
may end up paying more than 2.5 times the amount English users pay for the same
task, thanks to the increased sequence lengths. Secondly, there’s the issue of latency:
processing time can increase twofold for languages that require more tokens. Lastly,
there’s the challenge of long context processing: some language models can handle
significantly longer texts than others, impacting service quality.

To specifically address these challenges with the Llama model, we developed a cus-
tom SentencePiece tokenizer trained on the AR-AES dataset (the same dataset used
for evaluation) to capture Arabic words at the word level rather than the character
level. To integrate the new Arabic tokens, we concatenated them with the existing
Llama vocabulary, expanding the tokenizer’s vocabulary to include both original and
new tokens. This required an update to the embedding layer to accommodate the



expanded vocabulary, ensuring the model could interpret the newly added Arabic to-
kens seamlessly alongside the original tokens. Furthermore, we fine-tuned the Llama
model to enable it to process the newly introduced tokens. This enhanced tokenizer
facilitates character-level processing and represents text at the word level, resulting
in shorter sequences and reduced GPU memory usage.

A comparative evaluation of both tokenizers was conducted using Llama 2 for the
Arabic AES task on a randomly selected subset of the dataset. The results showed
a slight improvement in evaluation metrics, particularly in the Quadratic Weighted
Kappa (QWK) (see definition in Section 5), when using the enhanced tokenizer (Figure
2). The main benefit of the improved tokenizer is its ability to perform experiments
with lower computational demands and reduced GPU usage, reducing the average
sequence length from 1532 to 410 tokens. A similar approach was then applied to the
ACEGPT model, producing similar improvements.

ACEGPT (Custom Tokenizer)
ACEGPT
—e— Llama2 (Custom Tokenizer)
0.65 4 -@- Lama2

0.70

0.60 -

0.55

QWK

0.50

0.45

0.40 +

0.35

T T T
Question 3 Question 5 Question 8
(Source Dependent) (Narrative) (Argumentative)

Figure 2: QWK scores for Llama2 and ACEGPT with standard and custom
tokenizers across three question types, showing slight improvements with custom to-
kenization, highlighting the impact of Arabic-specific tokenization on performance.

4.3 Data Preprocessing

In the fine-tuning approach, we applied data preprocessing, while for few-shot and
zero-shot tasks, the data was used in its original form. Preprocessing involved re-
moving punctuation, hashtags, URLs, redundant letter repetitions, emoticons, extra
spaces, numerical characters, and diacritics. These steps were taken to reduce noise
in the text and focus the models on linguistic content rather than irrelevant features.
This approach is consistent with findings by Kwon et al. [51], which demonstrate



improved performance of fine-tuned LLMs in Arabic when punctuation is excluded,
highlighting the LLMs’ challenges in handling punctuation due to the lack of stan-
dardized punctuation rules in Arabic. Specific Arabic characters were normalized to
standard forms (e.g., s (ta) to o (ha), ¢ (alif magsurah) to ¢ (ya), ! | )\ i (different
forms of alif) to | standard alif , § ,¢¢ (hamzah) to stand-alone hamzah «, before to-
kenization, as Arabic users often employ alternative spellings or character forms in
informal contexts. To further simplify Arabic text and reduce vocabulary diversity,
we applied the ISRI Stemmer, following Ghazawi and Simpson [8].

We conducted experiments with Llama2 and ACEGPT to evaluate model per-
formance with and without preprocessing. Results indicated a minimal difference,
with preprocessing yielding an average increase of 0.02 in Quadratic Weighted Kappa
(QWK) for fine-tuned Llama and 0.01 for fine-tuned ACEGPT. Therefore, the
following experiments fine-tuned the models with this stemmed and normalized text.

4.4 Training and Scoring Approaches

Three primary approaches were explored: zero-shot learning, few-shot in-context
learning, and fine-tuning. = Each approach offers distinct advantages that are
particularly relevant to AES.

Zero-shot learning: without any task-specific training examples, relying on model
capabilities derived from pretraining allows us to apply only the marking guide-
lines and scheme without requiring specific examples. This approach is efficient and
cost-effective as it removes the need for fine-tuning and does not require the course
instructor to provide examples of essay answers. [52].

Few-shot in-context learning: allows the model to learn from a small number of
examples provided within the prompt. This does not involve updating the model’s
weights, avoiding the costs of fine-tuning and making it particularly useful in situations
where gathering large amounts of labeled data is impractical. However, it may not be
as effective as fine-tuned pretrained models [53].

Fine-tuning: although requiring more human effort to provide more training ex-
amples than in-context learning, is highly effective with a relatively small number of
examples, especially when task-specific data is available, and was shown to outper-
form in-context learning in short answer scoring [54]. In this study, we employed two
fine-tuning methods: instruction tuning and label-supervised adaptation. Both ap-
proaches leveraged Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA), a technique that updates only a
small subset of the model’s parameters. LoRA enables efficient fine-tuning, making it
a practical choice for domain-specific applications such as Arabic Automated Essay

Scoring (AES) [55].

Instruction fine-tuning: tailors the model to follow specific prompts for essay
scoring tasks, which may contain detailed instructions or examples. The model gen-
erates a numerical score as a response to these prompts, which we then extract from
the output text using regular expressions, as illustrated in Figure 3. Loss is then com-
puted by comparing the predicted label to the true label, then used to fine-tune the
model’s response. Each essay was paired with an instruction to assign a grade from



0 to 5. In this setup, the custom SentencePiece tokenizer, designed for Arabic, was
used. Since LLMs were trained to generate human-like responses, instruction-tuning
may not be ideal for tasks requiring fixed-label classification. Prior research indicates
that instruction-tuned LLMs often underperform compared to BERT-based models
in such classification tasks [56].

Label-supervised adaptation (LS-LLaMA): the input text is processed by the
LLM, generating latent representations from its final layer, which are then passed
through a classification layer to compute class logits, with the final outputs being
probabilities for each class, as shown in Figure 3. The cross entropy loss is then
calculated between the predicted logits and the true labels, and used to fine-tune
the model. This approach capitalizes on the strengths of LLMs and the information
acquired during pretraining, while addressing the limitations of instruction tuning.
Li et al. [56] observed that, even without intricate prompt engineering or external
knowledge, LS-LLaMA significantly outperformed LLMs using instruction tuning that
were ten times its size.

Label Prediction Label Prediction
i
([ Softmax | [ Extract Score ]
[} A
Linear ] [ Response to Prompt ]
Llama Llama
o 444
[0, .-, Xn] [Xo, -, Xn]

(a) Label-supervised adaptation  (b) Instruction-tuning
(LS-LLaMA)

Figure 3: Comparison of label-supervised adaptation (LS-LLaMA) [56], and instruc-
tion tuning for Llama 2

4.5 Model Implementations

Llama: For instruction-tuning we use the “Llama-2-7b-hf” model [27], and for LS-
LLaMA we use Open-LLaMA 3B [57], which is based on the same pretrained model
as Llama-2 but has fewer parameters. This makes it more suitable for tasks that
require efficient fine-tuning and lighter computational resources. Additionally, we
implemented a custom SentencePiece tokenizer specifically optimized for Arabic text
to reduce tokenized sequence lengths and enhance processing efficiency.



ACEGPT: We use LS-LLaMA with AceGPT-13B [46], using the same custom Sen-
tencePiece tokenizer. For few-shot in-context learning, we use the AceGPT-13B-chat
model but retain the original model tokenizer.

ChatGPT: ChatGPT-4 Turbo was used for zero-shot and few-shot learning tasks.
The model is capable of handling complex tasks and processing longer text inputs
compared to the other LLM models. In the few-shot learning configuration, the model
was provided with three examples for each class to guide its predictions.

Aya: This study applies few-shot in-context learning to the “Aya-101” model [43], a
13-billion-parameter autoregressive Transformer-based multilingual language model.

Jais: This study used two configurations of the Jais model, the pretrained “Jais-
family-13b” and the fine-tuned “Jais-family-13b-chat”, both featuring a context length
of 2048 tokens and 13 billion parameters [29]. The pretrained “Jais-family-13b”
model was trained on a diverse corpus of Arabic and English texts, as well as source
code, enabling broad language understanding. However, it was not specifically fine-
tuned for particular tasks or conversational applications. In contrast, the fine-tuned
“Jais-family-13b-chat” model builds upon the pretrained version and undergoes ad-
ditional fine-tuning on curated datasets comprising prompt-response pairs in Arabic
and English. This additional training aims to enhance the model’s ability to handle
task-specific and conversational contexts effectively. The models were evaluated in
zero-shot and few-shot learning scenarios.

AraBERT: The study introducing the dataset employed the large AraBERT model,
comprising 12 encoder blocks, 1024 hidden dimensions, 16 attention heads, and a max-
imum sequence length of 512. The model has 370 million parameters. A classification
head with a single fully connected layer was added to AraBERT for essay scoring [8].

5 Evaluation Metrics

We utilized Quadratic Weighted Kappa (QWK) as our primary evaluation metric.
QWK, an extension of Cohen’s kappa, measures the agreement level between the
outcomes assessed by two raters. It is particularly favored in Automated Essay Scoring
(AES) evaluations because it accounts for agreements that could occur by chance,
providing a more reliable measure of scoring consistency compared to mere accuracy
and F1 score. Furthermore, QWK is appropriate for essay assessments as it respects
the ordinal nature of grading and incorporates quadratic weights to emphasize the
significance of class rankings—a subtlety not captured by simple accuracy or F1 scores.
While the AES models may be trained as nominal classifiers, it is necessary to evaluate
their predictions as ordinal values, since larger errors in grade predictions would have
a bigger negative impact.
The calculation of QWK involves a weighting factor defined as:
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o
where w; ; = % is the weight between mark 7 and mark j, NV is the number of
marks available, O; ; is the number of observations where the first assessor gave mark
i and the second assessor gave mark j, and n; j is the number of times that assessor

k gave mark 1.

6 Prompt Engineering

ChatGPT: Inthe initial zero-shot experiments, we tested simple prompts in Arabic,
such as “Correct the following essay answers out of 5 marks.” However, this simplicity
led to inconsistent performance, with the model providing varied outcomes, including
unrequested feedback, or assigning scores on a 100% scale, rather than the expected
five-point scale. To improve precision, we revised the prompts to be more specific:
“Evaluate the essay by assigning one of the following grades: 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5.” While
this generally produced valid grades, the model occasionally provided explanations or
score ranges instead of a single score, which, although potentially useful to an essay
marker, deviated from the primary objective of obtaining a final score for comparison
with the actual score. To address these issues, we revised the prompts to provide
clearer instructions: “Evaluate the following essay answers by assigning one of the
six grades only (0-1-2-3-4-5), without any explanation or comment, only the final
grade number.” Despite improved results, additional text sometimes appeared with
the score, (e.g., “The final grade is: 3 out of 5”), which was handled using regular
expresions to extract the final grade.

In addition, we compared different combinations of Arabic text with English
prompts on three questions chosen randomly from the narrative, source-dependent
and argumentative categories (see Table 2). We observed that using English prompts
instead of Arabic led to a noticeable increase in performance, improving the results
by approximately 6%. Subsequently, the prompt was expanded to include detailed
instructions in English, specifying the task, question, evaluation criteria (rubrics),
golden answer, and evaluation scale, with improvement in the results on average.
While this approach yielded better results, optimal performance was observed when
instructions, such as the criteria for evaluation and the task description, were provided
in English, while the essays, details of the question, rubrics, and standard answers
remained in Arabic, improving the results by approximately 49.49%. This bilingual
strategy avoided translating the Arabic essay answers into English, ensuring that the
models evaluated the responses in their original form while leveraging the clarity of
English for instructional prompts. This approach is illustrated in the last row of the
zero shot section in Table 2, which highlights the improvements in accuracy under
these conditions.

Building on this, a few-shot learning configuration was implemented, using the
same detailed prompts with the addition of three example answers for each class. The
“golden answer” served as a reference for the highest score, while the other examples
represented varying levels of alignment with the ideal response, corresponding to
different scores. This bilingual approach again surpassed a fully English few-shot
setup, as shown by the results in Table 2.
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Table 2: Zero-shot and few-shot prompt engineering experiments for three samples
of different essay types (Q1, Q9, and Q11) using the ChatGPT-4 model.

A | Language | Example of the Prompt [Q1 T Q9 | Qi1
‘ Arabic ‘ Sl 5 o WETJET SLE YT 2 (Mark the following essay out of 5 marks) ‘ Results not comparable

Arabic | 54,3,2,1,0 158 Y1 &l) Sloyull sl o IV o W AT S Y o o5 018 | 0.24 | 025

(Evaluate the following essay answers by assigning only one of the following six marks:
0,1,2,3,4,5)

Arabic L 3l i o éi Os ¢(5:4,3,2,1,0) L el Slayll o] 40 IV e ) L LY (_\.L rs 0.21 | 0.29 0.27
22 LS

Evaluate the following essay answers by selecting only one of the following grades
0,1,2,3,4,5), without any explanation or comment, only the final mark)

English Evaluate the following essay answers by assigning one of the six grades only (0-1-2-3-4-5), 0.28

without any explanation or comment, only the final grade number.

0.23 ‘ 0.30

The Question: What is the scientific definition of environmental chemistry?

Criteria for Evaluation:

- The student’s ability to define the term scientifically (2.0 marks).

- The student’s ability to identify the aspects addressed by environmental.. (2.0 marks).

- Thc) student’s ability to mention the importance of environmental chemistry for life... (1.0
mark).

English Standard Answer: Environmental chemistry is the scientific study of chemical... 0.24 | 0.41 0.32
Evaluation Scale:

0 - Very poor. 1 - Poor. 2 - Fair. 3 - Good. 4 - Very good. 5 - Excellent.

Zero Shot

The Task: Please mark the following essay answer based on the question, criteria for
evaluation, standard answer, and evaluation scale. Select one of the six scores (0,1,2,3,4,5).
Provide only the final score number without any additional comments or explanations.

The Question: il cLoSd ol (o o) o Lo

Criteria for Evaluation:

(3,3 0.2) JCVK‘Z{CLA‘ S e A58 -

(53 0:2) 2 Lo S #n [ RS éJ\ Sl e Il 5,6 -

(s 0.1) QLAY 5L et LS 2l 53 e ) 5,8 -

English Standard Answer:_ 0.24 | 0.66 0.60
& ol SV G P ATl B LS sl 2 2l (2 il LS

Arabic Evaluation Scale:

0 - Very poor. 1 - Poor. 2 - Fair. 3 - Good. 4 - Very good. 5 - Excellent.

The Task: Please mark the following essay answer based on the question, criteria for
Evaluation, standard answer, and evaluation scale. Select one of the Six scores (0,1,2,3,4,5).
Provide only the final score number without any additional comments or explanations.
The Question: What is the scientific definition of environmental ...7

Criteria for Evaluation:

- The student’s ability to define the term scientifically (2.0 marks)

- The student’s ability to identify the aspects in which... (2.0 marks)

- The student’s ability to state the importance of... (1.0 marks)

Standard Answer: Environmental Chemistry: It is the scientific study of chemical and
biochemical phenomena that occur in natural...

. Examples of Each Score: (Three examples of each class .
English Class (g - Are the interactiotss resulting h}: the environmen)t due to... 024 | 0.56
Class (1) - Study of land, air, water, living environments, and the...
Class (2) - Environmental Chemistry is the scientific study of...
Class (3) - It is the study of the sources, reactions, transfer:
Class %4 - It is a science that specializes in studying the
Class (5) - is the study of chemical processes that occur in water...
Evaluation Scale:

0 - Very poor. 1 - Poor. 2 - Fair. 3 - Good. 4 - Very good. 5 - Excellent

The Question: il cLo S )l o o) o Lo

Criteria for Evaluation:

(3,3 0.2) \,chg.u_cuuu G o Wl 5,6 -

(53 0.2) 2l Lo S #n [ e S Gl il e Il 5,0 -

(s 0.1) QLAY 5L et LS 2l 53 e ) 5,08 -

Standard Answer:

el SV G Pl Tl LS sl 2 2l (2 il LS
Examples of Each Score: (Three examples of each class)

Class (0) wer Gyl elid) 2 0 % 21 ol T SN et B 3 22N Vel (5 -
English | Class (1) w0l lis G Lo J 5831 51, atunl) lidly ol ol bl 02,81 2ty - 025 | 074 | 0.64
& Class (2) vl it i) o U 75 @ Ll il 2ol Ayl (2 -

Class (3) wrelll & 22Las gl Yl palan 1lys & -

Class (4) bl s Wby LSy Leolely 2LasSON sl ysbas T,y et -
Class (5) v, Sl colbl ol G B F) 2Ll Slldl 25 (-
Evaluation Scale: )

0 - Very poor. 1 - Poor. 2 - Fair. 3 - Good. 4 - Very good. 5 - Excellent

0.61

Few Shot

Arabic

The Task: Please mark the following essay answer based on the question, cr
Evaluation, standard answer, and evaluation scale. Select one of the Six scores (| s
Provide only the final score number without any additional comments or explanations.

L
=
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Aya: The Aya model was evaluated using a few-shot in-context learning approach
with the same detailed prompt structure employed for ChatGPT-4. These prompts
incorporated the question, the gold (standard) answer, evaluation criteria (rubrics)
for each question, and the evaluation scale. The model exhibited an effective abil-
ity to follow structured prompts, including bilingual prompts, and most of the time
generated only the final score as specified by the instructions.

ACEGPT: We evaluated the ACEGPT model in a few-shot in-context learning set-
ting, using the same bilingual, fully instructed prompt structure previously applied to
ChatGPT-4. The model adhered closely to the given prompts and typically returned
only the final score as instructed (e.g., “The final score is: 17).

Jais: The same prompts used for ChatGPT were applied to Jais in both zero-
shot and few-shot learning scenarios. In the few-shot experiments conducted for
the entire dataset and at the course level, the number of examples per class was
reduced to one instead of three to address the context window limitation of Jais,
which supports up to 2048 tokens. Furthermore, the Jais chat model required specific
command structures to delineate the roles of the user and the model. These struc-
tures included “### Instruction:” to introduce the prompt and model role, and
“### Input: [Human|]|” to precede the task and the provided essay.

Llama instruction experimentation: We carried out prompt engineering in two
phases for Llama instruction tuning. Initially, during the preparation of the training
data, we created an instruction dataset for each essay, including task instructions,
essay content, and the actual score. In the second phase, we assessed the model’s
performance using various prompt configurations, including full Arabic and English
prompts. The highest performance was achieved with prompts using English instruc-
tions and Arabic content, resulting in a QWK of 0.51 on the entire dataset (Figure
B1). Full English prompts scored a QWK of 0.46, while full Arabic prompts performed
the worst with a QWK of 0.27, indicating that Llama may not be fully adapted to
the Arabic language.

7 Results and Discussion

Our study used the experimental protocol delineated by Ghazawi and Simpson [8].
We adapted this framework for our exploratory analysis involving four LLMs (Llama,
ChatGPT, Aya, Jais, and ACEGPT), initially evaluating the models across the
entirety of the dataset. This preliminary evaluation aimed to gauge the models’
performance when exposed to a wide variety of data and diverse question types. Subse-
quently, we embarked on a more granular analysis, where each model was trained and
evaluated separately on the data of individual courses. Following the course-specific
evaluations, the analysis was further refined by assessing each model’s performance
on distinct questions, allowing us to examine performance with more specialized
fine-tuning, albeit with fewer examples. Additionally, we analyzed the models’ per-
formance based on essay types (argumentative, narrative, and source-dependent).
This multi-tiered approach ensured a comprehensive understanding of each model’s
strengths and weaknesses in diverse educational and assessment contexts.
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Overview of results: Asshown in Table 3, the ACEGPT model using a fine-tuning
approach achieved the highest QWK score among LLMs (excluding AraBERT), of
0.67 across the entire dataset, indicating strong alignment with human scoring. In
the few-shot setting, ACEGPT outperformed other Arabic LLMs (Jais and Aya) also
outperformed Llama 2 in instruction tuning, although it did not surpass ChatGPT
4, possibly due to ChatGPT 4’s extensive training data. Conversely, Aya’s few-shot
approach yielded the lowest performance, with a QWK of only 0.13. The success
of ACEGPT likely stems from its substantial Arabic-language pretraining and the
advantages provided by the LLaMA-based architecture.

At the course level, the effectiveness of each model varied across courses. For
instance, ChatGPT-4 using few-shot learning excelled in the “Introduction to In-
formation Science” course and outperformed other fine tuning models, while Llama
(LS-LLaMA) performed best in the other three courses. At the question-specific level,
ChatGPT-4 demonstrated satisfactory performance, particularly in zero-shot learn-
ing. However, Llama and ACEGPT generally outperformed the other models, due
to the advantages of fine-tuning over few-shot and zero-shot methods, particularly
in handling Arabic. This highlights the variation in how models adapt to different
question formats and complexities (Figure 4).

For essay types, ACEGPT (fine tuning), Aya, and ChatGPT-4 performed best in
argumentative essays. Argumentative essays involve complex reasoning, and although
the models performed reasonably well, there is room for improvement in consistently
handling such challenging essay types. In contrast, Llama (LS-LLaMA), ACEGPT
(few-shot), and Jais achieved their highest performance on source-dependent essays,
which involve analyzing and synthesizing information from provided materials. This
distinction highlights the varying strengths of the models across different essay types.

Table 3: Comparative performance (QWK) across models and training approaches.

Approach Fine-Tuning Few-shot Zero-shot

Model/ Dataset AmBERT  Lama2 Llama2 ) opGpr  ACEGPT Jais ChatGPT4  Aya Jais  ChatGPT4

(LS-LLaMA)  (Instruction) :

Entire Dataset 0.88 0.64 0.51 0.67 0.55 0.20 0.64 0.13 | 0.14 0.45
Introduction Info Science 0.79 0.57 0.06 0.56 0.53 0.36 0.58 0.34 | 0.04 0.53
Management Info Systems 0.78 0.53 0.02 0.51 0.21 0.19 0.41 0.23 | 0.02 0.38
Environmental Chemistry 0.97 0.85 0.09 0.85 0.54 0.29 0.74 0.41 | 0.03 0.57

Biotechnology 0.95 0.83 0.06 0.74 0.27 0.28 0.35 0.20 | 0.27 0.33

Question 1 0.89 0.59 0.01 0.55 0.32 0.17 0.25 0.09 | 0.07 0.24
Question 2 0.73 0.61 0.25 0.78 0.34 0.30 0.43 0.21 | 0.60 0.52
Question 3 0.87 0.65 0.16 0.71 0.69 0.46 0.71 0.53 | 0.01 0.75
Question 4 0.83 0.60 0.19 0.52 0.18 0.27 0.33 0.06 | 0.16 0.51
Question 5 0.84 0.35 0.41 0.46 0.21 0.38 0.81 0.09 | 0.12 0.51
Question 6 0.94 0.48 0.01 0.41 0.14 0.10 0.09 0.09 | 0.04 0.31
Question 7 0.43 0.77 0.11 0.70 0.21 0.30 0.61 0.01 | 0.23 0.65
Question 8 0.79 0.39 0.17 0.60 0.25 0.29 0.93 0.34 | 0.15 0.61
Question 9 0.98 0.79 0.18 0.79 0.59 0.48 0.74 0.44 | 0.37 0.66
Question 10 0.90 0.59 0.37 0.58 0.55 0.07 0.47 0.35 | 0.13 0.68
Question 11 0.84 0.67 0.13 0.67 0.42 0.18 0.64 0.38 | 0.40 0.60
Question 12 0.84 0.46 0.06 0.81 0.36 0.31 0.50 0.20 | 0.25 0.65

Source Dependent (Q3,Q6,Q9, Q10,Q12) 0.89 0.59 0.15 0.66 0.47 0.28 0.50 0.31 | 0.16 0.61
Argumentative (Q2,Q8,Q11) 0.73 0.56 0.18 0.68 034 026 0.67 0.31 | 0.38 0.58
Narrative (Q1, Q4,Q5, Q7) 0.69 0.58 0.18 0.56 0.23 0.28 0.47 0.08 | 0.15 0.48

AraBERT consistently outperforms the four LLMs used in this study. It is no-
table that, unlike the LLMs, AraBERT is stronger with source-dependent essays than
with argumentative essays. This can be attributed to its comprehensive training on
diverse Arabic datasets and the effectiveness of its bidirectional encoder architecture
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in capturing the information needed for assigning a class label to a text sequence.
AraBERT’s strong performance reinforces the importance of specialised training for
language models tailored to specific linguistic contexts. These findings align with pre-
vious research, such as Kocori et al. [58], showing that while models such as ChatGPT
are versatile, they may not match the performance of fine-tuned models like BERT
in specialised tasks when only small amounts of training data are available [56]. This
further supports our conclusion that AraBERT’s fine-tuning on Arabic data allows it
to excel in Arabic language processing compared to more general LLMs.

1.0  AraBERT
ChatGPT4
Liamaz2 ACEGPT
0.8 4 (LS-LLaMA)
i ChatGPT 4
ACEGPT
Jais
0.6 o
Aya
» Jais
% Llama2
o (Instruction)
0.4 1 o
[o]
o
0.2 1
0.0
T T T
Fine-Tuning Few-Shot Zero-Shot

Figure 4: Ranges of QWK scores on the question-level across different models using
fine-tuning, few-shot, and zero-shot approaches.

Learning Approaches: Zero-shot learning with Jais and ChatGPT-4 yielded sub-
optimal results, particularly for Jais, which achieved its highest QWK of 0.60 on
Question 2. ChatGPT-4 performed better, with a QWK of 0.75 on Question 3, but
zero-shot learning remained inadequate for the AES task compared to fine-tuned Ara-
bic models. Few-shot learning with Aya demonstrated relatively poor performance,
followed by Jais, which showed slightly better results. In contrast, ChatGPT-4 ex-
hibited notable improvement in the few-shot setting, achieving a QWK of 0.93 on
Question 8, surpassing AraBERT’s performance (QWK 0.79). ACEGPT achieved re-
sults close to ChatGPT and outperformed Jais and Aya in most cases. Despite this
improvement, fine-tuned models generally outperformed those using few-shot learning
across the dataset (Figure 4). Instruction tuning with Llama 2 produced poor results

15



due to challenges in Arabic prompt engineering. In contrast, label-supervised adap-
tation (LS-LLaMA) performed best, particularly with the ACEGPT model, followed
by Llama 2, proving more effective for Arabic AES tasks by eliminating the need for
prompt engineering.

In summary, zero-shot and few-shot in-context learning approaches underper-
formed compared to fine-tuned models, largely due to their reliance on pretrained
knowledge without task-specific LS-LLaMA fine-tuning, which limits their capacity
to assess essays according to specific criteria. Furthermore, the training data for these
models may not adequately capture the nuances of Arabic essay scoring, in contrast
to the specialized data used for fine-tuned models such as AraBERT. Instruction
tuning with Llama 2 faced similar challenges in Arabic prompt engineering, while LS-
LLaMA showed superior performance by handling Arabic AES tasks more effectively
and reducing the need for prompt engineering, making it a more adaptable solution.

Arabic vs. General-Purpose Models: The results suggest that ACEGPT, an
Arabic-focused model, generally outperforms Llama2, a more general-purpose model,
particularly in argumentative essays. However, comparisons to ChatGPT-4, Jais, and
Aya are complicated by their different training objectives and methodologies. In few-
shot settings, ACEGPT also demonstrated strong performance, surpassing Llama2’s
instruction fine-tuning and outperforming other Arabic models such as Jais and Aya.
Although Jais was trained on a substantial Arabic corpus, it struggled with AES
tasks and frequently did not adhere to instructions or prompts, possibly because it
was developed as a generative model rather than a classification-focused one [30].
Nonetheless, the chat-based version of Jais showed improved compliance compared to
its pre-trained form.

Although the Aya model is multilingual, it performed comparatively poorly in this
task. By design, Aya follows the mT5 architecture for text-to-text transformations and
is intended to handle multiple languages [43], which may not optimize performance
for Arabic alone—particularly if the developer did not extensively adapt it for Arabic-
specific linguistic features. In contrast, AceGPT builds on Llama2 and is fine-tuned
for generative Arabic tasks [46], incorporating additional Arabic-centric training that
better captures the linguistic nuances required for effective essay scoring.

Overall, some Arabic-specific models, such as ACEGPT, have performed bet-
ter than certain general-purpose models (e.g., Llama) in Arabic essay scoring when
fine-tuned for classification tasks. However, not all Arabic-centric systems excelled;
Aya and Jais, despite their pretraining focus on Arabic, did not outperform general-
purpose models (e.g., ChatGPT) with the same evaluation setup. In addition, limited
information regarding ChatGPT’s Arabic data volume, along with archeticture differ-
ences, makes direct comparisons difficult. Still, a comparison of ACEGPT and Llama
within the same architecture and with increased Arabic data indicates that ACEGPT
achieves stronger performance in these settings.

Accuracy of Predictions within One Grade: We investigate the scale of the
LLMs’ errors, as differences of one grade from the human marker are less serious
errors that could be caused by borderline essays. Therefore, we quantified the cases
where the predicted score was within one grade of the actual score. In the zero-
shot approach, Jais predicted within one grade 49.24% of the time across the entire
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dataset. ChatGPT-4 achieved higher accuracy at 72.06%, with its best performance
on Question 4, where it reached 95.83% prediction accuracy (Table Al). In the few-
shot approach, ChatGPT-4 outperformed both the zero-shot and fine-tuning methods.
For instance, in the Management Information Systems course, the model predicted
within one score of the actual score in 91.30% of cases, and showing the highest
accuracy across all questions. These results highlight the models’ ability to make
reliable predictions in close proximity to actual scores.

Interrater Agreement As reported by [8] and shown in Table 4, the highest agree-
ment between two human expert raters was observed in Question 9, with a Quadratic
Weighted Kappa (QWK) of 0.90. Notably, ChatGPT-4 in few-shot learning achieved
a QWK of 0.93 on Question 8, outperforming the human raters, who achieved a QWK
of 0.78 on the same question. Furthermore, the Large Language Models (LLMs)
demonstrated high agreement with the course director’s marks, surpassing human
agreement in most of the questions (8 out of 12).

Higher human agreement was predominantly observed in source-dependent ques-
tion types (Questions 6, 9, and 10), which are easier to score objectively by directly
comparing student answers with course materials. In contrast, argumentative and
narrative essay types require more subjectivity in marking. The Llama2 (LS-LLaMA)
model achieved high agreement on narrative question types, which are more complex
and require holistic evaluation of the student’s response. Similarly, ChatGPT-4 in
few-shot learning demonstrated high agreement on both argumentative and narrative
essay types. These results indicate that LLMs have a strong capability to match or
exceed human agreement levels when provided with clear prompts that include the
necessary details for the automatic essay scoring task, even with complex essay types.

Table 4: Inter-rater Agreement Compared with Best Performing LLM Models in Different
Learning Settings (Fine-tuning, Few-shot, and Zero-shot)

Question Question H ‘ Fine-Tuning ‘ Few-shot ‘ Zero-shot
uman

ID Type Llama2 ACEGPT | ChatGPT4 | ChatGPT4
Question 1 Narrative 0.52 0.59 0.55 0.25 0.24
Question 2 Argumentative 0.56 0.61 0.78 0.43 0.52
Question 3 Source dependent 0.68 0.65 0.71 0.71 0.75
Question 4 Narrative 0.51 0.60 0.52 0.33 0.51
Question 5 Narrative 0.79 0.35 0.46 0.81 0.51
Question 6 Source dependent 0.66 0.48 0.41 0.09 0.31
Question 7 Narrative 0.75 0.77 0.70 0.61 0.65
Question 8 Argumentative 0.78 0.39 0.60 0.93 0.61
Question 9 Source dependent 0.90 0.79 0.79 0.74 0.66
Question 10  source dependent 0.83 0.59 0.58 0.47 0.68
Question 11  Argumentative 0.78 0.67 0.67 0.64 0.60
Question 12 source dependent 0.68 0.46 0.81 0.50 0.65
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8 Conclusion and Future Works

This study evaluated a range of prominent large language models (LLMs), Chat-
GPT4, Llama 2, Aya, Jais, and ACEGPT, for automatic scoring of Arabic essays in
the AR-AES dataset. We explored zero-shot, few-shot, and fine-tuning approaches.
A key preprocessing challenge was tokenization, which we addressed by developing
an optimized SentencePiece tokenizer to reduce the length of tokenized Arabic se-
quences, thereby decreasing memory usage and computational overhead. ACEGPT
showed the strongest overall performance among LLMs, with a QWK score of 0.67, re-
flecting its extensive training on Arabic-specific data, which allowed it to consistently
outperform the general-purpose Llama model. Fine-tuned models, particularly those
using label-supervised adaptation (LS-LLaMA), including ACEGPT, outperformed
zero-shot and few-shot in-context learning approaches, proving more reliable without
requiring prompt engineering and despite having as few as 74 training examples. This
underscores the importance of fine-tuning models on specialised Arabic datasets.

Although fine-tuned LLMs showed improvements, they were still outperformed by
AraBERT, showing the strength of BERT-based models when training sets are small.
Prompt engineering was crucial for enhancing model outputs in zero- and few-shot
setups, particularly for complex questions. Performance variability across courses
and questions indicates the need for more adaptable models. Future research could
investigate multitask learning and domain adaptation to provide additional training
when few answer examples are available for fine-tuning.

9 Limitations and Ethical Considerations

A key limitation of this study is that we were unable to use some larger versions
of the models, such as Llama-13B and Jais-70B, due to their high computational
requirements. This challenge is compounded by the fact that processing Arabic text
demands more computational resources compared to English. Furthermore, given the
rapid evolution of large language models and the frequent release of new versions,
our study was unable to include the most recent models, such as ChatGPT-401 and
Llama3, which were released after our experiments were conducted. However, we
aimed to draw general findings from the most relevant models available at the time of
the study, while also acknowledging the ongoing challenges LLMs face in handling the
complexities of the Arabic language. We plan to incorporate newer models in future
work.

Ethical considerations are an important aspect of Automated Essay Scoring (AES),
particularly regarding the potential for scoring errors. Although AES can help human
graders improve consistency and reduce errors, it is essential to implement safeguards
to address inaccuracies. Errors in scoring may result in unfair outcomes for students,
potentially affecting their academic progress. To mitigate this risk, organizations that
use AES should provide transparent feedback mechanisms and clear appeal processes
for correcting mistakes.
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Appendix A Tables

Table A1: Performance of Models in Predicting Scores Within One Mark (£1 score)
of Actual Score.

Approach Fine-Tuning Few-shot Zero-shot
Llama2 . .

Dataset / Model (Instruction) ACEGPT Aya ChatGPT-4 Jais Jais ChatGPT-4
+1 score +1 score +1 score +1 score +1 score | +1 score

Entire Dataset 41.03% 72.15% 57.97% 83.44% 52.06% 49.24% 72.06%

Intro to Info Sci 58.82% 67.50% 60.00% 77.04% 60.82% 45.58 66.39%

Management Info Sys 90.90% 74.00% 74.19% 91.30% 37.5% 31.81 88.40 %

Environmental Chemistry 59.57% 82.00% 82.85% 90.38% 50.00% 51.51% 76.92%

Biotechnology 84.37% 68.42% 63.63% 77.08% 53.65% 54.83% 81.25%

Average of Questions (Q1-Q12) 73.99% 69.58% 61.31% 79.55% 60.45% 41.65% 83.03%
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Appendix B Figures

##+# Instruction:

Mark the following essay based on the provided instructions and details: Assign
one of the following six scores: 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 (where 0 = Very Poor and
5 = Excellent). Provide only the final numerical score without any additional
comments or explanations.

# The Question: .
¢ Oloall il 3,8 J,ﬂ:ﬂ & Slega l wlyy wadll Slaasdl b e Loliil C).:J

# Criteria for Evaluation:
L. (0korys 2) vl dly Slaasdl aly Olal 22 le W1 3,5
2. (S s 2) logal) 354 3 Bl 3505 gty 9 Jo Il 3,8
3. (s 1) Sl Sk e B ple 54 bl Ly o 13,8

# Standard Answer: .
e AL AW e Al e iy Sl dall 355 ole dol Sle ol sy g3l ) a

### Input:

vtk o Lo J sl Aol I8 G e I R VT o STy 0L s I L
# Response: 2

#7#7 End

Figure B1: An Example of fine-tuning experimentation with Llama instruction,
illustrating the prompt engineering used.
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