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Abstract

Education materials for K-12 students often
consist of multiple modalities, such as text and
images, posing challenges for models to fully
understand nuanced information in these mate-
rials. In this paper, we propose a unified lan-
guage and vision assistant UniEDU designed
for various educational applications, including
knowledge recommendation, knowledge trac-
ing, time cost prediction, and user answer pre-
diction, all within a single model. Unlike con-
ventional task-specific models, UniEDU offers
a unified solution that excels across multiple
educational tasks while maintaining strong gen-
eralization capabilities. Its adaptability makes
it well-suited for real-world deployment in
diverse learning environments. Furthermore,
UniEDU is optimized for industry-scale deploy-
ment by significantly reducing computational
overhead—achieving approximately a 300%
increase in efficiency—while maintaining com-
petitive performance with minimal degradation
compared to fully fine-tuned models. This work
represents a significant step toward creating
versatile AI systems tailored to the evolving
demands of education.

1 Introduction

The incorporation of artificial intelligence signifi-
cantly enhances the quality of K-12 education by
enabling more personalized learning experiences,
improving student engagement (Chen and Leitch,
2024; Adetayo et al., 2024), and providing educa-
tors with valuable insights to tailor instruction to in-
dividual needs (Bhowmik et al., 2024; Zheng et al.,
2025). For example, knowledge recommendation
systems leverage AI to suggest relevant learning
materials based on students’ past performance and
preferences (Wang et al., 2024; Chu et al., 2025),
while knowledge tracing techniques track students’
understanding over time, allowing for real-time ad-
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justments to learning paths (Li et al., 2024; Shen
et al., 2024; Yang et al., 2024b).

Despite these advancements, previous research
has primarily focused on plain text modality, while
real-world K-12 scenarios often involve multi-
modal data, such as text and images. Furthermore,
the significant differences between tasks pose a
challenge in designing a unified model that can
effectively handle diverse input types. However,
since user profiles remain consistent across tasks, a
unified approach could facilitate seamless knowl-
edge transfer between them. For instance, while
knowledge recommendation is typically framed
as a ranking problem and knowledge tracing as
a binary classification task, both rely on a shared
understanding of student learning behaviors and
knowledge states. These disparities underscore
the need for a unified model capable of handling
the complexities of multimodal scenarios and sup-
porting diverse task types within the context of
educational AI assistance.

Large Multimodal Models (LMMs) (Liu et al.,
2023b,a; Chen et al., 2024) emerge as a promis-
ing solution due to their proficiency in handling
multimodal data. Furthermore, by leveraging the
flexibility of natural language, LMMs can reframe
tasks in a generative format and tailor input descrip-
tions to effectively support a wide range of distinct
tasks. However, the computational cost of pro-
cessing long input contexts remains a significant
challenge. Since user interaction histories often
span extended periods—up to 300 interactions in
our study, with a maximum length reaching 45,000
tokens—retaining all interactions would substan-
tially increase token costs, thereby escalating both
training and inference expenses. Conversely, trun-
cating this data results in the loss of critical user
profile information. A detailed analysis of these
computational costs is provided in Section 3.4. Un-
like other domains, user profile modeling in edu-
cational contexts primarily depends on interaction
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histories to construct user profiles, allowing for a
degree of data compression, as not all information
requires lossless transmission (Rendle and Zhang,
2023; Purificato et al., 2024).

To address these challenges and accommodate
the unique demands of educational settings, we
propose UniEDU—a unified large multimodal
model optimized for efficient deployment in ed-
ucational assistant systems. UniEDU compresses
student interaction histories into a compact set of
tokens for efficient feature extraction and reformu-
lates diverse real-world educational tasks within
a generative framework. Extensive experiments
demonstrate that UniEDU delivers strong perfor-
mance across practical tasks while maintaining
high computational efficiency. Comprehensive ex-
periments demonstrate that UniEDU not only out-
performs task-specific models on real-world tasks
but also achieves approximately 300% improve-
ment in computational efficiency.

2 Related Work

To ensure that students receive the most suitable ed-
ucation aligned with their learning path and knowl-
edge domain, it is crucial to develop an effective
artificial intelligence system assistant in K-12 ed-
ucation. At the outset of AI integration in educa-
tion, improving e-learning quality was a primary
focus (Murtaza et al., 2022; Rahayu et al., 2022),
with technologies such as recommendation systems
for personalized learning and adaptive learning plat-
forms playing a central role in tailoring educational
content to individual student needs (Zaiane, 2002;
Ali et al., 2022). While these systems are effective,
most are designed for specific tasks, such as knowl-
edge tracing (Li et al., 2024; Shen et al., 2024),
and lack generalization across diverse educational
contexts. With the development of LLMs (OpenAI,
2022, 2023; Dubey et al., 2024; Yang et al., 2024a),
which leverage superior understanding and gener-
ation capabilities, e-learning assistants have made
significant strides in expanding their generalization.
These assistants can now serve both as teaching
assistants (Xu et al., 2024; Guo et al., 2024; Abu-
Rasheed et al., 2024) and student support (Park
et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2024; Scarlatos et al., 2025),
reducing teachers’ workloads while offering per-
sonalized responses tailored to each student’s needs.
However, because LLMs are typically trained on
general domain data, they struggle to fully adapt to
the multimodal data and long-context environments

often found in modern e-learning. As a result, there
remains a need for a unified model that can better
handle these complexities.

3 Methodology

3.1 Architecture

UniEDU comprises two primary modules: the Pro-
file Encoder and the Language Model. As il-
lustrated in Figure 1, the Profile Encoder is for
extracting features from the user’s interaction his-
tory. Formally, let S = {X1, X2, . . . , Xn} repre-
sent a sequence of user interactions, where each
interaction Xi is defined as Xi = {qi, ai, ki, ci, ti}.
Each component of Xi is characterized as follows:
qi denotes the question content, ai represents the
user’s response, ki corresponds to the knowledge
associated with the question, ci indicates the cor-
rectness of the user’s response, and ti captures the
time taken by the user to complete the interaction.
qi may be multimodal, encompassing both visual
information (e.g., figures associated with the ques-
tion) and textual content. The objective of the pro-
file encoder is to compress S into a feature matrix
of dimensions n × m × h, where n denotes the
length of the sequence S, m is a hyperparameter
controlling the compression ratio, and m represents
the hidden state size of the language model.

For the candidate interactions X̂ = {q, a, k, c, t}
that require prediction, UniEDU preserves their
original size due to their high information den-
sity. By processing S and X̂ through the Pro-
file Encoder and Projector, we obtain m × |S|
compressed profile embeddings, denoted as Hp =
{h1, . . . , hm|S|}, along with the uncompressed can-
didate interaction embeddings Hc. These embed-
dings, together with the task instruction embed-
dings Hi, are then processed by the Language
Model, which generates the final prediction.

3.2 Training

To train a unified model capable of solving diverse
types of tasks, UniEDU is designed to generate
answers based on the given user’s interaction his-
tory and task instructions. Specifically, given a se-
quence of user interactions S and a task instruction
Xinst, the model predicts the answer Xa. The train-
ing process employs the standard auto-regressive
training objective, formally defined as:

p(Xa | S,Xinst) =
L∏

i=1

pθ(xi | S,Xinst,Xa,<i), (1)
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Figure 1: The architecture of UniEDU. The profile encoder processes historical and candidate interactions with mul-
timodal information, while the language model integrates compressed history, uncompressed candidate interactions,
and task instructions to generate the output.

Variable Definition
a number of attention heads
b batch size
d hidden dimension size
l number of transformer layers
s sequence length
t tensor parallel size
v vocabulary size

Table 1: Definitions of the variables.

where θ represents the trainable parameters, and
Xinst and Xa,<i denote the instruction tokens and
the answer tokens preceding the current prediction
token xi, respectively.

3.3 VRAM Computation

In this section, we provide a detailed analysis of
why UniEDU is VRAM-efficient for both train-
ing and inference. We compare UniEDU’s VRAM
requirements with general fine-tuning demands, fo-
cusing on two key components: parameters-loaded
VRAM ( V RAMpara ) and activation memory (
V RAMactivation ). In Table 1, we list all the defi-
nitions of the variables used in this section.

Assuming both model parameters and activa-
tions are stored in a 16-bit floating point format,
each element requires 2 bytes of storage. During
the training stage, in addition to Smodel for model
loading, additional memory is required for stor-
ing optimizer states and gradients. Specifically,
the Adam optimizer maintains two sets of moment
estimates—first-order (mean of past gradients) and
second-order (variance of past gradients)—for each
model parameter, effectively doubling the memory
required for optimization. As a result, the optimizer

states require 2Smodel. Additionally, gradient stor-
age requires Smodel. Thus, the total VRAM for
loading the parameters in the training stage is:

V RAM train
para = 4× 2Smodel = 8Smodel. (2)

During inference, the only VRAM requirement
is for loading the model itself, as no optimizer
states or gradient storage are needed. Therefore,
the VRAM required for inference is given by:

V RAM infer
model = 2Smodel. (3)

Following the VRAM computation from
NVIDIA, the activation memory required for Trans-
former is given by:

V RAMactivation-blocks =
sbdl

t

(
34 + 5

as

d

)
. (4)

In addition to activations within Transformer
blocks, there are activation memory requirements
before and after these blocks. The token and posi-
tion embeddings before the first block require:

V RAMactivation-embedding = 4bsd. (5)

After passing through the Transformer blocks,
the output tensors are typically stored in float32,
even if the model was loaded at lower precision, as
it often casts outputs to float32 by default (Smirnov,
2023). During training, probabilities that are the
same size as the output tensor also need to be stored,
contributing additional memory overhead. This
results in the following VRAM usage:

V RAMactivation-output =

{
8bsv, training
4bsv, inference

(6)



Model Size V RAMpara
V RAMactivation V RAMtotal

Embedding Blocks Output

Training

Qwen2-VL-2B 2B 14.9GB 0.3GB 61.3GB 50.9GB 127.4GB
Qwen2-VL-7B 7B 52.2GB 0.3GB 143.0GB 50.9GB 246.4GB
UniEDU-5B 5B 37.3GB 1.8MB 1.1GB 0.4GB 38.8GB

Inference

Qwen2-VL-2B 2B 3.7GB 0.1GB 2.2GB 25.5GB 31.5GB
Qwen2-VL-7B 7B 13GB 0.3GB 5.1GB 25.5GB 43.9GB
UniEDU-5B 5B 9.3GB 1.8MB 25MB 0.2GB 9.5GB

Table 2: VRAM Usage Comparison Across Different Models. The results assume b = 1 and t = 1, with other
parameters set according to their respective models. For UniEDU, s = 300 due to compression, while for the other
models, s = 45, 000, representing the maximum number of history interaction tokens. For clarity, token counts for
candidate interactions and task instructions are omitted, resulting in slight discrepancies in real VRAM usage.

To further optimize VRAM consumption, we
employ Flash Attention (Dao et al., 2022), which re-
duces attention memory complexity from quadratic
to linear with respect to the sequence length. Given
that the sequence length in our setting (up to 45K)
is significantly larger than the number of attention
heads a, the activation memory in the training stage
can be approximated as:

V RAMactivation ≈ 34
sbdl

t
+ (4d+ 8v)bs. (7)

For inference, the activation memory cost de-
pends on the maximum single activation mem-
ory in blocks (i.e., the activation memory of each
layer), as intermediate parameters for updates are
not stored. Therefore, the inference cost is:

V RAMactivation ≈ 34
sbd

t
+ 4bsv. (8)

3.4 Efficiency Analysis
In Table 2, we present the VRAM requirements for
Qwen2-VL-2B, Qwen2-VL-7B, and our UniEDU.
Due to the long context required for recommenda-
tion tasks (up to 45K tokens in our dataset) and the
large vocabulary size of modern LLMs, activation
memory consumes a substantial amount of VRAM,
leading to high computational costs during both
training and inference. However, after compres-
sion, UniEDU significantly reduces VRAM usage
compared to traditional models, achieving over a
3× reduction even relative to the smaller Qwen2-
VL-2B in both training and inference stages. This
substantial decrease in memory consumption offers
a significant advantage for real-world deployment,
enabling the model to process larger batches and
handle more data within the same timeframe.

4 Experiments

4.1 Tasks
Knowledge Recommendation. This task aims
to suggest relevant knowledge based on a user’s
interaction history. In an educational assistant con-
text, the model identifies a student’s weak areas
and provides targeted recommendations, includ-
ing both foundational knowledge to address weak-
nesses and advanced knowledge for further devel-
opment. Specifically, we define the data format as
a triplet (S, Y, C), where S represents the user’s
interaction history (as detailed in Section 3), Y
denotes the ground truth knowledge points that re-
flect the student’s weak areas, with the number of
knowledge points M ∈ [1, 5]. C includes candi-
date knowledge points, which consist of both the
ground truth knowledge points Y and disturbance
terms. For each knowledge point, we assign K
candidates, where M is randomly selected from
{5, 10, 25, 50}, including 1 golden truth and M−1
distractors. The performance of this task is eval-
uated using accuracy@K, where K represents the
total number of candidates. A prediction is consid-
ered accurate if the ground truth knowledge point
is ranked first.
Knowledge Tracing. This task aims to predict
whether a student can successfully complete a
given question. The model must effectively cap-
ture the user’s profile, identifying both strengths
and weaknesses, to predict whether the student
will answer the question correctly or incorrectly.
Specifically, given a sequence of the user’s inter-
action history S and a question Q, the model is
expected to predict a binary outcome: [True] or



5 10 25 50
0

20

40

60

80

K, #The number of candidates

A
cc

ur
ac

y@
K

(↑
)

BERT4Rec SASRec Qwen2-VL-2B
Qwen2-VL-7B UniEDU-2.5B UniEDU-3.5B
UniEDU-5B

Figure 2: Performance comparison of seven models on
the Knowledge Recommendation task.

[False], where the ground truth is derived from
the student’s actual answer. The performance of
this task is evaluated based on accuracy.
Time Cost Prediction. This task aims to estimate
the time a student will be required to complete a
given question. The task requires the model to un-
derstand both the student’s learning path and the
inherent difficulty of the task. Specifically, sim-
ilar to Knowledge Tracing, given a sequence of
the user’s interaction history S and a question Q,
the model is expected to predict an integer value
representing the time required, with the ground
truth derived from the student’s actual time spent.
We evaluate the model’s performance using Mean
Absolute Error (MAE).
User Answer Prediction. The User Answer Pre-
diction task aims to predict the user’s possible an-
swer to a given question based on their interaction
history and learning profile. If the model thinks
that the student can successfully answer the ques-
tion, it needs to predict the correct answer (Liu
et al., 2022). However, if the student is unlikely
to succeed, the model needs to predict an answer
that aligns with the student’s profile, reflecting a
potentially incorrect response. This task requires
the model to capture the student’s strengths, weak-
nesses, and learning paths to generate realistic an-
swers. Specifically, given a sequence of the user’s
interaction history S and a question Q, the model
predicts the most probable answer, with the ground
truth being the student’s actual response. We use
exact match (EM) to evaluate the performance.

4.2 Implementation Details
Baselines. To assess the effectiveness of UniEDU,
we compare it against two specific baseline method-
ologies for each task. Specifically, for knowledge
recommendation, we evaluate two widely adopted

models: SASRec (Kang and McAuley, 2018) and
Bert4Rec (Sun et al., 2019). For the knowledge
tracing task, we consider extraKT (Li et al., 2024)
and reKT (Shen et al., 2024). For time cost predic-
tion, we utilize N-BEATS (Oreshkin et al., 2020)
and Prophet (Meta, 2023). For user answer pre-
diction, a generative task requiring the model to
produce responses in natural language, we employ
Qwen2-VL-2B and Qwen2-VL-7B. Additionally,
these two models, without fine-tuning, are included
as baselines for the three aforementioned tasks.

All experiments are conducted using the same
training and test sets. The maximum number of
interaction history entries is 300, with a maximum
token cost of 45,000, based on the Qwen tokenizer.
For the baseline models requiring the indexing of
specific users and items, we follow the official
guidelines to complete this process.
Backbone models. We fine-tune UniEDU on the
four tasks outlined in Section 4.1. We collect real
student exercise data from a widely used e-learning
platform. For more dataset details, please refer
to Appendix A.1. For each task, we use 24,504
instances for training, with 5% of the data randomly
selected as a validation set, and 2,784 instances for
testing. For UniEDU, we fix the encoder model
as Qwen2-VL-2B and vary the language model
size by using Qwen2.5-0.5B, Qwen2.5-1.5B, and
Qwen2.5-3B. These configurations form UniEDU-
2.5B, UniEDU-3.5B, and UniEDU-5B, enabling us
to assess the impact of model size on performance.

4.3 Results
We compare the performance of baselines and our
different sizes of UniEDU on four tasks. We report
the results in Figure 2 and Figure 3.

First, UniEDU demonstrates strong perfor-
mance across four tasks. Except for knowledge
tracing, UniEDU outperforms task-specific mod-
els in Knowledge Recommendation, Time Cost
Prediction, and User Answer Prediction. Notably,
it achieves performance gains of approximately
30% and 20% over the best baselines in knowl-
edge recommendation and time cost prediction,
respectively. While UniEDU performs competi-
tively in knowledge tracing, it slightly lags behind
specialized models like extraKT and reKT, which
are better suited for simpler discriminative tasks.
However, these models struggle with unseen items,
whereas UniEDU handles them effectively through
natural language descriptions.

Second, model size significantly affects gener-
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Figure 4: Performance comparison of UniEDU-5B with
varying number of compression tokens. The red dashed
line represents the performance of Qwen2-VL-2B with
full fine-tuning.

ative tasks but has limited impact on discrimina-
tive ones. For Knowledge Tracing and Time Cost
Prediction, performance remains relatively stable
across model sizes. In contrast, for Knowledge Rec-
ommendation and User Answer Prediction, larger
models like UniEDU-5B show clear advantages
over smaller variants. This suggests that tasks re-
quiring longer or more complex generation benefit
more from increased language model capacity.

4.4 Analysis

To evaluate the impact of compression ratio on
performance, we vary the number of compression
tokens (i.e., compression ratio m, as defined in
Section 3.1) to 1, 2, 3, meaning each history inter-
action Xi is compressed into 1, 2, 3 hidden states.
We conduct this analysis on UniEDU-5B and use
Qwen2-VL-2B as an upper bound, excluding the
7B variant due to its high computational cost.

Results in Figure 4 show that increasing the
number of compression tokens slightly degrades
performance in Knowledge Recommendation and
Knowledge Tracing, likely due to noise from ex-
cessive historical context. In contrast, User An-
swer Prediction benefits from additional context,
as it requires modeling both historical interactions

and candidate questions. Overall, our compres-
sion approach provides substantial efficiency gains
with minimal performance loss, except in the more
complex generative setting of User Answer Predic-
tion. Furthermore, compared to the fully fine-tuned
model, our compression technique achieves sig-
nificant improvements in training and inference
efficiency with minimal performance degradation,
except for the User Answer Prediction task.

4.5 Deployment

Even though UniEDU is a pioneering attempt at ap-
plying LMMs to industrial education applications,
we deploy it on a real-world e-learning platform,
leveraging its capabilities in knowledge recommen-
dation. We conducted a controlled A/B test with
over 13,000 students, where UniEDU achieved a
57% hit rate, significantly outperforming the tradi-
tional recommendation system’s 18% hit rate. The
results demonstrate the strong potential of UniEDU
for real-world deployment, highlighting their effec-
tiveness in educational applications.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose UniEDU, a unified gen-
erative model for education that effectively han-
dles various multimodal tasks while being compu-
tationally efficient. Unlike task-specific models,
UniEDU not only achieves better performance but
also generalizes well across different educational
challenges, making it suitable for real-world de-
ployment. Extensive experiments validate its effec-
tiveness, showing that compared to fully fine-tuned
models, UniEDU reduces computation costs by
approximately 300% while incurring minor per-
formance drops. Overall, UniEDU represents a
promising step toward integrating LMMs into in-
dustrial education applications, offering a scalable
and efficient approach to personalized learning.



6 Broader Impact Statement

UniEDU has the potential to significantly improve
personalized learning by providing targeted knowl-
edge recommendations based on students’ interac-
tion histories. This can enhance student engage-
ment, support educators in curriculum design, and
scale AI-driven education to a wider audience. Fur-
thermore, our computationally efficient design in
UniEDU makes it accessible to institutions and
companies with limited computational resources,
while maintaining competitive performance with
minimal trade-offs.

However, training large models on student data
poses potential risks to student privacy. To mitigate
these concerns, our dataset is constructed from real
student interactions, but all personally identifiable
information is strictly anonymized. Only interac-
tion data relevant to learning behaviors is retained,
while sensitive details such as names, user IDs, and
other personal attributes are carefully masked to
ensure privacy and compliance with ethical data
usage standards.
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A Appendix

A.1 Datasets
We collect our dataset from real student exercise
data on an e-learning platform and construct the
training data for each task as described in Section
4. The statistics of the dataset is shown in Table
3. Each student history exceeding 300 interactions
is truncated into multiple segments. As a result,
although we processed only 13,239 students, the
total number of final instances exceeds this number.

Table 3: Data statistics.

# of students 13,239
# of knowledge 8,247
# of questions 235,687
# of logs 3,892,084

A.2 VRAM Calculation
In the NVIDIA paper (Korthikanti et al., 2023), the
hidden size is increased to 4h and then reduced
back to h across layers. This varies in models like
Qwen2-VL-7B, where the hidden size is 1,576, and
the intermediate size is 8,960. For consistency, we
adopt the evaluation strategy provided by NVIDIA,
which may introduce a minor discrepancy in the
real memory costs for models with different con-
figurations.
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