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• We propose a scalable LLM-human collaborative pipeline that inte-
grates automated student profile generation, human-expert evaluation,
and graph-based scoring refinement to produce high-quality simulated
student.

• We empirically characterize relationships between student attributes
and human-aligned simulation accuracy (e.g., higher empathy, lower
extraversion, and test anxiety), and highlight the importance of feature
interactions for realism.

• We release a directly usable set of simulated-student profiles, interac-
tion logs, to enable further research on educational scenarios such as
academic advising and personalized intervention.
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Abstract

While rapid advances in large language models (LLMs) are reshaping data-
driven intelligent education, accurately simulating students remains an im-
portant but challenging bottleneck for scalable educational data collection,
evaluation, and intervention design. However, current works are limited by
scarce real interaction data, costly expert evaluation for realism, and a lack
of large-scale, systematic analyses of LLMs ability in simulating students.
We address this gap by presenting a three-stage LLM-human collaborative
pipeline to automatically generate and filter high-quality student agents. We
leverage a two-round automated scoring validated by human experts and de-
ploy a score propagation module to obtain more consistent scores across the
student similarity graph. Experiments show that combining automated scor-
ing, expert calibration, and graph-based propagation yields simulated stu-
dent that more closely track authentication by human judgments. We then
analyze which profiles and behaviors are simulated more faithfully, support-
ing subsequent studies on personalized learning and educational assessment.
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1. Introduction

Rapid advancements in artificial intelligence have significantly accelerated
the growth of large-scale online education platforms and intelligent education
systems [1, 2]. These intelligent education environments leverage a variety
of data-driven techniques for user modeling, behavior analysis, and person-
alized intervention strategies [3, 4]. Furthermore, recent developments have
seen the integration of large language model (LLM) agents in simulating stu-
dent behaviors [5, 6], as a practical means to generate training and evaluation
data when access to real learners is constrained by privacy and ethical con-
siderations, thereby expanding the applicability of data-driven approaches to
various domains 2.

Nevertheless, building credible simulators remains difficult. Prior work
largely reduces simulation to predicting answer correctness or response simi-
larity, overlooking the underlying knowledge structures, cognitive strategies,
and metacognitive control that drives real behavior. Moreover, mainstream
LLMs are optimized for factual accuracy and value-aligned, prosocial re-
sponses; when asked to portray students with partial knowledge or psycho-
logical/academic difficulties, they tend to display unrealistically competent
or overly positive behavior. This mismatch with real variability in knowledge
mastery and affective states limits the utility of current simulators.
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Figure 1: The distributions of the LLM
(green) and human scores (orange) on the au-
thentication of simulated students.

Therefore, we tackle effective
student simulation and evaluation in
the scenario of academic advising,
which demands modeling heteroge-
neous psychological traits, and self-
regulation behaviors. This setting
exposes three practical challenges.
First, assembling authentic interac-
tion corpora at scale is labor-cost,
which significantly constrains such
data-hungry training and validation.
Second, realism assessment for sim-

ulation is costly and uncertain: determining whether a simulated advisee is

2https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-025-09215-4
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Student Profile 

(traits) 

LLM Scorer Human Experts 

(up: score chat log, down: evaluation) 

MBTI 

ISTJ 

Big Five 

Conscientiousness 

Low 

Big Five Description 

Conscientiousness 

Easily distracted from the learning tasks 

Study Questionnaire 

Easily distracted in class?  

No 

Self-Regulation 

I feel a lot of pressure in my daily studying.  

Agree 

Motivation 

I keep working on a problem until I under-

stand it. 

Strongly disagree 

… 

LLM Scorer: (Questioning profile conflicts) 

As an ISTJ, you are typically organized and 

detail-oriented, but your profile indicates low 

conscientiousness. How do you manage your 

studies with these conflicting traits? 

Agent Student: (Explaining conflicts) 

I try to create structured environments that 

help me stay organized. I use tools like plan-

ners… . While I may get distracted, having a 

routine helps me refocus. 

Human Experts: (Interviewing) 

Do you get stressed about your studies? 

Agent Student: (Answering) 

Yes, I do feel some pressure when it 

comes to studying … . However, I usu-

ally try to adopt some study strategies to 

relieve stress, such as making a study 

plan … . If you have any suggestions on 

how I can better cope with study stress, I 

would greatly appreciate it! 

LLM Score: 7/10 

The agent provides coherent explanations … 

The agent acknowledges her low conscien-

tiousness but describes using structured envi-

ronments to manage distractions, aligning 

with her ISTJ type. Meanwhile, the only slight 

inconsistency between agent behavior and 

profile shown in conversation is the lack of 

any obvious signs of pressure... 

Score: 4/10, Agreement on LLM: 2/5 

The scorer didn't notice this obvious con-

tradiction about his tendency to be dis-

tracted from tasks and “No” distraction in 

class. 

The student shows in the communication 

that she is active in learning and solving 

the problem, not as written in the profile. 

Figure 2: Evaluation of Agent Student’s Authenticity Using a Q&A. We use colored
words to present traits from the profile in the dialogue. The LLM Scorer identified some
inconsistencies but deemed the agent’s explanations reasonable. However, human experts
concluded that the Agent’s behavior deviated from the profile (colored in red).

credible requires resource-intensive expert annotation, whereas fully auto-
mated LLM-based scoring introduces systematic bias. As shown in Figure 1,
the LLM scorer produces more extreme ratings, while human experts adopt
more moderate judgments (see Section3.5 for the experimental setup). Third,
because of the above constraints, existing studies remain at the case-study
level. We still lack a large-scale, systematic analysis of which student types
LLMs can reliably simulate, hindering practical deployment in this particular
educational scenario.

To address these challenges, we propose a data-driven student simulation
pipeline consisting of three core stages, integrating labor-efficient evalua-
tion to ensure authenticity and reliability. First, we automatically generate
diverse student profiles, incorporating demographic attributes, personality
traits (e.g., Big Five traits), and learning-related characteristics. Second,
we implement a two-stage evaluation procedure leveraging large language
models alongside human evaluators: an initial automated screening of profile
consistency, followed by behavioral consistency scoring based on simulated
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Figure 3: The pipeline automates the generation and selection of high-quality simulated
student agents. It begins with random profile generation, followed by two rounds of auto-
mated scoring for profile and behavior consistency, partially validated by human experts.
A graph module propagates scores across a student similarity graph constructed via a sen-
tence encoder. Candidates are ranked and filtered based on propagated scores and finally
selected by human experts through real academic advising test.

interactions validated periodically through human judgment. Finally, we in-
troduce a novel graph-based propagation method that leverages similarity
among generated profiles to refine scoring and efficiently select high-quality
simulated students.

Applying our proposed framework, we conducted extensive experiments,
systematically evaluating thousands of simulated student interactions. Our
contributions are as follows: (1) we propose a scalable LLM-human collab-
orative pipeline that integrates automated student profile generation, human-
expert evaluation, and graph-based scoring refinement to produce high-quality
simulated student; (2) we empirically characterize relationships between stu-
dent attributes and human-aligned simulation accuracy (e.g., higher empa-
thy, lower extraversion, and test anxiety), and highlight the importance of
feature interactions for realism; and (3) we release a directly usable set of
simulated-student profiles, interaction logs, to enable further research on ed-
ucational scenarios such as academic advising and personalized intervention.
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2. Preliminaries

2.1. Related Work
2.1.1. Advancements of LLMs in Education

The rapid emergence of large language models (LLMs) has catalyzed a
paradigm shift across educational data mining techniques, enabling diverse
application scenarios such as educational recommendation [7], student mod-
eling [4], and intelligent tutoring [8]. First, in educational recommendation,
LLMs operate as semantic expanders and evaluators. Learner profiles, or
course descriptions are enriched by side information from llms, after which
conventional retrieval-ranking or reinforcement-learning policies deliver per-
sonalized resources [9, 10]. Second, for knowledge tracing, LLMs act either as
generators that label interaction logs with latent concepts and linguistic cues
or as reasoning modules that inject chain-of-thought priors into sequence
models, yielding more interpretable and context-aware mastery estimates
[4, 11]. Third, Socratic question answering leverages the dialogic nature of
LLMs; the model iteratively decomposes a target problem into scaffolded
prompts, critiques student reponses in natural language, and adaptively pro-
duces follow-up questions that encourage self-explanation [2, 8].

2.1.2. LLM-based Student Simulation in Education
Recent studies on human simulation have increasingly leveraged large

language models (LLMs) to emulate complex behaviors across social, eco-
nomic, and education domains. Extensive research have emerged on simu-
lation at the individual level[12, 6]. Markel et al. uses LLMs to simulate
students to train teaching assistants (TAs) for office hours. It categorizes
TA-student interactions, performs A/B testing to evaluate system effective-
ness, and addresses academic and personal issues like study methods and
stress management[13]. Lu et al. models student profiles by simulating
their responses to multiple-choice questions, predicting their performance,
and evaluating their conceptual understanding. It highlights how LLM-based
simulations can assist teachers in assessing the quality of their test items[14].
Liu et al. focuses on creating virtual students with diverse personality types
(e.g., the Big Five or MBTI) to train teachers’ pedagogical skills[15]. Jin et
al. evaluates teaching agents by simulating students with varying traits and
knowledge levels, then generating conversations to assess agent responses.
Its features resemble debugging tools, enabling real-time agent performance
analysis across student profiles[16]. Ma et al. constructs conversational
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datasets based on real teacher-student interactions, fine-tuning LLMs to sim-
ulate diverse student types in language learning. The virtual students under-
went a Turing test, where some personalities closely resembled real humans,
benefiting from high-quality, real-student data for fine-tuning[17] . Despite
the success they have achieved, simulating students with discrepancies in
knowledge or learning skills remains unexplored.

2.2. Case Inspiration
As shown in Figure 2, LLM scorer flags a profile inconsistency (ISTJ

vs. low conscientiousness), accepts the agent’s coping narrative (structured
routines, planners), and assigns a relatively high realism score (7/10). Hu-
man experts, by contrast, down-weight the fluent self-explanation and focus
on cross-field contradictions (e.g., “easily distracted from learning tasks” vs.
“Easily distracted in class? No”), concluding that the agent’s behavior de-
viates from the declared profile (4/10; low agreement with the LLM). This
divergence reflects different emphases: LLMs prioritize explanation-level co-
herence during probing, while human raters prioritize profile-grounded plau-
sibility across traits and interactions. Consequently, realism should be as-
sessed along two complementary axes—profile consistency (does the simu-
lated profile itself hold together?) and behavior consistency (does interactive
behavior consistently reflect that profile?). This insight motivates our sub-
sequent hybrid evaluation design that integrates both perspectives.

3. Student Simulation Pipeline

3.1. Student profile Setting
Simulating authentic students with learning difficulties is pivotal for de-

veloping and evaluating academic advising, where direct collection of real-
world data is impractical or ethically constrained. Therefore, we lever-
age prompt-based LLMs to simulate students with virtual profiles P =
{p1, p2, . . . , pN} by random generation. As shown in Figure 4, these pro-
files integrate (1) demographic information, (2) psychological traits derived
from established frameworks (MBTI, Big Five [18]), (3) self-reported learning
challenges (e.g., material understanding difficulties, anxiety), and (4) motiva-
tional factors including goal commitment and emotional states. The attribute
selection aligns with guidelines [19, 20] and empirical survey data from real
educational contexts [17, 15], ensuring ecological validity while addressing
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ethical data collection constraints, providing a comprehensive representation
of a real student’s characteristics.

Figure 4: Student profiles include demo-
graphic and other information. Details are
provided in Appendix Appendix C

However, randomly generated
profiles may inherently contain in-
ternal contradictions and inconsis-
tencies or exhibit low credibility,
thereby undermining their utility for
realistic simulations. For example,
a profile might simultaneously in-
dicate a high proficiency in math-
ematics while also describing a se-
vere aversion to engaging in math-
ematical tasks. We then intro-
duce a pipeline designed to automat-
ically generate a substantial num-
ber of simulated student agents and
efficiently filter high-quality candi-
dates. The pipeline initiates with
the random generation of student

profiles constrained by a minimal set of predefined rules, limiting the dif-
ference in Likert scale agreement of the same trait to no more than one
point,

Traiti = (T 1
i , T

2
i , . . . , T

M
i ),

|T k
i − T ℓ

i | ≤ dmax, ∀k, ℓ ∈ I,
(1)

where I ⊆ {1, . . . ,M}indexes traits subject to this difference limit, and
dmax = 1. The profiles are then randomly sampled from this constrained
space to avoid obvious contradictions.

3.2. Two Round Scoring
Subsequently, each profile undergoes two phases of automated scoring.

The first scoring phase assesses profile consistency (Sp), wherein each pro-
file is evaluated for internal logical coherence. The second phase examines
behavioral consistency (Sb), ensuring the simulated behaviors align with the
profile attributes.

3.2.1. Profile Consistency Scoring
This phase assesses the consistency of the profile (Sp), where a Question-

ing Agent Q is introduced to identify potential contradictions or ambiguities
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by asking questions.
Let P = {p1, p2, . . . , pN} be the set of all student profiles under evaluation.

Each profile pi includes demographic attributes and background information.
Qi is the set of potential conflict points generated by a Questioning Agent
Q for pi, and let Ri be the set of corresponding responses provided by the stu-
dent agent. A Profile Scorer ρp then is prompted to produce a consistency
score Sp(pi) and an explanation Ep(pi) with a scoring instruction Θp:

Sp(pi), Ep(pi) = ρp
(
Θp; pi, Qi, Ri

)
. (2)

A higher Sp(pi) indicates stronger internal coherence, implying that Ri re-
solves or justifies more conflicts within pi.

3.2.2. Behavioral Consistency Scoring
In the second phase, we evaluate behavioral consistency (Sb) to ensure

that the behaviors exhibited by each student agent during interactions are
consistent with profile attributes.

We engaged each agent in a conversation with a Dialogue Agent, where
the Student Agent is prompted with various open-ended topics, subtly
encouraging the student to reveal information about their profile, traits, and
learning strategies. Let Di be the set of conversation turns recorded for pi.
A Behavior Scorer ρb then produces a behavior consistency score Sb(pi)
and an explanation Eb(pi) with a scoring instruction Thetab:

Sb(pi), Eb(pi) = ρb
(
Θb; , pi, Di

)
. (3)

A higher Sb(pi) signifies greater alignment between the agent’s interactive
behavior and the attributes defined in its profile pi. In practice, we set the
turns of conversations to 15.

3.3. Graph-Based Score Propagation
To effectively capture the semantic content of individual profiles and their

latent interrelationships, we employ a graph neural network module [21] to
propagate scores across a similarity-based graph structure. We first employ
a sentence encoder ϕ to derive normalized embeddings ei for each profile pi.

ϕ : P → Rd, ui = ϕ(pi), ei =
ui

∥ui∥2
(4)

These embeddings facilitate the construction of a student similarity graph
G = (V,E), where each node corresponds to a profile, and edges E are
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established based on a similarity threshold θ. For simplicity, we employs bge-
m3 [22], one of the state-of-art encoders among benchmarks. The adjacency
matrix is formulated as,

Aij =

{
1, if (pi, pj) ∈ E

0, otherwise
(5)

Leveraging this graph structure, we integrate a propagation module to spread
consistency scores across the network. Specifically, the initial scores S(0) are
iteratively updated as follows,

S(0) = [S1, S2, . . . , SN ]
T

Ã = D− 1
2 AD− 1

2 ,

S(k+1) = α Ã S(k) + (1− α)S(0),

(6)

where D denotes the diagonal matrix of A. k denotes the iteration step. We
set α to 0.5 for simplification. This propagation allows for the refinement of
scores by considering the influence of similar profiles within the graph.

3.4. Interactive Test
After score propagation, profiles are ranked and filtered based on their

propagated scores S
(K)
p ,S

(K)
b by K iterations, resulting in a curated set of

candidate students exhibiting high consistency in both profile content and
behavioral alignment. In practice, we constrain this curated set to those
student agents C whose scores are higher than 8 out of 10.

Finally, we conduct the authentic interactive evaluation, engaging candi-
date student agents in multi-turn academic advising dialogues with experts.
Each expert conducts a minimum of 15 conversational turns with an assigned
agent while referencing its predefined profile. Annotators score profile confor-
mity (1-100 scale) and provide justifications based on observed interactions.
The annotation interface integrates agent profiles, real-time chat functional-
ity, and evaluation metrics. Tutors initiate sessions by diagnosing academic
challenges through open-ended questioning, then progressively apply inter-
vention strategies from the academic support guidelines from guide books
[19, 20], and finally evaluate the performance of student agents.

9



3.5. Experts Evaluation Settings
To ensure the reliability of automated scoring and to facilitate interactive

testing for simulated students, we recruited a team of experienced experts
with strong backgrounds in education from top universities in China. Each
expert had at least one semester of experience as a teaching assistant or aca-
demic tutor and was compensated at a rate of 60 RMB/hour. All annotations
and interactive tests were conducted in English.

In the profile score and behavior score annotation tasks, we first presented
annotators with the entire interaction between the student agent and the
scorer, along with the student agent’s profile information. Following the same
instructions used by the LLM scorer, annotators evaluated the consistency
of the agent’s profile and behavior. After providing their ratings, annotators
were shown the LLM scorer’s results and explanations. They then indicated
their level of agreement with the LLM scorer’s assessments.

Subsequent automated filtering and graph-based score propagation re-
duced this pool to 17 high-quality candidate agents. During the Interactive
Test stage these 17 agents engaged with academic advising experts in at least
765 dialogue turns overall, producing 1,842 minutes (3̃0.7 hours) of simulated
advising discourse.

The whole pipeline ensures that the generated student agents not only
adhere to logical consistency within their profiles but also exhibit behaviors
that are coherent and aligned with their defined attributes, thereby facilitat-
ing effective simulations in educational contexts.

4. Experiments

We conducted a series of experiments and formulated several research
questions to assess the extent to which our evaluation procedure brings
simulated-student ranking closer to expert judgments, examine the roles of
individual modules, and surface noteworthy phenomena during selection. We
provide detailed settings in Appendix Appendix B.

4.1. Experimental Settings
4.1.1. Implementation Details

We set all student agents to use GPT-4o as their backbone and scoring
models. All API calls use the default official parameter settings3. We release

3https://platform.openai.com/docs/api-reference/introduction
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Table 1: Overall performance of the agent ranking pipeline under various scoring strategies.
We compare the initial and propagated phases using profile score (Sp), behavior score
(Sb), and their average, evaluated with Precision@K, NDCG@K, and Pairwise Accuracy
for K = 5 and K = |C|.

Score Phase K=5 K=|C|
Prec. NDCG PA Prec. NDCG PA

Sp
Init 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0634
Prop 0.2 0.3664 0.1 0.4615 0.3695 0.0771

Sb
Init 0.0 0.0787 0.3 0.1538 0.0999 0.0559
Prop 0.4 0.4200 0.2 0.4615 0.3858 0.0777

Avg
Init 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2308 0.1021 0.0670
Prop 0.4 0.4200 0.2 0.4615 0.3866 0.0775

the code and prompts for reproducibility 4.
To substantiate the empirical scope of our study, we randomly instan-

tiated 559 synthetic student profiles that collectively span the demographic
and psychometric space defined in Section 3.1. For each profile we con-
ducted four consistency-scoring dialogues, resulting in 2,236 LLM-mediated
conversations and a cumulative 4,893,486 tokens (8,754 tokens on average
per agent).

4.2. Pipeline Performances
RQ1: How does the ranking of agents selected through the full pipeline

compare to expert rankings in the interactive test?
To analyze the extent to which the pipeline yields agent rankings aligned

with expert preferences, we examine rankings derived from different scoring
phases at various stages of the pipeline. In particular, we consider the profile
score, the behavior score, and their average, evaluated at both the initial
(Sp, Sb) and propagated phases (S(K)

p , S
(K)
b ). The rankings are compared

using three metrics—Precision@K, NDCG@K, and Pairwise Accuracy—with
K set to 5 and to the total number of agents selected (|C|). For all metrics,
higher values indicate closer alignment to human preferences. We elaborate
on the metrics in Appendix Appendix B.1.

4https://anonymous.4open.science/r/student-simulation-0886
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Table 1 reports the ranking performance using different scores throughout
the pipeline. We observe that scores computed in the initial scoring stage
are less aligned with experts across metrics. In contrast, the average of Sp

and Sb tends to improve the selection quality. Moreover, despite propagation
improving top-K precision and NDCG, pairwise accuracy shows only small
changes (< 0.02 absolute improvement) between phases. It indicates that
while propagation enhances absolute ranking positions, it preserves most
relative agent pairwise relationships established during the two round scoring
phase. The marginal improvement implies limited success in correcting initial
rankings of pairwise agents through propagation.

Table 2: Mean Absolute Error comparison of initial and propagated scores compared to
human scores.

MAE Init Propagated Improv
∆profile 1.007 0.6988 +30.63%
∆behavior 1.6942 0.8453 +50.11%

4.3. Score Propagation Validation
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Figure 5: The distributions of the initial
(green), propagated (orange), and human
scores (blue). Propagated scores are more
aligned with that of human scores.

RQ2: To what extent does the
score propagation correct the initial
scores?

To examine whether the graph-
based score propagation mechanism,
we perform comparative analyses
between the raw automated scores,
the propagated scores, and the av-
erage human expert scores. For-
mally, let S̄expert(pi) denote the aver-
age score assigned by human experts
for the student agent with profile pi.

As illustrated in Figure 5, we
present score distributions at the initial and propagated stages alongside
human expert scores. After propagation, the distribution more closely tracks
that of human annotations. Notably, propagated profile scores exhibit a top-
heavy distribution mirroring human annotations, whereas behavior scores
remain comparatively bottom-heavy. This pattern suggests that propaga-
tion brings profile-consistency assessments closer to human judgments, with
smaller effects on behavior-consistency.
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Figure 6: The figure illustrates the distribution of key profile features of student agents
before and after the pipeline filtering process. "BF-TC" represents the Big Five person-
ality traits (O: Openness, C: Conscientiousness, E: Extraversion, A: Agreeableness, and
N: Neuroticism). Other questionnaire items are labeled by their respective question num-
bers. The Four Trait Questionnaire subscales are distributed as follows: top-left (goal
commitment), bottom-left (motivation), top-right (self-efficacy), and bottom-right (self-
regulation).

We then quantitatively measure the differences between S(K)(pi) and the
average experts’ scores S̄expert(pi) using Mean Absolute Error (MAE). The
results in Table 2 also demonstrate that the propagated scores have a re-
duced MAE with expert scores compared to the initial automated scores,
thereby validating the effectiveness of the graph-based propagation mecha-
nism. Specifically, the profile MAE ∆profile decreases from 1.007 to 0.6988,
reflecting a 30.63% improvement. Similarly, the behavior MAE ∆behavior

reduces from 1.6942 to 0.8453 with a 50.11% improvement. These obser-
vations suggest complementary roles: LLM-based scoring captures explicit
profile features, while relational graphs regularize scores via structural sim-
ilarity. The resulting alignment to expert judgments facilitates downstream
analyses of which student profiles and behaviors are simulated more faith-
fully.

4.4. Agent Profile Distribution
RQ3: How does the distribution of profile traits shift throughout the

pipeline?
Figure 6 illustrates the distribution of key profile features of student

agents before and after the pipeline filtering process. The initial distribu-
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Figure 7: Relative importance ranking of traits in profile, with those under the same level
categorized by colors.

tion appears uniform, with minor differences across features. However, most
feature distributions exhibit noticeable shifts in the final selected agents.

Among the Big Five personality traits, agents with low extraversion and
high agreeableness are more prevalent in the final selection. It is because high
extraversion often indicates strong energy and positivity, which may not align
well with typical characteristics of students experiencing learning difficulties.
In contrast, high agreeableness is more frequently observed, as agents tend
to exhibit affirmative responses, making agents with high agreeableness more
likely to receive higher alignment scores. For the study questionnaire, q2 (Do
you have trouble taking tests or completing assignments? ) shows a signifi-
cantly higher proportion of "Yes" responses in the selected agents. It suggests
that LLM-based student simulations better capture students with such diffi-
culties, aligning with real-world academic advising practices where these chal-
lenges are common. Notably, in the four trait questionnaire, the proportion
of agents with strong self-efficacy and self-regulation increases substantially
after filtering. It is because agents inherently display high self-efficacy and
structured planning abilities in conversations, even though these traits may
not typically align with students facing learning difficulties. Nevertheless,
such agents still achieve high scores in behavior consistency evaluations.
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4.5. Influence of Features in Profile
RQ4: How important are the traits to final scores?
To investigate the influence of the features in the agent profile on the

final profile and behavior scores, we performed a hot encoding of the features
of the profile and used a Random Forest model [23] to fit the propagated
profile score and behavior score, where the size of test sets is 20% and the
number of trees is 100. We then ranked the features based on their relative
importance[24], where the relative importance of each feature is calculated
by dividing its importance score by the highest among all.

As shown in Figure 7, the profile features are categorized into five groups,
with BF TC containing both high-low value-based features and their corre-
sponding descriptive features. Age and MBTI personality type from the
Basic Information category have a significant impact on the scores. It indi-
cates that both profile and behavior scorer pay more attention to these two
traits when scoring the agents. Additionally, the overall influence of the Four
Trait Questionnaire is relatively high, with similar importance observed for
the descriptive features of BF TC. Compared to value-based features, de-
scriptive features provide more detailed information to the scorer, aiding in
assessing of the agent’s consistency. Notably, even the most important fea-
ture Age has a relatively low importance score of 0.0651 and 0.0644 for the
profile and behavior scores, respectively. It suggests that individual features
have limited influence on the final scores, and the interaction between multi-
ple features plays a more critical and subtle role in determining the outcomes.

4.6. Case Study
RQ5: Which trait does the LLM prioritize or overlook when evaluating

the quality of simulations?
We showcase LLM scoring examples in Figure 8, comparing a good case

and a bad case in profile and behavior evaluation, accompanied by expert
scores, agreement levels, and explanations. In the good case (top), the
questioning agent Q detects an inconsistency in the student’s profile—17
years old while enrolled as a third-year Master’s student. The student agent
fails to provide a compelling justification for this contradiction. Addition-
ally, the LLM accurately assesses the student agent’s self-reported academic
pressure, where the reasoning behind the discrepancy between daily and long-
term pressure is somewhat reasonable. Regarding behavior evaluation, the
scorer correctly identifies that the student agent violates the role of being a
student who need academic advising. It demonstrates the model’s sensitivity
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to instruction following and reveals its occasional struggle with adherence to
long instructions.

 

Student Profile 
(traits) 

Profile Score Cases Behavior Score Cases 
(up: score chat log, down: evaluation) 

Age 
17 
Grade 
Third-year Master 
Self-Regulation 
I feel a lot of pressure in 
my daily studying. 
Agree 
Future education and em-
ployment bring me a lot of 
academic pressure. 
Disagree 
Study Questionnaire 
Do you often feel anxious, 
stressed or lack confi-
dence in your studies? 
Often 

LLM Scorer: (Questioning the conflicts) 
1. You are in the third year of your Master's program; how do you reconcile this with being only 17 
years old? 
2. You mentioned feeling a lot of pressure in daily studying, yet you disagree that future bring academic 
pressure. Can you explain this apparent contradiction? 
Agent Student: (Responding to questions) 
1. Being in the third year of my Master's program at 17 is indeed unusual. I accelerated through my 
education due to a combination of early schooling … This path allowed me to progress quickly, 
though it also brings unique challenges … 
2. The pressure in daily studying is more about the immediate tasks and expectations I set for myself. 
I think it's the day-to-day workload and the desire to meet my own standards that create this pressure, 
rather than concerns about the future. 

Chat Agent: (Asking advice for how to get help) 
Hi there! I'm considering to get some help to better manage 
my time and improve myself. What do you suggest? 
Agent Student: (Giving exact advice about studying) 
Hi! I’m here to help. It's great that you're taking the initia-
tive to seek out study consultation. There are strategies that 
can help you manage your time more effectively.  
Firstly, …If you often feel anxious like me, having desig-
nated time for relaxation or activities you enjoy can help 
alleviate some of the stress. Would you like more detailed 
information on any of these strategies? 

LLM Score: 4/10 
The responses contain several contradictions, and while some explanations are provided, they are not 
entirely convincing or consistent. For instance, the claim of being in a third-year Master's program at 
age 17 is not adequately justified. The explanation for feeling daily pressure but not future pressure is 
somewhat reasonable.  
Expert Score (Avg): 4.7/10, Agreement (Avg): 4.3/5 
Explanation: The first explanation is not convincing and fully evidenced. Others are reasonable. 

LLM Score: 2/10 
The agent in the conversation plays the role of an advisor 
instead of someone seeking academic help. Additionally, 
there's no indication of the agent's discomfort about seek-
ing help, which were expected traits. 
Expert Score (Avg): 3.3/10, Agreement (Avg): 4.7/5 
Explanation: Wrong role instruction following. 

 

Student Profile 
(traits) 

Profile Score Cases Behavior Score Cases 
(up: score chat log, down: evaluation) 

BF TC (Value) Description 
Conscientiousness (low) 
Struggling to organize answers 
Self-Efficacy 
I believe I can learn well in a sci-
ence course. 
Disagree 
Study Questionnaire 
Do you have trouble taking tests 
or completing assignments? 
No 
Do you often feel anxious, 
stressed or lack confidence in 
your studies? 
Often 
Do you have difficulty in under-
standing the study material? 
Yes 
Do you actively seek help to 
solve learning difficulties? 
No 

LLM Scorer: (Questioning the conflicts)  
1. You often feel anxious and stressed while studying, but you have no 
trouble taking tests or completing assignments. Is there a contradiction? 
2. You describe yourself as having difficulties in understanding study ma-
terial, but do not actively seek help to solve your learning difficulties. How 
do you overcome these difficulties? 
Agent Student: (Explaining the conflicts) 
1. I felt anxious and stressed during my studies, mainly because I was not 
very confident in my understanding. However, I am usually able to focus 
and perform well when taking tests or completing assignments, probably 
because I have a greater sense of purpose and urgency in these situations. 
2. Although I do not often actively seek help, I will overcome difficulties 
by trying out different methods. 

Chat Agent: (Being an academic advisor) 
Hello! I'm here to help you with your study consultation. Could you tell me a bit 
about what you're currently studying or any specific goals you have in mind? 
Agent Student: (Asking for help) 
Although I sometimes struggle with organizing my study materials and staying 
focused in class … . Do you have any tips or strategies that might help me with 
these challenges? 
Chat Agent: (Giving advice) 
Absolutely! Here are a few strategies that might help you … 
Agent Student: (Ask another detailed question) 
Those strategies sound really helpful, thank you! I'm particularly interested in 
improving my organization with summary sheets. … Do you have any specific 
advice on how to select the key concepts and formulas effectively?  

LLM Score: 4/10 
The agent's responses contain several contradictions. For instance, the 
agent claims to feel anxiety and pressure in their studies, yet they assert 
they perform well in exams due to focus and goal orientation, which does 
not align with their profile's disagreeable self-efficacy in science. The agent 
also mentions not seeking help but using various learning strategies, 
which is somewhat contradictory but partially explained by self-reliance. 
Expert Score (Avg): 7.3/10, Agreement (Avg): 2.3/5 
Explanation: Feeling pressured in studies and performing well on a test 
are not mutually exclusive. Student’s lack of confidence causes anxious. 

LLM Score: 2/10 
The profile suggests that the student has low openness and conscientiousness. 
However, the conversation shows the student is organized and actively seeking 
help and advice. All traits indicate higher openness and conscientiousness than 
described. Furthermore, the student appears to manage academic pressure well, 
contrasting self-regulation challenges. 
Expert Score (Avg): 7/10, Agreement (Avg): 1.7/5 
Explanation: It is somewhat passive when the teacher suggests that help can be 
given before the student asked. The student had problem in organizing sheets 
and science course, aligning conscientiousness and self-efficacy in profile. 

Figure 8: Examples of LLM scoring cases for agent profile and behavior: good case (top)
and bad case (bottom). Colored text highlights corresponding features in the profile.

In contrast, the bad case (bottom) illustrates a scenario where the LLM’s
evaluation deviates significantly from human judgment. The agent’s profile
presents conflicting traits, such as experiencing stress while reporting no dif-
ficulty in tests and assignments. The LLM questions these inconsistencies
but assigns a relatively low score due to its strict conflict detection. How-
ever, expert annotations suggest that such contradictions are not inherently
erroneous, but reflect common real-world cases where students manage stress
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effectively despite academic challenges. Furthermore, the LLM scorer under-
performs behavior evaluation by misinterpreting the agent’s conscientious-
ness and self-efficacy, leading to lower agreement scores with human experts.
The results indicate that while LLM scorers is adept at identifying explicit
conflicts, it may over-penalize cases where nuanced human explanations exist.

These findings suggest that the LLM tends to overemphasize explicit
contradictions while occasionally overlooking the complexity of real-world
student behaviors, reflected in certain cases’ lower agreement scores with
human experts. Future improvements should focus on enhancing the model’s
reasoning consistency and refining its instruction-following capabilities to
align more closely with expert evaluations.

5. Conclusion

We propose a pipeline for automatically generating and filtering high-
quality simulated student agents to improve the authenticity of learning dif-
ficulty simulations. Our approach contains a two-round automated scoring
phase, validated by human experts to ensure the profile consistency and be-
havioral alignment of agents. We then employ a score propagation module
to enhance consistency across the student graph. Experimental results show
that our method effectively identifies high-quality agents, advancing the use
of simulated students for broader educational applications.

Limitations

Our work explores the potential of automatically generating and filtering
high-quality simulated student agents to enhance the authenticity of learning
difficulty simulations. However, researchers and practitioners must consider
several limitations and risks. First, our approach focuses on prompt-based
student simulation, particularly extending the scope to metacognition. We do
not explore more complex agent simulation frameworks like workflow-based
or retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) simulations. These approaches will
be explored in future work to improve simulation fidelity further. Second,
some studies evaluate LLM-based human simulation by Turing tests [25],
measuring the model’s success rate in mimicking human-like responses. Such
evaluations emphasize linguistic style. Our work prioritizes metacognitive
abilities and learning limitations in simulation rather than stylistic authen-
ticity. We explicitly addressed this distinction during expert annotation to
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ensure the evaluation remains aligned with our research objectives. Third,
our approach assumes that structured profiles can effectively capture stu-
dent attributes and learning difficulties. However, real-world learning behav-
iors are highly dynamic and context-dependent. Future work should explore
adaptive modeling techniques that better reflect the evolving nature of stu-
dent cognition and engagement.
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Appendix A. Ethical Considerations

Simulated student agents are generated based on training data, which
may introduce biases, stereotypes, or unintended inaccuracies in student
representations. These biases could affect the fairness and applicability of
educational interventions. Researchers must remain vigilant in mitigating
such risks through continuous evaluation, bias detection, and responsible de-
ployment of simulated agents.

Appendix B. Experimental Settings

Appendix B.1. Pipeline Performance Metrics
The evaluation of ranking performance relies on three widely used metrics:

Precision@K, Normalized Discounted Cumulative Gain at K (NDCG@K),
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and Pairwise Accuracy. These metrics capture different aspects of ranking
quality, ensuring a comprehensive assessment of the proposed approach.

Precision@K measures the proportion of relevant agents among the top
K positions in the ranking. Formally, it is computed as:

Precision@K =
|ri ∈ RK ∩G|

K
, (B.1)

where RK denotes the set of top K agents according to the pipeline ranking,
and G represents the set of agents deemed relevant based on expert anno-
tations. A higher Precision@K indicates a greater concentration of relevant
agents in the top-ranked positions.

NDCG@K extends the evaluation by incorporating graded relevance, en-
suring that highly relevant agents are given more weight when positioned
near the top of the ranking. It is defined as:

NDCG@K =
1

IDCG@K

K∑
i=1

2rel(ri) − 1

log2(i+ 1)
, (B.2)

where rel(ri) denotes the relevance score of agent ri, and IDCG@K repre-
sents the maximum possible DCG@K value obtained from an ideal ranking
where all agents are perfectly ordered by their relevance scores. The loga-
rithmic discount factor penalizes lower-ranked relevant agents, emphasizing
the importance of placing highly relevant agents at the top of the ranking.
Higher NDCG@K values indicate rankings that more closely align with the
ideal ordering.

Pairwise Accuracy evaluates ranking correctness at the level of agent
pairs by comparing the relative ordering produced by the system against
the ground-truth order determined by expert annotations. It is given by:

Pair Acc. =

∑
(i,j)∈P 1

[
(ri − rj)(gi − gj) > 0

]
|P |

, (B.3)

where P represents the set of all possible agent pairs, and 1(·) is an indica-
tor function that returns one if the system correctly preserves the relative
ordering of a pair and zero otherwise. A higher pairwise accuracy indicates
better agreement between the system and expert-annotated rankings.

Together, these metrics provide a comprehensive evaluation of ranking
quality. Precision@K focuses on binary relevance at a fixed cutoff, NDCG@K
captures position-sensitive graded relevance, and Pairwise Accuracy measures
local ranking consistency.
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Figure C.9: Student profile includes demographic information and other studying-related
questionnaires.

Appendix C. Profile Settings

The virtual student profiles are constructed through four demographic
attributes and two psychological assessments, as visualized in Figure C.9.
Demographic components include:

• Basic Attributes: Gender, age (17-28 years covering typical under-
graduate/graduate student ranges), academic major (62 most prevalent
disciplines across Science, Engineering, Social Science and Arts), and
academic standing (freshman to third-year master).

• Psychological Profiles: MBTI (16 personality types) and Big Five
trait compositions with the corresponding descriptions.

Four multi-dimensional questionnaires capture learning characteristics:
• Learning Traits: 12 Likert-scale items (1-5 agreement) measuring

self-regulation, motivation, engagement, and information processing
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styles. Each dimension contains three semantically equivalent ques-
tions for response consistency verification.

• Academic Challenges: 7 common learning obstacles across four do-
mains: cognitive (e.g., material understanding), metacognitive (e.g.,
learning strategies), social (e.g., seeking for help), and affective (e.g.,
stress management).
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