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A B S T R A C T
Assessment is a crucial part of education. Traditional marking is a source of inconsistencies and
unconscious bias placing a high cognitive load on the assessors. One approach to address these issues
is comparative judgement (CJ). In CJ, the assessor is presented with a pair of items of work, and asked
to select the better one. Following a series of comparisons, a rank for any item may be derived using
a ranking model, for example, the Bradley-Terry model, based on the pairwise comparisons. While
CJ is considered to be a reliable method for conducting marking, there are concerns surrounding its
transparency, and the ideal number of pairwise comparisons to generate a reliable estimation of the
rank order is not known. Additionally, there have been attempts to generate a method of selecting
pairs that should be compared next in an informative manner, but some existing methods are known
to have created their own bias within results inflating the reliability metric used within the process.
As a consequence, a random selection approach is usually deployed.

In this paper, we propose a novel Bayesian approach to CJ (which we call BCJ) for determining
the ranks of a range of items under scrutiny alongside a new way to select the pairs to present to
the marker(s) using active learning, addressing the key shortcomings of traditional CJ. Furthermore,
we demonstrate how the entire approach may provide transparency by providing the user insights
into how it is making its decisions and, at the same time, being more efficient. Results from our
synthetic experiments confirm that the proposed BCJ combined with entropy-driven active learning
pair-selection method is superior (i.e. always equal to or significantly better) than other alternatives,
for example, the traditional CJ method with differing selection methods such as uniformly random,
or the popular no repeating pairs where pairs are selected in a round-robin fashion. We also find that
the more comparisons that are conducted, the more accurate BCJ becomes, which solves the issue
the current method has of the model deteriorating if too many comparisons are performed. As our
approach can generate the complete predicted rank distribution for an item, we also show how this
can be utilised in probabilistically devising a predicted grade, guided by the choice of the assessor.

1. Introduction
Inconsistency in teachers predicting student grades is

widespread. In schools and collages across the UK in 2019,
only 21% of students obtained the grades that were predicted
by their teachers [1]. A study in 2011 found that 42-44%
of teacher grades over-predicted by at least one grade, and
7-11% under-predicted [2]. The immediate impact of the
COVID-19 pandemic across educational settings and con-
texts globally was profound [3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8] and its long-term
impact has still not fully manifested [9, 10, 11, 12]; we will
likely continue to experience a “new normal” for education
over the coming period [13, 14, 15], and especially for
educational assessment [7, 16, 17, 18]. During the COVID-
19 pandemic, student grades were given based on teachers’
assessments in England and Wales (two of the four nations
of the UK, with separate education systems), resulting in
record-high grades for GCSE and A-level students. How-
ever, with the announcement of the 2022 A-level results,
80, 000 fewer students obtained grades of 𝐴∗ or 𝐴 grade
compared to 2021, a fall from 19.1% getting 𝐴∗s in 2021
compared to 13.5% in 2022 – ultimately bringing grades
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back in line with pre-pandemic results in 2019 [19]. How-
ever, it is increasingly clear that there is subjectivity, bias
and inequity when it comes to making an overall judgement
on a pupil’s performance [20]; indeed, asking fundamental
questions such as: is assessment fair? [21].

There is an extensive corpus of work that focuses on
using intelligent and/or data-driven approaches in a variety
of educational settings and contexts [22, 23, 24, 25, 26];
in particular, for predicting student performance and reten-
tion we have seen broad application of data mining and
learning analytics [27, 28], as well as machine learning,
collaborative filtering, recommender systems, and artificial
neural networks [29, 30, 31]. However, there exists a number
of increasingly complex and interconnected social, ethi-
cal, legal and digital/data rights issues with these varied
approaches [32, 33, 34], especially with a pre- and post-
pandemic critical analysis [35]. It is also potentially prob-
lematic, in a educational policy context, to be perceived to be
disempowering educators and undermining their expertise
in supporting learning and progression via formative and
summative assessment approaches.

Prospect theory shows that humans are better at identi-
fying relative, rather than absolute quality [36]. In the edu-
cational assessment context, this has been recognised [37],
and comparative judgement (CJ) has been proposed as an
alternative to traditional marking [38]. In CJ, an assessor
is presented with a pair of items of work, and they only
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make a decision on which one is of higher quality instead
of assigning an absolute mark. The process is repeated some
predefined number of iterations, potentially re-evaluating
already evaluated pairs. A ranked order of items is then
derived from these pairwise comparisons using a model
of CJ, for example, the Bradley-Terry model [39], which
was inspired from Thurstone’s mathematical definition of
generating ranks from comparisons [40]. In this way, we are
able to extract an accurate ranked order from only a series
of relative comparisons. In addition, an important benefit of
CJ is that the cognitive load placed on the teachers while
marking is also reduced [41].

Nonetheless, one of the key drawbacks of CJ is that,
irrespective of specific approaches, it can take numerous
interactions (i.e. the number of pairs to be assessed) and
significant time for completing marking, on top of the time
required to collate grades, award students’ scores, and then
provide feedback. Alternative methods of CJ e.g. adaptive
comparative judgement (ACJ) are designed to reduce in-
teractions without loss of accuracy, but have been found
to include other bias through their “adaptive nature” [42].
Hence, the pure form is still the desired version. This means,
while CJ has its benefits, a method that reduces the number
of interactions and overall time it takes to mark is still an
important open research problem.

Furthermore, Ofqual, the official governmental body that
regulates qualifications, exams and tests in England, has also
pointed out that CJ’s paired comparison rank order starts
to deteriorate, and the whole model fit starts to collapse
unless it is precisely known what the minimum number of
judgements needed is in advance, and with confidence which
is not known [43]. Additionally, Ofqual also believes that CJ
has issues with being less transparent in how it makes and
presents its findings [43].

We thus propose a novel Bayesian approach towards CJ
– which we name BCJ – addressing the key weaknesses of
traditional CJ. Our primary aims in developing BCJ were
reducing interactions and providing greater insight into the
ranking decision process. The main contributions of this
paper are as follows:

• We derived an analytical expression to compute the
entire predictive rank distribution for any item that
is being assessed with densities over pairwise prefer-
ences.

• We illustrate how each of these pairwise preference
densities, and as a consequence the overall rank dis-
tributions for an item, can be updated via Bayesian
methodology, as we collect more data on pairwise
comparisons.

• We propose a novel active learning (AL) approach,
based on predictive entropy of the pairwise preference
densities i.e. a measure of the average uncertainty
about the outcome of the contest, to select the next
pair that should be assessed.

• We propose a probabilistic approach based on the
predictive rank distributions to assign a grade to each
item controlled by the assessor.

• For the first time, we demonstrate through repeated
experiments on a range of synthetic problems that
the proposed BCJ AL framework with entropy-based
selection method is statistically the best (or equivalent
to the best) for all configurations.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows; in Sec-
tion 2, we present the related work of the study and some
background; Section 3 outlines how the main algorithms
work to rank students’ work. We will explain the three
methods used for selecting the next pairs to be compared
in Section 4; we present our results and discussions in Sec-
tion 5, with general conclusions and future work articulated
in Section 6.

2. Related Work in Education
CJ is a technique used to derive ranks from pair-wise

comparisons. The concept of CJ is used in academic settings
to allow teachers to compare two pieces of work and select
which is better against selected criteria. After each compar-
ison, another pair is selected. This is repeated until enough
pairs have been compared to generate a ranking of the work
marked. We detail a typical CJ process in Algorithm 1.
Algorithm 1 Standard comparative judgement procedure.
Inputs.

𝑁 ∶ Number of items.
𝐾 ∶ Multiplier for computing the budget for the number
of pairs to be assessed.
𝐼 ∶ Set of items.

Steps.
1: 𝐵 ← 𝑁 ×𝐾 ⊳ Compute the budget.
2: 𝐺 ← ⟨⟩ ⊳ Initialise list of selected pairs.
3: 𝑊 ← ⟨⟩ ⊳ Initialise list of winners.
4: 𝐫 ←

(

𝑁
2
,… , 𝑁

2

)⊤
| |𝐫| = 𝑁

⊳ Initialise rank vector with mean rank for all items.
5: for 𝑏 = 1 → 𝐵 do
6: (𝑖, 𝑗) ← SelectPair(𝐼) ⊳ Pick a pair of items.
7: 𝐺 ← 𝐺 ⊕ ⟨(𝑖, 𝑗)⟩ ⊳ Append the latest pair.
8: 𝑤 ← DetermineWinner(𝑖, 𝑗) ⊳ Pick a pair of items.
9: 𝑊 ← 𝑊 ⊕ ⟨𝑤⟩ ⊳ Append the latest winner.

10: 𝐫 ← GenerateRank(𝐺,𝑊 ) ⊳ Update rank vector.
11: end for
12: return 𝐫

An important benefit to CJ within an academic setting
is reducing the teacher’s cognitive load [44], as comparing
two pieces of work is faster than marking each individual
piece of work, while also insisting the teacher is being non-
biased towards a student and consistent [45]. This is difficult
to achieve [46], and CJ helps, to an extent, address this
challenge; for further discussion of this, we refer to the
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following literature where the teachers can be referred to as
the judges [37, 47, 48].

CJ is based on a technique originally proposed by Thur-
stone in 1927, known as ‘the law of comparative judge-
ment’ [40]. Thurstone discovered that humans are better at
comparing things to each other rather than making judge-
ments in isolation, for example, judging if a piece of fruit
is bigger than another without having the other fruits to
compare against at the point of judgement. Therefore, he
proposed making many pair-wise comparisons until a rank
order has been created [37, 40, 47]. Pollitt et al. introduced
and popularised it within an education setting [38, 49].

Typically, the efficacy of a CJ method is measured using
the Scale Separation Reliability (SSR) [42, 50, 51]. SSR
is defined as the ratio between the variance of the true
score to the variance of estimated scores from observations;
interested readers should refer to the work of Verhabert
et al. [52] for a detailed discourse on SSR. The relative
uncertainty estimation through SSR is highly dependent on
the underlying CJ model (e.g. BTM) and its own estimated
uncertainty, which is typically not presented to the users
of the system in an intuitive way. SSR might not even be
calculable, as it requires the knowledge of variance of true
scores, which is unavailable in most practical cases.

An important consideration in CJ is the stopping crite-
rion. To the best of our knowledge, there seems to be no
natural and meaningful performance metric that would allow
a clear indication on when to stop. Because of this, CJ is
usually conducted on a fixed budget giving the number of
pairs that must be compared before finalising the rank order,
for example, at least 10 judgements per script [53].

A growing body of evidence supports using CJ as a
reliable alternative for assessing open-ended and subjective
tasks. The judgements recorded by teachers, more generally
termed raters or judges, are fed into a BTM (see Section 3.1
for more details on BTM) to produce scores that represent
the underlying quality of the scripts [54, 55]. These scores
have the appealing property of being equivalent across com-
parisons [56].

A key justification for using CJ within the educational
assessment process is that the rank orders it produces tend
to have high levels of reliability. For example, in 16 CJ
exercises conducted between 1998 and 2015, the correlation
coefficient scores were between 0.73 to 0.99 when compared
with rubric based grades [57]. With a correlation coefficient
of 1.0 representing perfect agreement, a score of 0.70 or
above is typically considered to be high enough to proclaim
strong agreement [58].

Alternative methods of CJ, specifically differing on how
the pairs to evaluate next are selected or allocated to as-
sessors, have been introduced, like ACJ. ACJ is a version
that aims to be adaptive based on the current state of the
marking between the judges. The adaptive nature of ACJ
is based on an algorithm embedded within the approach,
which pairs similarly ranked items as the judge progresses
in the comparative judgement process, a method aimed at
expediting the process of achieving an acceptable level of

reliability [47]. Pollitt first proposed ACJ in 2011, a system
created in partnership with TAG assessments [51]. Later, the
system was further developed by RM Compare [59].

A significant flaw in the ACJ approach was that its
adaptive nature generated its own bias by having similarly
ranked pieces of students’ work being compared against
themselves more often, and thus the correlation between
true reliability and SSR (due to ACJ) has been shown to be
low in some experiments [42]. Further, the process usually
takes longer than traditional marking [37, 42]. Therefore, it
is suggested that having random pairings is just as effective
as the ACJ approach. As a result, the CJ community has
reverted, to a degree, back to random pairings and removed
the adaptive nature of the CJ process [53, 59].

Additionally, claims have been made that advocates of
CJ have not compiled a compelling case to support two of
their central claims that humans are better at comparative
than absolute judgments and that CJ is necessarily valid be-
cause it aggregates judgments made by experts in a naturalis-
tic way [60]. Nonetheless, there are experiments that provide
clear evidence of human efficiency in CJ in general [36], and
the practical consistency of CJ for marking [57]. However,
there is a lack of clarity in how the decisions are being made,
and we note this as one of the key criticisms of CJ, along-
side the lack of estimations of uncertainty in estimations,
despite the practical strengths. Our investigation in BCJ was
primarily driven by these criticisms with an aim to improve
the state-of-the-art of CJ.

In the following section, we will first focus on describing
the generation of ranks from paired comparisons (in line 10
of Algorithm 1), as the pair selection method (in line 6 of
Algorithm 1) we propose depends on the concepts required
for rank generation.

3. Generating Ranks From a List of Paired
Comparisons
Currently, the most popular method of ranking paired

comparisons is through the use of BTM. Therefore, in this
section, we will first explain how the BTM system works,
and then provide a description of our proposed Bayesian
approach.
3.1. Classical Approach: Bradley-Terry Model

Bradley and Terry proposed BTM in their seminal paper
on the topic [37, 51, 61, 62, 63]. Traditionally, this has been
adopted as the driving algorithm for CJ. The technique is
an iterative minorisation-maximisation (MM) method [39]
for estimating the maximum likelihood of the expected
preference score 𝛾𝑖 for the 𝑖𝑡ℎ student’s item of work, given
the observed data. With the expected preferences, we can
then use this to arrange the items of work and then generate
a rank where a higher value represents a better quality of
work. We present a mathematical description of the model
below, broadly following Hunter’s work [39].

Consider the set of 𝑁 items, 𝐼 = {1,… , 𝑁} with each
element 𝑖 representing the identifier of the relevant item. The
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expected performance vector is 𝜸 = (𝛾1,… , 𝛾𝑁 )⊤, where 𝛾𝑖is a positive parameter representing the overall score for the
𝑖th item. For example, in a typical marking context, we can
assume that an individual’s mark vary between 0 and 100,
i.e. 𝛾𝑖 ∈ [0, 100]; however, this assumption is not essential
for the scheme to work, and thus can be safely ignored. Now,
the probability that the 𝑖th item is of higher quality compared
to the 𝑗th item is given by:

𝑃 (𝑖 ≻ 𝑗) =
𝛾𝑖

𝛾𝑖 + 𝛾𝑗
. (1)

Using the key assumption that the outcomes of different
pairings are independent, the log-likelihood for the perfor-
mance vector 𝜸 is given by:

𝐿(𝜸) =
𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

𝑁
∑

𝑗=1

[

𝜔[𝑖,𝑗] ln(𝛾𝑖) − 𝜔[𝑖,𝑗]𝑙𝑛(𝛾𝑖 + 𝛾𝑗)
]

, (2)

where 𝜔[𝑖,𝑗] is the number of times item 𝑖 was preferred over
item 𝑗. It should be noted that typically BTM ignores any
notion of ties, and raters are forced to make a decision on
the winner.

The minorisation-maximisation (MM) algorithm pro-
posed by Hunter [39] iteratively updates each 𝛾𝑖 such that
the log-likelihood in (2) is maximised. The iterative update
formula for 𝑘th iteration is [64]:

𝛾𝑘+1𝑖 = Ω𝑖
∑

𝑗|𝑗≠𝑖

𝜔[𝑖,𝑗] + 𝜔[𝑗,𝑖]

(𝛾𝑘𝑖 + 𝛾𝑘𝑗 )
(3)

Where,Ω𝑖 = ∑

𝑗 𝜔[𝑖,𝑗] is the number of times the 𝑖th item
was preferred. At each iteration, we are further required to
normalise the 𝛾𝑖s to ensure that the sum of the elements of
the performance vector equals 1, i.e.

𝛾𝑘+1𝑖 ←
𝛾𝑘+1𝑖

∑

𝑗 𝛾
𝑘+1
𝑗

. (4)

Under certain assumptions, the iterative process will
converge to the optimal 𝜸 [39]. In this work, at the final
stage, for ease of presentation and assuming 𝛾𝑖 ∈ [0, 100],
we multiply 𝛾𝑖 by 100. We can then extract the rank of the
𝑖th item as follows (using 1-based counting):

𝑟𝑖∈𝐼 = (𝑁 + 1) − argsort(𝜸). (5)
The process in Equation (5) can be repeated to generate

the complete rank vector in line 10 of Algorithm 1.
3.2. Proposed Bayesian Approach

While the current CJ based on BTM works well, a core
weakness is that it produces a point estimate of performances
through maximising the likelihood in (2) without estimating
the epistemic uncertainty in ranks due to the paucity of data.
One way to estimate the uncertainty (that is not commonly
used in education context) is to use a Bayesian statistical

approach; interested readers should refer to [65] for a concise
and recent overview, and to [66] for a complete and accessi-
ble discourse, of the topic.

Typically, the application of a Bayesian approach to CJ
has entailed using prior distributions over the performance
vector 𝜸 (and other parameters of the likelihood function)
alongside the observed data to identify a posterior distri-
bution over 𝜸 using Bayes’ theorem, and produces similar
results to standard CJ in terms of identifying the ranking [67,
68, 69, 70]. However, there are important barriers that make
it challenging to adopt for real-world deployment. Two key
issues are:
Computation Time. Inferring the posterior distribution re-

quire computationally expensive sampling based ap-
proaches (e.g. Markov Chain Monte Carlo in [68]),
as analytical solution to computing the posterior is
usually not available in this context. This is a major
issue in using this approach for practical implemen-
tations: we want to be able to indicate the ranks to
the assessors quickly, possibly after each pairwise
comparison, without a significant delay (e.g. several
minutes).

Modelling Performance Instead of Pairwise Preference.
In a ranking exercise, we are generally interested in
identifying the ranks of the items, and the observed
data is from pairwise comparisons. However, in stan-
dard CJ, including the typical Bayesian approach,
the performances are modelled instead of pairwise
preference; the latter is usually treated as an outcome
of a latent function and thus only reflected in derived
ranks from the expected (or average) performances.
As a result, while it is possible to extract uncertainty
estimates over the preferences or the ranks (with
the aforementioned computational expense), they are
never communicated or used to provide insights to
the assessors. Subsequently, an opportunity to utilise
the uncertainty in preference to drive the collection
of new pairwise comparisons is missed. Furthermore,
the performance scores yielding from these modelling
do not have a direct scalar relationship to the scores
of the assessment designed by the assessor. So, it is
difficult to interpret these scores easily.

Addressing these primary issues, we propose to adopt a
Bayesian approach where we focus on modelling the pair-
wise preferences. We expect this approach will allow us
to capture most information due to the direct relationship
between pairwise preference and data from pairwise com-
parisons. The posterior allows us to identify the predictive
density over the ranks of the items. Moreover, the uncer-
tainty estimations in preferences helps us drive the selection
of the next pair to compare in an active learning manner. We
discuss the selection method in Section 4.3.
3.2.1. Pairwise Preference Model

Let the outcome of a paired comparison between the 𝑖th
and 𝑗th item be binary, i.e. 𝑥 = 0, or 𝑥 = 1, with 𝑥 = 1
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Figure 1: A toy example of Bayesian updating of PDF over
preference between 𝑖th and 𝑗th items. Initially, with uniform
prior (shown with a black dashed line), none is preferred. Then,
with three wins (𝛼 = 1+3 = 4) and two losses (𝛽 = 1+5−3 = 3)
for 𝑖 after five comparisons, the PDF (depicted with a red line)
starts to skew in favour of 𝑖 (i.e. towards 1). The more data we
have, the narrower the PDF will become, i.e. the uncertainty
would reduce.

representing a preference for 𝑖, and vice versa. Now, consid-
ering the data 𝐱 = (𝑥1,… , 𝑥𝑛)⊤ as results of 𝑛 comparisons,
we can compute the number of wins𝑤 =

∑𝑛
𝑘=1 𝑥𝑘. With this

Bernoulli process outcomes, the likelihood can be defined as
[71]:

𝐿(𝑝|𝐱) ∝ 𝑝𝑤(1 − 𝑝)𝑛−𝑤. (6)
In Bayesian probability theory, for certain likelihood func-
tions, there exist a conjugate prior, where the prior and
posterior are in the same family of distributions. This enables
fast and analytical computation of the posterior. For the
likelihood above, the conjugate prior is known to be a Beta
distribution with two shape parameters 𝛼 > 0 and 𝛽 > 0.
The posterior Beta density 𝜋(𝑝|𝐱, 𝛼𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡, 𝛽𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡) simply uses the
following rule for updates [72]:

𝛼 ← 𝛼𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 +𝑤, (7)
𝛽 ← 𝛽𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 + (𝑛 −𝑤). (8)

With priors of 𝛼𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 = 1 and 𝛽𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 = 1, we get a uniform prior,
as in we do not have any prior preference between items at
the beginning of the process of CJ. Henceforth, for notational
simplicity, we remove 𝐱, 𝛼𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 and 𝛽𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 from the equations.
As we collect data, the density changes its shape through
the updates in 𝛼 and 𝛽; an example is given in Figure 1.
Clearly, this update can be done as a sequential process or
all together at the end of the data collection, and it can be
rapidly performed for a pair for any amount of data.

With this framework, we define the probability that 𝑖 is
preferred over 𝑗, i.e. a different interpretation of probability
of winning in (1), as:

𝑃 (𝑖 ≻ 𝑗) = 𝑃
(

𝜋(𝑝[𝑖,𝑗]) > 0.5
)

= 1 −  (0.5), (9)

where  (⋅) is the cumulative distribution function (CDF) for
the Beta PDF 𝜋(𝑝[𝑗,𝑖]). Using symmetry, we can calculate the
probability that 𝑗 will be preferred over 𝑖 as:

𝑃 (𝑗 ≻ 𝑖) = 1 − 𝑃 (𝑖 ≻ 𝑗). (10)
We now expand this analyses for 𝑁 items and discuss

the computation of the distribution over ranks based on this
model.
3.2.2. Distribution Over the Rank of an Item

For a set of𝑁 items, we therefore define a𝑁×𝑁 matrix
 , where each cell holds a PDF [𝑖,𝑗] = 𝜋(𝑝[𝑖,𝑗]) | 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗
defined by a respective 𝛼[𝑖,𝑗] and 𝛽[𝑖,𝑗] updated in a Bayesian
manner based on observed data. The diagonal of this matrix
is essentially empty, as it does not make sense to construct a
preference density for the same item paired with itself. Now,
because of symmetry discussed in (10), we are only required
to consider the upper triangle of this matrix for updates,
which is fast to compute, even for large 𝑁 .

The 𝑖th row [𝑖,∶] captures the relationship between 𝑖
and other components in the set 𝐼 . Now, to compute the
probability that an item is ranked at the top, we must consider
all the constituent probabilities that the item dominates each
of the other individual items. To be precise, it must simul-
taneously dominate all other items in the set of all items;
hence, this aggregation should be done with the product rule
assuming independence between the preferences for 𝑖th item
when compared with each of the other unique items. We can
write down the expression for computing this probability as
follows (with 1 being the top rank):

𝑃 (𝑟𝑖 = 1) =
∏

𝑗∈𝐼⧵{𝑖}
𝑃 (𝑖 ≻ 𝑗). (11)

Similarly, we can compute the probability of an item
ranked at the bottom as:

𝑃 (𝑟𝑖 = 𝑁) =
∏

𝑗∈𝐼⧵{𝑖}
𝑃 (𝑗 ≻ 𝑖). (12)

For generalisation, specifically for intermediary ranks,
for an arbitrary rank 𝑎, first consider a set 𝑂 = 𝐼 ⧵ {𝑖}
with cardinality |𝑂| = 𝑁 − 1. Now, for 𝑖 to be in rank 𝑎,
there must be 𝑎 − 1 dominant items. From set O, we can
pick 𝑧𝑎 = 𝐶𝑁−1,𝑎−1 = (𝑁−1)!

(𝑁−𝑎)!(𝑎−1)! combinations without
repetitions that can be considered as dominating 𝑖th item.
For every 𝑘th combination, we then split 𝑂 into two sets:
one for dominant items𝐷𝑘 and the other for dominated items
𝐸𝑘, where |𝐷𝑘| = 𝑎 − 1, and |𝐷𝑘| + |𝐸𝑘| = |𝑂|. For 𝑘th
combination with𝐷𝑘 and𝐸𝑘, the component probability that
𝑖 is ranked 𝑎 is:

𝑃 (𝑟𝑖 = 𝑎|𝐷𝑘, 𝐸𝑘) =
∏

𝑠∈𝐷𝑘

𝑃 (𝑠 ≻ 𝑖)
∏

𝑡∈𝐸𝑘

𝑃 (𝑖 ≻ 𝑡). (13)

Expanding on this, the total probability that 𝑖 is ranked 𝑎
can be expressed as:

𝑃 (𝑟𝑖 = 𝑎) =
𝑧𝑎
∑

𝑘=1
𝑃 (𝑟𝑖 = 𝑎|𝐷𝑘, 𝐸𝑘), (14)
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which for a range of 𝑎 ∈ [1, 𝑁] ⊂ ℕ is a discrete probability
distribution, and adheres to the property ∑

𝑎 𝑃 (𝑟𝑖 = 𝑎) = 1.
The expected (i.e. average or the first moment) rank of an
item 𝑖 can thus be computed using [73]:

𝔼[𝑟𝑖] =
∑

𝑎
𝑎𝑃 (𝑟𝑖 = 𝑎). (15)

Now, the number of component combinations that con-
struct the complete probability density for an item is∑𝑁

𝑙=1 𝑧𝑙.Thus, to repeat the procedure for all items, it would require
𝑁

∑𝑁
𝑙=1 𝑧𝑙 components to be identified and computed. For

example, with 25 items, there will be over 419m compo-
nents. While each component is fast to compute, with a large
number of components it may be computationally expensive
to compute the complete probability density for all items.

A straightforward way to combat this expense of comput-
ing the expected rank of an item in (15) is to use a form of
numerical integration. In fact, a simple Monte Carlo (MC)
integration [74] with a large enough number of samples
would be effective in this case (as we illustrate in the next
section). To perform MC estimation of the expected rank
of an item 𝑖, we first take samples from the respective
row of the matrix  : this generates a sample vector 𝐱′𝑖 =
(𝑥′[𝑖,𝑗])

⊤
𝑗∈[1,𝑁]∧𝑖≠𝑗 , where 𝑥′[𝑖,𝑗] = ⌊𝑋⌉ | 𝑋 ∼ [𝑖,𝑗]. This

allows us to count the number of times 𝑖 has won a com-
parison 𝑤′ =

∑

𝑗∈[1,𝑁]∧𝑖≠𝑗 𝑥
′
[𝑖,𝑗]. Naturally, the rank is 𝑟′𝑖 =

(𝑁 + 1) − 𝑤′; c.f. with (5). For 𝑅 samples, we can then
estimate the expected rank of 𝑖 as follows:

𝔼[𝑟𝑖] =
1
𝑅

𝑅
∑

𝑘=1
𝑟′𝑖[𝑘], (16)

where 𝑟′𝑖[𝑘] is the 𝑘th sampled rank for 𝑖.
The standard error of this estimate is known to be 𝜎𝑠

√

𝑅with 𝜎𝑠 as the standard deviation of the samples [75]. In
other words, the standard error reduces at the rate of 1

√

𝑅
.

It is typical to use 10k samples for this approximation
method. So, in this case, we would need 10000𝑁 samples to
estimates ranks for all items, which can be done efficiently
in a standard desktop computer, even for large 𝑁 .

To determine the final rank of the items, we sort items
by their the expected ranks:

𝑟𝑖∈𝐼 = (𝑁 + 1) − argsort(𝔼[𝐫]). (17)
We present an illustrative synthetic example in the fol-

lowing section.
3.2.3. An Illustration

We consider a set of five items with respective scores
and the associated uncertainties, as shown in Figure 2. We
assume that the scores are Normally distributed (as per
Thurstone’s original work). To generate the means of these
distributions, we uniformly sampled𝑁 numbers between 30
and 90. Typically, it is often acceptable to have ±10 score
difference between markers when the scores are on a scale
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D
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012 34

Figure 2: An illustration of five items with Normally dis-
tributed scores. Here, the mean vector for the items is
𝝁 = (71, 48, 36, 77, 37)⊤ and 𝜎 = 5 to represent uncertainty
around the mean scores. A simulated paired comparison entails
sampling from a pair of these distributions, and whichever
yields the higher score wins.

between [0,100]. So, we set the two standard deviations of
the distributions to 10, i.e. 2𝜎 = 10. It should be noted
that these assumptions about score ranges and standard
deviations are solely for illustration purposes. The method
presented in this paper is not reliant on these, and it can work
with arbitrary distributions over the scores.

With Normal distributions over scores, we can compute
the probability distributions over ranks for any item using
the formula in (14) as we can calculate the probability that 𝑖
dominates 𝑗 as follows [76]:

𝑃 (𝑖 ≻ 𝑗) = 1
2

[

1 + erf
(

𝑚
√

2

)]

, (18)

with 𝑚 = 𝜇𝑖−𝜇𝑗
√

𝜎2𝑖 +𝜎
2
𝑗

where 𝜇𝑖 and 𝜇𝑗 and means of the
Normal distributions for 𝑖 and 𝑗, and the associated standard
deviations are 𝜎𝑖 and 𝜎𝑗 . The function erf(⋅) represents the
Gauss error function [77].

In Figure 3, we show the target distribution over ranks
for the items in Figure 2, computed using (14) and (18).
In this case, to emulate the result of a comparison, we
sample from the pair of densities and whichever produces
a higher score wins the duel. After completing 𝑁 × 𝐾 =
5 × 10 = 50 comparisons using our proposed BCJ method,
we can well-approximate the target distributions. To mea-
sure how close the estimated distribution is, we use the
Jensen-Shannon divergence (JSD). This measure is based
on the Kullback–Leibler divergence, with some notable dif-
ferences, including that it is symmetric, and it always has
a finite value between 0 and 1 [78] with values 0 repre-
senting a perfect match. In this case, we get JSD values
of 0.0299, 0.0254, 0.008, 0.0185, and 0.0125, which are rea-
sonably close to 0.

It should be noted that with the traditional BTM based
CJ, we cannot get an estimate of the probability densities
over the ranks, and hence, it is impossible to compute an
average rank in this manner. In that method, the scores are

Gray et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 6 of 16



A Bayesian Active Machine Learning Approach to Comparative Judgement

2 4
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

Ta
rg

et
 D

en
sit

y

Item 0

2 4
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
Item 1

2 4
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6
Item 2

2 4
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

Item 3

2 4
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6
Item 4

2 4
Rank

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

BC
J E

st
im

at
e

2 4
Rank

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

2 4
Rank

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

2 4
Rank

0.0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7

2 4
Rank

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

Figure 3: Probability distributions of ranks of items presented in Figure 2. The top row shows the densities calculated directly from
the Normal distributions over the scores using (14). The bottom row shows the estimated rank distributions using our proposed
BCJ method after 𝑁 × 𝐾 = 5 × 10 = 50 pairwise comparisons (driven by our entropy based active learning method presented in
Section 4.3). The red dashed vertical line in each panel depicts the expected rank for relevant density. Clearly, our method can
well-approximate the target densities, as well as the expected ranks 𝔼[𝐫].
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Figure 4: Comparison between analytical in (14) and Monte
Carlo estimates (with 10k samples) in (16) of the expected rank
of items 𝔼[𝐫] for our proposed BCJ method after 𝑁 × 𝐾 =
5 × 10 = 50 comparisons as in Figure 3. The crosses show
the mean MC estimate, and the vertical error bars represent
the respective uncertainty in approximation, and as expected
they are reasonably small for the 10k samples. The red dashed
line shows when there is perfect agreement between the
analytical and estimated values, and we see that the average
MC estimates are (almost) perfect.

instead used to rank items. To compare our approach with
BTM based CJ, we will therefore use the BCJ expected ranks
to identify the ranks of items.

In Figure 4, we show a comparison between analytical
and MC estimates of rank distributions of items with the BCJ
process. Clearly, the MC estimates are highly reliable. So,

for large 𝑁 , we recommend using MC estimates for gener-
ating expected ranks. In this paper, we used the analytical
approach henceforward.

In the next section, we discuss the selection of pairs
to evaluate problem and relevant solutions, including our
entropy driven approach.

4. Selecting a Pair of Items to Compare
One of the key questions when deploying a CJ approach

for marking is how do we select the next pair to eval-
uate (step 6 in Algorithm 1) for identifying comparative
preference. There are many ways to generate these, see,
for example [59], but these are typically ad hoc in nature.
Also, Ofqual has stated that if the number of pairs becomes
too big over the optimum number, then the final ranking
becomes less effective, but knowing this optimal number of
comparisons is unknown [43]. While CJ is typically fast and
offers a good means of ranking items of work, it does little
to give any insights into how the model generated its results.

Our goal in this paper is to provide further insights into
the process to the assessors, particularly focusing on the
uncertainties as illustrated in the previous section. More
importantly, we want to drive the selection of the pairs to be
evaluated using the knowledge that we have already gathered
and thus facilitate decision-making in an informed manner
to potentially reduce the need for many evaluations.

It should be noted that the traditional stopping criterion
is usually until we exhaust a budget on the number of pairs
evaluated: here, we assume that the budget is 𝑁 ×𝐾 where
𝐾 is the multiplier that is often set to 10 [59].
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In this section, we describe three ways to identify the
next pair to be compared: through complete randomness,
using NRP and our novel method using entropy.
4.1. Random

The random approach uses a method where every pair
presented to the user is picked uniformly at random until the
budget is reached. This can cause real-world issues with the
change that the same pair can be presented to the user, but
that would be unlikely, especially as𝑁 increases in size. This
is effectively a random search method, that is known to be
effective for high-dimensional problems [79]. We use this
widely used method [37, 59] as a baseline for comparison.
4.2. No Repeating Pairs

This is another approach used within current approaches:
it is essentially a round-robin approach, where no repeating
pairs occur until we have selected all possible pairs [43, 59].
This ensures that all 𝑁 items are seen the same number
of times, but what item is compared against what item is
decided uniformly as random. This prevents the same pairs
from being presented to a user until every other pairs have
been rated. However, as we have no indication of uncertainty,
certain pairs may be selected despite the difference between
them being clear.
4.3. Active Learning with Entropy

We have also developed a novel approach to selecting
pairs in the context of CJ, which uses a Bayesian active
learning (AL) approach. AL is a subcategory of machine
learning in which a learning algorithm can request input or
labels from a user or any other information source to label
new data points [80, 81, 82]. In Bayesian AL, we use a
Bayesian model to make predictions, and then actively select
the next data points that should be labelled via an acquisition
function that identifies the utility of augmenting the dataset
with this new data point; see, for instance [83]. This way we
collect data efficiently and learn a good model with fewer
data points.

There are many variants of AL. In this paper, we focus on
so-called “pool-based learning” [84] where we have a finite
set of options, and we are going to choose one to show to the
labeller. The simplest acquisition function in this context is
known as uncertainty sampling, where the option with the
highest uncertainty is selected for labelling [85].

To be precise, in our context, we have a finite set of
pairs of items, and we will select the one with the highest
posterior uncertainty. This uncertainty can be measured
with entropy where higher uncertainty being represented by
higher entropy, and for the posterior Beta density of BCJ, it
can be computed as [86]:

𝐻
[

𝜋(𝑝[𝑖,𝑗])
]

= ln𝐵(𝛼, 𝛽) − (𝛼 − 1)𝜓(𝛼)
− (𝛽 − 1)𝜓(𝛽) + (𝛼 + 𝛽 − 2)𝜓(𝛼 + 𝛽) (19)
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(a) Entropy score for each unique combination after every pairing
round. A higher entropy value shown in lighter colour depicts higher
uncertainty.
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(b) Progression of highest entropy value after every AL round.

Figure 5: Illustration of uncertainty sampling using entropy
(top) for the five items in Figure 2 after 𝑁 × 𝐾 = 50
comparisons, and the respective gradual reduction in maximum
entropy (bottom). As a pair is selected, its uncertainty reduces
immediately after data is gathered about preference. The
downward trajectory in maximum entropy shows that the
model is becoming more accurate over iterations.

In this paper, we propose to locate the cell in the matrix
 that has the highest entropy and select that pair to be pre-
sented to the assessor for making a choice on the preferred
item.

In Figure 5, we demonstrate the entropy score after each
round of comparisons, and the associated selection process.
The process involves the algorithm calculating the entropy
value for each pair combination in  to see which pair has
the highest value, and then selecting that pair to be presented.
However, if there are multiple combinations at the same
entropy score, the algorithm will randomly select a pair of
values from the list of combinations with the same entropy
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value. This process will repeat until the required number of
rounds is reached. As we can see, the process may be similar
to a round-robin approach, but our method would adapt to the
changing uncertainties in the target densities in Figure 2.

5. Experiments and Discussions
In this section, we will state our findings, analyse them

and discuss what we believe they represent and mean.
In our reading of the literature, we found that the sug-

gested budget for the number of comparisons were 𝑁 ×
𝐾 = 10𝑁 [59]. However, in practice a larger budget is
often used. To identify what level of 𝐾 allows different CJ
methods to produce reasonable performance, we ran a range
of experiments with 𝐾 ∈ {5, 10, 20, 30}.

As discussed thus far, we have two rank generation
methods: BTM and BCJ, and three pair selection
methods: random (R), no repeating pairs (NR), and
entropy (E) driven AL. Taking all possible combinations
of rank generation and pair selection methods, we
can construct a set of six approaches for CJ: 𝑆 =
{𝐵𝑇𝑀𝑅, 𝐵𝑇𝑀𝑁𝑅, 𝐵𝑇𝑀𝐸 , 𝐵𝐶𝐽𝑅, 𝐵𝐶𝐽𝑁𝑅, 𝐵𝐶𝐽𝐸}.
We run 50 repeated experiments for each approach in 𝑆
for a given 𝑁 and 𝐾 , each time starting from scratch, to
identify the best. These experiments were conducted with
synthetically generated target distributions (following the
methods elaborated in Section 3.2.3); these were paired,
and therefore, we performed Wilcoxon Rank-Sum test on
the final results with Bon-Ferroni correction for multiple
comparisons [87] at a significance level of 𝛼 = 0.05.

Measuring performance of the methods is not straight-
forward. We consider that targets of scores of items has
uncertainty, and they are Normally distributed. Traditional
CJ only generates a single rank for items without any un-
certainty. To compare results, we use the target distribu-
tions to derive the expected rank of each item, and then
sorting items by expected ranks gives us a target rank; see
Equation (17). This allows us to measure performance via
normalised Kendall’s 𝜏 rank distance, which measures the
difference between two ranking lists. The metric is calcu-
lated by counting the discrepancies between the two lists.
The greater the distance, the more disparate the lists [88, 89].
The normalised distance ranges from 0 (indicating perfect
agreement between the two lists) to 1 (indicating complete
disagreement between the lists). For example, a distance of
0.03means that only 3% of the pairs differ in ordering. In this
paper, when a method progressed, we noted the 𝜏 distance
after each paired comparison, and this showed how well the
relevant method converged to the target rank.

It should be noted that BCJ can estimate the whole
distribution. So, we can compute JSD, as discussed in Sec-
tion 3.2.3, to identify the agreement between target and BCJ
estimated densities.

In the following sections, we first discuss the perfor-
mance of different methods in terms of 𝜏 distance. Then we
discuss how well BCJ does in estimating the complete target
distributions in terms JSD. Finally, we propose yet another

method for assigning grade letters to individual items based
on the complete probability distribution over rank of an item.
5.1. Analysing the Winning Method

In Figure 6, we first illustrate the convergence of each
CJ approach for 25 items with a budget of 250 comparisons.
We can see that overall, the BCJ approach has done better
in all three pair selection methods. This is consistent across
the board, with the BCJ and the novel entropy pair selec-
tion method being generally the best combination. Still, the
no repeat selection method in combination with BCJ also
performs well, but not as well as the combination of our
two novel approaches. It is also worth mentioning that the
entropy pair selection method positively impacts the BTM
CJ approach.

To investigate Ofqual’s claim that the performance of
BTM-CJ with no repeating pairs deteriorate with many
comparisons [43], we ran an experiment with 𝑁 = 10 and
𝐾 = 30 for both the current version of BTM-CJ with no
repeating pairs and BCJ with entropy based pair selection.
The convergence plots are shown in Figure 7. We noted
that the performance of BTM-CJ indeed deteriorated over
many iterations. However, it is difficult to ascertain the
core reasons behind it. We suspect this is because of the
uncertainty in determining which one of the pair would be
the winner that eventually misleads the BTM algorithm.
In contrast, BCJ estimations consistently improved as more
data became available.

The count of the number of times a method 𝑖 has been
beaten by other methods can be computed with the follow-
ing expression: 𝑉 (𝑖) =

∑

𝑖≠𝑗∧𝑗∈𝑆
[p-value(𝑖 > 𝑗) ≤ 𝛼𝑎𝑑𝑗

],
where p-value(𝑖 > 𝑗) is the binary outcome of comparing 𝑖
and 𝑗 with 1 representing that 𝑖 has statistically higher value
than 𝑗 (as in 𝑖 is worse than 𝑗 in an one-sided manner), and
the adjusted significance level is defined as 𝛼𝑎𝑑𝑗 ← 𝛼

𝑚 , with
the original significance level 𝛼 = 0.05 and the number of
comparisons 𝑚 = 5 for every combination where these tests
were performed, using Bon-Ferroni correction for multiple
comparisons [87].

These results are shown in Figure 8. Here, we can see
that overall, the Bayesian approaches performed better than
BTM. However, the BTM with the entropy-picking method
performed reasonably well compared to the other BTM
combinations. It should be noted that to use the entropy
driven AL with BTM, we must construct Bayesian densities
in matrix  .

In contrast, the Bayes and entropy picking method did
considerably better than the rest, with Figure 8f showing that
this combination was not beaten by any other combination
method across all the experiments we conducted. Demon-
strating that it is significantly better or, worst case, performed
the same as one of the other methods. Interestingly, this
shows that our novel approach is better at generating a
rank within a lower 𝐾 value than is suggested; also, the
convergence plots in Figures 6 and 7 support this claim.
Additionally, when the 𝐾 value increases, it still performs

Gray et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 9 of 16



A Bayesian Active Machine Learning Approach to Comparative Judgement

0 100 200
Round #

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

τ
D

is
ta

n
ce

(a) Random pairs selector with the BTM
approach.
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(b) No repeating pairs selector with the
BTM approach.
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(c) Entropy pairs selector with the BTM
approach.
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(d) Random pairs selector with the Bayes
approach.
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(e) No repeating pairs selector with the
Bayes approach.
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(f) Entropy pairs selector with the Bayes
approach.

Figure 6: A comparison of the random (6a, 6d), no repeating pairs (6b, 6e) and entropy (6c, 6f) 𝜏 distance results. The light
blue regions show performance between the 25𝑡ℎ and 75𝑡ℎ percent quartiles, and the red line depicts the median performance over
50 repetitions for 25 items where 𝐾 = 10, making it a budget of 250 comparisons. The top row shows performances for BTM,
while the bottom row shows respective results for our proposed Bayesian approach. Clearly, BCJ outperforms BTM throughout
the progress towards the budget.
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(a) No Repeating pairs selector with the BTM approach.
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(b) Entropy pairs selector with the Bayes approach.

Figure 7: Convergence plots of the current main method of conducting CJ, a combination of the NR pairing method and BTM
(Figure 7a), and our novel entropy pairing method with BCJ (Figure 7b). We can see that the BTM method, over time, hits an
optimum level but then starts to deteriorate, while the entropy and Bayesian approach always gets more accurate with more data.

well, which is irrelevant to the𝑁 value as this doesn’t affect
its performance.

Therefore, overall we can suggest that the Bayes version
as a ranking method has done better, but the combination
of Bayes and Entropy has done the best overall. Especially
when comparing the current state-of-the-art approach (Fig-
ure 8b) and our two novel approaches (Figure 8f).

We note that in a real-world scenario, in the absence of
the information regarding target densities and expected ideal
ranks, we cannot compute 𝜏 distances. In this case, we rec-
ommend using Figure 1 for investigating the current state of
the preference PDF between any pair of items, and deriving
the resulting rank distribution in Figure 3 (bottom row). One
can also track the entropy reductions using Figure 5.
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(a) Random pairs selector with the BTM
approach.
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(b) No repeating pairs selector with the
BTM approach.
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(c) Entropy pairs selector with the BTM
approach.
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(d) Random pairs selector with the Bayes
approach.

5 10 15 20 25
N number of Samples

5

10

20

30

K
va

lu
e

0.5 0.49 0.49 0.5 0.52

0.0 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.07

0.0 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.04

0.0 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.03

(e) No repeating pairs selector with the
Bayes approach.
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(f) Entropy pairs selector with the Bayes
approach.
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Figure 8: An illustration of the statistical comparison of results of the random (8a, 8d), no repeating pairs (8b, 8e) and entropy
(8c, 8f) selection methods with BTM (top row) and Bayesian (bottom row) approaches for generating ranks. The plots show the
number of times a combination of a ranking method and a pair selection method have been the best, or equivalent to the best,
with the darkest colour representing that it was not beaten by any other method for that configuration. The number in white
shows the median performance over 50 repeats for the experimental configuration in the respective cell, with 𝐵𝐶𝐽𝐸 showing the
best median performance in 18 out of the 20 distinct experiments.

5.2. Efficacy in Rank Distribution Predictions
Due to the BCJ’s ability to estimate the complete proba-

bility distribution over the rank of an item, we can compare
the target densities from the items being compared. Again, in
a real-world scenario, this comparison will not be possible,
as we do not know the initial target distributions a priori.

Here, we used the JSD measure to be able to identify the
agreement between our BCJ estimate and actual target distri-
butions. For𝑁 items, we deduce𝑁 distributions over ranks,
and compare with its target counterpart. This comparison
gives us 𝑁 JSD values. We take the worst JSD as reflective
of the performance of the current rank distribution, and track
this throughout the BCJ process as a measure of progress.

The results in Figure 9 show the efficacy of using dif-
ferent pair selection methods when used with BCJ. We see
that for 𝐾 = 5 using Entropy is the best strategy with
random being a close second. Essentially, when there is
a lack of data with respect to the number of items being
compared, random becomes competitive. However, it seems
that no repeating pair strategy is the best for higher𝐾 values,
with entropy beaten in three instances. While it may be
a good strategy with the synthetic targets we constructed,

we would still recommend using the proposed uncertainty
based approach, i.e. Entropy driven AL, for larger 𝑁s, as
for unknown uncertainty densities over targets, no repeating
pairs may not perform as well.

Unsurprisingly, comparing Figure 8 and 9, it is evident
that BCJ is better at estimating the expected rank than the
complete density of the rank distribution. For example, in
Figure 8, with 𝑁 = 25 and 𝐾 = 30, 𝐵𝐶𝐽𝐸 has a median
𝜏 distance of 0.03, which means that only about 3% of all
possible pairs, i.e. 9 out of 300, differ in order. In contrast,
in Figure 9, the median of the worst matched item’s rank
density has a JSD of 0.46, which is far from the ideal match
score of 0. It is reasonable to expect that with a larger budget
on the number of paired comparisons, the rank agreement
will improve.
5.3. Assigning Grades

Different education systems grade assignments differ-
ently. For example, in England, exam boards use grades 9
to 1. In contrast, in the educational system in Wales, schools
use the more traditional method of 𝐴∗ to F, while vocational
subjects in England and Wales use a Level 2 Distinction∗
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(a) Random pairs selector JSD median
Results.
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(b) No repeating pairs selector JSD
median Results.
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(c) Entropy pairs selector JSD median
Results.
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Figure 9: A comparison of the median JSD results over 50 repeats of 20 different experimental configurations for 𝐵𝐶𝐽𝑅 (left),
𝐵𝐶𝐽𝑁𝑅 (middle) and 𝐵𝐶𝐽𝐸 (right).
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(a) Grade Probability distribution presented to the user.
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The grade above the threshold 0.7 for item 0 is: B
with a confidence of: 92.43%

(b) The cumulative results of the probabilities and the
threshold level set to be able to present the expected grade

to the user.

Figure 10: A figure of the two methods used to present a predicted grade to the user. The panel on the left depicts the probability
a student will get a particle grade, while 10b the panel on the right shows the likely grade that meets the threshold level set by
the user.

to Level 1 Pass grading system. Typically, these grades
are often assigned based on what percentile the work is
compared to its peers, and these grades are ultimately what
the assessors want to provide to the students. Therefore, it is
important to be able to provide a possible grade based on the
CJ results to help the assessors.

An alternative version of CJ has offered a method of
providing a grade within one of their paid subscriptions,
which is involved when a nationwide exercise is done, and
multiple schools who are part of the service take part [50].
However, these are only done twice every academic year and
are done by taking a holistic approach from a large number

of candidates and using the grading percentages from the
previous academic year.

In this section, we take a different approach that gives
greater power to the assessment owner. We propose to use
the probability densities over the rank of items to assign a
grade to individual pieces of work. Given a discrete proba-
bility distribution over the rank of an item, we can compute
the probability that an item’s rank would be between two
values as follows:

𝑃 (𝑔 ≤ 𝑟𝑖 ≤ ℎ) =
ℎ
∑

𝑘=𝑔
𝑃 (𝑟𝑖 = 𝑘), (20)
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where 𝑔 and ℎ are the boundary rank of the grade level.
Using this we can easily compute the probability that a piece
of work lies between a range of ranks, and thus it can be
interpreted with the notion of how many pieces of work
should get the highest grades, and so on. This determination
of grade is then entirely dependent on the assessor’s decision
on how many students should get what grade; for example,
an assessor may decide that only the top 30% would receive
a grade 9 (for an assignment submitted in England).

Figure 10 demonstrates this approach through an exam-
ple of the outcomes after completing the CJ process. The
teacher has decided that out of five pieces of work one can
receive a grade of A and B, two can receive a C, and one can
receive a D. It gives us great insight and therefore presents
to the marker, for example, that item 3 (shown in the left
panel of Figure 10) has a 15.63% of gaining a grade A,
76.8% a B, 7.57% a C and 0% a grade D. Considering the
cumulative probabilities, we can see that there is a (15.63 +
76.8)% = 92.43% chance that this item would receive a
grade B or above. If the assessor then decides a threshold
of acceptability, for instance, 90%, for achieving a certain
grade, we can assign grade B for this work. However, if
the threshold was higher, e.g. 95%, the work would get a
grade of C, as then the cumulative probability would stand
at (15.63 + 76.8 + 7.57)% = 100% which is greater than the
threshold.

The ability to provide predicted grades is only possible
due to our BCJ approach, which provides the probability
distribution that an item will rank, as seen in Figure 3. We
expect that such probabilistic reasoning renders the assessors
greater control over the whole CJ process, with a high level
of explainability.

6. Conclusions
Marking and assessing works of students is an important

element of education. However, it takes a long time, can be
inconsistent, especially because we are not great at assessing
absolute quality. Furthermore, we are starting to see the
use of generative AI tools in education and its potential
impact on various forms of assessment and associated prac-
tices [90].

However, with the introduction of CJ this has helped
alleviate a lot of the quality issues in principle but does
come with its own issues. One of the issues is that the
paired comparison rank order starts to deteriorate, making
the whole model’s fit somewhat collapse. However, it is not
easy to determine how many comparisons are enough. As
the study has shown that the 𝜏 distance score gets worse
as the value of 𝐾 gets bigger. However, The recommended
minimum number of comparisons is 𝑁 × 10, but this study
has shown that it struggles after 𝑁 ≥ 20, showing that a
larger𝐾 is required as at the suggested minimum the current
CJ with BTM struggles to rank accurately, with results
showing that when 𝑁 = 20 a 𝐾 value of 20 is required
to start getting close to the desired rank. Nonetheless, our

novel BCJ approach does not suffer from this issue, as the
more comparisons we make, the more accurate it gets.

Most importantly, there are issues around using any
current form of CJ as a replacement for marking, as the
outcome is less transparent [43]. During the design of our
new BCJ approach, we focused on addressing the issue of
transparency by being able to provide information to the
user about how the algorithm has come up with its rank
decisions, as well as allowing the user to give input into how
it generates the grades as well as giving the information on
how it predicted what it has predicted. Therefore, rendering
greater transparency compared to the standard approach,
and it is computationally affordable too. Future work will
look into providing automated feedback based on the ranks
predicted with BCJ.
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