
Robustness of LLMs to Perturbations in Text

Ayush Singh, Navpreet Singh, Shubham Vatsal
inQbator AI at eviCore Healthcare

Evernorth Health Services
firstname.lastname@evicore.com

Abstract
Having a clean dataset has been the founda-
tional assumption of most natural language
processing (NLP) systems. However, properly
written text is rarely found in real-world sce-
narios and hence, oftentimes invalidates this
foundational assumption. Recently, large lan-
guage models (LLMs) have achieved remark-
able performance in a wide array of NLP tasks.
Nevertheless, the degree to which these LLMs
are robust to semantic preservation of morpho-
logical variations in text has been sparsely stud-
ied. In a world becoming increasingly depen-
dent on LLMs for most of the NLP tasks, it
becomes crucial to know their robustness to
numerous forms of noise found in real-world
text. In this work, we systematically evaluate
LLMs’ resilience to corrupt variations of the
original text. We do so by artificially introduc-
ing different levels of noise into the discussed
datasets. We show that contrary to popular be-
liefs, generative LLMs are quiet robust to com-
monly found perturbations in text. Additionally,
we test LLMs’ performance on multiple bench-
marks achieving a new state of the art on the
task of grammar error correction. To empower
future research, we are also releasing a dataset
annotated by humans stating their preference
for LLM vs. human-corrected outputs along
with the code to reproduce our results.

1 Introduction

Modern day language processing (NLP) pipelines
have been highly dependent on the input data to be
as clean as possible. While this assumption works
well in well-curated settings, it often gets invali-
dated in real-world setting leading to brittle sys-
tems that work well in laboratories, albeit, break-
ing down on the noisy naturally occurring data (Wu
et al., 2021). Consequently, there emerges a need to
test any new innovation in the field of NLP on it’s
robustness against several different forms of noise
that are pervasive in real-world scenarios (Galliers
and Spärck Jones, 1993).

Noise in real-world datasets can originate from
a plethora of resources. Some of the errors can
originate from human factors like spelling or gram-
matical errors while others can be machine in-
duced like errors from optical character recognition
(OCR), or automated speech recognition (ASR)
systems. These various forms of noise have been a
significant impediment deploying systems built on
cleaner datasets in a real word setting. For example,
even notes taken by native speakers oftentimes in-
clude spelling and grammatical mistakes, while text
written by non-native speakers miss determiners
and exhibit numerous forms of valid but orthogo-
nal variations. Their impact on downstream per-
formance can vary in degree ranging from a slight
change in prediction probability to completely flip-
ping the polarity or semantic meaning of a text
(See Table 1 for examples). The field of NLP that
deals with detecting when a meaning has changed
or shifted is known as Lexical Semantic Change
(LSC) detection (Gulordava and Baroni, 2011). Al-
though LSC approaches help detect this shift, they
do not offer the types of change that can be made
to shift from one semantic to another such as trans-
lating an incorrect text into a lexical and grammati-
cally correct one without changing the meaning.

Traditionally, machine learning (ML) systems
have handled noise in text by using data cleaning
pipelines comprising multiple phases, the most im-
portant one being known as grammar error correc-
tion (GEC) phase. Bryant et al. (2023) pointed out
that GEC is a misnomer and has lately been more
generally referred to as language error correction
(LEC) that involves not only grammatical mistakes
such as improper subject-verb agreement, but also
spelling or type errors and other forms of errors as
well. However, LEC is not an easy task, which is
why ML has been employed for it. Although ML
has progressed the state of LEC, it has not solved it
entirely. In the last decade, emergence of advanced
methods like subword embeddings has increased
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Type Error Correct

Agreement He enjoys reading novels, play chess, and
watch movies on weekends.

He enjoys reading novels, playing chess,
and watching movies on weekends.

Determiner They enjoy the sushi for dinner They enjoy sushi for dinner
Morphological I do not swim as well as he do. I do not swim as well as he does.
Multiple I sea the see from the seasoar I saw the sea from the seesaw
Preposition She put the book in the table. She put the book on the table.
Punctuation My favorite fruits are apples bananas and

oranges
My favorite fruits are apples, bananas, and
oranges.

Syntax She the store went to. She went to the store.
Tense/Aspect I has been to London last year. I went to London last year.
Unidiomatic She was head over heels in the clouds

when she received the promotion.
She was on cloud nine when she received
the promotion.

Table 1: Examples of various types of errors commonly found in real-world natural language.

robustness to noise and hints at a future where
downstream systems are so robust to noise that
LEC might not even be needed anymore. Lately,
transformer-based large language models (LLMs)
have shown great promise in this area. With LLMs
being used predominantly in all aspects of NLP, it
is imperative to evaluate the robustness of LLMs
to the fundamental task of LEC especially when
recent work has shown a high degree of sensitivity
by these systems to even word-level perturbations
(Srivastava et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2023).

LLMs have shown remarkable performance in
most avenues of NLP tasks. This unprecedented
gain comes from learning from a large corpus of
natural language in an auto-regressive predictive
manner. LLMs are trained on a mixture of clean
and noisy text which allows them to incorporate ro-
bustness towards minor irregularities in text. How-
ever, a comprehensive evaluation of the degree to
which they are robust to this noise has not been
done yet. Tangentially, there has been a resurgence
in the application of LLMs to LEC tasks as well
(Bryant et al., 2023).

In this work, we systematically measure the de-
gree to which robustness to semantic-preserving
corruption holds for LLMs. We define semantic-
preserving by one or more set of corruptions that
can happen till the point where a human is able
to equate original and corrupted text. We measure
robustness by differentiating internal LLM encod-
ing of the clean text with that of it’s corresponding
corrupt version. We corrupt the text synthetically
with increasing degree of severity in the form of
individual perturbations as well as combinations
of them. Controlling the level of corruption al-

lows us to have a better grasp on what aspects of
noise affects LLMs. Additionally, we also measure
LLMs performance on downstream tasks of LSC
and LEC, which captures nuances of commonly
found errors in-the-wild. Our contributions are
threefold 1) using real and synthetic datasets, we
show the extent to which this robustness holds in
LLMs against various types of errors 2) report per-
formance of LLMs on downstream LSC and LEC
tasks 3) we share a human annotated data on pref-
erence of LLM corrected text vs. that of humans
themselves.

2 Related Work

Noise in natural language text has been a well-
studied area of research for some time now. Re-
search in this domain started with crude catego-
rization of different types and progressed to more
recent fine-grained specifications (Lopresti, 2008;
Dey and Haque, 2009; Passonneau et al., 2009;
Xing et al., 2013; Al Sharou et al., 2021). Lopresti
(2008) studied the negative effects of OCR sys-
tem errors on NLP systems while Dey and Haque
(2009) studied the negative effects of noise on text
mining applications. With the advent of LLMs,
Srivastava et al. (2020); Wang et al. (2023); Ná-
plava et al. (2021) studied the impact of noisy text
on LLMs and showed that it has negative results.
However, they did not evaluate the more recent
modern-day generative LLMs.

Lexical Semantic Change. LSC detection tech-
niques are split into following three categories
(i) semantic vector spaces, (ii) topic distributions,
and (iii) sense clusters. Because LLMs encode



information about the meaning of an input into
its internal layers called dense representations or
popularly known as embeddings, the first category
of LSC detection via semantic vector spaces has
gained traction recently (Gulordava and Baroni,
2011; Kim et al., 2014; Xu and Kemp, 2015; Eger
and Mehler, 2017; Hamilton et al., 2016; Hell-
rich and Hahn, 2016). Schlechtweg et al. (2020)
proposed the 2020 SemEval task on unsupervised
lexical semantic change (LSC) detection which
spurred a lot of interest in the field. Since then,
several methods have been proposed to detect LSC
ranging from using distance metrics (Rosenfeld
and Erk, 2018; Qiu and Xu, 2022) to differences
in contextual dispersion between the two vectors
(Kisselew et al., 2016). Even though the choice of
distance metric depends on the underlying task at
hand, the most common metric has been cosine dis-
tance. Martinc et al. (2019); Montariol et al. (2021)
proved the efficacy of leveraging contextualized
embeddings in detecting diachronic semantic shifts
on various corpus and different languages. We ap-
ply their techniques with more recent generative
LLMs. Furthermore, Schlechtweg et al. (2019);
Shoemark et al. (2020) corroborated the efficacy
of this approach by doing a systematic comparison
of semantic change detection approaches with em-
beddings using cosine similarity. For an in-depth
review of all approaches, please refer to recent sur-
vey by Tahmasebi et al. (2021).

Datasets. In order to measure the performance
of the proposed LEC techniques, several bench-
mark datasets have been created. Yannakoudakis
et al. (2011) created the first dataset by manually
annotating scripts from ESOL examinations into
88 categories. Later, Ng et al. (2014) introduced
a CoNLL-2014 Shared Task on Grammatical Er-
ror Correction, however, both of these datasets
were low in volume and had some inherent prob-
lems in the annotation as revealed by Bryant et al.
(2019), who then also introduced a new dataset
as well as LEC task named Building Educational
Applications-2019. Napoles et al. (2017) also in-
troduced an LEC dataset which was much cleaner
and operated on sentence level. While datasets
created for LEC specifically measure the ability
of a system to successfully do LEC, they do not
allow the flexibility to measure the correlation of
mistakes with that of downstream performance. To
that end, synthetically created datasets fill this cru-
cial gap created by organically derived datasets. Ko

et al. (2023) showed the benefits of more synthetic
datasets in the field of NLP so that we can measure
certain aspects of models that otherwise would go
undetected in organic datasets.

Large language models for LEC. Recently,
LLM’s ability to handle large number of NLP tasks
has hinted at its potential success in GEC (Raheja
et al., 2023). At the same time, there is a large body
of research showing LLM’s sensitivity to noise but
not in a systematic manner (Srivastava et al., 2020;
Wang et al., 2023). Even LLM based LSC models
only allow detection of a semantic change whereas
there are times when one would also want to also
correct the change in one way or another. This is
where LEC shines which involves automatically
correcting the syntactical errors in a given text as
best as possible. Several works have explored us-
ing automated methods for LEC, from rule-based
heuristics (Sidorov et al., 2013; Xing et al., 2013),
to machine learning models (Garg et al., 2021),
and more recently neural network-based methods
(Malykh, 2019; Zhang et al., 2022; Raheja et al.,
2023). Recently, Bout et al. (2023) posed GEC
as a sequence-to-sequence task where the encoder
takes inappropriate text as input and the decoder
decodes the edits that needs to be made. Fang et al.
(2023) evaluated Chat-GPT on LEC and found that
it has excellent capabilities in not only English but
also multilingual corrections; however, they did not
compare against the recent version of GPT, nor did
they evaluate against open source models.

Prompting LLMs. The primary means of inter-
action with LLMs have been to prompt it with
an instruction. Additionally, Brown et al. (2020)
found that supplying examples with the instruction
helps improve the performance. This is known
as few-shot prompting while the former is called
zero-shot as no examples are provided Kojima et al.
(2022). Recently, Wei et al. (2022) found out that
further performance boost can be achieved by ask-
ing LLMs to explain how it arrived at an answer,
naming it as Chain-of-Thought (CoT) reasoning.
Though several research came after the aforemen-
tioned three prompting techniques (Zhou et al.,
2022a,b), none of them brought a dramatic im-
provement.

3 Methods

In this section, we elaborate on the LSC detection
methods used to assess the degree of the effect of



corruption on the LLMs as well as the techniques
used to configure LLMs to perform LEC.

3.1 Problem statement

We hypothesize that any change in how an LLM
encodes a sequence can be measured by calculating
the difference in its dense representations. There-
fore, we measure the difference between an orig-
inally corrupt or noisy text x⃗ with its corrected
counterpart y⃗.

Our null hypothesis H0, therefore is that the in-
ternal encoding of LLM should be different for
a text and it’s semantically similar but incorrect
version. On the other hand, our alternative hypoth-
esis Ha states that there should be no difference
in how LLM encodes a text and it’s grammatically
incorrect version as the LLM has learned to extract
semantic meaning despite of problems in how a
text is written. To prove our hypothesis, we mea-
sure how distant is the embedding of the corrupted
text from it’s correct counterpart. If this distance is
not significant enough then our null hypothesis is
rejected.

3.2 Lexical Semantic Change (LSC) Detection

In order to measure the similarity of dense repre-
sentations of x⃗ and y⃗, or when a LSC is detected,
we use a standard metric called cosine similarity.
The cosine similarity measures the angular distance
of two vectors by first performing their dot product,
divided by the product of their lengths as depicted
by the following equation:

Simcosine(x⃗, y⃗) =
x⃗ · y⃗
|x⃗||y⃗|

=

∑N
i=1 xi · yi√∑N

i=1 x
2
i ·

√∑N
i=1 y

2
i

(1)

3.3 Perturbations

Even though benchmark LEC datasets have a in-
correct version and it’s corresponding human cor-
rected version, the benchmarks only capture a cer-
tain aspect of error occurring in text. Fortunately,
prior research has done the immense job of cate-
gorizing the type of errors pervasive in real-world
data because of which we can simulate the errors
and measure robustness of LLM against it. To that
end, among the numerous form of errors, we used
domain knowledge and heuristics to rank the errors
and selected for most relevant errors. These errors
are elaborated as follows:

OCR error OCR augmenter emulates the com-
mon recognition errors, such as substituting the
numeral "0" with the characters "o" or "O". This
is achieved through a predefined mapping table,
which targets the replacement of such recognized
characters.

Spelling and keyboard mistakes Spelling mis-
take errors are introduced by substituting words
with commonly misspelled alternatives, which are
stored in a predefined mapping table. Keyboard in-
put errors emulates mistyping by replacing random
characters with those located within one keyword
distance away on the QWERTY keyboard layout.

Split, swap and delete word Split augmenter
randomly splits the word into two separate sub
words. Swap augmenter randomly exchanges adja-
cent words within the text. The delete augmenter re-
moves words randomly simulating the occurrence
of missing or omitted content.

Contextual insert and substitute word The con-
textual augmenter leverages prominent word em-
bedding models like Word2Vec (Mikolov et al.,
2013) or employing LLM like BERT (Devlin et al.,
2018) to identify and substitute or insert similar al-
ternative words, enriching the vocabulary diversity
within the text.

Substitute, insert, swap and delete character
This versatile character augmenter performs substi-
tution, insertion, deleting and swapping of random
characters throughout the textual input.

Synonym and antonym swap This augmenter
utilizes WordNet and PPDB for the strategic
replacement of words with their synonyms or
antonyms. It conducts preliminary checks before
swapping to ensure the appropriateness of the re-
placement. Words that serve as determiners (e.g.,
a, an, the, etc) and words without a synonym or
antonym are excluded.

3.4 Prompting

We evaluate LLMs for LEC task by prompting
them to correct the errors in the dataset. Even
though there are numerous advanced forms of
prompting, however, they have been found to be
task and dataset dependent. Therefore, in this work,
we kept prompting variations to minimal. We ask
the model to correct the language of the text with
as little external knowledge as possible in the fol-
lowing prompt format:



You are an English language expert who is respon-
sible for grammatical, lexical and orthographic er-
ror corrections given an input sentence. Your job
is to fix grammatical mistakes, awkward phrases,
spelling errors, etc. following standard written
usage conventions, but your corrections must be
conservative. Please keep the original sentence
(words, phrases, and structure) as much as possi-
ble. The ultimate goal of this task is to make the
given sentence sound natural to native speakers
of English without making unnecessary changes.
Corrections are not required when the sentence is
already grammatical and sounds natural.

Here is the input sentence containing errors that
needs to be corrected.

Input Sentence:

### {input_sentence} ###

4 Experiments

We split our experiments into increasingly complex
phases starting with single perturbations and ramp-
ing the combinations up to five perturbations. For
perturbations, we sequentially corrupt where each
method’s probability of an augmentation is 30%
with a maximum of 10 words that can be operated
with either of substitution, insertion or deletion.
Additionally, we discard any samples whose uni-
gram Jaccard similarity coefficient less than 0.7 af-
ter all the corruptions have taken place. The models
we chose for comparing dense representations are
latest (fourth) version of GPT (OpenAI, 2023) with
8k context window (text-embedding-ada-002), the
7 billion version of an open source model LLaMa
3 (Touvron et al., 2023) with 4k context window
(decoder head embedding) and a non-generative
model BERT (Devlin et al., 2018) with 512 context
window (CLS token embedding). We kept all the
hyper-parameters to default as the temperature, fre-
quency penalty, and presence penalty to 0 and max
tokens to 1000. All of the aforementioned LLMs
are based on similar transformer based architec-
tures (Vaswani et al., 2017). Additionally, we eval-
uate LLMs on two recent LEC benchmark datasets
that earlier works have not evaluated against.

4.1 Datasets
For LEC task, we use two benchmark datasets
named JFLEG and BEA-19. The JHU FLuency-
Extended GUG corpus (JFLEG) extends the GUG
(Grammatical/Ungrammatical) corpus by Heilman
et al. (2014) with a layer of annotation via four
human annotators (Napoles et al., 2017). The key
differentiator with JFLEG is that the corrections
were made with inclination for fluency rather than
minimal edits. This is done on the GUG corpus

which is a cross-section of ungrammatical data,
containing sentences written by English language
learners with different L1s and proficiency levels.
BEA-19 (Bryant et al., 2019) was introduced as
a shared task in the workshop of Building Educa-
tional Applications 2019. BEA dataset contains
essays on approximately 50 topics written by more
than 300 authors from around the world (includ-
ing native English as well as British and American
undergraduates speakers).

Apart from including both the aforementioned
datasets in our LSC task, we also generate synthetic
datasets for LSC, we use the IMDB movie review
dataset (Maas et al., 2011) and sub-sample 1000
reviews from it. The IMDB dataset was crowd-
sourced reviews of movies with varying ratings.
Even though parallel rating is available for each
review, we did not need it for our usecase. For
perturbations, we used the work by (Ma, 2019) to
generate different semantic preserving variations
of a given text.

Dataset # sentence pairs Scorer

BEA-19 train 561,410 -
BEA-19 dev 2,377 ERRANT

BEA-19 test 4,477 ERRANT
JFLEG 747 GLEU
IMDB 11,495 -

Table 2: Corpus statistics of the datasets used in our
experiments.

4.2 Annotation

(Bryant et al., 2023) posited that most of the LEC
evaluation metrics have been calibrated against hu-
man preferences as it is a challenging task to eval-
uate the quality of a correction computation even
when ground truth is present. Taking this into ac-
count, we also setup an annotation task as a true
measure of LLM’s ability to perform GEC. We hy-
pothesized that LLMs might behaviorally perform
LEC that might be different from the way humans
approach LEC.

We sub-sample records from both the JFLEG
and BEA dataset to be corrected by both GPT and
humans (for humans, we already have the ground
truth). We focus more on JFLEG over BEA as
the former has four expert human annotations per
data point compared to that of one from BEA in
the dev set. Additionally, BEA dataset itself was



corrected via the same population that wrote the
incorrect sentences, which makes the ground truth
annotations of relatively lower quality. Our anno-
tators demographically ranged from all over the
world and had graduate degrees in STEM fields.
We used the Label Studio platform and provided
the following instructions to the annotators:

• For a given incorrectly written English text,
please select one of two corrections presented.

• Select the one that deems most correct to you
semantically, grammatically and syntactically.

• When both outputs seem correct, pick the one
whose words or syntax is as close to the origi-
nal incorrect sentence.

• When both corrections are same, tick the box
that they are same.

5 Results

Figure 1: Cosine similarity of clean and corrupted text
for all perturbations. Combination’s have first character
of each perturbation as label (See Section 3.3 for more).

As shown in Table 3, even after severe degrada-
tion of the original text, the embeddings of clean
and corrupted version of text remain fairly same
throughout. This leads us to reject our null hypoth-
esis H0 and accept alternative hypothesis Ha that
LLMs are robust to semantic-preserving variations
of text. To our surprise, LLaMa did not fair well
to different forms of perturbations and the null hy-
pothesis cannot be rejected for LLaMa. Addition-
ally, as can be seen in figure 1, both BERT (Devlin
et al., 2018) and GPT (OpenAI, 2023) remain fairly
robust to different forms of perturbations whereas

GPT LLaMa BERT

Perturbation µ σ µ σ µ σ

BEA+1P 98 1.1 50 10.6 98 1.1
BEA+2P 95 1.3 39 3.3 95 1.5
BEA+3P 93 1.3 40 4.7 95 0.4
BEA+4P 92 0.4 31 1.6 93 1.3
BEA+5P 91 0.9 32 1.7 91 0.6

IMDB+1P 98 0.6 83 9.0 99 0.5
IMDB+2P 97 0.7 79 2.7 97 0.8
IMDB+3P 96 1.2 78 3.9 98 0.1
IMDB+4P 95 1.3 70 1.6 96 0.8
IMDB+5P 94 3.4 70 1.5 95 0.4

JFLEG+1P 92 3.5 11 22.9 93 3.3
JFLEG+2P 83 1.6 6 1.4 84 2.6
JFLEG+3P 84 2.1 5 1.9 85 0.4
JFLEG+4P 79 0.8 8 2.4 82 0.8
JFLEG+5P 79 0.9 6 2.7 80 1.1

Table 3: Mean (µ) and standard deviation (σ) of cosine
similarity of LSC detection task for all three models.

LLaMa (Touvron et al., 2023) in some cases simply
collapsed on detecting similarity. We elaborate on
the worse performance on LLaMa in the discussion
section 6.

Apart from passing the LSC detection test, as
shown in Table 4, the unsupervised GPT approach
achieves a new state of art on the JFLEG dataset.
On the BEA-19 dataset, GPT surpasses the previ-
ous state of art in unsupervised domain i.e. Chat-
GPT by a significant margin of 23 points or 70%
better. Even LLaMa performed equivalent to Chat-
GPT being only 1 point behind in F0.5 ERRANT
score. Nevertheless, unsupervised model’s per-

Dataset JFLEG BEA-19 test

TagGEC (2021) 64.7 70.4
T5-XXL (2021) - 75.9
GECToR (2022) 58.6 73.2
BART (2023) - 75.9
ChatGPT (2023) 61.4 36.1

LLaMa3-7b zero-shot 51.9 35.2
GPT-4 zero-shot 64.9 59.6

Table 4: Results for both datasets on pre-existing super-
vised methods and more recent unsupervised methods,
where GLEU score is used for JFLEG and ERRANT
for BEA-19 test set.



formance still lags behind that of models trained
specifically on the BEA-19 dataset. The drastically
varying results on both the datasets opens doors to
error analysis on why performance soared in one
while lagged in the other. We setup some probing
and annotation tasks to resolve this in the following
section.

6 Discussion

The authors of BEA-19 use a span-based evalua-
tion metric F0.5. In span-based correction, a system
is only rewarded if a system edit exactly matches
a reference edit in terms of both its token offsets
and correction string. This is a harsh metric espe-
cially for a task like LEC where there could be so
many possible variations of the correct answer to
any given input. Additionally, because all of the
metrics for GEC are dependent on comparing the
correction with human corrected ground truth. This
comparison makes an inherent assumption that hu-
man correction is the utmost form of correction,
whereas from our findings, this turned out not to
be true. On the contrary, we argue that because
LLMs have been trained on far larger datasets than
humans can ever peruse, therefore, LLM will have
better estimate of the correction. In some of the
cases, we even found out that GPT’s LEC was far
better than the ground truth corrections themselves.

To measure the aspect or novelty of GPT that
pre-existing metrics were not able to surface, we
setup a preference learning task among 3 annota-
tors where each document was annotated thrice.
We sampled 100 records from both the JFLEG and
BEA-19 dataset which were corrected by both GPT
and then compared to corrections of humans. To
assess the reliability of the annotations, we use
Fleiss Kappa score which came to 0.62 and the
inter-annotator agreement (IAA) which was found
to be 76%. Furthermore, the annotators found the
correction of GPT and human to be the same on
average 11% of the time. There were also occur-
rences when both the corrections seemed correct
and therefore annotators were unable to decide,
this happened 9% of the time. As shown in table 6,
analysing the annotations revealed that annotators
preferred the correction by GPT 73% and 68% re-
spectively for JFLEG and BEA-19 datasets more
than those done by human themselves. This shows
the superior capabilities of GPT on tasks like LEC.

Furthermore, unlike pre-existing LEC systems,
GPT goes beyond by offering the ability to further

tune how one would like the correction to be made
with respect to focus on fluency, formalism, or strict
grammar and more by means of prompts. Raheja
et al. (2023) shows the extent of different types of
edits that can be formulated by LLMs. Examples
of this can be seen in Table 5.

On the one hand, GPT performed well on LEC
and LSC, on the other hand, LLaMa, did not per-
form as well, even though being an LLM. We hy-
pothesized that this might be happening due to 1)
LLaMa being a decoder only architecture where
GPT’s embedding API might only be using encoder
model 2) LLaMa not being used to operating on
sentences that are short or even single sentences.
We validated the latter hypothesis by setting up an
experiment where we combined upto ten sentences
before passing them to LLaMa for LEC. As ex-
pected, the LSC detection performance increased
by 54%.

The methodology behind how to measure per-
formance of LEC systems goes as far back as the
LEC tasks itself, one that has always been called
out as not on par with judging true performance
of the system (Bryant et al., 2023). This is why
most works ultimately aim to measure performance
with human preferences. Similarly, in our study,
we found GLEU and ERRANT do not paint the
complete picture of GPT. Our annotators reported
that the ground truth themselves were oftentimes
incorrect, and as evident by preferences, annotators
preferred GPT’s correction over that of the humans.
Another important aspect to note here, apart from
the ground truth being unclean, is that our study
compares supervised with unsupervised methods.
Supervised models use 70%-80% of the available
data as their training set which allows learning the
nuisances of the dataset unlike GPT, where no mat-
ter the incorrect ground truths, all experiments were
conducted in a zero-shot setting. Therefore, even
though GPT’s performance on BEA dataset lags be-
hind state-of-the-art system, we posit that it is not
due to lack of ability rather the state of art systems
being trained to mimic human corrections, which
in of itself are sub-optimal.

Unlike BEA-19, JFLEG uses GLEU as its eval-
uation metric which is not only less stringent than
F0.5, but as our experiments show also aligns with
human preferences better than F0.5. To reiterate,
in a LEC task, there could be many possible varia-
tions of the correct answer for any given input. The
authors of JFLEG take this factor into considera-
tion and provide four different variations of ground



System Text

Original New and new technology has been introduced to the society.
Human 1 New technology has been introduced into the society.
Human 2 Newer and newer technology has been introduced into society.
GPT New technology has been introduced to society.
GPT Formal Society has witnessed the successive introduction of pioneering technologies.
GPT Emotional The influx of groundbreaking technology into society has been both exhilarating and transformative.
GPT Professional The continuous integration of new technology into society has been a significant and impactful progression.
GPT Casual Loads of new tech keep popping up and changing how society rolls.

Original i have studed for just examination wayse studed.
Human 1 I have studied for just examination.
Human 2 I have studied for just examination we studied.
GPT I have studied just for the sake of examinations.
GPT Formal I diligently prepared solely for the examination through focused study sessions.
GPT Emotional I poured my heart into studying, purely for the examination’s sake.
GPT Professional My preparation was exclusively geared towards the examination, with dedicated study efforts.
GPT Casual I’ve only been studying for the exam, just hitting the books for that.

Table 5: Examples of how human and systems corrected the sentences from the JFLEG dataset.

Dataset Ann 1 Ann 2 Ann 3 Mean

JFLEG 76.63 71.83 71.42 73.29
BEA-19 86.53 56.75 62.16 68.46

Table 6: Preference scores of GPT over human correc-
tion for each of the three annotators.

truth corrections which makes it quite suitable for
modern-day generative LLMs.

7 Conclusion & Future Work

Discerning whether or not a system is robust to
noise and more importantly, understands semanti-
cally what a corrupted text means is the foundation
of NLP. By building systems that are, for the most
part, immune to noises occurring in real-world data,
we make sure our NLP systems are not fragile and
exhibit unintended behavior when deployed in the
wild. In this work, we set out to show that modern-
day LLMs do not care about corruptions as long
as they are semantically the same. We do this by
combining two tangential fields of NLP, Lexical
Semantic Change detection and Language error cor-
rection. On the one hand, we used LSC techniques
to show that the internal encoding of LLMs remains
unchanged in response to corruptions in text; on
the other hand, we show that unsupervised LLMs
can perform zero-shot on par and even better in the
downstream task of LEC. We also share preference
dataset with the community. Our work paves the
way for advanced LLM based LEC systems as we
depart from the predominant inclusion of the LEC
module as part of standard NLP systems.

As a part of future work, we have several fronts

where we strive to extend our work. First, we aim
to expand our study to build and study LEC on
longer passages and documents rather than just
sentence-level corrections. Second, we also aim to
include machine translation as part of standard LEC
practices, and motivate the community at large to
consider this an important step forward in the field
of text normalization and future of LEC systems.
Third, we aim to refine the perturbation methods
as they could change the meaning of sentences at
times. Finally, as discussed in Section 6, we would
like to improve the state of open source models
like LLaMa to make further progress in unsuper-
vised LEC as it has been novel in the corrections
as compared to humans, as evident from our study.

8 Limitations

One drawback of using LLMs like GPT is the
side-effects incurred i.e. unintended transforma-
tions being performed on the text. This gets even
worse with smaller LLMs like LLaMa. As an ex-
ample from BEA-19 dataset, a sentence “Around
the city, you can find many places where people
throw frigo, kitchen, "amianto", old things or fur-
niture.” contains a French and an Italian phrases
frigo and amianto respectively. Even though we
did not explicitly asked in the prompt shown in 3.4,
when GPT error corrected this, it automatically
translated frigo and amianto to their corresponding
English translations of fridge and asbestos respec-
tively. This can be seen both as an advantage and
disadvantage, for instance, GPT did an even supe-
rior task of LEC and implicit multi-lingual machine
translation as a part of LEC task. We leave further
investigation into this phenomena for future work.
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