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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have shown
impressive performance in various NLP tasks.
However, there are concerns about their reliabil-
ity in different domains of linguistic variations.
Many works have proposed robustness evalua-
tion measures for local adversarial attacks, but
we need globally robust models unbiased to
different language styles. We take a broader
approach to explore a wider range of variations
across sociodemographic dimensions to per-
form structured reliability tests on the reason-
ing capacity of language models. We extend
the SocialIQA dataset to create diverse para-
phrased sets conditioned on sociodemographic
styles. The assessment aims to provide a deeper
understanding of LLMs in (a) their capability
of generating demographic paraphrases with
engineered prompts and (b) their reasoning
capabilities in real-world, complex language
scenarios. We also explore measures such as
perplexity, explainability, and ATOMIC perfor-
mance of paraphrases for fine-grained reliabil-
ity analysis of LLMs on these sets. We find
that demographic-specific paraphrasing signif-
icantly impacts the performance of language
models, indicating that the subtleties of lan-
guage variations remain a significant challenge.
The code and dataset will be made available for
reproducibility and future research1.

1 Introduction

In recent years, Large Language Models (LLMs)
like ChatGPT have drastically improved perfor-
mance in understanding and generating human-
like text, especially in tasks like question answer-
ing (Tan et al., 2023). However, concerns per-
sist regarding their robustness in understanding di-
verse language, particularly when presented with
diverse linguistic variations inherently present in
the language used by different demographic groups
(Marx Larre, 2023; Wang et al., 2024).

1https://github.com/caisa-lab

(A) Ash was moving out of his apartment. Taylor came over to help Ash 
move. What will happen to Taylor?
(a) Relocate all of this belongings to the new home (b) Be successful with 
moving out of the apartment (c) Be thanked

Paraphrased: Female
(B) Taylor dropped by to assist Ash with the moving process at his 
apartment.  What will happen to Taylor?

(a) Relocate all of this belongings to the new home (b) Be successful with 
moving out of the apartment (c) Be thanked

Paraphrased: Gender Ambiguous
(C) Ash was relocating, and Taylor joined in to support the transition 
by providing some muscle for the move.  What will happen to Taylor? 

(a) Relocate all of this belongings to the new home (b) Be successful with 
moving out of the apartment (c) Be thanked

Figure 1: Demographic paraphrasing by LLAMA2-chat.
(A) A sample question from SocialIQA dataset (B)
Female-style paraphrased context of the question (C)
Gender-Ambiguous style paraphrased context of the
question. LLM’s predictions are boldfaced.

Prior investigations, by frameworks like HELM
(Bommasani et al., 2023), have assessed these mod-
els’ capacity to manage specific rule-based text al-
terations and adversarial attacks. However, local
adversarial attacks do not capture the linguistic di-
versity with which a text can be expressed. Tan
et al. (2021) defined a more structured approach to
reliability testing through a DOCTOR framework,
which proposes reliability tests to be dimension-
specific worst-case test sets meant to mimic real-
world applications. Previous robustness evalua-
tions have not been focused on style variations
across real-world language usage. This entails nav-
igating through diverse linguistic variations, for
instance, as shown in Figure 1, a style change in
paraphrasing of the original context produces an
incorrect choice by the model.

We introduce linguistic diversity to the LLM’s
input context to address these issues and investigate
their robustness to demographic paraphrases. For
experimentation, we use LLAMA2-chat-13B (Tou-
vron et al., 2023), which we will refer to as LLAMA2
throughout this paper, primarily because it is open
source and has shown impressive performance in
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NLP tasks, with comparable results, in many cases,
to models like ChatGPT. For more comparison, we
perform experiments with MISTRAL-instruct-7B
(Jiang et al., 2023), hereby referred to as MISTRAL,
which is shown to outperform LLAMA2 on various
NLP tasks. We make the following contributions
in this paper:

• We use LLMs for their text-generation capabil-
ities to generate sociodemographically condi-
tioned paraphrases. Furthermore, we identify
which prompting structures are efficient based
on the alignment (agreement) of the gender-
oriented paraphrases with non-LLM methods.

• We conduct robustness evalutions for LLMs in
zero- and two-shot settings and contrast their
performance with fine-tuned models.

• We perform human evaluations of the para-
phrases to observe correlation between QA
misclassifications and paraphrase nuances.

• We conduct fine-grained reliability tests to
examine the model performance across para-
phrase properties such as similarity, explain-
ability, and atomic questions.

Our results highlight that LLMs, despite be-
ing excellent generalizers of their training corpora,
struggle to reason equally efficiently with linguistic
style which is more reflective of a younger demo-
graphic and which presents a more expressive lan-
guage like the gender ambiguous category. Addi-
tionally, we see that in comparison to the fine-tuned
models, LLMs show a similar drop in QA perfor-
mance in a 0-shot setting. However, in 2-shot, we
see a significant improvement compared to fine-
tuned models. This is a notable finding especially
because it suggests that providing LLMs with even
a minimal amount of context-specific examples can
dramatically improve their performance. The abil-
ity of these models to leverage just two examples to
enhance their understanding and generate more ac-
curate responses in specialized settings underlines
the potential of instance-based learning.

2 Related Work

The robustness of language models to paraphrasing
has been a significant area of study, with several key
findings. Shi and Huang (2019) highlights the ro-
bustness issues in paraphrase identification models
when facing modifications with shared words. They
demonstrate that these modifications can lead to a
dramatic drop in model performance, and propose
adversarial training as a potential solution. Alt-

ing von Geusau and Bloem (2020) extend this work
to question answering models, showing that para-
phrased questions can decrease their performance.
Wang et al. (2020) introduced the Controlled Ad-
versarial Text Generation (CAT-Gen) model, which
generates diverse and fluent adversarial texts to im-
prove model performance. We have also seen that
simple variations in prompts can greatly affect the
model confidence in the same discussion (Khatun
and Brown, 2023).

Early studies, such as those by Argamon et al.
(2003), laid the foundations for linguistic attributes
by demonstrating clear differences in language us-
age between males and females. They found that
females are more likely to use pronouns, whereas
males frequently use noun specifiers, highlighting
an "involved" versus "informational" style in com-
munication. Building on this, Newman et al. (2008)
confirmed that not only do men and women use
language differently, but these differences are con-
sistent across different forms of communication,
including social media posts and product reviews.
They also suggested that these linguistic markers
could predict the gender of the author with sig-
nificant accuracy. Mohtasseb and Ahmed (2010)
further explored this, finding that male writing style
may be more consistent than female style, and that
age can also influence writing style.

We explore a new approach for measuring robust-
ness where we create demographic sets meant to
adversarially test the models’ performance across
different linguistic variations. We use the capabili-
ties of the LLM itself as an agent that regenerates a
given text in the requested demographic style. Here
we evaluate which prompt engineering techniques
are useful to obtain consistently varied paraphrases
and how well the generated paraphrases align with
real-world text. We also demonstrate that with min-
imal data augmentation, language models perform
better on out-of-domain stylized text in QA tasks.

3 Methodology

Our evaluation framework consists of several com-
ponents that can be seen in Figure 2. Overall, the
process consists of a series of steps to analyze the
robustness to paraphrased sets using the SocialIQA
(SIQA) dataset. In part (A) we start by using the
LLAMA2 model to create paraphrases of the SIQA
dataset’s validation set, aiming to mirror different
demographic linguistic styles without changing the
meaning of the original context. Next, in part (B)
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1954 samples

(A) Paraphrase 
contexts for 

demographic styles

LLaMA2-chat 13B

Paraphrased 
Context

Original-Paraphrased 
semantic similarity < 

0.8

(B) SIAR

SocialIQA set 
Gender

SocialIQA set 
Age

 (C) LLM QA accuracy 
on demographic sets

LLaMA2 13B     Mistral 7B

(C) Lexhub Demographic 
Alignment 

SocialIQA 
Dataset (Dev)

Figure 2: The workflow of our framework.

we make sure that the paraphrases falling below a
0.8 semantic similarity threshold undergo refine-
ment through semantic information augmented re-
generation of paraphrases to ensure they preserve
the original intent of the context. In (C), the align-
ment of these paraphrases with their intended demo-
graphic characteristics is verified using LexHub’s
demographic-based lexica. Finally, we test the
LLMs’ performance in question answering based
on the stylized paraphrases, determining how para-
phrasing affects the models’ comprehension. By
comparing results with other LLMs through bench-
marks like BIG-Bench (Ghazal et al., 2013) (Table
5), we assess the LLMs’ capabilities against cur-
rent standards, particularly in their ability to handle
variations in language.

3.1 Experimental Setup
We employ LLMs, specifically LLAMA2, for para-
phrasing prompts in distinct linguistic styles for the
SIQA dataset as our primary corpus. Each sam-
ple from the validation set, with 1954 samples is
structured in a prompt, question, and choices for-
mat, and each is independently paraphrased using
the LLAMA2 model. Furthermore, for robustness
evaluation on the paraphrased sets we consider two
models LLAMA2 and MISTRAL. Since inference is
our primary goal we use Python bindings for the
lightweight llama.cpp implementation which en-
ables LLM inference with minimal setup. For more
details refer to Table 6 in the appendix.
Dataset. We construct our paraphrased QA sets us-
ing the SIQA (Sap et al., 2019) dataset which com-
prises 38,000 multiple-choice questions focused on
commonsense reasoning in social contexts. The
dataset covers nine types of reasoning, such as in-

tent, need, reaction, and effect. For our experi-
ments, we have used the validation set with 1954
samples to get comparable benchmarks with the
BIG-Bench baselines.

3.2 Paraphrase Generation
We test different prompting styles to make the lan-
guage model paraphrase the given text in a particu-
lar style.
Controlled paraphrasing. The prompt con-
sists of a basic task introduction the «sys»{}«/sys»
block, and a detailed instruction setup broader
[INST]{}[/INST] block. We set up the LLAMA2
model for the paraphrasing task by providing the
system introduction "You are an English language
Expert...". Once the system is defined we provide
the task information with detailed paraphrasing in-
structions in the INST block. Here we specify what
the model precisely needs to do along with a set
of rules which prevent the model from deviating
from the given output format. Using this set of
detailed instructions, we control the production of
consistent and style-controlled paraphrases.

In this approach, LLAMA2 is prompted with less
specific guidance for the demographic style itself.
This allows the model to autonomously infer the
style characteristics based on the demographic cat-
egory provided. This method leverages LLAMA2’s
extensive pre-trained knowledge base and its abil-
ity to effectively contextualize input data by pre-
senting only the demographic category (e.g., Male,
Female, Young, Old). The base prompt (Figure 3)
shows how we instruct the model to directly per-
form paraphrasing based on its understanding of
the demographic styles.
Style-guided paraphrasing. In this method,
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[INST]
<<SYS>>

You are an English language expert.
Your task is paraphrasing documents based on 
linguistic style of demographic groups and common 
knowledge.

<</SYS>>
You will be given a document to paraphrase.
Change styles based on Gender linked language, 
keeping the same semantic meaning.
Rules: 
1. Deviation from the given format is prohibited. 
2. You can change the tone and vocabulary depending 
on the demographic 
3. Keep the same POV, gender as the sentence 
Format: 
1. Male: Paraphrased sentence\n
2. Female :  Paraphrased sentence\n
3. Ambiguous : Paraphrased sentence\n

Document: "{sentence}"
[/INST]

Figure 3: Controlled paraphrasing. POV in the prompt
means point of view.

which is an extension of the controlled paraphras-
ing prompt, we provide the model with detailed,
explicit descriptions of the desired linguistic style
traits associated with each demographic group. To
guide LLAMA2 in producing paraphrases reflective
of specific linguistic styles, we explore common
styles associated with the given demographic
group for which the paraphrasing is requested.
Works such as Piersoul and Van de Velde (2023)
and Preotiuc-Pietro et al. (2016) have captured
distinctions in linguistic styles across different
user attributes: gender, age, and occupation. Using
this information, we experiment with delineating
distinct linguistic attributes; for instance, for
males and females2, emphasizing differences in
directness, emotional expression, politeness, and
syntactic complexity. This approach is grounded in
empirical social media text analyses and linguistic
studies that outline specific stylistic tendencies
(Vikatos et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2008). We
provide this information about the male and female
style characteristics in Figure 4, with the additional
instruction "Here is what you know about the
linguistic style of Male and Female...".
By establishing these two different methods
of prompting, controlled and style-guided, we
examine which method provides paraphrases that
are more aligned with the actual paraphrasing
style of the given groups. This is quantified with
the help of demographic-based lexica which we
describe in the following section.

2Considering binary genders in this work is only one per-
spective and is used to highlight the differences with a sample
pair. Future work can investigate how this varies for other
genders.

[INST]
<<SYS>>

You are an English language expert.
Your task is paraphrasing documents based on linguistic  style of 
demographic groups and common knowledge.

<</SYS>>
You will be given a document to paraphrase.
Change styles based on Gender linked language, keeping the 
same semantic meaning. 
Here is what you know about the linguistic style of Male and 
Female;

Male - [direct. forceful. assertive. competitive. task-oriented. less 
emotional. less polite. less cooperative. more interruptive. more likely 
to use humor, sarcasm, and insults. more likely to use language to 
dominate and establish status]
Female - [indirect. tentative. expressive. supportive. 
relationship-oriented. more emotional. more polite. more cooperative. 
less interruptive. more likely to use tag questions, hedges, qualifiers, 
compliments, apologies, and personal pronouns]

Rules: 
1. Deviation from the given format is prohibited. 
2. You can change the tone and vocabulary depending on the 
demographic 
3. Keep the same POV, gender as the sentence 
Format: 
1. Male: Paraphrased sentence\n
2. Female :  Paraphrased sentence\n
3. Ambiguous : Paraphrased sentence\n

Document: "{sentence}"
[/INST]

Figure 4: Style-guided paraphrasing. POV in the prompt
means point of view.

Controlling stylistic features with LexHub. Lex-
Hub is an online demographic prediction tool3

which is presented as a practical application of
demographic-based lexica. By leveraging Lex-
Hub, we evaluate LLAMA2 generated paraphrases
for agreement with the lexica, ensuring alignment
with demographic characteristics. Sap et al. (2014)
describe the creation of predictive lexica for age
and gender using regression and classification mod-
els from social media data. LexHub achieved state-
of-the-art accuracy in predicting age and gender
over user-generated text on Facebook and Twitter.

For Age, the model directly outputs representa-
tive age for the given sample, while for Gender the
score is a relative measure, where >0 implies Fe-
male and <0 implies Male. We measure the model
alignment using paraphrase "agreement percent-
age" with the LexHub scores. First, we calculate
the count of agreeing paraphrases, for Gender align-
ment, the following condition should hold:

N(lex_score(ParF )−lex_score(ParM ) > 0)

Similarly, for Age alignment, the count can be cal-
culated by:

N(lex_score(ParO)− lex_score(ParY ) > 0)

Using the above formulations, we calculate the
count of paraphrase pairs where Female style para-
phrase (ParF ) scores higher than the Male style

3http://lexhub.org/wlt/lexica.html
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LLAMA2 MISTRAL Perplexity
QA Set (0-shot) (2-shot) (0-shot) (2-shot) LLAMA2 GPT-2

Original 57.88 62.42 66.37 71.44 46.940 77.58
Male 57.58 63.15 64.27 67.50 27.183 94.45
Female 56.80 63.66 63.76 69.03 24.558 79.22
Ambiguous 56.19 61.66 64.38 66.78 33.862 119.16
Young (<20) 54.63 61.77 63.97 67.09 26.976 124.65
Middle Age (20-60) 57.72 64.68 65.50 68.88 18.845 78.59
Old (>60) 56.75 63.05 65.45 68.16 20.626 79.64

Table 1: Performance on paraphrased sets. Accuracy is reported in percentage.

paraphrase (ParM ) and Old style (ParO) has a
predicted age higher than Young style paraphrase
(ParY ). For alignment, we calculate the percent-
age of paraphrase pairs in Gender and Age demo-
graphic sets where the above conditions hold. It is
calculated by dividing the count of agreeing pairs
by the total number of samples that are paraphrased,
we use 10% of randomly sampled contexts from
the SIQA validation set to measure the alignment.

Using alignment as a metric to quantify the
paraphrase quality, we examine which method
of prompting produces better-aligned paraphrases,
controlled or style-guided. Upon evaluation, it was
found that with the selected hyperparameters and
controlled paraphrasing, the alignment of LLAMA2
with LexHub, for Gender paraphrasing was higher
with controlled paraphrasing prompt. The align-
ment for the controlled paraphrasing prompt was
72% while the style-guided paraphrasing presented
a 64% alignment (Table 8 in the appendix). This
highlights that explicitly providing the style char-
acteristics of the groups does not necessarily help
the model produce better-aligned paraphrases. Fol-
lowing this conclusion, we conduct our evaluation
study with the paraphrased sets generated with the
controlled paraphrasing prompt.

4 Robustness Evaluation

Table 1 shows the performance of LLMs of our
demographically paraphrased SIQA test set. The
performance of 0-shot and 2-shot inference on de-
mographic sets is compared against the baseline
dataset for the models LLAMA2 and MISTRAL.

4.1 Performance on Paraphrased Sets
The results summarized in Table 1 highlight the
performance discrepancies across different demo-
graphic groups. The evaluation metrics are done
on both 0-shot and 2-shot inference approaches,
providing insight into the models’ ability to gen-
eralize from minimal examples. For the original

Figure 5: Performance with paraphrased sets contrasted
with the semantic similarity of the paraphrased set with
the SIQA validation set. The colored bars represent the
demographic set accuracy while the gray bars show their
respective cosine similarity score

test set, the LLAMA2 model demonstrates a 0-shot
accuracy of 57.88%, improving to 62.42% with
2-shot inference. MISTRAL expectedly shows a su-
perior baseline performance at 66.37% (0-shot),
which improves to 71.44% (2-shot). This pattern
of improvement with additional shots is consistent
across demographic categories for both models, in-
dicating that even minimal data augmentation helps
in improving LLM performance.

Demographic analysis reveals nuanced perfor-
mance variations. For instance, in the Male and
Female categories, the models show a slight de-
crease in 0-shot accuracy compared to the original
set, yet they improve in 2-shot, particularly notable
in the Female category with LLAMA2 achieving a
63.66% (2-shot) accuracy. MISTRAL on the other
hand turns out to be less robust with the female
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style in the 0-shot setting however shows the high-
est performance in the 2-shot setting with the same
set. Ambiguous gender representation poses a more
significant challenge, with a marked reduction in
performance in both 0-shot and 2-shot inference.

Age-based disparities are evident as well. The
Young demographic witnesses the most significant
drop in performance for LLAMA2 in the 0-shot sce-
nario at 54.63%, this is seen in the 2-shot setting as
well, where the Young demographic shows a lower
accuracy. Conversely, the Middle Age and Old
groups showcase more resilient performance met-
rics, aligning closely with the original dataset out-
comes. This resilience is particularly pronounced
in the Middle Age group, where LLAMA2 achieves
its highest 2-shot accuracy at 64.68%.
Performance of fine-tuned models. In this analy-
sis, we explore the effects of demographic-specific
paraphrasing on the accuracy of two fine-tuned lan-
guage models, BERT-base-uncased (Devlin et al.,
2018) and RoBERTa-base (Liu et al., 2019). Be-
fore evaluation, both models were fine-tuned from
scratch on the SIQA training set for 10 epochs. Fol-
lowing fine-tuning, the performance of both models
on various demographic paraphrases was assessed.
In Table 2, we see that BERT-base-uncased started
with a baseline accuracy of 56.03% on the orig-
inal set. When applied to demographically para-
phrased sets, there was a noticeable decline across
all demographics, with the most significant drop
exhibited in the Young demographic at 3.55%. The
RoBERTa-base model, which began with a higher
baseline accuracy of 65.76% on the original set,
also showed decreased performance across the para-
phrased sets, with the Ambiguous category facing
the steepest decline at 4.99%.

Comparing these results to those of the foun-
dational models, LLAMA2 and MISTRAL, a similar
trend is revealed where both sets of models
experience performance drops when evaluated
with demographically paraphrased questions. This
suggests that despite the sophistication of LLMs
and better generalizing capacity, there are inherent
challenges in addressing demographic-specific
language that transcends the particularities of
individual model architectures. Notably, the
RoBERTa-base model seems to mirror the
resilience of the foundational models, maintaining
a relatively higher accuracy across demographic
categories, much like MISTRAL.

Fine-tuned Models
QA Set BERT-base-uncased RoBERTa-base
Original 56.03 65.76
Male 55.24 (-1.41%) 63.40 (-3.59%)
Female 55.37 (-1.18%) 63.56 (-3.34%)
Ambiguous 54.75 (-2.28%) 62.48 (-4.99%)
Young (<20) 54.04 (-3.55%) 63.05 (-4.12%)
Middle (20-60) 55.01 (-1.82%) 63.61 (-3.27%)
Old (>60) 55.11 (-1.64%) 63.30 (-3.74%)

Table 2: Performance of fine-tuned models (BERT and
RoBERTa) on original and paraphrased SIQA sets

4.2 Semantically Augmented Re-Generation

When we examine the semantic closeness of the
paraphrased sets to the original contexts (Figure 5),
we observe that the Ambiguous gender category
and the Young age group are the lower-performing
sets in terms of both prediction accuracy and aver-
age semantic similarity scores when compared to
their counterparts and the original sets. This high-
lights a correlation between the quality of the gener-
ated paraphrases for these sets and the performance
on the QA task. Table 3 presents a detailed per-
formance comparison of paraphrases generated us-
ing semantic information augmented re-generation,
which incorporates embedding similarity of para-
phrased sentences to the original context as the
augmented information in the prompt. We perform
this assessment on zero-shot QA evaluation. The
embeddings are derived using the Sentence Trans-
formers architecture with the pre-trained weights of
"paraphrase-distilroberta-base-v2". The model is
specifically trained on a large corpus of paraphrase
data, making it highly effective for tasks involving
paraphrase identification.

5 Analysis of Reliability Factors

5.1 Human evaluation of paraphrases

We conducted a detailed analysis of paraphrase
predictions to assess the impact of stylistic and se-
mantic changes on their validity across male and fe-
male sets. The misclassifications were categorized
into two primary types: incorrect paraphrases and
hallucinations. Incorrect paraphrases were those
that did not preserve the original meaning, while
hallucinations involved the addition of information
not present in the source text. We analyzed the
misclassification that are common (shared between
male and female sets), male-only, and female-only
(Table 4). The common set, which encompasses er-
rors found in both male and female samples, shows
an invalid paraphrasing rate of approximately 25%,
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LLAMA2 MISTRAL
QA Set (0-shot) (1 Regen) (3 Regen) (0-shot) (1 Regen) (3 Regen)
Male 57.58 57.57 (-0.01%) 58.13 (+0.96%) 64.27 64.12 (-0.23%) 64.43 (+0.25%)
Female 56.80 57.47 (+1.18%) 57.76 (+1.69%) 63.76 63.51 (-0.39%) 64.32 (+0.88%)
Ambiguous 56.19 56.96 (+1.37%) 56.90 (+1.26%) 64.38 64.68 (+0.46%) 64.79 (+0.64%)
Young 54.63 54.29 (-0.62%) 54.24 (-0.71%) 63.97 63.81 (-0.25%) 64.43 (+0.72%)
Middle Age 57.72 57.83 (+0.19%) 57.80 (+0.14%) 65.50 65.86 (+0.54%) 65.80 (+0.46%)
Old 56.75 56.29 (-0.81%) 55.98 (-1.36%) 65.45 65.50 (+0.07%) 65.64 (+0.29%)

Table 3: Performance comparison of paraphrases generated with Semantic Information Augmented re-Generation
using embedding similarity of original-paraphrases sentences as the augmented information in the prompt (0-shot
QA evaluation)

including both incorrect renditions and hallucina-
tions. This rate is higher than that observed in the
male-only set but lower than in the female-only set.
Such a pattern suggests a slight correlation between
the overall misclassification rates for the male and
female sets, possibly hinting that the model adds
more artifacts to the paraphrases for the female con-
text. Generally, these artifacts are related to verbs
of niceness/politeness which alter the meaning of
the original sentence.

Despite these discrepancies in misclassification
rates, it is important to note that the majority of
paraphrases across all sets are rendered correctly.
Over 75% of paraphrases in the common set, nearly
87% in the male-only set, and about 64% in the
female-only set are valid. This implies that the
paraphrasing errors are more often due to subtle
nuances in language usage that the model misin-
terprets, rather than a direct failure to capture and
convey the original semantics.

Set Incorrect Hallucinations Valid
Common 15.28 % 9.72 % 75.00 %
Male 4.35 % 8.70 % 86.96 %
Female 3.57 % 32.14 % 64.29 %

Table 4: Percentage of Invalid Paraphrasing in Misclas-
sified Samples

5.2 Correlation with Perplexity
Perplexity is a measure of a model’s uncertainty
in predicting the next word in a sequence. In the
context of linguistic variation, given that the con-
tent of the sentence is the same, perplexity can also
be interpreted as how comfortable is the model
with predicting that style. The perplexity scores
reported in Table 1 for LLAMA2 and GPT-2 across
different demographic categories reveal significant
insights into model behavior.

Notably, we see an inverse relationship between
perplexity and model performance; as perplexity
increases, we observe a corresponding decrease in

Figure 6: Model performance (QA accuracy) vs. per-
plexity of the demographic set

model accuracy. Figure 6 shows this correlation.
We consider GPT-2 as an unbiased ’third’ model
to calculate the set perplexity because the language
is generated by the LLM itself. For GPT-2, results
with the 0-shot setup demonstrate an inverse corre-
lation between perplexity and model accuracy and
higher perplexity scores directly translate to lower
accuracy. This trend is also evident, albeit not so
strongly, in the 2-shot setting. This possibly indi-
cates that when the model is allowed to learn the
language nuances in a low data setup, the role of
language complexity (perplexity) plays a smaller
part.

5.3 Effects of Language Diversity

The exploration of language diversity’s impact on
QA performance uncovers notable trends in model
robustness across various demographic sets. Specif-
ically, our analysis indicates that the Young and
Gender Ambiguous demographic sets exhibit the
least robustness in QA tasks when compared to
the rest of the categories, such as Male, Female,
Middle Age, and Old. This pattern of performance
sheds light on potential biases and gaps within the
training datasets utilized for developing the LLMs,
suggesting that the Young and Gender Ambiguous
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sets might be underrepresented.
Furthermore, the reduction in performance

seems to stem from the nature of the language em-
ployed in the paraphrasing for these demograph-
ics, which tends to be more expressive, with a
higher perplexity, and less formal compared to
other groups. It suggests that the model’s abil-
ity to understand and process information may be
significantly influenced by the formality of the lan-
guage. This implies that the commonsense rea-
soning capacity of a model could vary with the
formal structure of the language, with less formally
written language presenting a greater challenge for
accurate comprehension of the social or common-
sense context. Such findings highlight a crucial
consideration for the development of more robust
QA models. We need to account for and adapt
to the linguistic diversity inherent in human lan-
guage, particularly when it concerns informal or
expressive language styles.

5.4 Semantic Differences in Paraphrasing
Misclassifications. We explore the role of se-
mantic differences in paraphrases and their impact
on misclassifications in QA tasks, Figure 7. We
measure the cosine similarity between the origi-
nal and paraphrase embeddings obtained through
the ’paraphrase-distilroberta’ model. Upon manual
verification, it was observed that out of the com-
mon misclassified samples in the Male and Female
set, only about 20% could be accounted for by
incorrect/hallucinated paraphrasing. The rest of
the misclassifications were likely due to linguistic
changes.
Explainability of paraphrases with XSBERT.
We examine the performance of LLMs on para-
phrased sets in comparison to the semantic attribu-
tions between original and paraphrased sentences.
We rely on explainability methods that enhance our
understanding of model decisions, which are ob-
tained with the integration of XSBERT (Moeller
et al., 2023) and DistilRoBERTa (Sanh et al., 2019).
XSBERT is an adaptation of the Siamese network
architecture applied to sentence transformers. It
simultaneously processes paired inputs and maps
them onto a scalar output, which is represented
as model attribution scores and attribution errors
for an input sentence pair. Traditional methods
like cosine similarity are effective for determining
the likeness of the sentences overall but do not ac-
count for token-wise attributions. In contrast, XS-
BERT utilizes integrated Jacobians which provide

Figure 7: Comparison of average semantic similarity for
paraphrase-original pairs for correctly classified (green)
vs misclassified samples (red). Correctly classified sam-
ples consistently show higher average similarity than
misclassified ones across demographic sets.

a richer and matrix-based attribution that measures
the strength of relationships and the specific fea-
tures contributing to model decisions. The trends
seen in Figure 8 suggest that the explainability of
paraphrasing plays a crucial role in the model’s
assessment of the context.

6 Conclusion

The integration of demographic-specific paraphras-
ing significantly impacts the performance of QA
models as evidenced by our experiments with the
LLaMA2 and MISTRAL models. Our analysis re-
vealed that demographic nuances alter the model’s
ability to accurately interpret and answer questions.
For instance, paraphrases tailored to younger demo-
graphics, which often incorporate slang and infor-
mal expressions, tend to decrease model accuracy.
This suggests a potential gap in the model’s training
data or its ability to handle less formal language,
which is commonly used by younger individuals.
On the other hand, paraphrases associated with
Old, Male, and Middle Age demographics, which
typically feature more formal language, showed
better compatibility with the model’s predictive ca-
pabilities, indicating that LLMs are more familiar
with less expressive language and a more formal
tone. This differential impact underscores the need
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Figure 8: XSBERT attribution percentile misclassifica-
tions. Lower model attributions (90th percentile score)
exhibit higher misclassification rates, indicating that re-
duced model confidence aligns with poorer paraphrase
accuracy.

for models that are robust across varied linguistic
styles and demographic contexts. Through deeper
analysis of model reliability, we explored the quan-
tifiable aspects of linguistic variations that affect
the reasoning capabilities. We find that informal
and expressive language associated with Young and
Ambiguous sets is higher in complexity and harder
to reason with. The disparity is also visible in the
type of question being asked as evidenced by the
ATOMIC analysis (Appendix F). This highlights
a potential scope of improvement for the LLMs to
be able to perform tasks equally well in different
language expressions.

7 Limitations and Ethical Considerations

The approach that we utilized in this paper, of
rephrasing language into sociodemographic styles
presents some limitations. Primarily, the general-
izability of our findings might be limited as they
are based on specific models and a dataset that may
not fully capture the diverse nuances of language
influenced by broader demographic factors such as
ethnicity, regional dialects, or socio-economic sta-
tus. We also acknowledge the limitations of using
self-reported user categorization of text as the basis
for strict classifications of gender and age. Hence,
the categorizations (Male, Female, Young, Middle,
and Old) we have used do not imply a strict distinc-
tion in categories but rather a relative orientation of
the language which is based on the frequency of cer-
tain words in self-reported age and gender of text,
which is what the LexHub is also based on. Our for-
mula for calculating model alignment incorporates
this relative orientation of language. We also try
to improve the diversity of gendered language by

incorporating a "Gender ambiguous" category to be
more inclusive of language style non-conforming to
the binary gender categories. Ethically, the incorpo-
ration of demographic-specific paraphrasing might
raise concerns about reinforcing biases. Models
that perform variably across different demographic
groups could inadvertently perpetuate discrimina-
tion or unequal treatment. Therefore, it is crucial
to approach the deployment of such technologies
with a strong commitment to fairness, transparency,
and inclusivity.
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Model Accuracy Config
Random 33.3 -
GPT-3 Small 33.7 2 shot
GPT-3 XL 35.5 2 shot
GPT-3 200B 46.8 2 shot
PaLM 64B 58.0 2 shot
LLAMA2 (original) 50.4 0 shot
LLAMA2 (ours) 57.8 0 shot
MISTRAL 66.3 0 shot

Table 5: SIQA 2-shot Baselines from BIG-Bench.

Model Paraphrase generation - LLAMA2-
chat (13B)
QA Evaluation - LLAMA2-chat
(13B), MISTRAL-instruct (7B)

Dataset SIQA Validation Set (1954 samples)
Implementation llama.cpp (Python bindings)
GPU NVIDIA Tesla P100 SXM2
Memory Size 16GB
Weights GPTQ with 6-bit quantization
Temperature 0.8
Repetition Penalty 1.1
Context Length 4096

Table 6: Experiment setup for LLM generation and
inference.

In Table 5, we observe some of the existing 2-
shot baselines taken from BIG-Bench with popu-
lar LLMs. The reported values are an average of
three runs of the SIQA test set and paraphrased
sets. Compared to the existing baselines, LLAMA2
performs significantly better. It is also worth noting
that with our proposed answer selection approach
using log-likelihoods, we see an improvement over
the officially reported baseline scores with LLAMA2.

A Optimal LLaMA Hyperparameters

We describe our experimental setup configurations
for optimal usage of LLAMA2 and MISTRAL for para-
phrase generation and QA inference.4

B Evaluation Formula

In the context of multiple-choice question answer-
ing, a common approach used with LLMs to select
the MCQ choice is standard text completion fol-
lowed by exact string matching. However, this
approach encounters difficulties in scenarios with
multiple matches or no matches for the target an-
swers. We instead use a more structured approach
where logits for appended target answers are calcu-
lated. We compute the likelihood of each answer
option and then select the one with the highest like-

4The weights in the GPTQ format which is supported by
Llama.cpp are available in the huggingface model registry at
TheBloke/Llama-2-13B-chat-GPTQ

Temperature RP LexHub alignment %(M < F )
0.4 1.1 64%
0.6 1.1 65%
0.8 1.1 72% (default)
1.0 1.1 70%
0.8 1.18 68%
0.8 1.0 61%
0.8 0.9 59%
0.8 0.8 53%

Table 7: Various values of temperature and repetition
penalty for paraphrase generation. We select the opti-
mal hyperparameters considering the best LexHub align-
ment.

Prompt style LexHub align-
ment %(M < F )

Cumulative
scores

Controlled 72% Ambiguous: 1.33
Female: 235.90
Male: -248.36

Style guided 64% Ambiguous: 12.49
Female: 112.67
Male: -86.97

Table 8: Paraphrase alignment with LexHub for con-
trolled vs. style-guided paraphrasing with LLAMA2. The
cumulative scores show the raw aggregated scores for
the paraphrased samples.

lihood as the answer. We use the LLAMA2 model
in ‘echo mode‘ to repeat the input sequence ap-
pended with the completion tokens. Additionally,
we set the ’max_tokens=1’ to ensure that the model
halts after one generated token after evaluating the
prompt, and a ’presence_penalty’ of 0 is employed
to avoid penalizing the model for repeating a token
present in the prompt.

The mathematical formulation for selecting the
answer is as follows:

answer = arg max
i∈{1,2,3}

logP (choicei|context)

Here, logP (choicei|context) represents the
log-likelihood of the probability of each choice
i given the context.

C Demographic Artefacts in Paraphrases

We analyze the text of the paraphrases for recurring
themes, slang, modern colloquialisms, or specific
stylistic choices that distinguish these paraphrases
from those targeted at other demographics. For a
detailed view of the distinct words and their fre-
quencies, refer to Table 9. The analysis of the most
common tokens in the Young demographic para-
phrases reveals a mix of generic English words
along with some interesting patterns that may hint
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at expressions and artifacts typical of younger au-
diences. Here are some noteworthy findings:

• Words such as "totally" rank very high in fre-
quency, indicating a preference for expressive
and emphatic language characteristic of infor-
mal, youthful speech

• The frequent use of pronouns ("you", "her",
"his", "they") and conversational verbs
("want", "feel", "like") suggests a conversa-
tional and relational focus in the paraphrasing
style

• Slang and Colloquialisms, eg, "Alex totally
bailed on their stressful life and headed to
Mexico for some serious chillaxation and eye-
candy sightseeing." The use of "totally bailed"
and "chillaxation" (a blend of "chill" and "re-
laxation") alongside "eye-candy" reflects a ca-
sual, slang-rich language style.

The older demographic favors a style that leans
towards formality, with clear and precise language.
This includes the use of proper grammar and punc-
tuation, as well as a preference for more traditional
vocabulary over trendy terms or slang. Further-
more, their style reflects a preference for story-
telling narrative expressions or a more comprehen-
sive approach to communication. For example, in
the phrase "Sydney ventured out for a spooky Hal-
loween excursion, accompanied by his delighted
companions.", the highlighted part employs a nar-
rative style that describes the action and its effect.

Finally, in the Gender Ambiguous demographic
group, the significant presence of "their" under-
scores an intentional use of gender-neutral lan-
guage. This shows a focus on inclusivity and avoid-
ing gender-specific references.

D Semantic Clusters for Paraphrases

In Figure 9 we explore the t-SNE clustering of
aligned versus unaligned paraphrase embeddings.
With this, we aim to visualize whether there is a
distinct separation in the embeddings of paraphrase
sets that disagree compared to those that agree. The
plots reveal no significant divergence between the
embeddings of paraphrases in agreement and those
in disagreement. This suggests that while semantic
discrepancies may contribute to LexHub’s agree-
ment, the differentiation is not markedly distinct.
The outcome implies that factors beyond mere se-
mantic content may have a greater influence on the
alignment process

Figure 9: t-sne clustering of aligned vs unaligned para-
phrase embeddings

Figure 10: VADER sentiment score of male and fe-
male paraphrases compared with their alignment with
LexHub. A positive label indicates the sentiment score
of the female paraphrase being greater than the male
counterpart and vice versa

E Sentiment Alignment with LexHub

Our analysis incorporates sentiment scores of the
paraphrases derived from a lexicon and rule-based
sentiment analysis tool, NLTK VADER (Hutto
and Gilbert, 2014). With this, we aim to discern
whether the sentiments of Male paraphrases differ
significantly from those of Female paraphrases and
how these differences align with LexHub’s catego-
rizations of "agreement" and "disagreement".

In Figure 10, our findings reveal a notable pat-
tern: in paraphrase sets categorized by LexHub as
being in "agreement", 33.8% exhibit a lower senti-
ment score for Female style paraphrases compared
to the Male style. Conversely, in sets classified
under "disagreement", this is 43.0%. This indi-
cates a more pronounced sentiment disparity in
paraphrases that fail to align according to LexHub
standards, suggesting that also the sentiment plays
a role in the alignment process. When the para-
phrase sentiment follows the observed Female or
Male linguistic style, the alignment with LexHub
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Demographic Set - Age Demographic Set - Gender
Middle-aged Old Young Ambiguous Female Male

close (31) young (59) totally (753) individual (52) gently (43) buddies (105)
thoughtful (27) acquaintances (54) super (156) leaving (48) herself (39) buddy (80)

own (26) lovely (53) sick (149) experienced (41) adorable (35) hand (28)
late (25) dear (49) total (75) resulting (39) beautiful (29) stepped (28)

looking (24) delightful (42) know (64) social (34) money (28) headed (28)

Table 9: Distinct words and their frequencies in each category.

Figure 11: SIQA Atomic Accuracy

is higher.

F Performance on ATOMIC questions

ATOMIC knowledge is categorized into social in-
teractions, physical events, and mental states, with
dimensions such as causes (xIntent, xNeed), ef-
fects (xEffect, oEffect), and attributes (xAttr, oRe-
act). To label the SIQA development set with
ATOMIC labels, we manually map the social sit-
uations and behaviors described in SIQA to the
corresponding dimensions and categories found in
the ATOMIC dataset. The analysis of ATOMIC
label interpretation across demographics within the
SIQA dataset reveals distinct patterns in how LLM
predictions are affected when different groups pro-
cess social scenarios, shown in Figure 11. For
example, younger individuals often struggle with
xNeed, which is reflective of their ability to de-
scribe their emotional states. Middle-aged para-
phrasing improves the interpretation of social cues
in xIntent and xReact, and the understanding of mo-
tivations and emotional responses is improved. The
impact of paraphrasing is not uniform across all
ATOMIC categories. For instance, xNeed (needs
before an action) and oWant (desires post-event) of-
ten see greater fluctuations in accuracy. This could
be because the subtleties of needs and desires are
sensitive to linguistic differences. The paraphrased
datasets generally show close accuracy in recog-

nizing xAttr (attributes of individuals) and xReact
(reactions to social situations), implying that de-
scribing attributes and predicting reactions is not
extremely dependent on language style.
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