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Abstract

Lexical Simplification (LS) methods use a
three-step pipeline: complex word identifica-
tion, substitute generation, and substitute rank-
ing, each with separate evaluation datasets. We
found large language models (LLMs) can sim-
plify sentences directly with a single prompt,
bypassing the traditional pipeline. However,
existing LS datasets are not suitable for evaluat-
ing these LLM-generated simplified sentences,
as they focus on providing substitutes for single
complex words without identifying all complex
words in a sentence.

To address this gap, we propose a new annota-
tion method for constructing an all-in-one LS
dataset through human-machine collaboration.
Automated methods generate a pool of poten-
tial substitutes, which human annotators then
assess, suggesting additional alternatives as
needed. Additionally, we explore LLM-based
methods with single prompts, in-context learn-
ing, and chain-of-thought techniques. We in-
troduce a multi-LLMs collaboration approach
to simulate each step of the LS task. Experi-
mental results demonstrate that LS based on
multi-LL.Ms approaches significantly outper-
forms existing baselines.

1 Introduction

The aim of Lexical Simplification (LS) is to substi-
tute complex words within sentences with simpler
alternatives, thereby enhancing reading compre-
hension for a diverse array of readers, including
non-native speakers (Paetzold and Specia, 2016)
and individuals with cognitive impairments (Sag-
gion, 2017). LS method is commonly framed as
a pipeline of three main steps: Complex Word
Identification (CWI), Substitute Generation (SG),
and Substitute Ranking (SR) (Paetzold and Spe-
cia, 2017b; Qiang et al., 2021a). The three steps
are treated as different independent tasks, and they
have their own evaluation datasets.
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Figure 1: Flowchart of current LS methods and LLM-
based LS method. Current LS methods require not only
three models for three steps: complex word identifica-
tion, substitute generation, and substitute ranking, but
also iterative simplification of each complex word. We
found that the LLM-based method only needs a single
prompting to complete the task.

The CWI step identifies complex words or
phrases in a text, which can be treated as classi-
fication or sequence labeling task (Yimam et al.,
2018; Paetzold and Specia, 2017a; Gooding and
Kochmar, 2019; Qiang et al., 2021a). The SG
step generates many simpler alternatives for com-
plex words by Linguistic-based methods (Pavlick
and Callison-Burch, 2016; Maddela and Xu, 2018),
word embedding-based methods (Glava§ and Sta-
jner, 2015; Paetzold and Specia, 2017a), pretrained
language model-based methods (Qiang et al., 2020;
Liu et al., 2023), or Large language model (LLM)
based methods (Sheang and Saggion, 2023). The
SR step ranks the generated substitutes of the SG
step by considering the context and the complex
word (Paetzold and Specia, 2017a; Qiang et al.,
2021b). This step typically combines multiple fea-
tures for ranking, including word frequency, mean-
ing preserved, contextual fluency, and so on.

Recently, we have found that LLM can directly
output simplified sentences that satisfy the LS
requirements as long as the appropriate prompt
template is designed. As shown in Figure 1, af-
ter feeding the original sentence "John composed



these verses" into LLMs, two simplified sentences
generated from LLMs (GPT-3.5and GPT-40-mini)
("John wrote these poems" and "John composed
these poems"), which one is better?. LLM-based
method shows its advantage without a pipeline of
three steps. However, it brings a new problem:
Can the existing LS datasets evaluate this type of
simplified sentence?

CWI datasets (Yimam et al., 2018; Gooding
and Kochmar, 2018) only provide all the com-
plex words for each sentence. Each instance in LS
datasets (Paetzold and Specia, 2017a; Qiang et al.,
2021a) consists of a sentence, a complex word, and
a list of gold candidates. These datasets only fo-
cus on providing many substitutes for one complex
word and do not identify all complex words within
a sentence. We cannot use the existing datasets to
evaluate the LS performance of different LLMs.

The evaluation of such methods should consider
the following two aspects: (1) Methods that cor-
rectly simplify a greater number of complex words
should exhibit better performance. (2) Considering
that the difficulty of complex words varies, meth-
ods that simplify more challenging complex words
should demonstrate superior performance. Con-
structing a dataset that can directly evaluate this
type of simplification will open up a new evaluation
paradigm for LS task.

In this paper, we will propose a novel annotation
method to construct an all-in-one style LS Dataset
based on human-computer collaboration. Consid-
ering that existing CWI datasets have already anno-
tated complex words, we built LS datasets based on
the CWI datasets, thus saving the workload of anno-
tating complex words. Given a complex word, we
did not manually annotate the substitutes; instead,
we used a human-computer interaction approach to
generate the substitutes, since multiple automated
LS methods can swiftly generate a vast pool of po-
tential substitutes, alleviating the burden on human
annotators. Subsequently, human annotators assess
the suitability of these alternatives.

To address the LS task, we explore not only
LLM-based methods with a single prompt but
also integrate in-context learning and chain-of-
thought techniques. To further improve the per-
formance of LLM-based methods, we propose a
novel method LLM via multi-LLMs collaboration.
This work utilizes multi-LLM collaboration to sim-
ulate each step (CWI, SG, and SR) of LS task.
Experimental results show that LLM-based meth-
ods outperform existing multi-step approaches, and

the multi-LLMs-based method significantly outper-
forms LLM-based method.

2 Related Work

All existing LS systems are framed as a pipeline of
three or four steps: Complex Word Identification,
Substitute Generation, Substitute Selection (SS, op-
tional), and Substitute Ranking (SR) (Paetzold and
Specia, 2017b; Qiang et al., 2021a). We will cover
the following three areas (CWI, SG, and SR).

CWI. Early methods (Paetzold and Specia,
2017b) used manual features and traditional ma-
chine learning. Later, the research included
ensemble-based classifier methods, and the field
expanded to multilingual CWI with notable mile-
stones like CWI 2018 shared task (Yimam et al.,
2018; Gooding and Kochmar, 2018). The rise of
deep learning introduced neural network models
that outperformed earlier techniques, particularly
with the use of word embeddings. Recent advances,
such as BERT-based models (Qiang et al., 2021a),
further improved performance by capturing context-
dependent meanings. Hybrid models combining
various methods have also shown promise (North
et al., 2024). Standardized datasets and evaluation
metrics, such as those from the Lexical Complex-
ity Prediction 2021 Shared Task (Shardlow et al.,
2021), have been crucial for progress. The field
continues to evolve, aiming to create more robust
cross-lingual models and adaptive systems, enhanc-
ing text accessibility and readability for diverse
applications (North et al., 2023).

SG. Early methods, e.g., linguistic-based meth-
ods (Pavlick and Callison-Burch, 2016; Maddela
and Xu, 2018) and word embedding-based Meth-
ods (Glavas and gtajner, 2015; Paetzold and Specia,
2017a), leverage linguistic resources or word em-
bedding models to generate simpler substitutes.

Pretrained language models have significantly
advanced the field of lexical simplification (Sheang
et al., 2022). Qiang et al. (Qiang et al., 2020)
and Liu et al. (Liu et al., 2023) adopted pretrained
language models to generate context-aware substi-
tutes. These approaches leverage the contextual
understanding of PLMs, resulting in more accu-
rate and contextually appropriate simplifications.
The advent of large language models (LLMs) such
as GPT-3 and ChatGPT has opened new possibil-
ities for substitute generation. Most of the meth-
ods have shifted to exploring simpler approaches
based on prompt engineering (Aumiller and Gertz,



2022). Seneviratne et al. (Seneviratne and Suomi-
nen, 2024) employed three prompt templates along-
side an ensemble approach for SG.

SR. Linguistic-based methods (Wubben et al.,
2012; Bott et al., 2012) leverage linguistic re-
sources and predefined rules to rank substitutes.
These methods often use frequency counts from
corpora, word length, and predefined simplicity
metrics to determine the rank of each substitute.
Recent methods (Qiang et al., 2020; Liu et al.,
2023) employed BERTScore or BARTScore to gen-
erate contextual embeddings and rank substitutes
by considering both the local context and the global
semantics. These methods benefit from the ability
to capture complex contextual dependencies and
produce more accurate rankings.

Existing LLM techniques have only been applied
to the SG step in LS task. In this paper, we will
explore how to evaluate performance when a large
model can solve the LS task in a single step. We
will also investigate how multi-LLLM techniques
can further enhance the performance of large mod-
els.

3 Creating Dataset

In this section, we describe our human-machine col-
laboration method to build an all-in-one LS dataset.

3.1 Limitation of Existing LS dataset

Existing CWI datasets in CWI 2018 shared task
(Yimam et al., 2018; Gooding and Kochmar, 2018)
provide all the complex words for each sentence,
with each sentence annotated by 10 native and 10
non-native speakers with words that they found to
be hard to children or non-native speakers to under-
stand. Current LS datasets contain instances com-
posed of a sentence, a target complex word, and
a set of suitable substitutes (Paetzold and Specia,
2017b; Aumiller and Gertz, 2022). When LLMs
can directly output a simplified sentence that meets
the LS requirements, existing CWI or LS datasets
have notable limitations that hinder their effective-
ness in evaluating simplification models, as shown
in Table 1.

Therefore, we need a dataset that annotates all
the complex words that can be simplified in each
sentence, along with suitable substitutes for each
of those complex words. We propose a novel anno-
tation method to construct an all-in-one LS dataset
through human-computer collaboration in Figure 2.
Compared to direct manual annotation, the adopted

Guatemalan(1) Supreme Court
approves(1) impeachment(18) of Pre-
sident Molina Yesterday in Guatemala.

~ | Amanand a woman questionedon
suspicion of assisting an offender

LS [criminal; wrongdoer; convict; culprit;
violator; felon; accused] have been
released.

| Guatemalan Supreme Court
approves(2) [allows; agrees; accepts;
passes] impeachment(18)[removal;
dismissal] of President Molina

Yesterday in Guatemala.

Table 1: Comparison of different types of LS datasets.
The CWI dataset annotates all complex words in each
sentence, regardless of whether there are suitable sub-
stitutes for these complex words, such as proper nouns.
The existing LS dataset provides only the substitutes
for a complex word in each sentence, even though the
sentence may contain many complex words. Our dataset
provides all complex words that can be simplified and
offers a corresponding set of simple words for each com-
plex word. The number in parentheses indicates how
many out of 20 annotators consider the word to be com-
plex. Words in square brackets are given as simplified
words.

human-machine annotation method is influenced
by the following two observations.

(1) Automatic LS methods can offer a broader ar-
ray of substitutes. By utilizing computational tools
such as paraphrasing models or LLMs, an extensive
range of viable substitutes can be produced. This
variety enhances the dataset by providing numerous
substitution choices, capturing diverse semantic re-
lationships and syntactic structures.

(2) Assessing the appropriateness of these substi-
tutes is significantly easier for annotators compared
to creating a substitute from memory. Human anno-
tators can focus on selecting the most suitable sub-
stitutes from the Al-generated collection, ensuring
high-quality and contextually relevant annotations.

3.2 Data Preparation

Considering that these CWI datasets from CWI
2018 shared task have already been manually an-
notated with all complex words in the sentences,
we can use these CWI datasets to construct one all-
in-one LS dataset, thereby omitting the step of an-
notating complex words. It includes three distinct
text genres: professionally written news (News),
non-professionally written news (WikiNews), and
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Figure 2: An overview of the methodology of the LS
corpus we built. In the substitute generation phase, we
combine three different methods via majority vote to
generate pseudo substitutes. In the annotation stage, we
first use LLMs to perform the first round of annotation
using direct prompting and chain-of-thought prompting,
and then feedback on the results to the annotator for
final judgment and addition.

Wikipedia articles (Wikipedia).

We randomly selected 400 sentences from three
topics, removed complex words such as fixed
phrases and proper nouns, and obtained sentences
with annotated complex words. Why do we need
to remove some of the complex words annotated in
the dataset? Here, if a word does not have a suitable
substitute, it cannot be considered a complex word,
such as many nouns. From the perspective of lex-
ical understanding, words that are not recognized
by the majority of people are considered complex
words. However, from the perspective of lexical
simplification, only those complex words for which
suitable substitutes can be found are meaningful
to simplify, and these are the words considered
complex.

3.3 Substitute Generation

Given a sentence of CWI dataset and the corre-
sponding set of complex words, we employ three
different LS methods to generate a set of pseudo
substitutes for each complex word. Here, we chose
one of the best small model-based method LSBert
(Liu et al., 2023) and two LLM-based methods
(GPT3.5 and Geminil.0). By utilizing these dif-
ferent methods based on different semantic knowl-
edge, we aim to enhance the overall diversity of
the substitutes available for consideration. We use
few-shot prompting to guide the models to generate
the candidates for the target word from high to low
quality.

Suppose the generated substitutes for one

complex word w from three LS methods are
{R1, Rz, R3}, respectively. Finally, to integrate
and re-rank the three results, we assign a combina-
tion score for each candidate using Equation 1. We
choose the top 12 candidates for w based on the
ranking results.

3
Score(r) = Zf(r)Ri (1)
i=1
5—0.5-index(r)g, ifr € R;
0, otherwise

where index(r) r, denotes the index of candidate r
in R;, starting from O.

3.4 Manual annotation assisted by LLMs

After obtaining the substitute candidates, the anno-
tators need to consider two questions: (1) whether
the substitute is simpler than the complex word?
and (2) whether the meaning of the sentence re-
mains the same after the substitute replaces the
complex word? Only if the answer to both ques-
tions will be “YES”, the substitute can be chosen
as a suitable substitute.

Here, we can directly recruit humans with good
English proficiency to judge or add other suitable
substitutes. To provide better utilization of the
capabilities of LLMs, we continue to offer aid to
annotators on the suitability of pseudo substitutes.
We choose two LLMs (GPT3.5 and Geminil.0),
combined with few-shot prompting (Direct) and
chain-of-thought (COT) prompting strategies, to
annotate the pseudo-substitution words. We let
LLM evaluate each pseudo substitute to determine
if it meets the above two conditions. If it does, it is
considered an appropriate substitute; if it does not,
it is not considered appropriate.

We developed a dedicated website for data an-
notation. Each page displays a sentence with a
highlighted target word and 12 pseudo substitutes
for that word. For each pseudo substitute, four rec-
ommended results from two LLMs. Annotators
can also add new substitutes not included among
the pseudo-substitutes.

Each pseudo substitute has three radio buttons la-
beled "YES", "NO", and "UNSURE". Annotators
need to select "YES" if they consider the substitute
a suitable replacement for the target word within
the given sentence. They should choose "NO" if the
substitute is inappropriate, and select "UNSURE" if
they are uncertain. Here, the results recommended



Substitutes
Min Max Avg
WikiNews | 100 | 412 2 13 6.1
News 150 | 621 1 12 5.0
Wikipedia | 150 | 531 1 12 54

Dataset NOI | NOC

Table 2: Statistics on the constructed LS dataset. "NOI"
is the number of instances, and "NOC" is the number of
all complex words in all instances. Columns four to six
indicate the minimum, maximum, and average number
of substitutes for each complex word

Dataset 3 4

WikiNews | 0.804 | 0.930
News 0.763 | 0.904
Wikipedia | 0.766 | 0.900

Table 3: Consistency test of human annotators with
the results from two LLMs. "3" means that LLM only
adopted the results where at least 3 out of 4 were the
same to comparison, and "4" means that all four results
must be the same.

by the large model serve as an auxiliary strategy
to provide annotators with a reference. For fur-
ther details on the website and prompts, please see
Appendix A.

3.5 Data analysis

The statistical information of the constructed LS
dataset is shown in Table 2. The dataset contains
a total of 400 instances, with each instance con-
taining an average of four complex words and each
complex word containing an average of five simpli-
fied substitutes.

LLM Usefulness. We analyze whether the judg-
ments made by LL.Ms are useful. We do a consis-
tency test aimed at comparing the annotation results
between human annotators and LLMs. For each
ranking, we obtained four prediction results from
LLMs. Based on majority voting, LLM’s different
prediction results must be consistent to be adopted.
Here, we compared two situations: one where the
large model adopted three consistent results and
one where it adopted four consistent results.

The results are shown in Table 3. We observe
that the annotation results show a high degree of
overlap. This finding implies that LLM can pro-
vide effective information to supplement the anno-
tator’s work, thereby reducing their workload and
significantly improving the overall efficiency of the
labeling process.

High quality. The objective is to evaluate the

####Instruction#t###

Your task is to simplify the complex words of the input sen-
tence which aims at making it easier for children to read and
understand.

Don’t rewrite the sentence, you MUST ensure that the struc-
ture of the simplified sentence matches the structure of the
original sentence.

[(examples)]

it Task##HH

SENTENCE: [Input_sentence]

ANSWER:

Figure 3: Prompt template for one-step LS.

accuracy of the substitutions made in the given sen-
tence and complex word pairs. A total of 150 in-
stances were randomly selected, with 50 instances
chosen from one of three text genres. A new an-
notator, proficient in the English language, was
assigned the task of assessing the precision of the
substitutions within the selected instances. The
precision of the substitutions was computed by di-
viding the number of correct substitutes by the total
number of substitutes evaluated. The high preci-
sion rate of above 94% (779/828) indicates the high
quality of the substitutions within the dataset.

High coverage. The substitutes provided by the
evaluators are compared against the set of substitu-
tions present in the constructed dataset. The same
150 instances in high quality are selected. Two
new human evaluators, proficient in the English
language, were asked to independently think of
substitutes for each sentence and complex word
pair in the selected instances.

The human annotators provide 342 distinct sub-
stitutions and 325 substitutions belonged to the
substitutions provided in the dataset. The cover-
age is equivalent to 95% (325/342). Additionally,
it is worth noting that the number of substitutes
342 is significantly smaller than the 828 substitutes
present in the dataset. This observation highlights
the impracticality of relying solely on manual an-
notation.

4 Methods

The LS task can be solved by LLM using a single
prompt (Section 4.1). Besides, we propose a novel
multi-LLM collaboration method (Section 4.2).

4.1 LS via a Single Prompt

Given a sentence S, the task is to directly output a
simplified sentence that meets the LS requirements.
In-context learning has gained popularity due to its
effectiveness and efficiency in leveraging LLMs.



###Instructiondt###

Your task is to simplify the complex words of the input
sentence that aims at making it easier for children to read
and understand. You MUST follow the given steps while
performing this task:

STEP 1: Identify all the complex words in the sentence
except proper nouns and phrases.

STEP 2: Generate the simpler alternatives for every complex
word. The alternatives produced cannot change the original
meaning of the sentence.

STEP 3: Keep non-complex words unchanged, and replace
complex words with simpler alternatives.

Don’t rewrite the sentence, you MUST ensure that the struc-
ture of the simplified sentence matches the structure of the
original sentence.

[(exzamples)]

HHH Task###H#

SENTENCE: [Input_sentence]

ANSWER:

Figure 4: Prompt template for LLM-based LS method
(COT).

This technique aims to enhance the results by lever-
aging semantically similar examples (few-shot) or
utilizing uncertainty and diversity for demonstra-
tion refinement and evaluation. The few-shot-based
LS prompt is shown in Figure 3. In our experi-
ments, we select four samples from the dataset as
demonstrations.

The chain-of-thought (COT) technique (Fu et al.,
2023) incorporates reasoning complexity into the
demonstration process enabling a more compre-
hensive understanding of the reasoning process.
We also find that guiding the model through COT
technique can enhance the quality of text revisions.
The COT-based prompt is shown in Figure 4. We
need to specify in detail the three steps LS needs
to complete and the tasks required for each step.
In designing this prompt, we also use relevant ex-
amples to enable few-shot learning to improve the
performance.

4.2 Multi-LLM Collaboration

To address more complex task, research into multi-
LLM systems based on LLMs has emerged, demon-
strating significant promise (Yao et al., 2022; Wu
et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2023). Therefore, we
develop a collaborative framework CoLLS with
multiple LLMs, as shown in Figure 5.

These LLMs in CoLLS emulate human expert
teams to ensure thorough CWI, SG, and Validation.
The Validation step here differs from the existing
SR step. The SR step involves ranking multiple
candidate substitutes, whereas Validation aims to
analyze at the sentence level and select the best

one. For each LLM, we adopt a majority voting
strategy (Wang et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2024) to
improve the overall accuracy and robustness of the
predictions. For further details on the prompts of
CoLLS, please refer to Appendix B.

CWI. LLM (Complex Word Analyst) identifies
complex words from the input sentence that are
relatively difficult to understand. Given NNV different
prompts, we first generate N complex word sets
C = {C,Cy,...,Cn} via LLMs separately and
then use a majority voting scheme to determine
which complex words occur in at least m of the N
predicted outcomes. We define the final complex
word set C,, as:

N
C, = {w[Zl(weC’i)zm} 3)

i=1

where 1(w € C;) is the indicator function that is 1
if w is in Cj, and O otherwise.

SG. LLM (Substitute Generator) generates sim-
plified substitutes for each complex word. We pro-
cess each complex word in C, individually. For
each complex word w, we provide a sentence and
the complex word in the prompt and let LLM gener-
ate candidate substitutes of w based on its context.
These candidates should not only be simpler than
the complex word but also should not alter the orig-
inal meaning of the sentence.

We still use the ensemble method via a ma-
jority voting scheme to generate simplified sub-
stitutes. We refine and formalize this process
with the given requirements. Given NN different
prompts, we generate N candidate substitute sets:
R ={Ry,Ra,...,RN}.

(1) We use a majority voting scheme to deter-
mine which substitutes occur in at least m of the
N predicted results as a substitute set R,.

N
R, = T|Zl(r€Ri)2m 4)
i=1
(2) For each substitute r in R,,, we rank them

based on their frequency of occurrence in the com-
bined sets R.

N

rank(r) = Z 1(r € R;) ©)

i=1

Through Equation 5, we ensure that the substitu-
tion word with the highest votes is most likely to
be the substitute for the complex word w.



Step 1: CWI

§ * Agent: Complex Word Analyst

Identify complex words from input sentence.
Input: Sentence
[However, after the trip, presumptive Republican

presidential nominee Mitt Romney struck a

Step 2: SG

g e a Agent: Substitute Generator

Generate candidate substitutes for a complex
word based on its context.

Input: Sentence + Complex word

Step 3: Validation

g oee % Agent: Sentence Comparator

Check the simplicity and faithfulness of the
update sentence after replacing the complex
word with candidate substitute.

Input: Original sentence + Update sentence

somewhat somber tone in a press release.] Output: ~ Set of substitutes
Output:  Set of complex words Output: YES or NO
o . . )]  Lt———__somber_ ____ ) oo N
[ ] G)rcsumpli\ €, nominee, somewhat, ] wver Tikel _
pr ptive: likely, supp
ﬂ YES, YES, -

8( presumptive, nominee, struck, -+ j

l Majority Vote

[ presumptive, nominee, somber )

§(C_vBs,No,
Majority Vote
likely

Figure 5: The framework of CoLLS. Each step defines the roles and tasks of LLMs.

Validation. LLM (Sentence Comparator) finds
a more suitable word from S, from the sentence
level. After replacing the complex word of the
original sentence with one substitute to form the
updated version, we attempt to evaluate the original
sentence and the updated sentence. We provide the
original sentence and the updated version in the
prompt and let LLM check the simplicity, faithful-
ness, and fluency of the updated version.

When inputting the original sentence and the
updated sentence as prompt, we let LLMs make
a rationality judgment, and output "Yes" or "No".
Here, "Yes" means it meets the requirements, and
"No" means it does not. The majority voting strat-
egy is still adopted. Suppose N LLMs are set up,
and each of the substitutes from the previous step
is validated by NV LLMs in sequence, we keep the
ones agreed upon by more than m models. Finally,
we chose the substitute that received the most "Yes"
votes. In case of a tie, we select the top-ranked sub-
stitute. If no substitute meets the requirement of m
"Yes" votes, the complex word is abandoned.

5 Experiments

5.1 Experiment Setup

Metrics. Considering that even when annotated
as complex words, the complexity of the words
themselves varies; some words may be difficult
for many people, while others are only hard to
understand for a few. Therefore, when evaluating
the performance of the simplification methods, we
considered two scenarios.

Given a sentence with P complex words that
need to be simplified, the model identifies ) com-
plex words, and the number of correctly simplified
words is q.

(1) We do not consider the difficulty differences
of complex words—if one person deems it com-
plex, it is considered complex.

Precision (%) refers to the proportion of gen-
erated simplified words that are correct. Recall
($) refers to the proportion of correctly simplified
words to all words that need to be simplified. F1
refers to the harmonic mean between Precision and
Recall.

(2) We consider the difficulty differences of com-
plex words. When evaluating the effectiveness of
simplification methods, if both methods success-
fully simplify a word, the method that simplifies a
word marked as complex by 10 people is consid-
ered more effective than one that simplifies a word
marked as complex by only 2 people.

Precision is changed as follows,

H

q
Precision = Z — (6)
pa Q x 20

where H; indicates how many out of 20 annotators
consider the word to be complex When a complex
word is correctly simplified.

Recall is changed as follows,

q
H;
Recall = ; P x 20 @)

F1 is calculated based on the modified Precision
and Recall, denoted as F1-20. Compared to F1
without considering the difficulty difference, F1-
20 is a more reasonable metric because it takes
into account the difficulty differences of complex
words.

Baselines. Although there are many LS methods,
they treat CWI and SG as separate tasks, so they



Dataset Method NumCW  CorrectCW  CorrectSimp  F1 F1-20
LSBert 400 320 173 0.397 0.139

| GPT35 | 367 229 203 0.524 0207
GPT3.5(COT) 318 221 204 0.541 0.210

| Llama3 | 47 229 189 0.484 0.190
WikiNews | Llama3(COT) 317 217 186 0.486 0.190

| CoLLS(Llama3) | 260 219 187 0576 0242
CoLLS(GPT3.5) 335 258 223 0.605 0.247
LSBert 612 486 268 0.434 0.180

| GPT3.5 | 555 373 295 0.489 0.199
GPT3.5(COT) 582 381 326 0.524 0.225

| Llama3 | 630 407 307 0480 0.203
News Llama3(COT) 597 395 304 0.487 0.205

| CoLLS(Llama3) | 458 370 305 0.583 0278
CoLLS(GPT3.5) 578 439 351 0.611 0.280
LSBert 711 457 240 0.418 0.141

| GPT3.5 | 439 282 238 0.482 0.159
GPT3.5(COT) 439 288 252 0.523 0.169

| Llama3 | 551 315 238 0.444 0.159
Wikipedia | Llama3(COT) 530 304 238 0.450 0.160

| CoLLS(Llama3) | 468 330 266 0543 0210
CoLLS(GPT3.5) 591 385 306 0.569 0.204

Table 4: Results of LS methods on three datasets. NumCW is the number of complex words identified by LS,
CorrectCW is the number of complex words correctly identified by LS, CorrectSimp is the number of complex

words correctly simplified by LS.

cannot directly output simplified sentences (Liu
et al., 2023).

LSBert. It is one of the best LS methods, which
consists of a network for complex word identifica-
tion by fine-tuning BERT and a network for sub-
stitute generation based on BERT (Qiang et al.,
2021a). LSBert adopts a supervised method on
CWI task.

LLMs(GPT3.5 and Llama3). To evaluate
the performance of different LLMs on LS tasks,
we choose one open-source model Llama3(Meta-
Llama-3-70B-Instruct), and one closed-source
model GPT3.5 (GPT-3.5-turbo-1106). GPT3.5 is
accessed through their respective provided API ser-
vices, and Llama3 is accessed through the Ollama
package. We adopt two strategies introduced in
Section 3: one based on few-shot learning and one
based on COT reasoning. We choose four samples
for the demonstrations.

CoLLS. We use two LLLMs mentioned above to
construct CoLLS separately. Specifically, all three
steps of CoLLS used IV equal to 3 and m equal to 2.
To ensure diversity, the number of demonstrations
in few-shot settings for the three LLMs at each step
are 2, 4, and 6, respectively.

AgentLS. We use two LLMs mentioned above
to construct AgentLS separately. Specifically, all
three steps of AgentLS used N equal to 3 and m
equal to 2. To ensure diversity, the number of
demonstrations in few-shot settings for the three
LLMs at each step are 2, 4, and 6, respectively.

5.2 Results

Table 4 shows the results of LS methods. LSBert
employs a supervised CWI method, which allows
it to identify complex words better. However, we
also found that LSBert does not perform well in
correctly simplifying them. In contrast, the LLM-
based methods can achieve the task without the
need for fine-tuning.

Compared to LSBert based on small pretrained
modeling, LS methods based on LLMs perform
better in LS task, even when using only a single
prompt. This redefines the LS task, making it pos-
sible to complete the task without dividing it into
multiple sub-steps. The use of COT-based LLM
method brings a slight performance improvement.
The closed-source model GPT3.5 slightly outper-
forms the open-source model Llama 3.

The multi-LLM collaboration method CoLLS



significantly outperforms other LLM-based meth-
ods, whether based on Llama 3.0 or GPT3.5. This
also confirms that the multi-LLM collaboration ap-
proach is more effective in completing LS task. The
main reasons can be summarized in the following
two points.

(1) Enhanced Decision-Making Through Collab-
oration: CoLLS leverages the strengths of multiple
LLMs working together, which allows for more
thorough and balanced decision-making. By using
multiple models to validate each potential simpli-
fication, CoLLS reduces the likelihood of errors
that might arise from relying on a single model.
This collaborative approach ensures that only the
most accurate and contextually appropriate sim-
plifications are selected, leading to better overall
performance.

(2) Refinement Through Majority Voting:
CoLLS employs a majority voting, where only sim-
plifications that are agreed upon by a majority of
the models are considered. This consensus-based
approach helps filter out less optimal or contextu-
ally inappropriate simplifications, ensuring that the
final output is of higher quality. The use of major-
ity voting also adds a layer of robustness, making
CoLLS more reliable in producing consistent and
accurate simplifications.

5.3 Ablation Study

In each step of CoLLS, we adopted a majority vot-
ing strategy, with the default setting being 3 out
of 2, i.e., N equals 3 and M equals 2. Here, we
explore the impact of N on the performance of
CoLLS. Specifically, in each of the three steps, we
change one step at a time while keeping the other
two fixed with IV equal to 3 and M equal to 2. In
the varied step, the value of NV ranges from 1 to 6,
and the value of M is set to half of [V, meaning that
a decision is accepted as long as half or more agree,
where 1 means that no majority voting is used. Ad-
ditionally, when conducting ablation experiments
on the Validation step, we also included the case
where N equals 0. This situation indicates that no
Validation is performed, and the substitute ranked
highest in the SG is directly used as the substitute.

We selected the WikiNews dataset to analyze the
performance of CoLLS(Llama3), and the results
are shown in Figure 6. It can be observed that when
N is setto 1, CoLLS performs the worst. When N
is set to 3 or higher, the results stabilize. This indi-
cates that the majority voting strategy is effective.
Regarding the Validation step (when N equals 0),

—=— Validation

—&— Validation

Figure 6: Effect of varying the number of LLMs (V)
for CoLLS(Llama3) on WikiNews. (a) the results on
metric F1, and (b) the results on metric F1-20.

the F1 value does not change significantly, but the
F1-20 value is somewhat lower. This suggests that
the Validation step can enhance performance.

5.4 Conclusions

We found Large Language Models (LLMs) can di-
rectly generate simplified sentences in a single step,
without needing to simplify through a pipeline like
existing methods do. Therefore, we focus on a
new evaluation paradigm for lexical simplification
task. In this paer, we introduced a novel annotation
method that combines human and machine efforts
to create a all-in-one LS dataset. We also explored
multiple LLM collaboration within LL.Ms, which
outperformed single-prompt methods, advancing
LS research and expanding the potential of multi-
LLM systems in NLP. In the future, we have only
constructed the English dataset here, we will con-
struct the all-in-one LS dataset for other languages.

Limitations

While the collaborative approach we proposed suc-
cessfully constructed an all-in-one style LS dataset,
we must acknowledge certain limitations in order
to provide a balanced perspective.

The coverage of the dataset is limited to two gen-
res (Wiki and News), which may affect its applica-
bility in certain contexts. Researchers should ex-
ercise caution when generalizing findings beyond
the scope of the dataset. In order to efficiently
complete the experiments within the constraints
of limited computational resources and time, we
constructed a dataset of only 400 instances. This
may not fully capture the diversity of linguistic
phenomena. Future research will expand the size
and scope of the dataset to include a broader range
of text types and linguistic phenomena, thereby
ensuring the model’s effectiveness across various
application scenarios.
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A Dataset construction

A.1 Annotation Website

To enhance the efficiency of the annotation pro-
cess, we developed an annotation platform based
on Vue+FastAPI. On this platform, annotators will
receive a sentence containing a target word, which
is marked by “«»", each sentence is accompanied
by a set of pseudo substitutes and preliminary an-
notations from LLMs.

For each pseudo substitute, annotators are re-
quired to evaluate the simplicity and faithfulness
of the word. If a pseudo substitute is simpler than
the target word and the sentence meaning remains
unchanged after replacing the target word, the anno-
tator should check "YES" in the OPTION column.
If both conditions are not met, they should check
"NQO", and if uncertain, they should check "UN-
SURE". Additionally, if annotators believe there
are more appropriate simplified words not included
in the 12 pseudo substitutes, we encourage them
to add these words in the text box to enrich and
improve our dataset.

The final dataset comprises 400 sentences, with
an average of four complex words per sentence
and an average of five simplified words for each
complex word.

A.2 Prompts of constructing the dataset

In the process of constructing the LS dataset, we
used three prompts: the prompt for generating can-
didate words is shown in Figure 8, few-shot prompt-
ing (Direct) in Figure 9 and chain-of-thought (COT)
prompting in Figure 10 for offering aid annotators
on suitability of pseudo substitutes.
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NO:21 He was <<appointed>> to the position in June of 2014.

DIRECT

named YES YES YES YES O YE NO UNSURE
designated NO YES NO YES YES © N UNSURE
elected NO NO NO NO YES © N UNSURE
selected YES YES YES YES (- NO UNSURE
assigned YES YES YES YES O YE NO UNSURE
chosen NO YES YES YES YES NO © UNSURE
hired YES YES NO YES (-] NO UNSURE
installed NO NO NO NO YES @ N UNSURE
promoted YES NO NO YES YES © N UNSURE
nominated NO YES NO YES YES @ N UNSURE
posted NO NO NO YES YES © N UNSURE
put NO YES NO YES YES © N UNSURE

Figure 7: Screenshot of an annotation example on the
annotation Website. "Direct" and "COT" are the recom-
mended results from LLMs.

###HInstruction#HH#

You are given a sentence in which a target word is sur-
rounded by “«»". You need to provide 10 words that are
simpler than the target word and do not change the meaning
of the sentence when you replace the target word.

Returns one line of results, separated by ";" between the
simplified words, do not return any other text!
[(examples)]

#it#H Task##Ht

SENTENCE: [sentence]

TARGET: [target]

ANSWER:

Figure 8: Prompt template of Substitute Generator in
Dataset and CoLLS.

#i##Instruction#t###

You are given a sentence in which a target word is sur-
rounded by “«»", and your task is to first determine whether
the meaning of a sentence remains the same after replacing
the target word with the given alternative, and then to deter-
mine whether the given alternative is easier to understand for
children than the target word. If both of the above conditions
are met, return # YES##. Otherwise, return #NO##.
###HExample 1##HH#

SENTENCE: The text is an «indication»that it was premedi-
tated, Goodyear said.

ALTERNATIVE: sign

ANSWER: ##YES##

HHHH Task#HHHE

SENTENCE: [sentence]
ALTERNATIVE: [alternative]
ANSWER:

Figure 9: Prompt template (Direct) for Manual annota-
tion assisted by LLMs.
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###Instructiondt###

You are given a sentence in which a target word is sur-
rounded by “«»", and your task is to first determine whether
the meaning of a sentence remains the same after replacing
the target word with the given alternative, and then to deter-
mine whether the given alternative is easier to understand for
children than the target word. If both of the above conditions
are met, return ## YES##. Otherwise, return #NO##.
#i#H#Example 1#HH#

SENTENCE: The text is an «indication»that it was premedi-
tated, Goodyear said.

ALTERNATIVE: sign

ANSWER: Meaning analysis: Both "indication" and "sign"
in this context convey a similar idea of something that sug-
gests or reveals information. So the condition "the meaning
remains the same after replacing the target word with the
given alternative" is satisfied. Understanding for Children:
"sign" is generally simpler and more commonly used in
everyday language, which makes it easier for children to
grasp compared to "indication". So the condition "the given
alternative is easier to understand for children than the target
word" is satisfied. After analysis, since both conditions are
satisfied, the answer is ##YES##.

HHHH Task#H#HHE

SENTENCE: [sentence]
ALTERNATIVE: [alternative]
ANSWER:

Figure 10: Prompt template (Direct) for Manual annota-
tion assisted by LLMs.

B The prompt templates of CoLLS

The prompt templates of CWI, SG, Validation are
shown in Figure 11, 8, 12, respectively.

#i#HInstruction#H#

Identify ALL words in the sentence that are not easy for the
child to understand and read; words cannot be proper nouns
or phrases made up of more than one word, and complex
words are separated by a ";".Just return the complex words
with NO other texts.

#HH##Example 1##HH#

SENTENCE: According to police, the two fatalities do not
have any obvious connection to the host, but did know each
other.

ANSWER: fatalities;obvious;connection

HHHH# Task##HH#
SENTENCE: [sentence]
ANSWER:

Figure 11: Prompt template of CoLLS (Complex word
analyst).
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#i#HInstruction#HH#

You are an editor with a solid writing foundation and exten-
sive reviewing experience, given an original SENTENCE
1, and its simplified SENTENCE 2, compare whether SEN-
TENCE 2 has the same meaning as SENTENCE 1; whether
SENTENCE 2 is simpler than SENTENCE 1, and whether
SENTENCE 2 has the same or better fluency as SENTENCE
1. If all of the above are satisfied, return ##YES##, other-
wise return #NO##. Do not return any text other than the
answer.

#it#H# Task##Ht

SENTENCE 1: [sentencel |

SENTENCE 2: [sentence2]

ANSWER:

Figure 12: Prompt template of CoLLS (Sentence com-
parator).

C Case study

Here, we randomly choose 5 instances from
WikiNews for analysis in Table 5.



Inst.1

He was appointed to the position in June of 2014.

LSBert

GPT3.5
GPT3.5(COT)
Llama3
Llama3(COT)
CoLLS(Llama3)
CoLLS(GPT3.5)

He was elected to the position in June of 2014.
He got the job in June of 2014.

He was assigned to the position in June of 2014.
He was appointed to the job in June of 2014.

He was appointed to the job in June of 2014.
He was named to the job in June of 2014.

He was selected to the job in June of 2014.

Inst.2

"Eventually after many incidents of his anger coming to the fore, we dismissed him.

LSBert

GPT3.5
GPT3.5(COT)
Llama3
Llama3(COT)
CoLLS(Llama3)
CoLLS(GPT3.5)

"then after many cases of his rage coming to the front, we dismissed him.
"Finally after many events of his rage coming to the front, we fired him.
"Eventually after many events of his anger coming to the front, we fired him.
"Finally after many times of his anger coming to the front, we let him go.
"Finally after many times of his anger showing, we fired him.

"Finally after many events of his anger coming to the fore, we fired him.
"Eventually after many times of his anger coming to the fore, we fired him.

Inst.3

She was located and fined within two days of posting the photograph.

LSBert

GPT3.5
GPT3.5(COT)
Llama3
Llama3(COT)
CoLLS(Llama3)
CoLLS(GPT3.5)

She was located and charged within two days of posting the picture.
She was found and fined within two days of posting the picture.

She was found and fined within two days of posting the photograph.
She was found and punished within two days of sharing the picture.
She was found and punished within two days of posting the picture.
She was found and cited within two days of posting the picture.

She was found and penalized within two days of posting the picture.

Inst.4

Later, companies like Google, Yahoo, Tumblr and Vine tweeted with hashtag "#LoveWins".

LSBert
GPT3.5

GPT3.5(COT)
Llama3
Llama3(COT)
CoLLS(Llama3)
CoLLS(GPT3.5)

Later, companies like Google, Yahoo, Tumblr and Vine called with the “#LoveWins .
Later, companies like Google, Yahoo, Tumblr, and Vine posted on Twitter with

hashtag "#LoveWins".

Later, companies like Google, Yahoo, Tumblr, and Vine posted with hashtag "#LoveWins".
Later, companies like Google, Yahoo, Tumblr and Vine tweeted with hashtag "#LoveWins".
Later, companies like Google, Yahoo, Tumblr and Vine tweeted with hashtag "#LoveWins".
Later, companies like Google, Yahoo, Tumblr and Vine tweeted with tag "#LoveWins".
Later, companies like Google, Yahoo, Tumblr and Vine tweeted with tag "#LoveWins".

Inst.5

That said, I plan to investigate this question (among others) further [in] the next couple of years.

LSBert

GPT3.5
GPT3.5(COT)
Llama3
Llama3(COT)
CoLLS(Llama3)
CoLLS(GPT3.5)

That said, I plan to discuss this question (among others) further [in] the next couple of years.
That said, I intend to look into this question (among others) more [in] the next couple of years.
That said, I intend to look into this question (among others) further [in] the next couple of years.
That said, I plan to look into this question (among others) more [in] the next few years.

That said, I plan to look into this question (among others) more [in] the next few years.

That said, I plan to examine this question (among others) further [in] the next couple of years.
That said, I plan to explore this query (among others) further [in] the next few of years.

Table 5: Five instances of different methods of simplification, with complex words in bold, correctly simplified
words in red, and incorrect ones in blue.
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