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Abstract

We explore and improve the capabilities of
LLMs to generate data for grammatical error
correction (GEC). When merely producing par-
allel sentences, their patterns are too simplistic
to be valuable as a corpus. To address this is-
sue, we propose an automated framework that
includes a Subject Selector, Grammar Selec-
tor, Prompt Manager, and Evaluator. Addition-
ally, we introduce a new dataset for GEC tasks,
named ChatLang-8, which encompasses eight
types of subject nouns and 23 types of grammar.
It consists of 1 million pairs featuring human-
like grammatical errors. Our experiments re-
veal that ChatLang-8 exhibits a more uniform
pattern composition compared to existing GEC
datasets. Furthermore, we observe improved
model performance when using ChatLang-8
instead of existing GEC datasets. The experi-
mental results suggest that our framework and
ChatLang-8 are valuable resources for enhanc-
ing ChatGPT’s data generation capabilities.

1 Introduction

With the advent of large language models (LLM)
(OpenAI, 2023a,c,b), fundamental paradigm shift
is underway and many subfields of NLP such as ma-
chine translation (Jiao et al., 2023), summarization
(Yang et al., 2023), question answering (Omar et al.,
2023), and grammatical error correction (Wu et al.,
2023; Fang et al., 2023) are being validated by
LLM (Bang et al., 2023). However, there still lacks
investigations into the ability of LLM to correct
grammatical errors in text. For instance, ChatGPT
gets much lower automatic evaluation scores (Wu
et al., 2023) than GECToR (Omelianchuk et al.,
2020), based on pretrained RoBERTa model, and
GEC product (Grammarly, 2023). ChatGPT also
suffers from Overcorrection problem (Fang et al.,
2023) and shows much lower performance than
TagGEC (Stahlberg and Kumar, 2021), T5 large,
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Method Generated Subjects

Prompt (✖ SS)

{’I’: 42, ’She’: 22, ’He’: 11, ’Dog’: 5, ’Cat’:
4, ’Children’: 2, ’Boys’: 1, ’Dogs’: 1, ’Book’:
1, ’They’: 1, ’Person’: 1, ’Child’: 1, ’You’:
1, ’It’: 1, ’House’: 1, ’John and Sarah’: 1,
’Restaurant’: 1, ’Chair’: 1, ’Elephant’: 1,
’Friend’: 1}

Prompt (✙ SS)

{’I’: 6, ’Book’: 4, ’Patience’: 4, ’Computer’:
3, ’Water’: 3, ’Monkeys’: 3, ’Dog’: 3, ’Head-
phone’: 2, ’Tree’: 2, ’Courage’: 2, ’Flock’:
2, ’Cat’: 2, ’Car and Motocycle’: 2, ’Fire-
fighter’: 2, ’Chair’: 2, ’Everest’: 2, ’Jelly-
fish’: 2, ’Dogs’: 2, ’Eiffel Tower’: 1, ’Cups’:
1, ’Wheelchair’: 1, ’Compassion’: 1, ’Guitar’:
1, ’Freedom’: 1, ’Perserverance’: 1, ’Grace’:
1, ’Camera’: 1, ’She’: 1, ’Authenticity’: 1,
’Taj Mahal’: 1, ’Elephants’: 1, ’Children’: 1,
’Windmill’: 1, ’Road’: 1, ’Shoe’: 1, ’Happi-
ness’: 1, ’Refrigerator and Oven’: 1, ’Pillow’:
1, ’Soldiers’: 1, ’Cupcake’: 1, ’Airplane’: 1,
’Chairs’: 1, ’Bird’: 1, ’Spoon’: 1, ’Barack
Obama’: 1, ’Serenity and peace’: 1, ’Great
Barrier’: 1, ’Thunderstorm’: 1, ’Door’: 1,
’Leaves’: 1, ’Humility’: 1, ’Mona Lisa’: 1,
’Desk’: 1, ’Snowman and Snowwoman’: 1,
’John’: 1, ’Pizza’: 1, ’Place’: 1, ’Herd’: 1,
’Cows’: 1, ’Bookshelf’: 1, ’Toothbrush’: 1,
’Respect’: 1, ’Diversity’: 1, ’Ink’: 1, ’Bea-
tles’: 1, ’Plant’: 1, ’Pride’: 1, ’Wolves’: 1,
’Congress’: 1, ’Honesty’: 1}

Table 1: 100 sentences were randomly sampled from
each generated result.

and T5 xxl (Rothe et al., 2021), despite its cutting-
edge prompting techniques.

In order to solve these problems, it is indispens-
able to improve the performance of existing meth-
ods or leverage a hybrid model consisting of a
GEC model and LLM, using high-quality train-
ing datasets. However, these approaches require a
lot of manually annotated sentence pairs and these
pairs are very expensive and even hard to obtain.
In addition, LLM’s data generation capabilities are
not sufficiently corroborated and reinforced yet.

Contributions. In this paper, (i) we investigate
LLM’s ability to generate synthetic data, (ii) pro-
pose an automatic framework to bolster up the qual-
ity of generated data, and (iii) leverage a new GEC
dataset, ChatLang-8, which is composed of 1M
pairs with a distribution of human-like grammat-
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Method Generated Conjunction Errors

Prompt (✖ GS) {’And’: 59, ’But’: 38, ’Nor’: 2, ’Or’: 1}

Prompt (✙ GS)

{’The...the’: 6, ’Neither...nor’: 6,
’Both. . . and’: 4, ’So’: 4, ’While’: 4, ’When’:
3, ’So...that:’: 3, ’Yet’: 3, ’Rather...than’: 3,
’Now that’: 3, ’And’: 3, ’But’: 3, ’As’: 3,
’Nor’: 2, ’Before’: 2, ’As soon as’: 2, ’As
long as’: 2, ’As well as’: 2, ’Either...or’: 2,
’Even if’: 2, ’If’: 2, ’Or’: 2, ’Although’: 2,
’Hardly...when’: 1, ’Because’: 1, ’In case’:
1, ’Once’: 1, ’Not...but’: 1, ’Besides’: 1,
’Since’: 1, ’Whether...or’: 1, ’If...then’: 1,
’As many...as’: 1, ’So that’: 1, ’Not so...as’:
1, ’Supposing’: 1, ’Not only...but also’: 1,
’Provided that’: 1, ’For’: 1, ’Till’: 1, ’Even
though’: 1, ’Too...to’: 1, ’Nonetheless’:
1, ’As...as’: 1, ’By the time’: 1, ’Still’: 1,
’Even if’: 1, ’No sooner...than’: 1, ’That’: 1,
’Scarcely...when’: 1, ’In order to’: 1, ’If only’:
1, ’Indeed’: 1, ’Otherwise’: 1, ’Though’: 1}

Table 2: 100 sentences were randomly sampled from
each generated result.

ical errors. We find that ChatLang-8 has a more
uniform pattern composition than the existing GEC
datasets. We also observe that the model performed
better when trained with ChatLang-8 than with the
existing GEC dataset with the same corpus size. To
the best of our knowledge, we are the first to intro-
duce a GEC dataset using LLM and to demonstrate
it outperforms previous human-generated corpora.

2 ChatLang-8

The foremost goal is to generate data containing
human-like grammatical mistakes. Thus, we aim
to create parallel sentence pairs with a distribu-
tion of human-like grammatical errors, not unreal-
istic pairs (Grundkiewicz and Junczys-Dowmunt,
2014). When generating pairs, one of the most
intuitive ways is to control all elements of the state-
ment. However, because of productivity of lan-
guage (O’Donnell et al., 2011), sentences can be
infinitely long with recursive rules. It is impossible
to control all elements of the generated pairs, and
even this approach rather deteriorates the quality
of data. Therefore, we first hypothesize that the
main factors determining the quality of pairs are
the subject types and grammatical error types, and
then we diversify them based on our framework.

2.1 Subject Selector

One naive approach is to design the prompt to gen-
erate pairs without considering the subject element.
However, as shown in Table 1, when simply gen-
erating parallel sentences, the type of subject of
the sentence becomes too limited. To mitigate this
risk, we propose Subject Selector (SS), a novel

algorithm for diversifying subject S of parallel sen-
tences. First, we predefine the type of subject Sk

to be created1. Then Subject Selector randomly
choose a type of subject Sk among the predefined
noun types and generate subject candidates as large
as the window size. For example, if the noun type
selected by Subject Selector is proper noun and
the window size is 30, 30 proper nouns are created.
Then, one of the candidates is randomly determine
as a subject of a sentence.

2.2 Grammar Selector

Similar to the problem in Section 2.1, a vanilla
prompt to generate pairs of wrong and correct sen-
tences produces an extremely constrained set of
sentences. Table 2 shows that the method just spec-
ifying the grammar type also could not ameliorate
this problem. For instance, when generating data re-
lated to Conjunction, most of the outputs consist of
And, and But. In this paper, we propose Grammar
Selector (GS) to consider various grammar errors
G and thereby improve the quality of generated
data. We take into account the same grammatical
error categories Gl in (Bryant et al., 2017, 2019).
Unlike Subject Selector in Section 2.1, Grammar
Selector first divides the grammar errors into two
types: Errors that require diversification of gram-
mar types and those that do not. For example, Word
Order (WO) and Spelling (SPELL) don’t need to
consider patterns as large as the window size: We
can get good results just by instructing the LLM to
create representative of real human errors.

2.3 Prompt Manager

Given a subject and grammatical error generated
from Section 2.1 and Section 2.2 respectively,
Prompt Manager combines them into one prompt.
To improve production stability, we incorporate
the CoT technique (Wei et al., 2022) into the
Prompt Manager. To circumvent unnecessary er-
rors, Prompt Manager matches a subject of wrong
sentence to a subject of right sentence. Prompt
Manager maintains the rest of the elements are the
same, except for the grammatical error of parallel
sentences.

2.4 Evaluator

Although generated pairs can be multifarious by
exploiting Subject Selector, Grammar Selector, and

1Predefined types: Common Noun, Proper Noun, Collec-
tive Noun, Compound Noun, Concrete Noun, Abstract Noun,
Countable Noun, and Uncountable Noun.



Generated	
Pairs

- Wrong:	The	book	was	informative,	yet	the	illustrations	was not	good.
- Right:	The	book	was	informative,	yet	the	illustrations	were not	good.
- Subject:	Common	Noun,	Subject_detail:	Book
- Grammatical	Error:	Subject-Verb	Agreement

Evaluator

Result

1:	Was	the	<SOURCE>	created	while	keeping	the	prompt	<GRAMMAR	PROMPT>?
2:	Was	the	<TARGET>	created	while	keeping	the	prompt	<GRAMMAR	PROMPT>?
3:	Is	the	subject	of	<SOURCE>	and	<TARGET> the	same	as	<NOUN>?
4:	Does	the	<SOURCE>	and	<TARGET> have	similar	sentence	structures	and	only	
differ	in	grammatical	errors?

1:	Yes
2:	Yes
3:	Yes	
4:	Yes

Figure 1: The pipeline of Evaluator.

Prompt Manager, due to uniform randomness of
our method to encourage diversity, data that vio-
lates prompt instructions were generated occasion-
ally. For example, a prompt subject: Concrete
Noun (car), and grammar_ type: Verb (swim) cre-
ated pairs "Wrong: The car swims to the shore.",
"Right: The car drives to the shore.". They are the
result of breaking the instruction to use the swim
verb correctly (i.e., sentences related to verb tense
or active/passive voice errors should have been out-
put, not a semantic error.). To alleviate this risk, we
propose Evaluator, a simple LLM-based evaluator
using four criteria C (Figure 1). Evaluator E eval-
uates itself for compliance with the data creation
process and employs a unanimous vote: If even a
single criterion Ci is not met, the generated result
is discarded:

E(D) =

 1, if C1 ∧ C2 ∧ C3 ∧ C4

0, otherwise
(1)

2.5 Dataset Details
Our implementation utilizes GPT-3.5 Turbo. We
gathered approximately 1M pairs that cover eight
subject type and 23 grammar type. Table 3
shows statistics of ChatLang-8 (ours), FCE (Yan-
nakoudakis et al., 2011), Lang-8 (Mizumoto et al.,
2012; Tajiri et al., 2012), NUCLE (Dahlmeier et al.,
2013) and W&I+LOCNESS (Bryant et al., 2019).
Note that we leverage ChatLang-8 that has a cor-
pus size similar to Lang-8, one of the largest GEC
corpus, and much larger than the other corpora.

3 Experiments

3.1 Statistical Analysis
Note that numerous studies show that the imbal-
ance of a dataset causes performance degradation
(Huang et al., 2021; Lin et al., 2023; Li and Shi,
2021). In order to demonstrate whether the dataset
is created evenly, we conduct statistical analysis by

S:	If	I	had	it	to	choose	between	both	transportation	
I	think	I	probably	chose	car	because	it	is	better	for	
me	to	go	by	car	then	to	go	by	bus	.

[Transformer	+	Lang-8]
A	3	4|||U:PRON||||||REQUIRED|||-NONE-|||0
A	13	14|||R:VERB:TENSE|||would	have	
chosen|||REQUIRED|||-NONE-|||0
A	26	28|||U:VERB||||||REQUIRED|||-NONE-|||0

[Transformer	+	ChatLang-8]
A	3	4|||U:PRON||||||REQUIRED|||-NONE-|||0
A	9	9|||M:PUNCT|||,|||REQUIRED|||-NONE-|||0
A	10	12|||R:OTHER|||would|||REQUIRED|||-NONE-
|||0
A	13	14|||R:VERB:TENSE|||choose|||REQUIRED|||-
NONE-|||0
A	25	27|||R:OTHER|||than|||REQUIRED|||-NONE-|||0

S:	In	India	we	have	various	types	of	Public	transport	,	
like	Cycle	,	Bike	,	Car	,	Train	&	Flight	.

[Transformer	+	Lang-8]
A:	-1	-1|||noop|||-NONE-|||REQUIRED|||-NONE-|||0

[Transformer	+	ChatLang-8]
A:	2	2|||M:PUNCT|||,|||REQUIRED|||-NONE-|||0
A:	7	8|||R:ORTH|||public|||REQUIRED|||-NONE-|||0
A:	18	18|||M:PUNCT|||,|||REQUIRED|||-NONE-|||0
A:	18	19|||R:CONJ|||and|||REQUIRED|||-NONE-|||0

Figure 2: Comparison of M2 outputs of GEC models,
trained on Lang-8 and ChatLang-8 respectively.

comparing ChatLang-8 with existing datasets. Fig-
ure 3 shows a subject distribution of ChatLang-8.
We observe that the distribution of subject types in
ChatLang-8 is evenly distributed. It suggests that
the Subject Selector and evaluator affect data qual-
ity improvement even though the evaluator aban-
dons all unsuitable data. In Figure 4 and Table
5, we find that the grammar types of ChatLang-8
are most evenly distributed while the other cor-
pora have highly unbalanced grammar labels. For
example, W&I+LOCNESS dataset has 10.7% (av-
eraged) of Determiner (DET) errors, and 17.75%
of Punctuation (PUNCT) errors, whereas 0.6133%
of Conjunction (CONJ) and 0.21% of Adjective
Form (ADJ:FORM). Existing datasets have a very
small proportion of important grammatical patterns,
which can cause performance degradation during
model training. In addition, since ChatLang-8 ex-
cluded OTHER and UNK labels when generating
data, while the other corpora have a great propor-
tion of UNK label (e.g., NUCLE: 25.65%) and
OTHER label (e.g., NUCLE: 2.57%), it is easier to
handle dataset and to predict the model outputs.



ChatLang-8 FCE Lang-8 NUCLE W&I+LOCNESS

Sentences 1,016,588 33,236 1,037,561 57,151 43,169

Table 3: ChatLang-8, FCE, Lang-8, NUCLE, and
W&I+LOCNESS dataset statistics.

CoNLL-2014
ChatLang-8 Lang-8

P R F0.5 P R F0.5

Transformer 47.79 26.39 41.12 54.37 13.28 33.58
BART 52.50 34.31 47.47 27.89 16.01 24.29

BEA-2019
ChatLang-8 Lang-8

P R F0.5 P R F0.5

Transformer 34.44 19.69 29.95 44.81 8.5 24.16
BART 34.86 24.38 32.10 23.69 11.00 19.25

GMEG-wiki
ChatLang-8 Lang-8

P R F0.5 P R F0.5

Transformer 46.56 34.33 43.46 41.44 11.38 27.11
BART 49.09 41.77 47.42 23.54 15.68 21.39

Table 4: Evaluation results on English CoNLL-2014, BEA-
2019, and GMEG-wiki.

3.2 Quantitative Results

To investigate whether ChatLang-8 has value as a
dataset, we train a vanilla Transformer (Vaswani
et al., 2017) and BART (Lewis et al., 2020), much
larger model, on both ChatLang-8 and Lang-8
(Mizumoto et al., 2012; Tajiri et al., 2012). Note
that for the fairness of the experiment, we choose
Lang-8, which has a similar dataset structure and
corpus size, and which effectively improve perfor-
mance (Lichtarge et al., 2019, 2020; Flachs et al.,
2021). In addition, though there is previous at-
tempt to improve the Lang-8 (Flachs et al., 2021),
it reports only five error types on BEA test while
we considers 25 error types and three benchmarks.
Thus, we employ Lang-8 to the experiments, in-
stead of cLang-8. We evaluate performance on
three popular GEC benchmarks: CoNLL-2014 (Ng
et al., 2014), BEA-2019 (Bryant et al., 2019), and
GMEG-wiki (Napoles et al., 2019). As evalua-
tion metrics, we use M2 scorer (Dahlmeier and Ng,
2012) for CoNLL-2014, and ERRANT (Bryant
et al., 2017) for BEA-2019 and GMEG-wiki. Table
4 shows that GEC models trained on ChatLang-8
can surpass its counterparts which are trained on
Lang-8 corpus, by a large margin in both recall (R)
and F0.5. It represents that the GEC system trained
with ChatLang-8 can simultaneously detect multi-
ple types grammatical errors in a sentence and cor-
rect them, while system trained with Lang-8 can’t.

Figure 3: Subject distribution of ChatLang-8.

Figure 4: Distributions of the ChatLang-8 and the other
datasets with respect to 25 grammatical errors.

Simply a high R and a low F0.5 indicate overcor-
rection. We observe that transformer learned with
Lang-8 shows higher precision (P) than its counter-
part on CoNLL-2014 and BEA-2019 benchmark
evaluations, entailing much lower F0.5. This means
that it corrects only very obvious grammatical er-
rors and leaves the rest uncorrected. We also find
that leveraging a high-quality GEC corpus is over-
arching problem, as merely enlarging the model
does not always ensure improved performance.

3.3 Qualitative Results
Figure 2 shows an example and its correspond-
ing M2 outputs, which qualitatively demonstrate
the effect of dataset used for training, as shown in
Section 3.2. We observe that the learned model
using ChatLang-8 can detect and correct multiple
errors including punctuation (PUNCT), orthogra-
phy (ORTH), and conjunction (CONJ) while its
opponent can not find any errors. Indeed, the out-
put of model learned with ChatLang-8 is In India,
we have various types of public transport, like Cy-
cle, Bike, Car, Train, and Flight. Results in Figure
2 demonstrates that ChatLang-8 has the error dis-
tribution shown in Table 5 very well, and thereby
efficiently helps the learning of the GEC system.

4 Conclusion

We propose a framework with a hypothesize that
determining the quality of dataset is the types of
subject and grammatical error. We introduce that
ChatLang-8, a high-quality dataset for GEC task
that is composed of 1M pairs and covers eight sub-
ject type and 23 grammar type. We are the first
to build a GEC dataset using ChatGPT and verify
it outperforms existing corpora. We hope that our
method and dataset can help researchers make a
better-informed decision about their research.



Limitations

Factuality and Morality. Though ChatLang-8 ef-
fectively can reflect a distribution of human-like
grammatical errors in Figure 5 and guide a GEC
model to perform well, due to uniform randomness
of our method to encourage diversity, sometimes
generated pairs have information that is literally not
true. For instance, in Section 2.1, Subject Selec-
tor, of course, can generate celebrity (e.g., Michael
Jackson or Taylor Swift), or even company name
(e.g., Google or Amazon). By combining the se-
lected subject and grammatical information, sen-
tences that are not true can be generated as follows:

Michael Jackson was known for his music career,

in order that he could be more successful, he

decided to try his hand at acting.

Taylor Swift is really good at using a

computer.

In addition, the generated sentences may contain
biased information such as subjective opinions:

Barack Obama’s speeches were always inspiring

the crowds.

Google is the best search engine in the

world.

Note that, although most of pairs are normal and
fabricated information is found in some generated
examples, this factuality problem must be resolved.

On the other hand, we also observed whether
ChatLang-8 has a problem with moral deviations.
Fortunately, no morality issue was found in most
of the pairs constituting ChatLang-8:

The equality between races, genders, and sexual

orientations is important.

The importance of maintaining equality

among all genders is evident in society.

However, we found one sentence and removed
from ChatLang-8:

The equality of the sexes is not a big issue.

These observations suggest that semantic infor-
mation as well as grammatical information of the
generated sentence should be added to the evalua-
tion criteria of our Evaluator.

Time and Cost. As mentioned in Section 2.5,
Our implementation utilizes gpt3.5-turbo version
of ChatGPT. It took about two weeks to gather
ChatLang-8. To collect 1M pairs dataset, we spent
about 1.1K dollars. However, It should be noted
that the cost was higher than expected because
some pairs are discarded by Evaluator. Evalua-
tor disposed of about 0.7M sentences out of a total
of 1.7M generated sentences. We consider that
though it is much more efficient than having an-
notators create the dataset, this a great waste of
time and resources. Also, there is a trade-off in
our framework: The larger window size, the more
diverse and high-quality dataset can be obtained,
but the time and cost to create dataset increases
accordingly.

Discussion and Future Works. In this paper,
we strived to validate the ability of LLM to generate
datasets. Of course, efficient dataset acquisition
and model training are important challenges in the
GEC task, but in fact, we also wanted to know what
information is important and should be considered
in Natural language generation in order to improve
quality of outputs generated by LLM. We hope
that this study and its results will be helpful to
researchers who have the same concerns as us.

Our direction of future work is threefold:

1. We will establish new criteria for factual-
ity and morality, and improve the evaluator
through methods such as giving penalties for
the generated results that violate the criteria.

2. We also will devise methods such as soft align-
ment to minimize the amount of data dis-
carded by Evaluator to prevent resource waste.

3. Though we conducted an in-depth analysis
through statistical, quantitative, and qualita-
tive methods, we relied on LLM for data col-
lection, leaving human evaluation behind. We
will experiment with more off-the-shelf base-
lines by increasing the size of the corpus, and
human evaluation will also be conducted on
the generated results.

Ethics Statement

There are no ethical issues in this study. The
data was collected through legitimate methods.
Moreover, the experimental results were obtained
through an objective comparison. The authors con-
firm that the research was conducted in accordance
with the relevant ethical guidelines and principles.
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<NOUN>

Subject Selector

Prompt: Generate <WINDOW_SIZE> 
<NOUN_TYPE> as possible.

e.g., Proper noun, 
window size = 30

['New York City', 'Taylor Swift', 'The Great 
Barrier Reef', 'Mount Everest', 'CocaCola', 
'The Mona Lisa', 'Amazon', 'The Eiffel 
Tower', 'Beyoncé', 'Walt Disney World', 
'The White House', 'The Grand Canyon', 
'The Statue of Liberty', 'The Sydney Opera 
House', 'The Louvre', 'Apple Inc.', 'Harvard 
University', 'The Golden Gate Bridge', 
'Niagara Falls', 'Michael Jackson', 'The 
Vatican', 'Yellowstone National Park', 'The 
Great Wall of China', 'San Francisco', 'The 
Taj Mahal', 'The Colosseum', 'Los 
Angeles', 'The Sistine Chapel', 'The Empire 
State Building', 'Paris, France']

Grammar Selector

Prompt: Generate as many 
<GRAMMAR_TYPE> as possible. If 
there are more than <WINDOW_SIZE> 
<GRAMMAR_TYPE>, generate up to 
<WINDOW_SIZE> .

e.g., Verb (Not Be Verb), 
window size = 30

[' run', ' jump', ' sing', ' dance', ' write', ' paint', 
' read', ' cook', ' swim', ' ride', ' play', ' hug', ' 
laugh', ' cry', ' talk', ' listen', ' think', ' imagine', 
' create', ' type', ' call', ' text', ' tweet', ' post', ' 
share', ' like', ' dislike', ' search', ' find', ' 
explore']

<GRAMMAR>

Prompt Manager

Prompt: Generate single sentence pair grammatically right and grammatically wrong 
whose subjects are <NOUN> (<NOUN_TYPE>).

The subjects of both sentences must be the same.

The Right sentence should use <GRAMMAR_TYPE> “<GRAMMAR>” grammatically 
correctly. The Wrong sentence should use <GRAMMAR_TYPE> grammatically 
incorrectly.

<DATA>

Evaluator

Prompt: Evaluate accurately according to the given evaluation criteria. 

1. Was the <SOURCE> created while keeping the prompt <GRAMMAR_PROMPT>?
2. Was the <TARGET> created while keeping the prompt <GRAMMAR_PROMPT>?
3. Is the subject of <SOURCE> and <TARGET> the same as <NOUN>?
4. Does the <SOURCE> and <TARGET> have similar sentence structures and only 
differ in grammatical errors? 

Figure 5: Schematic depiction of overall architecture

A Statistical Analysis: Error Type
Distributions

Table 5 shows the ERRANT error type distributions
of ChatLang-8 and The Other Corpora. We find
that ChatLang-8 are most evenly distributed while
the other corpora have highly unbalanced grammar
labels.

B Architecture

As shown in Figure 5, our framework consists of
Subject Selector, Grammar Selector, Prompt Man-
ager, and Evaluator. Subject Selector and Grammar
Selector ensure the diversity of the generated data,
Prompt Manager maintains the format of the gener-
ated data, and Evaluator manages the quality of the
generated data.



ChatLang-8 FCE Lang-8 NUCLE W&I+LOCNESS (Train) W&I+LOCNESS (Dev) W&I+LOCNESS (Test)

ADJ 1.44 1.36 1.25 1.58 1.52 1.48 1.05
ADJ:FORM 3.26 0.28 0.19 0.27 0.24 0.21 0.18
ADV 1.55 1.94 3.37 1.95 1.51 1.51 1.45
CONJ 8.18 0.67 0.98 0.71 0.51 0.58 0.75
CONTR 2.44 0.32 0.99 0.11 0.3 0.39 0.32
DET 2.51 10.86 11.93 15.98 11.25 10.43 10.41
MORTH 3.73 1.9 1.62 3.14 1.85 2.07 2.5
NOUN 1.46 4.57 4.51 3.8 4.36 4.3 2.89
NOUN:INFL 3.69 0.5 0.18 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.28
NOUN:NUM 4.03 3.34 4.28 8.13 4.05 3.29 4.07
NOUN:POSS 3.83 0.51 0.35 0.61 0.6 0.87 0.93
ORTH 7.56 2.94 3.99 1.62 4.77 4.61 8.03
OTHER 0 13.26 26.62 25.65 12.76 12.84 15.69
PART 3.83 0.29 0.5 0.46 0.84 0.79 0.49
PREP 3.18 11.21 8 7.69 9.79 9.7 8.33
PRON 2 3.51 2.72 1.26 2.64 2.33 2.45
PUNCT 2.33 9.71 6.06 5.16 17.16 19.37 16.73
SPELL 4.03 9.59 4.45 0.26 3.74 5.07 4.63
UNK 0 3.13 0 2.57 2.59 2.24 1.41
VERB 6.54 7.01 6.52 4.31 5.86 5.27 5.09
VERB:FORM 5.23 3.55 2.56 3.49 3.56 3.09 3.1
VERB:INFL 12.07 0.19 0.15 0.01 0.04 0.07 0.12
VERB:SVA 0.95 1.52 1.58 3.47 2.23 1.94 2.28
VERB:TENSE 12.6 6.04 6.03 7.01 6.07 6.2 5.43
WO 3.58 1.82 1.18 0.66 1.64 1.25 1.4

Total (%) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Table 5: Distributions of the ChatLang-8 and the other datasets with respect to 25 grammatical errors.
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