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Abstract

The rise of large language models (LLMs) has
led to more diverse and higher-quality machine-
generated text. However, their high expres-
sive power makes it difficult to control outputs
based on specific business instructions. In re-
sponse, benchmarks focusing on the controlla-
bility of LLMs have been developed, but sev-
eral issues remain: (1) They primarily cover
major languages like English and Chinese, ne-
glecting low-resource languages like Japanese;
(2) Current benchmarks employ task-specific
evaluation metrics, lacking a unified frame-
work for selecting models based on control-
lability across different use cases. To ad-
dress these challenges, this research introduces
LCTG Bench, the first Japanese benchmark for
evaluating the controllability of LLMs. LCTG
Bench provides a unified framework for assess-
ing control performance, enabling users to se-
lect the most suitable model for their use cases
based on controllability. By evaluating nine di-
verse Japanese-specific and multilingual LLMs
like GPT-4 (OpenAl, 2023), we highlight the
current state and challenges of controllability
in Japanese LLMs and reveal the significant
gap between multilingual models and Japanese-
specific models.

1 Introduction

Research and development of large language mod-
els (LLMs) have accelerated worldwide since the
release of OpenAl’s ChatGPT. Evaluating the abili-
ties of the LLM from multiple viewpoints is essen-
tial to develop a high-performing LLM and apply
it to business scenarios. The performance of LLMs
can be evaluated from different perspectives using
a variety of benchmarks, including questions re-
lated to knowledge (Hendrycks et al., 2021) and
questions that are difficult for the LLM (Suzgun
et al., 2023).

However, applying LLMs to real-world business
scenarios requires evaluating not only their knowl-

edge, problem-solving abilities, fluency, and con-
sistency but also their controllability—specifically,
how well they generate text that adheres to given
instructions. For example, it is necessary to follow
submission rules or SEO strategies (e.g., specific
character counts, specific word constraints, and
formatting) when using an LLM to create news
articles and online advertisements. In response to
this, benchmarks focusing on the controllability
of LL.Ms have been developed, but there are still
some issues: (1) These mainly target major lan-
guages such as English (Zhou et al., 2023) and
Chinese (He et al., 2024; Jing et al., 2023), and do
not cover low-resource languages such as Japanese;
(2) The current benchmarks use task-specific eval-
uation metrics (Sun et al., 2023a) , and there is a
lack of a unified framework for selecting models
based on controllability in different use cases.

To address these limitations, this study intro-
duces LCTG BENCH (LLM Controlled Text
Generation Benchmark) a benchmark for evalu-
ating the controllability of LLMs, assuming their
practical application (Figure 1). The LCTG Bench
comprises three generative tasks: Summarization,
Ad Text Generation, and Pros & Cons Genera-
tion, each with distinct characteristics, allowing for
the evaluation of the controllability performance
of LLMs from four verifiable rule-based perspec-
tives: Format, Character count, Keyword, Prohib-
ited word, which we select from considering the
adaption of LLM in the real-world.

There are two contributions of the LCTG Bench.
Firstly, it is the first benchmark in Japanese that fo-
cuses on the controllability of LLMs, and we evalu-
ate various Japanese LLMs, including multilingual
models like GPT-3.5, GPT-4, and Gemini (Gemini-
Team et al., 2024). Secondly, it enables to evaluate
the controllability of LL.Ms under the same con-
straints across all tasks. This evaluation framework
provides robustness that allows the selection of the
best model for each use case in terms of controlla-



Task Dataset

Summarization

Summarize a long news article
into a short form

Abema Times

Ad Text Generation

Generate a title of CAMERA x
advertisement from web page

content

Pros&Cons Generation

Generate pros and cons points —_—
from a given topic

Perspective

Format

Character count

Keyword

Prohibited word

Controllability

Instruction LLM Output

Don’t generate any
contents other than } [Summarized contents]

the summary Fhat'salHfertheresult
Summarize in 100 to } The result for the

120 characters summarization is ... (108 chars)

Include the word . .
“LLM” in the summary } Research on LLM is enjoyable
Don't include the word

“LLM" in the summary } Research on H:M is enjoyable

Figure 1: Overview of LCTG Bench.

bility. For evaluating controllability in this study,
we also evaluated the generated text using GPT-4
to confirm that the generated text meets the task
requirements to some extent. The evaluation of var-
ious LLMs using LCTG Bench shows the current
status and issues in the controlled text generation
of Japanese LLMs, including the large gap between
GPT-4 and Japanese LLMs.

2 Related Work

In English and Chinese, there has been a move-
ment to examine the controllability of LLMs. For
English, Sun et al. (2023a) constructed a bench-
mark NPB focusing on numerical constraints, and
Zhou et al. (2023) introduced a benchmark IFE-
VAL and evaluated controllability from various per-
spectives such as keyword and format. Yao et al.
(2023) have conducted a rule-based LLM evalua-
tion of instructional adaptability regarding specific
letters, number of words, etc. Liu et al. (2023)
analyzed the quality of summary generation re-
sults and conducted evaluation by using LLMs
for scoring method(Fu et al., 2023) and ranking
method (Sun et al., 2023b). Also, Jiang et al. (2023)
have conducted rule-based and LLM-based evalu-
ations. Furthermore, not only in English but also
in Chinese, the English-Chinese benchmark FOL-
LOWEVAL, which emphasizes manual construc-
tion and rule-based evaluation, has been released.
However, these studies either evaluate control-
lability differently for each task or use mixed
data across multiple tasks, failing to offer a robust
framework for selecting the most suitable model for
each use case in terms of controllability. Recently,
He et al. (2024) released CELLO, a benchmark
for evaluating cross-task controllability. Although
this work shares the same objective as ours, there
are some differences, such as the items to be con-
trolled (with or without negation-related items) and

the method of guaranteeing the quality of gener-
ated output (surface information-based or seman-
tic information-based method). CELLO does not
adopt a negative evaluation perspective and uses
surface information-based quality assurance. Most
importantly, since CELLO is a Chinese dataset, our
LCTG Bench (Japanese dataset) complements their
dataset (and vice versa).

As mentioned above, there is no evaluation
benchmarks on the controllability of LLMs in
Japanese, and existing research evaluates LLMs
by developing Japanese versions of natural lan-
guage understanding (NLU) benchmarks and
datasets (Kurihara et al., 2022; Tikhonov and
Ryabinin, 2021; Someya et al., 2023; Suzuki
et al., 2020; Shi et al., 2022; Hasan et al., 2021)
such as NLI and QA, and integrated leaderboards
for LLMs such as lm-evaluation-harness (Gao
et al., 2021)! and MT-Bench (Zheng et al., 2023).

3 LCTG Bench

This study aims to create a Japanese benchmark
that offers guidelines to help developers select the
appropriate model for each use case in real-world
scenarios, focusing specifically on controllability
(§1). In constructing such a benchmark, we first
defined the following two design requirements: (1)
The tasks must align with real-world scenarios
where controllability is important, and (2) each
control item must be able to be evaluated across
tasks. Requirement 2 assumes that given the wide
variety of real-world use cases for LLMs, a frame-
work that evaluates controllability across different
tasks can offer transferable guidelines applicable
to a broad range of scenarios.

"https://github.com/Stability-AI/
Im-evaluation-harness/tree/jp-stable

2https: //github.com/Stability-AI/FastChat/
tree/jp-stable/fastchat/11lm_judge
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Task Dataset ForMAT C-COUNT KEYWORD P-WORD  Avg.char count
Summarization ABEMA TIMES 120 120 120 120 726
Ad Text Generation CAMERA 150 150 150 150 184
Pros & Cons Generation - 150 150 150 150 85

Table 1: LCTG Bench statistics. Avg.char count means the average number of characters in the sample for each

task.

[2#%] [condition]

[3ZE] [Text]

ISIASDHT-FBNEEES>TL B,

UTDRETER ONEXEZENL THAL TS,

Please summarize the given text under the following condition.

T103XFLE, 180XFUTTENT S &,

The summary should be no less than 70 characters and no more than 180 characters.

INZEE DETIVEY Y TF—] IcTESDhD [EBxn7Y—L>r] (B - LAEA.
5@l - TRYHY) ODTVFZZAEHREL. F—ET2aT7ADBRHAINT, - Fv T
I R2A—DITEFVDLHESDRIFLHMEhIERWEELRBWET, | &, EYaT7L

A TV anime production of Frieren: Beyond Journey's End (Original story by Yamada Kaneto,
illustrations by Abetsukasa), currently serialized in Shogakukan's Weekly Shonen Sunday, has
been decided, and a key visual has been released. ... hope their feelings can be conveyed
through the characters' appearance."” She also explains his thoughts on the visuals. ...

Task instruction

Condition statement

Base text

Figure 2: An example of summarization prompt (Character count).

To meet Requirement 1, we select the following
three generative tasks for this study: Summariza-
tion, Ad Text Generation, Pros & Cons Generation.
In addition, we select the following four evalua-
tion perspectives of controllability to satisfy Re-
quirement 2: Format (FORMAT), Character count
(C-couNT), Keyword (KEYWORD), and Prohib-
ited word (P-WORD), that need to be evaluated in
consideration of actual business scenarios, such
as submitting articles and online advertisements
generated by LLM or incorporating LLM into a
system.

Also, to compare the difficulty of controllability
between tasks, this benchmark evaluates them from
unified four controllability perspectives, regardless
of the task. The details of each task and the per-
spectives of controllability are described in §3.2
and §3.3, respectively. We show the statistics of
the LCTG Bench in Table 1.

3.1 Overview of how each sample is
constructed

Considering the substantial generative capabilities
of LLMs, we posit that the current approach of
evaluating generated texts, which is based on a
predetermined correct generative result, may not
provide an essential evaluation (Maynez et al.,

2023). Therefore, we prepare the input without
a gold reference in this benchmark, providing a
rule-based verification of LLMs’ controllability
performance without compromising their diversity
of generation capabilities. The examples of the
prompts for the three tasks are shown in Figures 2,
3, and 4. Each prompt comprises three elements:
‘ task instruction ’, ° condition statement ’, and
* the base text of the task *>. We can evaluate var-
ious controllability performances using the same
task instructions and base texts by changing the
condition statements.

Also, even with the same meaning, the model’s
output may vary if the prompt has different ex-
pressions (Mizrahi et al., 2023). Therefore, to in-
clude condition statements with diverse expressions
within the same perspectives of controllability, we
collect templates for condition statements other
than ‘Format’ using crowdsourcing #. The values
to be substituted into the templates, such as num-
bers and words, are collected differently for each
task.

The base text for the task target is collected from
publicly available datasets and data our organiza-

3The Pros & Cons Generation has no base text; instead,
the pros & cons topic is in the task instruction.

*We used Yahoo! Crowdsourcing
//crowdsourcing.yahoo.co. jp/).

(https:
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[ > T1oERR L TS Z& Ly,
in the [Text] according to the [Condition].

[Z1¥] [condition]

[3ZE] [Text]

mileage...

UTDOXE|TEZ oM -FANICHT BILEXD XA bILE,

Please create one advertisement title for the explanatory text given

[EDRE] 2> TLEEXZ M FVEE>TLESL,

Use "car insurance" to create your advertisement title.

BENERIRD [V =—18R] AV 4 b, EEHEE| + FiRR v FEIE] + fEHER—
/N—L REI5|T12,500M%5| | FEFTIEREICIG U 7-SEBAVLIRIREL, ...

[Sony Insurance] official website for car insurance. , 12,500 yen discount for no-accident
discount + new net discount + securities paperless discount! Reasonable premiums based on

Task instruction

Condition statement

Base text

Figure 3: An example of ad text generation prompt (Keyword).

> TXETRIELTLEEL,
Please answer the pros and cons of
condition.

[2&t¥] [condition]

Answer without using the word 'time'.

TN=Z 2 LTE<AYy FETAY y FRUTOZREIC

[l WIS EEZELTICEELTLEIY,

Task instruction

according to the following

Condition statement

Figure 4: An example of pros & cons generation prompt (Prohibited word). In this example, “7 J —Z > A & L

T < (working as a freelancer)” is a pros & cons topic.

tion can disclose. The method and examples of
collecting templates by using crowdsourcing are
shown in the Appendix A.

3.2 Task Overview and Procedure of
Condition Statements

Summarization We adopt summarization, which
is a complex and widely applied language-
generation task in business. In summarization,
as depicted in Figure 2, we construct a dataset of
prompt sets that instruct the summarization of sen-
tences based on the condition statement. We used
120 articles from the news site “ABEMA TIMES”
3 6 a5 the base text for summarization. Considering
the values for the condition statement templates, we
set the value to the C-COUNT templates, with the
maximum and minimum limits of 200 characters
and 50 characters, respectively. We assign the val-
ues randomly in multiples of 10. Considering KEY-

5https://times.abema.tv/

Due to public constraints, we selected six categories
from categories other than ‘News’: “Entertainment”, “Sports”,
“Anime”, “Shogi”, “Mahjong”, and “HIPHOP”

WORD, keywords are extracted from the summary
results generated by GPT-4 as the crucial word in
articles. Specifically, we generate five summaries
for each sample article using GPT-4. Then, the
words appearing commonly in the resulting sum-
mary set are extracted as high-importance words
and designated as keywords. This method is based
on the assumption that words frequently appear-
ing in summaries generated by high-performance
LLMs like GPT-4 are highly important in the doc-
ument. As for P-WORD while it may be rare for
high-importance words to be designated as prohib-
ited words in actual summarization scenarios, we
select them from the high-importance words in the
context of this task to measure the ability to out-
put expressions excluding the specified ones, in an
identical method to how keywords are determined.

Ad Text Generation We introduce the ad text
generation task, which requires fewer output char-
acters than the summarization and is highly im-
portant for KEYWORD and P-wORD. In the ad
text generation, as shown in Figure 3, we construct


https://times.abema.tv/

a dataset of prompt sets instructing to create a ti-
tle of ad text according to the condition statement.
The base texts for generating ad text titles is col-
lected from the descriptions of landing pages (LP)
of cases with two search keywords from the evalua-
tion data of the ad text generation benchmark CAM-
ERA (Mita et al., 2023)”. For the C-COUNT, while
setting upper and lower limits as in the summariza-
tion, considering that it is a task that expects output
in a smaller number of characters compared to the
summarization, we substitute random multiples of
5 between the upper limit of 50 characters and the
lower limit of 20 characters. For KEYWORD/ P-
WORD, we use the search keywords given to the
samples in CAMERA.

Pros & Cons Generation We introduce a task
that involves freely writing about the pros & cons of
a given topic. This task differs from summarization
and ad text generation, requiring generating text
based on a topic in the instruction. Understanding
the pros & cons is essential in enabling the LLM
to conduct discussions and evaluations on behalf
of humans (Chan et al., 2023). Therefore, this task
was adopted. To collect candidate topics for pros &
cons generation, we used the GPT-4 and collected
150 cases manually. Like in the summarization, we
select two words of high importance in discussing
pros & cons as KEYWORD and ‘P-WORD’. As for
the C-COUNT, a value that is a multiple of 10 is
randomly assigned. The total length of the com-
bined pros & cons is a minimum of 100 characters
and a maximum of 400 characters.

3.3 Perspectives on Controllability of LLM

The LCTG Bench evaluates “whether the generated
text satisfies the conditions” in each of the four
constraints, respectively.

Format (FORMAT) In actual business situations,
such as integrating LL.M into a system, the control
performance of LLM’s Format is required, but it
has been pointed out that LLM often fails to com-
ply with instructions regarding the format of its
output. Therefore, tools such as ‘Function Call-
ing’® are sometimes used for format shaping, but
their accuracy is imperfect. In this study, we eval-
uate the essential performance in terms of format
as “the ability to generate without adding unnec-
essary explanatory sentences before and after the

7https://github.com/CyberAgentAILab/camera
8https://platform.openai.com/docs/guides/
function-calling

output.” We create condition statements (Appendix
B) instructing not to add sentences other than the
required content.

Character Count (C-COUNT) The number of
characters in business applications such as article
and the title of advertisement creation may be re-
stricted. This study evaluates whether the LLM
can generate text according to a specified character
count within a given range.

Keyword (KEYWORD) / Prohibited Word (P-
WORD) In actual use cases, such as creating a
website title or tagline or applying LLLM to a chat-
bot, it may be desirable to specify keywords or pro-
hibited words considering public order and morals,
SEO measures, and so on. This study evaluates the
system’s ability to generate sentences incorporating
keywords and prohibited words.

4 Evaluation of LLM using LCTG Bench

We conducted an evaluation experiment of the
Japanese LLMs using the LCTG Bench to demon-
strate their current status and issues of them and
the utility of this benchmark.

The models used in the experiment were selected
to encompass a range of types and parameter quan-
tities, including high-performance models such as
GPT-4 and base models like Llama 2 (Touvron
et al., 2023) and GPT-NeoX (Black et al., 2022).
The hyperparameters and system prompts for the
various LLMs were used at their default values
based on the values listed on the Hugging Face
Hub. The models used in the experiment and the
settings of hyperparameters are shown in the Ap-
pendix C.

4.1 Evaluation Settings

Focusing only on controllability may cause us to
overlook samples whose content deviates signifi-
cantly from the task requirements while the con-
dition is met. Therefore, it is necessary to eval-
uate the quality of the generated results in addi-
tion to controllability. Moreover, LLMs may pro-
duce different outputs even when given the same
prompt (Ouyang et al., 2023), this leads to variabil-
ity in its evaluation results. Thus, we generate the
output three times for each prompt and consider
the average score of each time as the final score.
In addition, the text generated by the LLM may
contain explanatory text at the beginning or end
of sentences unrelated to the current task, and the
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presence or absence of irrelevant explanatory text is
judged in the FORMAT constraints. However, in the
context of the other three aspects of controllability
and the quality evaluation of the generated text, the
inclusion of unrelated explanatory text could poten-
tially obstruct a fair evaluation of the task-specific
output (refer to the Appendix D). Therefore, the
controllability evaluation from the three perspec-
tives other than FORMAT and the quality evaluation
of the generated results in all four perspectives are
performed on the generated results after removing
the unnecessary explanatory text from the LLM out-
put using GPT-4°. The controllability of FORMAT
is evaluated by comparing the generated results
before and after the removal work by GPT-4.

Controllability Evaluation For the FORMAT,
we compare the results generated before and af-
ter unnecessary explanatory texts are removed by
GPT-4. In the summarization and pros & cons gen-
eration, we count the cases where the beginning
and the last ten characters of two sentences exactly
match, to get the score. Also, in the ad text gen-
eration task, we calculate the percentage of cases
where the beginning and the last five characters of
the two sentences exactly match'®. The number
of characters to be compared is determined based
on the number of characters handled in each task.
For the C-COUNT, we calculate the samples where
the generated text falls within the character count
range specified in the condition. For KEYWORD
and P-WORD, we determine the instances where
the generated text includes (or excludes) the words
specified in the condition.

Quality Evaluation For the quality evaluation
of the generated text, we use GPT-4 as the evalu-
ator. Specifically, we utilized GPT-4 to conduct a
classification task for the quality assurance of the
generated text by using the prompts shown in the
Appendix F. To get the score, we count the cases
of the appropriate generated text.

4.2 Results

Tables 2, 3, and 4 present the controllability perfor-
mance and generated text quality for each model

°The prompt used for the removal of unnecessary explana-
tory text is shown in the Appendix E.

The removal operation by GPT-4 may change the mid-
dle part of the generated result. Therefore, it is difficult to
determine whether or not there are unnecessary explanatory
sentences based on an exact match between the generated re-
sults before and after the removal operation. So, we compare
the strings at the beginning and end of the two sentences.

across the three tasks.

Overall, multilingual models GPT-3.5, GPT-4,
and Gemini-Pro have demonstrated high perfor-
mance in controllability and generation quality. No-
tably, GPT-4 achieved the highest average scores
across almost all tasks in each category. In contrast,
while the Japanese models exhibit high controlla-
bility in certain aspects, they generally display a
significant performance gap compared to multilin-
gual models like GPT-4. In particular, in ca/calm2-
7b-chat and elyza/llama2-7b-instr, the controllabil-
ity scores are all low, despite the relatively high
quality scores of approximately 0.7 - 0.9 for some
tasks. This result indicates that the evaluation of
this benchmark provides insights that cannot be
obtained by evaluating the content of the generated
texts alone.

Also, all models scored low in regards to the
C-COUNT constraints. This finding suggests that
language model tokenizers, which operate not on
a character level but on a token level, may strug-
gle with understanding constraints related to C-
COUNT. Focusing on the KEYWORD and P-WORD
within Japanese models, we observed that the trend
in superiority and inferiority of the controllability
scores for KEYWORD and P-WORD aligns across
all Japanese models. This finding suggests that
Japanese models may not comprehensively under-
stand the differences between affirmative and nega-
tive expressions. When comparing the same con-
trollability aspects across the three tasks, signifi-
cant score differences appear in the FORMAT, KEY-
WORD, and P-WORD across all Japanese models.
These results suggest that this benchmark can in-
dicate a variance in difficulty levels for the exact
controllability, depending on the task.

Moreover, despite rinna/youri-7b-chat achieving
a high controllability score of 0.800 in FORMAT
constraints for the ad text generation, it demon-
strates a considerably lower performance with a
score of 0.320 in the quality of generation. This
result implies that while rinna/youri-7b-chat ex-
hibits adequate FORMAT proficiency in generating
ad text, its capacity to produce compelling ad text
is somewhat lacking. For instance, in response to
the prompt in Figure 3, rinna/youri-7b-chat pro-
duced “Hi D f££F® (car insurance)” as an output.
Despite meeting the required conditions, it was
considered inappropriate as an ad text title. This
result indicates the importance of simultaneously
evaluating the controllability of LLMs and quality
of the generated texts.



FORMAT
CTG  Qual

0.992 0.925

Model
gpt-4-1106-preview
gpt-3.5-turbo-0125
gemini-pro
ca/calm?2-7b-chat
elyza/llama2-7b-instr
line/llm-3.6b-instr
matsuo/wl-10b-instr

0.344 0.067

rinna/youri-7b-chat
stabilityai/lm-instr-7b

C-COUNT
CTG  Qual

0.219 0.428

0.325 -

0.125 0.055
0.194 10.500

KEYWORD
CTG  Qual

0.972 0.886

P-WORD
CTG  Qual

0.970 0.775

0.303 0.403

0.305
0.056

0.500 0.495

Average
CTG  Qual

0.846 0.864

0.398 0.056
0.496

Table 2: Evaluation results of controllability (CTG) and quality (Qual) of generation in summarization.

FORMAT

Model CTG  Qual

gpt-4-1106-preview
gpt-3.5-turbo-0125
gemini-pro
ca/calm?2-7b-chat
elyza/llama2-7b-instr
line/llm-3.6b-instr
matsuo/wl-10b-instr

rinna/youri-7b-chat
stabilityai/lm-instr-7b

C-COUNT
CTG  Qual

0.358 [IRLP)

0.431

0.131 0.351

0.242 -

0.182 0.365

KEYWORD
CTG  Qual

0.813 0.736

0.364 0.282

P-WORD
CTG  Qual

1.000 0.951

Average
CTG  Qual

0.786 0.913

0.481 0.327

0.307
0.483

Table 3: Evaluation results of controllability (CTG) and quality (Qual) of generation in ad text generation.

FORMAT
CTG  Qual

0.978 1.000

Model
gpt-4-1106-preview
gpt-3.5-turbo-0125
gemini-pro
ca/calm2-7b-chat
elyza/llama2-7b-instr
line/llm-3.6b-instr
matsuo/wl-10b-instr

0.322
0.296

rinna/youri-7b-chat
stabilityai/lm-instr-7b

C-COUNT
CTG  Qual

KEYWORD
CTG Qual

P-WORD
CTG  Qual

0.884 1.000

Average
CTG  Qual

0.834 0.999

Table 4: Evaluation results of controllability (CTG) and quality (Qual) of generation in pros & cons generation.

5 Discussion

Validity of quality evaluation by GPT-4 We
manually conducted a similar quality evaluation
for each task to confirm the validity of the quality
evaluation of the generated texts from LLMs using
GPT-4.

We used 48 samples from the summarization and

60 samples from the ad text generation and pros
&cons generation tasks corresponding to 10% of
the total data for each task. We annotated the eval-
uation results against the generated texts by each
model using the acquired samples as input. An-
notation was conducted by five annotation experts
affiliated with our organization, and the majority
vote results were considered human answers. Fur-



GPT-4 vs Human Human Agreement

Task (Cohen’s Kappa) (Fleiss’Kappa)
Summarization 0.410 0.259
Ad Text Generation 0.308 0.277
Pros & Cons Generation 0.716 0.613

Table 5: Comparison of agreement levels in the evaluation of quality of generation.

Task Exact Match (acc) Levenshtein based similarity
Summarization 0.863 0.960
Ad Text Generation 0.754 0.920
Pros & Cons Generation 0.827 0.948

Table 6: Agreement between sentences after manual removal and sentences after removal by GPT-4.

thermore, we checked the agreement of the answers
among the five experts to confirm that the quality
evaluation of the generated texts was a task of ap-
propriate difficulty for people.

As shown in Table 5, the agreement between
GPT-4 and human evaluators, as well as the one
between human evaluators, was substantial in the
pros & cons generation. However, it was moderate
in the summarization and ad text generation. This
suggests that evaluating the quality of the summa-
rization and ad text generation is more challenging
than that for the pros & cons generation. Further-
more, even in the summarization, which is the most
common among the three NLP tasks, various eval-
uation methods (Song et al., 2024; Shakil et al.,
2024) continued to be proposed. This indicates that
quality evaluation remains a highly complex issue.
Therefore, further development of the quality eval-
uation methods is particularly needed for ad text
generation and summarization. We consider the
evaluation by GPT-4 as a preliminary step toward
robust quality evaluation.

Validity of the removal of unnecessary sentences
using GPT-4 We manually removed the text us-
ing crowdsourcing and compared the results of the
two methods to confirm that GPT-4 properly re-
moved unnecessary explanatory text. We collect
the same number of data as in the “Validity of qual-
ity evaluation by GPT-4” for each task and use it
for manual assessment. For each sample, one per-
son is tasked with extracting the text that should be
removed if it is at the beginning or the end of a sen-
tence. The results of manual removal are compared
with those of removal by GPT-4 from two aspects:
the percentage of cases where the beginning and
the last ten characters of two sentences match ex-

actly (Exact Match) and the similarity based on the
Levenshtein distance.

As shown in Table 6. The overall similarity
is very high, indicating that the C-COUNT, KEY-
WORD, and P-WORD do not negatively impact the
evaluation. The comparison by matching the be-
ginning and the end of sentences also yields high
scores. Even in the case of ad text generation,
where accuracy is relatively low, high scores were
obtained for the FORMAT in GPT-4 and 3.5 as in-
dicated in Table 3. Hence, we can assert that there
are no negative impacts, such as instances where
responses that meet the FORMAT are inaccurately
addressed. We can conclude that GPT-4 is suffi-
cient to removes unnecessary explanatory text.

6 Conclusion

We constructed the LCTG Bench, a benchmark for
evaluating the controllability of LLLMs, which con-
sists of three types of tasks and four perspectives
of controllability. This dataset is the first Japanese
LLM benchmark that allows for robust evaluation
of the controllability across various tasks. We eval-
uated the controllability of nine Japanese LLMs
and three high-performance multilingual models,
such as GPT-4. Overall, GPT-4 demonstrated su-
perior performance both in terms of controllability
and quality, revealing a significant performance gap
between GPT-4 and Japanese LLLMs. We also con-
ducted a detailed analysis of each controllability
perspective. Notably, the performance of character
count control (C-COUNT) was low, even for GPT-
4, suggesting that future improvements are needed
in this perspective. !

""The LCTG Bench is available at this page: https://
github.com/CyberAgentAILab/LCTG-Bench.


https://github.com/CyberAgentAILab/LCTG-Bench
https://github.com/CyberAgentAILab/LCTG-Bench
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A Collecting Templates of Conditional Sentences through Crowdsourcing

As discussed in Section 3.3, we collected templates for conditional statements for each of the perspectives
of controllability: FORMAT, C-COUNT, KEYWORD, P-WORD. The templates for the conditional state-
ments were collected using crowdsourcing, which involved rewriting a given conditional statement to
retain its original meaning. Finally, we manually removed any inappropriate examples, such as templates
with different meanings. The number of templates eventually adopted is shown in Table 7, and the
examples of collected templates are presented below.

C-COUNT: [XXX-YYYXFTEMLT] , IXXX-YYYXFTELHDI L], [XXXXF
DA B, XXXSCFLURTER] ... (All these instructions are to perform the task within the range of
XXX-YYY characters.)

KEYWORD: [XXX] WO HFEEZED D, XXXE WS FELM 5T ZE W, .. (All these
instructions are to perform the task in a way that the generated result includes the word ‘XXX.”)

P-WORD: [XXX] & WS HEEIFANLY, [XXX] W5 SEXMHAAA . (Al these
instructions are to perform the task in a way that the generated result does not include the word ‘XXX.”)

B Conditional statement of ‘Format’

In the conditional statements of ‘Format’, we used predetermined sentences. The conditional statements
of ‘Format’ used in each of the three tasks are presented below.

Summarization: S FE D ERFER D A% 1 U, ERIFER ORI ICHA X 70 LI 5 L 722w
TL 7ZE\, (Please output only the summary results and refrain from adding any explanatory sentences
before or after the summary. )

Ad Text Generation: [N&5 XD XA ML DA% HII U, REXD R A MILVORFTERIZFHH XA
ElEMELURWTL Z X\, (Please ensure to output only the title of the advertisement, without
adding any explanatory text before or after the title.)

Pros & Cons Generation: X ) v b7 AU v MIET2EZEORIHZIZ [OOTH5AY v b
TAVY MEMUFTY, ] [BLEBROOTEAV Y h&T XYy MTT, ] REDHPAX % (5
L7 WTK 7ZE W,  (Regarding the pros and cons, please avoid adding explanatory sentences such as
“The advantages and disadvantages of doing O O are as follows.” and “The above are the advantages and
disadvantages of doing O O.” before and after the answer. )

C Models and configuration of hyperparameters

The models used in the experiment and the settings for various hyperparameters are shown in Table 8.

D Generated result with unnecessary text

An example of unnecessary explanatory text included at the beginning and end of a sentence in the
generated result is shown in Figure 5.

E Prompt for removing unnecessary explanatory phrases

The prompt inputted into GPT-4 for removing unnecessary explanatory phrases included in the generated
texts of LLM is shown in Figures 6, 7 and 8.

F Prompt used for evaluating the quality of generation

The prompts inputted into GPT-4 for evaluating the quality of LLM generation are shown in Figures 9, 10
and 11.



C-CcOUNT KEYWORD P-WORD

Summarization 107 93 96
Ad Text Generation 105 92 95
Pros & Cons Generation 132 150 147

Table 7: The number of templates in each task and perspectives of controllability.

Model Base Model max_new_tokens temperature top_p
gpt-4-1106-preview - - 1.0 1.0
gpt-3.5-turbo-0125 - - 1.0 1.0
gemini-pro - 8,092 0.9 1.0
ca/calm2-7b-chat'? Llama 2 4,096 0.9 -
elyza/llama2-7b-instr'®  Llama 2 4,096 0.9 -
line/llm-3.6b-instr'*  GPT-NeoX 4,096 0.8 0.9
matsuo/wl-10b-instr’®  GPT-NeoX 4,096 0.8 095
rinna/youri-7b-chat'®  Llama 2 4,096 - -
stabilityai/Im-instr-7b'7  Mistral 4,096 05 095

Table 8: The list of LLMs used in our experiments and the configuration of hyperparameters.

AKHILUE L, BEXAONAXEIZREL VWO EEZMHibARVWAA MUVEERL £,

RA DV AODEMTHIRIZZ T OEREY A b & EK

ZORA VIR, BEXONAENBIIREL W) SEE2FHLT. HEVAMEERTEIY—E
AT E—IVTEHNELR>TVET,

(Sure. I will create a title for the given text without using the word “company”.

Title: Creating Your Unique Sales List with 40 Criteria

This title does not use the word "company" from the given text, and emphasizes a service that creates a
sales list.)

Figure 5: An Example of LLM output in ad text generation that includes irrelevant explanations at the beginning
and end of sentences: the explanations are included in the character count, making it impossible to measure the
appropriate number of characters for task response.

Zhttps://huggingface.co/cyberagent/calm2-7b-chat
Bhttps://huggingface.co/elyza/ELYZA- japanese-Llama-2-7b-fast-instruct
14https://huggingface.co/line—corporation/japanese—1arge—1m—3.6b—instruction—sft
15https://huggingface.co/matsuo—lab/weblab—1Ob—instruction—sft
16https://huggingface.co/rinna/youri—7b—chat
"https://huggingface.co/stabilityai/japanese-stablelm-instruct-gamma-7b


https://huggingface.co/cyberagent/calm2-7b-chat
https://huggingface.co/elyza/ELYZA-japanese-Llama-2-7b-fast-instruct
https://huggingface.co/line-corporation/japanese-large-lm-3.6b-instruction-sft
https://huggingface.co/matsuo-lab/weblab-10b-instruction-sft
https://huggingface.co/rinna/youri-7b-chat
https://huggingface.co/stabilityai/japanese-stablelm-instruct-gamma-7b

DAMIZIRAR U T WA XEI, 5 Xz ERALZ W TERN U R TY,

HAIZIE T 2 VEZNICHT 2HEZ2 G0 LS54 LT, [DIFOXEEZENL £
T, ) TEN]] R EOFHEOFH R LA EPEWRERICRD 9, ] REDCKRDFHIAX
MASDTWEIEDRHY ET, Fiz, HETINSDOHAXNREAONDEILEHD £,
FRUZXEIZ LR TBRARZHAXDBEEN TV ARVWESIZIIRR U XEEZOEEHN
L. FRTHBARZHPXLEENTVEIHEIIIRRUAEXELSHPXZREL S D 2K
SHUTSEI W, XEOHEHBD ZHESTILHEE—YH Y FHA, XV A>TWVEIL
BHYEY, £, KFETINSDFHIXNEZONDILHHD £,

(The text provided below is an output generated by a summarization Al.

In the output, there may be sentences that include words such as 'summary’ or similar, serving as
introductory or concluding explanations, like "The following text will be summarized." or "This concludes
the summary.", among others. Additionally, these explanatory sentences might also be given in English.
If the provided text does not contain the aforementioned explanatory sentences, please output the text as
is. If it does contain these explanatory sentences, extract the text by removing these explanations. There
is no need to edit the middle part of the text. Sentences may be included. These descriptions may also be
given in English.)

[

([Text])

{ZERRAER )

({generated_result})

Figure 6: Prompt used for removing unnecessary explanatory phrases in summarization.

DFNIZRARLTWS XEE, HD5XEETUI/ER U ZEEXD XA FILTY,

HOZiE TIAESC ) X RS XEMFERL £9 ) 2 X OO PHM MERL £ L
T2 | TZDRA MVIE L] REDERFHX XA MLV OBADHPXLIREETNT WD Z L H
DEd,

PR U7 SORIC BRI 2 BSOP IR, HERRATA SN COAVWEAIC I, JURL 7
NEEZDOEEHDLUTLEZEI N, [] P05 THbN TV HADGE, 5iEs
TRERUEEFEENLTIEI Y,

LR THBARZFIHXHE EN TV HEE IR U2 X E» S SHOC R, SR Z2RE
LdbDatkEmiLTLZE, i, REUANOHRMIES 2HET 246 I U0 £
Ao UK XFZRBNREZE LBWTLZETN,

(The following text is the title of an advertisement created based on a certain article.

In the output, there may be initial prefixes or explanatory text such as "Advertisement:", "Creating an
advertisement", and suffixes or explanatory text following the title such as "Created.", "This title is,,".
If the text provided does not include the explanatory text or prefixes and suffixes mentioned above, please
output the provided text as is. For examples enclosed in symbols such as "" or **, please leave all symbols
intact in the output.

If the explanatory text mentioned above is included, please extract the text from the provided text by
removing the explanatory text or prefixes and suffixes. There is absolutely no need to edit the middle part
other than the beginning and end. Please do not add new characters.)

[ ]
([Text])
{ZE R AL

({generated_result})

Figure 7: Prompt used for removing unnecessary explanatory phrases in ad text generation.



DFRIZEARLUTWAXER, H2FHFK - FWOVTOA Y v T AU Y M EEKAUCE
BELTH 6> HIERTT,

XEOGHEPERREIZL 22T, AVYMETAVY METHBAVWEZLES, | (B0 THE
MIzBBEAWZLET, | [BLEFOOIMETAEAY Y b - TAYY NTY, | BMENELH
BROLVHMXPNEINTVWEHEIE, TOHWPLERELTHILTIEZEI W, 7
U XO—fRIFEEE I, BYDOXREREREL TIEI W,

FREO IS BEHEAXBMEINTVRWESIR BRLTVWAXEEZZDOEEFHAILTLE
T\,

(The following text is the output result of an Al answering the merits and demerits of a certain event or
thing.

If there is unrelated explanatory text at the beginning or end of the sentence such as "Therefore, let
me introduce the merits and demerits.", "l will answer your question.”, "The above are the merits and
demerits of OQO.", please remove that explanatory text and output. However, without changing any part
of the sentence, please remove the entire relevant sentence.

If no such explanatory text is attached, please output the text as it is presented.)

(]
([Text])
{ZE R A )

({generated_result})

Figure 8: Prompt used for removing unnecessary explanatory phrases in pros & cons Generation.

PIFIZERN U X E T DERTTDXEP R I N TV,
FEH U AXEZEN I GCOXEEZFEYIZENTE TV LI 2L T ZZ W,
HENZERNTETWEEAEIE DEY)), EEICERNTE TwaRLgEa R TREY)] & EELT
K7ZE
LU, BRILOXEIPOHMIETERWVERPIEN L AZXZIZEENTVWIHEGS [F#
1 eEFLTLEZEN,

D#Ey)) [5EY)) OWShrDAE L, SISR L35 L RN TLEZE W,
(The following presents a summarized text and the original text from which it was summarized.
Please judge whether the summarized text appropriately summarizes the original text.
If it is appropriately summarized, answer "Appropriate.” If it is not appropriately summarized, answer
"Inappropriate.”
However, if the summarized text includes information that cannot be confirmed from the original text,
also answer "Inappropriate.”
Please output only one of "Appropriate” or "Inappropriate,” and do not add any explanatory text.)

(TR TC D X EE]
( [Original Text] )
{(ERIITDO X E)

{original_text}

(TR L 7= )
( [Summarized Text) )
{ A g S}

({generated_result})

Figure 9: Prompt used for evaluating the quality of generation in summarization.



PRIz, VT4 v R=VDFMAXE TOFHMXED L IR L EIDDREXD XA b
VHH D £7,
P DHNBIZFEDT T VWS XA MV EERTE TS 22 L T 230,
BYNZERTETWB GG DHEY) ), @UNERTE TWaWEaEE TREy)] RELT
- AN
=720, BB E B PADERIZ—BLUTWAHHlE X1 L2 UTRTELRHHE TR
WY LHEFLTLZEN,

N#EY)] TAREY]] owdFnrosz iU, SR EIRM5 LT ZEWN,
Below is a description of the landing page and the title of one ad text created based on that description.
Please judge whether the title is created based on the content of the explanatory text.
If it is appropriately created, answer ” Appropriate” . If it is not appropriately created, answer ”
Inappropriate.”
However, please also answer "Inappropriate” for cases where the explanatory text and the title are
completely identical and cases where the title is too long.
Please output only one of "Appropriate” or "Inappropriate,” and do not add any explanatory text. )

(R3]
( [Explanatory Text] )
{LPTF A b}
({LP Text})

EEXD XA hV]
( [Aavertisement Title] )
{ A G R )

({generated_result})

Figure 10: Prompt used for evaluating the quality of generation in ad text generation.

DFIZRALTVWEXEEF. H2FHL - FUZOVTOAY Yy T AU v k& AEKANZ[H

ZELTE 5o NMERTY,

HAFERD, AV Y b - TAUVY FORFIZOVWTERTETWEINELZEELTLEE

WY,

EATETVWAHAR NHEY). SATETVAVGEIE TREY)] EHEELTIEZI W,
D#EY]) TR5EY OWShrDAZE L, SIASR L35 L RN TLZE W,

(The following text is the output result of an Al answering the pros and cons of a certain event or thing.

Please answer whether the output result can mention both pros and cons.

If it can mention, answer "Appropriate”. If it cannot mention, answer "Inappropriate".

Please output only one of "Appropriate" or "Inappropriate", and do not add any explanatory text.)

()
( (Text] )
{ A G R )

({generated_result})

Figure 11: Prompt used for removing unnecessary explanatory phrases in pros & cons generation.



	Introduction
	Related Work
	LCTG Bench
	Overview of how each sample is constructed
	Task Overview and Procedure of Condition Statements
	Perspectives on Controllability of LLM

	Evaluation of LLM using LCTG Bench
	Evaluation Settings
	Results

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Collecting Templates of Conditional Sentences through Crowdsourcing
	Conditional statement of `Format'
	Models and configuration of hyperparameters
	Generated result with unnecessary text
	Prompt for removing unnecessary explanatory phrases
	Prompt used for evaluating the quality of generation

