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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 (OpenAI, 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 OpenAI’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 LLMs 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 LLMs 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-
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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)1 and MT-Bench (Zheng et al., 2023)2.

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.

1https://github.com/Stability-AI/
lm-evaluation-harness/tree/jp-stable

2https://github.com/Stability-AI/FastChat/
tree/jp-stable/fastchat/llm_judge

https://github.com/Stability-AI/lm-evaluation-harness/tree/jp-stable
https://github.com/Stability-AI/lm-evaluation-harness/tree/jp-stable
https://github.com/Stability-AI/FastChat/tree/jp-stable/fastchat/llm_judge
https://github.com/Stability-AI/FastChat/tree/jp-stable/fastchat/llm_judge


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.

以下の条件で与えられた⽂章を要約して出⼒してください。
Please summarize the given text under the following condition.

[条件] [condition]
70⽂字以上、180⽂字以下で要約すること。
The summary should be no less than 70 characters and no more than 180 characters.

[⽂章] [Text]
⼩学館「週刊少年サンデー」にて連載中の『葬送のフリーレン』（原作・⼭⽥鐘⼈、
作画・アベツカサ）のTVアニメ化が決定し、キービジュアルが公開された。… キャラ
クターの佇まいからも彼らの気持ちが伝わると良いなと思います。」と、ビジュアル
に込めた想いを語っている。 ... 
A TV anime production of Frieren: Beyond Journey's End (Original story by Yamada Kaneto, 
illustrations by Abetsukasa), currently serialized in Shogakukan's Weekly Shōnen 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 ’3. 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 4. 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.

4We used Yahoo! Crowdsourcing (https:
//crowdsourcing.yahoo.co.jp/).

https://crowdsourcing.yahoo.co.jp/
https://crowdsourcing.yahoo.co.jp/


以下の[⽂章]で与えられた説明⽂に対する広告⽂のタイトルを、
[条件]に従って1つ作成してください。
Please create one advertisement title for the explanatory text given 
in the [Text] according to the [Condition].

[条件] [condition]
「⾞の保険」を使って広告⽂タイトルを作ってください。
Use "car insurance" to create your  advertisement title.

[⽂章] [Text]
⾃動⾞保険の【ソニー損保】公式サイト。無事故割引 + 新規ネット割引 + 証券ペー
パーレス割引で12,500円割引！⾛⾏距離に応じた合理的な保険料。... 
【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 
mileage...

Task instruction

Condition statement

Base text

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

Task instruction

Condition statement

フリーランスとして働くメリットとデメリットを以下の条件に
従って⽂章で回答してください。
Please answer the pros and cons of working as a freelancer according to the following 
condition.

[条件] [condition]
「時間」という⾔葉を使わずに回答してください。
Answer without using the word 'time'.

Figure 4: An example of pros & cons generation prompt (Prohibited word). In this example, “フリーランスとし
て働く (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”
5 6 as 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/
6Due 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)7. 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 LLM 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’8 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 LLM 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

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


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-49. 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 match10. 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

9The prompt used for the removal of unnecessary explana-
tory text is shown in the Appendix E.

10The 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 “車の保険 (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 C-COUNT KEYWORD P-WORD Average
Model CTG Qual CTG Qual CTG Qual CTG Qual CTG Qual

gpt-4-1106-preview 0.992 0.925 0.450 0.869 0.972 0.886 0.970 0.775 0.846 0.864
gpt-3.5-turbo-0125 0.978 0.883 0.478 0.853 0.970 0.811 0.450 0.828 0.719 0.844
gemini-pro 0.914 0.894 0.486 0.881 0.939 0.856 0.645 0.817 0.746 0.862
ca/calm2-7b-chat 0.881 0.486 0.219 0.428 0.808 0.444 0.303 0.403 0.553 0.440
elyza/llama2-7b-instr 0.458 0.789 0.325 0.792 0.803 0.806 0.305 0.778 0.473 0.791
line/llm-3.6b-instr 0.344 0.067 0.125 0.055 0.597 0.044 0.525 0.056 0.398 0.056
matsuo/wl-10b-instr 0.944 0.530 0.194 0.500 0.614 0.458 0.500 0.495 0.563 0.496
rinna/youri-7b-chat 0.911 0.675 0.166 0.683 0.647 0.609 0.492 0.611 0.554 0.645
stabilityai/lm-instr-7b 0.847 0.603 0.200 0.517 0.706 0.517 0.386 0.532 0.535 0.542

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

FORMAT C-COUNT KEYWORD P-WORD Average
Model CTG Qual CTG Qual CTG Qual CTG Qual CTG Qual

gpt-4-1106-preview 0.971 0.984 0.358 0.982 0.813 0.736 1.000 0.951 0.786 0.913
gpt-3.5-turbo-0125 0.842 0.847 0.480 0.944 0.787 0.640 0.973 0.742 0.771 0.793
gemini-pro 0.976 0.824 0.431 0.889 0.718 0.584 0.925 0.756 0.762 0.763
ca/calm2-7b-chat 0.864 0.753 0.414 0.800 0.389 0.680 0.678 0.634 0.586 0.717
elyza/llama2-7b-instr 0.813 0.562 0.260 0.804 0.671 0.500 0.791 0.711 0.634 0.644
line/llm-3.6b-instr 0.722 0.395 0.131 0.351 0.364 0.282 0.704 0.280 0.481 0.327
matsuo/wl-10b-instr 0.836 0.642 0.242 0.653 0.336 0.551 0.760 0.631 0.543 0.620
rinna/youri-7b-chat 0.800 0.320 0.182 0.365 0.616 0.265 0.662 0.278 0.565 0.307
stabilityai/lm-instr-7b 0.529 0.504 0.271 0.551 0.593 0.380 0.698 0.498 0.523 0.483

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

FORMAT C-COUNT KEYWORD P-WORD Average
Model CTG Qual CTG Qual CTG Qual CTG Qual CTG Qual

gpt-4-1106-preview 0.978 1.000 0.505 1.000 0.969 0.995 0.884 1.000 0.834 0.999
gpt-3.5-turbo-0125 0.335 0.989 0.594 0.996 0.902 0.996 0.825 0.984 0.664 0.991
gemini-pro 0.895 0.967 0.213 0.976 0.809 0.953 0.778 0.958 0.674 0.963
ca/calm2-7b-chat 0.293 0.909 0.176 0.973 0.373 0.956 0.673 0.922 0.379 0.940
elyza/llama2-7b-instr 0.107 0.940 0.298 0.958 0.587 0.916 0.714 0.947 0.426 0.940
line/llm-3.6b-instr 0.809 0.867 0.240 0.809 0.200 0.733 0.822 0.784 0.518 0.798
matsuo/wl-10b-instr 0.900 0.600 0.313 0.807 0.331 0.569 0.744 0.575 0.572 0.638
rinna/youri-7b-chat 0.322 0.593 0.187 0.795 0.471 0.640 0.836 0.662 0.454 0.673
stabilityai/lm-instr-7b 0.296 0.795 0.287 0.773 0.500 0.729 0.715 0.778 0.449 0.769

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-



Task
GPT-4 vs Human
(Cohen’s Kappa)

Human Agreement
(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 LLMs, 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 LLMs. 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. 11

11The 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-YYY文字で要約して」,「XXX-YYY文字でまとめること」,「XXX文字
以上、XXX文字以下で要約」 ... (All these instructions are to perform the task within the range of
XXX-YYY characters.)

KEYWORD: 「XXX」という単語を含める, XXXという言葉を使ってください。 ... (All these
instructions are to perform the task in a way that the generated result includes the word ‘XXX.’)

P-WORD: 「XXX」という単語は入れない, 「XXX」という言葉は使用不可 ... (All 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: 文章の要約結果のみを出力し、要約結果の前後に説明文などは付与しない
でください。(Please output only the summary results and refrain from adding any explanatory sentences
before or after the summary. )

Ad Text Generation: 広告文のタイトルのみを出力し、広告文のタイトルの前後に説明文な
どは付与しないでください。 (Please ensure to output only the title of the advertisement, without
adding any explanatory text before or after the title.)

Pros & Cons Generation: メリットデメリットに関する回答の前後に「〇〇するメリットと
デメリットは以下です。」「以上が〇〇するメリットとデメリットです。」などの説明文を付与
しないでください。 (Regarding the pros and cons, please avoid adding explanatory sentences such as
“The advantages and disadvantages of doing〇〇 are as follows.” and “The above are the advantages and
disadvantages of doing〇〇.” 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-COUNT 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-chat12 Llama 2 4,096 0.9 -
elyza/llama2-7b-instr13 Llama 2 4,096 0.9 -
line/llm-3.6b-instr14 GPT-NeoX 4,096 0.8 0.9
matsuo/wl-10b-instr15 GPT-NeoX 4,096 0.8 0.95
rinna/youri-7b-chat16 Llama 2 4,096 - -
stabilityai/lm-instr-7b17 Mistral 4,096 0.5 0.95

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

承知しました。与えられた文章に企業という言葉を使わないタイトルを作成します。
タイトル: 40の条件であなただけの営業リストを作成
このタイトルは、与えられた文章に企業という言葉を使わず、営業リストを作成するサービ
スをアピールする内容となっています。
(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.

12https://huggingface.co/cyberagent/calm2-7b-chat
13https://huggingface.co/elyza/ELYZA-japanese-Llama-2-7b-fast-instruct
14https://huggingface.co/line-corporation/japanese-large-lm-3.6b-instruction-sft
15https://huggingface.co/matsuo-lab/weblab-10b-instruction-sft
16https://huggingface.co/rinna/youri-7b-chat
17https://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


以下に提示している文章は、ある文章を生成AIを用いて要約した出力結果です。
出力には「要約」あるいはそれに類する単語を含むような文として、「以下の文章を要約しま
す。」「【要約】」などの冒頭の説明文や「以上が要約結果になります。」などの文末の説明文
が入っていることがあります。また、英語でこれらの説明文が与えられることもあります。
提示した文章に上記で述べた説明文が含まれていない場合には提示した文章をそのまま出力
し、上記で述べた説明文が含まれている場合は提示した文章から説明文を除去したものを抜
き出してください。文章の中間部分を編集する必要は一切ありません。文が入っていること
があります。また、英語でこれらの説明文が与えられることもあります。
(The text provided below is an output generated by a summarization AI.
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.)
[文章]
([Text])
{生成結果}
({generated_result})

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

以下に提示している文章は、ある文章を元に作成した広告文のタイトルです。
出力には「広告文：」や「広告文を作成します」などの冒頭の接頭辞や説明文、「作成しまし
た。」「このタイトルは、、」などの接尾辞やタイトルの後ろの説明文が含まれていることがあ
ります。
提示した文章に上記で述べた説明文や接頭辞、接尾辞が含まれていない場合には、提示した
文章をそのまま出力してください。「」や**などの記号で囲われている事例の場合、記号は全
て残したまま出力してください。
上記で述べた説明文が含まれている場合は提示した文章から説明文や接頭辞、接尾辞を除去
したものを抜き出してください。冒頭、末尾以外の中間部分を編集する必要は一切ありませ
ん。新しく文字を追加などをしないでください。
(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.)

[文章]
([Text])
{生成結果}
({generated_result})

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



以下に提示している文章は、ある事象・事物についてのメリットとデメリットを生成AIに回
答してもらった出力結果です。
文章の冒頭や末尾に「そこで、メリットとデメリットをご紹介いたします。」「あなたのご質
問にお答えいたします。」「以上が〇〇に関するメリット・デメリットです。」など内容と関
係のない説明文が付与されている場合は、その説明文を除去して出力してください。ただ
し、文の一部は変更せずに、該当の文全体を除去してください。
上記のような説明文が付与されていない場合は、提示している文章をそのまま出力してくだ
さい。
(The following text is the output result of an AI 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.", "I will answer your question.", "The above are the merits and
demerits of〇〇.", 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.)

[文章]
([Text])
{生成結果}
({generated_result})

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

以下に要約した文章とその要約元の文章が提示されています。
要約した文章は要約元の文章を適切に要約できているかを判断してください。
適切に要約できている場合は「適切」、適切に要約できていない場合は「不適切」と回答して
ください。
ただし、要約元の文章から断定できない情報が要約した文章に含まれている場合も「不適
切」と回答してください。
「適切」「不適切」のいずれかのみを出力し、説明文などは付与しないでください。
(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.)

【要約元の文章】
(【Original Text】)
{要約元の文章}
{original_text}

【要約した文章】
(【Summarized Text】)
{生成結果}
({generated_result})

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



以下に、ランディングページの説明文とその説明文をもとに作成した1つの広告文のタイト
ルがあります。
説明文の内容に基づいているタイトルを作成できているかを判断してください。
適切に作成できている場合は「適切」、適切に作成できていない場合は「不適切」と回答して
ください。
ただし、説明文とタイトルが完全に一致している事例とタイトルとして長すぎる事例も「不
適切」と回答してください。
「適切」「不適切」のいずれかのみを出力し、説明文などは付与しないでください。
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. )

【説明文】
(【Explanatory Text】)
{LPテキスト}
({LP Text})

【広告文のタイトル】
(【Advertisement Title】)
{生成結果}
({generated_result})

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

以下に提示している文章は、ある事象・事物についてのメリットとデメリットを生成AIに回
答してもらった出力結果です。
出力結果が、メリット・デメリットの双方について言及できているか否かを回答してくださ
い。
言及できている場合は「適切」、言及できていない場合は「不適切」と回答してください。
「適切」「不適切」のいずれかのみを出力し、説明文などは付与しないでください。
(The following text is the output result of an AI 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.)

【文章】
(【Text】)
{生成結果}
({generated_result})

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