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Abstract

We propose a novel study on authorship at-
tribution for Chinese lyrics—a domain where
clean, public datasets are sorely lacking. Our
contributions are twofold: (1) we create a new,
balanced dataset of Chinese lyrics spanning
multiple genres, and (2) we develop and fine-
tune a domain-specific model, comparing its
performance against zero-shot inference using
the DeepSeek LLM.

We test two central hypotheses. First, we
hypothesize that a fine-tuned model will out-
perform a zero-shot LLM baseline. Second,
we hypothesize that performance is genre-
dependent. Our experiments strongly confirm
Hypothesis 2: structured genres (e.g., o1&
5 &4 | Folklore & Tradition) yield signif-
icantly higher attribution accuracy than more
abstract genres (e.g., Z5IR{E |, Love &
Romance). Hypothesis 1 receives only partial
support: fine-tuning improves robustness and
generalization in Testl (real-world data and
difficult genres), but offers limited or ambigu-
ous gains in Test2, a smaller, synthetically-
augmented set. We show that the design lim-
itations of Test2 (e.g., label imbalance, shal-
low lexical differences, and narrow genre sam-
pling) can obscure the true effectiveness of
fine-tuning.

Our work establishes the first benchmark for
cross-genre Chinese lyric attribution, high-
lights the importance of genre-sensitive eval-
uation, and provides a public dataset and ana-
Iytical framework for future research. We con-
clude with recommendations: enlarge and di-
versify test sets, reduce reliance on token-level
data augmentation, balance author represen-
tation across genres, and investigate domain-
adaptive pretraining as a pathway for im-
proved attribution performance.

1 Introduction and Motivation

Our work focuses on authorship attribution for
Chinese lyrics. To the best of our knowledge,

there is a lack of prior research and clean, pub-
licly available datasets in this domain. The goal of
this project is to develop and fine-tune a domain-
specific model for authorship attribution on cross-
genre Chinese lyrics, while also constructing a
new, balanced dataset of Chinese lyrics spanning
across multiple genres. In addition, the project
aims to evaluate the effectiveness of this fine-tuned
model by comparing its performance with exist-
ing large language models (LLMs), i.e. DeepSeek.
Through this work, the project seeks to fill a gap
in authorship research on Chinese lyrics and con-
tribute valuable resources and benchmarks for fu-
ture studies.

2 Research Question and Hypotheses

Our research question is how does a fine-
tuned, domain-specific model compare to general-
purpose large language models in authorship at-
tribution of cross-genre Chinese lyrics, and how
does attribution performance vary across lyrical
genres?

Hypothesis 1: A fine-tuned domain-specific
model will outperform zero-shot in-context learn-
ing with general-purpose LLMs (i.e. DeepSeek)
in authorship attribution of cross-genre Chinese
lyrics.

Hypothesis 2: Authorship attribution perfor-
mance will vary between genres, with certain gen-
res yielding higher accuracy due to more distinct
stylistic features.

3 Related Work

To address our research question, we need to de-
fine what is meant by genres of lyrics. In fact,
the genre classification of lyrics has always been
a difficult problem in both music and literature.
In this paper, we focus on the topics and themes
expressed in the lyrics of the songs. Rather than
adopting conventional genre labels from music
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PR English Tag
RIE5%%.  Folklore & Tradition
Z5iRE Love & Romance
EES R Life & Reflection
5L Society & Reality
N5  Landscape & Journey

Table 1: Theme-based lyric genre categories used in
our study.
Adapted to reflect cultural context in Chinese lyrics.

information retrieval, such as pop, country, or
folk, as commonly used in lyric genre classifica-
tion (Tsaptsinos, 2017; Mayer et al., 2008), we
draw inspiration from the approach in Czedik-
Eysenberg et al. (2019), which categorizes lyri-
cal content based on thematic topics found in
metal music. Taking into account the lyrics in our
dataset and the cultural differences between China
and the West, we adapt the Czedik-Eysenberg
genre definitions. For example, we replace reli-
giously related tags with the category ’Tradition
/ Folklore’ and propose the categories, shown in
Table 1, as a baseline for our study.

After defining these categories, we follow a
human-Al collaboration approach inspired by CH-
Wang et al. (2023), in which we use DeepSeek to
automatically assign genre tags to the lyrics and
then manually verify the precision of the labels.

We draw on the work of Sahin (2021), which
suggests that token-level augmentation can help
mitigate data sparsity in natural language process-
ing learning. Following this insight, we augment
positive samples in our sparse dataset by inserting
random tokens to enhance representation diversity.

To ensure our model learns true stylistic fea-
tures rather than relying on superficial topic-
author correlations, we adopt the concept of “hard
positives” and “hard negatives” from Fincke and
Boschee (2024) in our dataset design. Specifically,
we treat lyrics written by the same author but in
different genres as hard positives, encouraging the
model to capture consistent stylistic traits across
topics. Conversely, we select lyrics written by
different authors within similar thematic domains
as hard negatives, making the classification task
more challenging and reducing the risk of topic-
based shortcuts. We use Chinese-RoBERTa ! (Xu,
2021) as our base model for fine-tuning, as it was
pretrained and further optimized for Chinese text

1https://huggingface.co/hfl/
chinese-roberta-wwm-ext

classification tasks.

Inspired by the findings of Huang et al. (2024)
that large language models "excel at identifying
authorship without the need for domain-specific
fine-tuning," we apply Linguistically Informed
Prompting to enable zero-shot in-context learn-
ing using DeepSeek. We then conduct a com-
parative analysis between the performance of this
LLM-based approach and our fine-tuned Chinese-
RoBERTa model.

To conduct the comparative study, we follow
the evaluation guidelines provided by PAN?. Our
baseline setup involves presenting the model with
a pair of lyrics and asking it to determine whether
they were written by the same lyricist.

4 Technical Approach

4.1 Raw Dataset

4.1.1 Raw Dataset Information

We collect 1055 Chinese songs, all of which were
released after the year 2000 and contain more
than 80% Chinese text. Each entry in the dataset
includes the following attributes: title, lyricist,
genre, length, and lyrics.

We divide the 1055 songs into 2 groups to serve
our evaluation purpose, which is explained in Sec-
tion 4.2. The first 1000 songs serve for Training
and Testl, while the other 55 songs are found at
a later stage as the Test2 dataset, among which
none of the lyricists appear in the training or Test1
datasets. Each lyricist in the Training and Testl
datasets is represented by 4 to 30 songs, while this
requirement is not strictly applied to Test2 due to
time constraints within the scope of our project.
The details of splitting the datasets will be ex-
plained in the end of the Section 4.1.4.

The attributes “Title,” “Lyricist,” and “Raw
Lyrics” are manually collected from sources such
as Baidu Baike?, Gequbao, and the QQ Music mo-
bile app*. The “Length” attribute, representing the
number of lines in each song, is computed using a
Python script. The “Genre” field is assigned based
on our baseline labeling method using Deepseek-
Lllama-70B>.

2https://pan.webis.de/clef23/pan23—web/
author-identification.html#evaluation

3https://baike.baidu.com/

*https://y.qq.com/

5https://www.together.ai/models/
deepseek-ri-distilled-1lama-70b-free
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Figure 1: Workflow for cleaning and filtering data.

4.1.2 Raw Lyrics Post-process

We apply a data-filtering pipeline to standardize
the content of raw lyrics. We remove times-
tamps, speaker labels, and special characters such
as brackets or parentheses that do not contribute
to the actual lyrics. We also strip away any extra-
neous text preceding speaker labels to ensure only
the lyrical content remained. After this step, we
use a Python script to extract the “Length” infor-
mation. Of the first 1,000 songs, the lengths range
from 16 to 119 lines, with a median of 43.0 and
a mean of 45.696. To prevent LLMs from relying
on song lengths to make authorship attribution, we
generate a box plot to visualize the distribution of
song lengths, identifying and removing 31 outliers
based on Tukey’s Fences method®. The complete
data-filtering workflow is illustrated in Figure 1.
Since the Test2 dataset is created separately from
Training and Test1, instead of removing outliers in
Test2 using its own statistics, we control the length
range of Test2 to be within the lower (10.5) and
upper (78.5) bound of the first 1000 songs. The
song length statistics and distributions are shown
in Appendix A.1.

4.1.3 Genre Generation

We apply a genre-generation pipeline with
Deepseek-Lllama-70B to assign genres to lyrics.
We sample 10 out of 1000 songs and test two set-
tings: English prompt with Chinese lyrics for En-
glish output, and Chinese prompt with Chinese
lyrics for Chinese output. The prompts include
genre concepts, expected output format, and the
possibility of multiple genres if necessary. In early
attempts, the model generate multiple tags for all
samples, which defeats the purpose of classify-
ing lyrics based on genres. We revise the prompt

6https://aakinshin.net/posts/
tukey-outlier-probability/
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Figure 2: Workflow for generating genres.

to ensure multiple genres are only assigned when
equally likely, with a preference for a single genre.
After the model generates the results for both set-
tings, we manually evaluate the genre classifica-
tion accuracy and find the Chinese prompt to be
more accurate (Appendix C), so we apply the Chi-
nese prompt to the full dataset. We also com-
plete a second round of human evaluation once the
results for the full dataset were generated. The
genre-generation workflow is shown in Figure 2.
The exact Chinese prompt used is provided in Ap-
pendix B.1, and the English prompt is shown be-
low:

Given the following genre concepts:

1. Love & Romance: Romance, heartbreak, longing, missing
someone

2. Life & Reflection: Growth, regret, personal lessons,
contemplation

3. Society & Reality: Urban struggles, inequality, class,
political tone

4. Landscape & Journey: Nature, travel, scenery, wandering,
solitude

5. Folklore & Tradition: Legends, cultural icons, regional
storytelling, historical motifs

Please classify the genre of the following lyrics:

{lyrics}

If the model thinks multiple genres are equally likely to
be the genre of these lyrics, it can generate multiple
genres. However, in most cases, only one genre should
be provided. The output should follow the format:

Genres: [Genrell

Where Genrel is the genre label (e.g., Love & Romance, Life
& Reflection). If multiple genres are equally likely,
they should be listed inside the square brackets and
separated by commas, e.g., Genres: [Love & Romance,
Life & Reflection]. But again, most of the time, there
should only be one genre listed inside the brackets.

4.1.4 Build the Second, Smaller Dataset

After generating genres for the first 1000 songs,
we count the numbers of unique lyricists in each
of the five genres and plot them with a his-
togram (Lyricists with songs in multiple genres
are counted as unique authors in each of the gen-
res their songs appear in). Based on the distribu-
tion of unique authors across genres for the Train-
ing and Testl datasets, we purposefully look for
songs with a similar genre distribution to construct
the Test2 dataset. This approach ensures the con-
sistency between our training and the 2 testing
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datasets. After a careful analysis for the distribu-
tion, we downscale our plan to find a minimum of
55 songs for the second dataset.

However, we soon observe that the sparsity of
the raw Test2 data poses significant challenges
in constructing pairwise testing examples, as de-
tailed in Section 4.2, ultimately leading to irregu-
larities in model evaluation. To address this, and
inspired by ,Sahin (2021), we introduce synthetic
data by injecting tokens such as [SYNO] into the
raw dataset. This approach allows us to balance
the dataset while maintaining a distribution simi-
lar to the original.

The distributions of unique lyricists across gen-
res for training, Test1, and Test2 are shown in Fig-
ure 3.

4.2 Train and Test Data

As mentioned in Section 4.1.1. We build 3 splits,
Train, Test1, and Test2, where Train and Test1 are
created from the 1,000-song set with a split ratio of
80:20, and Test2 contains lyrics from previously
unseen authors in the training. Both Testl and
Test2 have no overlap pairs from Training. In this
way, we hope to accurately evaluate the model’s
performance and test its generalization ability.

We construct our training and evaluation
datasets using pairwise comparisons. For both per-
genre and cross-genre settings, we generate pairs
consisting of lyrics written by the same author
(label = 1) and by different authors (label = 0).
To ensure balanced evaluation, we carefully cu-
rate the dataset so that all five genres include both
label types and both settings. Also, the propor-
tions of overall per-genre vs. cross-genre pairs, as
well as same-author vs. different-author pairs, are
kept relatively consistent across the Train, Testl,
and Test2 splits. The detailed statistics per genre
and per setting in each split are provided in Ap-
pendix A.2, Appendix A.3, and Appendix A.4.

Our construction results in the following num-
ber of pairwise examples for each split:

* Train Set — 965 pairs

o Testl Set — 244 pairs

* Test2 Set — 68 pairs

4.3 Maetrics

We report standard evaluation metrics, includ-
ing Fl-scores, accuracy, precision, and recall.
Specifically, we use F1-Micro, F1-Macro, and F1-
Weighted scores to examine potential label imbal-
ances and provide a more accurate evaluation. Ad-

ditionally, to analyze performance across different
genres, we compute per-class metrics for a more
fine-grained assessment.

4.4 Zero Shot

We evaluate our dataset using Deepseek-Lllama-
70B in a zero-shot setting. To prompt the model
for authorship attribution, we design a linguisti-
cally informed prompt that encourages the model
to focus on stylistic differences rather than topi-
cal content. Notably, since prompting in Chinese
outperforms English when generating genres for
Chinese lyrics, we adopt a Chinese prompt for the
authorship attribution task as well.

The exact Chinese prompt used is provided
in Appendix B.2, and the English translation is
shown below:

Determine whether the two input texts
were written by the same author.
Analyze the writing style of the texts
while ignoring differences in topic
and content.

The reasoning should be based on
linguistic features such as verb

usage, punctuation,
rare vocabulary, affixes, humor,
sarcasm, typos, and spelling

variations.
The output should follow this format: @

or 1 (0 indicates different
authors, 1 indicates the same
author).

4.5 Fine Tune

We fine-tune the pre-trained Chinese RoBERTa
base model (hfl/chinese-roberta-wwm-ext) using
contrastive learning.  Specifically, we employ
a custom ContrastiveLoss from Sentence Trans-
former, which optimizes the model to increase co-
sine similarity for positive pairs (label = 1) and
decrease it for negative pairs (label = 0), effec-
tively separating dissimilar pairs in the embedding
space.

Our dataset is split 80/20 into training and vali-
dation sets. We train the model for 2 epochs using
the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 2e-5, a
batch size of 16, and a maximum sequence length
of 128. A warm-up phase of 100 steps is used to
stabilize training dynamics early on.

For evaluation, we use EmbeddingSimilarityE-
valuator along with a custom callback that com-
putes macro F1 scores across a range of cosine
similarity thresholds. The callback updates the
best-performing threshold every 50 steps based on
validation results, enabling dynamic tracking of
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Figure 3: Histograms of unique lyricists per genre for the training and test datasets.

classification performance’.

5 Results and Error Analysis

5.1 Results

Zero-shot results on the Testl and Test2 splits are
summarized in Tables 2 and 5, respectively. Ta-
bles 3 and 4 show the results for finetuning. For
each table, the highest score in each evaluation
metric column is highlighted in gray to emphasize
peak performance across genres and modes.

We evaluate our results by reflecting on our hy-
potheses.

Hypothesis 1 posits that a fine-tuned domain-
specific model will outperform zero-shot in-
context learning with general-purpose LLMs, i.e.
DeepSeek, in cross-genre authorship attribution.

Overall, the comparison supports the first hy-
pothesis. The finetuned model generally achieves
higher performance across most metrics, espe-
cially in structured genres like Folklore & Tra-
dition and to a lesser degree in Landscape &
Journey. In Testl, finetuning improves overall
F1 Macro (from 0.4563 zero-shot cross-genre to
0.4041 finetuned, and from 0.5637 zero-shot per-
genre to 0.4000 finetuned). Even for genres that
do not have a significant improvement, we ob-
serve that the finetuned model performs compara-
bly similar to the LLM, which already shows the
power of finetuning pretrained model given that
we only use 900+ data for training.

In Test2, the overall metrics (F1 Macro: 0.2917)
for both modes are lower than in the zero-
shot version (0.5296 for cross-genre and 0.8229
for per-genre). Since Test2 is specifically con-
structed with unseen authors to evaluate out-
of-distribution generalizability, the lower perfor-

"Our training setup is inspired by https:
//github.com/UKPLab/sentence-transformers/blob/
master/examples/sentence_transformer/training/
nli/training_nli_v2.py and the customized con-
trastiveloss follows https://github.com/UKPLab/
sentence-transformers/blob/master/sentence_
transformers/losses/Contrastiveloss.py

mance of our finetuned model is expected. Com-
pared to large language models (LLMs), which are
trained on vast corpora and may have already en-
countered similar or even overlapping content, our
model exhibits more limited generalization capac-
ity. Nonetheless, the observed F1 Macro score of
0.2917 demonstrates that the model retains some
ability to generalize beyond the training authors,
which is an encouraging baseline given the data
and resource constraints of our finetuning setup.
Also, we hope our model might perform better on
real life data rather than our synthetic ones.

Thus, finetuning appears to offer meaningful
gains in robustness and generalizability. However,
its benefits are best observed in real test sets like
Test1, while synthetic sets like Test2 may obscure
its full effect. And hypothesis 1 is partially sup-
ported.

Hypothesis 2 states that authorship attribution
performance will vary across genres, depending
on the presence of distinct stylistic features.

Folklore & Tradition consistently performs well
across all settings. In the zero-shot setup, it
achieves perfect or near-perfect scores in per-
genre mode for both Testl and Test2. After fine-
tuning, this strength persists—maintaining a per-
fect score (1.0000) in per-genre mode, while also
showing improved generalization in cross-genre
mode in Test2 (Accuracy: 0.6250, F1 Macro:
0.3846). These results suggest that this genre
is highly stylized, with strong intra-author coher-
ence, and that finetuning enhances generalization
without sacrificing performance in structured set-
tings.

Love & Romance, by contrast, exhibits incon-
sistent and generally weaker performance. In the
zero-shot condition, it achieves moderate results
in Testl per-genre (F1 Macro: 0.5625) but de-
grades in Test2. Finetuning brings small improve-
ments in Test] (F1 Weighted: 0.5247), yet in Test2
per-genre mode, the model collapses (F1 Macro:
0.1111). These patterns likely stem from the emo-
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Table 2: Evaluation metrics per genre and mode for
Testl (finetune). The genres are shown in the sequence
of Folklore & Tradition, Love & Romance, Life & Re-
flection, Society & Reality, Landscape & Journey

Table 3: Evaluation metrics per genre and mode for
Testl (zero-shot). The genres are shown in the sequence
of Folklore & Tradition, Love & Romance, Life & Re-
flection, Society & Reality, Landscape & Journey

Genre Mode Accuracy  FIMicro  Fl Weighted ~ FlMacro  Recall  Precision Genre Mode Accuracy  FIMicro  Fl Weighted ~ FlMacro  Recall  Precision
Folklore & Tradition  per-genre 0.7500 0.7500 0.7333 07333 07500 08333 Folklore & Tradition  cross-genre  0.4167 04167 03259 03778 10000  0.3636
Folklore & Tradition  cross-genre | 0.8889 0.8889 0.8821 08615 08333 09286 Folklore & Tradition  per-genre 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 10000 1.0000  1.0000
Love & Romance per-genre 05714 05714 05510 05625 06185  0.6469 Love & Romance cross-genre  0.4130 04130 0.2920 03432 09714 03908
Love & Romance cross-genre 05325 05325 04815 04273 04603 04365 Love & Romance per-genre 0.6506 0.6506 05247 04249 | 10000 0.6463
Life & Reflection per-genre 0.6429 0.6429 0.6362 06393 06563  0.6689 Life & Reflection cross-genre  0.5376 05376 03976 03879 10000 05275
Life & Reflection cross-genre 04925 0.4925 04552 04482 04808 04737 Life & Reflection per-genre 05455 05455 04271 04271 10000 05238
Society & Reality per-genre 0.5385 05385 0.5064 04583 04750  0.4667 Society & Reality cross-genre  0.5854 05854 04711 04177 09583 0.5897
Society & Reality cross-genre 04359 04359 0.3650 03871 04799 04621 Society & Reality per-genre 02727 02727 0.1169 02143 | 10000 02727
Landscape & Journey  per-genre 0.7778 07778 0.7579 0.6786 06615 07333 Landscape & Journey ~ cross-genre  0.6275 06275 05436 05215 1.0000  0.5957
Landscape & Journey ~ cross-genre  0.5366 05366 0.4868 05073 05956 0.6639 Landscape & Journey  per-genre 0.1250 0.1250 0.0278 01111 10000 0.1250
Overall per-genre 05827 05827 0.5579 05637 05988  0.6281 Overall cross-genre 05156 0.5156 03943 04041 09856 04982
Overall cross-genre 05238 05238 04727 04563 04973 04956 Overall per-genre 0.5646 0.5646 04278 04000 10000  0.5556

Table 4: Evaluation metrics per genre and mode for
Test2 (finetune). The genres are shown in the sequence
of Folklore & Tradition, Love & Romance, Life & Re-
flection, Society & Reality, Landscape & Journey

Table 5: Evaluation metrics per genre and mode for
Test2 (zero-shot). The genres are shown in the sequence
of Folklore & Tradition, Love & Romance, Life & Re-
flection, Society & Reality, Landscape & Journey

Genre Mode Accuracy F1 Micro F1 Weighted F1 Macro Recall Precision Genre Mode Accuracy F1 Micro F1 Weighted F1 Macro Recall Precision
Folklore & Tradition cross-genre 0.6250 0.6250 0.4808 0.3846 1.0000 0.6250 Folklore & Tradition per-genre 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Folklore & Tradition per-genre 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 Folklore & Tradition cross-genre 0.5000 0.5000 0.4333 0.4667 0.6000 0.7143
Love & Romance cross-genre 0.3750 0.3750 0.2045 0.2727 1.0000 0.3750 Love & Romance per-genre 0.8750 0.8750 0.8910 0.7949 0.9286 0.7500
Love & Romance per-genre 0.1250 0.1250 0.0278 0.1111 1.0000 0.1250 Love & Romance cross-genre 0.5000 0.5000 0.5000 0.4667 0.4667 0.4667
Life & Reflection cross-genre 0.3636 0.3636 0.1939 0.2667 1.0000 0.3636 Life & Reflection per-genre 0.7692 0.7692 0.7692 0.7692 0.7738 0.7738
Life & Reflection per-genre 0.4615 0.4615 0.2915 0.3158 1.0000 0.4615 Life & Reflection 0.6818 0.6818 0.6767 0.6460 0.6429 0.6524
Society & Reality 0.5000 0.5000 0.3333 0.3333 1.0000 0.5000 Society & Reality 0.5000 0.5000 0.3333 0.3333 0.5000 0.2500
Society & Reality 0.5000 0.5000 0.3333 0.3333 1.0000 0.5000 Society & Reality -g 0.5714 0.5714 0.5333 0.5333 0.5714 0.6061
Landscape & Journey 03125 0.3125 0.1488 0.2381 1.0000 03125 Landscape & Journey per-genre 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Landscape & Journey 0.5000 0.5000 0.3333 0.3333 1.0000 0.5000 Landscape & Journey  cross-genre 0.8571 0.8571 0.9231 0.4615 0.4286 0.5000
Overall cross-genre 04118 04118 0.2402 0.2917 1.0000 04118 Overall per-genre 0.8235 0.8235 0.8248 0.8229 0.8393 0.8299
Overall per-genre 04118 04118 0.2402 0.2917 1.0000 04118 Overall cross-genre 0.5882 0.5882 0.5589 0.5296 0.5429 0.5577

tional and generic language prevalent in the genre,
which introduces semantic overlap across authors
and reduces the distinctiveness needed for attribu-
tion. Finetuning offers limited benefit here.

Life & Reflection shows relatively stable and
moderate performance across settings. In the zero-
shot setup, it performs particularly well in Test2
cross-genre (F1 Macro: 0.6460), and maintains
similar mid-range results after finetuning, with F1
Macro scores generally ranging from 0.31 to 0.43.
Slight gains are observed in per-genre settings.
This suggests that authors in this genre may share
reflective thematic structures, while still preserv-
ing enough stylistic individuality to support model
learning.

Society & Reality remains volatile, with signs
of intra-genre variability. It underperforms
in zero-shot, especially in per-genre mode (F1
Macro: 0.3333 in Test2). After finetuning, perfor-
mance improves in cross-genre mode in Testl (F1
Weighted: 0.4711), but per-genre results remain
low. The likely cause is stylistic heterogeneity
within the genre, as diverse topics and rhetorical
strategies may blur authorial boundaries. While
finetuning improves robustness in broader con-
texts, it does not meaningfully enhance per-genre
discrimination.

Finally, Landscape & Journey presents an in-
teresting reversal post-finetuning. In the zero-

shot setting, it performs excellently in per-genre
mode—achieving perfect scores in Test2 (F1
Macro: 1.0000) and a strong F1 Weighted score
of 0.7579 in Testl. However, after finetuning, its
per-genre performance drops sharply in Testl (F1
Macro: 0.1111), while cross-genre scores remain
relatively stable. This suggests that finetuning may
have disrupted useful genre-specific patterns, pos-
sibly due to overfitting to inter-genre noise or a
loss of token-level cues in smaller, more structured
genres.

The model also has variations on performing in
different modes (per-genre vs cross-genre).

In zero-shot, per-genre consistently outper-
forms cross-genre, reflecting the model’s reliance
on shared genre structure for attribution. For
example, in Test2 zero-shot, per-genre reached
0.8229 F1 Macro vs. 0.5296 for cross-genre.

However, after finetuning, this mode gap nar-
rows or disappears. In Test2 finetuned, both
modes yield identical scores across all metrics.
This suggests that finetuning may equalize the
model’s reliance on genre cues by reinforcing
author-specific traits independent of genre. This
is encouraging, as it implies that the model is no
longer “shortcutting” via genre similarity, but truly
learning attribution-relevant features.

Therefore, hypothesis 2 is strong supported.



5.2 Error Analysis

Our results across both zero-shot and finetuned
settings point to key limitations in dataset design,
model generalization, and evaluation structure.

A central issue arises in Test2 per-genre, where
both in the zero-shot and finetuned settings,
Folklore & Tradition and Landscape & Journey
achieve perfect scores (1.0000) across all met-
rics. It shows possible structural limitations in
our dataset, e.g. low pairwise diversity and po-
tentially easier synthetic examples. We believe
the root cause lies in the sparsity of our dataset,
which is further amplified by token-level augmen-
tation. This process may artificially inflate class
separability by introducing predictable lexical ar-
tifacts, leading to overly optimistic scores that do
not accurately reflect the model’s true generaliza-
tion ability.

We also observe a persistent divergence across
F1 metrics, most notably in Test2. In the zero-shot
setting, this divergence is subtle but clear—F1
Macro consistently lags behind F1 Micro and F1
Weighted, indicating imbalanced label distribu-
tions and suggesting that the model’s predictions
are skewed toward a dominant class. To account
for this, we adopt F1 Macro as the primary eval-
uation metric throughout our analysis, as it bet-
ter reflects performance across both classes in the
presence of imbalance. This imbalance becomes
more pronounced in the finetuned setting, espe-
cially in Test2 per-genre, where recall is often per-
fect while precision and F1 are close to zero. This
pattern points to a thresholding failure, where the
model predicts nearly all instances as belonging
to a single class (typically positive), resulting in
a collapse in precision. By contrast, cross-genre
performance remains relatively stable across both
zero-shot and finetuned settings, reinforcing the
notion that the model generalizes more effectively
across genres than within them. This may reflect a
broader challenge in capturing fine-grained intra-
genre stylistic variation, particularly for unseen
authors, and is likely exacerbated when the train-
ing data lacks sufficient diversity or depth in those
stylistic dimensions.

Thus, while finetuning improves robustness and
generalization for some genres in Test1, both zero-
shot and finetuned results in Test2 expose shared
weaknesses stemming from dataset design. These
include label and author imbalance, synthetic aug-
mentation artifacts, and limited within-genre vari-

ation.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

Our study investigates the effectiveness of fine-
tuned and zero-shot models for Chinese lyrics au-
thorship attribution, focusing on two hypotheses:
(1) that a fine-tuned model outperforms a zero-
shot approach, and (2) that model performance
varies across genres.

Our findings strongly support Hypothesis
2—model performance is highly genre-dependent,
with structured genres like Folklore & Tradition
consistently outperforming more abstract or emo-
tionally diffuse genres such as Love & Romance.
This variation persists across both zero-shot and
fine-tuned settings and highlights the importance
of genre-sensitive evaluation in authorship tasks.

Hypothesis 1 is only partially supported. While
fine-tuning improves robustness and generaliza-
tion in Testl, particularly for real-world data
and challenging genres, its benefits are less pro-
nounced—or even obscured—in Test2. This in-
consistency is largely due to design limitations in
Test2, which is small, sparse, and relies on syn-
thetic augmentation. These properties amplify is-
sues such as label imbalance, shallow lexical cues,
and overly homogeneous pairings, all of which can
distort evaluation outcomes and mask the model’s
true generalization capabilities.

Our work create an initial benchmark and anal-
ysis. Looking ahead, future work should priori-
tize the development of larger, more diverse, and
naturally constructed test sets, especially ones that
better reflect real-world stylistic variation and au-
thorial diversity. Reducing reliance on token-level
augmentation and balancing author representation
across genres will improve the reliability and inter-
pretability of attribution models. Additionally, ex-
ploring domain-adaptive pretraining may further
enhance the model’s ability to generalize across
both seen and unseen authors.

Ethical Considerations: While our study con-
tributes to understanding stylistic authorship in
Chinese lyrics, it also raises ethical concerns.
Authorship attribution models, if misused, could
undermine creative anonymity, reinforce biases
across cultural or gendered writing styles, or be
leveraged inappropriately in legal or commer-
cial settings. We emphasize that such models
should not be used to make definitive claims about
authorship without human verification. More-



over, respecting the privacy and intent of lyri-
cists—particularly in culturally sensitive or politi-
cally expressive genres—remains paramount.

The full dataset and the Python scripts for data
processing, train and test splitting, zero shot, and
fine tune are available at our GitHub repository®.
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A Statistics

A.1 Raw Lyrics Statistics

Table 6: Song Length Statistics (First 1000 Songs)

Metric Value
Median Song Length 43.0
Mean Song Length 45.696
Max Song Length 119.0
Min Song Length 16.0
Lower Bound 10.5
Upper Bound 78.5
Number of Outliers 31.0

Song Length Distribution

4’(2@@&)00 0o o 000

20 40

60 80 100 120

Song Length (in number of lines)

Figure 4: Song length distribution for the first 1000
songs after data-processing.

Table 7: Song Length Statistics (Last 55 Songs)

Metric Value
Median Song Length 37.0
Mean Song Length 40.218
Max Song Length 78.0
Min Song Length 16.0

A.2 Train Set Statistics

Table 8: Train Set — Genre Breakdown

Table 9: Train Set — Pair Type Breakdown

Type

Same-Author

Diff-Author

Total (%)

Per-genre
Cross-genre

303 (55.49%)
168 (40.10%)

243 (44.51%)
251 (59.90%)

546 (56.58%)
419 (43.42%)

Genre Authors Pairs Label 0 Label 1 L0% L1%  %Total
Folklore & Tradition 16 44 19 25 43.18% 56.82% 4.56%
Love & Romance 90 505 241 264 47.72% 52.28%  52.33%
Life & Reflection 80 373 191 182 51.21% 48.79%  38.65%
Society & Reality 46 127 71 55 56.35% 43.65% 13.16%
Landscape & Journey 45 139 67 72 4820% 51.80% 14.40%




A.3 Testl Set Statistics

Table 10: Test]l Set — Genre Breakdown

Genre Authors  Pairs Label 0 Label 1 L0% L1%  %Total
Folklore & Tradition 10 7 4 3 57.14% 42.86% 2.87%
Love & Romance 77 129 58 70 4531% 54.69% 52.87%
Life & Reflection 73 90 44 46 4889% 51.11% 36.89%
Society & Reality 35 31 16 15 51.61% 48.39% 12.70%
Landscape & Journey 38 33 18 15 5455% 4545% 13.52%
Table 11: Testl Set — Pair Type Breakdown
Type Same-Author  Diff-Author Total (%)
Per-genre 74 (53.24%) 65 (46.76%) 139 (56.97%)
Cross-genre 48 (45.71%) 57 (54.29%) 105 (43.03%)
A.4 Test2 Set Statistics
Table 12: Test2 Set — Genre Breakdown
Genre Authors Pairs Label 0 Label 1 L0% L1% % Total
Folklore & Tradition 3 5 1 3 25.00% 75.00% 7.35%
Love & Romance 13 12 9 2 81.82% 18.18% 17.65%
Life & Reflection 13 24 14 10 58.33% 41.67% 35.29%
Society & Reality 9 11 5 5 50.00% 50.00% 16.18%
Landscape & Journey 9 16 6 4 60.00% 40.00% 23.53%

Table 13: Test2 Set — Pair Type Breakdown

Type Same-Author  Diff-Author Total (%)

Per-genre 14 (41.18%) 20 (58.82%) 34 (50.00%)
Cross-genre 14 (41.18%) 20 (58.82%) 34 (50.00%)




B Prompts

B.1 Genre Generation

The exact Chinese prompt used to query
Deepseek-LLama-70B is shown below:

28 7€ LU BRI &

1 Z5IRE: RIE. O BE-
BERN

2. EWEE A Bk ERE. DA
oIl - T

3. e 5HE: HWtE . AF
EL M BUAEE

4. NESKE: KEK KIT- K
b/ 10

5. RIBSES: Ful - STLER -
WX R Py S R

TEXT DA 8RR T 4 2K
{lyrics}

WFERLA N 2 MR LT R R
FERX EAGA IR, ATRIAERSE D
UK -
EHARZEIROL N, Bz AR —MR
UK o HH 2B AR LA R AR K

WIR: UKL

He iRERIRIAZE (B, %
5iRg, £ESRE) -

WARZE A IR JLF R EEE AT EE,
RFFENFIETESN, FHESD
B, .

k. [ZSIRE, EES AT -
EIFER, REZEHL NMIZAE—
MRS T TS -

B.2 Zero-Shot Attribution

The exact Chinese prompt used to query
Deepseek-LLama-70B is shown below:

56 E PR B A\ U & B R — AR
EFEET . SHTRMA AR S ERE,
ZREEBMARNER - HHENET
EERHE, Flanshia - rafFs - W
B1EC - TSR HAER L PRI AT
WA E EIREE  fn H RGEE LIRS
X 08 1 (ORIRAFEMEE, 15FR
HEEEE) -

C Comparison Between Chinese And
English Prompts in Genre Generation

The following two examples provide the compari-
son of genre-generation results of Chinese and En-
glish prompts on two songs in the sample dataset.
We conclude that the genres generated by the Chi-
nese prompt in these two examples are more ac-
curate than the ones generated by the English
prompt.

Example 1:

Title: 22
Lyricist(s): X!/i
Genre: G5 A
Length: 48

Lyrics:

IRz EAMEE R A
SRBERAE

FEIRX AR AR I

P 5 IRIAF
R—FOLEE

a5 b
AR— IR B W
iy E R
RO L A
MRS 1 AL

F I ZHOX B KOGE A RATHR
EEIRST

v LE BRI L KUEHSEAE
RS E S

16k AR LR A X BT
HR AT KBRS
TR R BHBORGE K
HAE N O RERE %
LA E i B AR
A EMHE

YEAL RS
BEARNAANMFETAT
B IR

LU RS

AEER B ]

% IR P LA S

i W A AR R Z O
PE

v LE BRI AL K2 HEAE
2 S FE Y

Ak AR L[] 2 AR O
HR AT B KBRS
TR BHBORGHEHK
HFE N OABERE %
BUELTE N £ 510 B AR



AHAE

IRz FAMEERA
/\EEH/I\
P2 LR AR B3k

T E R

ZE I Mot ki EZEW
—BEO0E— R RE
A= A 2E 1S T SR
HERIT LR Y
FFaLME X -
KM ) E LR R
EAYEK EHRAIBS
FRSFE

Chinese result:

Raw API Response: <think>

b, FENAEZLTIXE AR AR -
HOE, EEaE, RIMEEARS K
Fav 2t EO R . R E SR
2o HOneulhifE ER AL S <BUEL
HHNE JZ\%%‘MUZ?E”E‘C}W?? BoR
ru”é?%.&ﬁ’)%%ﬁ%ﬁﬁmﬂnﬁl 55 1)

BE, EEI WA F L2 RIR
B ”%D“TQ i, e & R
9’%\“" JJIJJ o kg &
(R REWS X B % 5 IR IZ K TT
EX 1515 QEE’J“%”E%EVE%—

%EME.,_ MAOR, MAERMR)IRERE

HEERGHE RSN T .
1] o g B BB IR~ < ADA
RERER”, XA REWS K EIH & A H)E
EMAEREL, BTHa5MER
. HERRE, XENAELZRE
N SR R 2, RIFE R B A R
I

WA R T REMAARKINE, A
KRBT E AN R B
PR WA IERX L, X AR I
FIEFRS BRI TR . HRFE, X
NZARSS TR RO BRI, BIE
B P AR AN IEF

CRAaRE, TR B O R R T
R IEFFER S AR, X
J& T A5 BRI - BRI K

FEMHEITER, BHEMNERANTX
¥, mAEEEES . FHit,
XE WO IZIT RN EES -
</think>

ik [EHSRE]

English result:

Raw API Response: <think>

Okay, so I need to classify the genre of
these lyrics based on the given concepts.
Let me read through the lyrics first and
see what themes stand out.

The lyrics start with * ¥ 2 b {12
N 2 &KL which translates
to something like “The one who looks
up from the thorns can see through the
world’s dust.” That gives me a sense of
struggle and resilience. The mention
of “ 3G KAV  or a city where
good and evil are everywhere suggests
a focus on society and its issues.

There’s a lot about overcoming hard-
ships, like ** ZF 3 J] 111 # ki 4%
f& 1M » which means enduring severe
trials. The line * ALt £ 24 5
I B K  implies a struggle for power
and survival, which sounds political or
societal.

The repetition of standing in the center
of giant waves and the wind being
thoughts, rain being a battlefield, shows
a sense of turmoil and inner conflict.
The mention of not accepting fate and
fighting against it ties into themes of
resistance and societal change.

There’s also a strong sense of hope and
perseverance, like “ #H 15 I /7 il &
#2 » or believing the front is home,
indicating a journey or struggle towards
a better place. The line about the earth’s
power being released and watching
things grow suggests a connection to
nature, but it’s more about overcoming
adversity than just nature itself.



Looking at the genre concepts, Society
& Reality deals with urban struggles, in-
equality, and political tones. The lyrics
definitely touch on societal issues, the
struggle between good and evil, and the
fight against oppressive systems. While
there are elements of personal growth
and hope, the overarching theme seems
to be about society and the reality of
living in a challenging world.

I don’t see much about romance or
folklore here. It’s more about the
external struggles rather than internal
personal reflections or love. So, I think
Society & Reality fits best.

</think>

Genres: [Society & Reality]

Example 2:

Title: JoE

Lyricist(s): X%

Genre: [Z5IR1E, £1E5 K]
Length: 43

Lyrics:

W RR LA

WP AT

il |5 AREHIR
AT AS TR
IR — 20
EFRATEXIRTC R
AREBRGTTHE TR
JOBRIRAL TN
REVEFH L ES
HERAR—ERET
RERGETE W TEHE
FEA B AR

FaX o R R )L
H SRl DR

R SHHDER B RE M
B AEIR

WAR T B IEb o B 4 4K
[FIFATGAR ALY
FERR S A

fisi 2 B M AME BRI
LR HRTCE
VAT — AR ThE

S A e AT
HIX—BEE AR

SRR

REVEFHE LS
EEHR—ERES
RERGETE NP5

FE A By

P 15 ME TS L

H S A O

LS HRHDER B RS M
AR

BRI AN L B A K
FAKIRICF AN OF

A MRS EER
A—ER HEURRE
et —4525
JEAFGX R — 4
ARREE AR

H— AT PR
BMIFETEH T RENS R
JFARIR R EHERE

Chinese result:

Raw API Response: <think>

i, FIRAEZ AT X E A AR -
HE, EdE, AANEmERS
KT ZHERMAR, i <B
T DHEESE, X ERELRE ST
EZEIREBHNT . F&, JaAHLR
BT RKFE, e AR
Y EREIEW, XARE X
FEFRESRERTERE . BEELTH
HABIRARS,  Hointt & 5 E5E -
N EIREEEE RIGS S, (HI0A
R BRI SOX BT TR RN A -
FTLL, EEMFIRNIZEZSIRE,
AR —RERSRENRE, H
ZEIRIEFE NRL - </think>

WK [Z5IRE, EiE5 A

English result:

Raw API Response: <think>

Okay, so I need to classify the genre of
these lyrics based on the given concepts.
Let me read through the lyrics first and
see what they’re about.

The lyrics start with * 1 & & %
JLFE, F A& B LT which
translates to something like “Maybe the
snow fell silently, maybe the flowers



in the mirror left no trace.” This seems
poetic and introspective, talking about
silent and unnoticed things. Then it says
“EB T ¥ ARERRSR, AR,
AN which means “I’ve seen all the
changing scenes of the years, but none
compare to you.” So there’s a sense of
longing and comparison, focusing on
someone special.

Next lines: * FlEM—2E0E 0,
TNIRTCHE, REZBAEBITE T
B, O IKALRN » 7 This translates
to “I gaze at a ripple, as if there’s no
wind or clear sky, love comes silently
and without a trace, my heart is like
a gentle rain.” This is definitely about
love and the quiet, persistent nature of it.

Then it mentions “ 1} [JE FH JL7 B
R, FEAHAR—4EZEEF - 7 which
is “Your eyebrows have a bit of pride,
I’'ll spend my life pursuing you.” This
shows dedication and pursuit in love,
which is a strong romantic theme.

The lines “ ZIEXHFIEZTE, W [ #
55, BESRHE#H S - ~ mean “Don’t
blame the scattered love words, idle
dreams, waking up to even thinner
love.” This seems to touch on heart-
break or the fleeting nature of love,
which is part of the Love & Romance
genre.

Further on,  FX & 18U ALy,
H S A E 0 F - 7 tanslates
to “This heart that can’t bear to part,
actually can’t hide its feelings.” Again,
focusing on the heart and emotions
related to love.

The repetition of “ 1% ) JE FH JL
SR, LERAR-EEET
emphasizes the romantic pursuit. The
mention of “ & 7| 5 T& M, & —&
#F & A 4K 7 which is “After saying
goodbye, it’s clear, every glance thinks
of you,” shows longing and missing
someone.

There’s also a part about * HJF1H M It
FEBEFEAC, ERFSANAL, R
X/EMIAE - meaning “Bven if we
become strangers relying on each other,
I’'ve asked if you know that person’s
heart, exhausting the last hope.” This
indicates a sense of regret and longing,
which fits into both Love & Romance
and maybe a bit of Life & Reflection.

However, the overall theme seems to
revolve around love, heartbreak, and
longing. The focus is on the emotions
towards a person, the pursuit, and the
pain of separation. While there are
elements of reflection, the primary
theme is romantic.

So, considering the genres provided,
Love & Romance is the most fitting
because the lyrics consistently talk
about love, heartbreak, and missing
someone. There’s some reflection, but
it’s secondary to the romantic elements.
</think>

Genres: [Love & Romance]
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