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ABSTRACT

Recent progress in text-based Large Language Models
(LLMs) and their extended ability to process multi-modal
sensory data have led us to explore their applicability in
addressing music information retrieval (MIR) challenges.
In this paper, we use a systematic prompt engineering ap-
proach for LLMs to solve MIR problems. We convert the
music data to symbolic inputs and evaluate LLMs’ abil-
ity in detecting annotation errors in three key MIR tasks:
beat tracking, chord extraction, and key estimation. A con-
cept augmentation method is proposed to evaluate LLMs’
music reasoning consistency with the provided music con-
cepts in the prompts. Our experiments tested the MIR ca-
pabilities of Generative Pre-trained Transformers (GPT).
Results show that GPT has an error detection accuracy of
65.20%, 64.80%, and 59.72% in beat tracking, chord ex-
traction, and key estimation tasks, respectively, all exceed-
ing the random baseline. Moreover, we observe a positive
correlation between GPT’s error finding accuracy and the
amount of concept information provided. The current find-
ings based on symbolic music input provide a solid ground
for future LLM-based MIR research. 1

1. INTRODUCTION

Recent advancements in text-based Large Language Mod-
els (LLMs) have showcased their significant reasoning and
knowledge retrieval capabilities across various domains,
including music understanding. For instance, the standard
GPT-4 model performs better than random on music theory
questions [1]. This success raises the question of whether
such text-based reasoning abilities could enhance Music
Information Retrieval (MIR) tasks. From a psychological
perspective, we are interested in how a cognition module,
typically represented by a text-based LLM, can possibly

1 Code repository: https://github.com/kunfang98927/
gpt-eval-mir
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interplay with a perception module, typically represented
by an MIR network, to improve music understanding.

A key challenge in achieving this goal is the inherent
difference between music and text modality, which typ-
ically requires aligning data in other modalities to text.
Common strategies include either transforming all inputs
into a unified modality [1, 2], or developing adapters
tailored to other domains, such as MiniGPT-5 [3] and
NextGPT [4]. Given the substantial data requirements and
training costs involved in addressing cross-modality issues,
we believe a practical initial step for LLM-based MIR re-
search is to translate sensory inputs into symbolic repre-
sentations and investigate the performance of text-based
LLMs in a training-free way (e.g., prompt engineering [5]).
This methodology allows us to assess how much cognition
alone, without additional auditory perception, can enhance
MIR tasks.

To this end, we propose a systematic prompt engineer-
ing method to assess the music understanding capabilities
of text-based LLMs, focusing specifically on their ability
to detect errors in MIR annotations. Each task input in-
cludes: 1) a music segment converted into MIDI or higher-
level musical features, 2) a corresponding MIR annotation
with deliberately inserted errors, and 3) a text prompt that
introduces the MIR problem and outlines relevant musical
concepts. The LLM’s role is to pinpoint errors within the
musical annotations, effectively acting as an MIR judge.
In all the tasks, annotation errors are randomly applied at
controlled rates, and prompts are crafted using common
prompt engineering techniques. Additionally, we propose
a concept augmentation strategy to evaluate the LLM’s be-
havioral consistency in response to the musical concepts
provided. This involves adjusting the occurrence of certain
musical concepts in the prompt, such as replacing a mu-
sical term (e.g., pitch sequence) with a more general term
(e.g., time series) to obscure a concept, or vice versa, to
explore whether these changes influence the LLM’s per-
formance in predictable ways.

We carried out experiments using the GPT-3.5 model
(hereafter, GPT), targeting three MIR tasks: beat track-
ing, chord extraction, and key estimation. The experiment
results indicate that the error detection rates are higher
than random, achieving scores of 65.20%, 64.80%, and
59.72%, respectively. Furthermore, the concept augmen-
tation experiments show that GPT’s performance broadly
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correlates with the amount of musical concepts introduced
in the prompts. These findings suggest that GPT exhibits
measurable music understanding capability, which sets a
foundational baseline for future LLM-based MIR research.
In sum, the contributions of the paper are as follows:

1. We pioneer the integration of MIR problems with
text-based LLMs. Our approach utilizes prompt-
engineering techniques for MIR error detection and
adopts the symbolic music format to unify music and
text modality, which does not require additional train-
ing.

2. We perform a systematic study on GPT’s abilities
as a judge in beat tracking, chord extraction, and key
estimation tasks, demonstrating GPT’s capability in
solving MIR problems.

3. We provide a solid ground for LLM-based MIR
research. The proposed methodology sets a baseline
for future studies.

2. RELATED WORK

Recently, the advancements of text-based LLMs [6–8]
have expanded beyond textual data, incorporating capabili-
ties to interpret information from various other modalities.
In the computer music domain, the research to combine
text and audio LLMs is also popular. For example, Chat-
Musician is a text-based LLM, which focuses mainly on
generating symbolic music in ABC notation [1]; Music-
Gen [9] and Coco-Mulla [10] are audio-based LLMs al-
lowing text and symbolic music control; and MU-LLaMA
is an audio-to-text model for caption generation [11]. De-
spite all these achievements, the current cross-modal re-
search of text-based LLMs is restricted to generative tasks;
and their ability to reason about cross-domain data is still
under-researched. The focus of this paper is to evaluate
whether LLMs can be used for music understanding and
solving MIR problems.

In most cross-modal LLM studies, extensive training
is required to align cross-modal information. These ap-
proaches involve training separate adapters to align the pre-
trained model with other-domain data [3,4,12], fine-tuning
an LLM on symbolic cross-domain data [1], or learning a
trainable autoencoder to convert other-domain data to text
tokens [2]. In the music domain, since music can be natu-
rally represented as readable symbolic representations, we
propose using prompt engineering methods to connect the
music and text domains to avoid extra training.

The cross-domain prompt engineering methods used in
this paper originate from the text domain. These strategies
involve chain-of-thought [5], few-shot prompting [13],
least-to-most prompting [14], and many others [15–17].
These methods show that the more organized the prompt is,
the better the LLM will be able to reason. To the best of our
knowledge, we present the first attempt of using prompt
engineering to teach LLMs to reason about music. We aim
to explore to what extent music reasoning alone can help
MIR.

3. METHODOLOGY

In this study, we use prompt engineering to evaluate the ca-
pabilities of text-based LLMs through three MIR error de-
tection tasks: beat tracking, chord extraction, and key esti-
mation (as shown in Figure 1). In Section 3.1, we introduce
the task definition and data representations for each task.
In Section 3.2, we discuss the structure and main compo-
nents of the prompts. Finally, Section 3.3 introduces the
proposed concept augmentation methods to test the LLMs’
music reasoning ability with respect to the music concepts
included in prompts.

3.1 Task Definition and Data Representation

For symbolic MIR tasks, beat tracking determines the pre-
cise timing of beats in a MIDI-like music representation,
chord extraction assigns a chord label to each segment, and
key estimation identifies the musical key of each segment.
Building on these tasks, we introduce a novel task: MIR er-
ror detection. This task involves identifying errors specific
to each of the three traditional MIR tasks. The following
subsections define the error detection tasks for beat track-
ing, chord extraction, and key estimation.

3.1.1 Beat Tracking Error Detection

We deliberately introduce a certain proportion of errors to
the ground-truth beat annotations and ask the LLM to out-
put the beat index range containing beat errors based on the
music performance data in the symbolic music format. We
introduce three types of error on beat annotations: 1) insert
an extra beat between adjacent beats; 2) delete a beat; and
3) offset the timing of one beat, where the offset should be
greater than a 70ms tolerance [18]. In beat tracking tasks,
error detection is not a binary classification problem per
detected beat, because there are false negative predictions
(i.e., missed beats error). Therefore, it is crucial to return
the beat index range so that both false positive beats and
missed beats can be captured.

As shown in Figure 1 (left), the music segment and the
beat annotations with errors are provided in the JSON for-
mat. The notes and beats are sorted by the temporal posi-
tions (i.e., onsets or beat locations).

3.1.2 Chord Extraction Error Detection

We deliberately introduce chord annotation errors and ask
the LLM to output the indices of incorrect chords based
on the music performance data in the symbolic music for-
mat. The chord errors are applied to the root, chord quality,
and chord inversion attributes independently at a controlled
rate.

As shown in Figure 1 (middle), we use the JSON for-
mat to represent the music segment and the chord annota-
tions. The notes and chords are sorted by their temporal
positions, and chords are notated as chord symbols in the
conventional format [19].

3.1.3 Key Estimation Error Detection

We deliberately introduce key annotation errors and ask
the LLM to output “correct” or “incorrect” based on the



Now I will give you a list of MIDI notes and 
chord prediction for every beat interval. 
Please tell me where the wrong chord 
predictions are? Your final answer should be
a list of chord indices.

The chord labels are represented as strings in 
the format of "root:quality/inversion".
1. Chord Root: indicates the fundamental 
pitch upon which the chord is built…
2. Quality: indicates the tonal quality…
3. Inversion: indicates the inversion…
Let's look at some examples:
1. C:maj/3 - This notation represents…

The input music and chords are as follows:

{“start”: …, “end”: …, “chord_id”: …, 
“chord_label”: …, “notes”:[{“onset”: …, 
“duration”: …, “pitch”: …, “velocity”: …}, …]},
…
{“start”: …, “end”: …, “chord_id”: …, 
“chord_label”: …, “notes”:[{“onset”: …, 
“duration”: …, “pitch”: …, “velocity”: …}, …]},
…

Here's a general approach you can take:
1. Identify Pitch Classes: This involves 
disregarding octave information and focusing 
only on the pitch names (e.g., C, D, E…
2. Determine Chord Quality: Based on the 
pitch classes present in each segment, 
determine the quality of theet chord (e.g., 
major, minor, dominant seventh…
3. Find Bass Note: ...
4. Consider Context: ...
…

The final answer should be in this format:
[<CHORD_ID>, <CHORD_ID>, …]

Here is the given MIDI notes and chord 
predictions for your analysis:
…

Now I will give you a list of performance MIDI 
notes and beat locations. Please tell me where 
the wrong beats locate? Your final answer 
should be a list of beat index ranges.

Beat location refers to the specific points in 
time within a musical piece where beats occur. 
Beat location plays a fundamental role in 
defining the rhythmic structure and feel of a 
piece of music…

The input music and beats are as follows:

{“beat_id”: …, “beat_location”:…},
{“onset”:…, “duration”: …, “pitch”: …, “velocity: …”},
{“onset”:…, “duration”: …, “pitch”: …, “velocity: …”},
…
{“beat_id”: …, “beat_location”:…},
{“onset”:…, “duration”: …, “pitch”: …, “velocity: …”},
{“onset”:…, “duration”: …, “pitch”: …, “velocity: …”},
…
{“beat_id”: …, “beat_location”:…},
…

In classical piano music analysis, accurate 
beat tracking is crucial for understanding the 
rhythmic structure. Given a real performance 
MIDI and estimated beat locations, this 
documentation provides approaches to 
identify incorrect beats, considering 
principles from music theory and techniques.
1. Rhythmic Stability and Metric Hierarchy: …
2. Expressive Nuances and Tempo Analysis: …
3. Harmonic and Melodic Context: …
…

The final answer should be in this format:
[{"start_id": <BEAT ID>, "end_id": <BEAT ID>},
…]

Here is the list of performance MIDI notes, 
beat locations, and their indices:
…

(Analysis by the model)
…
Based on the analysis above, the incorrect beat 
index ranges are: 
[{“start_id”: 127, “end_id”: 143}].

(Analysis by the model)
…
Based on the analysis above, the incorrect chord 
indices are: [168, 173, 180, 184].

(Analysis by the model)
…
Based on the analysis above, the key estimation is: 
[{“correctness”: “incorrect”}].

Model Input

Model Output

Beat Tracking Error Detection

Model Input

Chord Extraction Error Detection

Model Output

Key Estimation Error Detection

Now I will give you a list of MIDI notes within 
several measures. An estimated key label for 
the music segment will be given. Please tell 
me whether the estimated key is wrong? Your 
final answer should be “correct” or 
“incorrect”.

In music, key refers to the central pitch or 
tonic note around which a piece of music 
revolves. It determines the tonal center and 
provides a framework for harmonies and 
melodies within a musical composition…

The input music and key estimation are as 
follows:

key prediction: …
The measures you can use:
{“measure_id”: …, “start”: …, “end”: …, 
“notes”: [{“onset”:…, “duration”: …, “pitch”: …, 
“velocity”: …}, …]},
{“measure_id”: …, “start”: …, “end”: …, 
“notes”: [{“onset”:…, “duration”: …, “pitch”: …, 
“velocity”: …}, …]}
…

Here's a step-by-step guide to recognizing 
the key. Please think step by step to analyze 
the key prediction.
1. Calculate Pitch Distribution: Calculate the 
pitch distribution for all measures. Count the 
occurrences of each pitch class (C, C#, D, etc.) 
and determine their relative frequencies...
2. Identify Dominant Pitch Classes: ...
3. Determine Tonic Note: ...
4. Analyze Context: ... 
…

The final answer should be in this format:
[{“correctness”: “correct” or “incorrect”}]

Here is the given MIDI notes and key 
prediction for you to analyze:
…

Model Input

Model Output

Background & 
Task Definition

Music Concepts
Description

Input 
Representation

Explanation 

Techniques & 
Steps

Output Format 
Specification

Data Input

Figure 1: The example prompts and model outputs for the three error d etection MIR tasks: beat tracking, chord extraction,
and key estimation. Some keywords are highlighted in red in this figure for better readability. Orange texts indicate omitted
content. The prompt structure is shown on the left.

music performance data in symbolic format. The errors are
introduced by selecting an incorrect key out of the other 23
major and minor keys randomly at a controlled rate.

As shown in Figure 1 (right), we use the JSON format
to represent the music segment and key annotations, where
the key annotation is given at the beginning. The predicted
key is represented by a formatted string of tonic and mode
(e.g., “A:min”).

3.2 Prompt Structure

Our investigation of prompt engineering methods indicates
that a well-organized prompt structure is essential for suc-
cessful MIR error detection. As shown in Figure 1, the
prompt of the three MIR tasks all consists of six compo-
nents as follows:
• Background and Task Definition introduces the MIR

task and music domain background, and specifies the

role of the LLM as a judge in assessing the correctness
of MIR results.

• Music Concepts Description introduces relevant music
concepts about beat, chord, or key, together with exam-
ples of those concepts. For example, we show examples
of chord root, quality, and inversion for chord extraction,
to guide the LLM to better parse the chord labels such
as C:maj/3.

• Input Representation Explanation specifies the data
structure and format of the input music data.

• Techniques and Steps provides reference steps to en-
courage the LLM to apply “chain-of-thought” in the er-
ror detection process. For example, we provide clear
steps in the chord extraction task: 1) Identify Pitch
Classes; 2) Determine Chord Quality; 3) Find Bass
Note; 4) Consider Music Context; and etc.

• Output Format Specification defines the JSON-like
output format, ensuring consistency for post-processing.



• Data Input provides the subject music piece and the
MIR results to be judged, following the format defined
in input representation explanation section.

3.3 Concept Augmentation

The prompts defined in Section 3.2 contain extensive mu-
sic concepts for each of the three tasks, which we regard
as Basic Concepts. Based on these, we apply concept aug-
mentation by either introducing new concepts or masking
basic concepts in order to compare the LLM performance
under varying amounts of music knowledge provided.

In Concept Introduction, we add new concepts that are
supposedly helpful for doing MIR tasks. For example, for
beat tracking, we introduce “rhythm” to the LLM: we pro-
vide a brief description of on-beat notes and off-beat notes,
and how to compute their density percentages. We explain
how such concepts contribute to better judgments.

Conversely, we also define the Concept Masking opera-
tion, which eliminates or blurs music concepts at different
levels. Such operations are used to examine the innate rea-
soning ability of LLMs as a reference:

• Music Attribute Masking: removes explanations about
music concepts pertaining to the musical objects un-
der operations. For example, in chord extraction, “root
note”, “chord quality”, and “inversion” are replaced by
an abstract generic expression, “a chord feature”.

• Task Masking: on top of Music Attribute Masking,
removes explanations about all concepts related to the
MIR task, so that the LLM is required to reason about
the correctness for a novel abstract task. For example,
for beat tracking, the task becomes “Please read a se-
quence of MIDI notes and music labels to determine the
correctness of each label.” All expressions that imply
beat tracking will be deleted, including “tempo”, “fast”,
“slow”, etc., to ensure that the task information is not
implied in any form.

• Domain Masking: on top of Task Masking, eliminates
explanations about all concepts related to the music do-
main to the greatest extent, leaving the LLM with an
abstract logic-domain reasoning problem. For example,
the LLM is told: “You will be given some labels and the
corresponding raw data. Your task is to tell me where
the wrong labels are located?”

4. EXPERIMENTS

We conduct our LLM-based MIR tasks with GPT-3.5. We
introduce the datasets in Section 4.1 and the evaluation
metrics in Section 4.2. The evaluation results are provided
in Section 4.3.

4.1 Datasets

We use symbolic performance MIDI dataset for the three
proposed tasks. For beat tracking error detection, we
use classical piano recordings from the MAPS database
[20], specifically from the “ENSTDkCl” subset (29 pieces)
which has been commonly used as a beat tracking test

set. We also use the corresponding metrical annotations
from [21]. We randomly create beat errors by inserting
(9%), deleting (12%), or offsetting (9%) beats, resulting in
an emulated MIR prediction with an F-score of 0.8370.

For both chord extraction and key estimation error de-
tection, we use MIDI for Chinese pop songs on a sub-
set of the POP909 dataset [22]. For chord extraction, we
randomly introduce errors in root, quality, or inversion
with a ratio of 30%, resulting in an “MIR” accuracy of
0.7327. We choose 50 songs and divide each song into
segments with 32 chord labels. For key estimation, we test
on 757 songs in the dataset whose ground-truth key is un-
changed throughout the piece. We randomly select three
four-measure segments for each song and modify 30% of
the key labels at random. A summary of the data statistics
is shown in Table 1.

Beat Tracking Chord Extraction Key Estimation
#Notes 70,607 48,919 177,535
#Labels 14,194 9,200 2,271

#Tokens (per call) 6065.31 9256.80 3214.63

Table 1: Statistics of the music data used for evaluation.
The row #Notes represents the total number of MIDI notes
processed for each task. The row #Labels indicates the
number of labels used in the evaluation of each task. The
row #Tokens (per call) shows the average number of tokens
per call fed into the GPT-3.5 model for each task.

4.2 Evaluation Metrics

We design metrics to evaluate the performance of LLMs in
identifying errors in MIR annotations. Since our approach
does not directly predict MIR annotations, our metrics dif-
fer from existing MIR evaluation metrics. For chord ex-
traction and key estimation tasks, we regard error detection
as a binary classification task in which each chord or key
label is classified as correct or incorrect. We use weighted
precision, recall, and F1-score to evaluate GPT’s perfor-
mance on both correct and incorrect classes [23].

In beat tracking error detection, the beat sequence with
potential errors is typically not one-to-one aligned with the
ground truth beats. We consider three types of beat loca-
tions: 1) correctly identified beats, 2) additional beats, and
3) missing beats, which are also referred to as true posi-
tives, false positives, and false negatives, respectively, in
conventional beat tracking tasks [18]. We use TP, FP, and
FN to denote these sets of beat positions and I to denote
the union of time intervals predicted by an LLM error de-
tector. We consider the following metrics:

• CPR (Correct Pass Rate on TP) is defined as |TP−I|
|TP| ,

which measures the proportion of true positives that are
correctly identified (by GPT) as “correct beats”.

• EDRP (Error Detection Rate on FP) is defined as
|I∩FP|
|FP| , which evaluates the proportion of false posi-

tives that are correctly identified (by GPT) as “incorrect
beats”.

• EDRN (Error Detection Rate on FN) is defined as:
|I∩FN|
|FN| , which evaluates the proportion of false nega-

tives that are correctly identified (by GPT) as “incorrect
beats”.



In classical piano music analysis, accurate beat 
tracking is crucial for understanding the 
rhythmic structure and performance nuances. 
Given a real performance MIDI and estimated 
beat locations, this documentation provides a 
systematic approach to identify incorrect 
estimated beats, considering principles from 
music theory and techniques tailored to 
classical piano music…

+ Concepts - Concepts
Model Input

- Concept Introduction: Rhythm Feature
- The estimated rhythm feature is a beat-

level feature. It indicates that for each beat 
interval, how many notes are played on the 
beat, and how many notes are out of the 
beat…

- The rhythm feature includes:
- "on_beat_ratio": How many notes 

are played on the beat (percentage).
- "out_of_beat_ratio": How many 

notes are out of the beat (percentage)

Model Input

Now I will give you a list of labels of data 
sample. For each label, you will be given the 
corresponding raw data. However, some of the 
labels may be wrong. Your task is to tell me 
where the wrong labels locate? Please give me 
the wrong label_id. You should give your 
analysis on why you think the label is not 
correct based on the context of the data. At 
the end, you should give me your final answer 
of a list of index ranges in JSON format.
…

Model Input

Looking at the data, we can observe that some 
of the entries labeled as "label" do not follow…

The incorrect label_id entries are as follows…
7. The entry at index 213 is incorrect as it has 
data features instead of a "label_id" and 
"label_value".
8. The entry at index 214 is incorrect as it has 
data features instead of a "label_id" and 
"label_value".
9. The entry at index 215 is incorrect as it has 
data features instead of a “label_id” and 
“label_value’’…

Model Output

Now, let's start the analysis.

**Step 1: Extract Rhythm Feature**
To calculate the rhythm feature, we need to…

| Beat ID | Beat Location | On Beat Notes | Off Beat Notes | On Beat 
Ratio | Off Beat Ratio |

|-------|--------------|-----|-----|-------------|--------------|
…
| 212 | 125.715 | 0 | 0 | 0.00% | 0.00%  |
| 213 | 126.047  | 2  | 1 | 66.67% | 33.33% |
| 214 | 126.616 | 2  | 1 | 66.67% | 33.33% |
| 215 | 127.224 | 2 | 1 | 66.67% | 33.33% |
| 216 | 127.849 | 0 | 1 | 0.00% | 100.00% |

…

Model Output

Based on the provided performance MIDI notes and 
beat locations, I will analyze… Here is the analysis:
7. Beat at beat_id 213 (beat_location 126.047):

- The note at onset 126.048 (pitch 69) starts after 
this beat, indicating a potential misalignment…

- The beat_location of 126.047 seems incorrect 
based on the timing of the surrounding notes.

8. Beat at beat_id 214 (beat_location 126.616):
- The beat_location of 126.616 seems incorrect 

based on...

9. Beat at beat_id 215 (beat_location 127.224):
- The beat_location of 127.224 seems incorrect 

based on…

Model Output

### Analysis of Chord Predictions
…
#### Chord ID: 152
- Chord Label: D:min/b3
- Analysis: The notes in this segment contain 
pitches 77, 62, 65, 50, and 53. The chord label 
predicts a D minor chord with the flat third (F) 
in the bass. However, the presence of pitch 77 
(F#) in the chord conflicts with the D minor 
quality. Pitch 77 is not part of the D minor 
chord, indicating an incorrect prediction.
- Correctness: Incorrect
…

### Analysis of Chord Predictions
Let's analyze each chord prediction based on 
the provided performance MIDI notes:
…
9. **Chord ID: 152**

- **Chord Label: D:min/b3**
- **Chroma Feature: {'D': 1, 'F': 1, 'A': 1}**
- **Analysis: The chroma feature corresponds 

to a D minor chord. The chord prediction is 
incorrect as the bass note is not consistent with 
the label.**

- **Correctness: Incorrect**
…

Model Output

Let's analyze the labels provided in the data 
and identify any incorrect predictions. We will 
go through each label prediction and provide 
an analysis…
### Label Analysis:
…
9. **Label ID: 152**

- **Label: D:min/b3**
- **Analysis:** The label might be incorrect as 

the feature values do not strongly suggest the 
presence of the "/b3" component in the label.

- **Correctness: Incorrect**
…

Now I will give you a list of performance MIDI 
notes (start, end, pitch, velocity) and chord 
prediction for every beat interval; some of the 
chord predictions may be wrong. Please tell 
me where the wrong chord predictions are? 
Please give me the wrong chord_id. 
…
The chord labels are represented as strings in 
the format of “root:quality/inversion” …
…

### Concept Introduction - Chroma Feature
1. **Chroma Feature**: Chroma feature 
represents the distribution of pitch classes in 
music, disregarding octave…
2. **Calculation**:

- Extract MIDI note data.
- Map MIDI notes to pitch classes.
- Count occurrences of each pitch class to 

create a chroma vector. For example, {'C': 1, 
'C#': 0, 'D': 1, 'D#': 0, 'E': 1, 'F': 1, 'F#': 0, 'G': 1, 
'G#': 0, 'A': 1, 'A#': 0, 'B': 1} means …

…
Now I will give you a list of features with the 
corresponding label for every row, some of the 
predictions may be wrong. Please tell me where 
the wrong predictions are? Please give me the 
wrong label_id. You should give your analysis 
on why you think this label is not correct based 
on the context of the data.
The labels are represented in the format of
"{label_part_0}:{label_part_1}/{label_part_2}
"…

+ Concepts - Concepts

Model OutputModel Output

Model Input Model Input Model Input

Now I will give you a list of performance MIDI 
notes quantized to every measure. Also, I will 
provide you with key prediction for the entire 
music. Please tell me whether the key 
prediction is correct or incorrect based on…

+ Concepts - Concepts
Model Input

1. **Calculate Pitch Distribution**: Count the 
occurrences of each pitch class (C, C#, D, etc.) 
and determine their relative frequencies…
2. **Identify Dominant Pitch Classes**: 
Identify the pitch classes with the highest 
frequencies in the pitch distribution…

Model Input

Now I will give you a list of data. Also, I will 
provide you with a label for the entire data. 
Please tell me whether the label prediction is 
correct or incorrect based on the context of 
the data…

Model Input

### Analysis:
- The key prediction is Eb:min…
- Looking at the MIDI notes in the measures, 

we can observe the presence of pitches such as 
Eb (pitch 61), Gb (pitch 66), Bb (pitch 70), and 
Db (pitch 75). The notes align with the key 
prediction of Eb:min.

Model Output

### Analysis Steps:
1. **Calculate Pitch Distribution**: 

- Measure 1: C# (58), F (54), G# (42)…
2. **Identify Dominant Pitch Classes**: F# (20), 
D# (17), G (16), F (16)
3. **Determine Tonic Note**: F# appears most 
frequently and consistently…

Model Output

The provided data consists of four rows, each 
with various features denoted as 'feature_0',
'feature_1', and 'feature_2’… Based on the 
provided data, it appears that the label 
prediction "Eb:min" is incorrect. It seems to 
represent numerical measurements or 
observations of various features.

Model Output

✓

✓✓ ✓




 ✓✓

Beat Tracking 
Error Detection

Chord Extraction 
Error Detection

Key Estimation 
Error Detection

Figure 2: The impact of concept augmentation on GPT’s behavior in three MIR error detection tasks: 1) Basic Concepts
(left), 2) Concept Introduction (middle), and 3) Concept Masking: all music domain concepts removed (right). Red color
indicates the basic concepts. Pink color indicates the introduced concepts. Purple color represents the expression after
masking all music-related concepts. Underlines denote reasoning process. The checkmark indicates a correct judgment
made by GPT, while the cross indicates an incorrect judgment by GPT.



Concept Augmentation CPR↑ EDRP ↑ EDRN↑ WS↑
Basic Concepts 0.6681 0.3728 0.1794 0.5607

+ “Rhythm” 0.8533 0.1496 0.0968 0.6520
- “Beat Location”(Music Attribute Masking) 0.6898 0.3720 0.2008 0.5792
- “Beat Tracking”(Task Masking) 0.5998 0.4010 0.2862 0.5296
- “Music”(Domain Masking) 0.2418 0.7657 0.7061 0.3785

Random 0.513 ± 0.0586 0.4891 ± 0.0564 0.3238 ± 0.0608 0.4843 ± 0.0274
(a) Evaluation results on beat tracking error detection

Concept Augmentation p ↑ r ↑ f ↑
Basic Concepts 0.6345 0.6948 0.6207

+ “Chroma” 0.6996 0.7174 0.6290
- “Root”; “Quality”; “Inversion”(Music Attribute Masking) 0.6503 0.6992 0.6376
- “Chord Extraction”(Task Masking) 0.6497 0.6947 0.6362
- “Music”(Domain Masking) 0.6848 0.7144 0.6480

Random 0.5812 ± 0.0032 0.5003 ± 0.0034 0.5213 ± 0.0033
(b) Evaluation results on chord extraction error detection

Concept Augmentation p ↑ r ↑ f ↑
Basic Concepts 0.5789 0.6513 0.5965

+ “Scale” 0.5847 0.6169 0.5972
- “Tonic”; “Mode”(Music Attribute Masking) 0.5754 0.5812 0.5782
- “Key Estimation”(Task Masking) 0.5840 0.6143 0.5960
- “Music”(Domain Masking) 0.5927 0.4161 0.4085

Random 0.5779 ± 0.0086 0.4977 ± 0.0093 0.5186 ± 0.0089
(c) Evaluation results on key estimation error detection

Table 2: The evaluation results of GPT on three MIR error detection tasks: beat tracking, chord extraction, and key
estimation. Each task is assessed under different concept augmentation. “+” denotes Concept Introduction. “–” denotes
Concept Masking. ↑ indicates that higher values are better. p, r, and f stand for precision, recall, and F-score, respectively.

Finally, we compute a weighted average of these metrics,
denoted by WS:

WS =
CPR × |TP|+ EDRP × |FP|+ EDRN × |FN|

|TP|+ |FP|+ |FN|
.

(1)

4.3 Evaluation Results

We evaluate the performance of GPT on three MIR er-
ror detection tasks. We first use the prompt with Basic
Concepts and compare it with a random baseline, as well
as prompts under different concept augmentation methods
(see Section 3.3). The results are summarized in Table 2.

The results of beat tracking error detection task are
shown in Table 2a. The random baseline is implemented
by first randomly selecting k beat labels and joining con-
secutively selected beats into time intervals serving as de-
tected error ranges. In Concept Introduction, we guide the
GPT to compute the number of on-beat and off-beat note
percentages, and in Concept Masking, we apply music at-
tribute, task, and domain masking incrementally. Results
show the basic prompt outperforms the random baseline in
all prompt settings. Moreover, as the number of concepts
decreases, the performance of GPT in judging the correct-
ness of beat labels shows an overall downward trend.

The results of chord extraction error detection task are
shown in Table 2b. The random baseline detects incor-
rectness with a probability of 50%. In Concept Introduc-
tion, we show GPT the chord chroma concept and encour-
age GPT to deduce the pitch distribution from input music.
Results show that all GPT settings far exceed the random
baseline. There remains a downward trend as the number
concepts decreases except in the Domain Masking setting.

The results of key estimation error detection task are
shown in Table 2c. The random baseline and concept aug-

mentation are implemented similarly to those of chord ex-
traction. In Concept Introduction, we show GPT the scale
concept. Results show that GPT performs slightly better
than the random baseline in F-score and recall, and sim-
ilar to the baseline in precision. The downward trend of
concept augmentation is less salient.

Finally, we provide a case study (Figure 2) to illustrate
GPT’s behavior under different settings of concept aug-
mentation. In all tasks, GPT exhibits general time series
analysis abilities even when music concepts are all masked,
and the introduced music concepts help GPT to reason
in a more musical fashion, particularly in beat tracking.
However, we also observe limitations, including high ran-
domness in output, sensitivity to prompts, and hallucina-
tion [24]. These issues make it challenging to empirically
summarize or conjecture GPT’s reasoning abilities in solv-
ing MIR problems in general.

5. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In conclusion, we have proposed a methodology to solve
MIR problems with text-based LLMs with prompt engi-
neering. We evaluate the performance of GPT-3.5 in er-
ror detection across three MIR tasks and find out that
GPT’s music reasoning ability in MIR tasks can be en-
hanced when provided with well-structured prompts with
music concepts. Across all three MIR error detection tasks,
GPT consistently outperforms random baseline methods
and demonstrates improved performance when prompted
with additional music knowledge. In this study, we estab-
lish a baseline for assessing LLMs’ ability to understand
music solely through reasoning, paving the way for future
LLM-based MIR research. In the future, we will consider
evaluating LLMs’ judging ability on real MIR errors in-
stead of synthetic ones and using fine-tuning techniques to
better explore LLM-based MIR study.
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