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Abstract

Artistic inspiration remains one of the least
understood aspects of the creative process. It
plays a crucial role in producing works that
resonate deeply with audiences, but the com-
plexity and unpredictability of aesthetic stim-
uli that evoke inspiration have eluded system-
atic study. This work proposes a novel frame-
work for computationally modeling artistic
preferences in different individuals through
key linguistic and stylistic properties, with a
focus on lyrical content. In addition to the
framework, we introduce EvocativeLines, a
dataset of annotated lyric lines, categorized
as either “inspiring” or “not inspiring,” to
facilitate the evaluation of our framework
across diverse preference profiles. Our com-
putational model leverages the proposed lin-
guistic and poetic features and applies a cal-
ibration network on top of it to accurately
forecast artistic preferences among differ-
ent creative individuals. Our experiments
demonstrate that our framework outperforms
an out-of-the-box LLaMA-3-70b, a state-
of-the-art open-source language model, by
nearly 18 points. Overall, this work con-
tributes an interpretable and flexible frame-
work that can be adapted to analyze any type
of artistic preferences that are inherently sub-
jective across a wide spectrum of skill levels.

1 Introduction

The creative process, along with the inspiration that
drives the creation of art—whether visual, poetic,
or musical—remains one of the least understood
aspects of human experience. Every artist employs
different methods to summon inspiration or, as the
XIX century American artist Robert Henri noted,
to “be in that wonderful state which makes art in-
evitable.”

Rubin (2023) describes three distinct stages to a
creative process: the Seed phase, where one is en-
tirely open to any and all forms of inspiration; the

Experimentation phase, where one tries multiple
approaches to allow the nascent ideas or “seeds” to
grow and take shape; and the Crafting phase, where
the artist refines these ideas into a cohesive work.
This work focuses on the Seed phase, exploring
how AI-generated poetic lines can inspire new cre-
ative pathways for artists. Much like organically
encountered stimuli, these AI-generated lines serve
not as direct inputs into the final artwork but as
triggers that guide the artist into a creative mindset.

Assessing creativity in AI-generated content is
challenging due to its subjective and individual na-
ture. Traditional evaluation methods, such as the
Consensual Assessment Technique (CAT) (Ama-
bile, 1982) and the Torrance Test of Creative Think-
ing (TTCT) (Torrance, 1966), provide structured
evaluation frameworks, but they may not be well-
suited for evaluating AI-generated outputs intended
to inspire artists rather than serve as final artifacts.
For instance, CAT uses collective judgement of ex-
perts to assess creativity, but it does not assess the
inspirational potential or the ability of the outputs
to spark further creative development in individual
artists. Similarly, while TTCT measures divergent
thinking, it has faced criticism for not reflecting the
diverse forms that creativity can take (Baer, 2011).

In this work, we propose a novel evaluation
framework that identifies and formalizes key lin-
guistic, and poetic properties of AI-generated lines
that best explain the subjective preferences of
artists during the Seed phase of the creative process.
Our framework does not assume a pre-requisite
skill level of an artist and can be applied to study
the artistic preferences of a wide spectrum of cre-
ative individuals for any task that is inherently sub-
jective. Further, we focus on analyzing the inspira-
tional quality of lyric lines in the Seed phase rather
than evaluating them as the final artifact, thereby
addressing the key limitation of previous creativity
evaluation frameworks that were too constrained in
their definition of what they considered creative or
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inspiring.
We test our framework on a collection of 3025

poetic lines generated by LyricJam (Vechtomova
et al., 2021), a publicly available research system
that creates poetic lines with the goal of assisting
creative individuals in finding novel lyrical and po-
etic ideas for use in the Seed phase of the creative
process. We refer to the dataset of poetic lines as
EvocativeLines and conduct comprehensive experi-
ments to establish the reliability of our framework
in accurately forecasting the artistic preferences of
an individual. Lastly, we provide insights about the
suitability of recent large language models (LLMs)
like LLaMA-3-70b (Dubey et al., 2024) for our task
of modeling diverse artistic preferences, which in-
volves a high degree of subjectivity.

To summarize our contributions: 1) we propose
a novel framework for evaluating AI-generated po-
etic lines that focuses on identifying and formaliz-
ing key linguistic and poetic properties that explain
artists’ subjective preferences during the early cre-
ative process (Seed phase); 2) our framework is
highly interpretable and is designed to be applica-
ble across a wide range of creative individuals, re-
gardless of their skill level; 3) we conduct compre-
hensive experiments to establish the framework’s
reliability in predicting artistic preferences over
multiple strong baselines like LLaMA-3-70b on a
large dataset of AI-generated poetic lines (referred
to as EvocativeLines); and 4) we provide insights
into the suitability of recent large language mod-
els, such as LLaMA-3-70b, for modeling diverse
artistic preferences in highly subjective tasks.

2 Related Work

Recent advancements in natural language process-
ing (NLP), particularly in the space of LLMs,
have facilitated the development of evaluation met-
rics, such as LLM-Rubric (Hashemi et al., 2024),
GPTScore (Fu et al., 2024), and G-Eval (Liu et al.,
2023), that are far better aligned with human judge-
ments than traditional NLP metrics like BLEU (Pa-
pineni et al., 2002), ROUGE (Lin, 2004), or ME-
TEOR (Banerjee and Lavie, 2005); however, these
LLM-based metrics primarily assess general lan-
guage quality rather than creative attributes. There
are also evaluation approaches that measure as-
pects like diversity and fluency but do not capture
the multifaceted nature of creative expression. For
instance, Hashimoto et al. (2019) proposed an eval-
uation framework balancing diversity and fluency,

while Pillutla et al. (2024) introduced MAUVE, an
automatic measure of how close generated text is
to human text.

Recently, Chakrabarty et al. (2024) extended
the TTCT framework to the Torrance Test of Cre-
ative Writing (TTCW) to evaluate creativity in out-
puts from both humans and large language models
(LLMs), but it also suffers from TTCT’s limita-
tion of being unable to capture the diverse forms
creativity can take. In our work, we develop multi-
dimensional evaluation metrics that capture various
linguistic and stylistic characteristics of generated
text and we also investigate how these metrics can
predict personal preferences of individuals with
diverse artistic skills and interests.

3 The Proposed Framework

The relationship between aesthetic pleasure and
complexity, known as the inverted U-shape or
“Wundt” effect, suggests that stimuli of interme-
diate complexity are most pleasing. This U-shape
effect, first explored by Berlyne (1975), has been
observed in various domains such as music (Gold
et al., 2019) and product design (Althuizen, 2021).
Many artists and poets since the early 20th cen-
tury have recognized that established language
forms can become worn out and lose their evoca-
tive power. William Burroughs argued that lan-
guage acts as a "lock" that restricts creativity and
confines us to predictable patterns (Burroughs,
2012). Burroughs popularized the cut-up technique,
which involves creating poetic texts by randomly
re-arranging words. This method was later adopted
by music artists like David Bowie (Jones, 2017)
and Kurt Cobain (Cross, 2001), who used it to find
inspiration and generate new creative ideas for their
lyrics. Poets and writers have also sought other
ways to make their writing less predictable. Tom
Spanbauer, for instance, coined the term "burnt
tongue" to describe a literary device where lan-
guage is deliberately misused to slow readers down
and force them to engage more deeply with the
text (Palahniuk, 2020). This intuition is supported
by eyetracking studies, which have shown that pre-
dictable words are often skipped or elicit shorter
fixation times (Lowder et al., 2018). While there is
evidence that the U-shape effect exists across differ-
ent aesthetic domains, there is also strong evidence
that our preferences for aesthetic stimuli are highly
individual (Gold et al., 2019; Althuizen, 2021). In-
spired by the different theories and evidence, we



propose a two-step framework that a) measures
multiple poetic and linguistic, characteristics of a
lyric line; and b) uses those measurements to learn
the artistic preferences of an individual.

4 Step 1: Identifying The Key Poetic and
Stylistic Characteristics

Poetic/Stylistic Characteristics. There are over
100 stylistic devices in the English language that
a poet or lyricist can use to achieve a certain emo-
tional effect. The most prominent stylistic devices
in poetry includes: sound devices such as allit-
eration and assonance focusing on the auditory
properties of the poem; figurative and descriptive
language like metaphor, and poetic imagery that
encompasses the usage of language in non-literal
ways to convey a deeper meaning or create vivid
imagery; and structural devices like anaphora, and
epistrophe that relate to the arrangement of words
and lines. While many of these devices act together
to create the desired effect, a poem is foremost in-
tended to evoke emotion in the reader and heighten
perceptual awareness (Dunnigan, 2014). Figurative
and descriptive language plays an important role in
achieving this purpose. For this reason, we design
the following four features to capture and reflect
these critical aspects of poetry.

4.1 Poetic Imagery
Poetic Imagery is a stylistic device that involves
references to physical objects, appealing to the
reader’s senses (e.g., visual, auditory, tactile) to
evoke specific emotions or feelings or make ab-
stract ideas more tangible and relatable (Pound,
1913; Brooks, 1976; Kao and Jurafsky, 2012).

To compute poetic imagery for a lyric line, we
prompt a LLaMA-3-70b model to output a rat-
ing between 1-5. Since poetic imagery is a well-
established stylistic device in English, we perform
prompting in a zero-shot fashion. This further
avoids the induction of preference bias in the LLM
outputs. A higher rating denotes a higher degree of
poetic imagery. Formally, given the set of ratings
{r1, r2, r3, r4, r5}, we compute the LLM score for
a sentence S as follows:

scoreimg(S) =

5∑
i=1

p(ri)× ri, (1)

where p(ri) is the probability of the LLM assigning
an imagery rating of ri to the sentence S (see Fig-
ure 5 in Appendix D for the full prompt). We use a

weighted summation instead of directly using the
output tokens as they provide more fine-grained,
continuous scores that better capture the nuances
of texts (Liu et al., 2023). To construct the final
imagery feature vector, we combine the scores of
all the subsequences in a given lyric line to also
capture the temporal fluctuations and development
in the sentence:

Simagery = ⟨scoreimg(St)⟩Tt=1, (2)

where St = (w1, w2, · · · , wt) denotes a subse-
quence with the first t words in S. We find this
method to appropriately capture the poetic imagery
of a lyric line. For instance, “there’s a little red
to the sea” creates a more evocative image in the
reader’s mind and has a higher imagery score of
4.01 compared to “this is all,” which only achieves
a score of 1.27.

4.2 Word Energy
Word Energy is a composite feature that encom-
passes symbolism and diction, both of which con-
tribute to the emotional and conceptual impact of a
poem. Symbolism uses references to objects that
evoke in the reader’s mind certain abstract concepts,
associations, and emotions (Cassirer, 1946). For
example, the word “chains” is used to represent a
feeling of entrapment and lack of control. Diction
refers to the choice of words made by the poet to
achieve a desired effect (Brooks, 1976). For ex-
ample, by choosing the word “beseeching” over
a more neutral word “searching”, the poet empha-
sizes the sense of longing and desperation. Similar
to imagery, we prompt a LLaMA-3-70b model to
output a rating between 1-5 to measure the notion
of word energy in a given lyric line. Note that the
prompting is zero-shot, and since word energy is a
composite feature, we include three example terms
(not complete phrases) that reflect the notion of
word energy. A higher rating denotes higher word
energy. The final feature vector also assumes a
similar form to Equation 2 for a lyric line S:

Senergy = ⟨scoreeng(St)⟩Tt=1, (3)

where St = (w1, w2, · · · , wt) denotes a subse-
quence with the first t words in S, and scoreeng(St)
is computed similar to scoreimg(St) in Equation 1
except the ratings reflect the notion of word energy
instead of poetic imagery. For example, “all the
words will drown” achieves a score of 4.11 com-
pared to “where i know about you,” which gets a
score of 1.92.



4.3 Level of Abstraction
We measure the level of abstraction or ambiguity
in a line, as a higher level of abstraction indicates
that the line is more likely to be unresolved and
allows for multiple interpretations; hence, it can be
potentially more engaging. The Linguistic Cate-
gory Model (LCM) is a widely employed theoreti-
cal framework that considers the social–cognitive
functions of four linguistic categories and can mea-
sure the degree of abstraction in a sentence (Semin
and Fiedler, 1988; Johnson-Grey et al., 2020). As
a feature for quantifying the degree of abstraction
of the language used in a poetic line, this mea-
sure captures key stylistic devices, such as Diction,
by assessing the specific types of words chosen:
Descriptive Action Verbs (DAVs), Interpretative
Action Verbs (IAVs), State Verbs (SVs), and Ad-
jectives (ADJs). LCM is intended to represent the
balance between abstract and concrete language,
which is important in defining the poem’s tone,
mood, and the vividness of its imagery. Further-
more, the LCM indirectly indicates the presence of
figurative language, such as metaphors and similes,
by highlighting the use of more abstract expres-
sions. We compute the feature vector representing
the level of abstraction of a sentence S as follows:

Sabs = ⟨scoreabs(St)⟩Tt=1 (4)

where St = (w1, w2, · · · , wt) denotes a subse-
quence with the first t words in S, and scoreabs(St)
is computed as follows:

scoreabs =
D + (2× I) + (3× S) + (4×A)

D + I + S +A
(5)

In Equation 5, D, I, S and A denote the number
of times DAVs like “eating” and “walking,” IAVs
like “helping” and “playing,” SVs like “love” and
“admire,” and ADJs like “ethical” and “uneven” oc-
cur in the text. Weights assigned to the four counts
are based on their theorized abstraction level deter-
mined through a linguistic study of 40,000 English
words (Brysbaert et al., 2014). Here, definitive,
concrete verbs (DAVs) receive the lowest weight
of 1.0, whereas abstract adjectives get the highest
weight of 4.0.

We prompt a LLaMA-3-70b model to obtain the
counts of the four linguistic categories in a lyric
line. We compute the final feature vector

We find our scores highly reliable for this task
as they are able to distinguish between the phrase

“rearranging this stage,” which is very definitive
and has a lower level of abstraction compared to
“the greatest began to deny,” which remains some-
what unresolved. Our experiments (discussed in
Section 8) also indicate that the level of abstraction
in a line is one of the most prominent features in
identifying potentially evocative lines for an artist.

4.4 Valence

Valence reflects the emotions expressed in a lyric
line and is crucial for assessing an artist’s preferred
emotional tone that may guide their own creative
process (Scherer, 1984; Charland, 2005). For in-
stance, an artist might favor lines that creatively
blend positive and negative connotations, such as
“the greatest began to deny,” or they may prefer
lines that convey a purely positive sentiment, like
“tranquility in the lovers.”

To measure the valence of a line, we build a com-
putation model of emotion that assigns a valence
score based on the detected emotional tone of a line.
First, we define a list of 29 fine-grained emotion
categories–including admiration, nostalgia, grati-
tude, grief, and remorse. The list of emotions is
derived from the GoEmotions dataset (Demszky
et al., 2020), with the addition of one extra cate-
gory, “nostalgia,” to capture the unique emotional
nuances often present in lyrical content. Next, we
employ a prompting-based classifier built on the
LLaMA-3-70b language model to obtain the prob-
abilities for the top 5 emotional categories for a
given lyric line. Let S represent the input sentence,
and Ek denote the set of the top-k emotions pre-
dicted by the classifier (with k = 5 in our case).
The probability vector for S is then constructed as
follows:

p(S) = T (f(S)) = ⟨p̃1, p̃2, . . . , p̃m⟩, (6)

where m is the total number of emotion cate-
gories (m = 29 in our case), f(·) denotes the prob-
abilities of the top 5 emotion categories predicted
by the LLaMA-3.1 classifier, and T represents the
transformation defined as:

p̃e =

{
pe, if e ∈ Ek

prem, if e /∈ Ek

(7)

where pe is the probability of emotion e predicted

by the LLaMA classifier and prem =
1−

∑
e∈Ek

pe

m−k
represents the remaining probability mass, equally



distributed among the categories not included in
the top 5. In essence, this process preserves the
probabilities of the top 5 emotions as predicted by
LLaMA while redistributing the remaining proba-
bility mass evenly across the other emotion cate-
gories. Finally, we construct the complete valence
vector for a lyric line S = (w1, w2, . . . , wT ) as
follows:

Svfull = ⟨p(St)⟩Tt=1, (8)

where St = (w1, w2, · · · , wt) denotes a subse-
quence with the first t words in S. We use sub-
sequences to capture the temporal development of
valence.

We also construct a uni-dimensional variant of
Svfull, where we first group the 29 fine-grained
emotions into three sets E+, E0, E− denoting sets
of positive, neutral, and negative emotions, respec-
tively. Then, we collapse the full emotion prob-
ability vector in Equation 6 to an overall score
p̃ ∈ [−1, 1] denoting the probability of a sentence
conveying a positive emotion:

pbin(S) = p̃+ =
∑

Ie · p̃e, (9)

where Ie is an indicator function defined as:

Ie =


+1, if e ∈ E+

0, if e ∈ E0

−1, if e ∈ E−

(10)

so that the final feature vector becomes:

Svbin = ⟨pbin(St)⟩Tt=1, (11)

Notably, we also tried a RoBERTa classifier (Liu,
2019) fine-tuned on the GoEmotions dataset as
the classifier f(·), but our preliminary results
suggested that features from the LLaMA-based
prompting-based classifier have higher predictive
power.

Linguistic and Statistical Characteristics. In
addition to quantifying the stylistic characteristics
and emotional aspects, we measure the inherent
complexity of a poetic line. Studies in experimen-
tal aesthetics suggest that stimuli of intermediate
complexity are most strongly associated with plea-
sure. Complexity is typically expressed in features
such as predictability and surprise, and we propose
the following features to measure them:

4.5 Surprisal

Surprisal (Shannon, 1948) of a word indicates the
predictability of that word in a sentence. It is mea-
sured as the negative log probability of the word
given its context:

s(wt) = − log2 P (wt|w<t), (12)

where, s(wt) denotes the surprisal value for the
t-th word of the sentence. To compute the surprisal
of the complete sentence, we compose a vector of
word-level surprisals, appended with the average
surprisal value of all the words in the sentence as
follows:

Ssurprisal = ⟨s(wt)⟩Tt=1 ⊕ ⟨s⟩, (13)

where T denotes the number of words in the sen-
tence, s =

∑
s(wt)/T denotes the mean of sur-

prisal values for all the words in the sentence,
and ⊕ denotes the concatenation operation. Since
we do not have access to the true probability
distribution P , we use GPT-2 (Radford et al.,
2019)1, a powerful autoregressive language model
pre-trained on a large text corpus, to obtain a
good approximation of the desired log probabil-
ities P (wt|w<t). The described surprisal feature
can distinguish between a sentence like “a knowl-
edge of the world,” which has a lower surprisal
(savg = 10.12), indicating higher predictability,
and “a just dream with the fire,” which has a higher
surprisal (savg = 11.21), indicating a higher po-
tential of novelty in the sentence (note that these
values are on a log scale, so the difference is expo-
nential.)

4.6 Contextual Entropy

Contextual Entropy (Shannon, 1948) of a word is
defined as the expected value of its Surprisal:

h(wt) =
∑
wi∈V

p(wt|w<t) log2 P (wt|w<t), (14)

where h(wt) denotes the contextual entropy value
for the t-th word of the sentence, and V denotes
the vocabulary (all possible words that can ap-
pear next). Similar to surprisal, we use GPT-2
to compute the probabilities and construct the final
sentence-level entropy feature vector by combining

1specifically, we use the 774M parameter gpt2-large
model from Huggingface: https://huggingface.co/
openai-community/gpt2-large

https://huggingface.co/openai-community/gpt2-large
https://huggingface.co/openai-community/gpt2-large


the word-level entropy values and their mean as
follows:

Sentropy = ⟨h(wt)⟩Tt=1 ⊕ ⟨h⟩, (15)

where T denotes the number of words in the sen-
tence, and h =

∑
h(wt)/T denotes the mean of

entropy values for all the words in the sentence.
Like surprisal, contextual entropy can also help us
gauge the unpredictability/novelty of a sentence.
For instance, “i remember you” has a lower en-
tropy (havg = 6.21) compared to “pure crime of
the lost” (havg = 9.53). Additionally, contextual
entropy also exhibits a strong positive correlation
with the reading times of a word (Lowder et al.,
2018), indicating its potential to capture the com-
plexity of a sentence as well (higher entropy →
higher complexity).

4.7 Normalized Pointwise Mutual
Information (NPMI)

NPMI measures the association of two words by
comparing the probability of their co-occurrence
with the probabilities of their individual occur-
rences in a corpus (Bouma, 2009). Formally, the
NPMI of a word x occurring next to a word y is
defined as follows:

N(x, y) =

(
ln

p(x, y)

p(x)p(y)

)
/− ln p(x, y) (16)

In Equation 16, p(x) = count(x)/N , where
count(x) denotes the number of occurrences of the
word x in the corpus and N is the total number of
word occurrences in the corpus. Similar definitions
hold for p(y) and p(x, y). NPMI value is bounded
between [−1, 1], where a high NPMI value denotes
high predictability and vice versa. As an example,
the pair (“see”, “you”) has a high NPMI value in
our corpus (0.47) compared to (“never”, “the”),
which has a low NPMI value (−0.11) as “see” and
“you” often occur together, whereas “never” is more
frequently followed by verbs like “hurt,” “end,” and
“leave” compared to a determiner like “the.”

In our work, we compute two variants of NPMI
values: unidirectional and bidirectional. When
computing unidirectional N(x, y), we only con-
sider the co-occurrence of (x, y) if y appears imme-
diately after x, but for bidirectional N(x, y), we
also consider the co-occurrence if y appears im-
mediately before x. We denote the unidirectional
and bidirectional NPMI values as N1(x, y) and

N2(x, y), respectively. We construct the final uni-
and bi-directional NPMI vectors in a similar fash-
ion to surprisal and contextual entropy:

Snpmi,uni = ⟨Nuni(wt, wt+1)⟩T−1
t=1 ⊕ ⟨Nuni⟩

(17)
Snpmi,bi = ⟨Nbi(wt, wt+1)⟩T−1

t=1 ⊕ ⟨N bi⟩ (18)

where T denotes the number of words in the
sentence, and Nuni =

∑
Nuni(wt, wt+1)/T de-

notes the mean of unidirectional NPMI values
for all the word pairs in the sentence and N bi =∑

Nbi(wt, wt−1)/T denotes the mean of bidirec-
tional NPMI values.

4.8 Banality
Banality refers to the use of common or clichéd
phrases, themes, or expressions that lack original-
ity or depth. It can also reflect the cultural and
temporal context of the lyrics. For instance, an
artist may use clichéd expressions to resonate with
a broad audience or fit a certain era. Therefore, ba-
nality is a crucial feature to measure when studying
the creative preferences of different artists. Simi-
lar to poetic imagery and word energy, we prompt
a LLaMA-3-70b model to provide a rating from
1-5 that indicates how banal or cliché a poetic ex-
pression is. Again, we prompt in a zero-shot fash-
ion, and a high rating indicates a banal expression,
whereas a low rating indicates a unique or original
expression. We construct the final feature vector
denoting banality as follows:

Sbanality = ⟨scorebnl(St)⟩Tt=1, (19)

where St = (w1, w2, · · · , wt) denotes a subse-
quence with the first t words in S, and scorebnl(St)
is computed similar to scoreimg(St) except the rat-
ings now reflect the level of banality instead of
poetic imagery or word energy. For instance, the
expression “take the test” is a banal expression and
achieves a score of 3.18 compared to “breathe back
the world,” which achieves a score of 0.98. Table 5
in Appendix B summarizes the different features
proposed in this section along with their notations.

5 Step 2: Training the Calibration
Network

Artistic preferences can vary from one individual to
another – a lyric line with the same stylistic and lin-
guistic properties might be inspiring to one person
but not another. Therefore, we must calibrate the
measurements from the first step to an individual’s



artistic preference before we can predict the artistic
preference of an individual for a given lyric line.

We train the calibration network on a classifi-
cation objective: given the linguistic and poetic
features of a lyric line, predict if the line is in-
spiring to the end user. Specifically, consider a
dataset of artistic preferences of a creative individ-
ual, D = {(x1, y1), (x2, y2), . . . , (xn, yn)}, where
xi ∈ X denotes features of the i-th lyric line in the
dataset and yi ∈ Y denotes the corresponding la-
bel of whether or not the artist likes the lyric line.
Then, the goal of the calibration network is to learn
a function fθ : X → Y that maps each feature
vector xi to a probability distribution over classes
ŷ = fθ(xi) = P (y|xi; θ). For our binary classifi-
cation setup, Y = {inspiring, not inspiring}. No-
tably, we do not directly map the embeddings of
lyric lines to the predictions during calibration, as
sentence embeddings do not necessarily capture the
creative attributes and focus more on the general
semantic and syntactic properties of the text.

6 Dataset

We collect 3,025 lyric lines from the LyricJam plat-
form, a system that autonomously generates novel
lyric lines using bimodal neural networks (Vechto-
mova et al., 2021; Vechtomova and Sahu, 2023) 2.
We do not perform any pre-processing on the lyric
lines, but notably, all of them are lowercase. Next,
the first and the last author labeled each line as
either “inspiring” or “not inspiring.” By “inspiring,”
we refer to whether these lines created an emotional
impact and stimulated created ideas. Both the first
and the last authors actively engage in the process
of creating art–including writing poems and short
stories–which makes them suitable for the label-
ing task. We refer to our final dataset of 3,025
annotated lyric lines as the ‘Evocative Lyric Lines
Dataset’ (or EvocativeLines for short.) The label-
ing process took approximately 12 hours, spread
over multiple weeks.

To test the robustness of our framework on more
preference profiles, we reached out to eight hu-
man labelers, each actively engaging in at least one
creative activity like writing poetry or playing a
musical instrument. Specifically, we asked each
annotator to rate a lyric line on a scale of 1-10
based on how inspiring they found the line. Fig-
ure 4 shows the complete guidelines presented to
the annotators, where we also clarify what we mean

2https://lyricjam.ai

A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8 A9 A10 A2 A1

A3
A4

A5
A6

A7
A8

A9
A1

0
A2

A1

1.000 0.630 0.605 0.560 0.555 0.640 0.555 0.540 0.550 0.570

0.630 1.000 0.725 0.650 0.665 0.650 0.725 0.680 0.490 0.730

0.605 0.725 1.000 0.645 0.640 0.645 0.640 0.655 0.545 0.665

0.560 0.650 0.645 1.000 0.655 0.680 0.575 0.630 0.600 0.680
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Figure 1: Inter-annotator agreement on the Evocative-
Lines (small) dataset.

by ‘inspiration.’ We perform mix-max scaling to
normalize the annotator ratings and obtain “inspir-
ing” and “not inspiring” ratings. Notably, we show
the eight human annotators a subset of 200 lyric
lines from the original dataset to keep the label-
ing process fast and efficient. We obtain the 200
lines by randomly selecting 100 “inspiring” and
100 “not inspiring” lines of varying lengths (short,
mid, and long) from the original dataset. Choosing
a smaller subset ensured that the estimated label-
ing time remained manageable, ranging from 30 to
45 minutes, thus also minimizing decision fatigue
among the annotators. This strategy allowed us to
obtain highly reliable annotations while covering a
broad spectrum of creative preferences to test the
framework.

We denote our set of annotators as A =
{A1,A2, · · · ,A10}, where A1 and A2 are the first
and last authors and A3−10 are the remaining hu-
man annotators. Furthermore, we refer to the un-
derlying preferences captured by an annotator’s
labels as a preference profile. Figure 1 shows the
inter-annotator agreement of the annotators on the
200 lines (henceforth, referred to as EvocativeLines
(small) dataset). The agreement score between two
users denotes the percentage of lines they both
found inspiring/not inspiring. We note that the
agreement values show high fluctuations, ranging
between 47.5%− 72.5%, with a mean (std) agree-
ment of 65.3± 3.1%. In other words, the annota-
tors disagree on ∼70/200 lines on average. Such

https://lyricjam.ai


disagreement is expected in the perception of aes-
thetic stimuli, as shown by Gold et al. (2019). This
showcases that our annotations capture diverse pref-
erence profiles of what lines different individuals
consider inspiring. Table 6 in Appendix B summa-
rizes dataset statistics.

7 Experiments

Step 1: Computing Features. To test our frame-
work on the EvocativeLines dataset, we first com-
pute all the features described in Section 4. Specif-
ically, we combine all the features along the time
dimension to obtain the following overall feature
vector for a given lyric line:

Sall = [Simagery| · · · |Sbanality] (20)

where | denotes the concatenation operation along
the time dimension, T is the number of time steps
(= number of words in the sentence), and Sall ∈
RT×n with n = (8T +m) when using Svfull and
n = (8T + 1) when using Svbin.

Step 2: Training the Calbration Network We
create an 80-20 split of training-testing in the
dataset and use the features in the training set to
train the calibration network. We use stratified
sampling when creating the splits to ensure that the
distribution of labels is preserved across the two
dataset parts. We perform 5-fold cross-validation
for tuning the hyperparameters of the calibration
network. When training calibration network on the
EvocativeLines (small) dataset, we create a 75-25
split of training-testing and then do a 5-fold cross-
validation.

Choice of calibration network. We explore mul-
tiple deep-learning (DL) and machine-learning
(ML) based architectures for the calibration net-
work. Namely, we try a) LSTM+Attn (Sall):
a bi-directional classification network with Long
Short Term Memory (LSTM) cells (Hochreiter
and Schmidhuber, 1997) coupled with an atten-
tion mechanism (Bahdanau, 2014). We use an
LSTM network as all of our features are tempo-
ral, and LSTMs are adept at modeling long-range
temporal dependencies. We also perform ablation
studies where we train the classifier on a subset of
Sall to test the effect of the individual features; b)
XGBoost (Chen and Guestrin, 2016): We train a
standard XGBoost model on our features; however,
we flatten Sall as XGBoost does not inherently
handle sequential data with a timestep dimension.

Specifically, we train XGBoost (and all the other
ML-based classifiers) on the following flattened
input feature:

Sflat = [Ṡimagery ⊕ · · · ⊕ Ṡbanality], (21)

where Ṡ(·) is the flattened version of S(·) and ⊕ is
the concatenation operation. Sflat ∈ RTn, where
n = 8T +m; c) Other ML-based Classifiers. In
addition to XGBoost, we train multiple other ML-
based classifiers on Sflat. Specifically, we train
Logistic Regression (LR), Support Vector Machine
(SVM), Decision Trees (DT), and Random For-
est (RF) models (Nelder and Wedderburn, 1972;
Cortes and Vapnik, 1995; Quinlan, 1986; Breiman,
2001).

Other Frameworks. We compare our frame-
work with multiple strong baselines. Specifi-
cally, we compare the following: a) LSTM+Attn
(SBERT): we train an LSTM+Attn classifier that
maps the Sentence-BERT (Reimers, 2019) embed-
dings of lyric lines to the final rating. SBERT is
a popular text embedding model that modifies the
BERT architecture with siamese (Bromley et al.,
1993) and triplet networks (Schroff et al., 2015) to
obtain semantically meaningful sentence represen-
tations. Note that in this scenario, there will be only
one “time step;” b) BERT (Devlin et al., 2019): a
state-of-the-art transformer-based language model
pre-trained on large textual corpora. It is widely
adopted for various natural language processing
tasks, such as classification, question answering,
and named entity recognition. We fine-tune a Bert-
base model, which has 110M parameters, on the
EvocativeLines dataset, which serves as a strong
baseline comparing the performance of mapping
the sentence embeddings of lyric lines directly with
the final prediction; c) LLaMA-3: a prompting-
based k-shot LLaMA classifier, where, for a given
test line, we prompt a LLaMA-3-70b model with
k “inspiring” and k “not inspiring” examples from
the dataset and ask it to classify a test sentence. We
use cosine similarity to find the k examples that
are (semantically) closest to the test sentence in
the SBERT embedding space. We find that this ap-
proach of selecting examples performs better than
random sampling.

Evaluation of Different Frameworks. We adapt
each framework on the EvocativeLines dataset and
use test accuracy and AUC scores as primary indi-
cators of the predictive power of different models.



We report these results in Table 1. Further, we test
our proposed framework on the EvocativeLines
(small) dataset with 10 diverse sets of preference
profiles, and report results in Table 2.

Implementation Details We implement the
LSTM classifiers in PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019)
and train them for 500 epochs with early stopping
(we stop a training run if the validation perfor-
mance does not improve for 10 consecutive epochs).
We perform grid search to find optimal values over
the parameters listed in Table 4 (Appendix A),
and find a one-layer bi-directional LSTM classi-
fier trained with a learning rate of 0.0001 on Sall

input features performs best.
We use the sentence-transformers3

python package to obtain SBERT embed-
dings of sentences and use Huggingface’s
transformers 4 library to implement the fine-
tuning of BERT classifier. Specifically, we finetune
the BERT classifier for 500 steps with a weight
decay of 0.01. We use the sklearn python pack-
age (Pedregosa et al., 2011) to implement all the
ML-based classifiers. We use the default hyperpa-
rameters for all the models. Finally, we use a batch
size of 32 for all the models.

For the LLaMA-3 classifier, we use the catego-
rization of “inspiring” and “not inspiring” from the
annotations from A1 and A2 (we randomly select
which annotator to choose for every test sentence).

Finally, we perform 5-fold cross-validation (ex-
cept for the LLaMA-3 classifier), repeat all our
experiments for 5 random seeds, and report the
mean and std values in our result tables.

8 Quantitative Results

8.1 Proposed Linguistic and Poetic Features
Have a High Predictive Power

From Table 1, we note that our proposed framework
with ML-based and DL-based calibration networks
outperforms a 450-shot LLaMA-3-70b classifier.
Specifically, our XGBoost model with just 163 pa-
rameters achieved a test accuracy of 92.2 for A1

and 87.3 for A2, compared to 450-shot LLaMA-
3 classifier with 70B parameters that achieves an
accuracy of 74.8 and 69.8 for A1 and A2, respec-
tively. Note that 450 was the maximum number
of positive and negative examples we were able

3https://www.sbert.net/
4https://huggingface.co/docs/

transformers/index

Method A1 A2

Accuracy AUC Accuracy AUC

Majority baseline 51.5 50.0 53.0 50.0

LSTM+Attn (Sall) 79.5(0.4) 79.7(0.1) 78.3(0.3) 80.1(0.3)

LSTM+Attn (SBERT) 71.6(0.3) 71.7(0.1) 69.9(0.2) 70.1(0.3)

BERT 77.6(2.1) 78.8(1.7) 75.2(2.3) 76.1(1.1)

RF 80.5(1.7) 80.6(1.7) 72.4(2.0) 73.0(1.2)

SVM 70.5(1.2) 70.5(1.0) 67.3(2.3) 63.1(1.1)

LR 71.1(1.9) 71.1(1.8) 64.3(1.9) 62.0(1.4)

DT 84.2(2.5) 84.3(2.3) 84.1(1.0) 80.0(1.7)

XGBoost 92.2(1.7) 92.2(1.6) 87.32(1.4) 83.9(1.2)

LLaMA (200-shot) 73.3(1.7) 73.3(1.6) 62.3(3.6) 65.1(1.6)

LLaMA (300-shot) 73.9(2.1) 74.2(1.8) 64.1(1.2) 65.8(1.4)

LLaMA (450-shot) 74.8(3.1) 74.8(3.0) 69.5(3.5) 70.5(1.6)

Table 1: Comparison of different frameworks on Evoca-
tiveLines. The first section shows the performance of
DL-based methods, the second section shows the per-
formance of ML-based methods, and the last section
shows the performance of LLM-based methods.

User Majority LSTM+Attn XGBoost

Accuracy AUC Accuracy AUC Accuracy AUC

A1 50.0 50.0 75.6(1.2) 64.9(4.0) 70.7(5.3) 70.2(5.3)

A2 70.5 50.0 80.5(1.2) 62.3(6.1) 69.3(9.5) 57.1(8.4)

A3 58.5 50.0 94.1(1.2) 92.3(2.1) 63.4(11.1) 62.6(11.7)

A4 60.5 50.0 68.7(3.1) 61.4(4.5) 59.5(4.5) 56.4(6.6)

A5 58.0 50.0 80.4(2.5) 84.8(5.1) 71.7(6.7) 70.5(6.6)

A6 64.5 50.0 75.6(3.1) 75.4(2.8) 68.8(3.2) 62.8(3.0)

A7 58.0 50.0 75.6(4.3) 82.3(4.2) 61.0(4.4) 60.3(4.2)

A8 62.5 50.0 80.5(5.4) 78.2(5.1) 72.2(5.0) 68.5(7.1)

A9 70.0 50.0 76.5(4.7) 72.4(3.6) 70.7(4.9) 57.3(5.1)

A10 58.5 50.0 82.3(2.3) 84.2(3.5) 62.4(5.9) 60.7(5.0)

Avg. 61.1 50.0 79.0(6.3) 75.8(9.9) 67.0(4.6) 62.6(5.1)

Table 2: Performance of the proposed framework with
LSTM+Attn and XGBoost calibration networks on the
EvocativeLines (small) dataset.

to add to the prompt of the LLaMA-3-70b classi-
fier. Among the DL-based models, the LSTM+Attn
model (with roughly 110k parameters) outperforms
a BERT model (with 110M params) fine-tuned on
the EvocativeLines dataset. It also outperforms the
LSTM+Attn (SBERT) baseline, showcasing the
higher predictive power of the proposed features.

These higher predictive power of our features
computed using an LLM compared to using the
LLM out-of-the-box shows that while we can lever-
age the knowledge of LLMs to compute well-
established linguistic and stylistic characteristics
of a lyric line, the LLM itself has difficulty in cap-
turing the nuanced differences between what is
perceived as “inspiring” and “not inspiring” by an
individual. Overall, this highlights that our pro-
posed framework that identifies the key linguistic
and poetic features is more suitable for modeling
artistic preferences of lyrical lines compared to us-
ing significantly larger models out-of-the-box.

https://www.sbert.net/
https://huggingface.co/docs/transformers/index
https://huggingface.co/docs/transformers/index


Feature A1 A2 A3 A6 A7

coef p-value coef p-value coef p-value coef p-value coef p-value

Ssurprisal -0.4149 0.107 0.288 0.404 0.4351 0.233 0.416 0.242 -0.2176 0.518
Sentropy -0.8377 0.034 0.0534 0.889 0.02 0.958 -0.0632 0.873 -0.0817 0.822
Snpmi,uni 7.2427 0.000 9.7483 0.068 59.1835 0.003 75.9894 0.018 21.0617 0.152
Snpmi,bi -6.2588 0.002 -9.8577 0.552 -55.0718 0.007 -73.9488 0.024 -19.2738 0.224
Sabs 0.5402 0.298 0.6791 0.047 0.7423 0.045 0.9499 0.012 0.7226 0.03
Svbin 0.3281 0.001 -103.4697 0.556 -197.0881 0.028 -264.4955 0.158 9.1933 0.957
Simagery 14.8346 0.000 0.6861 0.048 2.065 0.057 0.4584 0.643 1.1321 0.241
Senergy -0.0543 0.985 0.9405 0.031 1.3163 0.423 2.4855 0.086 1.8852 0.191
Sbanality -2.8474 0.128 0.5269 0.636 -0.2816 0.804 0.1945 0.866 3.2007 0.003

SI1 0.0549 0.084 -0.1213 0.609 -0.0655 0.745 -0.2414 0.255 0.3546 0.116
SI2 -0.0188 0.499 13.8702 0.027 14.5632 0.142 6.5436 0.438 3.1841 0.72
Sall 0.0760 0.025 -1.0131 0.022 -0.3216 0.31 -0.2537 0.306 1.3457 0.145

Table 3: Results of interaction testing. I1 denotes the interaction between linguistic features (surprisal, entropy,
banality, npmi), and I2 denotes the interaction between stylistic features (imagery, word energy, abstraction, valence).

8.2 The Proposed Framework is Robust to
Diverse User Preferences

Table 2 shows the results for our experiments on
EvocativeLines (small) that contains 10 preference
profiles captured by the 10 annotators. Specifi-
cally, we note that our framework with LSTM+Attn
and XGBoost calibration network can adapt to
the diverse range of artistic preferences captured
in the EvocativeLines (small) dataset, with the
LSTM+Attn variant achieving a test accuracy of
79.0 ± 6.3% average across the 10 annotators and
the XGBoost variant achieving 67 ± 4.6% aver-
age test accuracy. We notice a significant drop in
the performance of XGBoost relative to the perfor-
mance on the full dataset, which can be explained
by the fact that while XGBoost is a flexible model,
it might suffer from overfitting as we shift to data-
scarce setups. Overall, these results highlight the
robustness of our framework against the high de-
gree of variations across different preference pro-
files, and we conclude that the proposed framework
can be successfully employed to forecast the artistic
preferences of different individuals, even in low-
data setups, by choosing an appropriate calibration
network.

8.3 Significance of Individual Features

To understand the feature interactions at a more
fine-grained level and how they control the final out-
come, we conduct statistical testing to determine
the correlations amongst the individual features
and their influence on the output variable (whether
or not an individual found a lyric line inspiring).
Specifically, we fit a logistic regression model with
interaction terms to evaluate the significance of
each independent variable (feature) on the binary

outcome variable 5. We simplify our features for
this test by taking a mean across the timesteps di-
mension so that each feature is converted into a
score. While this simplified representation is not
truly representative of our actual features, it serves
as a good proxy. We show the results of significant
testing in Table 3 for A1, A2, A3, A6, and A7. For
brevity, we only show results for five annotators.
We chose A1 and A2 as their annotations allow us
to study interactions in a data-rich setting, and we
chose A3, A6, and A7 as this triplet has one of
the lowest inter-annotator agreement in the smaller
version of our dataset (refer to Figure 1). We also
study three composite interactions: a) linguistic in-
teraction between surprisal, entropy, banality, and
npmi (uni and bi) (denoted by SI1); b) poetic and
artistic interaction between imagery, word energy,
level of abstraction, and valence (denoted by SI2);
and c) interaction among all the features (denoted
by Sall).

We report the results of our interaction study in
Table 3. Starting with A1, we note that Sentropy

has a low p-value of 0.034 (< 0.05) and a nega-
tive coefficient of -0.8377. Therefore, we conclude
that contextual entropy has a significantly nega-
tive correlation with the outcome variable. In other
words, as the entropy of a lyric line increases, A1 is
likely to find that lyric line evocative. We follow a
similar analysis pattern to conclude that Snpmi,uni

is significantly positively correlated and Snpmi,bi

is significantly negatively correlated with the out-
come. Simultaneously, poetic imagery has a signif-
icantly positive correlation with a high coefficient
of 14.8346. This contradicting preference in word
associations based on directionality coupled with

5we use statsmodels python package to implement
logistic regression with interaction terms.



a high preference for imagery indicates a strong
inclination for causality in lyrics, where the line
has a clear linear progression but loses its creative
mark upon reversing the chain of events. Similarly,
we conclude that Svbin is significantly positively
correlated with the outcome variable, indicating a
preference for positive lines by A1. Finally, we
find Sall to be positively correlated with the out-
come variable. We conduct a similar analysis for
the other annotators and highlight the significant
features for each of them in Table 3. These results
show that each annotator’s artistic preferences were
influenced by a different set of features, and our
framework can be used to explain aesthetic prefer-
ences in an interpretable manner.

9 Qualitative Examples

We include a radar chart of different preference
profiles in Figure 2 of Appendix B that shows how
the artistic preferences of different individuals vary
from one another. We construct a preference profile
by computing the average value for the positive and
negative samples across the different feature dimen-
sions we have. We denote the profile of positive
samples in blue and negative samples in red. We
notice that all the preference profiles show a visibly
different distinction between the positive and nega-
tive examples. Most prominently, all profiles have
a higher imagery and energy value for the positive
examples compared to the negative examples. Ad-
ditionally, we also show radar charts in Figure 3 of
Appendix C that visualize some positive and nega-
tive examples based on their feature values along
the different feature dimensions. These charts show
how different concepts in the lyrical content influ-
ence the different dimensions of the features. For
instance, “all the world is the fire” (row 1 column 2)
has a 0 valence value but high imagery and energy
values.

10 Conclusion

In this work, we propose an interpretable and flexi-
ble framework for computational modeling of artis-
tic inspiration in the context of AI-generated lyrical
lines that can be used to assist artists in the Seed
phase of creation by identifying potentially “inspir-
ing” ideas (or seeds) amongst a larger pool of candi-
dates. We identified the key linguistic and stylistic
features that can accurately forecast aesthetic pref-
erences among a diverse set of individuals. Our
experiments demonstrate that the predictive power

of our framework surpasses that of several orders of
magnitude larger state-of-the-art language models
like LLaMA-3-70b.

Crucially, our approach is not limited to the anal-
ysis of lyrics and poetry and can be adopted (with
a different or expanded set of features) to predict
other aesthetic, literary, or artistic preferences that
are inherently subjective (for instance, comparing
sonnets from multiple different artists). Overall, in
the context of creating art, it is crucial to measure
how well AI systems support individual creative
processes that can encompass a wide spectrum of
artistic preferences and skill levels, and through
this work, we hope to provide a foundation for
future research in this area.
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A Hyperparameter Selection

Parameter Search Space Optimal Value

input feature {Sall,Sflat} Sall

bi-directional {True, False} True
attention type {global, general, self} global
layers {1, 2, 3} 1
hidden dimensions {8, 16, 32, 64, n/2} n
learning rate 10−i ∀ i ∈ {1, . . . , 5} 10−4

Table 4: Search space for grid search of LSTM. Note:
n is from Equation 20

. .

B Dataset Statistics and User Profiles

C Examples of Lyric Lines

D Prompts Used for Various Tasks

We only list some of our prompts due to space
constraints but will release all the prompts upon
acceptance.

Feature Name Notation

Poetic Imagery Simagery ∈ RT×T

Word Energy Senergy ∈ RT×T

Level of Abstraction Sabs ∈ RT×T

Valence (full) Svfull ∈ RT×m

Valence (binary) Svbin ∈ RT

Surprisal Ssurprisal ∈ RT×T

Contextual Entropy Sentropy ∈ RT×T

NPMI (uni-dir.) Snpmi,uni ∈ RT×T

NPMI (bi-dir.) Snpmi,bi ∈ RT×T

Banality Sbanality ∈ RT×T

Table 5: Summary of features and their dimensions.
Here, T is the number of words (or time steps) in the
input sequence, and m is the total number of emotions
(29, in our case).

Annotator #pos #neg

EvocativeLines

A1 1466 1559
A2 1422 1603

EvocativeLines (small)

A1 100 100
A2 59 141
A3 117 83
A4 121 79
A5 116 84
A6 71 129
A7 112 88
A8 77 123
A9 140 60
A10 117 83

Table 6: Dataset statistics, broken down by annotator.
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Figure 2: Radar charts showing the 10 different preference profiles of annotators in the EvocativeLines dataset. Blue
webs denotes the web for positive lines, and red webs denotes the negative lines.



Figure 3: Examples of lyric lines rated as inspiring (blue) and not inspiring (red) by annotator A1.



In this study, we aim to investigate the inspirational quality of song lyrics and
poetic lines. Our objective is to understand how individual lyrics or poetic
lines can influence a creative person. By ‘‘inspiration," we refer to how these
lines emotionally impact individuals and stimulate new creative ideas.

You will be shown 200 lines in total. Each line will be shown separately. Please
take a moment to read each line and provide your rating based on its
inspirational quality. We are interested in the potential of these lines to
inspire creativity, rather than their grammatical correctness.

Please note that there are no right or wrong answers; we value your subjective
impressions. Your feedback will help us understand how different lines of lyrics
resonate with people.

The study is expected to take approximately 30 to 40 minutes. If you have to leave
before you are done, you can resume the session using the same access code.
Thank you for your participation!

Figure 4: Guidelines presented to the eight human labelers.

PROMPT = """
You are a linguist who is analyzing the poetic imagery of a given textual expression

.

### Instructions:
Given the expression:
"{sentence}"

### Task:

* Provide a rating between 1-5 on how much poetic imagery the expression has.

* You must enclose your rating between <rating></rating> tags.

* Do not generate anything else in your output.

* Follow the format below:
<rating>3</rating>

### Response:
"""

Figure 5: Prompt used to measure poetic imagery of a lyric line.


