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PatternMatching Method Correlation to nd the correct lyric from a collection given a misheard
Probabilistic Phonemilodel | 0.45 lyric query. Tested on 146 misheard lyric queries with
Phoneme EdiDistance 0.54 correct target lyrics in a collection of 2,345 songs, the
Probabilistic SyllableModel | 0.55 probabilistic phoneme model produces a Mean Reciprocal
SAPS-L 0.53 Rank of 0.774 and nds up to 8% more correct lyrics than
Simple EditDistance 0.51 the previous best method, phoneme edit distance, which

achieves an MRR of 0.709.
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