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Abstract

User profiling, as a core technique for user un-
derstanding, aims to infer structural attributes
from user information. Large Language Mod-
els (LLMs) provide a promising avenue for user
profiling, yet the progress is hindered by the
lack of comprehensive benchmarks. To bridge
this gap, we propose ProfileBench, an industrial
benchmark derived from a real-world video
platform, encompassing heterogeneous user
data and a well-structured profiling taxonomy.
However, the profiling task remains challeng-
ing due to the difficulty of collecting large-scale
ground-truth labels, and the heterogeneous and
noisy user information can compromise the reli-
ability of LLMs. To approach label-free and re-
liable user profiling, we propose a Confidence-
driven Profile reasoning framework CONF-
PROFILE, featuring a two-stage paradigm. We
first synthesize high-quality labels by leverag-
ing advanced LLMs with confidence hints, fol-
lowed by confidence-weighted voting for accu-
racy improvement and confidence calibration
for a balanced distribution. The multiple profile
results, rationales, and confidence scores are ag-
gregated and distilled into a lightweight LLM.
We further enhance the reasoning ability via
confidence-guided unsupervised reinforcement
learning, which exploits confidence for diffi-
culty filtering, quasi-ground truth voting, and
reward weighting. Experimental results demon-
strate that CONF-PROFILE delivers substantial
performance through the two-stage training, im-
proving F1 by 13.97 on Qwen3-8B.

1 Introduction

User profiling seeks to infer structural attributes of
users, serving as a fundamental step for user under-
standing and personalized services (Jansen et al.,
2020; Jin et al., 2013; Torkamaan et al., 2024). The
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Figure 1: Overview of CONF-PROFILE. We introduce
ProfileBench, a novel benchmark consisting of hetero-
geneous cues for the user profiling task. Through a two-
stage confidence-driven reasoning framework, we de-
velop CONF-PROFILE, which models six core attributes.

vast amount of user-generated content on the In-
ternet offers rich evidence to construct virtual user
representations and reveal underlying preferences.
User profiles along dimensions including age, gen-
der, industry, occupation, education level and life
stage are critical to personalization, powering so-
cial network analysis (McAuley and Leskovec,
2013; Sahoo and Gupta, 2021), recommendation
systems (Lops, 2011; Gao et al., 2023), misinforma-
tion mitigation (Dou et al., 2021), and large-scale
surveys (Christoforou et al., 2021). However, ex-
isting approaches remain limited. Survey-based
methods are costly and often incomplete, while
static registration data quickly becomes outdated
(Kellner and Berthold, 2012). Supervised learning
pipelines struggle with the scarcity of labeled data,
and most methods narrowly focus on a single at-
tribute, resulting in fragmented and unreliable user
understanding (Eke et al., 2019).

Large Language Models (LLMs) (OpenAl et al.,
2024; DeepSeek-Al et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2025)
provide a promising alternative, as they can handle
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diverse inputs and jointly infer multi-dimensional
profiling tags. Recent studies have explored this po-
tential by either inferring profile labels via prompt-
ing and fine-tuning (Prottasha et al., 2025; Shi et al.,
2025; Lu et al., 2024), or by synthesizing user data
to construct virtual profiles (Prottasha et al., 2025;
Ge et al., 2025). Despite these advances, their appli-
cation to user profiling faces several fundamental
challenges. First, existing works are dominated by
synthetic datasets, which fail to capture the real-
world complexity and leave the field without a cred-
ible, standardized benchmark. Second, collecting
large-scale ground-truth profiles is prohibitively
expensive and often infeasible, underscoring the
necessity of developing label-free methods. Third,
precise profiling requires reasoning over heteroge-
neous and noisy signals, yet current prompt-based
or distillation approaches largely rely on shallow
pattern matching, compromising reliability and in-
ducing unwarranted certainty. Collectively, these
challenges motivate the need for a framework that
not only reasoning without labels but also explicitly
manages uncertainty.

To address these issues, we propose CONF-
PROFILE, a confidence-driven framework for
label-free user profiling, together with Pro-
fileBench, a realistic benchmark for standardized
evaluation. ProfileBench is an industry-derived
dataset from a large-scale video platform, Douyin.
It integrates heterogeneous user information, de-
fines a systematic profiling taxonomy, and provides
1,000 curated human-annotated samples, with all
data authorized and anonymized for privacy com-
pliance. Building upon this benchmark, CONF-
PROFILE employs confidence as an uncertainty
signal throughout the pipeline. Specifically, it
begins with a confidence-hinted data synthesis
pipeline to produce high-quality pseudo-labels.
This pipeline performs parallel sampling to gather
diverse candidate labels and confidence scores, ap-
plies confidence-weighted voting to aggregate ro-
bust tags, and calibrates the confidence score for
profiling task adaptation. The resulting voted tags,
calibrated confidence, and rationales are distilled
into a lightweight LLM, enabling efficient training
and deployment. To further enhance the reasoning
ability, confidence-guided unsupervised reinforce-
ment learning is applied, where difficulty filtering
highlights informative samples, multi-rollout vot-
ing with confidence produces quasi-ground truth,
and calibrated confidence serves as adaptive reward
weights. Together, these designs improve profiling

robustness while ensuring reliable confidence esti-
mates.

We conduct experiments to validate the effective-
ness of CONF-PROFILE on ProfileBench. Experi-
mental results show that by applying the two-stage
confidence-driven training paradigm on Qwen3-
8B, CONF-PROFILE achieves consistent F1 gains
of 10.61 and 3.36, outperforming state-of-the-art
(SOTA) reasoning LLMs. Our contributions are
summarized as follows:

(1) ProfileBench benchmark. We introduce the
first industry-level benchmark for user profil-
ing, integrating heterogeneous user cues with
a systematic six-dimensional taxonomy, en-
abling standardized evaluation.

(2) Confidence-hinted data synthesis. We de-
sign a pipeline that generates pseudo-labels
with rationales and calibrated confidence
scores, alleviating label scarcity and providing
reliable cold-start supervision.

(3) Confidence-guided unsupervised reinforce-
ment learning. We propose an optimization
scheme that leverages confidence to filter sam-
ples, vote for targets, and reshape rewards,
strengthening the reasoning ability.

(4) Comprehensive validation. We conduct ex-
tensive experiments, which demonstrate con-
sistent gains on ProfileBench and reveal the
critical role of confidence, underscoring the
broader impact of CONF-PROFILE.

2 Related Work

2.1 User Profiling

User profiling is a core component of personal-
ized services. Traditional machine learning ap-
proaches, such as regression or Bayesian models,
treat each attribute (e.g., age, occupation) inde-
pendently (Nguyen et al., 2011; Onikoyi et al.,
2023; Rangnekar et al., 2018), limiting their abil-
ity to integrate heterogeneous behavioral signals
and their reliance on labeled data. With the rise
of LLMs, recent work explores profile construc-
tion via prompting, fine-tuning (Prottasha et al.,
2025; Shi et al., 2025; Lu et al., 2024), or syn-
thetic data generation (Prottasha et al., 2025; Ge
et al., 2025) to mitigate label scarcity. However,
these methods often rely on LLM-generated la-
bels without rigorous quality control and fail to
capture the complexity of real-world user informa-
tion. Beyond profile construction, several studies
apply inferred profiles to downstream tasks such as



recommendation or personalization. For instance,
prior works leverage user embeddings or inferred
demographic attributes to improve ranking models
and alignment (Shi et al., 2025; Lu et al., 2024;
Fabbri et al., 2025; Sabouri et al., 2025). Neverthe-
less, these approaches typically evaluate only the
downstream utility, rather than directly assessing
the accuracy and robustness of the profiling process
itself, restricting their broader applicability. These
limitations highlight the need for a more reliable
framework that generates reliable profiles under
label scarcity, enhances reasoning capability, and
supports standardized evaluation with real-world
user data.

2.2 Confidence Utilization in LLMs

Confidence estimation is widely recognized as a
key to improving the reliability of LLMs, as it en-
ables models to quantify uncertainty. Early studies
demonstrate that LLMs possess an inherent abil-
ity to estimate their own confidence (Kadavath
et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2025), and that prompting,
sampling, or aggregation strategies can strengthen
these signals (Xiong et al., 2024; Zuo et al., 2025).
To address the pervasive issue of overconfidence,
subsequent work has proposed calibration strate-
gies, including sampling-based calibration (Huang
et al., 2025), structured prompting with distractors
(Chhikara, 2025), and likelihood-based alignment
(Wang et al., 2025). Recent research has further
incorporated confidence into reasoning and reward
design in Reinforcement Learning (RL). Examples
include penalizing over- and under-confident pre-
dictions (Stangel et al., 2025), maximizing distri-
butional consistency (Li et al., 2025), and filtering
low-quality reasoning trajectories based on con-
fidence (Fu et al., 2025). However, these meth-
ods are primarily designed for mathematical and
supervised reasoning tasks. In contrast, CONF-
PROFILE targets the domain of user profiling,
where acknowledging "unknown" is critical to im-
prove factuality. We make full utilization of con-
fidence across the entire pipeline, from data syn-
thesis and distillation to reinforcement learning,
achieving robust and label-free user profiling.

3 ProfileBench

To rigorously evaluate label-free user profiling, we
construct ProfileBench, a novel benchmark derived
from a large-scale industrial video platform.

3.1 Data Collection and Anonymization

ProfileBench is derived from a large-scale indus-
trial video platform. Each user record integrates
heterogeneous input signals from two sources:

* Behavioral cues, keyphrases summarizing
the content of videos that a user has watched,
searched, or submitted. These keyphrases are
extracted from associated metadata and con-
tent analysis, forming a white-box textual rep-
resentation of user interests.

* Demographic cues, publicly self-disclosed
fields, such as age, gender, geographic region,
and personal signature. These fields are often
optional, incomplete, or noisy, making them
unreliable as direct supervision signals.

To enable quantitative evaluation, we curate

a human-annotated evaluation set of 1,000 users
through standardized questionnaires. Participants
were asked to verify their demographic information
across all six dimensions. Inconsistent or implausi-
ble responses were manually filtered, resulting in a
high-quality gold standard for benchmarking.

Only user-authorized data is included, with all

information anonymized. All user identifiers, nick-
names, and URLs were removed during preprocess-
ing to ensure privacy and compliance.

3.2 Multi-dimensional Tagging Taxonomy

To provide a systematic framework for evaluation,
we define a closed-set tagging taxonomy covering
six fundamental dimensions:

* Gender: Male, Female, Unknown.

* Age: 0-18, 18-23, 24-30, 3140, 41-50, 50+,
Unknown

* Industry: 14 categories (e.g., Manufacturing,
Finance, Government, etc.), plus Unknown.

* Occupation: 20 fine-grained categories (e.g.,
Students, Medical professionals, Retirees, En-
trepreneurs, etc.), plus Unknown.

* Education Level: Junior high or below, Se-
nior/vocational high, Bachelor/associate, Post-
graduate or above, Unknown.

 Life Stage: 13 categories (e.g., Single, In a
relationship, Parenting with different child age
ranges), plus Unknown.

Each dimension can be formulated as a multi-
class classification problem with an explicit Un-
known (NA) option. This design acknowledges that
user data can be sparse or ambiguous and avoids
forcing the model to guess under high uncertainty.
The inclusion of NA directly supports confidence-
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Figure 2: The confidence-hinted cold-start data synthesis pipeline.
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(a) Data synthesis. A teacher LLM

is instructed to reason over multi-dimensional tags with confidence hints, followed by parallel sampling with
confidence-weighted voting to improve the data quality, and confidence calibration to balance the confidence
distribution. (b) Prompt template. The constructed pseudo-labels, confidence scores, and evidence are formatted as
SFT data, with each element enclosed within <box>...</box>.

aware evaluation, enabling models to abstain when
predictions are unreliable. The complete tagging
taxonomy is detailed in Table 6.

3.3 Benchmark Characteristics and
Challenges

ProfileBench mirrors the complexities of the real
world, while also presenting several unique chal-
lenges that make it a demanding benchmark for
LLM-based profiling:

* Heterogeneous signals. Each user record
combines free-text behavioral keyphrases and
noisy self-reported demographics, requiring
models to integrate multi-sourced evidence.

* Ambiguity and noise. User behaviors may
point to conflicting interests, and optional de-
mographic fields are incomplete or outdated.

* Multi-dimensional outputs. The task re-
quires jointly predicting six correlated at-
tributes, rather than a single dimension, re-
flecting the real-world complexity.

e Scarcity of ground-truths. Except for
the 1,000 annotated samples, the data lacks
ground-truths, requiring profiling without ex-
plicit supervision.

Together, these factors ensure that ProfileBench
is not only a practical dataset grounded in industry
but also a challenging and realistic benchmark for
advancing label-free user profiling.

4 Method

CONF-PROFILE features a two-stage unsupervised
paradigm for profile reasoning: 1) cold-start data
synthesis and distillation, and 2) reinforcement

learning for further refinement, with explicit mod-
eling and optimization of confidence throughout.

4.1 Profiling Task Formulation

Essentially, the user profiling task is defined as a
multi-dimensional classification problem. Let Z
represent the collection of multi-source user infor-
mation. A set of attributes, D = {D1,...,Dg}
are designed to portrait users. For attribute Dy,
there is a predefined set of possible tags 7 =
{ti1,- - tkm} U {NA}. The objective is to learn
a profiling model f(-) that maps the input informa-
tion Z to a specific tag y, € Ty, for each attribute
Dki

k) = f(D). ey

Notably, in cases where the input Z offers in-
sufficient evidence for a given attribute Dy, the
model should learn to abstain from prediction by
generating y, = NA.

(y17y27 cee

4.2 Confidence-Hinted Cold-Start Data
Synthesis

Given the lack of ground-truths, we first harness
a strong LLLM to synthesize high-quality pseudo-
labels, serving as the supervision for cold-start fine-
tuning. The pipeline is shown in Figure 2.
Confidence-hinted Profiling. For a given user
information Z, an advanced reasoning LLM (e.g.,
DeepSeek-R1), denoted as fieacher, is prompted to
generate a structured result for the K attributes. To
address the uncertainty stemming from sparse or
ambiguous user information, we instruct the LLM
to not only infer the profile tags but also provide the
confidence scores and the supporting evidence for



each tag. Each output thus forms a triplet consisting
of the predicted tag Ay, a confidence score C}, and
the reasoning evidence Ej:

{(Ak:7 Ck;, Ek‘)}le = fteacher(I)a (2)

where the confidence score C}, is selected from a
predefined 5-level verbal scale, ranging from low
to high confidence.

Confidence constitutes a crucial component of
the CONF-PROFILE framework, underpinning
threefold purposes. 1) It helps reduce hallucina-
tions by compelling the model to assess the reli-
ability of its own reasoning, thereby improving
robustness. 2) It naturally reflects the inherent diffi-
culty of certain attributes. High-confidence predic-
tions are typically supported by explicit evidence,
whereas low-confidence ones often correspond to
speculative inferences. 3) It enables a tunable bal-
ance between precision and recall. By setting a con-
fidence threshold 7, predictions with scores below
it can be reverted to "NA", yielding higher precision
at the cost of lower recall.

Parallel Sampling and Confidence-weighted
Voting. Single-round inference is vulnerable to
sampling bias, which may lead to unreliable profile
predictions. To mitigate this, for each user record Z,
we perform M times parallel inferences. The final
profile is then determined via confidence-weighted
voting, as illustrated in Figure 2a. For each attribute
Dy, we aggregate the M parallel predictions. The
total confidence-weighted score for each candidate
tag t € 7Ty, is calculated by summing up the numer-
ical scores:

M
Skt = ZH(AM =1t) Chy, 3)

i=1

where I(-) is an indicator function, Ay, ; denotes
the predicted tag for attribute Dy, for the i-th sam-
pling, and C} ; is the associated confidence score.

The voted result, A%med, is the one with the high-
est aggregated score Sy:

AV — argmax Sy, 4, 4

k gteii kot 4

Sk = max Sy ;. (5)
teTh

This strategy reduces sampling variance and en-
sures that the final decision is dominated by pre-
dictions with higher confidence, leading to more
reliable and stable profiling results.
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Figure 3: The distribution and calibration of confi-
dence. The original aggregated confidence is unevenly
distributed. For instance, gender predictions tend to be
highly confident, whereas life stage predictions are rela-
tively under-confident. The calibration step redistributes
confidence values into five balanced intervals.

Confidence Calibration. The raw confidence
produced by the LLM is typically skewed and un-
evenly distributed, as illustrated in Figure 3. Such
an imbalance occurs not only across different tags
but also within the same tag, where confidence lev-
els may be dispersed, leading to over-confident or
under-confident predictions. To obtain a more bal-
anced and informative signal for distillation, we
calibrate the confidence to better align with the
profiling task. Specifically, the aggregated scores
Sy obtained from voting fall within a range of
[M,5M]. We partition this range into five inter-
vals such that each interval contains approximately
the same number of samples. This calibration pro-
cess maps raw scores to a normalized confidence
label Cj, € {1,...,5}, yielding a more stable and
task-adaptive measure of prediction certainty.

Synthetic Data Distillation. With the high-
quality synthetic data generated, we proceed to
distill the knowledge into a more lightweight stu-
dent LLM, denoted as fy, via Supervised Fine-
Tuning (SFT). To achieve this, we reformat the
voted tags A‘,g"“’d, calibrated confidence scores 6k,
and their corresponding rationales E, into a struc-
tured format. As shown in Figure 2b, each at-
tribute’s information is encapsulated within distinct
XML-like tags: <tag>, <score>, and <evidence>.
This granular structure provides per-attribute ra-
tionales instead of a monolithic chain-of-thought.
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across multiple tags are summed to optimize the model.

In this stage, the complex profiling capabilities of
the teacher are transferred to the student, ensur-
ing both adherence to structured output and con-
sistency in reasoning. Moreover, the lightweight
model enables better efficiency in both training and
deployment.

4.3 Confidence-Guided Unsupervised
Reinforcement Learning

To further refine the reasoning capability of the
distilled model, we employ online reinforcement
learning based on GRPO (Shao et al., 2024), de-
signing a confidence-guided reward to optimize
without ground-truths.

Confidence-based Difficulty Filtering. Diffi-
culty filtering has proven to be an effective strategy
for enhancing model capability. For the label-free
profiling task, where it can be infeasible to rely
on accuracy or human-labeled annotations for dif-
ficulty estimation, we adopt confidence as a nat-
ural proxy for sample difficulty. Concretely, we
aggregate the confidence scores across multiple
samplings of a sample and use it as the difficulty
measurement. We then reshape the confidence dis-
tribution, such as filtering overly easy ones that
provide little supervision or overly hard ones that
may be hard to learn. This yields a more balanced
set of samples that emphasizes informative, mod-
erately difficult samples, ensuring richer learning
signals and thereby improving the reasoning abil-

ity.

Quasi-Groundtruth for Unsupervised RL. A
primary challenge in real-world profiling is the lack
of ground-truth for reward calculation. To address
this, we generate a high-quality optimization target,
or "quasi-groundtruth", on the fly. For each input
7T, we leverage the multiple rollouts and aggregate
the resulting predictions using the same confidence-
weighted voting mechanism described in Section
4.2. For each attribute Dy, the quasi-groundtruth
Al quasi-T 1s determined as follows:

M
Ak,quasi—GT = arg ?é%%mzl ]I(Akﬂn = t) ) Ckﬁm
(6)

where (A 1, Ck,m) is the prediction from the m-
th rollout. The voted tag, which represents the most
consistent and confident inference of the current
policy, serves as the optimization target for the
correctness reward.

Confidence-Guided Reward. To optimize for
correctness, we introduce a reward that is further
weighted by confidence. This mechanism is de-
signed to make the model more sensitive to its
own certainty, applying larger rewards or penalties
to high-confidence predictions. The correctness
reward is calculated by comparing the model’s
generated tag A, against the quasi-groundtruth



Ak:,quasi—GT:

Rk,acc = w(Ck,ref) : [2 : H(Ak = Ak,quasi—GT) - 1]

(7
where w(-) is a linear function of a frozen refer-
ence confidence C}, r.f, mapping confidence scores
{1,...,5} to weights {0.2,...,1.0}. We use a
frozen reference confidence rather than the online-
generated confidence to avoid a phenomenon where
the model might learn to generate artificially high
confidence to maximize its potential reward. In
practice, these reference scores are generated by a
single offline inference pass of fy and remain fixed
throughout RL training.

We also include a format reward to verify that
the structural results can be successfully extracted
and belong to the predefined closed sets. Let Oy
be the output for the the attribute %, and the format
reward is defined as:

R if Oy i 11-f d,
Ry, = k,ace 1 k IS‘ well-Torme )
-1 otherwise.

The final reward for a rollout is the sum of all tags:
R = Zszl Ry. This approach ensures that the
model produces outputs that are both structurally
valid and semantically accurate, while amplifying
the predictions with higher confidence.

5 Experiments

We conduct extensive experiments to validate
CONF-PROFILE, comparing it with both SOTA
LLMs and training-based baselines, and further
analyzing the contribution of each component.

5.1 Settings

Datasets. We construct the training and evalu-
ation datasets to reflect the unsupervised nature
of real-world user profiling. For training, we
collect 20,000 user samples without ground-truth
labels. Among them, 10,000 samples are pro-
cessed through the confidence-hinted data synthe-
sis pipeline described in Section 4.2, providing
high-quality supervision for SFT. The remaining
10,000 samples are used in the reinforcement learn-
ing stage described in Section 4.3. For evaluation,
we adopt ProfileBench, which provides heteroge-
neous user cues and a structured profiling system.

Model Configuration. We employ DeepSeek-
R1 (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2025) via one-shot prompt-
ing to synthesize high-quality supervision data and
set the parallel sampling number to 10. We use

Qwen3-8B (Yang et al., 2025) as the base model,
undergoing a two-stage training. For the SFT
stage, we use 10,000 synthesized samples, with
full-parameter tuning. The learning rate, batch size,
and training epochs are set to 1e-5, 32, and 2, re-
spectively. For the RL stage, we employ GRPO
(Shao et al., 2024) based on the VeRL framework
(Sheng et al., 2024). We set batch size to 128, KL
coefficient to 0.001, rollout number to 32, Ir to le-
6, sampling temperature to 1, top-p to 0.95, and
employ 45 training steps.

Baselines. We compare CONF-PROFILE against
three categories of baselines. The first category in-
volves prompting of SOTA reasoning LLMs (e.g.
Kimi-K2 (Team et al., 2025), Seed-1.6-thinking
(Team, 2025), and DeepSeek-R1 (DeepSeek-Al
et al., 2025)) to infer over single attribute or multi-
ple attributes, serving as a measure of raw inference
capability. The second is traditional machine learn-
ing models (e.g. XGBoost (Chen and Guestrin,
2016), LightGBM (Ke et al., 2017)) trained sepa-
rately for each attribute, serving as strong legacy
baselines. The third is fine-tuned LLMs, rep-
resented by Profile-LLM, which is trained on
the same unsupervised corpus as our method but
without the confidence-hinted data synthesis or
confidence-guided reinforcement learning, provid-
ing a vanilla fine-tuning baseline.

Evaluation Metrics. Given the unsupervised
nature of the dataset, we evaluate model perfor-
mance on the annotated evaluation set using recall,
precision, and F1 score. To mitigate potential fluc-
tuations, all reported results derived from the LLM
are presented as the average of ten runs.

5.2 Main Results

Table 1 summarizes the F1 scores of prompt-based
baselines, training-based baselines, and our pro-
posed CONF-PROFILE. We highlight three key
observations. 1) SOTA LLMs achieve decent per-
formance and outperform traditional ML-based
models. Among them, DeepSeek-R1 with multi-
dimensional joint inference attains the highest F1
score, motivating its use as the teacher model. 2)
Fine-tuning the base model without confidence of-
fers limited gains: SFT improves moderately but
remains 2.52 points below CONF-PROFILE, and
SFT+RL without confidence can even degrade per-
formance, underscoring the importance of confi-
dence guidance. 3) CONF-PROFILE delivers sub-
stantial improvements through two-stage training:
SFT raises the average F1 by 10.61 points, and sub-



Models Age

Gender Industry Occupation Education Level Life Stage ‘ Average

Kimi-K27 78.00  94.01 63.36 62.74 52.27 57.25 67.94

Seed1.6-thinking" 8429  91.79 63.87 58.43 51.18 55.08 67.44

i DeepSeek-R17 83.66  92.60 62.32 33.76 52.40 52.08 62.80

SOTA LLMs Kimi-K2 82.05 9143 63.83 63.77 57.48 45.42 67.33
Seed1.6-thinking 8398 95.86 67.37 65.21 55.50 35.84 67.29

DeepSeek-R1 83.76  96.25 67.89 63.24 51.29 46.03 68.08

ML-based’ 7846  94.41 60.11 52.63 51.74 39.74 62.85

Qwen3-8B (base model) 84.40  95.64 51.10 51.31 40.9 31.03 59.06

Profile-LLM (w. SFT) 83.89 95.72 65.33 61.14 52.08 44.11 67.05

Training-based ~ Profile-LLM (w. SFT+RL) 8390 95.73 65.15 60.79 50.86 42.62 66.51
CONF-PROFILE (w. SFT) 83.79  96.26 68.02 63.03 55.54 51.35 69.67

CONF-PROFILE (w. RL) 84.41  95.77 51.04 56.10 23.37 28.81 56.58

CONF-PROFILE (w. SFT+RL) | 84.54  96.29 71.63 69.68 58.55 57.52 73.03

Table 1: The performance comparisons of different methods. ' indicates single-dimensional inference. We report
the F1 score and the best results are highlighted with bold. CONF-PROFILE outperforms the raw capabilities of
SOTA LLMs, as well as both traditional ML-based models and directly fine-tuned LLMs (Profile-LLM).
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(b) Recall across confidence thresholds.

Figure 5: The effects of confidence. By setting a confi-
dence threshold 7, where predictions below it are set as
’NA’, we obtain multiple precision-recall trade-offs. A
higher 7 corresponds to higher confidence, resulting in
higher precision and lower recall.

sequent RL boosts 3.36 points. Direct RL on the
base model fails to improve results, highlighting
the need for cold-start fine-tuning. Overall, CONF-
PROFILE achieves the best performance across all
six evaluation dimensions, with an average F1 of
73.03, demonstrating its superiority and robustness
for multi-dimensional user profiling.

We further validate the role of confidence by
analyzing the impact of a rejection threshold 7.
By treating predictions with confidence C' < 7 as
NA, we obtain hierarchical precision-recall trade-
offs. As illustrated in Figure 5, high thresholds
correspond to high precision, confirming that con-
fidence serves as an effective indicator of predic-

tion difficulty. Notably, after RL, the performance
curve improves consistently across all thresholds,
underscoring the value of confidence-guided opti-
mization.

5.3 Ablation Study

We ablate the effects of confidence utilization in
different stages, including aggregation, calibration,
filtering, and reward guidance.

Aggregation for Parallel Sampling. We uti-
lize various aggregation strategies during parallel
sampling to produce quasi-labels. Table 2 reports
the resulting SFT performance on ProfileBench.
Majority voting slightly improves precision but re-
duces recall due to equal voting weights on NA
predictions, which correspond to low confidence.
Confidence-weighted voting down-weights low-
confidence outputs, improving both precision and
recall, and achieves an F1 gain of 2.87.

Confidence Calibration. On the one hand, Fig-
ure 3 clearly demonstrates that confidence calibra-
tion produces a more uniform data distribution. On
the other hand, we conduct experiments on SFT
and RL without calibration. As shown in Table 4,
training with calibrated data improves the F1 score
by 0.23 after SFT and by 0.26 after SFT+RL, re-
spectively. This demonstrates that calibration not
only yields a more balanced distribution but also
helps improve the final performance.

Difficulty Filtering for RL. We investigate the
impact of adjusting training data distribution by
filtering samples according to their confidence. As
shown in Table 3, reshaping the distribution sig-
nificantly influences performance and enables a
controllable precision—-recall adjustment. The V-
shape distribution achieves the highest recall, while



Metrics ‘ Mean Majority-Voted Confidence-Voted

Precision 61.62 62.00 61.76
Recall 74.41 73.33 80.69

F1 Score 67.10 67.17 69.97

Table 2: Comparisons of voting strategies for parallel
sampling. Confidence-voted aggregation achieves the
highest F1 score.

Original Uniform V-Shape A-Shape M-Shape

(o 00 [l Jdis dHh

Metrics

Precision 63.30 63.14 63.84 62.25 64.83
Recall 80.97 87.49 85.95 90.19 84.51
F1 Score 70.68 72.89 72.94 73.02 73.03

Table 3: Comparisons of data filtering shape. A-shape
yields highest recall, while M-shape yields highest pre-
cision.

the M-shape distribution yields the best precision.
This is intuitive: filtering more low-confidence sam-
ples reduces NA outputs, whereas filtering medium-
difficulty samples enhances the reliability of ag-
gregation. Since precision is generally harder to
enhance, we report the M-shape as our default con-
figuration.

Confidence Guiding in RL. We further com-
pare the source of confidence used for reward sig-
nals, as shown in Table 5. With self-generated
confidence, the model quickly learns to inflate its
scores toward high values, leading to minimal vari-
ation across thresholds. This results in higher recall
but undermines the calibration role of confidence.
In contrast, using the frozen confidence preserves
the meaningful calibration, maintaining a balanced
precision—recall curve across thresholds and thus
yielding more reliable supervision.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we present CONF-PROFILE, a com-
prehensive framework that advances label-free user
profiling by leveraging confidence as both supervi-
sion and optimization signals. Our contributions
include ProfileBench, the first industry-level user
profiling benchmark grounded on real-world sce-
narios, a confidence-hinted data synthesis pipeline
for generating high-quality cold-start supervision,
and a confidence-guided unsupervised reinforce-
ment learning scheme to strengthen reasoning abil-
ity. Together, these components deliver significant
gains on profiling performance. We believe this
work not only establishes a strong foundation for
user profiling but also opens promising directions

| CONF-PROFILE (w.o. calibration) | CONF-PROFILE

Metrics
| SFT SFT+RL | SFT SFT+RL
Precision | 61.51 64.42 61.76 64.83
Recall 80.52 84.52 80.69 84.51
F1 Score | 69.74 73.11 69.97 73.37

Table 4: Impact of confidence calibration. By incor-
porating confidence calibration, the F1 score increases
by 0.23 and 0.26 after SFT and SFT+RL, respectively.

- Self-Confidence Frozen Confidence
Precision Recall Precision Recall
1 61.38 95.05 64.83 84.51
2 61.48 94.83 66.34 75.06
3 61.57 94.54 69.44 61.83
4 61.58 94.32 72.01 45.53
5 61.94 91.90 77.14 30.35

Table 5: Comparisons of confidence guidance. Self-
confidence voting leads to minimal variation under dif-
ferent confidence, while frozen confidence can maintain
the hierarchy confidence distribution.

for applying LLMs to broader user modeling tasks.

7 Limitations

While CONF-PROFILE substantially advances
confidence-driven user profiling, several aspects
remain open for further exploration. Currently,
ProfileBench focuses on several close-set dimen-
sions, which provide a practical starting point but
fall short of capturing the fine-grained user at-
tributes. Extending the benchmark toward more
granular, open-set profiling with dedicated evalu-
ation protocols would better reflect real-world de-
mands. Moreover, user behavior histories might be
extremely long and noisy in practice, posing chal-
lenges for reasoning over ultra-long, heterogeneous
contexts. Finally, although our confidence-guided
reinforcement learning demonstrates strong poten-
tial in fully unsupervised settings, incorporating
hybrid supervision, where limited human annota-
tions complement unsupervised optimization could
further enhance robustness and interpretability.

8 Ethics

Given potential fairness concerns in algorithmic
inference, all data used in this work were collected
from users who explicitly consented to their in-
formation being used for research purposes. Per-
sonally identifiable information was removed or
anonymized prior to processing. Sensitive data,
such as consumption behavior, is handled care-
fully to guarantee that no raw personal data are



utilized. Our framework emphasizes uncertainty
modeling and confidence-aware reasoning to mit-
igate the risks of incorrect profiling. All predic-
tions are accompanied by confidence scores, with
low-confidence outputs flagged for potential hu-
man review. The study was conducted following
ethical research guidelines, and all procedures were
internally reviewed to ensure compliance with pri-
vacy standards. The proposed methods are intended
for research and responsible application in settings
where user consent is guaranteed, and they pro-
vide only probabilistic predictions at the population
level.
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"0-18", "18-23", "24-30", "31-40", "41-50", "50+", "Unknown(NA)"

"non

Manufacturing”, "Real Estate and Construc-
tion", "Commerce and Retail", "Transport and Logistics", "High-Tech",
"Services", "Finance", "Education and Training", "Healthcare", "Media,
Culture, Sports and Entertainment”, "Government and Public Institu-

"Software", "Clerical Staft", "Education and Trainer", "Beauty and Hair-
dressing", "Skilled Workers", "Government and Public Sector", "Trans-
portation and Logistics", "Hospitality and Entertainment"”, "Media and
Culture", "Independent Media", "Healthcare", "Agriculture and Fish-
ery", "Finance and Insurance", "Self-Employed", "Domestic and Se-
curity", "Student", "High-Tech Hardware", "Retiree”, "Homemaker",

"Single", "In Relationship”, "Pre-Marital", "Married, No Children", "Pre-
Pregnancy and Pregnancy”, "Parenting (Child 0-2)", "Parenting (Child
3-5)", "Parenting (Child 6-11)", "Parenting (Child 12—-14)", "Parenting
(Child 15-17)", "Parenting (Adult Child)", "Parenting (Child Age Un-

"Junior High or Below", "Senior/Vocational High", "Bachelor/Associate",

Dimension Count Category
Gender 3 "Female", "Male", "Unknown(NA)"
Age 7
Industry 14 "Agriculture and Fishery",
tions", "Not Employed", "Unknown(NA)"
Occupation 20
"Unknown(NA)"
Life 13
Stage
known)", "Unknown(NA)"
Education 5
Level "Postgraduate or Above", "Unknown(NA)"
Table 6: Detailed profiling tagging taxonomy.
A Appendix

A.1 Profile Tagging Taxonomy

We present the complete profiling system in Table 6,
which spans six core dimensions, including gen-
der, age, industry, occupation, education level, and
life stage. The profiling system adopts a closed-set
label taxonomy for each dimension, which facili-
tates consistent evaluation by ensuring that model
predictions can be directly compared against stan-
dardized ground truth labels. Together, these at-
tributes provide a comprehensive representation of
user characteristics and serve as the foundation for
user understanding.

A.2 ProfileBench Distribution

We provide a high-quality benchmark, Pro-
fileBench, consisting of 1k carefully curated sam-
ples derived from questionnaire-based data with
human verification. Figure 6 illustrates the distri-
bution of data across different attribute dimensions
in ProfileBench with ring charts. The samples are
drawn from a large-scale video platform, ensuring a
representative coverage of real-world distributions.
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In particular, for attributes with larger category
spaces, such as occupation and industry, the test
set maintains broad coverage to guarantee fairness
and robustness in evaluation. Overall, ProfileBench
offers a reliable, representative, and versatile bench-
mark for assessing user profiling approaches.

A.3 Prompt Template

Figure 7 illustrates the prompt template used in our
experiments. The template mainly consists of task
description, analysis principles, profiling system,
confidence scoring criteria, output format, and user
input. Among them, the analysis principles em-
phasize rejection rules and guidance for reliable
responses. This design aligns with the selective
classification setting, where the model is encour-
aged to output ’NA’ when sufficient reasoning ev-
idence is lacking. Due to space limitations, some
attributes are omitted from the figure; however, the
complete prompt includes the full profiling taxon-
omy.
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Figure 6: The distribution of ProfileBench across different attribute dimensions.
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User Profiling Prompt

Task
Based on the given user data from multiple sources, infer the user's static profile, including age, gender, industry,
occupation, life stage, and education level.

Analysis Principles

1.Carefully analyze each data category without omission, and strictly follow the principles below.

2.Data reliability analysis: Always cross-check and validate credibility instead of directly adopting it. Missing data
should be marked as "NA" (missing data # information does not exist).

3.Avoid prior assumptions: For example, do not assume marital status, children, or employment simply based on age.
4.Strict refusal principle: Do not output low-confidence inferences. If evidence is insufficient, output "NA". If
multiple possible results exist, only return the most confident one. If it cannot be determined, return "NA".

Detailed Analysis Requirements
1. Inferring age and gender
1.1 Combine the user's interest profile, search history, and other information to assess the reliability of self-
reported age and gender.
1.2 Age ranges: -18, 18-23, 24-30, 31-40, 41-50, 50+.
1.3 Gender ranges: Male, Female.
2. Inferring industry and occupation
2.1 Check professional terms in watching and searching records. Consider permanent residence for context.
Distinguish between hobbies and actual work. Consider video submission content.
2.2 Industry categories: ... (too long, omitted here)
2.3 Occupation categories: ... (too long, omitted here)
3. Inferring life stage
3.1 Do not assume based on age alone. If multiple plausible options exist, output the most confident one.
3.2 Choose from the following: Single, ... (too long, omitted here)
4. Inferring education level
4.1 Choose from: Junior High or Below, Senior High or Vocational, Bachelor's or Associate, Postgraduate or Above.
4.2 Reference criteria:
Junior High or below: Focus on basic life needs, low-skill work, no further education evidence.
Senior High or vocational: Interested in vocational/skill training, or jobs typically requiring vocational.
Bachelor's or Associate: Jobs requiring higher education; interests/search requiring higher understanding.
Postgraduate or above: Strongly professional jobs, academic/tech-focused interests, or explicit degree info.
5. Supporting evidence & confidence scoring
5.1 For each attribute, provide: Step-by-step reasoning, Evidence used, and Confidence level.
5.2 Confidence definitions:
High: Clear, strong evidence
Medium-High: Some evidence, plus logical deduction
Medium: No direct evidence but reasonable indirect clues
Medium-Low: Weak clues, large uncertainty
Low: Insufficient evidence, always "NA"

Output Format

1) Age:

<evidence>Age reasoning </evidence> <tag>Directly return the user's age</tag> <score>Confidence</score>

(2) Gender:

<evidence>Gender reasoning</evidence> <tag>Directly return the user's gender</tag> <score>Confidence</score>

(3) Industry:

<evidence>Industry reasoning</evidence> <tag>Directly return the industry</tag> <score>Confidence</score>

(4) Occupation:

<evidence>Occupation reasoning</evidence> <tag>Directly return the occupation</tag> <score>Confidence</score>

(B) Life Stage:

<evidencesLife stage reasoning</evidence> <tag>Directly return the user's life stage</tag> <score>Confidence</score>
(6) Education Level:

<evidence>Education reasoning</evidence> <tag>Directly return the user's education</tag> <score>Confidence </score>

Multi-source User Information:
"Watching Keyphrases": ...,

" Searching Keyphrases™: ...,
“Submission Keyphrases": ...,
“Signature": ...,
"Self-reported Gender": ...,
"Self-reported Age": ...,
"Geographic region ": ....

Figure 7: Prompt template of CONF-PROFILE.
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Hetegeneous User Information

Profiling Results

( Female (Confidence: 5) Viewing interests such as "Mother-daughter relationship" indica're\
Watching Keyphrases: Gender  interestin family topic. Parenting-related searches reinforce this identity. Signature aligns
"Self-media entrepreneurship," "Practical with female user habits. Although self-reported gender is Male, evidence suggests
life  tips"  "Vegetable-picking  hacks," either account sharing or model misclassification. The primary user is most likely female.
"Seaweed soup," "Mung beans," "Handicraft \. <
work," "Dao Lang Beijing concert," "Unboxing ( . . . o )
& sharing," "Little baby," "Nanjing rental 24-30 (Confidence: 3) Self-reported age is 24-30. Parenting-related viewing interests and
housing," "Fat-loss meals," "Sewing worker," Age searches (e.g., "Stay-at-home mom," "Pure cotton sweat towel for kindergarten kids (ages 3-
"E-commerce entrepreneurship,' "Stay-at- 6)") are consistent with early parenting life stage in this age range.
home mom," "The Chicken Squad (animated \ Z
f;:zsgr'_y on—sNi\::Ciegeg'!‘z ughter  relationship, ( Commerce and Retail (Confidence: 5) Viewing interests such as "E-commerce h
Searching Keyphrases: Industry entrepreneurship,” "Self-media entrepreneurship," "Unboxing & sharing" indicate refail
"Content-driven e-commerce," "Struggling myo;vemerlrr. "Seur‘f‘hes on"'ConTenf—dr‘rven e-comTerce“ and "Struggling with Douyin shop
with Douyin (TikTok China) shop window L window sales" further confirm an e-commerce retail focus. )
sales" "Pure cotton sweat towel for| )
kindergarten kids (ages 3-6)," "Practical life Self-employed (Confidence: 5) The signature emphasizes personal product testing and
tips," "PAW Patrol toys for kids (ages 3-6)," Occupation promotion via shop window. Content and search behavior both center on food-related e-
"Hottest trending content for traffic commerce operations, indicating an independent online entrepreneur.
growth" \_ )
;:?Ln;isr:;no?ezf:‘;ﬁz; SR;':::; h:; i;gvr(:;;?:r:’:sr ( Parenting (Child 3-5) (Confidence: 4) Searches (e.g., "Pure cotton sweat towel for kindergarten D
snacks & ready-to-eat meals ) \' Education kids (ages 3-6)," "PAW Patrol toys for kids (ages 3-6)") and viewing interests ("Little baby,"
Signature: Shzr‘ing good finds every day ee Level "Stay-at-home mom," "The Chicken Squad (animated series)") highlight needs related to
Every product is personally tested and used \ preschool-aged children. )
by me — all shared items are available in my 7 3
shop window. Thanks for your support, babies. Senior High or Vocational (Confidence: 3) Searches focus on practical e-commerce tactics
Self-reported Gender: Male Life Stage ("Content-driven e-commerce," "Hottest trending content for traffic growth") rather than
Self-reported Age: 24-30 academic knowledge. Viewing interests in "Handicraft work," "Sewing worker," "Factory on-site
Region: NA L video" suggest a vocational background rather than higher education. )
4 )
Male (Confidence: 5) Model prediction indicates male. Viewing interests such as "Valorant
/ Gender  skins," "CS," "Daily life of contemporary college students," and car-related tags (“Lynk & Co
Watching Keyphrases: 03 Cyan," "Passat," "Changan") show strong male-oriented preferences. Search history like
"Long compliments for girls' beauty" also aligns with typical male behavioral patterns.
"Long-distance  relationship,"  "Suki," > <
"Chiikawu," "EDG championship," "Valorant 18-23 (Confidence: 5) The recommended age range is 18-23. Viewing interests such as "Daily
skins," "Lynk & Co 03 Cyan," "Postgraduate A life of contemporary college students" and "Postgraduate entrance exam" and searches such
enfrance exam," "Xiaomi SU7" "CS) 9¢ as "College academic calendar" confirm student-related activities, highly consistent with this
"Daily life of contemporary college age group.
students," "Passat," "Junior student Wa, > <
“Iz;(:r:liing ..d rfi;i,one " Cb;?r%?:i'end " L‘.’.g;;’:’o Not employed (Confidence: 4) Viewing interests like "Daily life of college students" and
(chzongsz;m) " uDirect-shot video" Industry 'Postgraduate entrance exam," along with searches for a "college academic calendar," indicate
. the user is in higher education. The signature "Moving bricks (aka working)" and being in
Searching Keyphrases: L Beijing suggest part-time work during breaks, while the main identity remains a student. )
"Captions for 100-day anniversary," "Suki 4 "\
cooking recipes," "Volkswagen Bora Student (Confidence: 5) Viewin$ interests like "Postgraduate entrance exam" and "Daily life of
interior" "Long compliments for girls' Occupation contemporary college s'ruder?l‘rs' directly point fo a university student identity. The search
beauty," "Compress iPhone video to 20MB", College academic calendar" further supports this. The factory-related signature likely
"College academic calendar" \ reflects temporary work. )
Submission Keyphrases: NA 4 . ) . ] ] )
. . X . In Relationship (Confidence: 4) Searches such as "Captions for 100-day anniversary," "Long
Signature: Moving bricks (aka working) Education compliments for girls' beauty," and the viewing interest "Long-distance relationship" indicate
Self-reported Gender: Male Level  the user is currently in a romantic relationship. No evidence of parenting or family life is
Self-reported Age: 18-23 \ present. <
R e <
Region: Beijing Bachelor's or Associate (Confidence: 5) Viewing interests in "Postgraduate entrance exam"
Life Stage and searches related to college show the user is currently pursuing or has entered higher
J education, consistent with undergraduate/associate degree level.
. J/

Figure 8: User Profiling Demos.
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Figure 9: Confidence distribution and calibration.

A.4 User Profiling Demos

Figure 8 presents two real cases of profiling infer-
ence generated by CONF-PROFILE. Given multi-
source user information, the system conducts rea-
soning and analysis across six attribute dimensions,
providing a holistic user profile. In the first case,
the user is identified as a female who both operates
a shop on the platform and is engaged in childcare.
Interestingly, although the self-reported gender is
marked as male, CONF-PROFILE is able to infer
the correct gender by leveraging contextual evi-
dence such as interest in female-oriented content,
parenting tips, and mother—daughter relationship
discussions. This demonstrates the model’s ability
to resolve inconsistencies and prioritize reasoning
over noisy self-reports. In the second case, the
user is inferred to be a male university student in a
romantic relationship. The inference is supported
by frequent interests in topics such as dating, auto-
mobiles, gaming, and college courses. Moreover,
although the user’s personal signature mentions
"moving bricks", the model reasonably interprets
this as an indicator of an internship or part-time
work, with the primary life stage still classified as
a student. Overall, these demos highlight the inter-
pretability and robustness of CONF-PROFILE in
handling real-world, noisy, and multi-faceted user
information.

A.5 Confidence Calibration

Figure 3 presents the calibration results for age
and life stage. For the remaining attributes, includ-
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ing gender, industry, occupation, and education
level, the corresponding distributions are shown in
Figure 9. As can be seen, the overall confidence
distribution is highly uneven, which necessitates
a calibration process. Specifically, the raw confi-
dence scores are partitioned into five intervals with
approximately equal sample sizes, enabling a bal-
anced representation across different confidence
levels.

A.6 Detailed Experimental Results

We report the precision, recall, and F1 scores of
CONEF-PROFILE (after SFT and after SFT+RL) un-
der varying confidence thresholds 7. On the one
hand, by incorporating confidence and threshold-
ing, we enable flexible precision—recall trade-offs
for each attribute. As expected, higher thresholds
yield higher precision but lower recall, while lower
thresholds achieve the opposite, providing practi-
tioners with a controllable balance between reliabil-
ity and coverage. Moreover, since the confidence
values have been calibrated in advance, the result-
ing distribution across thresholds is more balanced
for each tags, which ensures that evaluation results
are not biased toward over-confident predictions.
On the other hand, the results demonstrate that
reinforcement learning consistently improves per-
formance across all attributes and confidence levels,
highlighting both the effectiveness and robustness
of our approach.



Metrics Age Gender Industry Occupation Education Level Life Stage | Average
CONF-PROFILE (w. SFT)
Precision | 72.14 92.84 56.27 54.01 47.12 48.18 61.76
Recall 99.93 99.95 85.96 75.68 67.63 54.97 80.69
F1 Score | 83.79 96.26 68.02 63.03 55.54 51.35 69.67
Precision | 75.52 94.60 59.47 58.87 47.94 49.47 64.31
Recall 89.90 90.87 73.82 61.77 56.73 44.62 69.62
F1 Score | 82.08 92.70 65.87 60.29 51.97 46.92 66.64
Precision | 76.77 95.91 64.53 63.68 47.95 49.10 66.32
Recall 78.37 83.12 59.12 50.99 45.17 35.59 58.73
F1 Score | 77.56 89.06 61.71 56.63 46.52 41.27 62.12
Precision | 77.49 97.03 69.40 67.67 50.59 48.36 68.42
Recall 62.53 72.98 46.87 41.52 28.88 23.15 45.99
F1 Score | 69.21 83.30 55.95 51.46 36.77 31.31 54.67
Precision | 78.95 97.48 78.46 79.08 61.56 48.96 74.08
Recall 46.81 66.56 28.38 22.80 13.50 10.46 31.42
F1 Score | 58.77 79.11 41.68 35.40 22.14 17.24 42.39
CONF-PROFILE (w. SFT+RL)
Precision | 73.29 92.96 61.24 57.68 49.20 54.59 64.83
Recall 99.87 99.87 86.25 87.99 72.28 60.79 84.51
F1 Score | 84.54 96.29 71.63 69.68 58.55 57.52 73.03
Precision | 75.11 94.18 61.48 61.17 50.92 55.17 66.34
Recall 93.43 93.50 78.15 74.63 55.30 55.36 75.06
F1 Score | 83.27 93.84 68.82 67.23 53.02 55.27 70.24
Precision | 76.48 96.15 67.15 65.17 52.84 58.84 69.44
Recall 84.36 82.76 60.35 56.91 40.93 45.67 61.83
F1 Score | 80.23 88.96 63.57 60.76 46.13 51.42 65.18
Precision | 77.74 97.76 71.72 69.82 56.05 58.96 72.01
Recall 69.65 71.09 42.98 41.29 22.79 25.40 45.53
F1 Score | 73.47 82.32 53.75 51.89 32.40 35.51 54.89
Precision | 77.27 98.21 81.07 81.57 72.99 51.74 77.14
Recall 52.74 65.43 23.49 18.70 13.51 8.22 30.35
F1 Score | 62.69 78.54 36.43 30.43 22.80 14.19 40.84

Table 7: The detailed performance of CONF-PROFILE.
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