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ABSTRACT

Second, there have been numerous improvements to CNNs in

Deep Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) are more powerfu COMpUter vision, particularly for small tasks. For examplsing

than Deep Neural Networks (DNN), as they are able to bettkros
spectral variation in the input signal. This has also beetficoed
experimentally, with CNNs showing improvements in wordoerr

I, [6] or stochastic pooling [7] provides better generaliaatthan
max pooling used iri [4]. Second, using overlapping poolBighd
pooling in time [9] also improves generalization to testadaFur-

rate (WER) between 4-12% relative compared to DNNs across a v thérmore, multi-scale CNNs [6], that is, combining outpfrsm

riety of LVCSR tasks. In this paper, we describe differenthods
to further improve CNN performance. First, we conduct a deeg-
ysis comparing limited weight sharing and full weight shgrivith
state-of-the-art features. Second, we apply various pgdiirate-
gies that have shown improvements in computer vision to 20&K
speech task. Third, we introduce a method to effectivelgriporate
speaker adaptation, namely fMLLR, into log-mel featuresurkh,
we introduce an effective strategy to use dropout duringstdesfree
sequence training. We find that with these improvementdjcpar
larly with fMLLR and dropout, we are able to achieve an addfitil

different layers of the neural network, has also been ssbtdem
computer vision. We explore the effectiveness of theseegfies for
larger scale speech tasks.

Third, we investigate using better features for CNNs. Featu
for CNNs must exhibit locality in time and frequency. Inl [4] i
was found that VTLN-warped log-mel features were best foNSN
However, speaker adapted features, such as feature spateuma
likelihood linear regression (fMLLR) features [10], typity give
the best performance for DNNs. Ini[4], the fMLLR transforipat
was applied directly to a correlated VTLN-warped log-mehcpn

2-3% relative improvement in WER on a 50-hour Broadcast Newglowever, no improvement was observed as fMLLR transforonati
task over our previous best CNN baseline. On a larger 408-hodypically assume uncorrelated features. In this paper, nopgse a

BN task, we find an additional 4-5% relative improvement awar
previous best CNN baseline.

1. INTRODUCTION

Deep Neural Networks (DNNs) are now the state-of-the-atous-
tic modeling for speech recognition, showing tremendousrave-
ments on the order of 10-30% relative across a variety of lsanall
large vocabulary tasksl[1]. Recently, deep convolutiorairal net-
works (CNNs) [2] 3] have been explored as an alternative tfpe
neural network which can reduce translational variancééninput
signal. For example, in [4], deep CNNs were shown to offerl2%
relative improvement over DNNs across different LVCSR sagke
CNN architecture proposed ini[4] was a somewhat vanillaisgch
ture that had been used in computer vision for many yearsgdak
of this paper is to analyze and justify what is an approp!@GiteN ar-
chitecture for speech, and to investigate various strasegiimprove
CNN results further.

First, the architecture proposed [n [4] used multiple cduvo
tional layers with full weight sharing (FWS), which was falio be
beneficial compared to a single FWS convolutional layer. aBse
the locality of speech is known ahead of tinid, [3] proposedute
of limited weight sharing (LWS) for CNNs in speech. While LWS
has the benefit that it allows each local weight to focus otspafr
the signal which are most confusable, previous work with Lk'a8
just focused on a single LWS layerl [3]./[5]. In this work, we @o
detailed analysis and compare multiple layers of FWS and LWS

methodology to effectively use fMLLR with log-mel featurebhis
involves transforming log-mel into an uncorrelated spagplying
fMLLR in this space, and then transforming the new featuraskb
to a correlated space.

Finally, we investigate the role of rectified linear unitse(RJ))
and dropout for Hessian-free sequence training [11] of CNMs
[12], ReLU+dropout was shown to give good performance for
cross-entropy (CE) trained DNNs but was not employed durdfRg
sequence-training. However, sequence-training is atifar speech
recognition performance, providing an additional relatjain of 10-
15% over a CE-trained DNN [11]. During CE training, the drapo
mask changes for each utterance. However, during HF tgimie
are not guaranteed to get conjugate directions if the driop@sk
changes for each utterance. Therefore, in order to makeodtop
usable during HF, we keep the dropout mask fixed per utterimce
all iterations of conjugate gradient (CG) within a single it#fation.

Results with the proposed strategies are first explored @ata 5
English Broadcast News (BN) task. We find that there is naediff
ence between LWS and FWS with multiple layers for an LVCSR
task. Second, we find that various pooling strategies that ga-
provements in computer vision tasks, do not help much indpee
Third, we observe that improving the CNN input features kpjud-
ing fMLLR gives improvements in WER. Finally, fixing the drot
mask during the CG iterations of HF lets us use dropout dusiRg
seqguence training and avoids destroying the gains fromodrtogc-
crued during CE training. Putting together improvementsnfifM-
LLR and dropout, we find that we are able to obtain a 2-3% radati
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reduction in WER compared to the CNN system proposed|in f4]. | Results comparing LWS and FWS are shown in Table 1. Note these
addition, on a larger 400-hr BN task, we can also achieve &04-5 results are with stronger VTLN-warped log-mel+d+dd feasiras
relative improvement in WER. opposed to previous LWS work which used simpler log-mel-etd+d
The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 de- For both LWS and FWS, we used 2 convolutional layers, as this
scribes the basic CNN architecture if [4] that serves asréirga  was found in[[4] to be optimal. First, notice that as we inseethe
point to the proposed modifications. In Section 3, we dis@xss number of hidden units for FWS, there is an improvement in WER
periments with LWS/FWS, pooling, fMLLR and ReLU+dropout fo confirming our belief that having more hidden units with FW&S i
HF. Section 4 presents results with the proposed improvesiana  important to help explain variations in frequency in thetngignal.
50 and 400-hr BN task. Finally, Section 5 concludes the papdr  Second, we find that if we use LWS but match the number of param-

discusses future work. eters to FWS, we get very slight improvements in WER (0.1%). |
seems that both LWS and FWS offer similar performance. Bexau
2 BASIC CNN ARCHITECTURE FWS is simpler to implement, as we do not have to choose fiter |

cations for each limited weight ahead of time, we prefer ®ki&/S.
In this section, we describe the basic CNN architecture weet ~ Be€cause FWS with 5.6M parameters (256/256 hidden unitsquer ¢
introduced in[[4], as this will serve as the baseline systemichy  volution layer) gives the best tradeoff between WER and remob
we improve upon. In[J4], it was found that having two fully con parameters, we use this setting for subsequent experiments

nected layers, followed by four fully connected layers, wpmal

for LVCSR tasks. We found that a pooling size of 3 was appropri | Method | Hidden Units in Conv Layerg Params| WER
ate for the first convolutional layer, while no pooling wagdisén the FWS 128/256 51M | 193
second layer. Furthermore, the convolutional layers h&hat2l 256 FWS 256/256 5.6M 18.9
feature maps respectively, while the fully connected layed 1,024 FWS 384/384 7.6M 18.7
hidden units. The optimal feature set used was VTLN-warpeg | FWS 512/512 10.0M | 18.5
mel filterbank coefficients, including delta + double deliging this WS 128/256 5.4M | 18.8
architecture for CNNs, we were able to achieve between 44E2% WS 256/256 6.6M 187

ative improvement over DNNs across many different LVCSRgas

In this paper, we explore feature, architecture and opétion
strategies to improve the CNN results further. Preliminaxperi-
ments are performed on a 50-hr English Broadcast News [tdgk [1
The acoustic models are trained on 50 hours from the 1996 anéj2 S ies f c -
1997 English Broadcast News Speech Corpora. Results avgedp ~* trategies from Computer Vision
on the EARSdev04f set. Unless otherwise noted, all CNNs are |, thjs section, we explore various strategies that hava beecess-
trained with cross-entropy, and results are reported irbaithgetup. | in computer vision tasks, including various pooling aseand

multi-scale CNNs.

Table 1. Limited vs. Full Weight Sharing

3. ANALYSIS OF VARIOUS STRATEGIES FOR LVCSR

3.1. Limited vs. Full Weight Sharing 3.2.1. Type of Pooling
Pooling is an important concept in CNNs which helps to reduce
spectral variance in the input features. The worklin [4] exgd
using max pooling as the pooling strategy. Given a poolimgore

R; and a set of activation§as, ... ajr,|} € R;, the operation for
max-pooling is shown in Equatidn 1.

In speech recognition tasks, the characteristics of theasig low-
frequency regions are very different than in high frequeregjions.
This allows a limited weight sharing (LWS) approach to beduse
for convolutional layers [3], where weights only span a $riwalal
region in frequency. LWS has the benefit that it allows eaciallo
weight to focus on parts of the signal which are most confiesamnd
perform discrimination within just that small local regidHowever, Sj = {2%?; @i @)
one of the drawbacks is that it requires setting by hand gopfency
region each filter spans. Furthermore, when many LWS layers a ~ One of the problems with max-pooling is that it can overfit the
used, this limits adding additional full-weight sharingheolutional  training data, and does not necessarily generalize to &at dwo
layers, as filter outputs in different bands are not relatetithus the ~ Pooling alternatives have been proposed to address sore jfdb-
locality constraint required for convolutional layers @t preserved. lems with max-poolingj, pooling [€] and stochastic pooling![7].
Thus, most work with LWS up to this point has looked at LWS with I, pooling looks to take a weight average of activatiensin
one layerl[3], [5]. pooling regionR;. The equation fot, pooling is given by Equation
Alternatively, in [4], a full weight sharing (FWS) idea inweo- 2 p = 1 can be seen as a simple form of averaging while=
lutional layers was explored, similar to what was done inithege  ©° corresponds to max-pooling. One of the problems with awerag
recognition community. With that approach, multiple comtional ~ Pooling is that all elements in the pooling region are coaigd, so
layers were allowed and it was shown that adding additionat ¢ areas of low-activations may downweight areas of high attwm.
volutional layers was beneficial. In addition, using a langenber [, pooling forp > 1is seen as a tradeoff between average and max-
of hidden units in the convolutional layers better captihesdiffer- ~ pooling. I, pooling has shown to give large improvements in error

ences between low and high frequency components. rate in computer vision tasks compared to max pooling [6].
Since multiple convolutional layers are critical for gooetor- .

mance in WER, in this paper we explore doing LWS with multiple P

layers. Specifically, the activations from one LWS layerénbocal- 55 = Z a? (2)

ity preserving information, and can be fed into another L\&get. iR,



Stochastic pooling is another pooling strategy that addiethe
issues of max and average pooling. In stochastic poolirg},diset
of probabilitiesp for each regiory is formed by normalizing the ac-
tivations across that region, as shown in Equdfion 3. A maiftiial
distribution is created from the probabilities and the ritisition is
sampled based gmto pick the locatiorl and corresponding pooled

the pooling windows. Otherwise, pooling in time without dep
can be seen as subsampling the signal in time, which degpeies
formance. Pooling in time with overlap can thought of as a taay
smooth out the signal in time, another form of regularizatio

Table[4 compares pooling in time for both max, stochastic and
I, pooling. We see that pooling in time helps slightly with stas-

activationa;. This is shown by Equatidil 4. Stochastic pooling hastic andi,, pooling. However, the gains are not large, and are likely

the advantages of max-pooling but prevents overfitting duthé
stochastic component. Stochastic pooling has also shoge imo-
provements in error rate in computer vision [7].

a;

ZkeRj Ak

pi (3

4
Given the success &f and stochastic pooling, we compare both

of these strategies to max-pooling on an LVCSR task. Refuits
the three pooling strategies are shown in Table 2. Stochastiling
seems to provide improvements over max nplooling, though the
gains are slight. Unlike vision tasks, in appears that ikgasich as
speech recognition which have a lot more data and thus betidel
estimates, generalization methods such,amnd stochastic pooling
do not offer great improvements over max pooling.

s; = a; where [~ P(p1,p2,-~~p\Rj\)

Method WER

Max Pooling 18.9
Stochastic Pooling 18.8
I, pooing 18.9

Table 2. Results with Different Pooling Types

3.2.2. Overlapping Pooling

The work presented ir_[4] did not explore overlapping paglin
frequency. However, work in computer vision has shown tkat-o
lapping pooling can improve error rate by 0.3-0.5% compdaced
non-overlapping pooling [8]. One of the motivations of dapping
pooling is to prevent overfitting.

to be diminished after sequence training. It appears thalafge
tasks with more data, regularizations such as pooling ie tine not
helpful, similar to other regularization schemes such,&gochastic
pooling and pooling with overlap in frequency.

Method WER
Baseline 18.9

Pooling in Time, Max 18.9
Pooling in Time, Stochasti¢ 18.8
Pooling in Time/,, 18.8

Table 4. Pooling in Time

3.2.4. Multi-Scale CNN/DNN

The information captured in each layer of a neural networkega
from more general to more specific concepts. For examplpdach
lower layers focusing more on speaker adaptation and higkers

focusing more on discrimination. In this section, we lookctan-

bine inputs from different layers of a neural network to explif

complimentarity between different layers could potehtiahprove

results further. This idea, known as multi-scale neuralvogts [€]

has been explored before for computer vision.

Specifically, we look at combining the output from 2 fully-
connected and 2 convolutional layers. This output is fed it
more fully-connected layers. This can be thought of as coingi
features generated from a DNN-style and CNN-style netwiidte
for this experiment, the same input feature, (i.e., log-features)
were used for both DNN and CNN streams. Results are shown in
Table 5. A small gain is observed by combining DNN and CNN fea-
tures, again much smaller than gains observed in compw@nvi

Table[3 compares overlapping and non-overlapping pooling o However, given that a small improvement comes at the cosidf s

an LVCSR speech task. One thing to point out is that because ov
lapping pooling has many more activations, in order to k&epeix-
periment fair, the number of parameters between non-qugirig
and overlapping pooling was matched. The table shows tleat th
is no difference in WER between overlapping or non-overiiagp
pooling. Again, on tasks with a lot of data such as speechy-reg
larization mechanisms such as overlapping pooling, do eensto
help compared to smaller computer vision tasks.

Method WER
Pooling No Overlap | 18.9
Pooling with Overlap| 18.9

Table 3. Pooling With and Without Overlap

3.2.3. Poalingin Time

Most previous CNN work in speech explored pooling in frequyen
only ([4], [3], [B]), though [13] did investigate CNNs withopling
in time, but not frequency. However, most CNN work in visiarp
forms pooling in both space and time [6]] [8]. In this papee, do a
deeper analysis of pooling in time for speech. One thing wst -
sure with pooling in time in speech is that there is overlapvben

a large parameter increase, and the same gains can be achieve
increasing feature maps in the CNN alone (see Table 1), weotlo n
see huge value in this idea. It is possible however, that aan
CNNs and DNNs with different types of input features whicke ar
complimentary, could potentially show more improvements.

Method Params| WER
CNN alone 5.6M 18.9
Multi-scale CNN/DNN | 9.5M 18.6

Table 5. Multi-scale CNN vs DNN

3.3. Improved Speaker-Adapted Features

In this section, we describe improvements to CNN input fiestu

3.3.1. Algorithm Description

Since CNNs model correlation in time and frequency, thewireq
the input feature space to have this property. This imphas ¢om-
monly used feature spaces, such as Linear DiscriminantyAisal
cannot be used with CNNs. Ini[4], it was shown that a good featu
set for CNNs was VTLN-warped log-mel filter bank coefficients



Feature-space maximum likelihood linear regression (flRR).L
[10] is a popular speaker-adaptation technique used tacesdari-
ability of speech due to different speakers. The fMLLR tfansa-
tion applied to features assumes that either features amnafated

and can be modeled by diagonal covariance Gaussians, ardeat

are correlated and can be modeled by a full covariance Gasssi
While correlated features are better modeled by full-cevere
Gaussians, full-covariance matrices dramatically ineeehe num-
ber of parameters per Gaussian component, oftentimesptapa-
rameter estimates which are not robust. Thus fMLLR is most-co

monly applied to a decorrelated space. When fMLLR was ag@plie

to the correlated log-mel feature space with a diagonal rizavee
assumption, little improvement in WER was observed [4].

Semi-tied covariance matrices (STCs)I[14] have been used tBee

decorrelate the feature space so that it can be modeled gygrdih
Gaussians. STC offers the added benefit in that it allows &i#w
covariance matrices to be shared over many distributiohgewach
distribution has its own diagonal covariance matrix.

In this paper, we explore applying fMLLR to correlated feati
(such as log-mel) by first decorrelating them such that weagan
propriately use a diagonal Gaussian approximation withfRLWe
then transform the fMLLR features back to the correlatedcssn
that they can be used with CNNs.

The algorithm to do this is described as follows. First,tatgr
from correlated feature spagt we estimate an STC matrif to
map the features into an uncorrelated space. This mappujiges
by transformatiof5

Sf )

Next, in the uncorrelated space, an fMLLKR matrix is esti-
mated, and is applied to the STC transformed features. $slswn
by transformatiof]6

MSf (6)

Thus far, transformatiorid 5 afd 6 demonstrate standard-tran
formations in speech with STC and fMLLR matrices. Howevar, i

speech recognition tasks, once features are decorrelate&WC,
further transformation (i.e. fMLLR, fBMMI) are applied irhis
decorrelated space, as shown in transformaflon 6. Therésatre
never transformed back into the correlated space.

However for CNNs, using correlated features is critical.nByl-
tiplying the fMLLR transformed features by an inverse STCnma
we can map the decorrelated fMLLR features back to the aigel
space, so that they can be used with a CNN. The transformaton
propose is given in transformatiph 7

STIMSS (7)

3.3.2. Results

Results with the proposed fMLLR idea are shown in Téble 6.icdot
that by applying fMLLR in a decorrelated space, we can ahiv
0.5% improvement over the baseline VTLN-warped log-melesys
This gain was not possible inl[4] when fMLLR was applied dilec
to correlated log-mel features.

Feature WER
VTLN-warped log-mel+d+dd 18.8
proposed fMLLR + VTLN-warped log-mel+d+dd 18.3

Table 6. WER With Improved fMLLR Features

3.4. Rectified Linear Units and Dropout

At IBM, two stages of Neural Network training are performé&ttst,
DNNs are trained with a frame-discriminative stochastadignt de-
scent (SGD) cross-entropy (CE) criterion. Second, CEvGADNN
weights are re-adjusted using a sequence-level objeativetibn
[15]. Since speech is a sequence-level task, this objeistingore
appropriate for the speech recognition problem. Numertudies
have shown that sequence training provides an additiondl5%0
relative improvement over a CE trained DNN[11], [4]. Usingral
order Hessian-free (HF) optimization method is critical fierfor-
mance gains with sequence training compared to SGD-style op
mization, though not as important for CE-training|[11].

Rectified Linear Units (ReLU) and Dropout [16] have recently
n proposed as a way to regularize large neural netwarkact,
ReLU+dropout was shown to provide a 5% relative reduction in
WER for cross-entropy-trained DNNs on a 50-hr English Bozest
News LVCSR task [12]. However, subsequent HF sequencartgain
[11] that used no dropout erased some of these gains, and perfor-
mance was similar to a DNN trained with a sigmoid non-lingari
and no dropout. Given the importance of sequence-traiingdu-

ral networks, in this paper, we propose a strategy to makgodrto
effective during HF sequence training. Results are presentthe
context of CNNs, though this algorithm can also be used wikiNB.

3.4.1. Hessian-Free Training

One popular 2nd order technique for DNNs is Hessian-fre€ ¢F
timization [17]. Let@ denote the network parameterq@)denote a
loss function,V £(0) denote the gradient of the loss with respect to
the parameters] denote a search direction, aBd@) denote a Hes-
sian approximation matrix characterizing the curvaturehef loss
aroundé. The central idea in HF optimization is to iteratively form
a quadratic approximation to the loss and to minimize thigax-
mation using conjugate gradient (CG).
L(6+d) ~ £(6) + VL(0)"d + %dTB(O)d ®)

During each iteration of the HF algorithm, first, the gradiisn
computed using all training examples. Second, since theigles
cannot be computed exactly, the curvature md#iis approximated
by a damped version of the Gauss-Netwon ma&i9) + \I, where
A is set via Levenberg-Marquardt. Then, Conjugate gradiéq®)(
is run for multiple-iterations until the relative per-iggion progress
made in minimizing the CG objective function falls below ata&
tolerance. During each CG iteration, Gauss-Newton magbtor
products are computed over a sample of the training data.

3.4.2. Dropout

Dropout is a popular technique to prevent over-fitting dginreu-
ral network training([156]. Specifically, during the feedxfiard op-
eration in neural network training, dropout omits each biddinit
randomly with probabilityp. This prevents complex co-adaptations
between hidden units, forcing hidden units to not dependtbero
units. Specifically, using dropout the activatiphat layerl is given

by Equatiod®, wherg'~! is the input into layet, W' is the weight
for layerl, b is the bias,f is the non-linear activation function (i.e.
RelLU) andr is a binary mask, where each entry is drawn from a
Bernoulli(p) distribution with probabilityp of being 1. Since dropout
is not used during decoding, the facrielr; used during training en-
sures that at test time, when no units are dropped out, theator
total input will reach each layer.
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Dropout Fixed Per CG
— — — Dropout Varied Per CG

3.4.3. Combining HF + Dropout

Conjugate gradient tries to minimize the quadratic obyectunc-
tion given in Equatiofl8. For each CG iteration, the dampeds&a
Netwon matrix,G(0), is estimated using a subset of the training
data. This subset is fixed for all iterations of CG. This iséhese if
the data used to estimaB(0) changes, we are no longer guaranteed
to have conjugate search directions from iteration to fiklena

Recall that dropout produces a random binary mask for eaeh pr HF lteration
sentation of each training instance. However, in order targptee
good conjugate search directions, for a given utteraneegtbpout
mask per layer cannot change during CG. The appropriate wvay t o ]
incorporate dropout into HF is to allow the dropout mask targje ~ achieve the same WER after HF training, compared to haviag th
for different layers and different utterances, but to fixdt &ll CG ~ CE weights converge. This points to the fact that spendiagrtoch
iterations while working with a specific layer and specifiteaance ~ time in CE is unnecessary. Once the weights are in a relgtole
(although the masks can be refreshed between HF iterations) ~ Cent space, itis better to just jump to HF sequence traininigwis

As the number of network parameters is large, saving out th&"ore closely matched to the speech objective function.
dropout mask per utterance and layer is infeasible. Thexefoe

15 20 25

Fig. 1. Held-out Loss With Dropout Techniques

randomly choose a seed for each utterance and layer andtsgave t CE Iter | # Times Annealed CE WER | HF WER
out. Using a randomize function with the same seed guaraithee 4 1 20.8 15.3
the same dropout mask is used per layer/per utterance. 6 2 19.8 15.0

8 3 19.4 15.0
3.4.4. Results 13 7 18.8 15.0

We experimentally confirm that using a dropout probabilitypo= - .
0.5 in the 3rd and 4th layers is reasonable, and the dropout in all Table 8. HF Seq. Training WER Per CE Iteration
other layers is zero. For these experiments, we use 2K hiddis 4. RESULTS
for the fully connected layers, as this was found to be monefieial '
with dropout compared to 1K hidden units [12].

Results with different dropout techniques are shown ind@ghl
Notice if no dropout is used, the WER is the same as sigmoid,
result which was also found for DNNs in [12]. By using dropbut
fixing the dropout mask per utterance across all CG iteratiore
can achieve a 0.6% improvement in WER. Finally, if we compare4.1. 50-hour English Broadcast News
this to varying the dropout mask per CG training iteratitwe, WER
increases. Further investigation in Figlite 1 shows thaeifary the ~ 4.1.1. Experimental Setup
dropout mask, there is slow convergence of the loss duraigitrg,
particularly when the number of CG iterations increaseinduthe
later part of HF training. This shows experimental evideticH if
the dropout mask is not fixed, we cannot guarantee that C&ites
produce conjugate search directions for the loss function.

In this section, we analyze CNN performance with the addsioro-
osed in Section 3, namely fMLLR and ReLU + dropout. Results a
hown on both a 50 and 400 hr English Broadcast News task.

Following the setup ir [4], the hybrid DNN is trained usingeager-
adapted, VTLN+fMLLR features as input, with a context of 9
frames. A 5-layer DNN with 1,024 hidden units per layer and a
sixth softmax layer with 2,220 output targets is used. AllNE\are
pre-trained, followed by CE training and then HF sequemnaiging
[11). The DNN-based feature system is also trained with Hraes

Nog_—Llne_aarlty VlV5E7R architecture, but uses 512 output targets. A PCA is applieip of
Igmol : the DNN before softmax to reduce the dimensionality from &2
ReLU, No Dropout 15.6

40. Using these DNN-based features, we apply maximumiti@et
GMM training, followed by feature and model-space discnative
training using the BMMI criterion. In order to fairly comparesults
to the DNN hybrid system, no MLLR is applied to the DNN feature
Table 7. WER of HF Sequence Training + Dropout based system. The old CNN systems are trained with VTLN-arp
log-mel+d+dd features, and a sigmoid non-linearity. Theppsed
CNN-based systems are trained with the fMLLR features destdr
in Sectiorf 3.B, and ReLU+Dropout discussed in Se¢fioh 3.4.

ReLU, Dropout Fixed for CG Iterations 15.0
ReLU, Dropout Per CG lteration 15.3

Finally, we explore if we can reduce the number of CE iteratio
before moving to sequence training. A main advantage ofesezp
training is that it is more closely linked to the speech rextgn
objective function compared to cross-entropy. Using thid,fwe
explore how many iterations of CE are actually necessargrbef 4o Results
moving to HF training. Tablg]l8 shows the WER for different CE
iterations, and the corresponding WER after HF trainingteNbat ~ Table[® shows the performance of proposed CNN-based featdre
HF training is started and lattices are dumped using the Cightve hybrid systems, and compares this to DNN and old CNN systems.
that is stopped at. Notice that just by annealing two timescan  The proposed CNN hybrid system offers between a 6-7% relativ



improvement over the DNN hybrid, and a 2-3% relative improve
ment over the old CNN hybrid system. While the proposed CNN-

5. CONCLUSIONS

based feature system offers a modest 1% improvement oveidhe N this paper, we explored various strategies to improve (iifor-

CNN-based feature system, this slight improvements wigufie-
based system is not surprising all. We have observed hugtveel

mance. We incorporated fMLLR into CNN features, and alsoenad
dropout effective after HF sequence training. We also egplear-
ious pooling and weight sharing techniques popular in caerpui-

improvements in WER (10-12%) on a hybrid sequence trainetlDN sjon, but found they did not offer improvements for LVCSRk&s
with 512 output targets, compared to a hybrid CE-trained DNN Overall, with the proposed fMLLR+dropout ideas, we wereeabol

However, after features are extracted from both systenesgéins
diminish down to 1-2% relative: [18]. Feature-based systesasthe
neural network to learn a feature transformation, and seesati-
rate in performance even when the hybrid system used tootxira
features improves. Thus, as the table shows, there is moeetzd
to improve a hybrid system as opposed to a feature-baseshsyst

(1]

model dev04f | rt04 2]
Hybrid DNN 16.3 15.8
Old Hybrid CNN [4] 15.8 15.0
Proposed Hybrid CNN 15.4 14.7 [3]
DNN-based Features 174 16.6
Old CNN-based Features|[4] 155 15.2 4]
Proposed CNN-based Featurgs 15.3 151
Table 9. WER on Broadcast News, 50 hours [5]
4.3. 400 hr English Broadcast News [6]
4.3.1. Experimental Setup
7
We explore scalability of the proposed techniques on 400<hofi 7
English Broadcast News [115]. Development is done on the DARP
EARS dev04f set. Testing is done on the DARPA EARS 04 [8]
evaluation set. The DNN hybrid system uses fMLLR featurath w
a 9-frame context, and use five hidden layers each containOfy
sigmoidal units. The DNN-based feature system is trainet 842 [9]
output targets, while the hybrid system has 5,999 outpgetar Re-
sults are reported after HF sequence training. Again, tbpqsed
CNN-based systems are trained with the fMLLR features desdr  [10]
in Sectior 3.8, and ReLU+Dropout discussed in Se¢fioh 3.4.
[11]

4.3.2. Results

Table[10 shows the performance of the proposed CNN system 2]
compared to DNNs and the old CNN system. While the proposed
512-hybrid CNN-based feature system did improved (14.1 WER
over the old CNN (14.8 WER), performance slightly deteriesa
after CNN-based features are extracted from the networkveider,
the 5,999-hybrid CNN offers between a 13-16% relative inapro
ment over the DNN hybrid system, and between a 4-5% relative
improvement over the old CNN-based features systems. Hfjsh
to strengthen the hypothesis that hybrid CNNs have morenpate
for improvement, and the proposed fMLLR and RelLU-+dropout
techniques provide substantial improvements over DNN<CGiMNS
with a sigmoid non-linearity and VTLN-warped log-mel fegs.

(13]

[15]

[16]
model dev04f | rt04
Hybrid DNN 15.1 13.4
DNN-based Features 15.3 135
Old CNN-based Featurés[4]] 13.4 12.2 (7]
Proposed CNN-based Featurgs 13.6 125
Proposed Hybrid CNN 127 | 117 [18]

Table 10. WER on Broadcast News, 400 hrs

] MJ.F. Gales,

improve our previous best CNN results by 2-5% relative.
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