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Abstract
The stream of words produced by Automatic Speech Recogni-
tion (ASR) systems is devoid of any punctuations and format-
ting. Most natural language processing applications usually ex-
pect segmented and well-formatted texts as input, which is not
available in ASR output. This paper proposes a novel technique
of jointly modelling multiple correlated tasks such as punctua-
tion and capitalization using bidirectional recurrent neural net-
works, which leads to improved performance for each of these
tasks. This method can be extended for joint modelling of any
other correlated multiple sequence labelling tasks.

1. Introduction
Sequence labelling involves the assignment of a categorical la-
bel to each element of a sequence of observed values. Some
common examples include punctuation prediction for Auto-
matic Speech Recognition (ASR) transcripts, capitalization re-
covery (i.e. restoring the case of the lowercased words, a.k.a.
truecasing), part-of-speech tagging, named entity recognition
etc. In this paper we are interested in the task of multiple se-
quence labelling, where the goal is to assign multiple categori-
cal labels to every element of the same sequence (for example,
predict both the punctuation and capitalization for a given ASR
speech transcript). We specifically address the scenario where
the multiple sequence labelling tasks are correlated. Consider
the following two examples,

1. . . . and it hasn’t been refined enough yet. It needs to
worked on until it can speak fluently

2. This young doctor, Tom Ferguson, was the medical edi-
tor of the Whole Earth Catalog.

The first example shows the co-occurrence of capitalization pre-
ceded by PERIOD, whereas in the second example, the two
COMMAs are surrounding capitalized proper nouns. Such co-
occurrences illustrate the fact the punctuation and capitaliza-
tion are two correlated tasks that should benefit from each other.
We refer to these kind of sequence labelling tasks as correlated
multiple sequence labelling and propose a novel approach using
a bidirectional recurrent neural network (BiRNN) [1] which is
trained jointly for prediction across such tasks.

Speeches are often transcribed by ASR systems, that con-
vert the audio signals into a stream of words. Apart from the
frequently high word error rate, this stream is also devoid of
the standard textual structure present in written texts. Struc-
tural aspects [2] include punctuation, capitalization, and nu-
meric data formatting, such as digits, dates and phone numbers.
Recovering the structure from raw word transcripts is essential

*Equal contribution by the first two authors.

mainly for two main reasons: firstly, to enhance the readability
and understanding of the transcripts [3, 4] and secondly, to en-
able the subsequent text processing and make it more accurate.
Many works have shown the impact of the structure recovery
for tasks such as summarization [5, 6], part-of-speech (POS)
tagging [7, 8], machine translation [9, 10] and information ex-
traction [11], among others.

In this paper, we attempt to recover two aspects of struc-
ture, namely, punctuation and capitalization, by casting them as
correlated multiple sequence labelling problems. Earlier work
like [12] had proposed the idea of training multiple sequence
labelling tasks together with slight improvement for POS and
NER when combined with task-specific feature engineering.
However, they had assumed the availability of sentence seg-
mentation and capitalization as inputs. The solution we pro-
pose does not assume any feature engineering and is suitable
for speech transcripts as they do not come with punctuation or
capitalization.

Earlier papers like [2, 4, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18] have shown
the usefulness of pause duration and prosodic features for punc-
tuation prediction in comparison to using textual features alone.
In this work, our goal is to boost the accuracy of punctuation
prediction without taking extra inputs like prosodic features by
training capitalization task jointly along with punctuation task.
This framework is, to the best of our knowledge, the first RNN
(BiRNN) based framework for joint training of a sequence la-
belling task. Moreover, this framework is general enough to
be applicable for joint training of other correlated sequence la-
belling tasks, say POS tagging and named entity recognition.

In a nutshell, our contributions are the following:

• An RNN (BiRNN) based joint learning framework for
multiple correlated sequence labelling tasks with no fea-
ture engineering.

• Improvement in punctuation prediction on speech tran-
scripts by jointly training with capitalization without us-
ing any prosodic features. Similar improvement is also
observed in capitalization.

• State-of-the-art performance in benchmark punctuation
prediction dataset.

2. Correlated Multiple Sequence Labelling
For the structure recovery of ASR transcripts, punctuation and
capitalization are considered highly important. There are vari-
ous effective approaches to insert punctuations and specifically
sentence boundaries into raw speech transcripts [19, 20]. In this
work, we consider both punctuation and capitalization together
treating it as a correlated multiple sequence labelling problem,
which is defined below:
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Figure 1: Joint Learning of Correlated Sequence Labelling Task

Given a sequence of words W = (w1, w2, w3, ..., wn)
from a vocabulary V , the task is to predict K labels
{l1i , l2i , ..., lKi } corresponding to word wi, one for each of
the K tasks. This will produce K correlated output se-
quences of the form Ok = (lk1 , l

k
2 , ..., l

k
n), one for each of

the K sequence labelling tasks. Here, labels for different
tasks come from different label space, as in lki ∈ Lk.

Following the above definition, K = 1 trivially implies a sin-
gle sequence labelling problem. In our setting, K = 2 when
we consider punctuation and capitalization tasks together. Typ-
ically, three punctuation marks have received most attention in
existing literature due to their higher frequency of occurrence:
periods, commas and question marks (Q-MARK below). Thus,
L1 ={COMMA, PERIOD, Q-MARK, NO-PUNCT}, where
there is high class imbalance tilted towards NO-PUNCT class.
Here, the label l1i corresponds to the punctuation occurring be-
fore the word wi. In case of capitalization, the label l2i depicts
the surface form of word wi, which can be any of the follow-
ing: all-lowercase (like ‘hello’), all-uppercase (like ‘UPPER’),
mixed-case (like ‘McGill’), sentence-case (only first letter cap-
italized, like ‘London’) and single-letter-word-case (like ‘I’).

Given a sequence of n input vectors x1, ..., xn and an initial
state vector s0, an RNN generates a sequence of n state vectors
s1, ..., sn alongside a sequence of n output vectors y1, ..., yn;
that is, RNN(s0, x1, ..., xn) = s1, ..., sn, y1, ..., yn. The input
vectors xi are the latent embeddings for each word wi in the
sequence and si represents the state of the RNN after observing
the inputs x1, ..., xi. The output vector yi is a function of the
corresponding state vector si and is then used for further pre-
diction. An RNN is defined by the following update equations:
si = R(xi, si−1) and yi = O(si). Different instantiations of R
and O will result in different network structures (Simple RNN,
LSTM [21], GRU [22], etc.).

A bidirectional RNN consists of two parallel RNNs, one
running forward and another running backward, being able to
capture context in both directions (as the words to the right have
significant influence on a word label in addition to the words to
its left). In other words, the same sequence of input vectors
x1, ..., xn is fed to both RNNs to produce the sequence of state
vectors −→s1 , ...,−→sn from the forward RNN and ←−s1 , ...,←−sn from
the backward RNN. Here we extend the bidirectional RNN to
model multiple correlated sequence labelling tasks together. For
k-th task being considered, the output sequence is denoted by

yk
1 , ..., y

k
n, can also be derived from the sequence of state vec-

tors s1, ..., sn, where si = [−→si ,←−si ] through different non-linear
functions Ok = Lk(f(.)) as defined below:

hi = f(si) = φ(Wsi + b) (1)

mk
i = Lk(hi) = Wkhi + bk (2)

yk
i = softmax(mk

i ) (3)

In the above formulation, the concatenated state vector si is
transformed linearly and passed through the function φ ∈
{sigmoid, tanh, relu, linear} to produce a hidden layer vec-
tor hi. To produce outputs for the different correlated tasks in
question, the vector hi is then passed through different branches
of linear+softmax, one branch for each of the tasks. That is,
for k-th task, the output yk

i , is produced from the k-th branch,
which leads to the prediction of label lki . The set of trainable
parameters are {W, b, {Wk, bk}} in addition to the parameters
defining the forward and backward RNNs. Figure 1 illustrates
this idea. Architectural variants of RNN, namely, LSTM and
GRU, along with multiple layers with the addition of dropout
have also been incorporated.

Joint Training Loss Function: The network formulated
above is defined on multiple correlated tasks (say K tasks) and
is capable of producing K sequences of outputs of the form
yk
1 , ..., y

k
n. While predicting the outputs for the different tasks,

all the trainable parameters required until the computation of hi

are shared across all tasks and are trained jointly based on the
loss function defined over the outputs of all K tasks. The loss
Lk for every task is computed with the standard cross-entropy
loss function and then based on predefined weights qk (over
tasks), a weighted average of task-specific losses is taken to pro-
duce the final loss L to be optimized:

L =

K∑
k=1

qkLk (4)

This accumulated loss helps the network predict well across
all tasks, and if the tasks are correlated (as in our case), then
each task should help the other tasks through the joint learning
of shared parameters. These shared parameters help produce
correlated representations hi, which can be used to generate
predictions for all tasks.

3. Experiments
To corroborate the hypothesis that the proposed jointly trained
model helps improving performance over the individual tasks,
we experiment over two different datasets, as described below.
All our models are evaluated based on precision, recall and F1

score, for each punctuation class and overall for all classes, as
well as with Slot Error Rate (SER) [23]. 1

3.1. Datasets

Intelligence Squared: This dataset was obtained from the In-
telligence Squared (IQ2 henceforth) debating television show,
whose transcripts are publicly available.2 We used 45 debates,
each containing talks by four speakers, from which we created
a train-validation-test split in a ratio of 60:10:30.3

1SER is the ratio of the total number of slot errors (substitutions,
deletions, and insertions) in the predicted set of labels, to the total num-
ber of slots in the gold set of labels.

2http://www.intelligencesquaredus.org/
3Evaluation on references only as ASR not available.

http://www.intelligencesquaredus.org/


IWSLT TED Talks: We use the English transcripts of the
English-to-French machine translation task in IWSLT 20124 as
our training data with the same train-validation splits as sug-
gested in [24]. We report our test results on two datasets5: the
first one, used by [25] (henceforth referred to as test-set-1), is
the development data of IWSLT 2011 ASR and SLT tasks6; the
second test set (henceforth referred to as test-set-2) consists of
test-dataset-2 of IWSLT 2011 ASR and SLT tasks as used by
[24] and T-BRNN [26].

3.2. Experimental Setup

Data Preprocessing: Each train sequence consists of a ran-
dom number of tokens (40 to 70 in our experiments), with the
constraint that it must begin with a new sentence. The unfin-
ished sentence forms the beginning of next train sequence. This
scheme of generating training sequences prevents the model
from always learning to predict a period (or a question mark) at
the end of every sequence. For the validation and test datasets,
we use a single consolidated sequence comprising of all the
sentences, to simulate a real ASR stream. This is not done
for the training dataset to avoid memory issues with extremely
long sequences. For evaluating our model on ASR transcripts,
the punctuations and casing from the reference transcripts are
mapped to the ASR transcripts, based on Levenshtein align-
ment, as discussed in [13]. Since the mapping process is sensi-
tive to ASR word errors, we adopt the approach in [25], where
evaluation is restricted to only those punctuations for which the
left and right context words have been recognized correctly by
ASR. Similarly for capitalization, restriction is to words match-
ing those in the reference. For punctuation, we use the standard
four classes as mentioned in section 2, whereas for capital-
ization, sentence-case and mixed-case are merged as the latter
occurs very rarely and has similar influence as the former.

Network Training and Tuning: Our model architecture is
trained by standard backpropagation in TensorFlow [27]. In our
experiments, we trained two kinds of models: joint model (or
Corr-BiRNN) which is trained jointly on punctuation and cap-
italization tasks, and task-specific models (or Single-BiRNN)
that were trained separately for each of the two tasks. Exten-
sive hyper-parameter tuning was done for the joint model as
well as the separate task-specific models for both IQ2 and TED
datasets. The tuned hyper-parameters include the number of
layers and the number of hidden units per layer in the BiRNN,
RNN dropout rate, RNN output dropout rate, type of RNN
(Simple RNN, LSTM or GRU), the number of units in outer
hidden layer, hidden layer activation function, task-specific loss
weights and batch size. The best hyper-parameter setting for
the joint model as well as the task-specific models was selected
based on SER performance on the validation set for the task at
hand. The selected settings are then evaluated on the reference
transcripts of the corresponding test datasets and also on test
ASR (available for TED only) on the respective tasks. Please
note best hyper-parameter setting for a punctuation task-specific
model may not be the same as that of a capitalization task-
specific model. In other words, Single-BiRNN may have dif-
ferent settings chosen based on the task at hand. Similarly, for
Corr-BiRNN, different settings give best validation SER perfor-
mance on punctuation and capitalization tasks.

4https://wit3.fbk.eu/mt.php?release=2012-03
5Both Reference and ASR available.
6http://iwslt2011.org/doku.php?id=06_

evaluation

4. Results and Discussion
The test evaluations are reported in Tables 1-3. For all ta-
bles, each row contains test evaluation metrics for the hyper-
parameter setting selected based on validation SER perfor-
mance of the task being considered. Also Table 4 shows ex-
ample outputs of our models on ASR compared to gold labels,
created by mapping from reference.

For IQ2 dataset (refer Table 1), joint training results in im-
proved performance on both of the tasks, in comparison to mod-
els trained for each of the individual tasks. This is consistent
based on both overall F1-score as well as SER metrics.

In case of TED capitalization task (as in Table 3), the Corr-
BiRNN model outperforms Single-BiRNN model performance
in terms of F1 score for all test datasets (including test-set-1 and
test-set-2, though being shown only for test-set-2 for interest of
space), across both Reference and ASR transcripts. However,
improvement is not seen in UPPERCASE performance, which
is justified as this label is not correlated with any punctuation.

Regarding the TED punctuation task (details in Table 2),
the the Corr-BiRNN model outperforms Single-BiRNN model
performance (F1 score) for punctuation task in case of test-set-
1 (Ref.), test-set-1 (ASR) and test-set-2 (Ref.), that is, in three
out of four cases. In the case of test-set-2 (ASR), the Single-
BiRNN model is only marginally better than the Corr-BiRNN
model. This can be attributed to the fact that the Single-BiRNN
model was chosen based on the validation performance on TED
reference transcripts, which are quite different from ASR tran-
scripts it is evaluated on.

While comparing to the existing benchmarks on the TED
punctuation task (refer Table 2), our Corr-BiRNN model fares
significantly better on all fronts (especially Q-MARK with
22.9% gain in F1 score) compared to existing benchmark [25]
for test-set-1 (Ref.). It also outperforms the T-BRNN [26]
benchmark in terms of COMMA and PERIOD for test-set-2
(Ref.), which are the more frequent punctuations, in addition
to overall, measured in F1 score. In ASR though, we do not
see improvement, mainly because validation dataset is based on
reference transcripts.

Despite having a much simpler model, we are able to beat
the benchmark performance by T-BRNN [26](a more complex
attention-based BiRNN model) in many cases. This substanti-
ates our claim that joint learning helps learning better represen-
tations than task-specific training for a particular task. Our sim-
pler model has the added value of learning and predicting much
faster than T-BRNN. In addition, our predictions are generated
in one shot over the whole consolidated test sequence and does
not need to follow window based prediction as in T-BRNN.

5. Related Work
Simplest approaches for single sequence labelling that have
been tried out are the unigram language model[8] and n-gram
language model[28]. These models see limited fixed context
around a word which may not be sufficient for prediction and
they also face data sparsity issues as n increases. There are
also classical approaches like Hidden Markov Models (HMM),
maximum-entropy models (Max-Ent) and conditional random
fields (CRF), all of which try to model a hidden state se-
quence corresponding to the observed word sequence as in
[19, 29, 25, 30, 15, 17, 2]. However, these models are more dif-
ficult to train and construction of hand-crafted features is non-
trivial. Models built using DNNs [12, 24] usually consist of a
context window around the word being considered, which is fed

https://wit3.fbk.eu/mt.php?release=2012-03
http://iwslt2011.org/doku.php?id=06_evaluation
http://iwslt2011.org/doku.php?id=06_evaluation


Task Model Class Labels

Ref. Punctuation

COMMA PERIOD Q-MARK OVERALL
Pr. Re. F1 Pr. Re. F1 Pr. Re. F1 Pr. Re. F1 SER

Single-BiRNN 43.7 54.9 48.7 73.9 19.3 30.6 52.3 23.7 32.6 48.0 39.0 43.0 77.6
Corr-BiRNN 57.9 34.3 43.1 62.0 53.3 57.3 45.8 25.7 32.9 59.7 42.0 49.3 68.9

Ref. Capitalization

UPPERCASE SENTENCE - CASE SINGLE-CASE OVERALL
Pr. Re. F1 Pr. Re. F1 Pr. Re. F1 Pr. Re. F1 SER

Single-BiRNN 96.5 63.2 76.4 87.0 55.7 67.9 99.9 98.2 99.0 89.6 61.5 72.9 45.3
Corr-BiRNN 95.1 63.2 76.0 80.9 65.3 72.3 99.7 98.0 98.9 84.2 69.5 76.2 43.0

Table 1: IQ2 results

Model COMMA PERIOD Q-MARK OVERALL
Pr. Re. F1 Pr. Re. F1 Pr. Re. F1 Pr. Re. F1 SER

Ref.

Ueffing et al.[25] (45.0) (47.0) (46.0) (54.0) (72.0) (62.0) (53.0) (33.0) (41.0) (47.8) (54.8) (51.0) -
T-BRNN [26] 64.4 45.2 53.1 72.3 71.5 71.9 67.5 58.7 62.9 68.9 58.1 63.1 51.3
T-BRNN-pre [26] 65.5 47.1 54.8 73.3 72.5 72.9 70.7 63.0 66.7 70.0 59.7 64.4 49.7

Single-BiRNN 62.2
(58.1)

47.7
(41.4)

54.0
(48.4)

74.6
(72.2)

72.1
(72.0)

73.4
(72.1)

67.5
(76.9)

52.9
(59.5)

59.3
(67.1)

69.2
(66.1)

59.8
(55.5)

64.2
(60.3)

51.1
(58.1)

Corr-BiRNN 60.9
(55.6)

52.4
(44.5)

56.4
(49.4)

75.3
(72.5)

70.8
(72.2)

73.0
(72.4)

70.7
(74.6)

56.9
(56.0)

63.0
(63.9)

68.6
(64.5)

61.6
(57.1)

64.9
(60.6)

50.8
(59.2)

ASR

Ueffing et al. [25] - - - - - - - - - - - - -
T-BRNN [26] 60.0 45.1 51.5 69.7 69.2 69.4 61.5 45.7 52.5 65.5 57.0 60.9 57.8
T-BRNN-pre [26] 59.6 42.9 49.9 70.7 72.0 71.4 60.7 48.6 54.0 66.0 57.3 61.4 57.0

Single-BiRNN 55.9
(45.7)

48.7
(35.6)

52.0
(40.0)

63.1
(60.2)

70.9
(67.4)

66.8
(63.6)

66.7
(56.4)

50.0
(53.7)

57.1
(55.0)

60.1
(53.7)

59.6
(50.1)

59.8
(51.8)

64.1
(76.0)

Corr-BiRNN 53.5
(44.9)

52.5
(40.6)

53.0
(42.6)

63.7
(61.4)

68.7
(64.8)

66.2
(63.1)

66.7
(56.1)

50.0
(56.1)

57.1
(56.1)

59.0
(53.2)

60.3
(51.7)

59.7
(52.4)

65.4
(75.7)

Table 2: TED punctuation results. The figures mentioned in parenthesis refer to test-set-1.

Model UPPERCASE SENTENCE-CASE SINGLE-CASE OVERALL
Pr. Re. F1 Pr. Re. F1 Pr. Re. F1 Pr. Re. F1 SER

Ref. Single-BiRNN 94.1 64.0 76.2 84.4 68.2 75.4 100.0 98.9 99.4 88.8 75.3 81.5 33.8
Corr-BiRNN 93.7 60.0 73.2 82.6 71.9 76.9 99.4 99.7 99.6 87.2 78.2 82.4 33.0

ASR Single-BiRNN 87.5 87.5 87.5 80.4 58.6 67.8 100.0 99.1 99.5 86.7 69.2 76.9 41.3
Corr-BiRNN 87.5 87.5 87.5 76.3 62.2 68.6 99.4 100.0 99.7 83.3 72.1 77.3 42.3

Table 3: TED capitalization results

Punctuation Capitalization

ASR
Gold

in the nineteen eighties this young doctor , tom ferguson ,
was the medical editor of the whole earth catalog

we’re watching a documentary And my dad
is the most voracious reader I know

Single-BiRNN
in the nineteen eighties . this young doctor , tom ferguson
was the medical editor of the whole earth catalog

we ’re watching a documentary and my dad
is the most voracious reader I know

Corr-BiRNN in the nineteen eighties this young doctor , tom ferguson ,
was the medical editor of the whole earth catalog

we ’re watching a documentary And my dad
is the most voracious reader I know

Table 4: Examples of Joint vs. Individual model predictions on TED ASR dataset

to a multi-layer perceptron that extracts different abstractions of
features relevant to the sequence-labelling task. More recent ap-
proaches [4, 29, 26] considered RNNs, especially LSTMs and
reported good results. Compared to the fixed window-based ap-
proaches, Recurrent Neural Networks (RNN) work on the full
sequence of words and dynamically adapt their internal repre-
sentations accordingly. These papers have shown deep learning
based solutions outperforming the classical approaches.

Multiple sequence labeling tasks and their inter-dependence
has been studied in great detail [12]. However, for tasks like
POS tagging, NER and chunking, they assumed the availabil-
ity of punctuation and capitalization, which is not true for ASR
transcripts. More recently, joint prediction of punctuation and
capitalization for transcribed speech has been attempted in [28],
albeit using n-gram language models. In [31], a joint label
space for punctuation and capitalization tasks is created, in or-
der to predict labels for both tasks. This is, however, not scal-
able since label space can possibly explode with the introduc-
tion of more labels for each task. A few other works related to

joint sequence labelling include joint parsing and punctuation
prediction[32] using a CRF-based model, and disfluency detec-
tion alongside other NLP tasks like punctuation prediction [17]
and dependency parsing [33], using classical solutions.

In our work, we explore the joint learning of correlated
multiple sequence labelling tasks like punctuation and capital-
ization using deep-learning based approach without any feature
engineering being involved.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we have shown the utility of models jointly
trained on two common ASR related tasks, namely, punctua-
tion and capitalization, to learn better representations for either
of them. Our simple jointly-trained BiRNN model, trained only
on lexical features, outperforms several complex models, which
demonstrates its robustness and generalization ability. Future
work will involve joint training of a variety of NLP tasks to
generalize better across NLP tasks.
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F. Bougares, H. Schwenk, and Y. Bengio, “Learning phrase rep-
resentations using RNN encoder-decoder for statistical machine
translation,” in Proceedings of the 2014 Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing, EMNLP 2014, 2014,
pp. 1724–1734.

[23] J. Makhoul, F. Kubala, R. Schwartz, R. Weischedel et al., “Per-
formance measures for information extraction,” in Proceedings of
DARPA broadcast news workshop, 1999, pp. 249–252.

[24] X. Che, C. Wang, H. Yang, and C. Meinel, “Punctuation predic-
tion for unsegmented transcript based on word vector,” in Pro-
ceedings of the Tenth International Conference on Language Re-
sources and Evaluation (LREC 2016). European Language Re-
sources Association (ELRA), May 2016.

[25] N. Ueffing, M. Bisani, and P. Vozila, “Improved models for auto-
matic punctuation prediction for spoken and written text.” in IN-
TERSPEECH, F. Bimbot, C. Cerisara, C. Fougeron, G. Gravier,
L. Lamel, F. Pellegrino, and P. Perrier, Eds. ISCA, 2013, pp.
3097–3101.
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