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Abstract
Unpaired data has shown to be beneficial for low-resource auto-
matic speech recognition (ASR), which can be involved in the
design of hybrid models with multi-task training or language
model dependent pre-training. In this work, we leverage un-
paired data to train a general sequence-to-sequence model. Un-
paired speech and text are used in the form of data pairs by gen-
erating the corresponding missing parts in prior to model train-
ing. Inspired by the complementarity of speech-PseudoLabel
pair and SynthesizedAudio-text pair in both acoustic features
and linguistic features, we propose a complementary joint train-
ing (CJT) method that trains a model alternatively with two data
pairs. Furthermore, label masking for pseudo-labels and gra-
dient restriction for synthesized audio are proposed to further
cope with the deviations from real data, termed as CJT++. Ex-
perimental results show that compared to speech-only training,
the proposed basic CJT achieves great performance improve-
ments on clean/other test sets, and the CJT++ re-training yields
further performance enhancements. It is also apparent that the
proposed method outperforms the wav2vec2.0 model with the
same model size and beam size, particularly in extreme low-
resource cases.
Index Terms: automatic speech recognition, low-resource,
semi-supervised learning, speech synthesis, pseudo-label

1. Introduction
The end-to-end (E2E) architecture remains the dominant
paradigm for automatic speech recognition (ASR). This single
network structure allows for a simpler training process and joint
optimization compared to conventional models, and it achieves
impressive performances [1, 2, 3, 4]. Nevertheless, it requires
a large amount of labeled data for training, which is rather ex-
pensive and time-consuming in terms of data collection, result-
ing in obstruction in the development of low-resource tasks. In
contrast, speech-only and text-only data are broadly available.
Thus, the focus of this work is on how to make use of unpaired
data for low-resource ASR.

There has been extensive research on the utilization of un-
paired data. For speech-only data, the common approach is un-
supervised training that serves as a feature extractor for down-
stream ASR tasks [5, 6, 7, 8], or self-training with pseudo-labels
following a typical teacher-student training scheme [9, 10]. For
text-only data, text is mainly used to train an external language
model (LM) for joint decoding [11, 12, 13, 14, 15]. In order to
make use of both unpaired speech and text, many methods have
recently been proposed, e.g., integration of a pre-trained acous-
tic model and LM [16, 17, 18, 19], cycle-consistency based
dual-training [20, 21, 22, 23], and shared representation learn-
ing [24, 25, 26, 27], which rely on hybrid models with multi-
task training and some of which become less effective in cases
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Figure 1: The diagram of the proposed CJT method, where
(x, y∗) is the speech-PseL pair that is generated by the ASR
model fine-tuned on labeled data, and (x∗, y) is the SynA-text
pair generated by a TTS model.

with a very limited amount of labeled data. The current main-
stream methods that achieve state-of-the-art (SOTA) results in
low-resource ASR use unpaired speech and text for pre-training
and training a LM for joint decoding, respectively [7, 8], and
adopt an additional iterative self-training [28]. However, these
methods require a large beam search space to fully exploit the
capability of the LM, leading to a heavy computational cost for
decoding or self-training.

In order to leverage unpaired speech and text to train a
general sequence-to-sequence (Seq2Seq) model, partial pre-
training [29, 30] can be applied, while it was shown that the
inconsistency between pre-training and fine-tuning might limit
the model performance. To avoid such problem, in this work,
we instead train the ASR model using sample pairs, which are
generated by pseudo-labeling and Text-to-Speech (TTS) syn-
thesis prior to model training. As in low-resource scenarios,
the generated data often largely differs from real data, so a sin-
gle utilization of speech-PseudoLabel (speech-PseL) pairs or
SynthesizedAudio-text (SynA-text) pairs could seriously mis-
lead the model training. Due to the fact that these two kinds
of data pairs are complementary in terms of both input acous-
tic features and output linguistic features, we propose to alter-
natively train the model on both data pairs, and we refer to
this method as complementary joint training (CJT). This CJT
method is employed as the first round training and is thus called
basic CJT. Based on the analysis of basic CJT, two strategies are
proposed for further performance enhancement. Specifically,
for pseudo-labels we mask the tokens with a low first-round
confidence, and for synthesized audio we proportionally block
the gradient back propagation to lower layers to better fit real
audio. These two strategies are involved in the second round
training, referred to as CJT++.

The proposed CJT method is validated via experiments on
the LibriSpeech dataset [31] and a Transformer [32] network
with limited computational resources. Experimental results on

ar
X

iv
:2

20
4.

02
02

3v
1 

 [
cs

.S
D

] 
 5

 A
pr

 2
02

2



0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0

200

400

600

800

to
ke

n 
co

un
ts

correct tokens in pseudo-labels
incorrect tokens in pseudo-labels

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
prediction probability

0

200

400

600

800

to
ke

n 
co

un
ts

Figure 2: The predicted probabilities of correct and incorrect
tokens. We use the model trained on speech-PseL data (upper)
and the model jointly trained on both speech-PseL and SynA-
text data (lower) to predict the probabilities of 4K pseudo-label
tokens generated by 10min labeled data.

the 10min labeled data show that the basic CJT reduces the
word error rate (WER) by around 35%/21% on clean/other sets
compared to speech-only training, and the CJT++ re-training
further reduces the WER by around 28%/13% , i.e., an over-
all 53%/31% reduction. It is also shown that on three low-
resource data splits, the proposed method decreases the WER
by 55%/41%/28% on average on 10min/1h/10h labeled data
compared to the wav2vec 2.0 model under the same modest
model size and beam size.

2. Complementary Joint Training

The training process of the proposed CJT method is shown in
Figure 1. After data preparation, the model is first jointly trained
(basic CJT), as described in Section 2.1, and then re-trained
with label masking and gradient restriction (CJT++), as pro-
posed in Section 2.2 after an empirical analysis.

2.1. Basic complementary joint training

For the basic CJT, the abundant unpaired speech and text are
used for training, and the small amount of paired data is only
used for data preparation. Let the paired speech-text be denoted
as Dp = {(x(i),y(i))}Ni=1, the unpaired speech and unpaired
text as Ds

u = {x(i)}N
s

i=1 and Dt
u = {y(i)}N

t

i=1, respectively.
For an unpaired speech sample x ∈ Ds

u, we generate the cor-
responding pseudo-label y∗ = ASR(Dp)(x) by using the ASR
model fine-tuned on the paired dataDp. The set of speech-PseL
pairs is denoted as Ds

u
∗ = {(x(i),y∗(i))}N

s

i=1. For an unpaired
text sample y ∈ Dt

u, we synthesize the corresponding audio
x∗ = TTS(y) with a TTS model. The set of SynA-text pairs
is denoted as Dt

u
∗
= {(x∗(i),y(i))}N

t

i=1.

The CJT model is alternatively updated on Ds
u
∗ and Dt

u
∗,

where the joint training target is given by
L = Ls + λLt, (1)

where λ is a balancing parameter, and Ls and Lt are losses of
speech-PseL pairs and SynA-text pairs, respectively, given by

Ls = −E(x,y∗)∈Ds
u
∗ logP (y∗|x), (2)

Lt = −E(x∗,y)∈Dt
u
∗ logP (y|x∗). (3)
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Figure 3: PWCCA similarity at encoder layers. We use 100K
input frames from dev clean real audio as the consistent input
and extract the features of the model trained on (1) 100h paired
data (M), (2) 100h speech-PseL data (M-real), (3) 860h SynA-
text data (M-syn), (4) 100h speech-PseL data and 860h SynA-
text data (M-joint). Then, we calculate the PWCCA with that of
the standard model trained on 960h paired data.

2.2. Analysis and two enhancement strategies

In order to reveal the complementary properties of speech-PseL
and SynA-text pairs, on one hand, we show the probabilities of
the correctly and incorrectly predicted tokens in Figure 2. It
is clear that training on single pseudo-label data shows similar
probability distribution between correct and incorrect tokens;
while a joint training with real text largely reduces the prob-
abilities of incorrect tokens. On the other hand, we show the
PWCCA [33] as a measure of similarity to compare represen-
tations at encoder layers with the classic supervised model in
Figure 3. This reveals that training on TTS synthesized au-
dio causes an obvious deviation; while training on both syn-
thesized audio and real audio allows the model to obtain many
more similar features to the ground-truth at lower layers. Fur-
thermore, there is even stronger linguistic modeling ability at
higher layers. Altogether, it can be concluded that speech-PseL
and SynA-text pairs are complementary nature in terms of lin-
guistic token prediction and acoustic feature learning. Based on
these observations, we propose two enhancement strategies for
the basic CJT training as follows.

2.2.1. Label masking for pseudo-labels

Training on pseudo-labels could overfit the model to errors in
pseudo-labels, which would mislead the final recognition, and
the additional text enables the model to be more discriminative
in detecting incorrect tokens (e.g., see Figure 2). We therefore
take the prediction probability as a reference for identifying in-
correct target tokens and propose a label masking strategy that
masks the tokens with lower first-round prediction probability.
The potential benefit of it is twofold: preventing overfitting to
incorrect labels and an enhancing context modeling due to an
absence of historical information.

For a pseudo-label sequence y∗ = (y∗1 , y
∗
2 · · · y∗T ), where

T is the length of the target sequence, we generate a binary
mask sequence and accordingly replace some of the tokens with
<PAD>. Let the masked target sequence be denoted as ỹ∗ and
the set of mask indexes asM, respectively. The loss of speech-
PseL pairs in the second-round training becomes

L′s = −E∗(x,y∗)∈Ds
u

∑
t∈{1,2···T}\M

logP (ỹ∗t |x, ỹ∗1:t−1) (4)

Given the predicted probability p of a token from the first-
round prediction, three masking approaches are considered: 1)



confidence-driven masking (conf ), where the token is randomly
masked with the probability of k ∗ (1 − p) with k denoting a
multiplier; 2) threshold-based masking (thres), where the token
is masked if p ≤ Pthres with Pthres denoting the threshold de-
termined by the percentile of probabilities; 3) random masking
(rand), where the token is randomly masked with a fixed prob-
ability. The overall masking probability is empirically set as a
multiple of the pseudo-label error rate.

2.2.2. Gradient restriction for synthesized audio

Due to the fact that the TTS synthesized audio exhibits smaller
variations than real audio, the utilization of synthesized data
might degrade the ASR performance on real speech; however,
after joint training with real audio, the model can largely recover
the ability of acoustic feature extraction (e.g., see Figure 3).
Although synthesized audio causes only small deviations, we
propose a gradient restriction training strategy to further reduce
feature mismatches.

In this strategy, we randomly block gradient propagation
to the shallow layers when training on synthesized audio at a
certain probability so that the model can better fit real audio
when extracting acoustic features. In this work, the first four
layers are regarded as the shallow layers.

3. Performance Evaluation
3.1. Experimental setup

All experiments are performed on the LibriSpeech corpus [31].
The unpaired speech originates from the LibriSpeech training
data, which contains 960 hours of speech with transcriptions
removed. The unpaired text comes from the standard pre-
processed LibriSpeech LM corpus without overlapping tran-
scripts, which contains about 80 times the amount of text in
the audio transcriptions. Three Libri-light [34] limited resource
training subsets are used for the paired data, including train-10h
(10 hours), train-1h (1 hour), and train-10min (10 minutes). Re-
sults are evaluated on dev-clean/other and test-clean/other sets.

For the ASR modeling, we use 80-dimensional log-Mel fil-
terbank features. The modeling units in our experiments are
5000 word pieces. We choose the convolutional Transformer
architecture [32] as the backbone. This model (71M) is com-
posed of an encoder that contains 2 2-D convolutional blocks
[32] followed by 12 Transformer blocks [35], and a decoder
that contains 4 1-D convolutional blocks [32] followed by 6
Transformer blocks [35]. For each Transformer block, the at-
tention dimension is 512 with 8 attention heads, and the inner
dimension between layers is 2048. Besides, the self-attention is
augmented with relative positional embedding [36]. The over-
all batch size is around 160. We use the Adam algorithm [37]
for optimization with a peak learning rate of 5e-4. A tri-stage
learning rate scheduler [38] is applied wherein the learning rate
is linearly warmed up, kept constant, and then exponentially de-
cayed for 10%, 40% and 50% of the updates, respectively. Mod-
els on 100h/960h speech data are trained for 80K/250K updates.
In case the model is jointly trained with text data, it trains for
double updates. For the second-round training, we train for half
the time of the first-round training. For regularization, we use
a single dropout rate of 0.15 [39] across all Transformer blocks
and 0.1 label smoothing [40]. We also apply SpecAugment [38]
for data augmentation. The final model used for evaluation is
calculated by averaging the last 10 checkpoints.

For language modeling, a Transformer-based LM consist-
ing of 6 decoder blocks is trained on the LibriSpeech LM cor-

Table 1: Performance of the joint training with different
amounts of unpaired data and various updating ratios (1:λ) us-
ing 10min of labeled data, where 200h of unpaired speech con-
sists of the train-clean-100 set and 100h of the rest clean data.
All results are obtained by ASR-only greedy decoding.

Unpaired Data 1:λ Dev WER Test WER

speech-PseL SynA-text clean other clean other

100h - - 25.18 40.20 25.72 41.72
200h - - 18.88 31.19 19.36 31.69
960h - - 15.47 23.37 16.03 23.30

- 100h - 92.99 95.47 94.16 95.23
- 860h - 92.27 96.01 94.56 96.01

100h 100h 1:1 18.68 33.66 18.77 34.89
100h 860h 1:1 17.29 32.14 17.51 33.26
100h 860h 1:3 16.31 32.16 16.72 32.61
100h 860h 1:5 15.96 32.24 16.59 33.09

100h (speech-text) - 13.90 30.46 13.91 31.30

pus. It trains for 800K updates under almost the same training
conditions as in the ASR model. It shares the same 5000 word
pieces as output tokens for shallow fusion [11]. Finally, the LM
has word-pieces-level perplexity of 32 on the dev-clean set. For
decoding, the LM weight for shallow fusion is set to 0.4, with a
beam size of 20.

For the preparation of pseudo-labels, we follow the well-
designed pre-training model wav2vec 2.0 [7] 1 to train a teacher
model for pseudo-labeling. The 960h pre-trained wav2vec 2.0
BASE model 2 is loaded and fine-tuned on three labeled data
splits with CTC loss [41]. Then, we pseudo-label the 960h un-
paired speech by the fine-tuned models combined with a loaded
word-level Transformer LM 3, using a medium beam size of 20.
The WERs of pseudo-labels of 10h, 1h, 10min labeled data are
4.96%, 7.96% and 17.10%, respectively.

For the preparation of synthesized audio, we use a ready-
made TTS engine with 3 speakers 4 for convenience, as the
paired data that are less than 10 hours or even 10 minutes are
hard to train a robust TTS model. Only 1/10 of the LM corpus
is randomly selected for audio synthesis.

Notice that all experiments are implemented in the fairseq
framework [42]. Training and decoding hyper-parameters are
barely tuned for better possible performance.

3.2. Results

First of all, in order to validate the effectiveness of the basic CJT
method with different amounts of data and updating ratios, we
show the ASR performance in terms of WER for the proposed
CJT, the models trained on a single type of data and the ora-
cle model trained with ground-truth transcriptions in Table 1.
We see that the WERs of 100h speech-PseL + 100h SynA-text
are comparable to that of 200h speech-PseL (although slightly
higher on noisy(other) set). If the amount of SynA-text is in-
creased to 860h, the performance is further improved, e.g., even
very close to the WER of 960h speech-PseL on the clean set,
but obviously worse on the noisy(other) set. Among the three

1https://github.com/pytorch/fairseq/tree/
main/examples/wav2vec

2https://dl.fbaipublicfiles.com/fairseq/
wav2vec/wav2vec_small.pt

3https://dl.fbaipublicfiles.com/wav2letter/
sota/2019/lm/lm_librispeech_word_transformer.pt

4Refer to http://ttsvoice.iflysec.com/

https://github.com/pytorch/fairseq/tree/main/examples/wav2vec
https://github.com/pytorch/fairseq/tree/main/examples/wav2vec
https://dl.fbaipublicfiles.com/fairseq/wav2vec/wav2vec_small.pt
https://dl.fbaipublicfiles.com/fairseq/wav2vec/wav2vec_small.pt
https://dl.fbaipublicfiles.com/wav2letter/sota/2019/lm/lm_librispeech_word_transformer.pt
https://dl.fbaipublicfiles.com/wav2letter/sota/2019/lm/lm_librispeech_word_transformer.pt
http://ttsvoice.iflysec.com/


Table 2: Performance of the proposed second-round training
strategies with various settings, following the training in Ta-
ble 1. All results are obtained by ASR-only greedy decoding.

Method Dev WER Test WER

clean other clean other

basic CJT 16.31 32.16 16.72 32.61

+ PseLM-rand(p=0.4) 15.57 31.15 16.02 32.22
+ PseLM-conf (p=0.4) 12.93 28.92 13.17 29.73
+ PseLM-thres(p=0.16) 12.85 28.84 13.44 29.57
+ PseLM-thres(p=0.4) 11.84 28.29 12.05 29.52
+ PseLM-thres(p=0.8) 11.67 30.08 12.08 31.49

+ SynGR-all 16.46 30.71 16.76 31.54
+ SynGR-shallow 16.27 30.24 16.57 31.23

+ PseLM-thres(p=0.4)
& SynGR-shallow 11.74 27.74 12.01 28.83

updating ratios, 1:3 performs better and if it raises up to 1:5, the
results get better on the clean set but worse on the noisy(other)
set. Overall, joint training with additional text achieves a rel-
ative WER reduction by around 35%/21% on clean/other sets.
The reason for the smaller improvement on the noisy(other) set
might be that there are fewer variations in the synthesized audio
when using text data.

Second, we show the performance of the proposed two
second-round training strategies in comparison with the basic
CJT method in Table 2. In label masking for pseudo-labels
(PseLM), the three masking methods described in Section 2.2.1
are compared at a certain overall masking probability p. It is
clear that threshold-based masking performs better and achieves
obvious improvement over the basic CJT method, especially on
the clean set. Compared to random masking, this performance
gain is mainly due to the superior discrimination of target er-
rors brought by the first-round training. It is interesting that
in the basic CJT+PseLM-thres method, increasing the masking
probability from 0.16, the error rate of 100h pseudo-labels, to
0.4 results in better performance, indicating that over masking
is more effective. The gain brought about by random masking
or over masking reveals that label masking strategy also im-
proves context modeling capability. While further increasing
the probability from 0.4 to 0.8 causes performance degradation
on noisy(other) sets.

In gradient restriction for synthesized audio (SynGR), we
block the gradient propagation to 1-4 encoder layers (shallow)
and widen to all encoder layers (all) for comparison at a prob-
ability of 0.7. It can be observed that gradient restriction in
shallow layers yields slightly better performance, which is con-
sistent with the PWCCA behavior in Figure 3. SynGR only
introduces a small improvement on noisy(other) sets, since as
expected there is only a small gap that we can compensate
(e.g., see Figure 3). Furthermore, applying both PseLM and
SynGR in the proposed CJT method results in the proposed
CJT++ approach. Compared to the basic CJT method, it is clear
that CJT++ re-training with additional strategies relatively re-
duces the WER by around 28%/13% on clean/other sets, and
the overall relative WER reduction over the speech-only results
is around 53%/31% on clean/other sets.

Finally, we validate the proposed CJT method on three low-
resource labeled data splits in comparison with the wav2vec
2.0 BASE model in Table 3. The proposed training method
decoding with LM by shallow fusion reaches WERs of
7.36%/12.96%, 4.25%/9.44%, and 3.42%/8.30% on 10min, 1h,
10h labeled data of test clean/other, respectively, using a mod-

Table 3: A comparison of WERs on Librispeech with the
wav2vec 2.0 BASE model with the same beam size of 20, where
“*” stands for self-implementation. The models are trained on
3 Libri-light low-resource data splits, using the 960h untran-
scribed LibriSpeech data and the LM corpus as unpaired data.

Method LM Dev WER Test WER

clean other clean other

10min paired

wav2vec 2.0 [7] - 46.1 51.5 46.9 50.9
wav2vec 2.0 * - 47.43 53.56 48.31 53.21
wav2vec 2.0 * Transf. 17.62 26.00 17.80 25.46

basic CJT
Transf.

13.22 19.54 13.20 19.75
+ CJT++ 10.02 16.32 10.14 16.61

+ LM 6.90 12.51 7.36 12.96

1h paired

wav2vec 2.0 [7] - 24.1 29.6 24.5 29.7
wav2vec 2.0 * - 18.21 25.67 18.86 26.29
wav2vec 2.0 * Transf. 7.67 14.42 7.77 14.80

basic CJT
Transf.

6.44 12.36 6.45 12.78
+ CJT++ 5.68 11.58 5.66 12.19

+ LM 4.25 8.74 4.25 9.44

10h paired

wav2vec 2.0 [7] - 10.9 17.4 11.1 17.6
wav2vec 2.0 * - 9.51 17.00 9.76 17.30
wav2vec 2.0 * Transf. 4.64 10.59 4.62 10.68

basic CJT
Transf.

4.40 10.20 4.44 10.64
+ CJT++ 4.13 9.77 4.22 10.34

+ LM 3.03 7.66 3.42 8.30

erate model size and beam size. Note that only 1/10 of the LM
corpus is used in the ASR training by CJT, thus LM fusion can
still bring a quite obvious improvement. For fair comparison,
we implement the wav2vec 2.0 BASE model with the same
beam search size as a reference. It is clear that CJT performs
better, particularly in the extreme low-resource case of 10min
paired data.

4. Conclusions
In this paper, we proposed a CJT-based semi-supervised ap-
proach for low-resource ASR, which includes a first-round ba-
sic CJT and a second-round CJT++ re-training with two strate-
gies, i.e., label masking and gradient restriction. It was shown
that the joint training of two generated data pairs is complemen-
tary and compatible in both analytic and experimental fashions.
Re-training with label masking and gradient restriction can fur-
ther enhance the effectiveness of CJT. In order to study the ro-
bustness of the proposed CJT method, in the future, we will
make efforts to optimize the beam size for pseudo-labeling, as
well as the in-domain TTS model for speech synthesis in com-
parison with prior SOTA results, e.g., in [7, 28, 8].
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