arXiv:2406.03205v1 [eess AS] 5 Jun 2024

CoLLAB: A Collaborative Approach for Multilingual Abuse Detection

Orchid Chetia Phukan*', Yashasvi Chaurasia*', Arun Balaji Buduru®, Rajesh Sharma'>

IIT-Delhi, India
2University of Tartu, Estonia
*equal contribution

orchidp@iiitd.ac.in

Abstract

In this study, we investigate representations from paralingual
Pre-Trained model (PTM) for Audio Abuse Detection (AAD),
which has not been explored for AAD. Our results demonstrate
their superiority compared to other PTM representations on the
ADIMA benchmark. Furthermore, combining PTM represen-
tations enhances AAD performance. Despite these improve-
ments, challenges with cross-lingual generalizability still re-
main, and certain languages require training in the same lan-
guage. This demands individual models for different languages,
leading to scalability, maintenance, and resource allocation is-
sues and hindering the practical deployment of AAD systems
in linguistically diverse real-world environments. To address
this, we introduce CoLLAB, a novel framework that doesn’t
require training and allows seamless merging of models trained
in different languages through weight-averaging. This results
in a unified model with competitive AAD performance across
multiple languages.

Index Terms: Multilingual Abuse Detection, Cross-Lingual
Abuse Detection, Model Merging

1. Introduction

In today’s digital era, online social media platforms, gaming
communities, and digital environments have become indispens-
able aspects of modern life. Within these realms, audio plays
a crucial role in facilitating real-time communication and fos-
tering connections among users. However, alongside the ad-
vantages of audio communication in these settings, there is a
growing concern regarding audio-abusive content (AAC). This
refers to the malicious or inappropriate use of audio, encom-
passing behaviors such as verbal harassment, hate speech, and
the dissemination of harmful or offensive material. The preva-
lence of AAC in digital spaces presents substantial challenges
for both users and platform administrators.

Due to the challenges induced by AAC to online safety and
well-being, audio-based abuse detection (AAD) has caught re-
cent attention. While abuse detection in other modalities like
text [1, 2] and visual [3, 4] content has garnered significant
focus and development, AAD has not received comparable at-
tention, despite its critical importance in safeguarding digital
spaces. This gap underscores the urgent need for research and
development efforts aimed at advancing AAD technologies to
effectively mitigate the harmful impacts of audio-based abuse
in online environments.

There has been growing interest in building effective AAD
systems, for example, Gupta et al. [5] explored representations
from VGG trained on AudioSet and multilingual wav2vec2
models with Fully Connected Network (FCN), GRU, and
LSTM as classifiers. Further, Sharon et al. [6] showed that

AAD performance can be enhanced by fusing audio and ASR
transcribed textual representations. On the other hand, Thakran
et al. [7] showed that choosing the right acoustic cues by ex-
ploring multilingual and emotion recognition PTMs can lead to
state-of-the-art (SOTA) performance in AAD without the need
of textual representations also reverberated by Spiesberger et al.
[8].

AAD has benefitted significantly from the availability of
different PTM representations, particularly those adept at cap-
turing paralinguistic cues effectively. However, representations
from paralingual PTM [9] which has shown SOTA performance
in related tasks to AAD such as speech emotion recognition
(SER), speaker identification (SI), and so on, haven’t been ex-
plored for AAD. In this work, we investigate representations
from paralingual PTM for AAD and the first study to do so,
according to the best of our knowledge. We hypothesize that
these representations will capture verbal cues such as pitch,
tone, and intensity much more effectively in comparison to rep-
resentations of other PTMs for AAD. To validate our hypoth-
esis, we present a comprehensive comparative study of five
PTM (TRILLsson,Whisper, MMS, WavLM, x-vector) repre-
sentations including paralingual, multilingual, monolingual as
well as speaker recognition PTM which are SOTA in respective
tasks and highly potential candidates for improved AAD.

We also conducted an investigation by combining PTM rep-
resentations to explore their potential for complementary behav-
ior for more improved AAD, akin to observations in other tasks
such as speech recognition [10]. We further sought to address
the challenge of AAC being present in diverse languages as real-
world digital environments are linguistically diverse. This is a
difficult task as a model trained in one language may perform
poorly in others as pointed out by Spiesberger et al [8]. This
gives rise to a necessity where individual models may be re-
quired for different languages. Maintaining separate models for
each language not only increases complexity but also poses a
significant challenge in terms of scalability, maintenance, and
resource allocation for AAD systems. Moreover, it can lead to
inconsistencies in performance across languages and hinder the
seamless integration of AAD systems into multilingual environ-
ments. One way to solve this problem is to train model on the
combination of different languages. However, this is not ex-
actly a feasible solution, as training models on the combination
of multiple languages will require substantial computational re-
sources and also training data for different languages may not
be available at the same time. To mitigate this, we propose,
CoLLAB (CoLLABorative Approach for Multilingual Abuse
Detection), a novel framework, that doesn’t require training at
all and enables seamless integration of models trained in various
languages through the process of weight-averaging. This results
in a single unified model that demonstrates competitive perfor-



mance in AAD across multiple languages while comprising the
same number of parameters as that of the models trained on
individual languages. The proposed framework remains effec-
tive even in scenarios where training data for certain languages
may not be available at the same time. Notably, CoOLLAB of-
fers the added benefit of operating in Plug-in mode, facilitating
the seamless integration of models trained in various languages
alongside those trained on ADIMA. This approach ensures con-
sistent performance across upcoming new languages as well as
previously seen languages.

To summarize, the main contributions are three folds:

* A comprehensive comparative study of different PTM repre-
sentations to investigate the efficacy of paralingual PTM rep-
resentations for AAD and our results show that they achieve
the topmost performance for different languages.

* We show that combining representations from different
PTMs leads to improved AAD. See Section 4.3.

* We present, COLLAB (Figure 1), a novel unified and col-
laborative framework that allows merging of models trained
in different languages for achieving competitive performance
across different languages for AAD.

For reproducibility of our experiments and as a reference for fu-
ture studies to build upon CoLLAB for collaborative AAD, we
will open source the codes and models built as part of our study
after the double-blind review. As CoLLAB in Plug-in mode
will allow merging of models trained by different researchers
in different languages and making it in true sense a collabo-
rative modeling framework for AAD. However, CoOLLAB will
expect that the researchers follow the same model architectures
as given in this study. Kindly refer to Section 3 for further de-
tails.

2. Pre-Trained Representations

In this section, we discuss PTMs whose representations are used
in our study. We utilize TRILLsson [11] as paralingual PTM
that was derived from SOTA paralingual conformer CAP12 [9]
through knowledge distillation. Unlike CAP12, TRILLsson is
openly accessible and achieves SOTA performance in the NOSS
benchmark. TRILLsson was trained on AudioSet and Libri-
light datasets, while CAP12 relies on the YT-U dataset, which
potentially may include multilingual data. We employ TRILLs-
son' accessible via TensorFlow Hub and returns a vector of
1024-dimension size through aggregrating over time. We em-
ploy MMS [12] and Whisper [13] as multilingual PTMs in our
study and they have shown SOTA in various downstream mul-
tilingual speech processing tasks. MMS was trained in over
1400 languages in a self-supervised manner while Whisper on
96 languages in a weakly-supervised manner. For monolin-
gual PTM, we choose WavLM [14], which has achieved SOTA
on SUPERB. Additionally, we consider x-vector [15], a SOTA
time-delay neural network for speaker recognition. We have
choosen x-vector as its representations have shown superior per-
formance for related tasks such as SER [16], predicting shout
intensity [17], depression detection [18] where capturing verbal
cues such as pitch, intensity, tone, etc. are very important same
as in AAD.

We experiment with MMS?, Whisper®, and WavLM* avail-

"https://tfhub.dev/google/
nonsemantic—-speech-benchmark/trillsson4d/1
2https://huggingface.co/facebook/mms—-1b
3https://huggingface.co/openai/whisper-large
“https://huggingface.co/microsoft /wavlm-large

able in Huggingface. We took x-vector’ from speechbrain [19]
accesible through Huggingface. The input audio samples are
sampled to 16kHz before passing through these PTMs and rep-
resentations of 1280, 1024, 512-dimensional vectors for MMS,
WavLM, x-vector are obtained respectively from the last hidden
states through pooling average. For Whisper, we extract rep-
resentations of 1280-dimension size from the encoder through
average-pooling and discarding the decoder.
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Figure 1: CoLLAB: Here, M i, MBe, M. stands for models
trained on Hindi, Bengali, Kannada respectively. Left: Models
trained on ADIMA languages and weight-averaging of the mod-
els’ weights for a single unified model; Right (Plug-in Mode)
Model trained on external language, that can be integrated into
CoLLAB and Mpivg—in signifies the Plug-in model

3. CoLLAB

In this section, we present, CoLLAB, a novel framework
for abuse detection across multiple languages. The proposed
framework is shown in Figure 1.

CoLLAB operates under the assumption that models
trained on different languages share a common architecture.
This assumption enables seamless integration and collaboration
among models trained in diverse languages within the frame-
work. CoLLAB allows the merging of the trained models
through weight-averaging. Let WW; represent the model weights
for language i, where ¢ = 1,2,...,n and n is the total num-
ber of languages. First, we normalize the weights of the models
using L1 normalization given by Wi.

- M&
Wi = ——m- (D
Willx

Normalizing the weights before averaging ensure fair rep-
resentation, alignment of weight magnitudes, and stability in
combining models trained in different languages. Then, we av-
erage the normalized model weights and the output is given by
wW.

W:;Wi )

This formulation (W) ensures that the resulting unified
model captures the collective knowledge from models trained
in different languages while keeping the number of parameters
the same as the individual models trained in the languages.



Table 1: Evaluation Scores for models built on different PTM representations; PTM, Down stands for PTM representations, Down-
stream model; X, Wa, T, M, W stands for x-vector, WavLM, TRILLsson, MMS, Whisper respectively; Be, Bh, Gu, Ha, Hi, Ka, Ma,
Od, Pu, Ta represents Bengali, Bhojpuri, Gujarati, Haryanvi, Hindi, Kannada, Malayalam, Odiya, Punjabi, Tamil; Acc, F1 stands for
Accuracy and F1; Red, Blue, Violet represents the colors of the first, second, third scores in descending order for each language and
the comparison for a language is done across different models in columnwise manner: The notations used in this Table holds for Table

2 and Figure 3
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81.75

81.40
80.86

80.32
80.01

CNN
TF

78.38
79.19

76.62 74.40
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Figure 2: Downstream Model Architectures; Here, FCN stands
for Fully Connected Network; Representation Fusion repre-
sents the model architecture for combination of PTM represen-
tations; We use either convolution or transformer block for the
combination of PTM representations without intermixing them.

4. Experiments
4.1. Dataset

We use ADIMA [5] for our experiments and it contains 11,775
expert-annotated audio samples in ten Indic languages and
spanning over 65 hours. It is evenly distributed across lan-
guages and comprises 5,108 abusive and 6,667 non-abusive
samples from 6,446 unique Users.

4.2. Downstream Classifier

We experiment with two downstream networks (CNN, Trans-
former) extensively used in previous works [20, 10, 21, 22]
for various speech processing tasks. The model architectures
are shown in Figure 2. The extracted representations from the
PTMs are passed through the networks. For CNN model, we
build a convolution block that contains 1D-CNN layer and max-
pooling layer followed by fully connected network (FCN). For
Transformer model, we have used the same convolution block

Shttps://huggingface.co/speechbrain/
spkrec—-xvect-voxceleb

as used in CNN model followed by a transformer encoder [23]
with number of the heads as 8. For combination of PTM rep-
resentations, we pass individual PTM representations through
Convolution/Transformer block as shown in Figure 2 and then
concatenated and passed through FCN for final classification.

For the classification head, we use softmax activation func-
tion that outputs the probabilities pertaining to each class i.e
abuse vs non-abuse. We train the models for 50 epochs using
Rectified Adam as optimizer with a learning rate of le-3 and
batch size of 32. We have also used early stopping and dropout
for preventing overfitting. We use Accuracy and F1 (macro av-
erage) as metrics for evaluating our models. We use Tensorflow
library for implementations. We use the official split given by
[24] for training and testing our models. For models trained
on individual PTM representations, trainable parameters of the
models range between 4.2M to 10.5M and with combination of
PTM representations it is between 8.4M to 11.3M.

4.3. Experimental Results

Within-language: First, we discuss the results obtained by
training models with individual PTM representations shown
in Table 1. The TRILLsson (Paralingual PTM) representa-
tions demonstrated the best performance across most languages,
showcasing their effectiveness in capturing verbal cues crucial
for AAD. Whisper representations followed closely, showing
the second-best performance in most languages and leading
in couples, likely due to exposure to diverse linguistic con-
texts during its pre-training. x-vector, WavLM, and MMS
shows mixed performance. Amongst downstream networks,
CNN shows better performance than transformer. Results with
TRILLsson improve over previous works leveraging single
PTM representations [24] and also [8], that uses handcrafted
features for AAD. However, due to space constraints, we are
not able to present the comparison table.

Table 2 shows the results when PTM representations are
combined. We notice improvements in most instances com-
pared to built on individual PTM representations. We exper-
imented with the combinations where either TRILLsson and
Whisper is present as these two PTMs showed the best perfor-
mance individually. Combining TRILLsson and Whisper per-
formed the topmost among all the other combinations showing
the best complementary behavior.

Cross-lingual: The results are shown in Figure 3. We ex-



Table 2: Evaluation Scores for models built on the combination of different PTM representations; Fusion represents the fusion of
different PTM representations; Comparison for a language is done across different models in columnwise manner

Fusion Down Be Bh Gu Ha Hi Ka Ma Od Pu Ta
Acc Fl1 Acc Fl Acc Fl Acc Fl1 Acc Fl Acc Fl Acc Fl Acc Fl Acc Fl1 Acc Fl
X4T CNN 81.08 80.27 77.38 74.11 80.11 79.01 82.78 82.05 80.21 80.21 82.65 81.84 87.36 85.75 83.56 81.28 84.74 82.01 87.20 83.01
TF 80.54 79.72 76.79 73.12 82.93 82.87 80.87 80.17 80.76 80.75 80.75 77.93 85.48 81.53 83.01 82.22 85.01 85.00 83.82 83.28
XaW CNN 78.64 78.37 7797 77.38 82.32 79.28 82.78 81.84 78.59 77.50 80.75 76.95 85.75 81.25 82.46 81.64 83.65 82.28 82.74 82.47
TF 77.02 76.04 7797 75.11 8232 78.88 84.69 84.53 81.30 81.28 81.84 79.85 86.55 82.79 82.19 81.47 85.01 85.01 81.94 77.28
M4T CNN 80.54 79.82 77.67 7427 81.21 79.83 82.24 80.05 81.03 80.99 83.74 79.70 86.29 82.72 83.56 81.82 85.28 84.74 82.75 82.74
TF 79.46 7845 76.49 72.84 7845 7478 81.42 81.25 7832 78.14 81.57 7831 83.87 78.94 81.92 81.07 83.65 83.63 83.56 79.44
MW CNN  82.97 81.62 77.67 76.78 83.14 78.86 84.97 83.87 82.38 81.54 81.03 80.75 84.40 83.87 84.65 82.19 84.74 84.72 80.05 79.24
TF 78.65 78.12 7797 7496 81.22 77.44 82.24 82.07 79.94 79.92 82.38 79.79 84.94 80.73 81.91 80.88 84.46 84.43 83.55 78.49
T+Wa CNN  82.70 82.06 78.27 76.19 8232 79.00 81.96 81.42 80.21 80.20 82.65 79.55 86.55 85.75 82.74 81.64 84.74 84.46 83.28 78.50
TF 81.08 80.33 75.60 72.78 80.39 76.38 84.43 84.29 80.22 80.16 81.30 78.15 85.48 81.76 80.82 79.66 85.01 84.99 81.94 77.14
W+ Wa CNN 8243 80.81 77.97 7522 81.49 80.66 85.24 85.10 83.73 83.68 82.38 80.30 86.55 82.10 84.11 82.73 84.19 83.37 83.01 81.40
TF 78.92 78.08 78.87 76.17 82.04 78.26 85.25 85.11 80.22 80.21 81.30 79.47 84.68 80.44 82.74 82.04 85.29 85.28 80.32 75.82
W4T CNN 82.70 81.72 80.35 78.27 83.42 80.38 85.79 85.60 82.11 80.75 81.84 81.02 87.90 82.27 84.11 83.83 86.37 84.19 83.28 82.74
TF 81.08 80.20 77.98 74.23 79.83 76.10 85.25 85.14 82.93 82.11 82.11 78.84 87.63 87.36 84.11 83.28 86.33 85.56 82.21 77.55
Table 3: Evaluation Scores with CoOLLAB; For CoLLAB, we experiment with the models showing top performance in Table 1 (CNN

with TRILLsson) and Table 2 (CNN with Whisper + TRILLsson); D represents the difference between the original scores on a language
and its corresponding score after COLLAB; Scores are accuracy scores

PTM Down Be Bh Gu Ha Hi Ka Ma Od Pu Ta

C D C D C D C D C D C D C D C D C D C D
T CNN 7920 2.15 76.12 0.98 80.13 2.19 81.23 1.28 81.41 1.78 82.48 1.26 8337 292 82.03 1.53 81.10 2.28 79.83 2.38
W+T CNN 8048 222 7869 1.66 8045 297 83.13 266 81.19 092 81.80 0.04 84.01 3.89 8291 1.20 8247 390 80.05 3.23

periment with only the best models from Table 1 (CNN with
TRILLsson) and Table 2 (CNN with Whisper + TRILLsson).
Despite these models achieving top performance when trained
and evaluated in the same language, their cross-lingual perfor-
mance is low. For example, models trained in Punjabi (Figure 3)
perform poorly in most other languages and also models trained
in other languages performs poorly in Punjabi. This low cross-
lingual generalizability issue persists with both models trained
with individual and combined PTM representations and calls
for individual models to be trained in specific languages.

With CoLLAB: The scores obtained by the single unified
model as a resultant of CoLLAB are presented in Table 3. We
observe consistent performance across all the languages. This
eliminates the need for training individual models for each lan-
guage, thereby resolving scalability, maintenance, and resource
allocation concerns. We also notice slight decrease in perfor-
mance compared to models trained and evaluated in the same
language (shown in D column in Figure 3) and we aim to look
into this in future work. However, this presents a tradeoff, we
have to incur for a single unified model that performs compet-
itively across different languages as in real-world settings, we
would want a model show relatively good performance across
multiple languages and not in a individual language and per-
forms poorly in other languages.

5. Conclusion

In this, we show that representations from TRILLsson (paralin-
gual PTM) attain the topmost performance for AAD in com-
parison to other PTM (Whisper, MMS, WavLM, x-vector) rep-
resentations. This performance is attributed to their effective-
ness in capturing verbal cues such as pitch, tone, and intensity
which are important attributes for AAD much more effectively
than other representations. Additionally, we show that com-
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Figure 3: Cross-lingual Evaluation Scores; Train, Test repre-
sents the language trained on and the languages tested on;
Here, the values are accuracy scores and rounded off to two
decimal points

bining PTM representations leads to further improvement in
AAD performance. Despite this, challenges persist in achiev-
ing cross-lingual generalizability, with certain languages requir-
ing language-specific training giving rise to scalability, mainte-
nance, and resource allocation issues and hindering the practi-
cal deployment of AAD systems in linguistically diverse real-
world scenarios. To address this, we propose CoLLAB, a novel
framework that facilitates the merging of models trained in dif-
ferent languages and results in a single unified model exhibit-
ing competitive AAD performance across different languages.
Our work can guide future studies, firstly, in selecting the most
suitable representations for AAD and secondly, act as a refer-
ence for the development of collaborative unified frameworks
not only for AAD but also for related applications for deploy-
ment in linguistically diverse real-world environments.
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