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Abstract
Noisy labels are inevitable, even in well-annotated datasets.

The detection of noisy labels is of significant importance to en-
hance the robustness of speaker recognition models. In this pa-
per, we propose a novel noisy label detection approach based
on two new statistical metrics: Continuous Inconsistent Count-
ing (CIC) and Total Inconsistent Counting (TIC). These metrics
are calculated through Cross-Epoch Counting (CEC) and corre-
spond to the early and late stages of training, respectively. Ad-
ditionally, we categorize samples based on their prediction re-
sults into three categories: inconsistent samples, hard samples,
and easy samples. During training, we gradually increase the
difficulty of hard samples to update model parameters, prevent-
ing noisy labels from being overfitted. Compared to contrastive
schemes, our approach not only achieves the best performance
in speaker verification but also excels in noisy label detection.
Index Terms: speaker recognition, noisy label, curriculum
learning, noisy label detection

1. Introduction
Noisy labels, which refer to erroneous or abnormal labeled
tags present in the training data, can lead to bias and con-
sequently degrade the model’s performance when memorized
by the model [1, 2]. In fact, noisy labels are often unavoid-
able, especially when acquiring datasets through web scraping
or crowdsourcing [3].

The rise of large models in recent years has indeed spurred
the demand for large-scale training data. Training speaker
recognition models with massive datasets containing millions or
even tens of millions of speakers is becoming the future trend.
However, obtaining large-scale training data of this magnitude
through meticulous manual annotation is impractical. Conse-
quently, handling the high proportion of noisy labels in the data
becomes a crucial issue.

In recent research on noisy labels, approaches can be
roughly categorized into two types [4, 5]: (a) Enhancing the
robustness of the model to noisy labels through robust architec-
tures [6, 7], robust regularization [8, 9], or robust loss design
[10, 11, 12, 13] to reduce the model’s overfitting to noisy la-
bels. This method does not involve noisy label detection and
directly trains on the unclean datasets. (b) Sample selection
is performed by utilizing the characteristic of higher loss from
noisy labels. This is achieved through methods such as multi-
network learning [3, 14, 15] and multi-round learning [5, 16] to
filter out potential noisy labels.
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Sample selection methods, such as Co-teaching [3], Co-
teaching+ [15], and O2U-Net [5], offer advantages in detect-
ing noisy labels through high loss in image classification tasks.
However, their effectiveness in speaker recognition tasks re-
mains unverified, and they rely on a relatively accurate propor-
tion of noisy labels provided before training, which poses chal-
lenges in practical scenarios. The OR-Gate [17] utilizes a top-k
mechanism for sample selection in speaker recognition, but its
performance on complex data augmentation datasets requires
validation. Furthermore, these methods filter out noisy labels in
the late stages or after training, potentially allowing the model
to fit some noisy labels before detection.

The factors mentioned above motivated us to undertake the
work presented in this paper. The main contributions of this
paper are as follows:
• We propose a novel noisy label detection method called

Cross-Epoch Counting (CEC). During training, samples are
categorized into three groups based on model predictions: in-
consistent, hard, and easy. The number of times a sample is
classified as an inconsistent sample across epochs is counted
by two metrics: Continuous Inconsistent Counting (CIC) and
Total Inconsistent Counting (TIC). CIC is a continuous count,
which restarts counting when samples are classified as hard
or easy samples, mainly screening out samples with a high
probability of being noisy labels before they are fitted by the
model in the early stages of training. TIC, on the other hand,
is an accumulated count that does not reset due to classifica-
tion fluctuations and screens out noisy labels that CIC missed
in the later stages of training. This approach does not require
additional network, round, or data information and is simple
yet effective.

• During the training process, the difficulty of hard samples
used for updating model parameters is gradually increased.
This can effectively prevent noisy labels in hard samples from
entering gradient backpropagation in the early stages of train-
ing.

• We tested and compared several commonly used noisy la-
bel detection methods in the field of computer vision on the
speaker recognition dataset.

2. Methods
The CEC method we proposed aims to accurately detect noisy
labels while removing them as early as possible. In each epoch,
samples are classified into three categories: inconsistent, hard,
and easy. The number of times a sample is classified as an in-
consistent sample is counted in each epoch using CIC and TIC,
and noisy labels are filtered out based on these counts. Through
predefined curriculum learning, the difficulty of hard samples
for updating model parameters is gradually increased during
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training. The whole framework is shown in Figure 1.

2.1. Samples classification

Each epoch of training will classify training samples into three
categories based on the model’s predictions: inconsistent sam-
ples, hard samples, and easy samples. The classification method
is shown in Equation 1.

Ci =


2, if yi ̸= ỹi

1, if yi = ỹi, sP < τP
∨

sN > τN

0, otherwise.

(1)

where Ci represents the sample classification of the i-th sam-
ple, yi is the label for this sample, ỹi is the predicted label by
the model, sP represents the cosine distance between the fea-
ture vector of the sample and the weight vector of the labeled
speaker, sN is the maximum cosine distance between the fea-
ture vector of the sample and the weight vectors of other speak-
ers. sP and sN are obtained during the calculation of the loss.
τP and τN are hyperparameters for thresholds, which can be
determined based on the task scenario or empirical values. The
values 0, 1, and 2 for Ci represent easy, hard, and inconsistent
samples, respectively.

The loss function adopts AAM-softmax [18], as shown in
Equation 2.

L = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

log
es(cos(θyi,i)−d)

es(cos(θyi,i)−d) +
∑

j ̸=yi
es cos(θj,i)

(2)

where N is the number of training samples, s is the scaling
factor, d is margin, θj,i is the angle between Wj and the i-
th feature vector and the Wj is the weight vector of the j-
th class. We can consider that sP = cos(θyi,i) and sN =
max {cos(θj,i), j ̸= yi}.

2.2. Noisy label detection

We filter noisy labels based on two indicators: CIC and TIC.
CIC refers to the number of times a sample is consecutively
classified as inconsistent sample across epochs, and TIC refers
to the cumulative number of times a sample is classified as in-
consistent sample. The CIC and TIC of each sample are updated
with each epoch of classification during training, following the
update method illustrated in Equation 3 and 4.

CICi
m =

{
CICi

m−1 + 1, if Ci = 2

0, otherwise.
(3)

TICi
m =

{
TICi

m−1 + 1, if Ci = 2

TICi
m−1, otherwise.

(4)

where m represents the current epoch number.
As shown in Equation 5, if either TIC or CIC exceeds its

corresponding threshold, the sample will be classified as a noisy
label and removed from the training set.

fNL(xi) = CICi
m > τcic

∨
TICi

m > τtic (5)

where τcic and τtic are thresholds for CIC and TIC respectively,
with the value of τcic being less than τtic. The mathemati-
cal symbol

∨
represents logical OR. τcic usually corresponds

to the number of epochs in the early stages of the model, and

τtic can typically be equal to the number of epochs in the later
stages of model training. Since the model tends to prioritize fit-
ting clean labels in the early stages of training, and only starts
fitting noisy labels in the middle to later stages [19], noisy la-
bels often remain classified as inconsistent samples for multiple
epochs in the early stages of training. It’s only in the mid to later
stages when they are fitted by the model that they become hard
or easy samples. Therefore, CIC can effectively filter out most
noisy labels in the early stages of training with a small thresh-
old τcic. TIC, on the other hand, uses a larger threshold τtic, to
filter noisy labels by accumulating inconsistent counting, is less
susceptible to random fluctuations and typically achieves higher
recall rates.

2.3. Curriculum learning

Curriculum learning is a training strategy that mimics the cog-
nitive learning process of humans, where the model starts learn-
ing from easy samples and gradually increases difficulty. This
method effectively reduces the model’s fitting to noisy labels.
We apply curriculum learning to hard samples using a prede-
fined retention threshold τm as detailed in Equation 6.

τm =


0, if m ≤ e1

s1 ∗ m−e1
e2−e1

, if e1 < m ≤ e2

s1 + (s2 − s1) ∗ m−e2
e3−e2

, if e2 < m ≤ e3

s2, otherwise.

(6)

where e1 is the epoch for warm-up, and e2 is the epoch for grad-
ually reducing inconsistent/hard samples for the gradient back-
propagation. e3 is the epoch for linearly increasing the difficulty
of hard samples. s1 and s2 are the lower and upper bounds of
τm, respectively. m is the current epoch number. s1 and s2 can
be determined based on the task scenario or empirical values.

We use 1− sP to denote the difficulty of the sample. Only
when 1− sP < τm, the hard sample will be used to update the
model parameters. We do not use the loss value as the difficulty
of samples because the range of variation in loss values is large,
while the range of variation in cosine distance is fixed and unaf-
fected by the data and model framework. Moreover, classifying
samples based on cosine distance aligns more intuitively with
the actual application of speaker recognition.

3. Experiments
3.1. Datasets and Experiments setup

3.1.1. Datasets

We tested the performance of the proposed method in real-world
scenarios on the VoxCeleb2 [20] dataset. To evaluate the per-
formance under different ratios of noisy labels, we extracted
2000 speakers from the VoxCeleb2 dataset, comprising a total
of 162,901 utterances, as clean labels dataset. The remaining
speakers were considered as open-set noisy labels, and we sim-
ulated the pair noise by randomly adding them to clean dataset
according to different Noisy-to-Clean Ratio (NCR) values rang-
ing from 0% to 50%. We used the Original, Extended, and Hard
VoxCeleb1 [21] test sets as evaluation sets (Vox1-O, Vox1-E,
and Vox1-H).

3.1.2. Performance evaluation methods

We evaluate the accuracy of the speaker recognition model us-
ing the Equal Error Rate (EER). F1-score, Accuracy, Precision,
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Figure 1: Framework of the proposed method. Samples are classified into three categories: inconsistent, hard, and easy. The difficulty
of hard samples for gradient backpropagation is adjusted by tuning the retention threshold τm. From epoch e2 to e3, τm gradually
increases from s1 to s2, gradually increasing the difficulty of hard samples until most of them are retained for gradient backpropagation.
Easy samples always participate in gradient updates, while inconsistent samples only participate in gradient updates before epoch e1.
Samples classified as inconsistent are subjected to Continuous Inconsistent Counting (CIC) and Total Inconsistent Counting (TIC).
If either of these counts exceeds its corresponding threshold, the sample is considered a noisy label and immediately removed from the
training samples.

and Recall are used as evaluation metrics for assessing the ef-
fectiveness of noisy label detection.

3.1.3. Experiments setup

In this paper, both the training code and baseline are derived
from Wespeaker [22]. The backbone network chosen is the
ECAPA-TDNN [23] with 512 channels. The loss function em-
ployed is AAM-softmax, with a margin of 0.2 and a scale of
32. The pooling layer used is attention pooling. Features are
extracted using 80-dimensional Fbank, and the embedding di-
mension is set to 192. The MUSAN [24] and RIR [25] datasets
are respectively used for adding background noise and rever-
beration in on-the-fly data augmentation. Audios are randomly
chunked. All training runs for 150 epochs.

According to the requirements of the actual speaker recog-
nition application scenario for cosine distance, we set τP = 0.6,
τN = 0.4, s1 = 0.6 and s2 = 1.0. e1 is the warm-up stages,
and e2 can be 2 to 5 epochs larger than e1. We set e1 = 6,
e2 = 10 and e3 = 100. In our test datasets, the first 20-
30 epochs represent the early training stages, where accuracy
rapidly improves, while the 90-100 epochs represent the mid-
training stages, where accuracy gradually stabilizes. Therefore,
we set τcic = 25 and τtic = 95 accordingly.

3.2. Experimental results

3.2.1. Speaker recognition performance

As shown in Table 1, Co-teaching and our algorithm achieved
good performance in speaker recognition on the VoxCeleb2
dataset. However, since VoxCeleb2 itself contains only a small
number of noisy labels, the improvement for both methods is
not significant. Qin et al. [16] obtained that VoxCeleb2 contains

Table 1: The comparison of EER (%) results for speaker recog-
nition performance on the VoxCeleb2 dataset.

Methods vox1-O vox1-E vox1-H

Baseline 1.069 1.209 2.310
Co-teaching 1.016 1.239 2.275

Co-teaching+ 1.180 1.426 2.600
O2U-Net 1.067 1.341 2.457
OR-Gate 1.080 1.256 2.346

CEC 1.010 1.199 2.233

about 2.6% noisy labels through clustering, which is consistent
with our results. The poor performance of Co-teaching+ may
be attributed to its “Update by Disagreement” approach, where
a large proportion of disagreements between the two networks
are noisy labels. OR-Gate also did not achieve satisfactory re-
sults, possibly because the optimal hyperparameters mentioned
in the paper were determined without extensive data augmen-
tation. O2U-Net did not demonstrate its advantage because it
requires multi-round of training, while all our training was lim-
ited to 150 epochs, which is not sufficient for O2U-Net.

The results on datasets with different NCRs are shown in
Figure 2. It can be observed that both Co-teaching and our al-
gorithm demonstrate good robustness to increasing NCR val-
ues, and in comparison, our approach performs better on the
Vox1-O and Vox1-H test sets. O2U-Net performs well only on
relatively clean datasets. Co-teaching+ and OR-Gate exhibit
similar issues on the VoxCeleb2 dataset, resulting in subopti-
mal performance.

It is important to note that in other studies, the noisy label
ratio p is typically increased gradually while keeping the total
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Figure 2: The comparison of EER (%) results for speaker recog-
nition performance on datasets with different NCRs.

data volume constant. This results in a relative decrease in clean
labels, making it difficult to determine whether the deterioration
in model performance is due to an increase in noisy labels or a
decrease in clean labels. In contrast, we increase the number of
noisy labels while keeping the number of clean labels constant,
which enables us to better reflect the algorithm’s robustness to
different noisy label ratios. This is also why we use NCR in-
stead of p. We can consider that p = NCR

NCR+1
.

3.2.2. Noisy label detection performance

The noisy label detection results of each algorithm under dif-
ferent NCRs are shown in Figure 3. O2U-Net and our algo-
rithm perform well. In comparison, O2U-Net performs bet-
ter at low NCRs, while our method performs better at higher
NCRs. This is because some clean labels may be misclassified
as noisy labels by our algorithm. When NCR is low, the pro-
portion of such data is relatively high, which distorts the results
of F1-score, Accuracy and Precision, while Recall remains un-
affected. Through manual review, we found that these samples
include abnormal audio such as crying, laughing, screaming,
whispering, etc. Although these utterances are not noisy labels,
in small datasets lacking diversity, the model finds it difficult to
fit these challenging samples, thus misclassifying them as noisy
labels. O2U-Net effectively reduces false positives and avoids
this issue when provided with the correct noisy label propor-
tions.

Co-teaching performs well in terms of speaker recognition
performance, but its ability to detect noisy labels is inferior
to O2U-Net and CEC. This may be because Co-teaching and
Co-teaching+ are based on the loss ordering results of a sin-
gle epoch and filters high-loss samples according to the given
proportion of noisy labels, while O2U-Net and CEC determine
noisy labels based on multiple epochs. The existing parameters
of OR-Gate are not suitable for multiple data augmentation sce-
narios, resulting in a significant number of missed noisy labels.

3.3. Ablation experiments

We further conducted ablation experiments to validate the effec-
tiveness of each component in the proposed approach. To sim-
ulate datasets with fewer noisy labels similar to those encoun-
tered in real-world applications, we conducted ablation experi-
ments on a 5% NCR dataset. Table 2 displays the experimen-
tal results. The baseline represents not using any optimization
schemes, while CL represents curriculum learning. Our pro-
posed method shows an EER improvement of over 13% com-
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Figure 3: The comparison of results for noisy label detection
performance on datasets with different NCRs.

Table 2: The results of the ablation experiments on the simu-
lated dataset with an NCR of 5%.

Methods EER(%) Recallvox1-O vox1-E vox1-H

Baseline 3.112 3.060 5.198 -
w/o CIC 2.619 2.683 4.521 0.934
w/o TIC 2.597 2.685 4.538 0.992

w/o CIC/TIC 2.532 2.714 4.552 -
w/o CL 2.763 2.767 4.650 0.936

CEC 2.580 2.650 4.499 0.995

pared to the baseline. Among them, curriculum learning has a
greater impact on the model’s speaker recognition performance,
while CIC has a greater impact on noisy label detection perfor-
mance. CIC can screen out more than 90% of noisy labels in
the early stages of training, while TIC has better recall perfor-
mance (over 99%), enabling it to screen out noisy labels missed
by CIC in the later stages of training. Recall is used here be-
cause it more accurately reflects the performance of noisy label
detection on low NCR data, as mentioned before, Recall is not
affected by the presence of outlier data in the clean dataset.

4. Conclusions
In this paper, we propose CEC, a novel and effective framework
for noisy label detection. During training, we classify samples
into three categories: inconsistent, hard, and easy. The count
of samples classified as inconsistent is tracked using the CIC
and TIC metrics. Samples exceeding their respective thresh-
old counts are considered noisy labels. CIC effectively filters
out most noisy labels in the early stages of training, while TIC
further removes the remaining noisy labels in the later stages.
Additionally, we employ curriculum learning to gradually in-
crease the difficulty level of updating model parameters for hard
samples, preventing the model from fitting noisy labels. We
conducted experiments on both synthetic datasets and the real
dataset. Compared to other methods, our approach achieves op-
timal results in both speaker recognition performance and noisy
label detection capability.
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