2401.06980v1 [cs.CL] 13 Jan 2024

arxXiv

JOINT UNSUPERVISED AND SUPERVISED TRAINING FOR
AUTOMATIC SPEECH RECOGNITION VIA BILEVEL OPTIMIZATION

A F M Saif T, Xiaodong Cui*, Han Shen', Songtao Lu*, Brian Kingsbury*, Tianyi Chen'

TRensselaer Polytechnic Institute, Troy, NY, USA
*IBM Research Al, T. J. Watson Research Center, Yorktown Heights, NY, USA

ABSTRACT

In this paper, we present a novel bilevel optimization-based training
approach to training acoustic models for automatic speech recognition
(ASR) tasks that we term bi-level joint unsupervised and supervised
training (BL-JUST). BL-JUST employs a lower and upper level opti-
mization with an unsupervised loss and a supervised loss respectively,
leveraging recent advances in penalty-based bilevel optimization to
solve this challenging ASR problem with affordable complexity and
rigorous convergence guarantees. To evaluate BL-JUST, extensive
experiments on the LibriSpeech and TED-LIUM v2 datasets have
been conducted. BL-JUST achieves superior performance over the
commonly used pre-training followed by fine-tuning strategy.

Index Terms— bilevel optimization, automatic speech recogni-
tion, deep neural networks, unsupervised training, supervised training

1. INTRODUCTION

Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR) is a popular research area
that plays a vital role in improving both human—human and hu-
man-machine communication [[16]. It enables the smooth conversion
of speech signals into written text. Deep neural networks (DNNs)
have been used to improve ASR performance [16]]. However, their
performance usually relies on a large amount of labeled data that
is expensive to obtain [11]]. To overcome this issue, the two-stage
approach of pre-training followed by fine-tuning that we term PT+FT
thereafter has been actively studied and yielded good performance
(L} 2L [17, 18]]. In this strategy, a DNN model is first trained in an
unsupervised fashion on a large amount of unlabeled data. It is then
fine-tuned in a supervised training fashion on a small amount of
labeled data in downstream applications.

In the PT+FT approach, the ASR model is pre-trained inde-
pendently without considering any feedback from downstream fine-
tuning tasks [27]. Consequently, the fine-tuning step has limited
control over the upstream pre-training. Hence, when the pre-trained
and fine-tuned domains are not closely related, there is a mismatch
in transferring knowledge. In some cases, it may even adversely im-
pact the model’s performance, a phenomenon referred to as negative
transfer |23} 132]. Furthermore, the PT+FT approach necessitates two
separate training loops, where the first loop is for pre-training and the
second loop is for fine-tuning. This disconnected training increases
the complexity and time of training. To overcome the known limi-
tation of the two-stage PT+FT approach, this paper proposes a new
joint unsupervised and supervised training approach for ASR that
we term Bi-Level Joint Unsupervised and Supervised Training (BL-
JUST). Different from a related work [3]] on joint unsupervised and
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supervised training, BL-JUST allows the use of distinct datasets for
PT and FT stages and proposes a recursive training method based on
the bilevel optimization technique which has seen increasing success
in a broad variety of applications [[19} 9} 16} 113} 12]].

In general, bilevel optimization problems are optimization prob-
lems where the feasible set is determined (in part) using the solution
set of a second optimization problem [10]. Determining the feasible
set is generally called the lower-level problem and the second paramet-
ric optimization problem is called the upper-level problem [31}29].

In the context of ASR, we regard the unsupervised training stage,
which has the goal of learning generic representations of speech
signals that can be fine-tuned for a particular task, as the lower-level
problem. Ideally, the result of this lower-level problem is a set of
initial model parameters or weights of backbone layers that promote
successful and efficient learning in the upper-level supervised training,
which minimizes a task-specific loss given the lower-level parameters.

Our contributions in this paper can be summarized as follows:

C1) To overcome the data scarcity and negative transfer, we formu-
late the joint unsupervised and supervised training of acoustic
models in ASR tasks as a bilevel optimization problem.

C2) Leveraging recent advances in penalty-based bilevel optimiza-
tion, we propose BL-JUST, a novel joint unsupervised and
supervised training approach to solving the resultant bilevel
problem with a rigorous convergence guarantee.

C3) We carry out extensive experiments on the Librispeech and
TED-LIUM v2 datasets, showning that BL-JUST has supe-
rior performance over the PT+FT approach in terms of both
accuracy and runtime.

2. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We provide preliminaries on bilevel optimization, and formulate ASR
acoustic model training as a bilevel optimization problem.

2.1. Bilevel optimization preliminaries

Bilevel optimization is a two-level optimization problem. The upper-
level problem attempts to optimize an objective function while being
constrained by factors influenced by the solutions of the lower-level
problem. If the upper-level objective is defined as f : R% x R
R and the lower-level objective is defined as g : R% x R% +— R,
then the bilevel optimization problem can be written as

min f(#,0) st 0€S8(¢):=arg min g(¢,0) (1)
0er?0

$eR® gecrdo

where S(¢) are non-empty and closed sets given any ¢ € R%.
Though bilevel optimization has a wide range of applications, it
is difficult to solve due to its non-convex and non-differentiable
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Fig. 1: Comparison between the proposed BL-JUST training method
(bottom) with the PT+FT method (upper).

nature [S]. Recently, some implicit gradient-based and unrolled
differentiation-based methods have been developed to solve bilevel
optimization problems; see e.g., [26,[7,21]. However, those methods
are costly and thus are not scalable to large models used in ASR.

2.2. Bilevel optimization for acoustic model training

To reformulate the acoustic model training as a bilevel optimization
problem, we first introduce the unsupervised and supervised objective
functions we will use in this work.

For unsupervised training, we use the InfoNCE loss [22]] to learn
a good representation of the input speech from unlabeled data. Given
a set of N samples X = {z1,22,...,zn} and a similarity metric
f(-,-), the InfoNCE loss function, defined as

J (@1p, Ci(0))
Yowext f (@, C(0))

aims to maximize the probability of predicting the future sample
Z¢4+p given a contextual representation Cy(6) generated from the
speech sequence {x1, T2, ..., z¢ } up to time ¢ using a neural network
parameterized by 6. In the InfoNCE loss (), x4+, and C¢(6) form a
positive sample pair, and samples from the speech sequence at other
time steps, denoted as 2’ € X', together with Cy(0) form negative
pairs.

For supervised training, the Connectionist Temporal Classifica-
tion (CTC) loss [14]] is used. When the input sequence is z,, and
the label sequence is y.,, the CTC objective minimizes the negative
log-likelihood of the label sequence y,,, given by

Lxce(0) = —E |log )

N
Lere(g,0) = % Z —log P(yn|2(zn; ¢, 0)) 3)

n=1

where z(zn; ¢, 0) is the output of the model, ¢ is the parameters of
the model’s classification layer, and 6, which we call the “backbone,”
includes all the parameters except those from the classification layer.

In BL-JUST, we combine the two objective functions into a
bilevel optimization problem, where the upper-level objective is the
CTC loss and the lower-level objective is the InfoNCE loss:

min Lore(9,9)

’ . )
st. 0 €S :=arg min Lnce(6).

In (@), the lower-level unsupervised training problem serves as the
constraint for the backbone model parameters 6 in the optimization
of the upper-level supervised objective.

Input :Labeled data (x,y), unlabeled data (x¢4p, z'),
learning rates « and /3, and penalty constant y
Randomly initialize 61, ¢1
fork=1,2,3,..., K do
Update: 6541 via (@)
Update ¢x+1 via (7)
end

Output: 0k, ¢x
Algorithm 1: The BL-JUST Training Algorithm

The rationale for using the above bilevel optimization formula-
tion (@) is that due to the overparameterization of ASR models, while
there might be multiple values of # that minimize the unsupervised
InfoNCE loss, we want to find the one that also optimizes the super-
vised CTC loss. By solving the above bilevel optimization problem
(@), we can use the supervised objective to guide the unsupervised
training, and find a better feature representation with improved ASR
performance.

3. JOINT UNSUPERVISED AND SUPERVISED TRAINING

This section presents the algorithm and analyzes its convergence.
3.1. Training

To solve the joint training problem (@) efficiently, we employ the
penalty-based reformulation of the bilevel problem in ({@); that is

rgign F, (()237 9) = LCTC(d), 9) + ’VLNCE(G) %)

where v > 0 is a penalty constant that will be specified later. We will
rigorously establish the equivalence of the penalized reformulation
(3) and the original bilevel problem (@) in the next subsection.

With the penalized reformulation (3), BL-JUST jointly optimizes
the unsupervised and supervised training in a single loop. At first,
the backbone parameters € are randomly initialized with 6; and
the classification head parameters ¢ are initialized with ¢;. Then
applying the gradient descent to the penalized formulation @ with
respect to 6, we update the backbone model parameters 6; that is, the
kth iteration follows

Ox+1 = Ok — aVeLcro(dr, 0k) — ayVeLnce(0k)  (6)

where a > 0 is the learning rate. Please note that, different from
the conventional multi-objective training by linearly combining two
objective functions, the two gradient terms in (6] are evaluated using
labeled and unlabeled data, respectively.

Similarly, we can update the classification head parameters ¢ as

Ort+1 = &k — BV ¢ Lorc(dr, Or) @)

where 5> 0 is a pre-defined learning rate. Hence, the unsupervised
training is now coupled with the supervised training step. The BL-
JUST algorithm is summarized in Algorithm [I]

Remark 1 (Two-stage training versus BL-JUST training). The pro-
cess of PT+FT in a two-stage training model can be seen in Figure[T}
During pre-training, the model is trained for a number of iterations,
and then fine-tuned in a separate loop. However, the fine-tuning has
no impact on the pre-training. In contrast, the BL-JUST method
alternates between unsupervised and supervised training, allowing
the unsupervised training to receive feedback from the supervised
training. This leads to a more cohesive and effective training process.



3.2. Convergence

Before performing the convergence analysis, we first make the fol-
lowing assumptions.

Assumption 1. Consider the following assumptions:

(a) The loss Lere(+, 0) is L-Lipschitz continuous in ¢ given 0.

(b) Define Licy, = ming Lncr(6). There exists > 0 such
that Lnce(0) satisfies the PL inequality |V Lnog(0)|* >
+ (Lnce(9) — Lic)-

(c) The gradient V F., (¢, 0) is L--Lipschitz continuous.

The Lipschitz gradient assumptions are standard in finite-time
convergence analysis of gradient based methods, see e.g., [4]. Recent
studies found that over-parameterized neural networks can lead to
losses that satisfy the PL inequality [18].

Following [30} Proposition 2], we obtain the next lemma.

Lemma 1 (Equivalence of the penalized formulation). Under As-
sumption |l with a prescribed accuracy 6 > 0, set y > L+/3ud—1.
If (T, y~) is a local/global solution of (), it is also a local/global so-
lution of the following approximate problem of @) with some ey < 0:

¢E%1’19H€®LCTC (d), 19) S.1. LNCE(Q) — mein LNCE(Q) < €. (8)

This lemma suggests one can solve the penalized problem in (3)
locally/globally to solve the original problem in {@). To solve (3)), we
can view the BL-JUST algorithm in Algorithm [T]as performing the

projected gradient descent method. Next, we present the theorem on
the convergence of Algorithm[T]based on [30, Theorem 3].

Theorem 1 (Convergence rate of BL-JUST). Consider Algorithm
Suppose Assumptions |I| holds. Select an accuracy § and B €
(0, L5, 7y chosen by Lemmal[l} Then it holds that

i) With C =inf 4 ¢y Lorc (9, 0), it holds that

K 2712
1 5 _ 18(Fy(¢1,61) —C) 10L*L2
= < .
KkEZIIIVFw(%Hk)II < 5K +—%

ii) Suppose limy_, oo (P1, Or) = (6%, 0%), then (¢*,0%) is a station-
ary point of @). If (¢*,0") is a local/global solution of the penalized
problem ), then it is a local/global solution of (8) with some e+, < 4.

Theorem [I] suggests the iteration complexity to achieve e-
stationary point is O(L~e~ "), which matches the complexity of the
gradient descent-based supervised training method [4].

4. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we carry out experiments on ASR tasks to show the
effectiveness of BL-JUST and compare it with supervised baselines
and the commonly used PT+FT strategy. Code is available at GitHub.

4.1. Experimental Setting

Dataset We evaluate BL-JUST on LibriSpeech [24] and TED-LIUM
v2 [28]. The Librispeech dataset has 960 hours of speech. The TED-
LIUM v2 dataset has 207 hours of speech for training and about 4
hours for validation. The sampling rate of both datasets is 16KHz.

Model We use two model architectures for acoustic models. One is
conformer [15], and the other is a bi-directional LSTM model on top
of residual convolutional layers, which is referred to as CNN-LSTM.

Table 1: WERSs under various hyperparameter settings of BL-JUST
using conformer and CNN-LSTM acoustic models on Librispeech.
There are 860 hours of data in the lower-level unsupervised training
and 100 hours of data in the upper-level supervised training.

o B8 Rateof v WER

5x1072 5x1072 0.01 11.2%

Conformer  °*% 1073 5x 10—? 0.004 10.0%
5x107*  5x1073 0.002  9.2%

5x107%  5x107* 0.002 8.3%

5%1072  5x107?2 0.01 14.0%

5x107%  5x1073 0.004 11.5%

CNN-LSTM 5x107* 5x1073 0.002  10.6%
5x107% 5x107% 0.002 9.4%

Table 2: WERs of supervised training baseline, PT+FT and BL-JUST
using conformer and CNN-LSTM acoustic models, respectively, on
Librispeech. There are 100 hours of speech in training.

Model Method Test-clean  Test-other
Conformer Supervised baseline 11.0% 23.5%
PT+FT 10.3% 18.6%
BL-JUST 9.2% 16.4%
CNN-LSTM  Supervised baseline 16.9% 25.4%
PT+FT 14.0% 19.6%
BL-JUST 10.6% 18.7%

There are 7 conformer blocks in the conformer model with 512 hidden
units and 8 64-dimensional attention heads in each conformer block.
The convolution kernel size is 31. The conformer model has about
52M parameters. The CNN-LSTM model has 3 convolutional layers
on top of which are 5 LSTM layers. There are 32 feature maps in
each convolutional layer with a kernel size 3x3 and stride 1. There are
256x2 hidden units in each LSTM layer. The LSTM acoustic model
has about 27M parameters. For both acoustic models, the input is
80-dimensional logmel features and the output is 1,000 BPE units.
We used beamsearch decoder and WordPiece for tokenization.

Training strategy All models are trained using the AdamW op-
timizer [20]]. For supervised models, the learning rate starts with
5x107*. In the PT+FT and BL-JUST, learning rates start from
5x 1073 for unsupervised training and 5x 10~ for supervised train-
ing. A learning rate scheduler was employed to reduce the learning
rate when the validation loss plateaued. Specifically, we set the pa-
tience value to 20 and the reduction factor to 0.1. Consequently, our
training process monitored the validation loss for 20 epochs, and
if no improvement was observed, it reduced the learning rate by a
factor of 0.1. We trained BL-JUST and the baseline methods for 100
epochs. In the case of the PT+FT method, we first pre-trained the
model for 100 epochs and subsequently fine-tuned it for an additional
100 epochs. In BL-JUST, « is monotonically increasing from 0 with
a linear rate of 0.002 over epochs. These hyper-parameters are opti-
mized based on the ASR performance in Table[I} SpecAug [25] is
used for data augmentation in the training.

4.2. ASR Performance

We compared BL-JUST with two training approaches. We first com-
pare BL-JUST with supervised training where the acoustic models
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Table 3: WERs of supervised training baseline, PT+FT and BL-JUST
using conformer and CNN-LSTM acoustic models, respectively, on
Librispeech. There are 960 hours of speech in training.

Model Method Test-clean  Test-other
Conformer Supervised baseline 8.6% 11.3%
PT+FT 6.5% 9.2%
BL-JUST 5.2% 7.8%
CNN-LSTM  Supervised baseline 9.9% 16.5%
PT+FT 8.5% 14.0%
BL-JUST 6.2% 13.2%

Table 4: WERSs of supervised training, PT+FT and BL-JUST using
conformer and CNN-LSTM acoustic models, respectively, on Lib-
rispeech. There are 860 hours of speech in lower-level unsupervised
training and 100 hours of speech in upper-level supervised training.

Model Method Test-clean  Test-other
Conformer Supervised baseline 11.0% 23.5%
PT+FT 9.8% 14.5%
BL-JUST 8.3% 13.2%
CNN-LSTM  Supervised baseline 16.9% 25.4%
PT+FT 13.2% 15.7%
BL-JUST 9.4% 14.5%

are trained with labeled data in the conventional manner, which is
referred to as the supervised baseline. We also compare BL-JUST
with the PT+FT strategy where the acoustic model is first trained with
unlabelled data in an unsupervised way and then it is fine-tuned with
labeled data under supervised training.

We consider three setups on Librispeech with a 100-hour/860-
hour split. In Setup 1, we used only 100 hours of speech to train
supervised baseline, PT+FT and BL-JUST. For PT+FT and BL-JUST,
we used the same 100 hours of data for both unsupervised and su-
pervised training; see the results in Table 2} In Setup 2, we used
all 960 hours of speech to re-run the unsupervised and supervised
training like Setup 1; see the results in Table[3] In Setup 3, we use
100 hours of speech data for a supervised baseline. In PT+FT and
BL-JUST, we use 860 hours of speech for unsupervised training and
100 hours of speech for supervised training; see the results in Table[d]
Analogously, we conduct experiments on TED-LIUM v2 using the
conformer acoustic model. We use 70% of its data for unsupervised
training and 30% for supervised training; see the results in Table

From the tables, BL-JUST outperforms the conventional PT+FT
and the supervised baseline that only relies on available labeled data.
Specifically, in TableBL-JUST outperforms PT+FT by almost 1%
using conformer and 3.5% using CNN-LSTM. with more data for
unsupervised and supervised training this margin increases. In Tables
[B]and[@ BL-JUST outperforms PT+FT by almost 1.3% and 1.5%
using conformer and 2.3% and 3.8% using CNN-LSTM, respectively.
Similar observations can also be made in Table [5lon TED-LIUM v2.

Note that BL-JUST combines unsupervised and supervised train-
ing in a single training loop which effectively reduces the number of
epochs needed. Figure[2]shows a comparison between the computa-
tional cost of PT+FT and BL-JUST. To generate Figure[2] we first
recorded the time taken by the PT+FT method for pre-training and
separately for fine-tuning. We then combined these times to calculate
the total time. For the BL-JUST method, we only needed to mea-

Table 5: WERs on TED-LIUM v2 using a conformer acoustic model.

Method Valid. set Testset % of Labeled data
Supervised baseline 9.6% 7.0% 100%
Supervised baseline 25.4% 21.3% 30%
PT+FT 15.2% 13.4% 30%
BL-JUST 14.4% 12.2% 30%

Table 6: Effect of rate of change of penalty constant in bilevel opti-
mization under various amounts of supervised and unsupervised data.

supervised/unsupervised
~ change rate

100h/100h  100h/860h  960h/960h
0.000 13.6% 13.2% 12.1%
0.010 12.4% 11.8% 10.9%
0.008 11.8% 11.3% 10.2%
0.006 11.0% 10.4% 9.0%
0.004 10.8% 9.6% 8.5%
0.002 9.2% 8.3% 7.8%

sure a single training time since BL-JUST combines both supervised
and unsupervised training within a single loop. The loss value here
present is the supervised CTC loss. It shows that, BL-JUST takes
much less time to achieve a certain loss value compared to PT+FT.

Training Loss Comparison

7 —e— Pre training+Fine tuning
\ BL-JUST

o

Training Loss
N w s u o

Time (minutes)

Fig. 2: Training losses of BL-JUST vs. PT+FT on 100 hours of
speech in Librispeech. The acoustic model is conformer.

4.3. Effect of penalty constant

We investigate the impact of the penalty constant, -, of bilevel opti-
mization, to BL-JUST. Table[6] shows WERs under different growth
rates of y. We gradually increase the growth rate starting from 0. A
slowly increasing -y gives better performance over the constant «y. The
best rate is 0.002 which is consistent across all setups on Librispeech.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we proposed BL-JUST, an effective training strategy
that performs unsupervised and supervised training jointly based
on a principled bilevel optimization framework. BL-JUST intro-
duces a feedback loop between unsupervised and supervised training
compared to the conventional two-stage PT+FT training strategy. Ex-
tensive experiments on Librispeech and TED-LIUM v2 datasets show
that BL-JUST can give superior performance in reducing WERs and
improving training efficiency.
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