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Abstract

Representation learning refers to the problem of transforming high-dimensional
and possibly noisy raw inputs to compact and informative representations of the
data. Unlike traditional hand-engineered features, representation learning can au-
tomatically capture the underlying structure and patterns hidden in the surface fea-
tures, which can be useful for improving performance on downstream tasks and im-
proving generalization.

This thesis focuses on representation learning for sequence data over time or
space, aiming to improve downstream sequence prediction tasks by using the learned
representations. This problem is challenging because the sequences can be very
diverse. For example, if the series is a continuous signal like a speech recording,
sources of variation include (but are not limited to) linguistic material, different
speakers, and distinct recording environments. Supervised learning has been the
most dominant approach for training deep neural networks for learning good se-
quential representations. However, one limiting factor to scale supervised learning
is the lack of enough annotated data.

Motivated by this challenge, it is natural to explore representation learning meth-
ods that can utilize large amounts of unlabeled and weakly labeled data, as well as
an additional data modality. I describe my broad study of representation learning
for speech data. Unlike most other works that focus on a single learning setting, this
thesis studies multiple settings: supervised learning with auxiliary losses, unsuper-
vised learning, semi-supervised learning, and multi-view learning. Besides different
learning problems, I also explore multiple approaches for representation learning.
In this thesis, I focus on speech data, but the methods can also be applied to other
domains.

In Chapter 3, I systematically study autoencoders for acoustic representation
learning, and I show that speech recognition can benefit from the representations
learned by a variational autoencoder (VAE) with a feedforward encoder when the
VAE is trained using a much larger unlabeled dataset. To the best of my knowledge,
this is the first work to experimentally show that VAEs learn representations that sig-
nificantly improve speech recognition and outperform autoencoding approaches
that do not use variational inference. I also explore in depth what makes VAEs pow-
erful for representation learning. I find that their KL divergence term provides regu-
larization effects which may play a critical role in representation learning.

In Chapter 4, I contribute new techniques for variational representation learn-
ing models in a multi-view learning setting. Specifically, I extend variational canoni-
cal correlation analysis (VCCA), an unsupervised multi-view representation learning
method, with more informative sample-specific priors. My proposed extension of
VCCA learns representations that improve speech recognition performance, when
we have access to multi-view training data consisting of audio paired with articula-
tory measurements. I also explore two specific problems in multi-view learning —
cross-domain multi-view learning and label embedding. I investigate learning an
acoustic encoder using an additional modality (view) when we don’t have access to



paired in-domain multi-view data. I explore multiple transfer learning techniques
and optimization techniques to exploit the learned acoustic-articulatory mapping
in the dataset where acoustic-articulatory pairs are accessible. I show that such
acoustic-articulatory mapping information can improve speech recognition, espe-
cially with small training datasets. For label embedding, I directly treat the label as
a second view and use the structural information hidden in the label to assist the
representation learning.

In Chapter 5, I study multitask recurrent representation learning, combining
supervised and unsupervised losses, and present several technical improvements
to variational sequential models. Unlike other variational sequential models devel-
oped prior to my work that focus on generation tasks and typically use unidirec-
tional recurrent layers as their encoders, I propose to use variational bidirectional
recurrent layers as an encoder to learn better-performing representations for down-
stream tasks. I also propose to factor the representation into a discriminative com-
ponent and a reconstruction-specific component. I also propose to update the pri-
ors dynamically, discuss the resulting benefits and limitations in depth, and pro-
pose potential extensions. My experimental results show that the proposed multi-
task representation learning framework works well for speech recognition, and also
text tasks like entity recognition and text chunking.

In Chapter 6 I focus on unsupervised sequential representation learning. I com-
pare multiple unsupervised learning approaches, including autoencoding, contrastive
learning, and masked reconstruction. I also contribute a new approach, multi-view
masked reconstruction. My experimental study shows that making representations
invariant to different domains and robust to distortions can improve speech recog-
nition performance and generalization to unseen data.

Overall, the field of representation learning is developing rapidly. State-of-the-
art results on speech related tasks are typically based on Transformers pre-trained
with large-scale self-supervised learning, which aims to learn generic representa-
tions that can benefit multiple downstream tasks. Since 2020, large-scale pre-training
has been the de facto choice to achieve good performance. This delayed thesis does
not attempt to summarize and compare with the latest results on speech representa-
tion learning; Instead, it presents a unique study on speech representation learning
before the Transformer era, that covers multiple learning settings. I believe some of
the findings in this thesis can still be useful today, and in Chapter 7 I conclude those
findings and discuss potential future work.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Representation learning [Bengio et al., 2013a, Goodfellow et al., 2016] refers to
the problem of transforming high-dimensional and possibly noisy raw inputs to bet-
ter organized and typically low-dimensional forms (e.g., fixed-length vectorial rep-
resentations). Supervised learning has been the most dominant approach for train-
ing deep neural networks for learning good representations. However, one limiting
factor to scale supervised learning is the lack of enough annotated data.

Motivated by the challenge, it is natural to explore methods that learn generic
information from a large amount of unlabeled data, such that the representation re-
veals explanatory factors hidden in the original noisy high-dimensional data mani-
fold. Actually, there is a long history of unsupervised representation learning. For
example, principal component analysis (PCA) [Jolliffe, 2011], canonical correla-
tion analysis (CCA) [Hotelling, 1936], and autoencoders [Hinton and Salakhutdi-
nov, 2006] are some well-known techniques for obtaining low-dimensional repre-
sentations from data. More recent works have shown that the generic representa-
tions learned from a large amount of data can be a good starting point for different
downstream tasks to achieve good performance in multiple application domains. In
natural language processing, BERT [Devlin et al., 2018] has achieved great success
in enhancing performance on many tasks. BERT learns contextual representations
from large amount of unstructured text, via filling in a masked portion of the in-
put from the available context. In computer vision, image inpainting [Pathak et al.,
2016] is a similar task where a context encoder is trained to fill in the missing part of
the image. Such pretext tasks, where the labels are directly derived from the data, are
widely used in computer vision for self-supervised learning. Many recent works on
self-supervised learning in computer vision either combine clustering with pretext
tasks, like [Caron et al., 2018, Li et al., 2021], or rely on contrastive learning [Becker
and Hinton, 1992, Bromley et al., 1993] given data-driven labels, like [Chen et al.,
2020a,b, Grill et al., 2020].
I addition, semi-supervised learning, which only requires a small amount of labels,
is another popular trend of research. These sort of methods typically can yield bet-
ter performance than self-supervised learning for the task at hand. Pseudo labeling
[Lee, 2013, Xie et al., 2020b], where a trained model is used to infer either soft or hard
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labels of the large amount of unlabeled data, has been shown to be an efficient way
of improving model performance for the target task, though the framework is sim-
ple. Instead of inferring the labels using a trained model, consistency regularization
[Laine and Aila, 2017, Miyato et al., 2019] enforces that an augmented sample should
have the same label as the original sample. Among many works that employ the
idea of consistency regularization, unsupervised data augmentation for consistency
training [Xie et al., 2020a] has been shown to be significantly helpful for classifica-
tion tasks on ImageNet and CIFAR, and sentiment analysis on IMDb. One challenge
to apply this idea to more tasks relies on how to conduct the consistency training
given more complex labels. Recently, this simple yet powerful technique has been
extended to automatic speech recognition [Chen et al., 2020c], natural language
processing [Lowell et al., 2021] and acoustic event classification [Zharmagambetov
et al., 2022].

This thesis focuses on representation learning for sequence data over time or
space, aiming to improve downstream sequence prediction tasks by using the learned
representations. This problem is challenging because the sequences can be very
diverse. For example, if the series is a continuous signal like a speech recording,
sources of variation include (but are not limited to) linguistic material, different
speakers, and distinct recording environments. If the sequence is discrete like text,
it can comprise a vast vocabulary of input symbols. Besides the variations in se-
quence data, the diverse context and pattern further complicate the problem of se-
quence representation learning. For example, some sequence data (e.g., human
speech) may exhibit a smoother structure than others (e.g., cardiogram). Some data
(e.g., smoke alarm sound) may have a clear periodic pattern while others (e.g., glass
breaking sound) do not. Such diverse structural information is hidden in the se-
quence data, making it challenging to design universally applicable representation
learning algorithms. In this thesis, we focus on speech data, and also show applica-
tions of our work to text data.

We are interested in developing an intermediate variable-length representation
of surface features and capturing the information needed for downstream sequence
prediction tasks. If some amount of supervision from downstream tasks is avail-
able, we also expect to filter out information unrelated to the downstream tasks from
the learned representation. In this thesis, we consider four settings: 1) Representa-
tion learning with supervision from downstream tasks, specifically joint training of
a representation model and the relevant tasks in a multitask learning framework,
2) Semi-supervised representation learning, where we have extra (typically a large
amount of) unlabeled sequences not present in the multitask learning scenario, 3)
Unsupervised representation learning, where we do not use labels of downstream
tasks when training the feature extractors. In the third setting, the feature extractor
is either fixed or fine-tuned when learning models for the downstream tasks with la-
bel information, and 4) Multi-view representation learning, where in addition to the
data we are targeting, we also have access to aligned data from another “view" (e.g.
another measurement modality). In addition, we consider both feedforward and re-
current neural models. One feature that sets this work apart from much other work
on representation learning is that we explore these multiple settings, whereas much
of the existing work tends to focus on a single setting (say, recurrent unsupervised
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ut = xt

ut = xt+1

ut = xt−1

ut = [xt−K :t+K ]

ut = 1
2K+1

{∑t+K
j=t−K x j

}
ut =

[
α j x j

]
t−K≤ j≤t+K s.t.

∑t+K
j=t−K α j = 1 and α j ≥ 0 for each j

ut = x j with probability p j , and
∑T

j=1 p j = 1

Table 1.0.1: Summary of different choices of reconstruction targets ut .

models).
We are interested in computing a representation sequence z1:T that can be used

as input for downstream sequence prediction tasks, given an input sequence x1:T .
Due to the benefits of multitask learning or training on a large amount of unlabeled
samples, we expect that making predictions based on the acquired representation
z1:T will be more accurate than making predictions based directly on the raw input
x1:T .

Much of our work focuses on reconstruction-based approaches. We first learn
a compressed (e.g., lower-dimensional) time-dependent latent representation zt =
f (x1:T , t ), a function of the input sequence and time step t , and use zt to recon-
struct its target ut (e.g., xt or xt−1:t+1). For example, one approach for representa-
tion learning is autoencoding, that is encoding and then reconstructing the input;
in that framework, ut is the input itself. We use variational inference ( [Kingma and
Welling, 2013, Rezende et al., 2014]) to learn a posterior distribution of zt , that is
q(zt |x1:T , t ), and reconstruct the target ut based on zt .

Possible choices of ut are listed in Table 1.0.1. When choosing ut to be ex-
actly xt , we are encouraging zt to capture very local information – key informa-
tion needed to reconstruct a single frame xt , while requesting zt to reconstruct a
(weighted) window as shown in the table would encourage zt to capture contextual
information.

Experimental study suggests that our variational representation learning ap-
proaches following this paradigm help learn better-performing representations for
a few tasks (e.g., speech recognition, named entity recognition, and text chunking)
when we jointly optimize the unsupervised and supervised objectives. One of our
findings is that, while variational reconstruction-based methods work well for learn-
ing unsupervised feedforward representations, they are less successful for recurrent
representations. For this reason we study several other approaches for recurrent
representation learning. We hypothesize that when a recurrent neural network is
used, the full context of the input utterance is available and thus the reconstruction
task becomes much easier, thus preventing learning meaningful representations. In
addition to studying different reconstruction targets, we study a variety of other as-
pects of variational representation learning models, and propose improvements to
them in several learning settings.
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Expanding upon our hypothesis and also the success of unsupervised pre-training
algorithms across different domains [Schneider et al., 2019, Devlin et al., 2018, Baevski
et al., 2020a,b], we further experiment with some recent unsupervised learning tech-
niques and their extensions. These methods either try to learn the future contents
based on the seen part of the input sequence or learn masked content that is not
part of the input to the encoder. Compared with a bidirectional encoder that has
seen the entire sequence and tries to reconstruct all time steps, the learning tasks
of these methods are more difficult. We investigated contrastive predictive coding
(CPC, [Oord et al., 2018]), masked reconstruction [Wang et al., 2020], masked re-
construction combined with CPC and multi-view masked reconstruction. We found
that all these techniques improve over baseline recognizers when the size of the un-
labeled training data is much larger than the size of labeled training data.

1.1 CONTRIBUTIONS

We summarize our contributions:

1 We show variational inference can learn useful representations for several
downstream tasks: We systematically study reconstruction-based sequence
representation learning and show it is helpful for several sequence labeling
and sequence transduction tasks in speech and NLP. In Chapter 3, we show
that speech recognition can benefit from the representations learned by VAE
(with a feedforward encoder) when the VAE is trained using a much larger un-
labeled dataset. In Chapter 5, we extend variational representation learn-
ing to recurrent models, and to a multitask learning setting, and show that
variational representation learning can consistently improve the accuracy of
speech recognition, named entity recognition, and chunking tasks.

2 We contribute several technical improvements to variational sequential mod-
els:

1 Bidirectional encoders: Unlike other variational sequential models de-
veloped prior to our work [Chung et al., 2015b, Fraccaro et al., 2016]
that focus on generation tasks and typically use unidirectional recurrent
layers as their encoders, we propose to use variational bidirectional re-
current layers as encoder to learn better-performing representations
for downstream tasks of interest.

2 Learning better representations using heuristic priors: We show that
using heuristic priors, e.g., using a posterior of zt learned in earlier epochs
as a prior in later epochs, can provide more informative guidance and
assist both feedforward and recurrent encoders in learning better repre-
sentations for downstream discriminative tasks.

3 Factoring label-related and reconstruction-specific information: We
factorize the discriminative task-specific and reconstruction task-specific
information by introducing one auxiliary latent variable used only for re-
construction tasks. We show such a design encourages the main latent
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variable to capture more discriminative information w.r.t. the supervised
tasks.

4 Reconstructing contiguous time steps: Our vanilla model reconstructs
all time steps of an input sequence independently given hidden states
of the bidirectional recurrent encoder. We explore reconstructing more
context-aware targets, like a few contiguous weighted frames, rather than
a single frame xt given the bidirectional recurrent encoder hidden state
ht .

5 Sharing only low-level representations: We find that when the super-
vised loss and the reconstruction loss favor different types of represen-
tations, using an encoder fully shared by both supervised and unsuper-
vised tasks has negative impact on the performance of the supervised
tasks; thus, it is preferred to share only the low-level representation lay-
ers among the different tasks, and still have private layers for each task.

3 We contribute new techniques for variational representation learning models
in a multi-view learning setting (shown in Chapter 4). Specifically, We extend
variational canonical correlation analysis (VCCA [Wang et al., 2016]), an un-
supervised multi-view representation learning method, with more informa-
tive sample-specific priors. Our experimental study indicates that the exten-
sion of VCCA can learn better representations in terms of speech recognition.
We also explore two specific problems in multi-view learning — cross-domain
multi-view learning and label embedding. We study transferring the second
modality information in the source domain to a target domain without its sec-
ond modality for cross-domain multi-view learning. For label embedding, we
directly treat the label as a second view and use the structural information
hidden in the label to assist the representation learning.

4 We study masked reconstruction for self-supervised learning in Chapter 6,
and contribute a new approach, multi-view masked reconstruction. We also
find using a linear adaptation layer is one simple but powerful technique to
address the potential domain mismatch between unlabeled datasets (used for
pre-training) and labeled datasets.

The remainder of the thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 2 provides a quick
summary of work on representation learning based on generative modeling, dis-
cusses a mutual information maximization view of representation learning and lists
related work on representation learning for speech processing. Chapter 3 and 4 de-
scribe our feedforward models for single-view and multi-view representation learn-
ing work, respectively. We then describe our reconstruction-based representation
learning using RNN encoders in multitask learning scenarios in Chapter 5, and in
unsupervised and semi-supervised setting in Chapter 6. In Chapter 6, we demon-
strate the difficulty of performing unsupervised sequential representation learning
via maximizing ELBO (especially when a RNN encoder is used). We show that more
recent pre-training techniques like CPC and masked reconstruction can learn rep-
resentations more useful for speech recognition. We extend the current masked re-

8



construction pre-training approach in multi-view-learning scenario and show it im-
proves upon masked reconstruction for speech recognition tasks. In Chapter 7, we
conclude the thesis and propose a few future research directions.
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CHAPTER 2

BACKGROUND AND RELATED

WORK

Using large amount of data is vital for the success of representation learning.
One way to utilize a large amount of (unlabeled) data X is to learn a mapping for
each x ∈X to a distribution qφ(z|x) that captures the key information in x in latent
variable z. Samples of qφ(z|x) or Eqφ(z|x)(z) can be used as a representation for x. For
example, when assuming the posterior q to be a Gaussian distribution, the mean
typically would be used as the representation of x for downstream tasks if only one
sample can be used. The mapping can be learned by maximizing the objective:

Eqφ(z|x)
{
log pθ(x|z)

}
(2.0.1)

q can be a Bernoulli distribution [Bengio et al., 2013b], a categorical distribu-
tion [Jang et al., 2016, Maddison et al., 2016, van den Oord et al., 2017], a Gauss-
ian distribution [Kingma and Welling, 2013], a Gaussian mixture [Makhzani et al.,
2015], a Markov chain [Salimans et al., 2015] or other flexible multimodal distribu-
tions [Rezende and Mohamed, 2015]. The Gaussian posterior is used most widely
due to its simplicity.

When qφ(z|x) = δ(
z = fφ(x)

)
(where δ denotes the Dirac-delta distribution and

fφ is a non-linear mapping, e.g. multiple layers of feedforward neural networks,
parameterized by φ), the mapping becomes deterministic. For example, traditional
autoencoders (AE) [Hinton and Salakhutdinov, 2006] learn a deterministic mapping
for each sample x and reconstruct x given the mapping. By compressing x to a low-
dimensional code while still being able to accurately reconstruct x, an AE learns
a lossy representation that retains enough information to recover x. However, in
[Vincent et al., 2008, 2010], the authors point out that merely retaining sufficient in-
formation for reconstructing x is not sufficient to learn a robust representation that
can generalize well. AE/DAE and their variations (e.g. sparse AE [Ng et al., 2011],
contractive AE [Rifai et al., 2011b], higher order contractive AE [Rifai et al., 2011a]
and stacked AE [Vincent et al., 2010, Masci et al., 2011]) have been widely applied
in domains like recommendation systems [Sedhain et al., 2015], speech processing

10



[Lu et al., 2013, Feng et al., 2014] and natural language processing [Liou et al., 2014].

! ""

! "

#$%& '(

Figure 2.0.1: Illustration of a variational autoencoder (VAE), with the input being
acoustic measurements. A VAE consists of an inference network qφ(z|x) and a gen-
eration network pθ(x|z). We typically use the mean of qφ(z|x) as a representation of
x for downstream tasks.

We can also consider representation learning from a Bayesian perspective. Con-
sider the joint density of the latent variable z and observation x ∈X :

pθ(x, z) = pθ(z)pθ(x|z) (2.0.2)

with pθ(z) =N (0, I ) being a common choice, and whose marginal distribution is:

pθ(x) =
∫

z
pθ(x, z)d z (2.0.3)

The representation pθ(z|x) can be calculated via pθ(z|x) = pθ(z)pθ(x|z)
pθ(x) , which

is typically intractable 1 as calculating Equation (2.0.3) is intractable when a deep
neural network is used.

A variational autoencoder (VAE [Kingma and Welling, 2013] and [Rezende et al.,
2014], as shown in Figure 2.0.1) approximates the intractable posterior using an
inference network parameterized by φ. VAEs convert the posterior approximation
problem into an optimization problem.

More specifically, a VAE learns inference network parameters φ and generative
model parameters θ jointly by maximizing the Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO) (for
derivation, please see Equation (8.2.1) in the Appendix):

Eqφ(z|x)
{

log pθ(x|z)
}−DKL

(
qφ(z|x)∥pθ(z)

)
(2.0.4)

Equation (2.0.4) intends to maintain a small divergence between posterior and
prior, while reconstructing well the observations (using samples of posterior). The

1There is a line of research designing flow-based generation networks, which can implicitly obtain
pθ(z|x) via a sequence of invertible transformations, e.g. [Dinh et al., 2014, 2016, Kingma and Dhariwal,
2018], such that the posterior is actually tractable. However, the representation needs to have the same
dimension as the high-dimensional input.
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posterior distribution is typically diagonal Gaussian in order to accelerate computa-
tion (i.e., the computation on each dimension decorrelates with others). To approxi-
mate the expectation of the log likelihood with respect to the approximate posterior
in Equation (2.0.4), Monte Carlo sampling is used. Sampling from qφ(z|x) is per-
formed via the “reparameterization trick”, that is, drawing samples δ from N (0, I )
and then computing samples of the posterior as µ(x)+δ⊙σ(x), allowing the gradi-
ent w.r.t. (θ,φ) to be computed easily by automatic differentiation.

There have been many studies aiming to better understand ELBO and to im-
prove VAE [He et al., 2019, Razavi et al., 2019a, van den Oord et al., 2017, Razavi
et al., 2019b, Shu et al., 2018, Rainforth et al., 2018, Alemi et al., 2017, Zhao et al.,
2017, Serban et al., 2016, Hoffman and Johnson, 2016]. [Zhao et al., 2017, Razavi
et al., 2019a, He et al., 2019] focus on alleviating the “posterior collapse” issue of
VAE (i.e., one major issue during the VAE training which would be discussed in later
chapters), [van den Oord et al., 2017, Razavi et al., 2019b] circumvent the posterior
collapse issue by quantizing the learned representations, [Hoffman and Johnson,
2016] demonstrates that a good prior would further improve ELBO and [Serban
et al., 2016] designs a multimodal prior to match the multiple modes in the data,
while [Shu et al., 2018, Rainforth et al., 2018, Alemi et al., 2017] describe the poten-
tial issue of maximizing ELBO and show that tighter ELBO does not guarantee better
generation and generalization.

All AEs, DAEs and VAEs learn representations by reconstructing the input. [Vin-
cent et al., 2008, 2010, Hjelm et al., 2018] motivate why we can learn representations
by reconstructing the input samples by demonstrating that reconstructing an input
sample x based on a learned representation z amounts to maximizing one lower
bound of mutual information I (X ; Z ). In [Alemi et al., 2016], the authors show that
the ELBO of a VAE (Equation (2.0.4)) is also a lower bound of the below regularized
mutual information

I (X ; Z )−βI (Z ; i ) (2.0.5)

when β= 1, where i represents the identity of sample x and β is nonnegative. Note,
“identity" is not the “label" of x. It can simply be the index of x in the training sample
list. Thus, all these of “autoencoding” approaches can be unified under the umbrella
of mutual information, while VAE learns information with (a tunable level of) regu-
larization. In fact, recent empirical study [Bowman et al., 2015] shows that putting a
monotonically increasing weight (β) on the KL divergence term of Equation (2.0.4)
can in practice encourage VAEs to learn high-level information such as the style,
topic, and synthetic features of a sentence.

VAEs have also been extended to better model sequence data in a number of
ways. [Fabius and van Amersfoort, 2014] learn a single representation for the en-
tire sequence, while [Hsu et al., 2017] learn both a whole-sequence representa-
tion and a set of representations for pre-defined segments of the given sequence.
For many tasks, such as the ones we consider here, it is desirable to represent a
length-T input sequence x1:T with a corresponding length-T latent sequence z1:T

so as to fit directly into typical recurrent network-based prediction models. Sev-
eral recent approaches fit this criterion [Krishnan et al., 2015, Archer et al., 2015,
Chung et al., 2015b, Fraccaro et al., 2016, Goyal et al., 2017, Chen et al., 2018]. Learn-
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ing is again done by maximizing an ELBO, with the main differences among ap-
proaches being the specific forms of the prior p(z1:T ) (typically parameterized so as
to capture dynamics in the latent space), the generation distribution pθ(x1:T |z1:T ),
and the approximate posterior qφ(z1:T |x1:T ). For example, direct recurrent con-
nections between stochastic variables [Fraccaro et al., 2016], or indirect recurrent
connections, e.g. ht−1 → zt−1 → ht → zt [Chung et al., 2015b, Goyal et al., 2017]
where ht is the t th hidden state, are often introduced in p(z1:T ) to model the de-
pendence between neighboring latent variables. While this is more powerful than
a simpler prior for the purpose of generation, it poses challenges for designing the
approximate posteriors due to the dependencies among zt ’s. On the other hand,
given z1:T , the generation model is often fully factorized into T independent terms:
pθ(x1:T |z1:T ) =∏T

t=1 pθ(xt |zt ). Most prior work on variational recurrent models has
focused on generation quality and likelihood evaluation, or more recently, some
variational models focus on learning disentangled static and dynamic representa-
tions, including [Hsu et al., 2017, Bai et al., 2021, Li and Mandt, 2018]. It is not clear,
however, that the learned representations are useful for downstream tasks.

Pre-training general language models are also a form for learning representa-
tions. [Radford et al., 2018, 2019] show that natural language understanding (com-
prising a wide range of very diverse tasks like document classification, named entity
recognition, semantic similarity assessment and question answering) can be greatly
improved via generative pre-training of a language model on unlabeled text from a
diverse corpus. Building upon unidirectional language models, [Peters et al., 2018]
trains both deep forward and backward models to learn forward and backward lan-
guage models respectively, and remembers the contextual embedding, the concate-
nation of forward and backward representations, of each word. The contextual em-
bedding forms the input for downstream tasks. The model is called Embeddings
from Language Models (or ELMo), and the authors show that these bidirectional
contextual representations can significantly improve state-of-the-art results across
a few challenging NLP problems.

Unlike in natural language processing where the input is discrete, the input
for speech/audio processing is typically continuous. The authors of [Chung et al.,
2019] propose an unsupervised autoregressive model called autoregressive predic-
tive coding (APC) for learning a speech representation via predicting the spectrum
of a future frame rather than the wave form. This idea is largely motivated by the
aforementioned large-scale pre-training methods. [Ling et al., 2020] also pursues
APC style training, but it learns bidirectional contextual representation by training
both forward and backward APC, then uses both pre-trained forward and backward
layers to initialize bidirectional encoders for downstream tasks.

However, all the aforementioned pre-training models and variational sequential
models are either unidirectional or ELMo style [Peters et al., 2018] bidirectional (e.g.
forward and backward encoders are trained separately). [Devlin et al., 2018] pro-
poses a bidirectional model for learning masked language models named “BERT”,
where the input is the sentence with randomly selected words masked, and the deep
bidirectional model tries to predict the masked words.

To apply BERT to a continuous signals like speech, [Wang et al., 2020] have de-
signed masked reconstruction bidirectional encoders, where the continuous speech
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signal is masked in both time and frequency domain and then the masked region is
reconstructed; [Baevski et al., 2020a] quantize the representations to a sequence of
discrete codes and then further use masked language modeling for learning. Our
VAE-based sequential representation learning approach is also natural to deep bidi-
rectional encoding, which is similar to BERT-style pre-training. It is different from
BERT in that the input to our model is not corrupted, and we learn the contextual
representation by reconstructing different forms of context (as listed in Table 1.0.1).

There is another line of contextual representation learning approaches that are
under the umbrella of maximizing mutual information, but are not reconstruction-
based. There is a long history for this kind of algorithms, e.g., the infomax principle
[Linsker, 1988] that maximizes the average shannon mutual information between
input and output, and infomax based independent component analysis (ICA) ap-
proaches [Bell and Sejnowski, 1995, Nadal and PARGA, 1999, Hyvärinen and Pa-
junen, 1999, Almeida, 2004]. However, most of these approaches are difficult to
adapt to deep learning, as deep neural estimation of mutual information is not easy.
Recently, [Belghazi et al., 2018] proposes a deep neural framework to effectively cal-
culate the mutual information of continuous variables. The resulting estimation is
strongly consistent with the true MI, and can be easily combined with a bidirectional
architecture.

Parallel to [Belghazi et al., 2018], contrastive predictive coding (CPC, [Oord
et al., 2018]) is proposed. This approach uses probabilistic contrastive loss to in-
duce contextual representations that are predictive of future time steps in latent
space. This amounts to maximizing a lower bound on mutual information between
the contextual representation and future time steps. Motivated by [Belghazi et al.,
2018, Oord et al., 2018], deep infomax (DIM [Hjelm et al., 2018]) is also proposed
and shows consistently good performance on different data sets and different tasks
in the vision domain. In fact, DIM shares some motivations and computations with
CPC, although there are some design and implementation differences. DIM also
explores MI estimators based on different divergences, including a KL divergence
based estimator ( [Belghazi et al., 2018]), Jensen-Shannon estimator ( [Nowozin et al.,
2016]), and noisy-contrastive estimator (used in CPC as a bound on MI).

Wav2vec [Schneider et al., 2019] is another recently proposed work whose moti-
vation and computations are similar to those of CPC. Compared with CPC, wav2vec
more thoroughly shows that a simple multi-layer pre-trained CNN can improve upon
a strong character-based log-mel filterbank baseline by a large margin. Further, the
authors combined wav2vec with BERT, resulting in the aforementioned vq-wav2vec
[Baevski et al., 2020a].

Besides the aforementioned works, one of the most important advancements in
representation learning is the transformer model [Vaswani et al., 2017], an attention-
based CNN architecture that can be parallelized more effectively than previous ar-
chitectures when processing sequence data. Almost all the state-of-the-art sequence
representation learning models are based on transformer, such as the latest imple-
mentation of BERT, wav2vec 2.0 [Baevski et al., 2020b] (the latest version of [Schnei-
der et al., 2019]), DeCoAR 2.0 [Ling and Liu, 2020] (the latest version of [Ling et al.,
2020]) and GPT 3 [Brown et al., 2020] (the latest version of [Radford et al., 2018]).
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CHAPTER 3

FEEDFORWARD MODELS FOR

REPRESENTATION LEARNING

In this chapter, we use feedforward neural networks to learn representations for
a given sequence x1:T . We consider learning a contextual representation of each
xt by compressing xt and its neighborhood, i.e. a window {xt−K , · · · , xt , · · · , xt+K }
centered at t , and reconstructing the window based on the compressed code. The
compressed code would be the desired representation of xt . The learning procedure
is illustrated in Figure 3.0.1.
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Figure 3.0.1: Illustration of feedforward representation learning with context win-
dow size W = 5. For every 5 consecutive time steps, we use a feedforward neural
network to infer a vector (z in the figure) as a contextual representation of the central
time step, and reconstruct the 5 consecutive time steps provided the representation.

[Alain and Bengio, 2014] show that regularized autoencoders [Vincent et al.,
2008, 2010, Makhzani et al., 2015] can implicitly learn data-generating density given
a large number of samples and enough model capacity. We are interested in whether
autoencoder-type generative models, in particular variational autoencoders (VAE)
[Kingma and Welling, 2013, Rezende et al., 2014, Doersch, 2016], can learn useful
representations for downstream sequence prediction tasks like speech recognition,
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which has not yet been fully explored.
As discussed in [Alemi et al., 2016] and also in Chapter 2 of this thesis, Equa-

tion (2.0.4) with weight β on the KL divergence DKL
(
qφ(z|x)∥pθ(z)

)
term amounts

to a lower bound of I (X ; Z )−βI (Z ; i ). Compared with other reconstruction-based
approaches that amounts to a lower bound of I (X ; Z ) (e.g., deterministic autoen-
coders like AE and denoising AE) , tuning β allows us to more flexibly regularize the
representation learning process, which is a key advantage of VAE-type model over
other pure reconstruction-based models.

In the literature, VAEs have been widely applied in different tasks and settings,
such as controlled generation [Hu et al., 2017], unsupervised disentangled repre-
sentation learning [Hsu et al., 2017] and semi-supervised learning [Kingma et al.,
2014]. However, to the best of our knowledge, there has been no systematic study
to compare and contrast deterministic autoencoder-type models for unsupervised
representation learning.

In my study, I show that VAE learns representations that benefit a central task
in the speech domain – speech recognition. My empirical study shows that VAE
outperforms other reconstruction-based approaches I have investigated in terms of
learning useful representations for speech recognition. Compared with other deter-
ministic AE approaches, I hypothesize that that the KL divergence term of VAE plays
a crucial role as a regularizer towards learning better representations. I perform
ablation studies to support our hypothesis. I also study the effect of the “context
window size” (W = 2K +1) on the quality of the learned representations. My empir-
ical study suggests that larger window size typically helps representation learning;
however, the performance deteriorates when the context window is too large. I fur-
ther investigate how the amount of unlabeled data affects learned representations.
I show that a sufficiently large amount of unlabeled data is crucial for autoencoder-
type generative representation learning to benefit downstream tasks, presumably
because learning a good enough data-generating distribution requires many sam-
ples. This finding aligns with many more recent works spanning the NLP [Devlin
et al., 2018, Yang et al., 2019], vision [Hjelm et al., 2018] and speech domains [Oord
et al., 2018, Schneider et al., 2019], which also have shown that unsupervised pre-
training utilizing large amounts of unlabeled data can enhance downstream tasks.

I also further explore the “zero extra unlabeled data" scenario, where the super-
vised tasks and the reconstruction tasks are trained jointly. I found that autoencoder-
type generative models still benefit the supervised tasks in such kind of scenario. In
this scenario, I train VAE/AE jointly with a speech recognizer, where the VAE/AE ex-
tracts contextual representations that are subsequently fed to a downstream speech
recognizer, as illustrated in Figure 3.4.1. I observe clear improvement of such mul-
titask model (speech recognition+reconstruction) compared with a baseline speech
recognizer.

3.1 DATASETS

In this section, I introduce the three speech corpora that I use throughout this
thesis: 1) University of Wisconsin (UW) X-ray Microbeam (XRMB) [Westbury et al.,

16



1994], 2) TIMIT [Garofolo et al., 1993] and 3) Wall Street Journal (WSJ) [Paul and
Baker, 1992].

XRMB consists of both acoustic and articulatory measurements, but I only use
the acoustic measurements throughout this chapter. The acoustic features are a 39D
vector, consisting of 13D Mel-frequency cepstral coefficients (MFCCs),∆ (first order
temporal derivatives) and ∆∆ (second order temporal derivatives). Specific to feed-
forward representation learning, I concatenate a 15-frame window centered at each
frame to incorporate context information. I use the first 1500 utterances as the train-
ing set for unsupervised representation learning, and use the following 236 utter-
ances as a dev set for model selection (e.g. to pick the epoch with the best ELBO for
VAE, or best reconstruction error for non-variational models). I leave the remaining
621 unseen utterances (corresponding to 12 speakers) to train speech recognizers.

For TIMIT, I follow the standard train/dev/test split, which consists of 3696, 400
and 192 utterances respectively. The features are log scale filterbank coefficients
with ∆ and ∆∆, a total of 120 dimensions. Similarly to the setting of XRMB, I use
window size 15 for the purpose of incorporating contextual information. Regarding
representation learning, I use the 3696 training set utterances to train generative
models, and the 400 dev set utterances for early stopping. All speech recognizers
are trained/tuned/tested on the 3696/400/192 utterances respectively. Thus, when
performing generative pre-training on TMIMIT, we do not use extra unlabeled data.

The full training set of WSJ (typically referred to as “SI284”) consists of 81 hours
of speech. There is a 15 hour subset of SI284, which is referred to as “SI84”. “dev93”
and “eval92” are used as the development and test sets respectively. I use 40 mel-
scale filterbank coefficients with ∆ and ∆∆, as well as energy, for a total of 123D
features for each frame. Same as in other related work [Kim et al., 2017, Bahdanau
et al., 2016b], I use 32 distinct character labels in speech recognition experiments,
including 26 characters, apostrophe, period, dash, space, noise and a special blank
for connectionist temporal classification (CTC).

3.2 GENERATIVE ACOUSTIC FEATURE LEARNING

In this section, I experiment on the model illustrated in Figure 3.0.1, a simple
adaptation of autoencoder-type models for sequence data. I try both autoencoders
(AE) [Poultney et al., 2007, Bengio et al., 2007], denoising autoencoders (DAE, with
Bernoulli noise or Gaussian noise) [Vincent et al., 2008, 2010] and variational au-
toencoders (VAE). I describe these models (and other models for ablation study) in
Table 3.2.1. My experimental results indicate that autoencoders, especially VAE, are
able to learn useful acoustic features that boost downstream speech recognition.

My experiments on XRMB consist of two steps. I first learn an acoustic feature
transformation (training autoencoders) on unlabeled data, and then freeze the fea-
ture extraction network (the encoder) and train a recognizer on top of the learned
representations (mean value inferred by encoder).

The encoder I use to learn the acoustic feature transformation is a three-layer
ReLU [Maas et al., 2013] network followed by a linear layer to generate the bot-
tleneck representation (or posterior mean for VAE). For VAE, we need an additional
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Methods Description Loss

VAE

Inference network produces a
d−dimensional Gaussian posterior

N (µ,diag
(
σ2

)
);

δ∼N (0, Id );
β≥ 0;

∥x−Fθ(µ+δ⊙σ)∥2
2

2
+βDKL

(
qφ(z|.)∥pθ(z)

)
AE

Encoder produces
a d−dimensional vector µ

∥∥x −Fθ(µ)
∥∥2

2

DAE
with Bernoulli noise

Assume x is k−dimensional;
δ ∈ {0,1}k ,

with E(δ) = {p}k ;
Encoder takes x ⊙δ as input,

and produces a d−dimensional vector µ

∥∥x −Fθ(µ)
∥∥2

2

DAE
with Gaussian noise

Assume x is k−dimensional;
δ ∼N (1k ,γ2Ik );

Encoder takes x ⊙δ as input,
and produces a d−dimensional vector µ

∥∥x −Fθ(µ)
∥∥2

2

NAE

Inference network produces
a d−dimensional Gaussian posterior

N (µ,diag
(
σ2

)
);

δ∼N (0, Id );
β≥ 0;

∥x−Fθ(µ+δ⊙σ)∥2
2

2

+β∥∥µ∥∥2
2

AE
with Bernoulli dropout
[Srivastava et al., 2014]

Encoder produces
a d−dimensional vector µ;

δ ∈ {0,1}d ,
with E(δ) = {p}d ;

µ̂=µ⊙δ

∥∥x −Fθ(µ̂)
∥∥2

2

AE
with Gaussian dropout

[Wang and Manning, 2013]

Encoder produces
a d−dimensional vector µ;

δ ∼N (1d ,γ2Id );
µ̂=µ⊙δ

∥∥x −Fθ(µ̂)
∥∥2

2

Table 3.2.1: Description of models used for unsupervised acoustic feature learning
experiments. Fθ(.) takes the output of an encoder/inference network as its input,
and reconstructs the input. Here, µ in the table corresponds to z in Figure 3.0.1,
while x in the table corresponds to reconstruction target in Figure 3.0.1. For exam-
ple, the reconstruction target of µ= z5 is x3:7.
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linear layer to generate the logarithm of the diagonal covariance matrix during train-
ing. The decoder is also a three-layer ReLU network that takes the bottleneck rep-
resentation or samples from the VAE posterior as input, followed by a linear layer
to reconstruct the input. Throughout this chapter, I use 1500 units per feedforward
layer. As described in Section 3.1, the autoencoder training is performed using the
first 1500 utterances and another 236 utterances are used for early stopping.

In the second step, I use connectionist temporal classification (CTC) [Graves
et al., 2006] for speech recognition. I don’t use any language models during speech
recognizer training and decoding throughout all experiments in this chapter. The
task here is phonetic recognition on XRMB. Before training/testing recognizers on
the reserved 621 utterances from 12 speakers, I transform each 15−frame window
centered at each frame to a 70−dimensional representation and use it as input for
training/testing recognizers. The 621 feature sequences are then divided into 6 splits,
and the ASR experiments are done in a 6-fold manner. In each fold, 8 speakers are
used for ASR training, 2 speakers are used for ASR hyper-parameter tuning and early
stopping, and the remaining 2 speakers are used as a test set. The speech recog-
nizer is a two-layer BiLSTM CTC network, with 256 hidden units per direction. I use
dropout [Dahl et al., 2013, Wager et al., 2013, Srivastava et al., 2014] rate 0.2, batch
size 1, Xavier initialization [Glorot and Bengio, 2010], ADAM optimizer [Kingma
and Ba, 2014] with learning rate 0.0005, first momentum 0.9 and second momen-
tum 0.999. I train each ASR model up to 20 epochs, and pick the best epoch for each
ASR model according to the dev set phone error rate (PER).

I compare the different approaches in Table 3.2.2. For each row (an approach
with specific hyper parameters) in the table, the 6−fold averaged phonetic error rate
(PER) on the dev set is reported. For each approach, I only report averaged PER on
the test set for the model with the lowest dev set PER.

Methods Dev PER (%) Test PER (%)

1. Baseline (MFCCs) 11.2 11.3
2. AE 12.1 11.9
3.a DAE (Bernoulli=0.2) 11.3 12.1
3.b DAE (Bernoulli=0.4) 11.8 -
3.c DAE (Bernoulli=0.5) 12.2 -
3.d DAE (Gaussian=0.5) 12.1 12.4
3.e DAE (Gaussian=0.6546) 13.7 -
3.f DAE (Gaussian=1.0) 12.6 -
4. VAE (β= 1.0) 9.3 9.6

Table 3.2.2: Comparison of the quality of representations learned by several un-
supervised representation learning approaches. The downstream task is phonetic
recognition. All dev and test set results are given as 6-fold averaged phone error
rates (PERs).

In Table 3.2.2, the baseline (group 1) is a 2−layer-bidirectional-LSTM CTC rec-
ognizer with MFCCs+∆+∆∆ as input. For Bernoulli noise, p is selected from among
{0.2,0.4,0.5}. For multiplicative Gaussian noise following the distribution N

(
1,diag

(
γ2

))
,
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I use γ = {0.5,0.6546,1.0}. I choose p and γ such that γ =
√

p
1−p following [Srivas-

tava et al., 2014]. According to our observation, it is difficult for AE to outperform
the baseline recognizer, but VAE outperforms the baseline recognizer (as well as AE)
considerably. This demonstrates that, having more regularization in learning data-
generating density relative to AE, VAE benefits from learning on large quantities of
unlabeled data. Similarly, DAE also outperforms AE substantially. These findings
match prior work [Bengio et al., 2013a, Alain and Bengio, 2014]. Although VAE
is the only technique that outperforms the baseline in the table, it is possible that
lower noise applied to DAE would further improve the performance of DAE-based
approaches.

3.3 WHAT AFFECTS GENERATIVE REPRESENTATION LEARN-
ING?

In Section 3.2, I have shown that modeling data-generating distributions us-
ing a large amount of unlabeled speech data can learn encoders capable of extract-
ing acoustic representations that benefit downstream speech recognition. I have
also seen the success of VAE compared to alternatives (e.g. AE and DAE) in Table
3.2.2. In this section, I conduct an ablation study to understand the variables that
impact generative representation learning. My exploration suggests an appropriate
magnitude of regularization, sufficient unlabeled samples (relative to the amount
of labeled training samples), and use of contextual information are the three key
ingredients for learning useful representations.

3.3.1 REGULARIZATION – THE KL TERM

Regularization plays a crucial role in learning. One common way to “regularize”
autoencoders is to add some noise into the model during training. [Bishop, 1995]
shows that training with noise is equivalent to Tikhonov regularization. Specific to
autoencoders, denoising autoencoders (DAE) [Vincent et al., 2008, 2010] are proven
to be able to learn robust features leveraging large amounts of unlabeled data. Later,
[Bengio et al., 2013a, Alain and Bengio, 2014] show why DAE can be seen as a type
of contractive autoencoders (CAE) [Rifai et al., 2011b,a], and how concentration
regularization helps the autoencoders to capture the data-generating distribution.

There is already a line of research trying to better understand VAE and use VAE
to learn representations that benefit downstream tasks (e.g., [Zhao et al., 2017] ex-
plores how to make sure latent variables are not ignored by powerful decoder, [Alemi
et al., 2017, Rainforth et al., 2018] both mention that “tighter” ELBO which leads to
better likelihood estimation does not necessarily guarantee good representations,
[Shu et al., 2018] provides a very interesting perspective to look at ELBO as a “regu-
larized likelihood” and propose denoising variational autoencoder). In this section,
I focus on understanding the benefits of VAE from regularization perspective. Espe-
cially, I am interested in three questions: a) what is the role of the KL divergence term
of an ELBO on learning representations and b) how important is tuning the weight
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Methods Dev PER (%) Test PER (%)

1. Baseline (MFCCs) 11.2 11.3
2.a AE 12.1 11.9
2.b AE (layer-wise Bernoulli Dropout 0.2) 14.1 -
2.c AE (layer-wise Bernoulli Dropout 0.4) 13.1 -
2.d AE with Bernoulli Dropout on Bottleneck (0.2) 11.8 12.0
2.e AE with Bernoulli Dropout on Bottleneck (0.4) 12.7 -
2.f AE with Bernoulli Dropout on Bottleneck (0.5) 13.4 -
2.g AE with Gaussian Dropout on Bottleneck (0.5) 12.4 12.2
2.h AE with Gaussian Dropout on Bottleneck (0.6546) 12.6 -
2.i AE with Gaussian Dropout on Bottleneck (1.0) 12.4 -
3.a DAE (Bernoulli=0.2) 11.3 12.1
3.b DAE (Bernoulli=0.4) 11.8 -
3.c DAE (Bernoulli=0.5) 12.2 -
3.d DAE (Gaussian=0.5) 12.1 12.4
3.e DAE (Gaussian=0.6546) 13.7 -
3.f DAE (Gaussian=1.0) 12.6 -
4.a NAE with β= 0.0 12.0 -
4.b NAE with β= 0.000001 12.9 -
4.c NAE with β= 0.00001 12.6 -
4.d NAE with β= 0.0001 13.4 -
4.e NAE with β= 0.001 12.2 -
4.f NAE with β= 0.01 11.8 12.2
4.g NAE with β= 0.1 12.6 -
4.h NAE with β= 1.0 13.1 -
4.i NAE with β= 10.0 12.0 -
5.a VAE (β= 10.0) 12.2 -
5.b VAE (β= 5.0) 11.7 -
5.c VAE (β= 2.5) 9.2 10.0
5.d VAE (β= 1.0) 9.3 9.6
5.e VAE (β= 0.75) 10.6 -
5.f VAE (β= 0.5) 11.3 -
5.g VAE (β= 0.1) 11.9 -
5.h VAE (β= 0.01) 12.1 -
5.i VAE (β= 0.001) 11.1 -
5.j VAE (β= 0.0001) 11.0 -
5.k VAE (β= 0.00001) 11.2 -
5.l VAE (β= 0.000001) 10.9 -

Table 3.3.1: Ablation study on the effect of regularization. All dev and test set results
are given as 6-fold averaged phone error rates (PERs).
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of KL divergence term for representation learning and c) can we use dropout to im-
prove autoencoding and what is the connection between dropout and variational
inference. To answer these questions, I compare and contrast a few autoencoder-
type models from the perspective of regularization. The experimental results are
summarized in Table 3.3.1. I show that encoders trained using different level of
regularization produce representations that result in very different performance on
downstream tasks like speech recognition – evidence of the importance of “a suit-
able level of regularization” in learning good representations.

In VAE, we typically use prior distribution pθ(z) =N (0, Id ). Then DKL
(
qφ(z|x)∥pθ(z)

)
,

the KL divergence term, is

DKL
(
qφ(z|x)∥N (0, Id )

) =
∥∥µ∥∥2

2

2
+

d∑
i=1

{
1

2
σ2

i − logσi

}
− d

2
(3.3.1)

Here µ is the mean value of the Gaussian posterior, and we typically use µ as
the representation of x. diag

(
σ2

)
is the diagonal covariance matrix of the Gaussian

posterior.
The KL divergence term 3.3.1 contains two parts: the L2 norm onµ and

∑d
i=1

{ 1
2σ

2
i − logσi

}
which controls per-sample-variance in latent space. Minimizing

∑d
i=1

{ 1
2σ

2
i − logσi

}
actually encourages each σi to be 1. When larger β is used, it means we put very
heavy L2 regularization on µ to make it compact, and in the mean time, encourage
diag

(
σ2

)
to be closer to the identity matrix Id , and vice versa.

The NAE (Eqn (3.3.2), (4.a) in Table 3.3.1) is the extreme case of VAE when the
second part of the KL divergence is ignored.

Eqφ(z|x)
{

log pθ(x|z)
}−β∥∥µ∥∥2

2

2
+0× {

d∑
i=1

{
1

2
σ2

i − logσi

}
− d

2
} (3.3.2)

I study regularizing the reconstruction by only using L2 on mean with different
β while dropping the term

∑d
i=1

{ 1
2σ

2
i − logσi

}
. As shown in 4.b-4.i of Table 3.3.1,

the resulting learned representation is worse than VAE though it outperforms plain
AE when weight of L2 equals to 0.01. I also tune β thoroughly for full VAE as shown
in 5.a-5.l of Table 3.3.1, with the best dev set error rate being 9.2 with β= 2.5.

Further comparison between group 4 and group 5 in Table 3.3.1 shows how the
two components of (3.3.1) regularize the representation learning. We first look at
5.a and 4.i. When β = 10.0, there is not much flexibility for both µ and σ, and thus
the difference between NAE and VAE is very small. When 0.01 ≤ β < 10.0, VAE is
typically much better than or comparable to NAE. When β becomes much smaller
(e.g. ≤ 0.001), the L2 regularization effect gradually becomes much weaker. The
advantage of VAE presumably arises because that the variance term σ2 is still under
control and thus provides some level of regularization, but the variance term on the
NAE side is totally free which makes reconstruction in NAE lacking necessary reg-
ularization. All these aforementioned observations suggest the benefit of learning
a compact representation (µ) paired with a suitable sample dependent covariance
matrix diag

(
σ2

)
.
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In Table 3.3.1, I also compare VAE with AE with dropout applied. According to
experiments on XRMB (Table 3.3.1) and TIMIT (Table 3.3.3), by selecting β accord-
ing to development set performance, VAE can outperform DAE and also AE with
dropout applied layer-wise or only to the bottleneck layer. For details on experi-
ments on TIMIT, see Section 3.3.2.

Bernoulli dropout is a very popular technique to prevent over-fitting when train-
ing neural networks. Denote the bottleneck feature vector of an AE as µ given sam-
ple x. Bernoulli dropout defines a keep probability 1−p, where each element of the
bottleneck vector µ is either kept with probability p, or set to 0 (dropped) with prob-
ability p. In contrast, Gaussian dropout requires a given noise distribution N (1,γ2).
Each element of µ is multiplied by a random value drawn from N (1,γ2).

In Table 3.3.1 and 3.3.3, VAE (with β selected on dev set) outperforms AE with
Bernoulli/Gaussian dropout applied layer-wise or only to the bottleneck represen-
tation. I suspect this is because the reparameterization itself can be viewed as a type
of more flexible dropout with a learned per-sample dropout rate.

In [Wang and Manning, 2013], the authors show that Gaussian dropout is an
approximation of Bernoulli dropout with almost identical regularization effect but
converges much faster. In [Srivastava et al., 2014], the authors experimentally verify
that Gaussian dropout outperforms Bernoulli dropout. Here I show how reparam-
eterization can connect to Gaussian dropout, which has been discussed in more
depth in the papers [Wang and Manning, 2013, Gal and Ghahramani, 2016a,b, Kingma
et al., 2015].

Assuming δ is drawn from N (1,γ2I ) and µ is the bottleneck feature vector of an
AE, we have

µ⊙δ = µ⊙1+µ⊙ (δ−1) (3.3.3)

= µ+γ×µ⊙ (δ−1)

γ
(3.3.4)

Equation (3.3.3) shows that Gaussian dropout is equivalent to the additive noise
technique used in [Vincent et al., 2010]. Note that because δ−1

γ follows N (0, I ),
Equation (3.3.4) shows that we can rewrite a Gaussian noise-corrupted bottleneck
representation as a sample from a Gaussian diagonal posterior N (µ,diag

(
(γ×µ)2

)
).

From this perspective, a VAE is more flexible than Gaussian dropout because the di-
agonal standard deviation of the VAE posterior need not be linear correlated with
its mean vector. Also, unlike Gaussian dropout where γ is a hyper-parameter for
all samples, VAE provides sample-specific “regularization” by learning a sample-
specific deviation.

3.3.2 AMOUNT OF UNLABELED DATA

In this section, I test the different representation learning frameworks listed in
Table 3.2.1 on TIMIT. Training is performed on the 3696 utterances of the training
set, while the 400 utterances from the dev set are used for hyper-parameter tuning
and early stopping. Both representation learning and recognition training use the
same set of utterances.
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In the ASR training phase, I first use the trained encoders to transform each
15−frame window centered at each frame into a 70−dimensional feature vector for
all of the 3696/400/192 utterances. I then train a 3−layer BiLSTM (with subsampling
rate 0.5 in the second and third layers) CTC recognizer using the learned represen-
tations. The size of the hidden layers is 256 per direction. I use dropout rate 0.4,
Xavier initialization, ADAM optimizer with learning rate 0.0005 and batch size 4. All
the recognizers are trained up to 20 epochs, and the epoch with best performance
on the development set is selected.

The experimental results on TIMIT are summarized in Table 3.3.3. As shown
in the table, VAE still outperforms other models in terms of PER, but none of the
pre-trained models outperform the baseline CTC recognizer after fine-tuning. My
observation that pre-training on 1500 untranscribed utterances helps ASR models
trained on 200 transcribed utterances, while pre-training on the same 3696 utter-
ances does not help, suggests that it is important to pre-train on large amount of
data (relative to the labeled training data) in unsupervised representation learning.

To further validate the fact that the size of data used for pre-training is impor-
tant, I conduct experiments on Wall Street Journal (WSJ). I use the speech utterances
in SI284, but not in SI84, to train VAEs using dropout rate 0.2, differentβ, and dimen-
sionalities selected from among {90,120,150} for latent variables. The Dev93 set is
used for tuning and early stopping in this phase. I use window size 7.

In the ASR training phase, I use different proportion of SI84 respectively, i.e.,
1

16 , 1
8 , 1

4 , 1
2 and 100% of SI84. The motivation here is to further test the importance

of the size of the unlabeled dataset relative to the size of the transcribed corpus. I
use the same setting to train a 3−layer CTC recognizer as I have done in the TIMIT
experiments; the only difference is that we are training a character recognizer with
32 labels (see Section 3.1 for details about the 32 labels).

As shown in Table 3.3.2, a speech recognizer trained on the inferred repre-
sentations can outperform the baseline, when the size of the transcribed dataset is
much smaller than the unlabeled speech data. For example, when using 1

16 of SI84

(roughly 1 hour of speech) or 1
8 of SI84 (roughly 2 hours of speech) for speech rec-

ognizer training, the unlabeled speech data (roughly 65 hours of speech) can easily
help us to improve performance. However, if we have a larger transcribed dataset
(e.g. using 1

4 of SI84, 4 hours of speech), the learned representations no longer en-
hance ASR performance. When we have even more labelled utterances (e.g. 50% and
100% of SI84, 7.5 and 15 hours of speech respectively), the learned representations
even slightly hurt performance.

The second interesting observation is regarding β. Unlike the observations on
XRMB, here β = 1 usually produces useless representations. Instead, β = 0.1 or β =
0.01 typically give us the best representations, while β= 0.001 seems to provide not
enough regularization.

3.3.3 CONTEXTUAL INFORMATION

In this section, I study the effect of the context window size on representation
learning. In Section 3.2, I learn representation for each frame of an utterance based
on its 15−frame context. Here, I perform generative pre-training of VAE on XRMB,
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Models 1hr 2hrs 4hrs 8hrs 100%

Dev Test Dev Test Dev Test Dev Test Dev Test

1. Baseline 57.2 47.3 51.2 40.1 40.8 31.5 33.0 26.0 26.1 19.5
2.a Z=90, β=1.0 60.5 - 56.3 - 47.0 - 40.5 - 34.6 -
2.b Z=90, β=0.1 56.1 - 51.2 - 41.8 - 35.0 - 29.9 -
2.c Z=90, β=0.01 57.5 - 51.9 - 42.2 - 35.3 - 29.5 -
2.d Z=90, β=0.001 58.9 - 52.5 - 43.3 - 35.1 - 29.7 -
3.a Z=120, β=1.0 60.8 - 58.1 - 48.6 - 40.9 - 36.2 -
3.b Z=120, β=0.1 55.3 - 51.7 - 41.5 - 35.5 - 29.2 -
3.c Z=120, β=0.01 56.3 - 51.0 - 41.1 32.7 34.9 28.1 29.6 -
3.d Z=120, β=0.001 55.1 - 49.1 - 41.7 - 35.9 - 30.5 -
4.a Z=150, β=1.0 60.0 - 57.7 - 48.2 - 41.4 - 36.1 -
4.b Z=150, β=0.1 54.8 47.2 48.7 40.0 41.2 - 35.2 - 29.3 -
4.c Z=150, β=0.01 56.5 - 50.4 - 42.7 - 35.4 - 29.0 21.7
4.d Z=150, β=0.001 58.1 - 52.9 - 42.2 - 38.3 - 31.7 -

Table 3.3.2: Comparison of several representation learning approaches on WSJ. All
numbers are character error rate (CER) on Dev93 and Eval92. Each row indicates a
VAE model using a certain dimensionality of latent variable z and a certain β. Each
column corresponds to experiments using a certain portion of SI84 for training the
speech recognizer. All recognizers are trained up to 20 epochs with batch size 8.

with different window sizes 1, 3, 7, 15 and 31, while all other settings are identical to
what I used in Section 3.2. The process to train speech recognizers is also identical
to that of Section 3.2.

I expect that larger windows may incorporate more context information and
thus help the representation learning. However, the observation is complicated.
Window size 15 does show better performance compared to window size 1, 3, and
7. However, the model with window size 31 seems to work worse than the model
with window size 15. According to our observations, it is not easy to learn good
representations from very high-dimensional inputs. The content of a larger win-
dow is more complex than that of a smaller window. For example, a 5−frame win-
dow of an acoustic utterance probably consists of frames that all associate with the
same phone label, but a 31−frame window consists of frames with a few consecutive
phones. On the other hand, we might not have enough samples to learn representa-
tions of a very large window of context (e.g. 31−frame window). Increasing the win-
dow size increases the number of parameters of a feedforward neural network, but
the number of samples remains the same as the case with smaller window size. One
possibility to learn better performance given larger window size (e.g., 31−frame) is
to treat the 15−frame representation as a reference, and try to use richer information
inside the 31−frame window to improve upon the reference. I named this method
as “prior updating" (i.e., replace the vanilla prior by a learned 15−frame posterior
during learning), which would be introduced in next Chapter.
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Methods Dev PER (%)

1. Baseline (Log Mel Filter Bank) 18.7
2.a AE 19.3
2.b AE (layer-wise Bernoulli Dropout 0.2) 25.6
2.c AE (layer-wise Bernoulli Dropout 0.4) 37.4
3.a AE with Bernoulli Dropout on Bottleneck (0.2) 22.2
3.b AE with Bernoulli Dropout on Bottleneck (0.4) 25.9
3.c AE with Bernoulli Dropout on Bottleneck (0.5) 29.0
3.d AE with Gaussian Dropout on Bottleneck (0.5) 19.5
3.e AE with Gaussian Dropout on Bottleneck (0.6546) 19.5
3.f AE with Gaussian Dropout on Bottleneck (1.0) 19.6
4.a DAE (Bernoulli=0.2) 19.3
4.b DAE (Bernoulli=0.4) 19.7
4.c DAE (Bernoulli=0.5) 19.3
4.d DAE (Gaussian=0.5) 19.4
4.e DAE (Gaussian=0.6546) 19.3
4.f DAE (Gaussian=1.0) 20.2
5.a NAE with β= 0.0 19.7
5.b NAE with β= 0.000001 19.3
5.c NAE with β= 0.00001 19.2
5.d NAE with β= 0.0001 19.5
5.e NAE with β= 0.001 19.3
5.f NAE with β= 0.01 19.5
5.g NAE with β= 0.1 19.9
5.h NAE with β= 1.0 20.4
5.i NAE with β= 10.0 23.5
5.j 6.a with layer-wise Bernoulli dropout (0.2) 24.2
5.k 6.a with layer-wise Bernoulli dropout (0.4) 30.2
5.l 6.a with 3 samples from posterior 19.5
5.m 6.a with 5 samples from posterior 19.4
6.a VAE (beta=10.0) 38.0
6.b VAE (beta=1.0) 26.0
6.c VAE (beta=0.1) 26.7
6.d VAE (beta=0.01) 19.1
6.e VAE (beta=0.001) 19.5
6.f VAE (beta=0.0001) 19.1
6.g VAE (beta=0.00001) 19.9
6.h 6.b with layer-wise 0.2 Bernoulli Dropout 28.8
6.i 6.b with layer-wise 0.4 Bernoulli Dropout 73.7
6.j 6.b with 3 samples from posterior 25.2
6.k 6.b with 5 samples from posterior 25.8

Table 3.3.3: Comparison of the quality of representations learned by several unsu-
pervised learning approaches on TIMIT. The dimensionality of the learned bottle-
neck representation is 70. All recognizers are trained up to 20 epochs with batch size
4.
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Window Size β Dropout of VAE Dev PER (%) Test PER (%)

Baseline (MFCCs) - - 11.2 11.3
1 0.1 0.2 10.9 11.0
3 1.0 0.0 10.9 11.0
7 1.0 0.0 10.4 10.8

15 2.5 0.0 9.2 10.0
31 1.0 0.0 10.7 10.7

Table 3.3.4: The effect of window size on learned representations using XRMB. The
dimensionality of the bottleneck feature is 70, and all PERs shown in the table are
6−fold averaged PER. For each window size, I try VAEs with different β and dropout,
but I only report the model that performs best on averaged PER on dev for each
given window size.

3.4 MULTITASK SPEECH RECOGNITION WITH AUXILIARY

RECONSTRUCTION TASK

I have carefully studied unsupervised generative representation learning in Sec-
tions 3.2 and 3.3. One key observation is that the ratio of the amount of unla-
beled samples relative to the amount of labeled samples has significant effect on
the amount of improvement caused by unsupervised pre-training using VAEs. Only
when the ratio is large enough, as shown in Table 3.3.3, the unsupervised pre-
training via VAE helps with downstream tasks.

In this section, I seek to answer: “Can we improve a supervised sequence pre-
diction task (e.g. speech recognition here) if we do not have, or only have limited
amount of unlabeled samples in addition to the labeled training set?" I study su-
pervised speech recognition with auxiliary reconstruction loss in this section. Our
observation is that a speech recognizer trained jointly with a generative model, (e.g.,
VAE), with low-level representations shared by the two tasks, can enhance the ASR
performance even without using extra unlabeled speech. The model architecture I
use is explained in Figure 3.4.1. I first use M stacked feedforward layers to trans-
form W (W = 5 in the figure) consecutive frames into a contextual representation
z, I then feed the representation sequence z as input to a L−layer bidirectional CTC
recognizer. I jointly minimize the CTC loss and maximize the ELBO. The weights on
the CTC loss and ELBO are tunable, and sum to one.

I experiment on TIMIT (Section 3.1) using {M = 3,L = 0}, {M = 2,L = 1} and
{M = 1,L = 2}. Here, I first evaluate all candidate architectures with depth 3, and
investigate if using more recurrent layers makes the model more powerful. The ex-
periments are summarized in Table 3.4.1. As we can see from Table 3.4.1, for dif-
ferent choices of {M ,L}, the multitask ASR models typically outperform their cor-
responding baselines, which in contrast do not have reconstruction loss; The im-
provement potentially comes from the multitask learning process. On one hand,
according to existing self-supervised learning works like [Pascual et al., 2019, Ra-
vanelli et al., 2020], representations that work well for multiple tasks can potentially
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Figure 3.4.1: Illustration of CTC-based speech recognition with auxiliary reconstruc-
tion task, with windows size W = 5. For every 5 consecutive time steps, I use a feed-
forward neural network to infer a vector as the representation of the central time
step, and reconstruct the 5 consecutive time steps provided the time-specific rep-
resentation. These per-time-step representations also are the input to the speech
recognizer branch (I use a CTC recognizer). In the figure, M indicates the number
of feedforward layers, and L indicates the number of bidirectional recurrent layers
used only in supervised tasks.

M L Dim(z) With Reconstruction? W=1 W=3 W=7 W=15 W=31

3 0 512 No 40.7 31.2 27.9 26.6 26.3
3 0 512 Yes 40.4 29.3 26.3 25.0 26.8

2 1 512 No 24.0 20.6 20.3 22.9 24.4
2 1 512 Yes 24.6 20.5 20.2 21.7 24.7

1 2 512 No 21.6 19.8 20.5 21.6 23.7
1 2 512 Yes 21.0 17.8 17.6 18.0 20.0

3 0 1024 No 40.4 30.0 26.7 25.0 26.1
3 0 1024 Yes 40.6 30.6 27.1 26.3 30.0

2 1 1024 No 23.7 20.2 20.5 23.3 27.0
2 1 1024 Yes 24.9 19.8 19.6 20.4 24.0

1 2 1024 No 21.9 20.2 20.2 22.4 25.0
1 2 1024 Yes 21.9 17.8 17.4 18.2 19.8

Table 3.4.1: Multitask learning on TIMIT. All reported numbers are PER on the devel-
opment set, 400 utterances. For different combinations of M , L and Di m(z), I com-
pare CTC recognizers on top of M− feedforward layers and L− BiLSTMs as shown in
Figure 3.4.1, with and without using auxiliary reconstruction loss. For reference, a
3−layer BiLSTM CTC recognizer achieves dev/test performance 17.3/19.4, which is
the baseline of this table.
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be more robust. On the other hand, the improvement could be due to the regu-
larization effect (e.g. reparameterization could be connected to Gaussian dropout)
from the VAE as discussed earlier in this chapter. Another trend we can clearly see
from the table is that the more recurrent layers used the lower PER we can achieve.
This makes sense as feedforward layers typically provide limited contextual infor-
mation compared with recurrent layers. One interesting observation is that, when I
use {M = 1,L = 2}, the baseline can achieve PER 20.2%, which is clearly worse than
the PER 17.3% of the 3−layer BiLSTM CTC recognizer. However, this gap can be
closed by multitask learning (PER 17.4% when using W = 7) which shows the clear
benefit of VAE when jointly trained with the speech recognizer.

3.5 SUMMARY

To summarize this chapter, I have below key contributions and findings:

1 VAE can learn representation beneficial to speech recognition tasks: I tried
VAE in two scenarios, i.e., unsupervised learning and generative pre-training
as an auxiliary task of supervised learning, wherein VAE all helps improve per-
formance. I also compared VAE and other non-variational autoencoding ap-
proaches in terms of unsupervised representation learning. I found that the
representation learned by VAE can significantly outperform its non-variational
counterparts in terms of downstream speech recognition tasks. I also found
that using more contextual information and larger training dataset for pre-
training are crucial.

2 What makes VAE powerful for representation learning: Regularization plays
a crucial role in learning. One common way to “regularize” autoencoders is to
add some noise into the model during training. In VAE, we typically use prior
distribution pθ(z) = N (0, Id ). Then the KL divergence term can be roughly
viewed as a L2 regularization on posterior mean plus another regularization
term on variance. Such regularization term encourages the representation to
be compact. I found by tuning the weight of the KL divergence term to find
the proper extent of regularization effect, VAE can have superior performance
than its non-variational counterparts.
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CHAPTER 4

MULTI-VIEW REPRESENTATION

LEARNING

In Section 3 we showed that generative pre-training (e.g. VAEs and other auto
encoders) can learn representations that would benefit downstream supervised tasks
like speech recognition. We also showed that VAEs can improve the performance of
target tasks (e.g. speech recognition) when jointly trained with the target tasks. Such
a multitask learning framework is even helpful when we don’t have extra unlabeled
data. In this section, we explore using paired-view information for improving the
quality of learned representations. This chapter consists of four sections: In the first
section, we study multi-view representation learning [Xu et al., 2013, Wang et al.,
2015] and show that variational canonical correlation analysis (VCCA) [Wang et al.,
2016] and its extensions learn good acoustic features for speech recognition. In the
second section, we propose a novel method for learning the prior distribution of
latent variables for sequence data and show that this technique alleviates the diffi-
culty for learning representations of high-dimensional input. In the third section,
we investigate using the acoustic representation learned in a source domain where
we have access to paired-view information to enhance the representation learning
in a target domain where we do not have access to paired information. In the final
section, we study “label embedding”, where we use the labels as the additional su-
pervised view for learning representations that capture the structure of high dimen-
sional discrete labels. Strictly speaking, “label embedding" can also be understood
as multi-view representation learning, as it tries to learn the shared representation
between raw input and the labels. Thus we also put our work on “label embedding"
in this chapter.

4.1 MULTI-VIEW REPRESENTATION LEARNING

With large amount of labeled data, current supervised learning techniques can
learn very powerful predictive models. However, it can be costly to collect a dataset
that consists of a large amount of labeled instances (e.g. ImageNet [Deng et al.,
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2009] for computer vision tasks and LibriSpeech [Panayotov et al., 2015] for ASR).
Thus, representation learning techniques that can reduce sample complexity for su-
pervised learning are important. In this section, we study representation learning
where we assume each sequence has instances from two views during training but
only one modality is available at test time, and the two views share information that
are correlated with the downstream task and thus the second view provides weak
supervision.

There have been a series of works on multi-view representation learning in the
deep learning era, including but not limited to Heteroscedastic dropout [Lambert
et al., 2018] which uses the second view to learn the dropout rate; deep variational
canonical correlation analysis (VCCA) [Wang et al., 2016], which is a deep neu-
ral network version of probabilistic CCA [Bach and Jordan, 2005]; deep canonical
correlation analysis (DCCA) [Andrew et al., 2013, Wang et al., 2015], which is a de-
terministic extension of linear CCA; and multi-view learning with contrastive loss
(CONTRAST) [Hermann and Blunsom, 2014]. Our contributions are 1) Extending
VCCA with “prior updating", and 2) showing that multi-view variational approaches
(e.g. VCCA and its extensions) can be used to learn acoustic representations benefit-
ing downstream speech recognition, and can outperform a few of their deterministic
counterparts (e.g. DCCA and CONTRAST), as presented in [Tang et al., 2017b, 2018].

4.1.1 VARIATIONAL CANONICAL CORRELATION ANALYSIS ( VCCA)

We first give a very brief introduction to deep variational canonical correlation
analysis (VCCA) [Wang et al., 2016], illustrated in Figure 4.1.1a. Given paired views
x and y of the same object, we expect to learn a latent variable z such that x and
y become independent conditioned on z. We consider a joint density of the latent
variable z and observation (x, y) (as described in the graphical model shown in Fig-
ure 4.1.1a):

pθ(x, y, z) = pθ(x, y |z)pθ(z) = pθ(x|z)pθ(y |z)pθ(z) (4.1.1)

The marginal density for (x, y) we try to maximize is:

pθ(x, y) =
∫

z
pθ(x, y, z)d z (4.1.2)

VCCA uses an inference network parameterized by φ to infer the approximate

posterior qφ(z|x) of the ground-truth posterior pθ(z|x, y) = pθ(x,y,z)
pθ(x,y) . Similarly to

VAE, VCCA jointly trains the inference network (with parameters φ) and genera-
tive model (with parameter θ) by maximizing the Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO)
of log pθ(x, y) (see Section 8.2.2 in the Appendix for derivation):

log pθ(x, y) ≥ Eqφ(z|x)

{
log

{
pθ(x|z)

}+ log
{

pθ(y |z)
}}

− DKL
(
qφ(z|x)∥pθ(z)

)
(4.1.3)

Note that in Equation (4.1.3), the approximate posterior is inferred using x only;
this is particularly useful when we only have access to the view of x in the down-
stream tasks. In general, we can parameterize the posterior based on all observa-
tions that are accessible at test time.
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Though two paired objects share information, each object also has object-specific
information that is not shared with the other. Thus, the latent variable z does not
only need to encode information shared by x and y , but also view-specific informa-
tion in order to reconstruct both x and y . In order to encourage z to focus more on
view-shared information, VCCA is extended to incorporate latent variables that are
specific for each view. As view-specific latent variables can also encode the view-
specific information, z does not need to encode this information.

This method is dubbed VCCA-private (VCCAP, [Wang et al., 2016]), whose graph-
ical model is illustrated in Figure 4.1.1b. Here, the private variables are h1 and h2 for
view 1 and view 2 respectively, and the data likelihood is

pθ(x, y) =
∫

z,h1,h2

pθ(x, y, z,h1,h2)d zdh1dh2 (4.1.4)

We can factor the joint density according to the graphical model (Figure 4.1.1b):

pθ(x, y,h1,h2, z) = pθ(x, y |h1,h2, z)pθ(z,h1,h2)

= pθ(x|h1, z)pθ(y |h2, z)pθ(h1)pθ(h2)pθ(z) (4.1.5)

The inference network defined in Figure 4.1.1b can be written as

qφ(h1,h2, z|x, y) = qφ(h1|x)qφ(h2|y)qφ(z|x) (4.1.6)

The ELBO of VCCAP is

log pθ(x, y) ≥ Eqφ(z|x)qφ(h1|x)

{
log pθ(x|z,h1)

}
+Eqφ(z|x)qφ(h2|y)

{
log pθ(y |z,h2)

}
− DKL

(
qφ(z|x)∥pθ(z)

)
− DKL

(
qφ(h1|x)∥pθ(h1)

)−DKL
(
qφ(h2|x)∥pθ(h2)

)
(4.1.7)

Eqφ(z|x) {z} is the representation we use in downstream tasks. As in VCCA, z is
inferred only using x. h1 and h2 are view-specific, so h1 is inferred using x only
while h2 is inferred using y only. See Appendix Section 8.2.3 for the ELBO of VCCAP
and its derivation.

We also tune the weight (β) of the KL divergence term(s) for VCCA(P) as we did
for VAE. Similarly to VIB [Alemi et al., 2016] which provides an interpretation of a
motivation for tuning β for VAE from an information bottleneck perspective, VCCA
with β ̸= 1 can also be interpreted from the perspective of information bottleneck;
See Appendix Section 8.3 for derivation.

4.1.2 MULTI-VIEW REPRESENTATION LEARNING EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we experimentally compare the quality of learned acoustic fea-
tures using several multi-view learning approaches. We focus on how the learned
representations can improve speech recognition tasks. The methods we compare
are as follows:

1 Deep canonical correlation analysis (DCCA) [Andrew et al., 2013, Wang et al.,
2015],
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2 Triplet network [Bertinetto et al., 2016] with contrastive loss (CONTRAST)
[Hermann and Blunsom, 2014, Hoffer and Ailon, 2015, Liu et al., 2016],

3 Variational canonical correlation analysis (VCCA) [Wang et al., 2016],

4 VCCA-private (VCCAP) [Wang et al., 2016]

5 VAE, which performs single-view representation learning.

We use the same XRMB dataset we used in Section 3.1. Here we use both
acoustic and the paired articulatory measurements for feature learning, but only use
acoustic measurements when training speech recognizers. Besides this, all other ex-
perimental setups (e.g., window size, 6−fold learning procedure) for both the multi-
view representation learning step and speech recognition step are the same as those
described in Section 3.1. The articulatory measurements are horizontal/vertical
displacement of 8 pellets attached to several parts of the vocal tract, which are also
concatenated over the same time window as that used for acoustic measurements.
The results are shown in Table 4.1.1.

Methods Averaged Test PER (%)

Baseline (MFCCs) 11.3
VAE, W=15 9.9
DCCA, W=15 11.3
CONTRAST, W=15 10.5
VCCA, W=15 9.2
VCCAP, W=15 8.9
VCCAP, W=35 7.2
VCCAP, W=71 7.5
VCCAP, W=71+35 6.5

Table 4.1.1: Comparison of different multi-view representation learning methods.
To incorporate context information, the inputs to all feature learning models are W -
frame windows centered at each frame of each acoustic sequence. The dimension-
ality of learned representations is 70 for all models. The dimensionality of private
variables is 30 if used. For each feature learning method, we only report the test
set performance of the model with the best 6−fold averaged dev set PER. “VCCAP,
W=71+35” refers to a model using “prior updating” which is explained in Section
4.2 (In short, a model is first trained with a 35−frame input, then when training a
model with 71−frame input, the prior of each 71−frame window is set to the poste-
rior inferred from the central 35−frames.)

According to Table 4.1.1, when using window size 15, VCCA(P) outperforms
baseline VAE as well as other multi-view methods. This observation shows the ef-
fectiveness of a paired second view in learning better generalized features. We also
observe a similar trend with respect to context window size as observed in Table
3.3.4, where a larger window size helps to learn better representations, but learning
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good representations for very large window sizes is still challenging. Finally, as VC-
CAP models both shared and view-specific attributes, we expect the shared latent
variable can better dial in on label-related information and thus enhance speech
recognition performance. To drive view-specific latent variables more focusing on
capturing the view-specific information, we use relatively small latent variable sizes
for h1 and h2. As indicated in Table 4.1.1, we find that VCCAP works better than
VCCA as expected.

4.2 PRIOR UPDATING

Here we describe a technique named “prior updating” to enhance sequential
representation learning. Given a context window {xt−K , · · · , xt , · · · , xt+K }, denote the
learned posterior of this window as q(z|xt−K :t+K ). When learning from a larger
context window {xt−W , · · · , xt+W } where W > K , we can use q(z|xt−K :t+K ) instead
of N (0, I ) as the prior specific to this 2W + 1 window, and maximize the sample-
specific lower bound

Eqφ(z|xt−W :t+W )

{
log pθ (xt−W :t+W |z)

}
−βDKL

(
qφ (z|xt−W :t+W )∥q (z|xt−K :t+K )

)
(4.2.1)

Please note, the posterior q without subscript is not being updated in Equation
(4.2.1). The motivations here are twofold: First, a nearby frame of xt probably has
more cues for predicting xt than a distant frame. For example, for speech signals, a
nearby frame is more likely within the same phone duration as xt while a distant
frames is not. Similarly, when generating future video given what we have seen
so far, the generated frames are likely to agree with the ground-truth video in the
first few frames, but the discrepancy dramatically increases as prediction goes on.
Recent sequential representation learning works, like contrastive predictive coding
(CPC) [Oord et al., 2018, Schneider et al., 2019], also treat nearby future time steps
(of time step t ) as “positive samples” and distant time steps as “negative samples”
when learning the representation for time step t . Thus, when learning representa-
tions for time step t , it makes sense to more focus on time steps closer to t rather
than distant frames.

Second, as we can see from Table 3.3.4 and 4.1.1, a moderately sized context
window works best for representation learning. When the size of the context win-
dow is too small, the input contains less contextual information for representation
learning. However, when using a very large context window, the number of param-
eters increases considerably, but the number of training samples does not increase.
More parameters would make the optimization more difficult and fewer training
samples would make the model more easily overfit. Thus, as we already have good
sample-specific posteriors learned from smaller context windows, it makes sense to
use these sample-specific posteriors to further guide the learning in a more general
context.

It is possible to tune the parameter β of equation (4.2.1) to control the magni-
tude to which sample-specific priors affect the learned representation. When using
very large β, Equation (4.2.1) tries to copy the representation already learned using
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a smaller context window. Using smaller β, the learned posterior q(z|xt−K :t+K ) pro-
vides weaker regularization and provides more flexibility to the inference network.
Similarly, we can derive a sample-specific lower bound for VCCA as given by Equa-
tion (4.2.2). Please see Equation (8.2.9) in Appendix Section 8.2.4 for the ELBOs for
VCCAP when using prior updating.

Eqφ(z|xt−W :t+W )

{
log pθ (xt−W :t+W |z)+ log pθ

(
yt−W :t+W |z)}

− βDKL
(
qφ (z|xt−W :t+W )∥q (z|xt−K :t+K )

)
(4.2.2)

As shown In Table 4.1.1, VCCAP with 71−dimensional input actually works
worse than VCCAP with only 35−dimensional input even though VCCAP with 71D
input sees more contextual information. We then use VCCAP-35 to infer the poste-
riors of all 35−frame windows, and use these learned posteriors to further guide the
learning of VCCAP-71. With the help of these sample-specific posteriors, VCCAP-
71 finally achieves a 6−fold averaged test set PER of 6.5%, which outperforms both
VCCAP-35 and VCCAP-71 with generic prior.

4.3 CROSS-DOMAIN MULTI-VIEW FEATURE LEARNING

Motivated by the observation that paired information is not always available for
a given dataset, we want to explore the possibility of using cross-domain multi-view
information to enhance representation learning in a target dataset. More specif-
ically, we will consider the learning scenario where we have both source and tar-
get domains, but we only have paired information in the source domain. In or-
der to use multi-view information outside the target domain, we train an encoder
(which learns acoustic features) shared by the source domain and target domain.
We use VCCAP to learn representations shared by both acoustic measurements and
the paired view (e.g., articulatory measurement) in the source domain, and use VAE,
whose acoustic encoder is shared with VACCP, to learn acoustic representations in
the target domain. Figure 4.3.1 describes the few variants we explore in this section.
More details are explained in the following sections. We expect the multi-view rep-
resentations learned using the source dataset will help with representation learning
in the target dataset via a joint training process.

4.3.1 JOINT MODELING OF SOURCE AND TARGET DOMAINS

Using the learned VCCAP network qS
φ

(zS |xS ) directly in a target domain does not
in general work well if there is significant domain mismatch. Figure 4.3.2 shows a
clear example of the effect of domain mismatch. We train a VCCAP model on XRMB
as described in earlier chapters. The representations inferred by VCCAP on XRMB
clearly improve over the baseline on XRMB. However, the representations inferred
by VCCAP on TIMIT clearly hurt the recognition task on TMIT.

To address this domain mismatch effect, we learn a projection network for the
target domain, qT

φ (zT |xT ), that is informed by the source-domain model in various
ways. One way is to have the two networks fully/partially share parameters, and
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train the two jointly in a unified model. Figures 4.3.1 B,C,D show several options for
modeling the target-domain data. Architectures B, C, and D can each be combined
with A to form three different models that can be viewed as “weakly supervised” by
the cross-domain articulatory data. By “combining”, here we mean that training is
done with a loss that is a linear combination of the multiple relevant losses.

B models the target-domain acoustics with a variational autoencoder (VAE),
trained jointly with VCCAP with a shared projection network. Model C (“VAEP”)
is similar to B, but with an additional private variable hT and corresponding private
projection network that is specific to the target domain. Depending on the degree of
domain mismatch, sharing the complete VCCAP network between source and target
domains may still be too restrictive. Model D is similar to C, but with only a subset of
the VCCAP layers shared. The hidden layers that are closer to the acoustic input (in
yellow) are treated as domain-specific, while the layers closer to the output features
(in red) are shared between domains. The objective function for C and D, for one
acoustic frame xT , can be written as:

LV AEP (xT ) := E{qT
φ

(zT |xT )qT
φ

(hT |xT )}

[
log

(
pT
θ (xT |zT ,hT )

)]
−K L

(
qT
φ (zT |xT )||p(zT )

)−K L
(
qT
φ (hT |xT )||p(hT )

)
(4.3.1)

The objective for the combined model on S and T is

(1−β)E(LV CC AP (xS , yS ))+βE(LV AEP (xT )) (4.3.2)

where β > 0 is a hyper-parameter and p(hT ) and p(zT ) are set to N (0, I ). The fea-
ture vector used for downstream tasks is the mean of qT

φ (zT |xT ). In practice, we
train all of the models with minibatch gradient descent methods. We use a joint loss
for data from both domains by taking each minibatch to include some data drawn
independently from each domain; for each domain-specific loss term we use the
corresponding subset of the minibatch.

One way to address the potential domain mismatch when using the learned fea-
tures in a new domain is to add explicit domain adaptation layers. In this approach,
the projection network qS

φ
(zS |xS ) is shared with the target domain. However, two

additional fully connected layers, one with ReLU [Maas et al., 2013] activation and
one linear transformation, are used to transform the target input data before being
fed to the VCCAP projection network. The output of this composed projection net-
work is the input to the recognizer. All training is done end-to-end. This simple
model is labeled “VCCAP + adaptation layers” in Table 4.3.2.

4.3.2 JOINT TRAINING OF TARGET RECOGNIZER AND FEATURES

An alternative to explicit domain adaptation is to adapt implicitly, by keeping
the feature projection structure fixed but jointly learning it along with the recog-
nizer. As in previous chapters, for recognizers we use bidirectional long short-term
memory (LSTM) recurrent neural networks (RNNs) [Hochreiter and Schmidhuber,
1997, Schuster and Paliwal, 1997] trained with the connectionist temporal classi-
fication (CTC) loss [Graves et al., 2006], which have recently achieved very good
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performan in ASR (e.g., [Zweig et al., 2017]). This “implicit adaptation approach"
may be preferable over adding extra layers, which can result in an overparameter-
ized model. To be more concrete, for the feature learning model we will use VC-
CAP+VAEP from the previous section, since (as will be shown in Section 4.3.4) it is
the best-performing unsupervised model (although the approach in this section can
be used with any of the feature learning losses). Denoting one target-domain acous-
tic utterance xT and one frame xT , the objective function is

α
{

(1−β)E
[
LV CC AP (xS , y)

]+βE[
LV AEP (xT )

]}
+(1−α)E

[
LC T C

(
FV AEP (xT )

)]
(4.3.3)

where FV AEP (xT ) is the sequence of means of qT
φ (zT |xT

i ) for all frames i in xT ; these
are the learned features that are used as input to the target-domain recognizer. Here,
α is a tunable tradeoff parameter between the recognizer and feature learning losses.

4.3.3 JOINT TRAINING OF SOURCE AND TARGET RECOGNIZERS

Finally, if we have access to labels for both the source and target domains, we
may be able to benefit from jointly training recognizers for both domains, without
direct use of the learned feature projection network in the target domain. In this
approach, the source-domain recognizer uses VCCAP-based features fed into an
LSTM-CTC recognizer, and the target-domain recognizer uses the original acoustic
features fed into another LSTM-CTC recognizer.

We only share the topmost recurrent layer of the two recognizers for the two
domains, which are trained jointly. The idea here is to implicitly use the cross-
domain articulatory data by encouraging the two recognizers to agree. Although
source-domain labels are present, the articulatory data may still help as a form of
regularizer. While this may seem like a very weak use of the articulatory data, this
approach obtains surprisingly good improvements in phonetic recognition on the
target domain (see Section 4.3.4).

4.3.4 EXPERIMENTS

We use three datasets: the U. Wisconsin X-ray microbeam database (XRMB) of
simultaneous acoustic and articulatory recordings [Westbury et al., 1990], TIMIT [Garo-
folo et al., 1993], and Wall Street Journal (WSJ) [Paul and Baker, 1992]. Details regard-
ing the three datasets and our experimental setups on XRMB and WSJ can be found
in Section 3.1.

Unlike in Chapter 3 where we use 120-D features for TIMIT, in this section,
the acoustic input features for TIMIT are also 39-D MFCCs, but speaker-normalized
(via mean and variance normalization). This is for the purpose of directly applying
VCCAP trained on XRMB on TIMIT.

Unless specified otherwise, the inputs to both VCCAP and VAE(P) are the acous-
tic features concatenated over a 15-frame window centered at each frame. The in-
puts to the RNN recognizers are either MFCCs, filterbank features, or learned acous-
tic feature sequences without windowing. The final task is phonetic recognition,

37



evaluated using phonetic error rate (PER). XRMB is always used as the source do-
main. We consider three source-target domain pairs:

1 XRMB(35) → XRMB(12): This setup follows earlier work [Wang et al., 2015,
2016, Tang et al., 2017b]. We split the 47 XRMB speakers into two disjoint sets,
consisting of 35 and 12 speakers respectively. We treat the 35 speakers as the
source “domain” and the 12 speakers as the target “domain”, and we do not
access the articulatory data for the target speakers. We perform recognition
experiments in a 6-fold setup on the 12 target speakers, where in each fold we
train on 8 speakers, tune on 2, and test on 2; we then report the average per-
formance over the 6 test sets. This can be viewed as a very mild case of cross-
domain learning. As shown in prior work, in this setting we can improve target
speaker performance by simply using features learned on the source speakers.
Our experiments in this setting are intended to ensure that our approaches
still work in this mild case.

2 XRMB → TIMIT: In this setting we use XRMB as the source domain and TIMIT
as the target domain. One prior paper has explored an application of multi-
view feature learning from XRMB to TIMIT, but in a more limited setting with
fewer speakers and with shallow (kernel-based) feature learning models [Arora
and Livescu, 2013].

3 XRMB → WSJ: Here we use XRMB as the source domain and WSJ as the tar-
get domain. Whereas XRMB and TIMIT have similar amounts of data, WSJ
is much larger, so we may expect that any external multi-view data will have
a smaller effect. We include both TIMIT and WSJ as target domains, both to
test this possibility and more generally to measure applicability across target
domains.

We implement our models using TensorFlow [Abadi et al., 2016]. In setting (1),
all models are trained to 300 epochs; that is, all frames in the target dataset are used
300 times. We optimize with Adam [Kingma and Ba, 2014] (except for TIMIT rec-
ognizers which are optimized with vanilla SGD), dropout [Srivastava et al., 2014] at
a rate of 0.2− 0.4 (tuned for each setting), and a batch size of 200 frames for both
VCCAP and VAE(P). For recognizer training, we use a batch size of 1 utterance for
XRMB, 2 for TIMIT and 16 for WSJ. For XRMB and TIMIT, we train the RNN recog-
nizers (and multitask models) to 50 epochs; for WSJ we train to 20 epochs. These
training settings (and also trade-off hyperparameters α (Eq. 4.3.3) and β (Eq. 4.3.2
and 4.3.3)) were determined by tuning on the corresponding development sets. All
recognizers are speaker-independent (no speaker adaptation), and performance is
evaluated via the dev/test PER. We use 2-layer bidirectional LSTM recognizers for all
experiments (when we need to train a recognizer).

MAIN RESULTS

Our recognition results are given in Tables 4.3.1, 4.3.2 and 4.3.3, and are summa-
rized and visualized in Figure 4.3.3. We begin by summarizing our baseline and best
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Table 4.3.1: Phonetic error rates (PER, %) for XRMB(35)→XRMB(12): Averaged PER
over 6 folds of RNN CTC recognizers trained on acoustic features learned by different
models.

Method Test

1. Recognizer (baseline) 12.9
2. Recognizer (15) 17.5
3. VCCAP 9.4
4. VCCAP + Recognizer 8.9
5. VCCAP+VAEP + Recognizer 7.3
6. VAEP+VAEP + Recognizer 8.6
7. VAEP+VAEP 14.2
8. VCCAP+VAEP 7.4

final results, and explore more detailed comparisons in the following sections. Ac-
cording to Figure 4.3.3, cross-domain multi-view information generally helps in the
three scenarios XRMB(35)→XRMB(12), XRMB → TIMIT and XRMB → WSJ. Though
VCCAP+VAEP works very well on the “XRMB → XRMB" scenario, it does not improve
upon baselines in the target domain when there is clear domain mismatch. Super-
vised fine-tuning seems to be necessary to overcome the domain mismatches.

Our best model in the XRMB(35)→XRMB(12) setting is VCCAP+VAEP jointly
trained with a RNN recognizer. The RNN recognizer is identical to the baseline rec-
ognizer, except that the input to this recognizer is the mean of zT rather than MFCCs.
Our best 6-fold averaged PER is 7.3%, while the baseline is 12.9%. In the XRMB →
TIMIT and XRMB → WSJ settings, our best model is the jointly trained RNN with
shared upper layer between the source and target domains, as described in 4.3.2. For
TIMIT our best 2-layer model yields 1.4/0.6% absolute dev/test set improvements.
The best WSJ result improves by 3.4/2.9% absolute over the baseline. It is to be ex-
pected that the best performance is obtained in the setting with the most supervi-
sion. However, even with less supervision, our best models in Tables 4.3.1, 4.3.2 and
4.3.3 still outperform the baselines.

XRMB(35) → XRMB(12)

Table 4.3.1 gives the 6-fold averaged test set phonetic error rates on XRMB(12).
Row 1 corresponds to the baseline, where the RNN recognizer with MFCC inputs
is trained with the CTC loss only. Since our feature learning experiments use win-
dowed 15-frame features, we also include (row 2) the performance of a baseline RNN
recognizer that uses windowed 15-frame MFCC inputs to make sure that any im-
provement is not due simply to the concatenated inputs; in fact, this baseline does
much worse. Row 3 uses acoustic features learned from an unsupervised VCCAP
model trained on XRMB(35), reproducing the setting used in prior work [Tang et al.,
2017b].1 Row 4 corresponds to an end-to-end version of row 3. The improvement

1The results here are improved over the ones in [Tang et al., 2017b] due to improved optimization and
tuning, and a new TensorFlow version.
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Table 4.3.2: PER when the target domain is TIMIT. “Partial" means the projection
networks of the two domains are partially shared (Figure 4.3.1 A, D).

Method Dev Test

1. Recognizer (baseline) 19.8 20.8
2. Recognizer (15) 22.8 24.2
3. VCCAP 29.7 -
4. VCCAP + adaptation layers 19.0 -
5. VCCAP+VAEP 25.3 -
6. VCCAP+VAEP + Recognizer 19.2 -
7. VCCAP+VAEP, partial 24.9 -
8. VCCAP+VAEP, partial + Recognizer 18.8 -
9. Two recognizers (acoustic input) 19.2 20.6
10. Two recognizers (VCCAP feature input) 18.4 20.2

from row 3 to row 4 shows the benefit of learning the features jointly with the rec-
ognizer. Row 5 adds private target-domain features learned with VAEP to the joint
training, which produces the best results.

One possibility is that we are mainly benefiting from the extra acoustic data. To
check this hypothesis, we train a recognizer jointly with VAEP for both the target and
source domains, using just the acoustic data. Indeed, this model (row 6) also im-
proves greatly over the baseline, obtaining an average PER of 8.6%. However, we still
have a sizable gain from 8.6% to 7.3% PER by training on the multi-view data. Row
7 uses the same model as row 6 for modeling the acoustic input of both source and
target domains, but without joint training with a recognizer. Row 8 uses the same
feature model as row 5, but also without jointly training with a recognizer. The large
gap between rows 8 and 7 indicates the significant advantage of using the unlabeled
external-domain acoustic-articulatory pairs over extra acoustic inputs from exter-
nal domains. In these XRMB experiments, the source and target “domains” are very
well matched, and we always use models with shared projection networks across do-
mains. In the next two subsections, we consider the two settings with much larger
domain mismatch, and include experiments with partially shared projection net-
works.

XRMB → TIMIT

In table 4.3.2, row 1 is the baseline recognizer, and row 2 again shows that con-
catenating acoustic frames does not help. Row 3 shows that directly using VCCAP
learned on XRMB fails to generalize to TIMIT; this differs from the XRMB(35) →
XRMB(12) experiments, presumably due to the much larger domain difference here.
Row 5 introduces domain-specific private variables; the improvement over row 3
shows their benefit. Row 7 is similar to row 5 but with a partially shared projection
(Section 4.3.1). Rows 4, 6, and 8 use the target domain labels via end-to-end joint
training of the features and recognizer. Compared to the XRMB(35) → XRMB(12)
setting, we obtain a smaller improvement by learning features using XRMB, but
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Table 4.3.3: Phonetic error rates for XRMB→WSJ experiments. The baseline is
trained to epoch 20 while the other two rows only be trained to epoch 15.

Method Dev Test

1. Recognizer (baseline) 10.9 8.7
2. Two recognizers (acoustic input) 9.9 8.3
3. Two recognizers (VCCAP feature input) 7.5 5.8

there is still an appreciable improvement. Row 10 corresponds to the case where we
use the training labels for both source and target domains, and train two domain-
specific recognizers jointly with a final shared layer (Section 4.3.3), which produces
our best results. Again, we check whether this improvement could be due solely to
having additional acoustic data by training a similar jointly trained pair of recog-
nizers on the acoustic input only in the two domains; the result, shown in row 9,
is worse than row 10, indicating that only having the cross-domain acoustic data is
less helpful than cross-domain acoustic-articulatory pairs.

XRMB → WSJ

In the previous sections we compared a variety of models on XRMB and TIMIT.
Based on the success of the supervised “two recognizers” approach in the XRMB →
TIMIT setting, we only consider this approach for WSJ. Similarly to the TIMIT exper-
iments (rows 9 and 10 of Table 4.3.2), we train source and target recognizers with the
topmost layer shared, using either VCCAP features (Table 4.3.3, row 3) or acoustic
measurements (Table 4.3.3, row 2) as input to the source-domain recognizer. Some-
what surprisingly, the external acoustic data from XRMB improves the WSJ recog-
nition performance despite the small relative size of XRMB. However, the additional
use of the articulatory data in XRMB is much more helpful than the external acoustic
data alone, similarly to the corresponding TIMIT results.

4.4 LABEL EMBEDDING FOR SEQUENCE DATA

Ground-truth labels themselves might exhibit internal structure (e.g., the frame
labels of acoustic sequences typically exhibit segmental structure). We thus explore
regularizing representation learning by encoding label structure and using the com-
pressed representation as a regularizer. Our method is called “label embedding"
and is illustrated in Figure 4.4.1. The basic idea is to train two encoders where one
encodes the input while the other encodes the per-frame annotation. In this situa-
tion, we expect the internal representations of the two encoders to be similar to each
other.

Our work is motivated by [Karita et al., 2018, 2019, Mostajabi et al., 2018]. In
[Karita et al., 2018, 2019], the authors show that autoencoding both speech and text
while using a shared text decoder can enhance the intermediate representation of
speech. They use a domain loss to alleviate the domain difference between the
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speech and text domain representations. Compared with [Karita et al., 2018, 2019],
our work does not try to use large amount of unpaired text. Our contribution is that
we use similarity loss to push paired acoustic measurements and their frame labels
to have similar representations. We also explore the possible choices of similarity
loss.

From the perspective of learning shared representations between an input and
its paired label, our work is much closer to [Mostajabi et al., 2018]. In [Mostajabi
et al., 2018], the authors train an encoder over the set of annotations in the first
phase, then train the actual encoder using the phase-one encoder as a regularizer.
Unlike [Mostajabi et al., 2018] which uses a two-phase approach, our approach is
end-to-end. Additionally, we focus on extracting temporal structure hidden in the
sequential labels of the input sequences, which is not done in [Mostajabi et al.,
2018].

We experiment on a phone classification task in this section. In Figure 4.4.1, the
input is a 15−frame acoustic measurement vector with corresponding per-frame la-
bel “pppaaaaaaaaaddd”. We train two variational autoencoders with independent
inference networks, but with a shared decoder. The inference networks are 3−layer
feedforward neural networks as specified in Figure 4.4.1. The learned posteriors are
N

(
µ,diag

(
σ2

))
and N

(
µ̂,diag

(
σ̂2

))
respectively. We use an auxiliary loss, L (µ, µ̂),

to enforce the similarity between the µ and µ̂. We do not force the two diagonal
covariance matrices to be similar. The shared decoder then takes the samples from
two posteriors and reconstructs two copies of the label “pppaaaaaaaaaddd”. Assum-
ing the label vocabulary size is L, the input to the “label embedding” branch is a 15
L−dimensional one-hot vector, while the output of the decoder is a 15×L matrix
indicating the probability of each label for each time step. Given acoustic input x1:15

and its label l1:15, and denoting the losses of the two branches as Lacoustic and Llabel

respectively, the final objective we try to minimize is

L (x1:15, y1:15) = α1Lacoustic
(
y1:15|x1:15

)
+ α2Lsimilarity

(
µ(x1:15), µ̂(l1:15)

)
+ (1−α1 −α2)Llabel(y1:15) (4.4.1)

where α1 ∈ [0,1], α2 ∈ [0,1] and α1 +α2 ≤ 1. There are a number of choices for sim-
ilarity losses, including but not limited to L1, L2, cosine distance, contrastive loss
and CCA loss. For CCA loss, we introduce a Lagrange multiplier to incorporate or-
thogonal constraints in CCA loss as described in [Andrew et al., 2013]. Appendix
Section 8.4 provides details of CCA loss and other choices of similarity losses.

We perform a phone classification experiment on two datasets XRMB and TIMIT.
The settings on incorporating context are the same as described in Section 3.2. The
data partition for TIMIT is also the same as in Section 3.1. For XRMB, we use the
1500/236 utterances we used for training and tuning in unsupervised training in
Section 3.1 as our training and dev set. We use all of the 12 speakers we used for
the 6−fold experiments in Section 3.1 as our test set. Other differences from Section
3.2 include:

1 There is no unsupervised learning here. We have access to per-frame labels.
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2 The task we are interested in is phone classification rather than phonetic recog-
nition.

3 For TIMIT, we use 48 phone labels in training, and reduce to 39 phone labels
in evaluation, as is often done for TIMIT [Lee, 1988]. The label mapping can
be found in [Lopes and Perdigao, 2011]. For XRMB, we directly use 39 phone
labels in training and evaluation.

As we are concatenating a 15−frame window centered at each frame, we get 15
predictions for each time step, denoted as a 15×L matrix P 15×L

t . Following [Jaitly
et al., 2014], we calculate a geometric mean of P 15×L

t . The geometric mean p1×L
t =(

p(1)
t , · · · , p(L)

t

)
for each time step is:

For l ∈ {1, · · · ,L}, p(l )
t =

t ′=t+7∏
t ′=t−7

{{
P (t ′,l )

t

} 1
15

}
(4.4.2)

The predicted label for xt is argmaxl p(l )
t . We then evaluate the dev set and test

set prediction errors and summarize the results in Table 4.4.1 and 4.4.2.

Methods Dev Error (%) Test Error (%)

1. Classifier only, no label embedding branch 14.2 12.9
2. Classifier plus label embedding branch, no Lsimilarity 14.2 -
3. L2 Loss 14.2 -
4. Cosine Loss 14.0 -
5. Contrastive Loss 14.0 -
6. CCA Loss 13.5 12.4

Table 4.4.1: Label embedding experiments on XRMB. Besides row 1, all other rows
correspond to models with different choices of similarity loss L .

Methods Dev Error (%) Test Error (%)

1. Classifier only, no label embedding branch 21.8 23.2
2. DART in [Jaitly et al., 2014]2 - 24.2
3. Classifier plus label embedding branch, no Lsimilarity 21.1 -
4. L2 Loss 21.2 -
5. Cosine Loss 21.1 -
6. Contrastive Loss 20.9 22.3
7. CCA Loss 21.0 -

Table 4.4.2: Label embedding experiments on TIMIT. Except for row 1 and 2, all other
rows correspond to models with different choices of similarity loss L.

From the tables we observe that “label embedding” does impose some extra
regularization in this setting on a phone classification task. It consistently improves
upon the baseline on XRMB and TIMIT. Comparing the different similarity losses,
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we found CCA loss works best. However, as shown in Equation (8.4.2) in Appen-
dix Section 8.4, we do not use most recent contrastive loss variations (e.g. [Chen
et al., 2017, He et al., 2016]), and we only use one negative sample – a permutation of
l1:15. Contrastive loss-based joint models have the potential to work better if using
better and more negative samples. We also study the effect of the trade-off hyper-
parameter α1 (when α2 = 1−α1

2 ) in Appendix Section 8.1.

4.5 SUMMARY

To summarize this chapter, I have below key contributions and findings:

1 Multi-view representation learning is ubiquitous: I studied multi-view rep-
resentation learning in three different scenarios. In the first scenario, differ-
ent views of the same object (e.g., acoustic and articulatory measurements)
are available during training, and one or more views are missing in the test
time. In the second scenario, only one view is available during training; How-
ever, we can perform transfer learning to utilize the knowledge acquired from
multi-view representation learning on other datasets to enhance single-view
representation learning on the target dataset. In the third scenario (where we
only have utterances and the corresponding sequential labels), I show that the
sequential label is naturally a second view and thus its structure information
can be used to improve representation learning.

2 Cross-domain multi-view learning: As mentioned in the scenario 2 in bul-
let point one, it is still possible to perform multi-view representation learn-
ing even when the extra modality is missing. This is also one of my major
contributions to the multi-view representation learning. Specifically, I inves-
tigated learning acoustic encoder using extra modality information when we
actually don’t have access to the paired extra-view information (e.g., articu-
latory measurements). I explored different transfer learning techniques and
optimization tricks to exploit the learned acoustic-articulatory mapping in the
dataset where acoustic-articulatory pairs are accessible. I show that such kind
of acoustic-articulatory mapping information can benefit speech recognition
tasks (especially on small datasets).

3 Better priors help multi-view representation learning in complex scenar-
ios: My another major contribution to multi-view representation learning is
on using informative prior to enhance optimization and thus obtain represen-
tations that enhance downstream speech recognition. I found that contextual
information helps with multi-view representation learning (e.g., using 15 con-
secutive MFCCs is better than 7). However, when the window size is too big,
the quality of the learned representations start to decay. I showed that, a more
informative prior is critical for learning high-quality representation when the
size of the input window is large; we also proposed a method to construct in-
formative priors that help with VCCA.
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(a) Illustration of deep variational
canonical correlation analysis
(VCCA). The part inside the gray
box is the graphical model (with
solid lines). The inference model is
shown using dashed lines. θ and φ

are parameters of the generation and
inference networks respectively.

(b) Illustration of deep variational canonical correlation
analysis with private variables (VCCAP). The part inside
the gray box is the graphical model (with solid lines).
The inference model is shown using dashed lines. θ and
φ are parameters of the generation and inference net-
works respectively.
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(c) Using VCCA to learn representation for acoustic-articulatory pairs. Articulation is the pro-
cess of producing speech signals, it is a natural parallel view of speech. The mean value of the
posterior of the latent variable z can be used as a feature for downstream tasks.

Figure 4.1.1: Multi-view variational representation learning
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Figure 4.3.1: (A): VCCAP model for multi-view data; (B): Variational autoencoder
(VAE) for the target-domain acoustics. The projection network is the same as that of
VCCAP (indicated by the colors); (C): Like (B), but with additional private variables
for the target domain; (D): Like (C), but sharing only part of the projection network
(in red) with VCCAP; the other layers (yellow) model domain-specific information.

Figure 4.3.2: Multi-view representations can help in-domain recognition task but
not out-domain recognition task.

Figure 4.3.3: Overview of experimental results. “VCCAP+VAEP" represents the un-
supervised model described in Section 4.3.1; “VCCAP+VAEP+Rec" represents the
model with target domain recognizer jointly trained as described in Section 4.3.2;
“Joint rec (VCCAP feat)" represents the model with both source and target domain
recognizers jointly trained as described in Section 4.3.3.
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Figure 4.4.1: Illustration of our label embedding model.
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CHAPTER 5

RECURRENT REPRESENTATION

LEARNING WITH AUXILIARY LOSS

As discussed in Chapter 3, context information plays a crucial role in learning
good representations. Feeding a window consisting of consecutive time steps to a
feedforward neural network is an intuitive way to introduce context information.
Under an unsupervised learning setting, we observed that it is challenging to learn
a good representation using a feedforward neural network when the input is a large
window spanning many time steps. Though we proposed a two-step learning ap-
proach (see Section 4.2) to alleviate this difficulty, the feedforward neural network
becomes cumbersome when the inputs grow to a higher dimension. Unlike feed-
forward neural networks which require fixed dimensional input, bidirectional re-
current neural networks [Schuster and Paliwal, 1997] are a more natural choice for
modeling variable-length sequence data. Our experiments in Section 3.4 also indi-
cate that bidirectional recurrent neural networks are more powerful for exploiting
context information to learn representations that would benefit the speech recogni-
tion task.

In this chapter, I explore using recurrent neural networks (which are more pow-
erful for modeling sequence input) to learn per-time-step representations of se-
quence data. I study recurrent representation learning in the next two chapters un-
der three scenarios: 1) auxiliary representation learning where I train jointly with
two losses, a supervised loss and an auxiliary representation loss (e.g., ELBO or re-
construction loss), 2) semi-supervised representation learning where we use extra
unlabeled data and 3) unsupervised representation learning where we only opti-
mize representation loss (e.g., ELBO or reconstruction loss). Due to the success of
VAE in the feedforward representation learning scenario (shown in our experiments
in Chapter 3), I use a variational sequential framework in this and the remaining
chapters. I focus on auxiliary representation learning (using multitask training) in
this chapter and leave semi-supervised learning and unsupervised learning for the
next chapter.

There have been a few existing variational sequential models [Chung et al.,
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2015b, Fraccaro et al., 2016, Goyal et al., 2017, Shabanian et al., 2017], most of which
mainly focus on maximizing the sequence likelihood and improving the quality of
the generated samples rather than obtaining good representations for downstream
tasks. The applicability of these approaches for downstream tasks is limited by two
obstacles. One obstacle is the discrepancy between architectures. Those above-
mentioned sequential generative models are typically based on (stacked) unidirec-
tional RNNs, but bidirectional RNNs are generally more powerful for modeling se-
quential data. For example, [Graves et al., 2005] shows that bidirectional LSTM
improves upon unidirectional LSTM for phoneme classification and recognition,
[Arisoy et al., 2015] shows bidirectional RNNs can benefit automatic speech recog-
nition, and [Cui et al., 2018, Alawneh et al., 2020] show that bidirectional RNN can
benefit traffic speed prediction and human activity recognition. Due to this archi-
tecture discrepancy, it is nontrivial to use the encoders of these generative models
to warm-start a bidirectional recognizer (e.g., BiLSTM ASR recognizer). Similarly,
it is also less intuitive to train a shared encoder for both unidirectional generative
models and a bidirectional model (for a supervised task) via multitask learning.

The other obstacle is the difficulty of estimating marginal distributions of latent
variables. When the latent variables over different time steps are not independent
of each other, the marginal distribution of qφ(zt ) (by marginalizing out all zs ex-
cept zt ) is typically a multi-modal distribution without an analytical form. This is
also true for priors. To get samples of zt , we need nested sampling during typically
costly training. To address this and the above considerations, I propose a varia-
tional sequential model built upon stacked bidirectional LSTMs and tackle the prob-
lem of modeling the posterior distributions. In this chapter, I focus on a multitask
learning framework, where the learned representations are fed to downstream clas-
sifiers/recognizers, and the negative ELBO and discriminative loss are minimized
jointly.

5.1 BASIC MODEL

I refer to our variational sequential model as the “Recurrent Representation
Learning Model” (RecRep). RecRep is illustrated in Figure 5.1.1. RecRep uses stacked
bidirectional LSTMs to deterministically encode the input sequence x1:T into h1:T .

Given h1:T , I parameterize T independent Gaussian distributions
{

qφ(zt |ht ) =
N

(
µt ,diag

(
σ2

t

))}
t∈1,··· ,T , with µt and logσ2

t being transformations of ht .1 The gen-
eration model Fθ(zt ) is a multilayer ReLU network followed by a linear layer param-
eterizing a Gaussian distribution for reconstruction, or the logits of a multinomial
distribution for supervised learning. I use samples 2 of z1:T as input for training
downstream recognizers/classifiers, and at test time we use the mean of the poste-

1In my implementation, I also add non-linear layers on top of linear layers to increase the complexity
of σt .

2In actual implementation, we introduce one additional hyparameterκwhich is in the range [0,1]. The
sample for discriminative model is µt +κδ1⊙σt while the sample used for reconstruction is µt +δ2⊙σt .
δ1 and δ2 are independently drawn from N (0, I ). The motivation here is that the discriminative task may
need less uncertainty than generation task.

49



Figure 5.1.1: RecRep: Our basic variational sequential representation learning
model. I use red dashed arrows to indicate generation. ut is the ground truth tar-
get to be generated. For the basic model, ut = xt ; however, ut can be more complex
(e.g., weighted consecutive frames) that encourages latent variables to capture more
contextual information.

rior distributions qφ(zt |ht ) as input to downstream models. The average ELBO of
RecRep for input x1:T is

ELBO(x1:T ,u1:T ) = 1

T

T∑
t=1

{
Eqφ(zt |ht )

{
log pθ(ut |zt )

}
−βDKL

(
qφ(zt |ht )∥N (0, I )

)}
(5.1.1)

Given x1:T and its corresponding label l1:T , we can jointly optimize the ELBO
and the supervised loss in a multitask learning framework. The complete objective
we attempt to minimize is

L (x1:T , l1:T ) = (1−α)
T∑

t=1
log p(lt |zt )−αELBO(x1:T ,u1:T ) (5.1.2)

with α ∈ [0,1].
Note, besides motivating Equation (5.1.2) from multitask learning perspective,

it can also be motivated and derived from a constrained VAE perspective as shown
in [Hope et al., 2020]. That is, minimizing (5.1.2) is approximately equivalent to
maximizing the ELBO with the constraint that the supervised loss (

∑T
t=1 log p(lt |zt ))

should to be smaller than a pre-defined threshold ϵ.

maxELBO(x1:T ,u1:T ) ,subj. to:
T∑

t=1
log p(lt |zt ) ≤ ϵ (5.1.3)

5.2 PYRAMIDAL MODEL

Per-frame phonetic/character labels of acoustic utterances typically exhibit seg-
mental structure. Thus reducing time resolution may not hurt the performance
of the recognition task and can significantly accelerate the training and inference
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Figure 5.2.1: RecRep-Pyramid-MT: A multitask model consisting of a CTC recognizer
and our pyramidal variational sequential model. The two parts share the first layer,
second layer and latent variables. The generation part of the model reconstructs the
concatenation of x2k−1 and x2k given z2k . In this example, the per-time-step label of
x1:10 is “l1l1l1l1l1l1l1l2l2l2”, and the CTC output is “l1_l2”, where “_” is the blank in
CTC.

[Chan et al., 2016]. Pyramidal RNNs [Graves, 2012b] reduce the time resolution per
layer. As there are fewer time steps for the latent variable sequence than for the in-
put sequence length when using pyramidal RNNs, we may use each latent variable
to reconstruct a few neighboring input frames. Taking Figure 5.2.1 as an example,
we would have the pyramidal architecture produce the latent variables z2, z4, z6, z8

and z10 , where z2 is responsible for reconstructing the concatenation of x1 and x2,
z4 for x3 and x4, and so on.

Figure 5.2.1 shows a multitask model that is designed for speech recognition,
where I use CTC loss for training the recognizer. Unlike the basic model illustrated
in Figure 5.1.1 where the generative model and the recognizer share all the recurrent
layers, the recognizer shown in Figure 5.2.1 has has an additional recurrent layer (in
blue). The design is motivated because CTC loss and per-frame reconstruction loss
favor different sorts of information. CTC outputs many “blank” labels and would
encourage the representations from the final layer to be ready to be converted to
“blanks". Though these consecutive blanks implicitly indicate the duration of one
label, a single “blank" does not contain the critical information to reconstruct one
frame, and converting large amounts of different frames into blanks may cause re-
constructive information to be lost. In contrast, our generative model with per-
frame reconstruction loss encourages representations of each time step to capture
the specific characteristics of that time step, e.g., phonetic information, speaker in-
formation, and channel information. Due to this conflict of interest, I leave one
private layer to CTC and expect this private layer to transform the representations
learned by RecRep-Pyramid to forms better suited for CTC. 3

3Please note, we can potentially jointly train with different ASR models (e.g. RNN transducer [Graves,
2012a] and encoder-decoder [Bahdanau et al., 2016a]) other than CTC. The conflicts as mentioned above
may be specifically due to jointly training the RecRep and CTC.
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The averaged ELBO of RecRep-Pyramid for input x1:T , with ut = [x2k−1, x2k ], is:

1

⌊T
2 ⌋

⌊ T
2 ⌋∑

k=1

{
Eqφ(z2k |h2k )

{
log pθ ([x2k−1, x2k ]|z2k )

}
−βDKL

(
qφ (z2k |h2k )∥N (0, I )

)}
(5.2.1)

and the complete objective given x1:T and its corresponding label l1:M is

L (x1:T , l1:M ) = (1−α) log p
(
l1:M |{z2k }k∈1,··· ,⌊ T

2 ⌋
)
−αELBO (x1:T ) (5.2.2)

5.3 IMPROVING RECREP

I propose two extensions for improving RecRep. One extension is “self prior up-
dating” which provides more informative priors during training. Though it looks
similar, this “self prior updating” is slightly different from the one introduced in
Section 4.2. Basically, “prior updating" introduced in Section 4.2 uses posteriors
learned from a smaller context as new priors when learning from a larger context.
However, “self prior updating" uses posteriors learned from earlier epochs as new
priors in later epochs. For simplicity, I use “prior updating" to refer to “self prior
updating" in this chapter. The second extension introduces a per-frame auxiliary la-
tent variable to capture information unrelated to downstream discriminative tasks
that is nevertheless vital for reconstruction. Owing to the existence of this auxiliary
latent variable, the primary latent variable can focus on capturing task-specific dis-
criminative information.

5.3.1 SELF PRIOR UPDATING

RecRep (and its variant RecRep-Pyramid) uses N (0, I ) as its per-time-step prior.
As discussed in [Chung et al., 2015b], given a sequence of length T , {N (0, I )}T may
be too restrictive for sequence representation learning as this prior ignores depen-
dencies between time steps. In this section, I propose a simple yet powerful ap-
proach called “self prior updating” (“prior updating" for short), where the prior of
each time step is iteratively replaced by the inferred posterior using an encoder with
weights of the previous (or even earlier) epoch. For example, in the c th epoch of the

optimization process, I use
{

qφ(c−1) (zt |ht )
}

1≤t≤T
, the posteriors inferred using the

model weights of (c −1)th epoch, as a sequence prior for maximizing the modified
ELBO in Equation (5.3.1). Note, φ(c−1) will not be updated during the c th epoch.

T∑
t=1

{
Eqφ(zt |ht )

{
log pθ(xt |ht )

}−βDKL

(
qφ(zt |ht )∥qφ(c−1) (zt |ht )

)}
(5.3.1)

There are two potential benefits of “prior updating" if we assume qφ(c−1) is al-
ready an informative representation. On one hand, as the prior of time step t is a
function of hidden state ht , such a position-dependent prior contains more con-
textual information than the generic prior N (0, I ). The modified ELBO (Equation
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(5.3.1)) thus has an intuitive interpretation as re-encoding each latent variable zt

w.r.t more informative prior information (searching q (c) near q (c−1) while optimiz-
ing the expected log likelihood). On the other hand, as we are pushing the posterior
of every time step of each sequence to a unique prior (different from N (0, I )), the
averaged KL divergence

Ex

{
Et

{
DKL

(
qφ(zt |ht )∥N (0, I )

)}}
(5.3.2)

is less prone to approach 0. In other words, the RecRep with “prior updating" is
more resistant to the posterior collapse described in [Bowman et al., 2015]. I discuss
“prior updating" from the perspectives of re-encoding latent variables and prevent-
ing posterior collapse in more detail in the following sections.

RE-ENCODING W.R.T. MORE INFORMATIVE PRIOR INFORMATION

Given the inference network parameters φ(c−1), for each sequence x ∈ D, we
can infer hidden states (h1:T ) and posteriors qφ(c−1) (zt |ht ) for 1 ≤ t ≤ T . Interpreting
these hidden states as “samples", we can estimate a new prior distribution p ′(z)
using

p ′(z) = Ex

{
E1≤t≤T

{
qφ(c−1) (zt |ht )

}}
(5.3.3)

p ′(z) is a Gaussian mixture as we typically parameterize each qφ(c−1) (zt |ht ) as Di-
agonal Gaussian distribution. The “prior updating" idea introduced earlier in this
chapter actually implements the below approximation of the KL divergence between
posteriors and the prior p ′(z):

Ex∈D,t

{
DKL

(
qφ(zt |ht )∥p ′(z)

)}
= Ex∈D,t

{
Eqφ(zt |ht )log

qφ(zt |ht )

p ′(z)

}
≈ Ex∈D,t

{
Eqφ(zt |ht )log

qφ(zt |ht )

qφ(c−1) (zt |ht )

}
(5.3.4)

= Ex∈D,t

{
DKL

(
qφ(zt |ht )∥qφ(c−1) (zt |ht )

)}
Equation (5.3.4) assumes that for the samples z ∼ qφ(c) (zt |ht ), p ′(z) ≈ qφ(c−1) (zt |ht ).

In other words, they likely all belong to one Gaussian component of the mixture
prior p ′(z), which is qφ(c−1) (zt |ht ). This “one Gaussian component" assumption is
somewhat too strong. However, I still use qφ(c−1) (zt |ht ) throughout this thesis and
I find such a simple proxy works well in practice. Although not investigated within
this thesis, it is possible to derive a more accurate approximation than Equation
(5.3.4), which is described in the appendix (Section 8.7.1).
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HYPER-PARAMETER TUNING Regarding “prior updating", I also emphasize the fol-
lowing:

1 Starting Epoch: In the first few epochs, the learned inference network (e.g.
φ(c−1)) is not optimized to do high-quality inference. Thus the learned pos-
teriors may not be informative enough to serve as “priors" in the following
optimization process. To avoid this pitfall, I only start “prior updating" after a
few epochs.

2 Saving the best epoch: If we have some metrics to evaluate the quality of
φ(c−1), e.g., the ELBO in the validation set or the performance of downstream
tasks (e.g., speech recognition) when using φ(c−1) to generate features, it is
possible to only perform “prior updating" when improved metrics on the val-
idation set was observed.

3 Updating frequency: Although we can always use the latest learned posteriors
as new priors to guide further optimization, I observe that it may not work the
best. In practice, we tune the frequency that priors are updated (e.g., every
five epochs using the latest inference network) in practice.

4 β: The β parameter controls the flexibility of the optimization. To allow more
flexibility to search for good priors in the early stage, one should avoid using
extremely large β. However, as the optimization goes on, one can gradually
increase β to stabilize the optimization. For simplicity, in this thesis, I don’t
use a schedule for β; instead, I use a tuned fixed value.

5 Regarding proxy priors: I describe other solutions for approximating p ′(z) in
Appendix Section 8.7.1.

POSTERIOR COLLAPSE

In [Bowman et al., 2015], the researchers identify an issue called “posterior col-
lapse" for variational autoencoders. This describes the situation when the model
relies solely on the powerful decoder (e.g., when the output of the decoder becomes
almost independent of the latent variable), the latent variables stop encoding cru-
cial information of the seen input. The KL divergence between posterior and prior
then approaches 0, and the VAE thus fails to learn meaningful representations. This
subsection describes the techniques I use (including “prior updating") to prevent
posterior collapse.

It is generally understood that a powerful generation network does not rely strongly
on high-quality posteriors to reconstruct the input. For example, when training
Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) [Goodfellow et al., 2014], a powerful gener-
ation network can transform a sample from N (0, I ) to a high-quality image/speech.
Thus, to enforce the posterior distribution to carry more useful information, I use a
relatively shallow feedforward neural network as our reconstruction network. This
is viable as our goal is more to extract useful features than to generate high quality
samples.
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Besides using a shallow generation network, we can also use a more complex
reconstruction target. As mentioned earlier in Chapter 1, the reconstruction target
for each time step t can also be a more complex target like a (weighted) context win-
dow. To better reconstruct such a target, a relatively shallow reconstruction network
would have to rely more on hints from informative representations, which might
also help prevent the posterior collapse issue.

In fact, our prior updating approach also prevents the posterior collapse. As-
sume that after first c − 1 epochs, the average distance between a posterior (e.g.
qφ(c−1) (zt |ht ), with input sequence x randomly selected, and ht being the t th hid-
den state) and the prior N (0, I ) is ∆, that is,

Ex∼D,t∼U (1,|x|)
{

DKL

(
qφ(c−1) (zt |ht )∥N (0, I )

)}
=∆ (5.3.5)

As the optimization reduces the reconstruction error and the divergence be-

tween qφ(c)(.) and qφ(c−1)(.), there is no clear driving force pushing EDKL

(
qφ(c)(.)∥N (0, I )

)
towards 0. When the optimization converges, the qφ(c) (zt |ht ) would be almost the
same as qφ(c−1) (zt |ht ), thus the average distance between the posterior (after c epochs)
and the vanilla prior N (0, I ) would still be around ∆.

5.3.2 AUXILIARY LATENT VARIABLES

Discriminative tasks typically do not need precisely the same set of attributes as
reconstruction tasks. For example, to reconstruct an acoustic unit, the latent rep-
resentation (input to the generation network) needs to encode linguistic informa-
tion, acoustic channel information, speaker identity, etc. However, suppose we want
to train a robust speech recognizer (which is speaker/background-independent),
in that case, the acoustic channel and speaker identity are variables that need to
be “filtered out" by the recognizer. Motivated by this observation, when RecRep is
jointly trained with a discriminative loss, I introduce one more set of latent vari-
ables {rt }t∈1,··· ,T (as shown in Figure 5.3.1) to capture information unrelated to the
discriminative task but important for reconstructing the input.

Using disentangled latent variables for learning representations is not new. In
[Hsu et al., 2017, 2019], the authors use a global latent variable to capture informa-
tion like speaker identity, and in [Narayanaswamy et al., 2017], the authors propose
to learn disentangled representations encoding different attributes into a subset of
variables. The authors employ a general graphical model structure in the encoder
and decoder, allowing them to train partially-specified models with strong assump-
tions on a subset of interpretable variables. In [Denton and Birodkar, 2017], a new
model for learning disentangled representations from video is proposed in which
each frame is factorized into a stationary part and a temporally varying component.

Our proposed auxiliary latent variable approach also attempts to learn two la-
tent variables for each frame of the sequence, and thus is most similar to [Denton
and Birodkar, 2017]. I explore two possible architectures, as shown in Figure 5.3.1.

In the first architecture, rt is independent of zt given hidden state ht . This kind
of architecture is inspired by multi-space VAE [Zhou and Neubig, 2017] and VCCAP
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Figure 5.3.1: Illustration of two architectures I investigated to introduce auxiliary
latent variables. Red dashed lines indicate drawing samples and red solid lines indi-
cate reconstruction. The figure shows one time step of the whole sequential model.
Discriminative loss (ignored in this figure) only takes z as input.

[Wang et al., 2016], although the two models are not designed for learning sequential
representations. Similar to zt , I also parameterize rt as a diagonal Gaussian and use
the concatenation of the samples of rt and zt to reconstruct xt . The ELBO we seek
to maximize is shown in Equation (5.3.6) for this architecture with two independent
latent variables. For simplicity, I ignore the discriminative loss and the per-utterance
ELBO is also written without updated priors.

1

T

T∑
t=1

{
Eqφ(zt |ht )qφ(rt |ht )

{
log pθ(xt |zt ,rt )

}
− β

(
DKL

(
qφ(zt |ht )∥N (0, I )

)+DKL
(
qφ(rt |ht )∥N (0, I )

))}
(5.3.6)

In the second architecture, rt is designed to depend on zt , and I only use rt for
reconstructing the input xt . I expect both architectures can help zt focus on infor-
mation only related to discriminative tasks, with rt being conditionally supervised
by the label information in the second architecture. The ELBO of this architecture is
shown in the following Equation (5.3.7)

1

T

T∑
t=1

{
Eqφ(rt |ht ,zt )qφ(zt |ht )

{
log pθ(xt |rt )

}
− β

(
DKL

(
qφ(zt |ht )∥N (0, I )

)+DKL
(
qφ(rt |ht , zt )∥N (0, I )

))}
(5.3.7)
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Model NER DEV NER TEST Chunking DEV Chunking TEST

1.Baseline 93.3 89.3 94.1 93.1
2.StocCon-MT 92.4 - 92.8 -
3.StocCon-MT+P 93.2 - 94.0 -
4.RecRep-MT 92.5 - 93.5 -
5.RecRep-MT+F 92.6 - 93.5 -
6.RecRep-MT+H 92.8 - 93.6 -
7.RecRep-MT+P 93.6 - 94.1 -
8.RecRep-MT+H+P 93.7 89.8 94.5 93.7

Table 5.3.1: F1 score of NER on CoNLL 2003 and Text chunking on CoNLL 2000.
“Baseline” = Two layer bidirectional GRU recognizer without any representation
learning loss. “MT" indicates multitask learning. “+F” indicates using auxiliary la-
tent variable rt with rt independent of zt given ht , “+H” indicates using rt where rt

depends on zt . “+P” indicates using “prior updating”.

5.3.3 EXPERIMENTS

I report our experimental results on two sequence labeling tasks, named entity
recognition (NER) [Sang and De Meulder, 2003] and text chunking [Sang and Buch-
holz, 2000], and also one sequence transduction task – TIMIT phone recognition. I
use RecRep for NER and text chunking and RecRep-Pyramid for phone recognition
on TIMIT. I show that the proposed “prior updating" and “auxiliary latent variables"
do help RecRep(-Pyramid) outperform baseline models on multitask learning.

CONLL 2003 NAMED ENTITY RECOGNITION AND CONLL 2000 CHUNKING

For named entity recognition and text chunking, I follow the setting of [Peters
et al., 2017]. The input is a pre-trained word embedding (GloVe 100−dimensional
embedding [Pennington et al., 2014]) concatenated with the output of a charac-
ter RNN embedding. The baseline prediction model is a 2−layer bidirectional GRU
RNN [Cho et al., 2014, Chung et al., 2015a]. I also compare with another base-
line sequential representation learning framework, StocCon, for multitask learning
(StocCon-MT). StocCon is the basic model (Figure 5.1.1) with a unidirectional re-
current connection between each pair of two neighboring latent variables; that is,
zt is parameterized using the concatenation of ht and samples of zt−1. pθ(x|z) is a
multinomial distribution rather than Gaussian due to the discrete nature of inputs,
as in Equation (6) and (7) in [Miao et al., 2016]. The generation network Fθ(z) tries to
reconstruct the (pre-trained) embedding of the target word. The hidden state units
for all recurrent layers are 100 per direction, and I use unit size 100 for zt and 25 for
rt . Based on Table 5.3.1, I observe the following:

1 RecRep-MT itself does not outperform the well-trained strong baseline. How-
ever, RecRep-MT assists with prior updating, and hierarchical latent variables
show clear improvement over the baseline for both NER and text chunking.
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2 We can see StocCon-MT generally fails to outperform RecRep-MT, although
StocCon-MT has a higher model capacity (e.g., the extra stochastic recurrent
connections for StocCon compared with RecRep-MT). As mentioned at the
beginning of this chapter, this may be because it is challenging to estimate
marginal distributions of latent variables when the latent variables over dif-
ferent time steps are not independent, requiring nested sampling during typ-
ically costly training. However, it is possible that a more sophisticated sam-
pling and inference strategy can improve StocCon-MT (e.g., using the sam-
pling and inference solutions proposed in [Fraccaro et al., 2016]).

3 We can see that our proposed “prior updating" clearly helps both StocCon-MT
and RecRep-MT, which matches our expectation that more informative priors
can further improve the quality of the learned representations.

4 RecRep-MT+H marginally improves over RecRep-MT while RecRep-MT+F per-
forms similarly to RecRep-MT. Unlike with flattened latent variables (“+F"),
when using hierarchical latent variables (e.g., “+H"), the primary latent vari-
able does not need to store too much information related to reconstruction.
However, the reconstruction now depends on the discriminative information
we have seen. Such conditional reconstruction could be a better way to en-
courage disentangling between reconstruction-specific information and dis-
criminative task-related information.

PHONE RECOGNITION ON TIMIT

For phone recognition on the TIMIT data set, I use the same data processing
and train/dev/test split as in [Tang et al., 2017a]. The baseline recognizer is a 3−layer
stacked bidirectional LSTM [Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997] network with pyra-
midal subsampling as shown in Figure 5.2.1. I use 256 hidden units per direction for
all LSTM layers throughout this chapter, unless specifically mentioned.

Model DEV TEST

1.Baseline 17.3 19.4
2.StocCon-Pyramid-MT 17.6 -
3.RecRep-Pyramid-MT 17.2 -
4.RecRep-Pyramid-MT+F 16.8 18.3
5.RecRep-Pyramid-MT+H 16.8 18.6
6.RecRep-Pyramid-MT+P 17.0 -
7.RecRep-Pyramid-MT+F+P 16.8 -
8.RecRep-Pyramid-MT+H+P 16.7 18.3

Table 5.3.2: TIMIT phonetic error rates (%). “Baseline” = CTC recognizer without
representation learning loss.

Table 5.3.2 shows the same trend as Table 5.3.1. StocCon struggles to pro-
duce representations that improve over baselines. I suspect this is because of the
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issue mentioned earlier in this section, namely the difficulty in learning a posterior
qφ (z1:T |h1:T ) and marginals

{
qφ(zt |ht )

}
t∈1,··· ,T .

Our RecRep-Pyramid-MT models (without stochastic recurrent connections, and
directly learning the marginals) outperform StocCon-MT and consistently improves
upon the baselines when using prior updating or (hierarchical) auxiliary latent vari-
ables. In the remaining part of this subsection, I do two ablation studies. One abla-
tion study is to understand if prior updating can help to improve the learned repre-
sentations in a stable fashion. The other ablation study is to understand the benefit
of using RecRep-Pyramid in multitask learning as a regularizer. I leave more detailed
hyper-parameter tuning information for the Appendix, in Section 8.5.

Di m(z) α β κ dropout PER (%) PER (%) with prior updating

150 0.5 0.01 0.1 0.4 18.2 17.2
150 0.5 0.01 1.0 0.4 18.2 17.2
150 0.5 0.01 0.0 0.4 17.9 17.2
250 0.5 0.01 0.1 0.4 18.1 17.0
150 0.6 0.01 0.1 0.4 18.0 17.3
150 0.4 0.01 0.1 0.4 18.0 17.5
150 0.3 0.01 0.1 0.4 18.0 17.4
150 0.2 0.01 0.1 0.4 18.2 17.4
150 0.5 0.001 1.0 0.4 17.9 17.4
150 0.5 0.01 0.0 0.4 17.8 17.1
150 0.5 0.01 1.0 0.5 17.2 17.2

Table 5.3.3: Dev set performance for “prior updating". I select the best 11 RecRep-
Prymida-MT models we have trained. I apply prior updating to re-train 11 models
using the same hyperparameters. The last model shown in this table uses L2 weight
10−7, and all other models do not use L2 regularization. α is the weight on the ELBO
as shown in Equation (5.1.2), and κ (introduced in Section 5.1) is the hpyerparam-
eter I introduced to control how much uncertainty is used for discriminative task.

DOES PRIOR UPDATING HELP? I describe our ablation study on the prior updating.
I show that the models with prior updating consistently improves upon correspond-
ing models without prior updating, and in most cases, clearly outperform the cor-
responding models. I select the best 11 RecRep-Pyramid-MT models (all trained up
to 80 epochs), and re-train another 11 models using the same hyperparameters as
the 11 RecRepPyramid-MT models with prior updating applied. The prior updating
starts from the 10th epoch with a prior updating frequency of 10. All other exper-
imental settings are identical to those used for RecRep-Pyramid-MT. As shown in
Table 5.3.3, prior updating reduces the phone error rate on the dev set significantly.
The consistent benefits across different hyper-parameters as shown in Table 5.3.3,
and the benefits we have seen earlier in this section indicate that this simple tech-
nique helps improve representation learning.
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(b) Comparison of dev PER.

Figure 5.3.2: Comparison of CTC and RecRep+F regularized CTC on training loss
and dev PER.

RECREP-PYRAMID AS A REGULARIZER I also observed the “regularization effect” of
the RecRep-Pyramid in our multitask learning framework. Compared with the CTC
baseline recognizer, RecRep-Pyrmamid regularized CTC (e.g., RecRep-Pyramid-MT)
has a worse CTC training loss but outperforms the baseline in the dev set, in terms
of both CTC loss and phone error rate.

In Figure 5.3.2a, I show the trend of training loss and dev PER of CTC and
“RecRep-Pyramid+F". The figures show that CTC regularized by the generative model
has higher training loss and converges more slowly. According to Figure 5.3.2b, the
dev PER of CTC stabilizes around epoch 40, but in the generative model-regularized
CTC the dev PER continues to decrease.. The CTC regularized by “RecRep-Pyramid+F"
starts to outperform the baseline around epoch 50.

5.4 RECREP-PYRAMID WITH WINDOW RECONSTRUCTION

As mentioned in the introduction, and also in the caption of Figure 5.1.1, the re-
construction target of time step t can be xt or a (weighted) window centered around
frame t . In this section, I experiment with reconstructing a W −frame window. Com-

60



pared with reconstructing a single frame xt as in RecRep or reconstructing the con-
catenation of two consecutive time steps as in RecRep-Pyramid (shown in Figure
5.2.1), reconstructing a W −frame window encourages the per-time-step represen-
tation to capture more context information hidden in the W time steps.

Denoting the parameters for inference and generation networksφ and θ respec-
tively, according to ELBO, we are encouraging the posterior distribution qφ(zt |ht ) to
approximate the distribution pθ(zt |ut ). As zt will not be used for the reconstruc-
tion of targets other than ut , if ut is a single frame, the ELBO simply encourages zt

to capture local information of xt ; if ut is a context window, maximizing ELBO en-
courages qφ(zt |ht ) to be similar to pθ(zt |ut ) and learn the context information from
ut .

I compare window-reconstruction-based RecRep-Pyramid-MT with baseline and
vanilla RecRep-Pyramid-MT (reconstructing a concatenation of two consecutive time
steps). I use WSJ for this experiment (with the same setup described in 3.1). All rec-
ognizers are trained using 1

2 of SI84 of WSJ, and I report the character error rate (CER)
on dev93.

α= 0.0 W = 2 W = 3 W = 5 W = 7 W = 9

Dev CER (%) 27.6 28.1 27.5 26.8 26.9 27.5
Reconstruction Loss

@ best epoch
- 159.7 157.0 157.4 155.4 155.5

Table 5.4.1: Comparison of window-reconstruction-based RecRep-Pyramid-MT,
baseline and vanilla RecRep-Pyramid-MT. α is the weight on the averaged ELBO
term, when α = 0.0, the RecRep-Pyramid-MT becomes baseline. Except the first
column (Baseline), I use α= 0.3 for all the other columns shown in the table. W = 2
is the vanilla RecRep-Pyramid-MT. Reconstruction loss here refers to averaged per-
time-step log-likelihood normalized by window size W . The latent variable size is
200.

According to earlier experiments described in this chapter (e.g., Table 5.3.2 and
Table 5.3.1), RecRep-Pyramid-MT and RecRep-MT are either only comparable to,
or fail to outperform the baseline. I observe the same phenomenon on the dev set
of WSJ (e.g., the column of W = 2 is worse than the column of α= 0.0). However, ac-
cording to Table 5.4.1, I observe that RecRep-Pyramid-MT with window reconstruc-
tion outperforms the basic RecRep-Pyramid-MT. I find an absolute CER reduction
of 0.6 to 1.3 given different window sizes. Also, the window-based reconstruction
helps the CTC achieve (slightly) lower CER in the dev set than baseline CTC, and
the benefit is consistent across all window sizes I have tried. I observe that moder-
ate window sizes 5 and 7 are the most helpful for character recognition. Collectively,
these observations suggest the benefit of reconstructing a complex unit over a single
frame.

As mentioned earlier in Section 5.2, I hypothesize that as CTC loss and per-
frame reconstruction loss favor different types of representations, RecRep-Pyramid-
MT could potentially struggle between favoring the two losses. According to Table
5.4.1, I observe that reconstructing a window somewhat alleviates the conflict be-
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tween reconstruction loss and CTC loss. I observe that while window reconstruc-
tion typically helps RecRep-Pyramid-MT achieve lower dev set CER, it also achieves
lower per-frame reconstruction loss. I suspect that this is because window recon-
struction losses induce smoother temporal representations, which are better suited
for CTC. CTC tends to output many continuous “blanks" (see the example in the
caption of Figure 5.2.1) and thus encourages higher-level LSTM layer representa-
tions to be smoother. When reconstructing a window [xt−W,t+W ] centered at t for
each time step t , the latent variable encodes less the per–frame variance as the re-
construction targets of two neighboring time steps becomes even more similar to
each other.

5.5 SHALLOW RECURRENT REPRESENTATION LEARNING

We hypothesized that CTC loss and per-frame reconstruction loss favor differ-
ent types of representations. Thus, I experiment with a model variant where the
speech recognizer (CTC) and variational sequential model only share low-level fea-
tures while the two branches have more private layers to learn task-specific repre-
sentations. I expect such kind of shallow model would achieve better performance.
I would also compare with autoencoding with another learning approach – autore-
gressive prediction (the FB model described later) in this section.

To make the comparison with a three-layer BiLSTM CTC recognizer fair, I de-
sign our RecRep-Pyramid-MT in such a way that the speech recognizer and varia-
tional sequential model share two BiLSTM layers, and the speech recognizer only
has one private BiLSTM layer, as shown in Figure 5.2.1. Prior to this section, all
experiments for multitask speech recognition in this chapter have followed this de-
fault setup. This section explores the model architecture where the speech recog-
nizer (CTC) and variational sequential model only share one BiLSTM layer while the
speech recognizer has two private BiLSTM layers. As CTC loss and per-frame recon-
struction loss favor different types of representations, I expect using more speech-
recognition-specific layers will help reveal this conflict and improve speech recog-
nition performance.

I investigate two types of shallower variational sequential models. The first one
is a one-layer RecRep-Pyramid, which is called RecRep-Pyramid-1L. Its correspond-
ing multitask learning version is denoted RecRep-Pyramid-MT-1L. For RecRep-Pyramid-
MT-1L, the representation learning layer is a single bidirectional recurrent layer; the
latent representations on top of this layer are then fed to feedforward neural net-
works for reconstruction tasks and provided to two-layer bidirectional LSTMs for
the speech recognition task. The second shallow variational sequential model I use
is illustrated in Figure 5.5.1. I refer to this model as “forward-backward model" (FB
for short). Its corresponding multitask version is named FB-MT.

For the FB model, I use a one-layer unidirectional LSTM as our forward encoder.

Similar to our approach in Section 5.3.2, I also learn two latent variables z f
t and ft

for each time step t . Here, both z f
t and ft are functions of the hidden state ht (the

summarization of x≤t ); ft is used to predict the next time step input xt+1 while z f
t
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Figure 5.5.1: Forward and backward variational recurrent model.

is used to reconstruct the current time step input xt . Similarly, I also have one one-
layer unidirectional LSTM as our backward encoder, and use the hidden state g t (the
summarization of x≥t ) to parameterize bt which is then used to predict xt−1.

Unlike how RecRep reconstructs current frame xt , where xt and its neighbors
have been observed by the encoder, the FB model, which tries to predict the next
and previous unseen frames, can be understood as learning a legitmate spectrogram
language model p(xt |x1:t−1) (or p(xt |xt+1:T ) for the backward case).

As the forward summarization of x≤t and backward summarization of x≥t both
contain the information relevant to reconstruct xt , I also introduce two more latent
variables, z f

t and zb
t respectively, which are used to reconstruct the current time

step xt . Thus, for the FB model, there could be three variations: 1) The model only
predicts unseen next/previous frames, 2) the model uses only reconstruction loss
similar to RecRep, and 3) the model includes both reconstruction loss and loss for
predicting unseen frame.

I jointly train a forward encoder, backward encoder, and stacked bidirectional
CTC recognizer. The forward encoder (single layer) and the bottommost forward
layer of the CTC recognizer share the same parameters, and similarly for the back-
ward encoder and the backward layer of the CTC recognizer share the parameters.

The samples of the four latent variables ( ft , bt , z f
t and zb

t ) are concatenated and fed
to subsequent private layers of the CTC recognizer. The samples are concatenated

as

[
ft ;

z
f
t +zb

t
2 ;bt

]
.

I compare RecRep-Pyramid-MT, RecRep-Pyramid-MT-1L, FB-MT (all three vari-
ations), and the baseline (three-layer BiLSTM CTC recognizer with hidden state units
of 256 per direction). I use the performance of character speech recognizers to eval-
uate the quality of the learned representations. All recognizers are trained using 1

2 of
SI84, and all experimental setup details are the same as in Section 3.1.

From Table 5.5.1, I observe that both RecRep-Pyramid-MT-1L (Row 3,4) and
FB-MT (Row 5−6,9−10) outperform the baseline (three-layer BiLSTM CTC recog-
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Models Dev CER (%) Test CER (%)

1. Baseline (3-layer BiLSTM)
256 hidden units

per direction
27.1 19.9

2. RecRep-Pyramid-MT
Di m(zt ) = 200

α= 0.3,β= 0.001,κ= 0.0
28.1 -

3. RecRep-Pyramid-MT-1L
Di m(zt ) = 200

α= 0.3,β= 0.001,κ= 0.0
25.8 -

4. RecRep-Pyramid-MT-1L
Di m(zt ) = 200

α= 0.3,β= 0.001,κ= 0.01
25.4 18.6

5. FB-MT

Di m(z f
t ) = 0 and Di m(zb

t ) = 0
Di m( ft ) = 185 and Di m(bt ) = 185

α= 0.3,β= 0.001,κ= 0.1

25.8 -

6. FB-MT

Di m(z f
t ) = 0 and Di m(zb

t ) = 0
Di m( ft ) = 150 and Di m(bt ) = 150

α= 0.3,β= 0.001,κ= 0.1

26.0 -

7. Another baseline
Model of row 6 with
α= 0.0,β= 0.0,κ= 0.0

26.8 -

8. FB-MT

Di m(z f
t ) = 0 and Di m(zb

t ) = 0
Di m( ft ) = 150 and Di m(bt ) = 150

α= 0.3,β= 0.0,κ= 0.0

27.0 -

9. FB-MT

Di m(z f
t ) = 370 and Di m(zb

t ) = 370
Di m( ft ) = 0 and Di m(bt ) = 0
α= 1e −3,β= 0.01,κ= 0.0

26.5 -

10. FB-MT

Di m(z f
t ) = 70 and Di m(zb

t ) = 70
Di m( ft ) = 150 and Di m(bt ) = 150

α= 0.3,β= 0.01,κ= 0.0

26.8 -

Table 5.5.1: Comparison of Baseline, FB-MT, and RecRep-Pyramid-MT-1L. α is the
weight of the averaged ELBO (see Equation (5.1.2)), β is the weight on the KL diver-
gence term, and κ affects the magnitude of jitter from the mean (see Footnote 2 of
this Chapter). All speech recognizers are trained to convergence (e.g., no improve-
ment on dev set error rate observed).
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Figure 5.5.2: Comparison of Baseline, RecRep-Pyramid-MT and RecRep-Pyramid-
MT-1L in terms of error rate on dev93. The hyperparameter κ is explained in Foot-
note 2 of this Chapter. κ is used to bound the variance of samples used for the speech
recognition task. The smaller κ is, the smaller variance.

nizer) and basic RecRep-Pyramid-MT (CTC and recurrent sequential model sharing
two bidirectional layers). Please note, this finding does not necessarily indicate that
shallow encoders (e.g., one-layer BiLSTM) learn better speech representations than
deeper encoders (e.g., two-layer BiLSTM). I hypothesize that RecRep-Pyramid-MT-
1L has better performance than RecRep-Pyramid-MT because RecRep-Pyramid-MT-
1L has more speech-recognition-specific recurrent layers and thus has a greater ca-
pacity to alleviate the conflict between CTC loss and reconstruction loss. If I also use
two private recurrent layers for RecRep-Pyramid-MT, it could presumably achieve
better speech recognition performance than RecRep-Pyramid-MT-1L.

According to Table 5.5.1, RecRep-Pyramid-MT-1L performs best among all mod-
els, but the gap between the best RecRep-Pyramid-MT-1L model (row 4) and the best
FB-MT model (row 5) is not significant (e.g., CER 25.4 vs 25.8), and they all signifi-
cantly outperform the baseline model (row 1) and basic RecRep-Pyramid-MT (row
2). Note that I use latent variables of dimension 200 for basic RecRep-Pyramid-MT
and for RecRep-Pyramid-MT-1L. I use latent variables of larger units for FB-MT; that
is, 185 for both ft and bt . In recent work [Chung et al., 2019], the authors try to
predict additional unseen frames beyond the next unseen frame to encourage the
encoder to learn more context information. Their model learns speech represen-
tations that benefit a few tasks such as phone classification, speaker identification,
and speech recognition. I suspect that modifying the FB-MT loss to predict addi-
tional frames in this way could also make FB-MT more powerful.

Compared with the model of Row 5, Row 6 uses ft and bt of smaller units, and
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performs slightly worse. Row 7 is another baseline model without recurrent repre-
sentation learning. Compared to the baseline (Row 1), Row 7 has a linear dimension
reduction layer between the first two recurrent layers. This model (Row 7) is de-
signed to match the speech recognizer part of Row 6 exactly. We can see that Row 6
has lower CER than Row 7 and Row 8, where Row 8 is the deterministic counterpart
of Row 6. The observation that Row 6 is better than Row 8 echoes our findings in
Table 3.2.2 that VAEs outperform AEs. Another interesting observation is that FB-
MT with both losses predicting the future and reconstructing the current time step
leads to worse performance than FB-MT with only losses predicting the future or
reconstructing the current time step.

I also plot the dev set error rate curve (Figure 5.5.2) to compare the baseline,
basic RecRep-Pyramid-MT, and RecRep-Pyramid-MT-1L models. The plot clearly
shows the advantage of RecRep-Pyramid-MT-1L in terms of dev set error rate. Ac-
cording to row 3 and 4 in Table 5.5.1 and this plot, a non-zero κ seems helpful for
stabilizing the validation set character error rate and improving the model’s perfor-
mance. In Appendix Section 8.6, I describe my experiments on TIMIT which also
uses one-layer BiLSTM for representation learning in multitask learning. The exper-
imental results are consistent with Figure 5.5.2 and Table 5.5.1.

5.6 SUMMARY

To summarize this chapter, I have below key contributions and findings:

1 Multitask recurrent representation learning: I have proposed a variational
bidirectional encoder framework, which directly learns posterior distributions
that decouple over frames when conditioned on bidirectional RNN outputs
(e.g., ht ’s). Our bidirectional encoder can be easily jointly trained with down-
stream tasks across NLP and speech domains. I have proposed to factor the
per-time-step information into a discriminative task relative component and
a reconstruction-specific component. I have also proposed to update the per-
time-step priors dynamically, discussed the resulting benefits and limitations
in depth, and propose potential extensions in the Appendix (Section 8.7) to
more accurately estimate new priors. Our experimental results show that the
proposed multitask representation learning framework and its extensions work
well for tasks that include speech recognition, named entity recognition, and
chunking.

2 Different reconstruction targets: I have also performed an ablation study to
investigate the effects of different reconstruction targets and different encoder
architectures. Regarding the reconstruction target ut , our experimental re-
sults suggest that reconstructing a window (of proper size) rather than recon-
structing a single frame works better (i.e., achieving lower CER). Unexpectedly,
I find that the benefit from reconstructing a window is not big enough in mul-
titask learning setting.

3 Different tasks favor different representations: I hypothesized that CTC loss
and per-frame reconstruction loss favor different types of representations. Thus,
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I experiment with a model variant where the speech recognizer (CTC) and
variational sequential model only share low-level features while the two branches
have more private layers to learn task-specific representations. The ablation
studies indicate that, when the depth of encoder is fixed, sharing fewer layers
between the generative model and the speech recognizer in multitask learn-
ing works better than sharing more layers. Please note that this observation
does not necessarily mean deeper generative models is less useful than shal-
lower generative moels. I expect deeper generative models to learn more use-
ful speech representations in an unsupervised representation learning sce-
narios than shallower generative models due to the higher model capacity.
Even if we restrict ourselves to a auxiliary/multitask learning setting, there
is no evidence that RecRep-Pyramid-MT with one variational recurrent layer
(shared by CTC and RecRep) and 4 CTC-specific layers would work better than
RecRep-Pyramid-MT with two variational recurrent layers (shared by CTC and
RecRep) and 3 CTC-specific layers. As mentioned before, minimizing recon-
struction loss and minimizing CTC loss may require very different final layer
representations, and I attribute the success of RecRep-Pyramid-MT-1L and
FB-MT to better handling of this conflict.

67



CHAPTER 6

RECURRENT REPRESENTATION

LEARNING USING UNLABELED

DATA

Recently, there have been many works attempting to learn speech representa-
tions under unsupervised setting, such as [Dunbar et al., 2019, Chorowski et al.,
2019, Kamper et al., 2017, Harwath et al., 2016, Baevski et al., 2021]. These works
learn representations without using label information and thus can utilize a large
amount of unlabeled data. In Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, I studied unsupervised rep-
resentation learning and showed learned speech representations can benefit speech
recognition tasks. However, the feedforward encoder I used cannot easily take a
complete utterance as input (e.g., we need to pre-segment the input utterance into
overlapping pieces and then feed these pieces to the encoder separately), and thus
fails to encode long-range dependency in the learned representations. In Chapter 5,
I studied using RecRep and its variants for auxiliary/multitask representation learn-
ing. I found that an auto-encoding style learning objective, when jointly trained
with the loss of the discriminative task, consistently improves the performance of a
few sequence prediction tasks. However, I have not yet explored in-depth learning
speech representations utilizing a large amount of unlabeled data, with an encoder
taking the complete utterance as input. This chapter studies semi-supervised and
unsupervised representation learning in this context, in particular focusing on eval-
uating how the speech recognition task benefits from the learned representations.

I first study vanilla RecRep-Pyramid in both semi-supervised and unsupervised
learning settings. Our experiments show that it is challenging to significantly im-
prove upon the baseline using RecRep-Pyramid-MT in a semi-supervised learning
scenario. I also find that pre-training with RecRep-Pyramid is even less helpful than
pre-training with feedforward VAE (taking a segment of a complete utterance as in-
put) for speech recognition tasks. I discuss the reasons that RecRep-Pyramid may
fail to learn high-quality acoustic representations in the semi-supervised and unsu-
pervised feature learning settings. One of our hypotheses is that RecRep-Pyramid
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does not actively encourage encoders to learn representations that encode contex-
tual information – the learning objective of basic RecRep-Pyramid-MT only encour-
ages the encoder to encode the temporal information rather than the context in-
formation. On the other hand, as the encoder has seen the whole utterance, “re-
constructing what we have seen" facilitates training but not generalization given a
powerful bidirectional encoder.

Unlike RecRep, which sees the complete utterance via bidirectional encoder be-
fore reconstructing the utterance, recent pre-training approaches usually predict
the unseen content of the input utterance. For example, there are a few recent ap-
proaches for unsupervised representation learning [Oord et al., 2018, Hjelm et al.,
2018] based on the idea of maximizing a lower bound on or an approximation of
mutual information (MI) between the representation of the seen context and future-
time-step inputs. Wav2vec [Schneider et al., 2019] is one recent work that shows un-
supervised pre-training can improve ASR trained on smaller labeled data sets, where
the authors use a loss similar to InfoNCE loss which is used in [Oord et al., 2018]. The
authors of wav2vec [Schneider et al., 2019] further extend wav2vec to vq-wav2vec
[Baevski et al., 2020a], which learns to discretize the continuous wav2vec repre-
sentations and use the discretized representations as input to BERT. Though sim-
ply quantizing the wav2vec representations does not show any advantage in speech
recognition tasks over wav2vec, the wav2vec+BERT pre-training does provide a bet-
ter initialization to the acoustic model than wav2vec. Parallel to this line of MI-
related research, there is also an unsupervised autoregressive model (e.g., APC, [Chung
et al., 2019]) that predicts the spectrum of future frames , which is motivated by pre-
trained language models in the NLP domain.

Though those methods obtain impressive results, they are not directly applica-
ble to pre-training bidirectional encoders. [Ling et al., 2020, Ling and Liu, 2020]
extend APC by combining ELMo style bidirectionality and the reconstruction ob-
jective of APC. The authors named the proposed method as “deep contextualized
acoustic representations (DeCoAR)". Another approach to pre-train bidirectional
encoder is called “masked reconstruction" [Wang et al., 2020]. Unlike the ELMo style
bidirectionality of DeCoAR, masked reconstruction uses a bidirectional encoder to
take inputs with temporal slices and spectrum domain slices masked and predicts
the unseen content based on upstream and downstream information. Though all
use a BERT-Style training, vq-wav2vec is based on discretized representations while
masked reconstruction directly reconstructs the missing part of the surface feature
based on the observed remaining. Unlike [Wang et al., 2020], wav2vec 2.0 [Baevski
et al., 2020b] masks the speech input in the latent space. Via contrastive loss, the
model encourages the context representation centered over a mask to be similar to
the correct quantized speech representations. The authors claim that models pre-
trained by wav2vec 2.0, after fine-tuning on transcribed speech, can outperform the
state-of-the-art semi-supervised methods.

Due to the recent success of pre-training methods for learning acoustic repre-
sentations, I also investigate InfoNCE loss and masked reconstruction in this chap-
ter for unsupervised representation learning. I first explore using Contrastive Pre-
dictive Coding (CPC [Oord et al., 2018]) for acoustic feature learning and confirm
that CPC can outperform VAEs and RecRep-Pyramid for the speech recognition task.
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I explored “predicting the future" (the FB model) in Section 5.5 in multitask learning
scenario and observe no clear difference in terms of ASR performance between rep-
resentations learned by “predicting the future" and "reconstructing what we have
seen" in multitask learning scenario. The CPC differs from our simple “predicting
the future" strategy in that it enforces the autoregressive representation to be more
predictable to a longer duration of unseen future context, and uses a loss other
than reconstruction loss. Although I find no clear difference in terms of ASR per-
formance between representations learned by “predicting the future" and "recon-
structing what we have seen" in multitask learning scenario, I do observe the clear
benefits of CPC over RecRep-Pyramid (“reconstructing what we have seen") in un-
supervised representation learning.

Though it is possible to employ techniques I used in Chapter 5 to improve
RecRep-Pyramid in unsupervised learning settings, due to our observation that CPC
significantly outperforms basic RecRep-Pyramid, I have decided to focus on the
learning paradigm of “predicting unseen content" for unsupervised representation
learning. I also investigate a combination of masked reconstruction ( [Wang et al.,
2020]) and CPC, but find that this hybrid approach does not outperform the masked
reconstruction learning method. I also explore improving upon masked reconstruc-
tion by using a more difficult learning objective, incorporating multi-view learning
and a simple domain adaptation trick, and find that all of these tricks improve rep-
resentations for speech recognition tasks.

6.1 DATA AND SETUP

In this chapter, I focus on improving phone-based and character-based con-
nectionist temporal classification ( [Graves et al., 2006], CTC) systems. I use the
WSJ data set for semi-supervised representation learning (Section 6.2) and unsu-
pervised representation learning (Section 6.3), and follow the same data processing
and train/dev/test partitions as described in Section 3.1. Speech utterances belong-
ing to SI284 are used for unsupervised representation learning and are also used as
unlabeled data in semi-supervised learning. (Part of) SI84 is used to train character-
based or phone-based CTC systems with dev93 and eval92 used as dev/test sets.

For all experiments related to pre-training, I strictly follow the setups described
in [Wang et al., 2020]. I also use SI284 as the source of unlabeled data for improving
phone-based and character-based CTC systems trained on SI84. The input feature
is 40D log mel filter bank energy (LFBE) with a window size of 25ms and hop size
of 10ms. Per-speaker mean (but not variance) normalization is applied for WSJ. Be-
sides SI284, I also pre-train an acoustic model on LibriSpeech [Panayotov et al.,
2015], a dataset consisting of 960 hours of training data. I do not use any informa-
tion other than the audio of LibriSpeech. Every 3 consecutive frames are stacked
after data augmentation (if applied) to accelerate the training. I investigate the ef-
fect of different pre-training approaches on CTC systems that further fine-tune on
SI284 and/or SI84. I use the Kaldi s5 recipe [Povey et al., 2011] to generate a set
of 351 position-dependent phones, which are the labels for the phone-based CTC
system. I use 60 characters for the character-based system, including the alpha-
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bet, digits, and punctuation symbols. I use the beam search algorithm (no language
model) implemented in TensorFlow [Abadi et al., 2016], with a beam size of 20, for
evaluating phone/character error rates.

6.2 RECURRENT SEMI-SUPERVISED ACOUSTIC FEATURE LEARN-
ING

In this section, I explore using basic RecRep-Pyramid-MT for semi-supervised
representation learning on WSJ. The labeled training set is SI84 (15 hours of speech)
while the unlabeled training set is SI284 partition (80hour speech). The baseline su-
pervised recognizer is a character-based CTC recognizer. The recognizer consists
of one bidirectional LSTM on top of a neural network identical to the encoder of
RecRep-Pyramid. The RecRep-Pyramid encoder consists of another two bidirec-
tional LSTM layers followed by linear transformation layers. I train RecRep-Pyramid-
MT by minimizing the loss:

(1−α)Ex1:T ∈SI 84

{
log p(l1:M |R (x1:T ))

}
−αEx′

1:T ′∈SI 284

{
ELBO(x ′

1:T ′ )
}

(6.2.1)

Note that the only difference compared with the loss used for multitask learning

(Equation 5.2.1) is the ELBO term Ex′
1:T ′∈SI 284

{
ELBO(x ′

1:T ′ )
}

. Unlike in multitask

learning, the training samples for this term are from SI284 partition rather than SI84.
I implement it by calculating both the cross-entropy loss and negative ELBO for all
samples from SI84 partition in one batch, then randomly select a few samples from
SI284, for which I only calculate the negative ELBO for them. The per-epoch loss is
then the sum of the three terms’ expectation: discriminative loss, ELBO on SI84, and
ELBO on SI284. Depending on the batch size used for SI84 and SI284, we may not
finish iterating both SI84 and SI284 partitions simultaneously. In practice, I say one
epoch is finished when the training has iterated over all samples of SI84 once.

I vary the trade-off hyper-parameter α from among {0.0,10−4,10−3,10−2,10−1}
to see how the loss on the unlabeled data affects the performance of the CTC recog-
nizer. Unfortunately, our experiments suggest that it is very difficult to outperform
the CTC baseline recognizer. As shown in Figure 6.2.1, only when α = 10−4 does
RecRep-Pyramid-MT achieve similar dev set CER to the baseline (α= 0.0).

I also examine the averaged negative log likelihood on the dev set (dev93) as
shown in Figure 6.2.2. In this figure, the cases where α= 0 (CTC loss only) and α= 1
(RecRep-Pyramid loss only) are plotted as lines. These two cases indicate the upper

and lower bounds on the averaged negative log likelihood (− 1
⌊ T

2 ⌋
∑⌊ T

2 ⌋
k=1 log pθ([x2k ||x2k+1]|z2k ))

1 . All of the other cases are shown as bars.
As expected, I observe that larger α leads to lower loss (better reconstruction).

However, I also observe one interesting phenomenon: when the weight on ELBO is
no longer negligible (e.g., whenα= 0.1 orα= 0.01), the quality of the reconstruction

1|| means concatenation here
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Figure 6.2.1: Dev CER (%) of baseline CTC and CTC jointly trained with RecRep-
Pyramid (RecRep-Pyramid-MT). The RecRep-Pyramid-MT is trained via semi-
supervised learning. SI84 is the labeled training set while SI 284 is the source for
training ELBO. α is the weight of negative ELBO term in the joint loss. α = 0 and
α= 10−4 are shown by lines in the plot while the other αs are shown as bars.
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Figure 6.2.2: The plot shows the averaged negative log likelihood

(− 1
⌊ T

2 ⌋
∑⌊ T

2 ⌋
k=1 log pθ([x2k ||x2k+1]|z2k ) on SI284 for models with different αs. α = 0

and α= 1 are shown as lines while all the other cases are shown as bars.
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fluctuates substantially. To stabilize the training, I need to use relatively small α
(e.g., 10−3 and 10−4). Unfortunately, smaller αs do not reduce CER on the dev set
significantly.

This conflict does not only exist in semi-supervised learning; it is also observed
in multitask learning; that is, training RecRep-Pyramid-MT without using additional
unlabeled data. For example, as we can see from the Figure 5.5.2 of Section 5.5,
compared with Baseline (a CTC system), RecRep-Pyramid-MT shows more signifi-
cant fluctuation in terms of per-epoch dev set phone error rate. The fluctuation indi-
cates the conflict between the per-frame reconstruction loss and CTC loss, presum-
ably due to the different preferences of the two losses. As blank label is dominant
in the outputs (before removing redundant labels) of a well-trained CTC recognizer,
such a label distribution implicitly encourages the encoder’s LSTM layers, especially
those closer to the output, to be more predictable to blank labels. However, when
doing per-time-step reconstruction, the latent representations need to capture the
phoneme information and temporal information rather than simply favoring blank
labels.

A potential solution to this conflict is to introduce an auxiliary latent variable
as described in Section 5.3.2. As the auxiliary latent variable can focus on the re-
construction task, the primary latent variable can be more effectively adapted to the
values favored by CTC loss. Another potential solution could be to use more pri-
vate layers for the CTC system, which is carefully studied in Section 5.5. In this
way, the representation layers are less affected by the CTC output as they are now
further away. In Chapter 5, I showed that either of these options helps RecRep(-
Pyramid) to learn representations more suitable for CTC-based ASR in the multitask
learning setting. As we are more interested in how to learn good speech representa-
tions rather than alleviating the conflict between CTC loss and frame reconstruction
loss in this chapter, I do not conduct other large-scale semi-supervised experiments
using the techniques introduced in Character 5. In the next section, I explore un-
supervised speech representation learning, where the representation learner is not
jointly trained with any ASR system. Thus the unsupervised training objective is
not affected by the different preferences of the discriminative recognizer loss during
training.

6.3 UNSUPERVISED ACOUSTIC FEATURE LEARNING

I explore unsupervised acoustic feature learning in this section using XRMB
with setups described in Section 3.1, and also WSJ with setups described in Sec-
tion 6.1. I first train VAE, RecRep-Pyramid, and Contrastive Predictive Coding (CPC,
[Oord et al., 2018]) on SI284. I then use the pre-trained encoders to transform the
surface features into representations and train character-based CTC recognizers us-
ing SI84, which is much smaller than SI284.

On the multitask learning setting from Section 5.5, I observe that “predicting
unseen content" does not outperform “reconstructing what we have seen"; how-
ever, I was using one-layer LSTM in our experiments, and I simply encouraged our
model to predict next-time-step unseen frame. I revisit the topic of comparing “re-
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constructing what we have seen" (e.g., RecRep-Pyramid and VAE) and “predicting
unseen content" (e.g., CPC) in this section for unsupervised learning settings. Our
experimental results suggest that the representations learned by CPC yield the best
CTC recognizer.

I explained the use of VAE (with feedforward encoder) and RecRep-Pyramid for
representation learning in Chapter 3 and Chapter 5 respectively. See Figure 3.0.1
to review how we use feedforward VAE for representation learning, and see Equa-
tion (5.2.1) in Chapter 5 for the loss to minimize to train RecRep-Pyramid. Before I
describe my experiments, I first briefly explain Contrastive Predictive Coding (CPC,
[Oord et al., 2018]).

6.3.1 CONTRASTIVE PREDICTIVE CODING

The key insight of Contrastive Predictive Coding (CPC) is to learn representa-
tions that can predict the future in the latent space. To induce the latent space to
encode information which is maximally useful to predict future samples, the au-
thors try to maximize the mutual information between current step representations
and future-time-step observations. More specifically, given a sequence input x1:T , a
representation ct for time step t can be learned by maximizing a lower bound on the
mutual information I (x,ct ), where x ∈ {xt+1, xt+2, · · · , xt+K } and K is the number of
steps in the future to be predicted.

Several approaches [Belghazi et al., 2018, Hjelm et al., 2018, Oord et al., 2018]
have been proposed for estimating the mutual information. The particular estimate
used by CPC [Oord et al., 2018], called “InfoNCE", is:

I (xt+k ,ct ) ≥−EX

{
f (xt+k ,ct )∑N

m=1 f (x jm ,ct )

}
(6.3.1)

where X = {
x j1 = xt+k , x j2 , · · · , x jN

}
consists of one positive sample x j1 = xt+k and

N −1 random samples from x1:T other than xt+k for 1 ≤ k ≤ K , or from utterances
other than x1:T . f (x jm ,ct ) is a log bilinear function ez jm Wk ct where z jm is the latent
representation of x jm . ct is the output of an autoregressive model summarizing z≤t .

6.3.2 EXPERIMENTS

I compare CPC, RecRep-Pyramid, and non-sequential VAE (feedforward neural
network encoder) using XRMB and WSJ. When working on WSJ, all the three unsu-
pervised feature learning approaches are trained on SI284, then the encoders are
used to transform the samples of SI84 before recognizer training. For the remaining
setups on the two datasets, please see Section 3.1. Below I describe some imple-
mentation and experimental details:

VAE: I use 3−layer feedforward neural networks (1024 units ReLU) followed by one
linear transformation to generate a k−dimensional vector for each 7−frame
window centered at each frame of every utterance. The k−dimensional vector
is the mean of a multivariate Gaussian. Here k = 70 for XRMB and k is selected
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from among {120,150} for WSJ. I use batch size 1024, dropout 0.2, and β= 1.0.
All models are trained up to 20 epochs.

RecRep-Pyramid: The encoder is a 2−layer bidirectional LSTM (256 hidden units per direction)
followed by linear transformation. The dimensionality of the per-time-step
latent variable is either 120 or 150 when working on WSJ, and 70 when work-
ing on XRMB. The weight of β is chosen from {1.0,0.1,0.01,0.001}; dropout is
selected from {0.0,0.2,0.4}. I use batch size 16 and train each model up to 40
epochs. I infer the mean value of per-time-step Gaussian posteriors as the se-
quential representations, which are the input to the downstream tasks. More
specifically, given a RecRep-Pyramid model we have trained, I use it to infer
{µ2k }k∈1,··· ,⌊ T

2 ⌋ for each input x1:T .

CPC: When implementing CPC, I use 2−layer feedforward neural networks (1024
units ReLU) followed by one linear transformation to learn z jm . I use uni-
directional 3−layer LSTMs followed by a linear transformation layer to learn
Wk ct , with the dimension of all hidden units being 256. CPC features are then
extracted using the linear transformation on top of the 3−layer unidirectional
LSTMs. The input of the CPC model is the concatenation of 3 consecutive
frames to shorten the length of the input sequence and accelerating training.

CTC Recognizer: For downstream tasks, I train a 3−layer bidirectional LSTM CTC recognizer,
taking surface features or learned representations as input. For each pre-
trained model, the epoch with the best validation loss is saved for generating
representations. All the CTC recognizers are trained using Adam optimizer
with the initial learning rate being 0.005. All models are trained to conver-
gence (e.g., No improvement observed on the dev set in 5 epochs). For each
pre-training method, the model with the best dev set CER is then reported in
Table 6.3.1. For remaining setups (e.g., train/dev/test partitions information,
other hyperparameters for training downstream CTC recognizers), please re-
fer to Section 6.1.

Models 1
16 SI84 1

8 SI84 1
4 SI84 1

2 SI84 XRMB

1. Baseline 53.0 48.6 38.7 27.1 11.3
2. VAE 51.5 46.3 38.1 34.9 9.6
3. RecRep-Pyramid 55.6 - - - -
4. CPC 51.0 44.1 35.6 31.3 8.9

Table 6.3.1: Comparison of several representation learning approaches on the dev
set of WSJ and on XRMB. I report character error rate (CER) on WSJ and 6−fold av-
eraged test set phone error rate (PER) on XRMB. All recognizers are trained to con-
vergence. For each trained CTC recognizer, the epoch with lowest dev set error rate
is reported.

From Table 6.3.1, I observe that CTC recognizers trained using VAE and CPC
features both significantly outperform the baseline recognizer (trained directly us-
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ing the surface feature) on XRMB, with the recognizer trained using CPC features sig-
nificantly outperforming that trained using VAE features. Note that, on XRMB, the
recognizers corresponding to CPC take the concatenation of MFCCs and features
learned by CPC as input. On WSJ, when using 1

16 , 1
8 and 1

4 of SI84 to train recognizers,
the CPC-based recognizer significantly outperforms both VAE and baseline. How-
ever, recognizers trained using RecRep-Pyramid features can outperform neither
VAE-feature-based recognizers nor baseline recognizers, even when the baseline
recognizer is trained using only 1

16 of the SI84. When we use more labeled training
data, e.g., when using the complete set of SI84 for recognizer training, CPC-based
and VAE-based recognizers all fail to outperform the baseline recognizer. This ob-
servation again is consistent with our finding in Section 3.2 that the relative amount
of unlabeled data matters for unsupervised representation learning.

Note that, although VAE, RecRep-Pyramid, and CPC use different encoder ar-
chitectures, VAE is comparable to RecRep-Pyramid in terms of the number of model
parameters, and they all have more parameters than CPC. From this perspective, I
believe that the comparison shown in Table 6.3.1 is still fair.

6.3.3 POTENTIAL PROBLEMS PREVENTING RECREP(-PYRAMID) FROM

LEARNING GOOD REPRESENTATIONS

Our experimental study reveals the difficulty of learning good representations
using RecRep-Pyramid under both unsupervised and semi-supervised acoustic fea-
ture learning settings. In Section 6.2, I discussed that different preferences of CTC
loss and reconstruction loss prevent RecRep-Pyramid from learning ASR-favored
representations in the semi-supervised learning setting. Here, I discuss two po-
tential reasons why RecRep-Pyramid cannot learn useful representations for both
unsupervised and semi-supervised learning.

THE RECONSTRUCTION UNIT MATTERS In Table 6.3.1, VAE clearly outperforms RecRep-
Pyramid on learning representations for speech recognition.

VAE takes a 7−frame concatenated window {xt−3, · · · , xt , · · · , xt+3} as input, and
uses inferred latent posterior qφ

(
zt |

[
xt−3, · · · , xt , · · · , xt+3

])
to approximate ground

truth posterior pθ
(
zt |

[
xt−3, · · · , xt , · · · , xt+3

])
.

However, the RecRep-Pyramid model described in Figure 5.2.1 uses qφ (zt |ht )
to approximate pθ (zt |[xt−1, xt ]). That is, maximizing the ELBO encourages the in-
ferred posterior qφ (zt |ht ) to capture and store local information (e.g. the informa-
tion needed for reconstructing [xt−1, xt ]) in zt , rather than the contextual informa-
tion. As zt is only used for reconstructing the time step t in the RecRep-Pyramid
model, there is no other direct driving force to encourage zt to be more contextually
aware.

This issue is more severe in unsupervised learning settings than in multitask
learning settings. In a multitask learning setting, the RecRep-Pyramid per-time-step
ELBOs serve as regularizers of the discriminative model, as I have shown in Figure
5.3.2a of Section 5.3.3. In unsupervised learning, the only loss I have is the ELBO.
If ELBO does not encourage latent variables to capture contextual information, the
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latent variables presumably will only capture very local information that is insuffi-
cient to benefit many downstream discriminative tasks.

RECONSTRUCTION VS PREDICTING UNSEEN CONTENT Recently, many successful
unsupervised representation learning methods were proposed across the computer
vision, natural language processing, and speech processing communities. I listed a
few closely related to speech processing in the introduction of this chapter. Unlike
RecRep(-Pyramid), which tries to reconstruct each time step given the knowledge
of the whole input sequence, these methods all fall under the umbrella of “predict-
ing the unseen content". Like the CPC investigated in this section, it maximizes a
lower bound on the mutual information between the current-time-step representa-
tion and future unseen frames. I hypothesize that predicting unseen content forces
the encoder to infer the missing/proceeding frames in a context-aware manner. If
we imagine the input sequence of frames as a legitimate language, predicting the
masked or future content forces the model to understand what an appropriate spec-
trogram looks like and encodes the needed information. The way RecRep(-Pyramid)
learns representations lacks this “inferring the missing information" part when en-
coding information into the representations. However, I am not trying to draw the
conclusion that “predicting unseen content" is always a better way than “recon-
structing what we have seen" for learning acoustic representations; the conclusion
may vary between problems. Based on the literature as well as our experimental ob-
servation that predicting unseen content is the more promising approach, I will use
it exclusively in the remainder of this section.

POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS FOR IMPROVING RECREP(-PYRAMID) Before moving to the
next section, I would like to discuss potential solutions for improving RecRep(-Pyramid)
for unsupervised and semi-supervised representation learning. As discussed in Chap-
ter 5, in multitask learning scenarios, the success of RecRep(-Pyramid) relies heavily
on extra supervision or heuristic guidance measures such as better priors, context-
aware per-time-step unit reconstruction, and auxiliary latent variables used for in-
formation decomposition. For example, in Chapter 5 which focuses on multitask
learning, the basic version of RecRep(-Pyramid-)MT (e.g., without self prior updat-
ing or auxiliary latent variables) fails to outperform the baseline. Tables 5.3.1 for the
NER and chunking task and 5.3.2 for speech recognition on TIMIT both show that
all basic RecRep(-Pyramid) models without self prior updating and auxiliary latent
variables fail to outperform the baseline. Similarly, in Table 5.4.1, RecRep(-Pyramid)
itself does not improve upon the baseline unless we change the reconstruction unit
ut to a window with proper window size.

As discussed in Section 6.2, using a shallower representation encoder and auxil-
iary latent variables will presumably help RecRep-Pyramid-MT in the semi-supervised
learning scenario. I suspect that the two methods, specifically designed for when la-
beled information is available, are not applicable in the unsupervised learning sce-
nario – we need extra inductive bias (instead of labels) to encourage the primary and
auxiliary latent variables to capture different information without labels. However,
self prior updating (see our discussion on the advantage of prior updating in Section
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5.3.1) and reconstructing complex per-time-step units may be helpful. In particular,
reconstructing complex per-time-step units tackles the first problem we discussed
preventing RecRep(-Pyramid) from learning useful information. As we now under-
stand the limitations of vanilla RecRep-Pyramid for learning contextual-aware rep-
resentations compared to predicting-unseen-content approaches, we move to the
predicting-unseen-content learning paradigm from the next section.

6.4 MASKED RECONSTRUCTION

We compared RecRep-Pyramid and CPC for unsupervised representation learn-
ing in Section 6.3. We have seen the superior performance of CTC recognizers based
on CPC-learned representations versus recognizers trained with surface features
and features learned by other approaches. We discussed the potential difficulties
for basic RecRep-Pyramid in learning representations in unsupervised learning sce-
narios and decided to switch to the learning style of “predicting unseen content".
Unlike in previous section where we used a pre-trained encoder as a feature extrac-
tor to generate representations of surface features subsequently used as input to
the downstream tasks, here we fine-tune the pre-trained encoder using a smaller
labeled dataset rather than only using the pre-trained encoder as feature extractor.
As CPC (and some closely related work such as wav2vec) relies on predicting future
content, the pre-trained encoder is typically unidirectional and is challenging to be
used to initialize a recognizer with a bidirectional RNN encoder. In this section, we
explore “predicting unseen content using bidirectional RNN" rather than “predict-
ing future observations using unidirectional RNN."

Inspired by BERT-style pre-training (i.e., inferring the missing content from the
remaining content), in the paper [Wang et al., 2020], the authors propose masked
reconstruction for speech signals (e.g., spectrograms). Due to the difference be-
tween speech and text input (e.g., the speech signal is continuous and typically with
much finer granularity), it does not make sense to directly apply the masking strat-
egy of BERT to a spectragram. Motivated by the success of SpecAugment [Park et al.,
2019], the authors propose to mask a few channels across all time steps and a few
segments (e.g., contiguous frames) of the input sequence. As we focus on speech
signals throughout this chapter, for simplicity, we refer to this masked reconstruc-
tion method as “BERT" in this section.

We explore a few extensions of “BERT" in this section, including:

1 Reconstructing the Central Region (BERT-Half ): Unlike BERT, which is trained
to predict the entire missing regions, we tried BERT-Half, which only tries to
predict the central part of the masked area of the input. We experiment with
this idea in Section 6.4.1.

2 Masked Contrastive Predictive Coding (BiCPC): We combine CPC and BERT
and propose to make the learned representations maximally useful for pre-
dicting the regions covered by the masks. We discuss more details in Section
6.4.2.
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3 Multiview Masked Reconstruction: We also extend BERT to multi-view BERT,
that is, we treat an utterance with different masks applied as two different
views of the same utterance, and encourage the learned representations of
the two views to be similar to each other. We discuss this approach in more
depth in Section 6.4.3.

6.4.1 RECONSTRUCTING THE CENTRAL REGION

Figure 6.4.1: Illustration of BERT-Half. The left part indicates a spectrogram after a
binary mask M is applied (gray cells for unseen/missing part). The right part indi-
cates the central region of the unseen region that BERT-Half tries to predict.
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Figure 6.4.2: Phone error rate on SI84. Performance of BERT (masked recon-
struction) vs BERT-Half (Reconstructing center of the masked region) vs Baseline.
Note that, in [Wang et al., 2020], the authors show results with and without using
SpecAugment [Park et al., 2019] during CTC training; in this figure, we only show
the results without using SpecAugment.

Given an utterance X and a mask M (a binary matrix with the same shape as X ),
the input to the encoder f is X ⊙M , and decoder g attempts to recover the missing
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region (1−M)⊙ X . Unlike many recent powerful pre-training works [Ling and Liu,
2020, Baevski et al., 2020b] whose encoders are based on a transformer [Vaswani
et al., 2017], we use a stacked bidirectional LSTM as the encoder in this thesis as
most works predate the transformer era. 2 The decoder g is a feedforward neural
network. The loss is

L(X , M ; f , g ) = ∥∥(1−M)⊙ [X − g ( f (M ⊙X ))]
∥∥2

Fro (6.4.1)

Given a mask M , due to the temporal coherence, the observed context provides
the most information regarding the frames near the boundaries of missing regions.
Thus, it is intuitive that the frames located near the boundaries are more easily re-
constructed than those in the central part of the missing region. To make the masked
reconstruction (Equation 6.4.1) more difficult, we can only reconstruct the time
steps and frequency banks centered over the region being masked. We illustrate
this idea in Figure 6.4.1. We denote the corresponding binary matrix for BERT-Half
as Mcentral. Then the loss for BERT-Half is shown as below:

L(X , M , Mcentral; f , g ) = ∥∥(1−Mcentral)⊙ [X − g ( f (M ⊙X ))]
∥∥2

Fro (6.4.2)

In Figure 6.4.2, we compare the two reconstruction strategies: 1) completely
reconstructing the masked region (BERT) and 2) only reconstructing the contiguous
central frames/banks of the masked region (BERT-Half). Both encoders are 4−layer
bidirectional LSTM, with 512 units per direction. The pre-training is done on si284.
Then the pre-trained model is used to warm-start a phone-based CTC recognizer
trained on si84. The baseline recognizer is also a 4−layer bidirectional CTC recog-
nizer with random weight initialization. As shown in Figure 6.4.2, masked recon-
struction improves the performance (which aligns with the findings in [Wang et al.,
2020]), and only reconstructing the central region improves the performance futher,
which meets our expectations.

6.4.2 MASKED CONTRASTIVE PREDICTIVE CODING

Based on the success observed on WSJ using CPC for acoustic feature learning
and BERT for pre-training, we propose to combine the concepts of masked recon-
struction and contrastive predictive coding for representation learning. One naive
way of combining the two approaches is to replace the reconstruction loss used in
masked reconstruction with InfoNCE loss. We refer to such a model as “Masked
Contrastive Predictive Coding". Rather than directly reconstructing the missing
region, this modified approach tries to maximize a lower bound on mutual infor-
mation (MI) between the representations of the observed context and the missing
frames. From the perspective of contrastive predictive coding, masked contrastive

2The work of this thesis was mainly done before the transformer era, and this thesis represents a line
of work done before most of the recent wave of transformer models and self-supervised speech repre-
sentation work. In fact, my work represents some of the early work on unsupervised neural sequence
representation learning. If this work were done today, it would likely use different types of models and
different experimental settings. Many of the ideas in the thesis, such as the losses used and aspects of
variational models we developed, may well apply to newer models as well, although we haven’t tested
them in that context.
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predictive coding extends the “unidirectional" CPC to a bidirectional version, thus
we also name “masked contrastive predictive coding" as “BiCPC" for short.
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Figure 6.4.3: Comparison of BERT (masked reconstruction) and BiCPC (masked
contrastive predictive coding). BERT directly constructs the missing regions of the
input spectrogram, while BiCPC tries to predict the missing regions in the latent
space via the InfoNCE loss proposed in the paper [Oord et al., 2018].

We use Figure 6.4.3 to illustrate “Masked Contrastive Predictive Coding (BiCPC)".
As shown in the right part of the Figure 6.4.3, we first use a DNN (a few ReLU layers
each with 1024 units followed by linear transformation) to transform masked region
into latent space,

Z pos = DN Nφ(X ⊙ (1−M)) (6.4.3)

Please note, if X is of length T , Z pos is also of length T . We denote i -th element
of Z pos as zpos

i . To obtain negative samples of Z pos, we first randomly shuffle X ⊙
(1−M) to get N shuffled copies, denoted as S(1:N ); Then, for each shuffled version
of X ⊙ (1−M), we also obtain latent representations in the latent space as:

Z (i ) = DN Nφ(S(i )) for 1 ≤ i ≤ N (6.4.4)

The context encoder we use is a 4−layer bidirectional LSTM (512 units per di-
rection), which takes X and M as input. The outputs of this 4−layer bidirectional
LSTM (Equation 6.4.5) are considered as contextual representations that are used
for predicting missing frames in the latent space.
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Figure 6.4.4: Phone error rate (PER) on SI84. We compare the PER of the baseline
CTC recognizer and CTC recognizers pre-trained by 1) BERT, 2) BERT-Half, 3) BiCPC,
and 4) BiCPC-Half. Please note, “BiCPC-Half" takes the central region of X ⊙(1−M)
as input to learn both positive and negative samples in the latent space. The orange
bars are numbers taken from the paper [Wang et al., 2020].

C = Bi LST Mθ(X ⊙M) (6.4.5)

We then have InfoNCE loss, which tries to predict the masked regions in the
latent space as

L(X , M ,S(1:N ),φ,θ) =
T∑

i=1
l (ci , zpos

i , z(1:N )
i ) (6.4.6)

where

l (ci , zpos
i , z(1:N )

i ) =− log
exp(ci zpos

i )

exp(ci zpos
i )+∑N

j=1 exp(ci z( j )
i )

(6.4.7)

MODEL DETAILS AND HYPER-PARAMETER TUNING

As in the previous section, we also pre-train our BiCPC (masked contrastive pre-
dictive coding) models on SI284. We do not use the DNN encoder (with parameter
φ, used for learning latent representations (z)) when training the downstream CTC
recognizer. We directly use the pre-trained context encoder (4−layer bidirectional
LSTM, with parameter θ) to initialize the CTC system. We compare BiCPC with BERT
and other baselines in Figure 6.4.4.

All recognizers are 4−layer BiLSTM phone-based CTC recognizers trained on
SI84. These recognizers are trained up to 50 epochs, and the epoch with the best er-
ror rate on the validation data set (dev93) are used for test set (eval92) evaluation. We
use batch size 4 while the dropout is chosen from among {0.0,0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4}. The
optimizer we used is Adam, with initial learning rate selected from {0.001,0.0005,0.0001}.

When doing pre-training, the most important hyper-parameter is the mask. The
number of masks across channels is selected from among {1,2,3}, with the maxi-
mum size of each mask being either 8, 16, or 24. The number of masks in the time
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domain is either 1 or 2, with the maximum size of each mask selected from among
{8,16,24}. We use batch size 16 for pre-training in this section. The optimizer we
used for pre-training is also ADAM, with the initial learning rate being 0.0005.

KEY OBSERVATIONS FROM EXPERIMENTS

1 From Figure 6.4.4, we can see though BiCPC (masked contrastive predictive
coding) improves over the baseline system, it does not outperform BERT (masked
reconstruction).

2 As shown in Figure 6.4.4, “BiCPC-Half" also clearly improves over “BiCPC".
As BERT-Half and BiCPC-Half all improve over their counterparts, this con-
sistency suggests that predicting the central region could be a technique that
generally fits other losses and encoders.

3 We also try to augment the training dataset by repeating each utterance 3
times, such that each utterance is trained with a larger set of masks. This
can somewhat improves masked contrastive predictive coding, but the ben-
efit does not carry over to the case of masked reconstruction.

6.4.3 MULTI-VIEW MASKED RECONSTRUCTION

Taking inspiration from multi-view representation learning, specifically its use
of the second view to learn representations better suited for downstream tasks, we
investigate the combination of multi-view representation learning, masked recon-
struction, and contrastive predictive coding. We first use a stochastic process to
select channels across all time steps and a few time-domain segments given one
sequence. We then mask the selected channels and time-domain segments. A se-
quence with such different kinds of data augmentation operators applied naturally
forms correlated views. In this way, we can force the representations of different
masked inputs of the same object to be similar to each other. The resulting consen-
sus representation would be more robust to the different types of noise introduced
by different operators.

Without loss of generality, we only consider using two correlated views of the
same sequence in this section. For each of the noisy versions of the same sequence,
we minimize masked reconstruction loss (Equation (6.4.1)) to reconstruct the miss-
ing part respectively. In addition to the two masked reconstruction losses, we also
use a consistency loss to minimize the difference between the representations of the
two noisy versions. We explore two different choices of consistency losses:

1 Consistency constraint on contextual representations: The contextual rep-
resentations from two views are forced to be similar to each other by minimiz-
ing Mean absolute error (MAE), Mean squared error (MSE) or Contrastive
loss.

2 Cross-view noisy frame prediction: The contextual representation (e.g., ct ) of
one view is used to predict the latent representation zt of the other view. We
use InfoNCE loss to achieve this.
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CONSISTENCY CONSTRAINT ON CONTEXTUAL REPRESENTATIONS
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Figure 6.4.5: Illustration of encouraging consistency among contextual representa-
tions of different masked inputs. The encoder is stacked BiLSTM, but we only show
one layer in this figure for simplicity.

As shown in Figure 6.4.5, given a sequence X and two masks M1 and M2, we
first obtain the contextual representations of X ⊙M1 and X ⊙M2 via

C1 = BiLSTMθ(X ⊙M1)

C2 = BiLSTMθ(X ⊙M2) (6.4.8)

Decoder g consists of stacked ReLU layers (1024 units) followed by a linear layer.
We use a reconstruction loss for each of the two masked inputs, as shown in the
below equations:

Lrecon1 = ∥∥(1−M1)⊙ [X − g (C1)]
∥∥2

Fro

Lrecon2 = ∥∥(1−M2)⊙ [X − g (C2)]
∥∥2

Fro (6.4.9)

The final loss is the linear combination of the reconstruction losses (i.e. Equa-
tion (6.4.9)) and the consistency loss:

α(Lrecon1 +Lrecon2)+ (1−α)Lconsistency(C1,C2) (6.4.10)

In this section, we investigate MAE and contrastive loss to minimize the differ-
ence between the contextual representations C1 and C2. The contrastive loss we use
is:
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Lconsistency(C1,C2) =
T∑

i=1
− log

exp(C1,i C2,i )

exp(C1,i C2,i )+∑N
j=1 exp(C1,i C2, j )

+
T∑

i=1
− log

exp(C2,i C1,i )

exp(C2,i C1,i )+∑N
j=1 exp(C2,i C1, j )

(6.4.11)

where C1,i and C2,i are the i−th time step of the BiLSTM output of the two views,
respectively, and are positive samples of each other. To perform contrastive learn-
ing, we randomly sample N negative samples from time steps other than i from the
other view.

For simplicity, we use Multi-View-MAE to denote Multi-view masked recon-
struction with MAE as the consistency loss and Mulit-View-Contrast to denote the
model using the contrastive loss (Equation 6.4.11) as consistency loss.

CROSS-VIEW NOISY FRAME PREDICTION

Besides directly applying a consistency loss to encourage C1 and C2 to be sim-
ilar to each other, we also investigate cross-view predictive coding. Figure 6.4.6
illustrates the idea of cross-view contrastive prediction. The encoder (shown as red
in Figure 6.4.6) for learning the features Z is a one-layer BiLSTM:

Z 1 = BiLSTMφ(X ⊙ (1−M1))

Z 2 = BiLSTMφ(X ⊙ (1−M2)) (6.4.12)

Assume Z 1 is of length T . Randomly shuffling Z 1
1:T N times, we obtain se-

quences S1,(1:N ). Each S1,(i )
t for 1 ≤ i ≤ N is considered to be one of the negative

samples of Z 1
t . Similarly, we also shuffle Z 2 to obtain N shuffled sequences S2,(1:N )

as the source of negative samples for Z 2.
As shown in Figure 6.4.6, a BiLSTM contextual encoder further takes X ⊙ M1

and X ⊙ M2 as input to generate the contextual representations of the two views,
respectively:

C1 = BiLSTMθ(X ⊙M1)

C2 = BiLSTMθ(X ⊙M2) (6.4.13)

Given C1 and C2, we then have reconstruction losses for both masked inputs.
The decoder g is again a feedforward neural network with the last layer being linear,
same as that described in subsection 6.4.3:

Lrecon1 = ∥∥(1−M1)⊙ [X − g (C1)]
∥∥2

Fro

Lrecon2 = ∥∥(1−M2)⊙ [X − g (C2)]
∥∥2

Fro (6.4.14)

To enforce C to be predictive of the latent representations z in the other view,
we use the cross-view contrastive loss:

LContrastive =
T∑

i=1

{
l (c1,i , z2

i , s2,(1:N )
i )+ l (c2,i , z1

i , s1,(1:N )
i )

}
(6.4.15)
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Figure 6.4.6: Illustration of the use of infoNCE loss for cross-view prediction. To dis-
tinguish the latent representations (z) and contextual representations (c) of the two
views, we use indices 1 and 2 respectively. We ignore the time step index in the fig-
ure. As shown, both views share the latent (red) and contextual (green) encoders.
Contextual representation C1 is used to predict Z2 (e.g., the t th context representa-
tion of the first view is used to predict the t th latent representation of the second
view), while C2 is used to predict Z1.
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where

l (c, z, s(1:N )) =− log
exp(cz)

exp(cz)+∑N
j=1 exp(cs( j ))

(6.4.16)

The complete loss is then

α(Lrecon1 +Lrecon2)+ (1−α)LContrastive (6.4.17)

For simplicity, we denote this multi-view masked reconstruction model as “Cross-
View-BERT".

EXPERIMENTAL SETUPS FOR MULTI-VIEW MASKED RECONSTRUCTION

We compare the proposed multi-view masked reconstruction methods with other
pre-training methods in three scenarios: 1) Pre-training is done on SI284, and rec-
ognizers are fine-tuned on SI84 (SI 284 → SI 84 for short), 2) Pre-training is done
on LibriSpeech, and recognizers are fine-tuned on SI284 (Li br i → SI 284 for short)
and 3) Pre-training is done on LibriSpeech and recognizers are trained using SI84
(Li br i → SI 84 for short). As in Section 6.1, we train phone-based and character-
based CTC recognizers. We train all the recognizers with a 4−layer BiLSTM encoder
either randomly initialized (for baseline) or initialized with the weights of a pre-
trained encoder. For more details regarding the setup, please refer to Section 6.1.
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Figure 6.4.7: Comparison of a few phone-based CTC recognizers on dev93. All recog-
nizers are fine-tuned on SI84. All but the baseline recognizer are initialized with the
weights of encoders pre-trained on SI284 using BERT, BiCPC or Multi-view masked
reconstruction.

We first compare the multi-view masked reconstruction methods with single-
view methods like BERT (masked reconstruction) and BiCPC (masked contrastive
predictive coding) in scenario one (SI 284 → SI 84). We use batch size 16 for all mod-
els during pre-training, and batch size 4 for all CTC recognizer training. For all of the
multi-view reconstruction methods, we select α from {0.5,0.3,0.1,0.01}. The setup
used for recognizer training is described in detail in Section 6.4.2.

87



Figure 6.4.7 shows that CTC recognizers with encoders pre-trained using multi-
view masked reconstruction methods outperform the baseline and masked con-
trastive predictive coding approaches. One of the multi-view learning approaches
(referred to as “Cross-View-BERT") outperforms all of the other approaches, which
suggests that multi-view learning produces better suited representations for down-
stream tasks.
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Figure 6.4.8: Per-epoch PER on dev 93. We compare “BERT", “Cross-View-BERT",
“Multi-View-MAE" and “Multi-View-Contrast" in the scenario SI 284 → SI 84.
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Figure 6.4.9: Per-epoch CTC loss on dev 93. We compare “BERT", “Cross-View-
BERT", “Multi-View-MAE" and “Multi-View-Contrast" in the scenario SI 284 →
SI 84. Note that CTC phone recognizers trained on SI84 usually achieve minimum
dev loss around epoch 5; the dev loss then increases and fluctuates. This aligns with
the observation shown in [Wang et al., 2020].

Surprisingly, two multi-view masked reconstruction approaches (referred to as
Multi-View-MAE and Multi-View-Contrast) perform worse than the masked recon-
struction approach. The two methods minimize the loss shown in Equation (6.4.10),
with “MAE" and “Contrastive loss" as the consistency loss, respectively. Note that
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although we use the same size of mini-batch to train both single-view methods
(BERT and BiCPC) and multi-view masked reconstruction methods, the multi-view
methods address doubled masked reconstruction tasks within one mini-batch. We
suspect that we can improve the performance of Multi-View-MAE and Multi-View-
Contrast by carefully tuning hyper-parameters. For example, if we had used α =
1.0 and batch size half of that used for single-view methods, the two multi-view
approaches would almost become a single-view approach, thus should have per-
formed similarly to single-view masked reconstruction.

We also check the per-epoch phone error rate and per-epoch CTC loss of the
CTC recognizers presented in Figure 6.4.7, as shown in Figure 6.4.8 and Figure 6.4.9
respectively. As we can see, both “Multi-View-Contrast" and “Cross-View-BERT"
achieve lower dev set PER and lower dev set loss than BERT (masked reconstruc-
tion) in the beginning. This observation suggests that pre-training provides mean-
ingful initialization for training downstream CTC recognizers. However, as training
continues, BERT finally catches up to and outperforms Multi-View-Contrast. Cross-
View-BERT achieves a lower validation set PER as training goes on.
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Figure 6.4.10: Domain effect. All recognizers are phone-based CTC recognizers and
are all fine-tuned using SI84. “Single-Libri-SI84", “Multi-Libri-SI84" and “Multi-
Libri-SI84-LIN" are pre-trained using LibriSpeech. “Multi-SI284-SI84" is pre-trained
using SI284. For “Multi-Libri-SI84", “Multi-SI284-SI84", and “Multi-Libri-SI84-LIN",
the encoders are pre-trained using Cross-View-BERT. “Multi-Libri-SI84-LIN" has
one linear layer for domain adaptation. All evaluation is done on dev93.

So far, we have shown that multi-view masked reconstruction methods can out-
perform single-view masked reconstruction methods when pre-training is done on
SI284 and fine-tuning is done on SI84. There is little domain difference between
SI284 and SI84. We now investigate the scenario that pre-training and fine-tuning
are done in two data sets with bigger domain differences. We first pre-train en-
coders on LibriSpeech; afterwards, we fine-tune the pre-trained encoders on SI284
or SI84 respectively. For pre-training on LibriSpeech, we use batch size 48 for BERT,
and use batch size 24 for multi-view masked reconstruction methods. For the re-
maining part of this section, we focus on a single multi-view method “Cross-View-
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BERT". All discussion of the “multi-view masked reconstruction" approach will
refer specifically to the Cross-View-BERT model. As the length of utterances in
LibriSpeech are typically longer than the sentences of SI284, we use more and wider
masks in the time domain. Specifically, we either use three masks of width less than
or equal to 24, or use two masks of width less than or equal to 16.

We compare the encoders pre-trained on LibriSpeech and SI284. We examine
the phone error rate (PER) of speech recognizers trained on SI84, when starting from
models pre-trained on different datasets. As shown in Figure 6.4.10, pre-training on
SI284 is more helpful than pre-training on LibriSpeech for reducing the PER of rec-
ognizers fine-tuned on SI84. We hypothesize that this discrepancy in performance
arises due to the domain difference. To address the domain difference between
WSJ and LibriSpeech, we use a linear input network (LIN, [Neto et al., 1995, Yao
et al., 2012]) for domain adaptation, which inserts an additional identity mapping-
initialized linear transformation layer between the input and the BiLSTM encoder
initialized by a pre-trained model. This simple approach reduces the domain gap
between WSJ and LibriSpeech, as we can see that “Multi-Libri-SI84-LIN" performs
better than “Multi-Libri-SI84", though still slightly worse than “Multi-SI284-SI84".

We now present the experimental results for scenario Li br i Speech → SI 284.
When training a phone-based or character-based CTC recognizer using SI284, we
fix the batch size to be 16.

Baseline +LIN BERT +LIN Multi-view +LIN

1. Best 6.72 5.79 6.58 5.76 6.58 5.88
2. 2nd 6.75 5.86 6.65 5.77 6.62 5.91
3. 3rd 6.85 6.20 6.67 5.97 6.64 5.95
4. Best CTC Loss 29.90 26.41 29.43 26.73 29.10 25.98

Table 6.4.1: Character error rate (CER) and best CTC loss on dev93. We compare
the baseline CTC recognizer, a CTC recognizer pre-trained using masked recon-
struction (“BERT", “BERT+LIN"), and CTC recognizers pre-trained using multi-view
masked reconstruction (“Multi-view", “Multi-view+LIN"). For multi-view masked
reconstruction, we use the variant described in paragraph 6.4.3. We present the
three models with the lowest dev set CER in each column of the table as well as the
model with the lowest CTC loss.

Table 6.4.1 shows that character-based CTC recognizers do achieve lower CTC
loss on the validation set when initialized with models pre-trained using multi-view
masked reconstruction methods. The multi-view masked reconstruction method
also outperforms both the single-view masked reconstruction methods and the base-
line recognizer trained with random initialization, in terms of CTC loss. To overcome
the domain difference between WSJ and LibriSpeech depicted in Figure 6.4.10, we
add a LIN layer to train stronger recognizers (e.g. “BERT+LIN" and “Multi-view+LIN").
“BERT+LIN" and “Multi-view+LIN" clearly and consistently outperform their coun-
terparts, respectively. For a fair comparison, we also add LIN layer to train another
baseline, referred to as “Baseline+LIN" in the table. Surprisingly, “Baseline+LIN" is
comparable to both “Multi-view+LIN" and “BERT+LIN".
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Figure 6.4.11: Per-epoch CTC loss on dev 93 for recognizers trained on SI284.
We compare Baseline recognizers with/without LIN layer (“Baseline-Char-Adapt",
“Baseline-Char-No-Adapt"), recognizers with encoder pre-trained on LibriSpeech
with masked reconstruction with/without LIN layer (“BERT-Char-Adapt", “BERT-
Char-No-Adapt"), and recognizers with encoder pre-trained on LibriSpeech with
multi-view masked reconstruction with/without LIN layer (“Multi-Char-Adapt",
“Multi-Char-No-Adapt"). All recognizers are char-based CTC recognizers.

We further examine the per-epoch CTC loss of CTC recognizers trained with dif-
ferent initializations, as shown in Figure 6.4.11. We find that pre-trained CTC recog-
nizers initially tend to exhibit lower CTC loss, which suggests that pre-trained model
weights contain useful information. However, as the recognizer training continues,
the baseline recognizer with one more LIN layer gradually catches up. Regardless,
Table 6.4.1 indicates that the CTC recognizer initialized by a model pre-trained us-
ing multi-view masked reconstruction still achieves lower CTC loss than recognizer
initialized by a single-view pre-trained model on the dev set.

Baseline +LIN BERT +LIN Multi-view +LIN

1. Best 8.73 7.32 8.19 7.26 7.91 7.16
2. 2nd 8.95 7.51 8.34 7.35 7.92 7.26
3. 3rd 9.11 7.82 8.40 7.38 7.96 7.34
4. Best CTC Loss 36.08 28.62 30.30 27.92 29.44 27.33

Table 6.4.2: Phone error rate (PER) and best CTC loss on dev93. We compare the
baseline CTC recognizer, CTC recognizers pre-trained using masked reconstruction
(“BERT", “BERT+LIN"), and CTC recognizers pre-trained using multi-view masked
reconstruction (“Multi-view", “Multi-view+LIN"). Besides having used a phone-
based CTC recognizer, all other details are the same as presented in Table 6.4.1.

We also compare the phone-based CTC recognizers as shown in Table 6.4.2.
We find a clear advantage to using recognizers initialized with pre-trained weights.
For example, the best validation losses are 36.08, 30.30 and 29.44 for baseline CTC,
CTC recognizer pre-trained with masked reconstruction, and CTC recognizer pre-
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trained with multi-view masked reconstruction method, respectively. Even when
a LIN layer is used, recognizers initialized with pre-trained weights still have lower
CTC loss and a slightly lower phone error rate. Multi-view pre-trained models also
show a clear advantage over the single-view pre-trained models when used for fine-
tuning phone-based CTC recognizers.

6.5 SUMMARY

We have studied semi-supervised representation learning, unsupervised acous-
tic feature learning and self-supervised learning in this chapter. We offer the follow-
ing conclusions and observations:

1 Different layers capture diverse information: We find that it is difficult to
learn representations suitable for speech recognition tasks using RecRep-Pyramid-
MT, a variational sequential semi-supervised learning framework. We attribute
this difficulty to the difference in preferred representations between the CTC
loss and per-frame reconstruction loss. This observation aligns our findings
in Chapter 5 where RecRep-Pyramid-MT does not work well without extra
treatments.

2 Difficult tasks help representation learning: We also find (non-sequential)
VAE and CPC dramatically outperform RecRep-Pyramid in learning acous-
tic representations in unsupervised learning scenarios. We hypothesize that
reconstructing the input sequence on top of stacked BiLSTM is a too simple
task, thus without learning context-aware representations the model can eas-
ily reconstruct the sequence. Adopting techniques used in Chapter 5 (e.g.,
self-prior-updating and constructing complex per-time-step unit) may im-
prove the learning performance of RecRep(-Pyramid) in both semi-supervised
and unsupervised learning scenarios. However, as we have realized that us-
ing a more difficult task on top of bidirectional encoder is crucial for learn-
ing acoustic representations for downstream ASR tasks, we switch to explor-
ing masked reconstruction, contrastive predictive coding, and autoregressive
prediction in this chapter, and leave further exploration of variational sequen-
tial semi-supervised and unsupervised learning as future work. When we are
exploring masked reconstruction, we also find that another example show-
ing that a more difficult task could benefit representation learning – We find
that if we only reconstruct the central part of the masked region (i.e., focusing
on the more difficult region), the learned representation could achieve lower
error rate compared with vanilla masked reconstruction in terms of speech
recognition.

3 Robust representations benefit downstream tasks: Our experimental study
shows that making representations invariant to different domains and robust
to distortions is crucial. We find that, adding a simple linear layer as a do-
main adaptor can help masked reconstruction learn domain-invariant repre-
sentations and thus significantly boost the performance on downstream tasks.
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We also explore multi-view masked reconstruction techniques in this chapter,
and observe consistent improvement across three scenarios, including pre-
training on SI284 and training recognizers on SI84 (SI284 → SI84), LibriSpeech
→ SI84 and LibriSpeech → SI284.
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CHAPTER 7

CONTRIBUTIONS AND FUTURE

WORK

In this chapter, we summarize the contributions and main implications of this
work, and discuss possible future work. The work described in this thesis is unique
1in the following ways:

1 A broad study of representation learning. Unlike most other works that focus
on one or a few learning problems, this thesis studies supervised learning with
an auxiliary loss (Chapter 5), unsupervised learning (Chapter 3 and 6), semi-
supervised learning (Chapter 6) and multi-view learning (Chapter 4). Besides
different learning problems, this thesis also explores multiple approaches for
representation learning. Below are some of the main outcomes:

a. We verified that autoencoding approaches can learn representations that
are beneficial for downstream phoneme recognition in unsupervised and
multi-view learning scenarios.

b. We also found that, under the umbrella of autoencoding approaches,
variational models outperformed their non-variational counterparts. We
hypothesized that this is because both the reparameterization trick and
the KL divergence term have regularization effects.

c. We further study masked reconstruction and contrastive prediction ap-
proaches in Chapter 6. In our experiments, we found that masked re-
construction outperforms both autoencoding and uni-directional con-
trastive prediction approaches.

d. We also combined the masked reconstruction and contrastive prediction
approach, wherein we encourage the consistency between the represen-
tations of two corrupted inputs (with different masks applied). More
specifically, besides performing masked reconstruction, the contextual

1Please note, as most of the work described in this thesis is done before March of 2019, the new ideas
highlighted below may not be novel compared to literature after 2019.
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representation of each corrupted input is also enforced to be more pre-
dictive to the latent representations of the other view via using InfoNCE
loss. We found that encouraging the consistency between representa-
tions of different corrupted versions of the same input can make the rep-
resentations more useful for downstream phoneme and character recog-
nition tasks.

2 Good prior distributions can help autoencoding representation learning.
Another unique contribution of this work is using “prior updating (or posterior-
as-prior)" to benefit representation learning. Though learning a good prior
distribution is crucial for sequence generation, it is less emphasized and ex-
plored in representation learning research. Our pioneering study (in 2017 and
2018) shows the potential of using good prior distributions for learning higher-
quality audio representations, and we believe it could also benefit other learn-
ing approaches for representation learning.

3 Exploring bidirectional contextual encoder for learning speech representa-
tions. This work is also pioneering in that it explores how to learn sequen-
tial speech representations using a bidirectional encoder using an autoencod-
ing approach. At the time this work was done, most works on self-supervised
audio representation learning in the literature were using uni-directional en-
coders. We found:

a. Posterior Collapse. Basically, the deep bidirectional encoder is too pow-
erful while reconstructing a single frame xt is not challenging enough.
Thus, this sequential variational model spends too much effort on min-
imizing the KL term and suffers from the common challenge, posterior
collapse, when optimizing a variational model. Especially, vanilla RecRep
uses N (0, I ) as a prior for latent variable zt of time step t ; This makes the
learned representations not useful for downstream recognition tasks. We
hypothesize the posterior collapse issue can be alleviated when we en-
courage RecRep to reconstruct a more complex target (e.g., a few time
steps centered at t ) instead of xt , or when we use our posterior-as-prior
method to replace N (0, I ) by a more informative sample-specific prior.
We jointly train RecRep (with and without the aforementioned treatments)
with a speech recognizer. We see that the joint training is helpful when
and only when one or more of the treatments are applied to RecRep.
However, we haven’t done further experimental study in self-supervised
learning scenario.

b. High-level layers may not be good choices for CTC recognizer. Another
barrier that prevents RecRep to help downstream tasks could be “we are
using the wrong layer". In our self-supervised learning experiments, we
pre-train a two-layer bidirectional LSTMs using RecRep, and then an ex-
tra bidirectional LSTM followed by CTC loss is added on top of the pre-
trained two-layer LSTMs, and fine-tuning is conducted. We realized that
CTC loss and per-frame reconstruction loss favor different representa-
tions; Thus we hypothesize that RecRep’s low-level representation layers
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may better help with downstream CTC recognizer. Actually, as we men-
tioned earlier, we did verify this hypothesis in Chapter 5 in supervised
learning with auxiliary task setup.

7.1 FUTURE WORK

We have summarized the unique contributions of this work. We now list a few
possible future directions.

1 Model architecture. At the time this work was done, LSTMs were still the most
popular model architecture in the field of audio representation learning. In
this work, we use stacked bidirectional LSTM as the encoder of RecRep and
its variants. We also found that having one layer of the bidirectional LSTM
be shared by both reconstruction and CTC loss, leaving the other layers to be
private to CTC loss, produced the best results in supervised learning with an
auxiliary loss, as shown in Section 5.5. One could for instance explore deeper
stacked LSTM encoders and Transformer-based encoders for RecRep and its
variants, and perform ablation studies to understand how different layers (or
blocks) can benefit downstream speech recognition tasks.

2 More on variational models. We have shown that a pre-trained variational
model can outperform its non-variational counterparts. There are at least two
possible directions that deserve further investigation.

a. Our experiments on comparing variational and non-variational models
were done using relatively small data set(s) (e.g., XRMB and TIMIT). It
would be interesting to thoroughly compare variational and non-variational
models using much larger scale datasets and see if the conclusions still
hold.

b. One could also investigate variational methods for autoregressive mod-
els, which is an unexplored direction. All of the techniques that we have
discussed in Chapter 5 could be applied towards this new direction.

3 More on data priors and reconstruction target. One could also revisit the
“self prior updating" approach for RecRep (see Section 5.3.1), especially in an
unsupervised learning scenario. Because the latent variable zt encodes not
only information needed for reconstructing frame xt but also the contextual
information, one could also explore using a more complex reconstruction tar-
get in RecRep for unsupervised acoustic feature learning. Intuitively, zt should
encode more information for frames near time step t than for frames far away
from t . It may make sense to design a per-time-step reconstruction target to
be a weighted window centered at the current time step, as we proposed in
Table 1.0.1.
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CHAPTER 8

APPENDIX

8.1 EFFECT OF αS IN LABEL EMBEDDING

The label embedding method (see Equation (4.4.1) and Figure 4.4.1 in the
main text) has two important hyper-parameters α1 and α2. In order to understand
how the two hyper-parameters would affect the performance of label embedding,
we choose different combinations of α1 and α2, and experiment on phone clas-
sification task using XRMB and TIMIT respectively. We choose α1 from among
(0.0,0.1,0.3,0.5,0.7,0.9,0.99,1.0), and set α2 = 1−α1

2 . For this ablation study, the sim-
ilarity loss we used is CCA loss.

The trends on XRMB and TIMIT are consistent. Whenα1 = 0, we are not training
the discriminative network, and thus the performance is terrible. When α1 = 1, we
are training the discriminative model only, which is our baseline. The trend seems
to be: When increasing theα1 from 0, the joint model shown in the Figure 4.4.1 gets
better and better performance. When α1 gets very close to 1 (e.g., 0.99), the label
embedding achieves the best performance, and the performance would worsen as
further increasing α1.
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(a) The effect of α=α1 +α2 on label embedding method on XRMB.

(b) The effect of α=α1 +α2 on label embedding method on TIMIT.
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8.2 DERIVATION OF ELBOS

8.2.1 ELBO OF log pθ(x)

log pθ(x) = log
pθ(x|z)pθ(z)

pθ(z|x)

= log
pθ(x|z)pθ(z)qφ(z|x)

qφ(z|x)pθ(z|x)

= Eqφ(z|x) log
pθ(x|z)pθ(z)qφ(z|x)

qφ(z|x)pθ(z|x)

= Eqφ(z|x)

{
log

qφ(z|x)

pθ(z|x)
+ log

pθ(z)

qφ(z|x)
+ log pθ(x|z)

}
= Eqφ(z|x)

{
log pθ(x|z)

}−DKL
(
qφ(z|x)∥pθ(z)

)+DKL
(
qφ(z|x)∥pθ(z|x)

)
≥ Eqφ(z|x)

{
log pθ(x|z)

}−DKL
(
qφ(z|x)∥pθ(z)

)
(8.2.1)

8.2.2 ELBO OF log pθ(x, y)

log pθ(x, y) = log
pθ(x, y |z)pθ(z)

pθ(z|x, y)

= log
pθ(x, y |z)pθ(z)qφ(z|x)

qφ(z|x)pθ(z|x, y)
(8.2.2)

= Eqφ(z|x) log
pθ(x, y |z)pθ(z)qφ(z|x)

qφ(z|x)pθ(z|x, y)

= Eqφ(z|x) log
pθ(x|z)pθ(y |z)pθ(z)qφ(z|x)

qφ(z|x)pθ(z|x, y)
(8.2.3)

= Eqφ(z|x)
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log
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+ log
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}+Eqφ(z|x)
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log pθ(y |z)
}−DKL

(
qφ(z|x)∥pθ(z)

)
(8.2.4)

At test time, we sometimes only have access to one view. Thus, we learn the
approximate posterior only using x, as qφ(z|x), which leads to Equation (8.2.2). Ac-
cording to the graphical model shown in Figure 4.1.1b, we have pθ(x, y |z) = pθ(x|z)pθ(y |z),
which leads to Equation (8.2.3).

8.2.3 ELBO OF log pθ(x, y) WHEN HAVING PRIVATE LATENT VARIABLES

We have shared latent variable z, and private variable h1 of x, and private vari-
able h2 of y . The marginal pθ(x, y) thus can be written as
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pθ(x, y) =
∫

z,h1,h2

pθ(x, y, z,h1,h2) (8.2.5)

According to the graphical model shown in Figure 4.1.1b, we have

pθ(x, y, z,h1,h2) = pθ(x, y |z,h1,h2)pθ(z,h1,h2)

= pθ(x|z,h1)pθ(y |z,h2)pθ(z)pθ(h1)pθ(h2) (8.2.6)

qφ(z,h1,h2|x, y) = qφ(z|x)qφ(h1|x)qφ(h2|y) (8.2.7)

log pθ(x, y) = log
pθ(x, y |z,h1,h2)pθ(z)pθ(h1)pθ(h2)

pθ(z,h1,h2|x, y)

= log
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qφ(z,h1,h2|x, y)pθ(z,h1,h2|x, y)

= Eqφ(z,h1,h2|x,y) log
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)
(8.2.8)

8.2.4 ELBO OF log pθ(x, y) WHEN USING SAMPLE SPECIFIC PRIORS

In Section 4.2, we described a technique called “prior updating". Given a con-
text window {xt−K , · · · , xt , · · · , xt+K }, denote the learned posterior of this window as
q(z|xt−K :t+K ), when learning from a larger context window {xt−W , · · · , xt , · · · , xt+W }
(W > K ), we could use q(z|xt−K :t+K ) as the prior specific to this 2W +1 window, in-
stead of using N (0, I ). In the main text, we showed the modified ELBO for VCCA,
below is the ELBO for VCCAP (with private latent variables) when using “prior up-
dating"

Eqφ(z|xt−W :t+W )qφ(h1|xt−W :t+W )

{
log pθ (xt−W :t+W |z,h1)

}
+ Eqφ(z|xt−W :t+W )qφ(h2|yt−W :t+W )

{
log pθ

(
yt−W :t+W |z,h2

)}
− DKL

(
qφ(z|x)∥q (z|xt−K :t+K )

)
− DKL

(
qφ(h1|x)∥q (h1|xt−K :t+K )

)
− DKL

(
qφ(h2|x)∥q

(
h2|yt−K :t+K

))
(8.2.9)

114



8.3 MULTIVIEW VARIATIONAL INFORMATION BOTTLENECK

The graphical model is shown in Figure 4.1.1a. We prove that the Equation
(8.3.1) defined below.

Ep(x,y)

{
Eqφ(z|x)

{
log

[
pθ(x, y |z)

]}−βDKL
(
qφ(z|x)∥pθ(z)

)}
(8.3.1)

is the lower-bound of

Iφ(Z ; X ,Y )−βIφ(Z ; X ) (8.3.2)

First, the derivation below shows that Equation (8.3.3) is one lower bound of
Iφ(Z ; X ,Y ), the mutual information between Z and (X ,Y ).

Iφ(Z ; X ,Y ) =
∫

qφ(x, y, z) log
[ qφ(x, y, z)

qφ(x, y)qφ(z)

]
d zd xd y

=
∫

qφ(x, y, z) log
[ qφ(x, y, z)

qφ(z)

]
d zd xd y −

∫
qφ(x, y, z) log

[
qφ(x, y)

]
d zd xd y

=
∫

qφ(x, y, z) log
[ qφ(x, y, z)

qφ(z)

]
d zd xd y −

∫
qφ(x, y) log

[
qφ(x, y)

]
d xd y

:=
∫

qφ(x, y, z) log
[ qφ(x, y, z)

qφ(z)

]
d zd xd y −

∫
p(x, y) log

[
p(x, y)

]
d xd y

=
∫

qφ(x, y, z) log
[ qφ(x, y, z)

qφ(z)

]
d zd xd y +H(x, y)

:= H(x, y)+
∫ {

p(x, y)
∫ {

qφ(z|x) log
[ qφ(x, y, z)

qφ(z)

]
d z

}
d xd y

}
≥ H(x, y)+

∫ {
p(x, y)

∫ {
d zqφ(z|x) log

[
pθ(x, y |z)

]}
d xd y

}
≥

∫ {
p(x, y)

∫ {
d zqφ(z|x) log

[
pθ(x, y |z)

]}
d xd y

}
= Ep(x,y)

{
Eqφ(z|x)

{
log

[
pθ(x, y |z)

]}}
(8.3.3)

Due to the fact that pφ(z) = argmi npθ

( qφ(x,z)
qφ(x)pθ(z)

)
, Equation (8.3.4) defined be-

low is one lower bound of −βIφ(Z ; X ).
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−βIφ(Z ; X ) := −β
∫ {

qφ(x, z) log
[ qφ(x, z)

qφ(x)qφ(z)

]
d xd z

}
≥ −β

∫ {
qφ(x)qφ(z|x) log

[ qφ(x, z)

qφ(x)pθ(z)

]
d zd x

}
= −β

∫ {
p(x)qφ(z|x) log

[ qφ(z|x)

pθ(z)

]
d zd x

}
− −βEp(x)

{
DKL

(
qφ(z|x)∥pθ(z)

)}
(8.3.4)

Thus, combining Equation (8.3.3) and (8.3.4), we complete the proof.

8.4 LOSSES TOWARDS ENHANCING SIMILARITY OF TWO VEC-
TORS

In this section, we present the different choices of similarity losses of the model
illustrated in Figure 4.4.1.

If we use cosine distance loss, then the Lsi mi l ar i t y is written as

Lsi mi l ar i t y (µ, µ̂) =− µ · µ̂∥∥µ∥∥∥∥µ̂∥∥ (8.4.1)

If we use contrastive loss, then Lsi mi l ar i t y is written as

Lsi mi l ar i t y (µ, µ̂) = max

{{ µ · µ̂′∥∥µ∥∥∥∥µ̂′∥∥ − µ · µ̂∥∥µ∥∥∥∥µ̂∥∥ +m
}
,0

}
(8.4.2)

Where µ̂′ is a negative sample (e.g., representation learned using a permutation
of l1:15), and the margin m is a non-negative number.

Now we discuss CCA loss. Assume the batch size is N , and representation we
obtained are E N×d

1 and E N×d
2 respectively, where d is the dimension of the repre-

sentation. Then the CCA loss is

Lsi mi l ar i t y =− tr
(
E T

1 E2
)

N
(8.4.3)

with respect to

E T
1 E1

N
+ rx Id×d = Id×d

E T
2 E2

N
+ ry Id×d = Id×d

Where rx and ry are typically small positive numbers. Strictly speaking, the CCA loss
implemented here is not the CCA loss presented in the paper [Andrew et al., 2013].
We need to introduce one Lagrangian multiplierλ to incorporate the two constraints
when applying this CCA loss.
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8.5 HYPERPARAMETER TUNING FOR MULTITASK SPEECH RECOG-
NITION ON TIMIT

We describe our hyper-parameter tuning corresponding to experiments of Sec-
tion 5.3.3 in the main text.

The latent variable z is either with dimension 120 or 150, while latent variable
h (if used) is of size 30 or 50. The dropout is chosen from {0.3,0.4,0.5,0.6} and the
optimizer is ADAM, with initial learning rate 0.0005, and with learning rate decay
0.85 starting from the 21 epoch. The β is selected among {0.001,0.01,0.1}, the κ is
chosen from {0,0.001,0.01,0.1,1.0}, and the trade-off hyper-parameter α is chosen
from {0.1,0.3,0.5,0.6}.

8.6 ONE-LAYER GENERATIVE MODEL FOR MULTITASK LEARN-
ING ON TIMIT

We run RecRep-Pyramid-MT-Onelayer on the 11 best models of RecRep-Pyramid-
MT. All experimental settings are identical to that for running RecRep-Pyramid-MT.
The only difference is that only one recurrent layer is used for representation learn-
ing, and the CTC part has two private recurrent layers. Clear improvements are ob-
served for each of the 11 settings from Table 8.6.1.

Di m(z) α β κ dropout Dev PER (%) 2−layers Dev PER (%) 1−layer

150 0.5 0.01 0.1 0.4 18.2 16.9
150 0.5 0.01 1.0 0.4 18.2 17.2
150 0.5 0.01 0.0 0.4 17.9 16.9
250 0.5 0.01 0.1 0.4 18.1 16.9
150 0.6 0.01 0.1 0.4 18.0 16.8
150 0.4 0.01 0.1 0.4 18.0 17.0
150 0.3 0.01 0.1 0.4 18.0 16.9
150 0.2 0.01 0.1 0.4 18.2 17.1
150 0.5 0.001 1.0 0.4 17.9 16.9
150 0.5 0.01 0.0 0.4 17.8 16.7
150 0.5 0.01 1.0 0.5 17.2 17.0

Table 8.6.1: We pick up the best 11 models in our hand for vanilla RecRep-Pyramid-
MT (with CTC and generative model share 2 layers). We run RecRep-Pyramid-MT-
Onelayer on all the 11 models. The column “Dev PER (%) 2−layers” is the vanilla
RecRep-Pyramid-MT results. The column “Dev PER (%) 1−layers” is the RecRep-
Pyramid-MT-Onelayer results. The last model shown in this table uses L2 weight
10−7, and all other models do not use L2 regularization. α is the weight on the ELBO
as shown in Equation (5.1.2), κ (introduced in Section 5.1) is the hpyerparameter we
introduced to control how much uncertainty we would use for discriminative task.
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8.7 APPROXIMATE PRIOR

In Section 5.3.1, we propose “prior updating" for sequence representation learn-
ing. As we further described in Section 5.3.1, the simple “prior updating" heuristi-
cally estimates the marginal prior p ′(z) for each sample using one Gaussian compo-
nent of p ′(z). This section described two possible solutions for better approximating
p ′(z).

8.7.1 MULTIPLE GAUSSIAN COMPONENTS

We can assume that there is a set of Gaussian components, denoted as C =
{q (i )
φ(c−1) } for 1 ≤ i ≤ |C |, which are similar enough to qφ(zt |ht ). We can then approxi-

mately calculate the KL divergence between qφ(zt |ht ) and p ′(z) as

DKL

(
qφ(zt |ht )∥ 1

|C |
|C |∑
i=1

q (i )
φ(c−1)

)
(8.7.1)

Now the question is how can we easily define this set C . Current “prior updat-
ing" actually defines C = {qφ(c−1) (zt |ht )}. A better solution might be defining C to be
the collection of posteriors of a few consecutive frames, and calculate the KL diver-
gence between qφ(c) (zt |ht ) and pwindow(z) (Equation (8.7.2)) during optimization.

pwindow(z) = 1

2K +1

t+K∑
k=t−K

qφ(c−1) (zk |hk ) (8.7.2)

8.7.2 FLOW PRIOR

It worths to mention that it is possible to more accurately calculate log p ′(z)
for each z ∼ qφ(c) (zt |ht ) via using normalizing flow [Rezende and Mohamed, 2015,
Kingma et al., 2016].

Normalizing-flow-based deep generative models transform a simple probabil-
ity distribution (e.g., N (0, I )) into a complex distribution by using a sequence of
differentiable and invertible mappings. Simply speaking, consider a smooth and
invertible mapping f : Rd → Rd such that f −1 ◦ f (z) = z. The one-step invertible
mapping used in normalizing flow can be described as

p(z ′) ≡ p( f (z)) = p(z)
∣∣∣det ∂ f −1

∂z ′

∣∣∣= p(z)
∣∣∣det ∂ f

∂z

∣∣∣−1
(8.7.3)

Based on Equation (8.7.3), we can obtain a complex density pK (z) by iteratively
(invertiblely) transforming a random variable z0 ∼N (0, I ),

zK = fK ◦ fK−1 ◦ ...◦ f2 ◦ f1(z0) (8.7.4)

And we can calculate the log density for zK via

log pK (zK ) = log p(z0)−
K∑

k=1
logdet

∣∣∣ ∂ fk
∂zk

∣∣∣ (8.7.5)
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Coming to our problem, we can learn K invertible transformations, such that for

zK ∼ p ′(z) = Ex

{
E1≤t≤|x|

{
qφ(c−1) (zt |ht )

}}
, we have z0 = f −1

1 ◦ f −1
2 ◦...◦ f −1

K−1◦ f −1
K (zK ) ∼

N (0, I ). In order to draw samples from p ′(z), we first draw one utterance x from D

and draw one time step t . Then we can draw sample zK from the posterior qφ(c−1) (zt |ht ).

To learn the transformation f −1
1 ◦ f −1

2 ◦ ...◦ f −1
K−1 ◦ f −1

K , we need to enforce the trans-
formed samples (e.g. z0 follows N (0, I )).

Given the K invertible transformations, we can analytically calculate DKL
(
qφ(zt |ht )∥p ′(z)

)
as below:

1 We first sample zK ∼ qφ(c) (zt |ht ). For each zK , we can use the K invertible

transformations to invert zK to z0 via z0 = f −1
1 ◦ f −1

2 ◦ ...◦ f −1
K−1 ◦ f −1

K (zK )

2 For the z0, calculate its density p(z0). Here we typically use p(z) =N (0, I ).

3 We can then calculate log p ′(zK ) ≡ log pK (zK ) = log p(z0)−∑K
k=1 logdet

∣∣∣ ∂ fk
∂zk

∣∣∣
4 The DKL

(
qφ(zt |ht )∥p ′(z)

)
then can be calculated analytically.

Besides providing a theoretical framework to explain and generalize “prior up-
dating”, “flow prior" also has the potential advantage of delivering “global regular-
ization" (as mentioned in [Hoffman and Johnson, 2016]). As we can see, p ′(z) is a
mixture of many Gaussian components. When we do “prior updating", we use one
or a few Gaussian components to guide the optimization heuristically and thus can
overly ignore the global structure of the prior.
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