Checklist

The checklist follows the references. Please read the checklist guidelines carefully for information on
how to answer these questions. For each question, change the default [TODO] to [Yes], , Oor
[N/A] . You are strongly encouraged to include a justification to your answer, either by referencing
the appropriate section of your paper or providing a brief inline description. For example:

e Did you include the license to the code and datasets? [Yes] See Section 2?.

e Did you include the license to the code and datasets? The code and the data are
proprietary.

e Did you include the license to the code and datasets? [N/A]

Please do not modify the questions and only use the provided macros for your answers. Note that the
Checklist section does not count towards the page limit. In your paper, please delete this instructions
block and only keep the Checklist section heading above along with the questions/answers below.

1. For all authors...
(a) Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the paper’s
contributions and scope? [Yes]
(b) Did you describe the limitations of your work? [Yes]
(c) Did you discuss any potential negative societal impacts of your work? [N/A]
(d) Have you read the ethics review guidelines and ensured that your paper conforms to
them? [Yes]
2. If you are including theoretical results...

(a) Did you state the full set of assumptions of all theoretical results? [N/A]
(b) Did you include complete proofs of all theoretical results? [IN/A]
3. If you ran experiments...
(a) Did you include the code, data, and instructions needed to reproduce the main experi-
mental results (either in the supplemental material or as a URL)? [Yes]

(b) Did you specify all the training details (e.g., data splits, hyperparameters, how they
were chosen)? [Yes]

(c) Did you report error bars (e.g., with respect to the random seed after running experi-
ments multiple times)?

(d) Did you include the total amount of compute and the type of resources used (e.g., type
of GPUgs, internal cluster, or cloud provider)? [Yes]
4. If you are using existing assets (e.g., code, data, models) or curating/releasing new assets...

(a) If your work uses existing assets, did you cite the creators? [Yes]

(b) Did you mention the license of the assets?

(c) Did you include any new assets either in the supplemental material or as a URL? [Yes]

(d) Did you discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose data you’re
using/curating? [N/A]

(e) Did you discuss whether the data you are using/curating contains personally identifiable
information or offensive content? [N/A |

5. If you used crowdsourcing or conducted research with human subjects...

(a) Did you include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if
applicable? [N/A]

(b) Did you describe any potential participant risks, with links to Institutional Review
Board (IRB) approvals, if applicable? [N/A]

(c) Did you include the estimated hourly wage paid to participants and the total amount
spent on participant compensation? [N/A]
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A An overview example

To illustrate different components of the GNAT model, here we present a toy example of designing a
speech recognition for finite alphabet & = {a, b}. Given an input feature sequence X = 7 ...z, we
wish to predict the corresponding output label sequence y = y1 ... yu, y; € 2. Our objective is to
create a conditional probabilistic model P(y|x) which assigns the highest probability to the correct
label sequences for any given feature sequence. We construct a GNAT model with the following
components:

e Context dependency: 2-gram

e Alignment lattice: frame dependent

e Weight function: per-state linear projection, streaming

Next we elaborate details of each of these modules and how they are integrated to create the final
space the recognition lattice Ag x and the probabilistic model P(y|x) as described in Section 3.

A.1 Context Dependency FSA

Figure 2 presents the 2-gram context dependency C5. The set of states for this space are the initial
state, 1-gram states and 2-gram states:

Qc = {e, a, b, aa,ab, ba,bb}
With the lexicographic order, these states are indexed as follows:

state  state index

€ 0
a 1
b 2
aa 3
ab 4
ba 5
bb 6

For this particular FSA, the transitions space is

Ec={(q,9.d)lq € Q,y e D)}

where ¢’ is the suffix of gy with length at most 2. All 14 transitions of this space are listed in the
following table:

from state label to state

€ a a
€ b b
a a aa
a b ab
b a ba
b b bb

aa a aa

aa b ab
ab a ba
ab b bb
ba a aa
ba b bb
bb a ba
bb b bb

A.2 Alignment Lattice FSA

Figure 3 depicts a frame dependent alignment lattice L, for four frames feature sequence x. The
states of this space are:

QT = {07 17 27 3a4}
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Figure 2: 2-gram context-dependency automaton C5 for ¥ = {a, b}.

O 0HONO
Figure 3: Frame dependent alignment lattice with T" = 4.

where 0 is the initial state and 4 is the final state. Every path starting from the initial state in this
automaton corresponds to one possible alignment sequence of the input feature sequence. The
example FSA in Figure 1b encodes 3* = 81 possible alignment sequences. An alignment path eaeb
corresponds to the following sequence of transitions in Ly4:

(0,¢,1),(1,a,2),(2,¢,3),(3,b,4)

A.3 Weight Function

The weight function wg x : Q7 X Q¢ x (X Ue€) — K. wy x is the only trainable component of the
GNAT model which assigns a weight to every transition of the recognition lattice A x. We first
feed x = z1, ..., x4 into an encoder to obtain hidden activations h = hq, ..., h4 of dimension D. The
encoder can be any neural architecture such as DNNs, CNNs, RNNs or Transformers. Since we are
interested in streaming weight function for this example, we need to make sure the encoder is also
streaming. This means h; can only depends on x;.;. Finally we define a D x 3 matrix W,_ and a
3-dim bias vector b, for any g. € Q.. The weight function is then defined as’:

w97$1:t(qa =1, 4, y) = €Xp (W(Ic [y’ :] : ht + qu [yD

where W[y, :] is the row of W, corresponding to label y € ¥ U {¢}. The total number of trainable
parameters is 7 X D x 3 4+ 7 x 3 parameters plus the number of parameters of the encoder function.

A4 The recognition lattice Ay x

Given the context dependency FSA (s, the frame dependent alignment lattice L, and the weight
function wy x, we are ready to derive the recognition lattice Ag x. The state space has 5 x 7 states:

QG,X = {(t7QC) |O <t<4,q.€ Qc}

3Note that for simplicity we use real semiring for all the score calculations in this example.
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The transitions in this space is specified by the state it is originated from, (¢, ¢.), the label y € XU {e},
weight wy x(, ¢c, y) and the state the transition is ended to (¢ + 1, ¢},). For the alignment sequence
of our example, caeb, the transitions are:

from label weight to

0,6 ¢  won(@a=0a =ey=6 =op (W0, ] 0l (L6
(]—v 6) a Wo,z1.2 (qa = 1; e = 6,Y = (l) = €xXp (WO[la :} : h2 + bO[l]) (2a a)
(2,a) € Wo,z1.5(Ga = 2,qc = a,y =€) = exp (W1[0,:] - hs + b1[0]) (3, a)
(31 a’) b Wo 1.4 (QG =3,q.=a,y= b) = €xp (Wl [27 :] ~ha + bl[QD (4» ab)

The product of the above weights is the score that the GNAT model assigns to the features sequence
x and alignment sequence eaeb:

SCOI‘C(X, ead)) = W,z (07 €, 6)“’9711:2 (17 € a)w9711:3 <2v a, 6)("]9711:4 (37 a, b)
The GNAT model formulates the posterior probability P(yy|x) by ratio of two quantities:

e numerator: sum of all the score(x, z) where z is an alignment between x and y. For example
if y = ab, there are only 6 possible alignments: abee, aebe, aceb, eabe, eaeb, ecab

e denominator: sum of all the score(x,z) where z can be any (|2 + 1)T = 3% = 81
sequences.

Since the numerator computation is a special case of the denominator, we only present the denominator
calculation. To follow the computation presented in Section C, we first define forward variable o
which is a 7-dim real-valued vector where o [7] is the total alignment scores reaching to state index j
(corresponding to the state indices in ().) at time ¢:

(t,i) (t,a) (t,b) (t,aa), (t,ab) (t,ba) (t,bd)
oar = (0] aufl]  auf2]  f3] 4] afd]  auf6])

the initial state g is a 1-hot vector with «y[j] = 1iff j = 0, the initial state. At every time frame ¢,
the transition weight matrix {2, 5; is defined for all the transitions in F Ap. Where label is an element
of . This matrix is a structured matrix with only || = 2 non-zero elements per row:

(t,e) (t,a) (t,b) (t,aa), (t,ab) (t,ba) (t,bb)
0 0 0

(t—1,¢) 0 w(t,e,;a)  w(t,eb) 0
(t—1,a) 0 0 0 w(t,a,a)  w(t, a,b) 0 0
(t—1,b) 0 0 0 0 0 w(t,b,a)  w(t,b,b)
Qs = (t—1,aa) 0 0 0 w(t,aa,a) w(t,aa,b) 0 0
(t—1,ab) 0 0 0 0 0 w(t,ab,a)  w(t,ab,b)
(t—1,ba) 0 0 0 w(t,ba,a)  w(t,ba,b) 0 0
(t—1,bb) 0 0 0 0 0 w(t,bbya)  w(t,bb,b)
Similarly we denote €); . to be the transition weight matrix for all the transitions in E4, , where label
is €. This matrix is a diagonal matrix corresponding to the weights of the self loops:
(t,e€) (t,a) (t,b) (t,aa), (t,ad) (t,ba) (t,bd)
(t—1,¢) yw(t,e,e€) 0 0 0 0 0 0
(t—1,a) 0 w(t,a,e) 0 0 0 0 0
(t—1,b) 0 0 w(t,b,€) 0 0 0 0
Qe= (t—1,aa) 0 0 0 w(t,aa,€) 0 0 0
(t—1,ab) 0 0 0 0 w(t,ab,€) 0 0
(t —1,ba) 0 0 0 0 0 w(t, ba,€) 0
(t—1,0bb) 0 0 0 0 0 0 w(t, bb, €)

For our model, the forward variable «; can be calculated given o1 and the above weights matrices
as:
ar = g (s + Que)

since every transition at time ¢ + 1 is either an € transition or a non-e transition. Here a_, is the
transpose of forward variable a;_.
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Given the above iterative equation, the forward variable at time 4 is equal to:
ar=ap(Qy+ )Ry + D) Qa5 + Q3.6)(Qan + Nae)

and the denominator of the GNAT model is equal to Z?:O ay[j]. Replacing the real semiring with
the tropical semiring in above calculation will allow us to find the most likely alignment sequence.

B A Modular Framework

In this section, we demonstrates how the existing and common neural speech recognition models
can be expressed within our proposed framework. These models can be divided into two categories:
models with zero-context recognition lattices and models with infinite context recognition lattices.

B.1 Zero-context Recognition lattice

B.1.1 Cross-Entropy with Alignments

The conventional cross-entropy models with feed-forward neural architectures [31] define the condi-
tional probability of label sequence y given feature sequence x by:

Py(ylx) = [ ] Po(yelae)

where probability factors Py (y;|x;) are derived by some neural architecture parameterized by 6:
exp(Wlye, ] - he + bly:])
yeD GXP(W[Z% :] . ht + b[y])

where h; is the encoder activation of dimension D at time frame ¢, W is a weight matrix of shape
|X| x D and b is a | X|-dim bias vector.

Py(y = yelze) = 5

The equivalent GNAT model is configured as follow:

e Context dependency: 0-gram C
e Alignment lattice: frame dependent without € transitions
e Weight function (here € is the initial and only state of Cy):
= wox(qa =1t qc = €,y =y1) £ Poly = yilar)
— Locally normalized
— Streaming

The more advanced cross-entropy models use recurrent architectures or transformers as encoder [39].
The only difference between the GNAT equivalent of these models and above configuration is that
whether the encoder is streaming or not.

B.1.2 Supporting CTC Style Label Deduplication

The standard CTC model [14] is very similar to a GNAT model using a frame dependent alignment
lattice and a 0-gram context dependency. One key difference is that CTC introduces a deduplication
process when turning its model output sequence to a label sequence. Each model output of a CTC
model is either a lexical label from 3, or the special blank (¢) label. To obtain the label sequence,
two steps are applied on the model output in order,

1. Maximal consecutive repeated non-blank labels are merged into one (e.g. turning abbc into
abc, or abbeb into abeb);
2. All the € labels are removed.

As a comparison, paths on the alignment lattice of the GNAT models in the main paper is equivalent
to the model outputs in CTC, whereas the e-free label sequence seen by the context dependency is
equivalent to the label sequence in CTC. To support the deduplication of repeated non-blank labels,
we need to introduce a finite state transducer into our series of finite state machine compositions.
Similar to a finite state automaton, a weighted finite-state transducer (WEST) T = (¥, Q, 4, F, p, E)
over a semiring K is specified by a finite alphabet ¥, a finite set of states (), an initial state ¢ € ), a

18



Figure 4: An unweighted FST for CTC style label deduplication with ¥ = {a,b}.

set of final states ' C (), a final state weight assignment p : F' — K, and a finite set of transitions
E* The meaning of X, @), 7, F', and p are identical to those of a WFSA. The set of transitions F is
instead a subset of @ x (X U {e}) x (XU {e}) x K x @, i.e. containing a pair of input/output labels
instead of just one. A WFSA can be viewed as a WFST with identical input/output labels on each
arc, and similar to WFSA intersection, a series of WFST can be composed into a single WFST. We
refer the readers to [28] for a full description of WFST and the composition algorithm. Figure 4 is an
example unweighted FST, when composed with another input FSA or FST, performs the CTC style
label deduplication. More generally, the unweighted label deduplication transducer D of vocabulary
Y consists of

° StatCSQD—EU{E} ip=¢Fp=Qp
e Transitions £ = {(p,z,z,x)|p,x € Qp} U {(z,z,¢,z)|x € X}

Given a context dependency FSA C, an alignment lattice FSA L, and the weight function wg x, as
defined in Section 3.3, a GNAT model with CTC style label deduplication induces a WFST T} x as
follows,

Qox =Qr xQp X Qc
tox = (i1,iD, ic)
Fe’x:FT XFD X FC

Er,, :{((QaaQd7qc)>y7y7W0,x(Qa7QC7y)7(q;ﬂqZZ?qé)) |
y e, (40,9, 4) € Er, (4a,9,9,41) € Ep, (40,9, 4.) € Ec}
U {((Qa;Qd7QC)7€a67W9,x(Q¢17QC7€)’ (40 41> ac)) |
(4a>€:qy) € Er, (qa,€,€,q4) € Ep, qc € Qc}
U {((Qa;Qda(Zc)ayaea wo,x(qar 4es Y)s (4 4is Ge)) |

y e, (qay,q,) € Er, (4a,y,€,q)) € ED}
Py (q) =1, Vg € Fyx

In other words, the topology of Ty  is the same as the following cascade of FST compositions,

1. D - C treating output € labels in D as empty (i.e. standard FST composition).
2. Ly - (D - C) treating € transitions in Ly and input € labels in (D - C) as regular labels.

and the transition weights are defined using wg x just like the GNAT models in the main paper.

When implemented naively, CTC style label deduplication causes a |Qp| = (|| + 1) blow up in
. However, by inferring about states in () p from states in ()¢, we can greatly reduce the
number of states needed. For each state x € ¥ in () p, we know the last non-blank label observed
when reaching state x must be label z. Similarly, for context dependencies we care about (n-gram
and string), there is a unique label z(q.) for all incoming arcs of each non-start state ¢, (start states do

“Here we make the simplification that the input and output vocabularies are identical, i.e. 3.

19



not have any incoming arcs in these context dependencies). Thus, the states in (Jg x that are reachable
from the start must match one of the following patterns,

L4 (qa7€7q0)7 an S QAaqc S QX )
® (ga,2(gc),qc), Va0 € Qa,qc € Qx \ {ix}

This means the actual number of states we shall visit in computing the shortest distance is only

2|Q4llQc|.

B.2 Infinite Recognition Lattices with Finite Intersection

To describe models such as Listen, Attend and Spell and Recurrent Neural Transducer in our
framework, we need to allow the complete recognition lattice to be infinite, because of the possibly
infinite context dependency or alignment lattices admitted by such models.

Despite the infinite size of the context dependency and alignment lattices, implying an infinite size of
the recognition lattice, the recognition lattice intersected with a reference string still produces a finite
state machine. This is why locally normalized training is feasible for such models. However, their
globally normalized counterparts are in general not well defined because the denominator is usually
unbounded.

B.2.1 Listen, Attend and Spell (LAS)

This model formulates the posterior probability by directly applying chain rule (Equation 1 in [8]):

Py(ylx) = [[ Po(wilx.y<1)
!

the posterior factors are defined as (Equations 6 to 8 of [8]):

Py(y1|x,y<i) = CharacterDistribution(s;, ¢;)

where
h = Listen(x)
si = RNN(s;—1,¥1-1,¢1-1)
¢, = AttentionContext(s;, h)

here Listen is a bidirectional encoder function, AttentionContext is the attention network (Equations
9to 11 of [8]).

The equivalent GNAT model is configured as follow:

e Context dependency: co-gram
e Alignment lattice: label dependent since the probability factorizes only on label sequence.
e Weight function:

- wox(da = 1ge = ¢,y = y1) = Po(y = yilx,y<1)
— Locally normalized
— Non-streaming

B.2.2 Recurrent Neural Transducer

The RNNT model formulate the posterior probability as marginalization of alignment sequences
(Equation 1 in the RNNT paper [13]):

Po(yx)= > P(zlx)
z€B~1(y)

where z = 21, -+, zr,, is an alignment sequence, z; € XU {e}, T is the number of acoustic frames
and L is the number of labels. The function B(z) = y removes the epsilons from the alignment
sequence. The alignment posterior is factorized along the alignment path as:

T+L
Py(z|x) = [] Po(zlx,2<;)

Jj=1
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and finally RNNT make the following assumption:
Po(zj]%,2<5) = Po(z]x, B(z<;) = y<u)
which means if the prefix of two alignments be equal after epsilon removal, the model assigns same
expansion probability for the next alignment position. The inner terms in the above equation is
defined (Equations 12 to 15 of the RNNT paper):
exp(Wizj, 1] - (hj—u + gu) + b[z])
yeXU{e} exp(Wly,:] - (hj—u + gu) + 0[y])

where h;_,, is the encoder activation at time frame j — u (referred to as the transcription network in
[13]) and g, is the output of the prediction network which is a simple stack of RNNs.

Po(zjlx, B(z<j) = y<u) = )y

The equivalent GNAT model is configured as follow:

e Context dependency: co-gram

e Alignment lattice: oo-constrained label and frame dependent

e Weight function:
- Wa,x(Qa = (ta U)vQc =4,y = Zt+u+1) £ PG(ZtJrqul'Xv B(z<t+u+1) = Y<u)
— locally normalized
— non-streaming

While the original definition of the RNNT model is based on non-streaming encoder (transcription
network), this model is widely used for streaming applications by using a streaming encoder. This is
in contradiction of the forward-backward derivations in the original paper which explicitly assumes
dependency on the whole sequence for any position of alignment sequence (Equation 17 of [13])

Similar to RNNT, the hybrid autoregressive transducer (HAT) [40] model can be also configured in the
GNAT framework with the same parametrization as RNNT. The only difference is the weight function.
The HAT model defines different probabilities for label transitions and e-transitions (duration model
in [40]):

bi_w. Zi =€
Py(zj]x, B(2<j) = Y<u) = { s ! (1)

(1 - bj—u,u) Py (yu+1|X7 B(Z<j) = y<u) zZj € by

where b, ,, is a sigmoid function defined in Equation 6 of [40].

C Accelerator-Friendly Computation

The standard shortest distance/path algorithm for acyclic WFSA [27] can be used for training
(computing W (A) for some acyclic A) and inference of a GNAT model. To compute W (A) for an
acyclic WFSA A, we maintain the following forward weight a, for each state g in Q 4:

ag=1 1 ifg=ia,
q_ 69(p,y,w,q)eEA a, @w  else.

The weight of A is then W(A) = @, ¢ ® pa(q). The recurrence in the definition of oy can be
computed by visiting states in () 4 in a topological order.

To make better use of the compute power of modern accelerator hardware, we observe the following
properties of the C or Ly presented so far that enable us to use a more vectorized variant of the
shortest distance algorithm in Figure 5:

e From any topological ordering on ()7, we can derive a topological ordering on Qg x.

e The n-gram context dependency FSA C, is deterministic, namely leaving any state there is
no more than 1 transition for any label y € 3., and there is no e-transition.

e For all three types of alignment lattices, for any non-final state ¢ € Qr \ Fr, there is a
unique next state succ(q) for transitions leaving ¢ consuming any label y € X.

Center to an efficient implementation of the algorithm in Figure 5 is the function nextcs. This
function receives as input the current forward weight vector &, for states (¢4, gc), V¢. € Q¢, and
the transition weights for leaving these states via label transitions, and returns the forward weights
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{Initialize the length |Q | forward weight vectors &, }
for all ¢, € Q7 do
aq, < [0,...,0]
end for
Qi [ZC] 1
{Compute &g, for g, # i}
for all ¢, € Q7 in topological order do
{Qisal[|Qc¢l, |X| + 1] matrix}
Q @G,X(Qaa Qc, XU {6})
if ¢, has outgoing label transitions to ¢/, = succ(q,) then
&q{] < dq(’lé nextco (O_‘qav Q[:, ED
end if
for all ¢/, such that (q,,€,q.,) € Er do
Qg 4 g D(ag, N, €])
end for
end for

return ®QaEFT7QC€FC O_élI(l [qc]

Figure 5: The vectorized shortest distance algorithm for Ay x. We denote @, &, and wy x the
vectorized versions of the corresponding operations.

{Inputs: &y, and [:, X}

if n = 1 then
{Qc, contains only ic, }
return &4, 8P, 5 Qic, . y]

end if
{Initialize length |Q¢, | vector &}
a+[0,...,0]
{States in Q¢,, are numbered from 0 to |Q¢, | — 1 = Z;:ll |X|¢ following the lexicographic
order}
1+0
fori =0ton —2do
h+1+|3)
all - 18]+ 1: h- 3]+ 1] + flatten(Q[L : h, X))
L+ h
end for

fori =0to |X|—1do

all ] + afl )@ fatten(Q +i- |S["2: 1+ (i + 1) - |2*72,5)])
end for
return o

Figure 6: Specialized implementation of nextc,,. The flatten function flattens a matrix into a vector
by joining the rows.

going to states (¢, ¢.) by taking the (g., y, ¢.) transitions for y € 3. In other words, nextc[g.] =
D o..v.a)cEe ¥aalte] © Qqe, y]. The n-gram context dependency C', allows a particularly simple
and efficient implementation of next¢_, as outlined in Figure 6. The key observation is that when
we number the states in Q¢ following the lexicographic order, the |X| transitions leaving the same
qc lead to states in a consecutive range [0(qc¥o), - - -, 0(qey|s|-1)], Where [yo, . .., ys|—1] are the
lexicographically sorted labels of 3, and o (s) is the suffix of label sequence s of length up to n — 1.

During training, we also need to compute the shortest distance D(Ag x N'y). We note the algorithm
in Figure 5 can also be used for this purpose since (Lt N C) Ny = Ly N (C Ny), and we simply
need to substitute C' with C' Ny in the algorithm.
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D Memory and Computation Time Benchmarks

The memory and computation benchmark of our implementation for the GNAT model is presented in
Table 2. We present benchmarks for training and inference for different configurations of the GNAT
model:

e Context dependency: 0-gram, 1-gram and 2-gram
e Alignment lattice: frame dependent, 1-constrained label and frame dependent

e Weight functions: Per-state linear projection (unshared), Shared linear projection with
per-state embedding (shared-emb), Shared linear projection with RNN state embedding
(shared-rnn)

context alignment weight function memory [M] time [sec]
dependency lattice type normalization | train | decode | train | decode

unshared local 12647 | 64.97 | 0.15 0.02

global 124.58 | 65.19 | 0.14 0.02

frame shared-emb local 124.20 | 65.12 | 0.20 0.02

0-gram global 124.64 | 65.19 | 0.18 0.02
shared-rnn local 12443 | 65.16 | 0.20 0.02

global 124.88 | 65.29 | 0.18 0.02

unshared local 174.62 | 65.00 | 0.16 0.02

global 17221 | 65.20 | 0.18 0.04

label frame | shared-emb local 172.32 | 65.15 | 0.20 0.02

global 17225 | 65.17 | 0.22 0.03

shared-rnn local 17255 | 65.19 | 0.20 0.02

global 17249 | 65.27 | 0.22 0.04
unshared local 144.04 | 6495 | 0.17 | 0.044

global 146.23 | 65.51 | 0.19 0.05

frame shared-emb local 156.02 | 70.42 | 0.22 0.05

1-gram global 158.12 | 70.52 | 0.22 0.05
shared-rnn local 157.04 | 70.67 | 0.23 0.05

global 159.15 | 70.76 | 0.23 0.05

unshared local 192.19 | 6498 | 0.18 0.04

global 192.70 | 65.19 | 0.27 0.07

label frame | shared-emb local 204.13 | 70.45 | 0.23 0.05

global 204.65 | 70.14 | 0.29 0.07

shared-rnn local 205.16 | 70.69 | 0.23 0.05

global 205.68 | 70.38 | 0.30 0.07

unshared local 306.94 | 187.21 | 0.23 0.07

global 513.58 | 195.36 | 1.55 0.41

frame shared-emb local 156.05 | 70.42 | 0.23 0.05

2-gram global 181.42 | 7349 | 1.16 0.23
shared-rnn local 17422 | 73.04 | 0.23 0.05

global 199.62 | 76.11 | 1.16 0.23

unshared local 32098 | 187.24 | 0.24 0.07

global 428.40 | 187.90 | 3.79 0.94

label frame | shared-emb local 204.17 | 70.45 | 0.24 0.05

global 210.61 | 71.42 | 2.63 0.48

shared-rnn local 222.33 | 73.07 | 0.24 0.05

global 229.17 | 74.04 | 2.64 0.49

Table 2: Memory and computation benchmarks of the GNAT model for different configurations.

For each configuration, the memory usage footprint is presented in terms of MB and total computation
time is presented in terms of number of seconds. The benchmarks do not include the memory and
computation footprint of the encoder activations. The training benchmarks are corresponding to the
calculation of the GNAT criterion as well as all the backward gradient calculation up to the encoder
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activations. The evaluation benchmarks only contain the forward pass memory and compute footprint
to find the most likely hypothesis.

All the memory and computation benchmarks are evaluated for an input batch of 32 examples each
with 1024 number of frames. Each frame is a 512-dim vector corresponding to the encoder activations.
Each example in the input batch are assumed to have at most 256 labels. The alphabet size is set to
32.

The main observations are:

e The larger context dependency lead to more memory and compute footprint. This is expected
since the computation complexity is directly related to the context dependency state size.
However, interestingly, the memory and computation values do not scale exponentially by
value of n in n-gram context dependency (as a result by number of states in the context
dependency).

e Label frame dependent alignment lattice generally leads to higher memory usage and
computation time compare to the frame dependent alignment lattice. This is expected
since the label frame dependent consist of alignment paths of length 1024 + 256 = 1270,
corresponding to the sum of number of frames and number of labels.

e The per-state linear projection weight function requires more memory and has longer
compute time compare to the shared weights function which is expected by design. Both
shared weight functions are performing on-par of each other in terms of memory and
compute.

e The global normalization requires more memory and time and the difference is more
significant for context dependency FSAs with more number of states (2-gram versus 1-
gram).

E Equivalence of Certain Locally and Globally Normalized Models under
Non-Streaming Settings

As widely discussed in literature (e.g. Section 4.6.12 of [23], [24, 2]), under streaming settings, a
locally normalized model introduces an independence assumption between an output z; and future
inputs X>4(;), when future outputs z.; are not yet known. On the contrary, a globally normalized
model using the same score factorization does not introduce the same independence assumption. This
is the key reason to a locally normalized model’s inability to express certain conditional distributions
and thus prone to the label bias problem.

However, under non-streaming settings, the entire input sequence x is available for predicting each z;.
The aforementioned independence assumption is thus no longer present for locally normalized models.
We shall show that under a mild condition regarding how an alignment score w(z;|z<;,x) makes use
of information from the past outputs z.;, for every non-streaming globally normalized model, there
is a non-streaming locally normalized model that defines the same conditional distribution for the
output sequence.

For an alignment score w(z;|z<;, X), for each output step ¢, define the past output index set 6; C
{1,2,...,i — 1} to consist of the indices of past outputs on which w(z;|z<;, x) actually depend. For
example, for a GNAT model using a n-gram context dependency withn = 2, ; = {i — 1,7 — 2}, i.e.
the alignment score only depends on the previous two outputs. On the other hand, an RNN-T model
with unlimited history has §; = {1,2,...,7 — 1}. When comparing locally and globally normalized
models, it is important to ensure the same past output index sets are used. Otherwise the comparison
is not fair since the parameterization of these models will differ.

Given the sequence of past output index sets [d1, 02, . . .], the alignment score function w(z;|z<;, X)
can also be written as w(z;|zs,,x), with zs, = {z;[j € J;}. The sequence of past output index
sets grows monotonically if for all 4, 6; N {1,2,...,i — 2} C §;_1. In other words, each ¢; can be

constructed from §;_; by first removing some elements then optionally adding 7 — 1. Importantly if
some j < i is not in J;, then j is not in any subsequent J;, for any k£ > 4. Notably, all existing work
on neural globally normalized ASR models including this paper itself use score functions where the
sequence of past output index sets grows monotonically [17, 10, 42, 44].
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When the sequence of past output index sets grows monotonically, globally normalized models and
locally normalized ones are in fact equivalent in terms of the conditional distributions that they can
express. Since any locally normalized model is by definition globally normalized, we only need to
show the other direction.

Theorem E.1. For any non-streaming globally normalized model with alignment score wg (z;|2s, , X),
if the sequence of past index sets {1, 02, . ..} grows monotonically, then there exists a non-streaming
locally normalized model with alignment score of the same sequence of index sets wy, (z;|zs,,x), such
that P, (z|x) = P, (z|x).

This theorem can be seen a result of such a globally normalized model’s corresponding Markov
network representation being chordal (see Theorem 4.13 of [23]). In an effort to be self-contained ,
below we instead present a direct proof that does not rely on any results on graphical models, using
essentially the same technique as [9, 36].

Proof. For any prefix z<;, the sum of the scores of all possible suffices continuing z<; is commonly
known as the backward score. More specifically, in our case, the backward score at position 7 is
|z'|
B; = Z H wa(zj|2's;, %)

z'|2' <ip1=2<it1 =0

It is easy to see that 3; only depends x and z; for j € {i¢} U ;. Thus 3;(z;, zs,, x) is a well-defined
function. §; is upper bounded by the denominator Z(x) and thus finite. wg(z;|2zs,x) > 0 implies
Bi > 0. We can thus define the following alignment score which is a locally normalized model,

BL(217 Z(;,i ) X)

R

wL(zi\z(;i,x)

Then
’
Zz’|z’<i+1:z<i+1 H“]zzll wG(Z_; |Z/5]' ) X)
’
S et orma, T e (21205, %)

- ,
(T2 wozi128,,%)) (L sz s il 0TI wa (35125, %))

Pw(; (Zi|z<i7 X) =

_ — /
(H}Zl WG(Zj|Z§j,X)) (Zz’\z’<i:z<i Hljzzll wG(2§.|z/6j’X))
_ B?(Zlv zéiv X)
Zz; Bi (ng Z5;) X)
=wr,(z|2zs,, %)
:PwL (Zi|z<i7 X)

Therefore, P, (z|x) = P, (z|x). O
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