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AT, KERGEREFRH (Large Vocabulary Continuous Speech Recognition: LVCSR)
ORODOEERRERFEIOVTRITL, ROCRERERLFOIHLVFE—BRS I 7ILED
CIRBHIRE—%IRET 5. AFHI, RBOWMLEL L TEES 772 ERL, RBEETIEIZD
XTI TOBHLFHL TRACERHZHIRL 220 RBOMEENLERTS. BRI I 712485
IRSEIRIE, FTEERHME Forward-Backward Pruning 225 % 1), Th & IZRREMOKIEZ H]
RETEICT 5. BEERY A X 5000 DHFHEEFA LT EFEZ HOCEBRERICBVT, KFEIR
DERFBEMEE ST Lo NBRBOK 70% % HIRTRETSH 5 LARSIAL.

A Study on a Phoneme-graph-based Hypothesis Restriction
for Large Vocabulary Continuous Speech Recognition

TAKAAKI HORI,t NAOKI OKA,t MASAHARU KATOH,! AKINORI ITOf
and MASAKI KOHDA?

In this paper, we study about fast search strategies for Large Vocabulary Continuous Speech
Recognition (LVCSR), and propose a new method — a phoneme-graph-based hypothesis re-
striction, which effectually prunes the search space. In the proposed method, a phoneme
graph is generated at the pre-processing stage, and then the best word sequence is searched
while restricting expansion of hypotheses using the information of the phoneme graph at the
main recognition stage. The phoneme-graph-based restriction consists of the limitation of
phoneme boundaries and the Forward-Backward Pruning, which enable to reduce the search
space dramatically. The proposed method was tested on a 5,000-word Japanese newspaper
reading task. The experimental results show that this method can reduce about 70% of the

Apr. 1999

elapsed time without any error increasing.

1. 3L ®I

EREErOEEL KFERERS FRE (Large Vo-
cabulary Continuous Speech Recognition: LVCSR)
FEHLEIIEVIRAMDEETTETSH,AKLED,
FHEEGRA LT EERHGE = 2 - AFFEOR&ET B
e LS OmEFESRTWAEY, ZZH4E, H
ARTH NTT O BRRBEHEORLET — 5 & HV72hF
722 % B2 80 0 IS HAEE LVCSR ¥ A7 AICH ¥ 2 et
T -oTHY, AREEESOFMEERS LT E
EF— ¥ R— AP EH SN, BRLBREAEEGS
(IPA) ORFEREREFERZT O 27 FHFRY —
FFBRE, BIEAABILOKL 2 RET w2,

T IR FE T
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FAIZ, BHER BARELVCSR ¥ A7 ADEEL
BigL, ChITHEEFTVOBEBEEIIOVWTE
HEFoCTEL #LTC, REISAF Y TICLED
HM-Net OfEREED #REL, AFECLoTAE
B L 72 HM-Net 255380 BRKAED EliE (SSS)P %
Tree-based Clustering® 2 X 5 EF )V & 1 b B a&al
BT FTAILERLT.

ARBHX T LVCSR 7 a1 —F IZFEBL, B&%

LVCSR # £B T 2 BT VT ) X M DWTRET
%, Fa—5i, EREFVICEIEERELSHT

FUICEBHHE2HAL, ANDTFCRLAETL#E
(FRER) P BERTHEFRH L AT 20.0BET
HbH. Lo, Fa—FIiEns ) RER7LT
VXL RAT AP AF LD =TI N
o KRE LSBT A, 512 LVCSR DFAIHREREH
MREICKEL L L7200, BRTNVIT ) X LOFkEHT
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BEELR@LR 5.

RAHLEL BELT 2 FEIME CREER TS
P, BEROBETIML ) A LOYUEEETTCORER
AT TR LUEHRUEORBEA T (OHfEHE)
bHbETERTZHENLSHVON S, BN
PBgED X a7 % Fv 5 BEkix, —#i2%EHEA (look-
ahead) LMHIN 2. BEEFALHYE — 24 —FI12BVT
FFEAEATHI L, RN ShBIEFHE RVE
BB T A e CERIOMD 72 2592
T a—-YOBFEE, RARDOLRNEHORE T HE]
L7220, RICERAT2EEL FHERLZV T 502
BT 51~
o TN, BERPHEFEOBRREMET A LICLoTH
REMEZRO DT 70 —F 5% 51019, ik 12) ©
X, EEITF T4 U I L o TEMIERBERE R,
NG R BEEEROGBRICFIHLTWS, LaL, &
Hi7Fa—F4r 70l oTHBONAERITE 1 ME
WOEHRFNN T 2ER2OTHEN T4 LTV
T, BRICHEBRELRIT TRETHEPL TS,
D7OBEFHIRIZ L 20BEOKRELYEIBONT
Wz,

REWILTIE, FRBEFHRE BFEAI I BEN D %
AR B FEERET 5. AFRITRD
BMBE L CEESI7R2ERL, ZOEFES I 710
EINDBHREFIAL T, SEHERHRL LmAIC X
BHX D (Forward-Backward Pruning) #479. &
FT 77 R3BROERINER L EATV L OMER
CEREZBETZILDSTRTHY, D, BES S
T ERBRECEBL AT TEREREAR AT LTS
CEIIo T2 BEEREDEFANRLFTE 2,

REERRES SAF YL 7I12L 5 HM-Net L B
7 N-gram % Fi\V?3 72 LVCSR VA7 AZEEL, &k
4 X 5000 DFEEEEFA LT EHIC LY EHET 5.
EEERL Y, RAFESHEBRVELIILALEME
¥hHI ek MBREOK 0% % HIRTERTH Y, >
D, HERD 1 FRERFAIL L 2BHFNFEE TR
HEHBROMERKENVZ L 2RT.

2. LVCSR ¥ X7 L

2.1 Y AFLOWERK

BERVO N 2 8RE RSO BRIT, HHREHIC
ETCHERNEFRBRONEAZ L >TWE, 2Ok
AT, ANTE ONEIORE &I, £
NHHEES W ThIHEEINI LA L-T
P(O|W)P(W)

P(W|0) = == M
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Input Speech

Feature Extraction

Phoneme Bigram

RN Feature vector

l_._— sequence

Phoneme Graph Generation
(optional)

Lexical Tree Search

{ 2nd pass I

Word Graph Rescoring

1 .......... 3

Recognition Result

1 LVCSR VA7 4
Fig.1 'The LVCSR system.

Word Gr;ph

DEICEZLND, ZOWHERFBEKRICE 5 HES|
W RO B EDBEFRROT -V TH S, 22T,
P(O|W) i EEET )V (Acoustic Model), P(W) id
S ET NV (Language Model) I2X>THELHN 3,
P(O) 3 W CEBGZELZOTERTE 2, RFETH
FLALVCSR Y AT 45 2D X 3 Ao £
TWwh., BELALVAFLOBEEZR 1 ICRT.

VAT AL, EEEFIVEL THM-Net, SEE
TN E L THEFEN-gram (bigram, trigram), 73—
FELTHFES 775 PRERBLET5H 232 —F58
FRASNTWE, BFES 57 4% (Phoneme Graph
Generation) DI ETES 5 71285 LARSIEIES
TIBEDHAHEEHTHE 2NV THD (FL L3
BTHRRE), FFTR-AF54DFa—FizonT
HET 5.

22 N=ZX5qM4>57F2-4

RIBRER S P I R FERICRE V0,
BOP OB SEETVEFERT AL, ERLED
BHEC D, MEBEMFEAKLTLES. #2T, 37
BELSEEFTVEMEHL TIEREREED, 208
THMLSEETVEERTAFENAD L S Tw
5. ZDI) RBERBEMEREL INVFRAY—F LIRR,
BEL-KEREGREFAR Y AT LDOFa-513,
551 /7¥2T HM-Net & bigram ¥ IWCHIES 77 %
AL, 8 2/3AT trigtam # VT HES 5 745
RHHEE 2 RO BRI 0TV B,

HERY 7 7 3BT % BRI D A s
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Fig.2 A word graph.

BMERHRL L TERSIN S, E1SRCBWTHEDE
EBREL N - RmOEEERD, VY9 7L LTER
T5. ZOFFTHRIBEL OXERPEEETNEDT,
LA N X% KD S N-best & 0 bR ZFH
LR BY, HESS7OMRR2IZRT.

2.2.1 HBEJSTER (B1/3X)

B REIY — A% —F L RHERH T % H 7 One-
pass 7 V1) X & (Lexical Tree Search)”® % ~—
ACHET 7 DERET.

REEHFLEBORR, OREVEAL LA FET
DHEREBRERETI2AEERY P T =2 THB. K
HEREOHZE 3 (a) KT, BEIIKROHD S E
Lﬁ#ofﬁbh ETI1O0OHEELFREL, RDHE

ERBICR-oTERT S, EBOVRAF AR, &/ —
}\ I triphone EF N2 E Y BT, »o, HEHOD
D)L EETHOT, M3(b) DL HHEEICE
TWw3., EREBOFXFIRERIZNE 2 513X
ZFOMBELRETSH. LHL, HEOKME (ko)
WKEET AT TR FOHE %ﬂm@%&m%b,um
EEOBERH 1 BESEBERTL . ZhiE, K
BoBNzHOT, ROZHETENLEIIEET
ELEOSELEORKNEL FHMEE L CHHT S
factorization® ZPEFHT 5.

HZEY 5713 One-pass TV T ) X L% PiRT 52
LIZXoTHEREN S, One-pass 7NV T ) X LIT K
HEBBRCRBORFDOAL BIRL TERLED LD
T, BRI E INVEFHL P RO B EFTTER W,
L2L, 2oO& EBRRIKHZ T T {E 2 MEDIR
HOFH (BEOHEE K, ZOBOLTELE) *
SR THBIHE, BERETRIZENS OF#RH S BEE
TITRERTAIENTEL., 1721, BEOLE
REFITEFNUROEFZEOEE Y ZT DT, HEE

TLWRRoLBHEL THRIRETH B2, 2D
LT AL BEHOBPIKRIZE BOTHEMDHED
AR S 2 BFEAHEMEIRET A, Lzdto T,
FTHES LICRR 2 REERE (0o -) 2HE
T5.

H5R bigram 2 HVWCTHFES I 72 ERT A7 VT

KREFREREFZERDO I DOEET I 710 &7 L BHHMBRENHRET 1367

(b) a cross-word triphone tree

B3 AKiEEE

Fig.3 Tree-structured lexicon.

JALEPTIRTY, HBEOLDI, T ROEE
EFRKT 5.
ay(t,8) 1= FATHFED v DEHHERDIKE s 12
BIFaKAt FTORKRE SAD
REALE
By (t,s) 1= FATHFED v OFERDIRE s 12
B AEG t TTORFRBESSAD
FIRREEA] (v DR T EEH)
By{t,s) I, BERTHRICRALEENE FL — ANy

7?6?@@A/7T%/&T%%.uﬂ%20®z
RWCEHMEIEEO#LRNEERT L

av((), 80) =1.0

ay(t,s) = mfx{q(mt, slo)an(t —1,0)}

)
B, (07 30) = 0
By(t,s) = By(t — 1,0, %% (t,8)) (3)

DEITHEB. 2T, so FHEROBROIKE,
q(zt,8l0) 1TKREE 0 BD s ~BELEBEMANZ IV o,
T WNT HEERE, o7 (t,s) 3K (2) nARER
KiZT% o0 2RT.

ZFLT, HR ¢ CHBE w ORFICERET 2 RBIK
HOKLE H(w;t) X
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H(w;t) == max{p(wlo)ow(t, S0)} ()

DEHIEESR, COLELADERRIITAHEITH
oy R BIRTAZLICE T w DRICEEL 721K
Bidw—Y3Nb, 2T, S, ITEE w OFRKIK
B, p(wlv) ZHFE v DRIZHEEE w 2 < bigram
BERT. T0O%,

aw(t,s0) = H(w;t) (5)

By(t,s0) =t (6)
ELT, t % 1 R LETHIEY w T 58EFLRD
BEEEDD.

ﬁ%ﬁ@"\"“f/‘k 3T, %gb-?ﬂébf’ﬁE @]ﬁﬁ

HEiE (v, w) 1= By(t,S0) (7).
RFOFBRIE hwint) = 205 ()

PRI THILT, BEES T 7OT - 8BHREIN 5.
FHUBEDOERIE 1 MDA IIOWTITbI S, i
L 2R BRSPS, SRATREL -BERHE
FL—ANY 755 LICEoTHES S THBES
na.

2.2.2 #AMY (Pruning)

w1 XA RBRE -2 —FHPHVLRE, ¥ — A4
F—FIZBVWTRRAD D% ko lARREZ A T
572012, DT 3BEOBA YA f7bh 5.
(1) HFEAOEAMNDY

au(t,5) < fac max{a(t, 5)} (9)

ThdbL ERERFELZHENYT 5.
(2) HEFROBADY

oy (t, s0) < fom mfx{au (t,50)} (10)

ThHhHEERFTHANDT S,
(3) IREZICEBEAD

B t W ER > TWAIRHD L. MazHyp %
BIRL, ZRPSHIEANY 3 5.
B DBEIX—RRIZ 0 < fac < fam <1 D LD
WKBRESN S,

2.2.3 UZXATU>YT (B2/¥X)
Yy2ar7)rrid, BiES 57 LoXEHOR RS
EINALDLERLSEEF V2B CERREE
FlxRKDZMETHD, BFEST 70 —FICITHEE
BROBY r(t;v,w) 25, 7 — 27 S BEO SELE
h(w;7,t) BRBENRTWEOT, 757 LiEE
EEICE > CTHEAMCREEZED LI ENTES.
7= CHELE, EiEERT trigram fEE T BEL
TVE, BRLERAL 2 AHEFNZRBRBERELT
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a phoneme graph
a m a
Y n Q a g a,
. sil i o n N ‘o
b g i
H [¢] e
i Ea 3 /N it
i u e
boundazy candldates time
sil Y a a mu aa NN g g a
i io n oe o
e o u e i

phoneme candidates

4 BRI ITNORRERE SRR
Fig.4 Boundary and phoneme candidates in a phoneme
graph.

Wy 5.
3. BFEIJ 7 7ICEDEHRHRRE

FEHRT I TCETRHABBELRET 5. FF7
ST REROER, FEFRCBIIERBRGBIUL

FEEELREL TV (H4). ThdoiE#RE
BECHHAL CE L SAORFEBEHBRT A L %
REtT 5. BEY I 7RMES S 7 ERABOT VT
AL Lo THERTHILNTESL, ZOLE, &
bigram & FFEELERAVE. BES 7 7DHEKIC
P AEERER, KEROFRIC T FRIIE KR
ELBRVWAD, E1NRAOHUBLLTERS I 7%
ERTAZ LT SITIEREICRS RV,

BRI 7TRINDERER, EREMH, FEL
BEAFAL KRR EE L CUTOFEEZRET 5.

3.1 BHRBFHIR

Y —FOERT, TS 77 LOBEFREFHLUNTE
EFHOBBLHFSEVRHBLENZ 5. BERS7 71
BEROERVEMH L C0BREHRERIFL TVE L

BEES 771X 5 EFHBRE, 1 LREEIcES <

FEDIVOHERCEOER LI LOPRET
En. fZL, BUGERERIERT L EEETNV
Lo TRRDIDT, FFEIEES 77 DERER
DIRARBOWTHRL ZREF Ve HVWS I LAHIRE
%5,

3.2 Forward-Backward Pruning

BES I 7POFTHBERHUNOETRORBZIFS &
WEWIHIBDEZ SN D, FES T 7ICERER
FIHT 100% & TN BT TREVDOT, Z0 X ) REE
LRI EEEE Y OME /L. 22T, FRXTIE
MBCEZEGEHRT 20TRRL, BREETO
RHORBELEES 7 705 ROLTHATLEICED
WCEREHIRYT 5. BE489I213 Forward-Backward
Pruning'V) # # A ¥ %. Forward-Backward Pruning
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&ld, thiRD 5 BERA F TD Forward 237 & #
WA S LY ¥ T Backward 227 (DO#EE)
THbETREZFHEL, BAY 2479 FETH 5.
LERANUBEDORA T EEZERT LI LIZLY, RiAA
DB WVEHE BVERRBETHEA D 52 EATHREE &
5. REETREFES 5 72 BT Backward 237
2RD5.

BRI 7RREFETRAT PoBEMEICE ST,
BE%l £ \2FFE ¢ \CE D Backward 227 % 8(,9),
BRI ITADER qOBH Lt »S 1 OT7—27128
FEEEREEE hig;t,7) £T 5. 2Dk ZFEER,

B(T,q) = 1.0 _

B(t,q) = ma,x{h(q,t T)maxﬂ(r,r)} (11)
t,r € XS T T OBFER

IZ&X o T Backward A7 %#RKDBIEHNTES, L

PL, BES I 7I0EINLVWEREICHL Tt Back-
ward A I THFEETE R VO T,

B (t, (I) = ﬂmminﬂ(t,w) (12)

EDHEEELTH. TIT, g BRFAVF4THDY,
0<n<1DEHLTS. Backward 227 DETEIZ
FRENTEOOT, ZOLAERBIIEETEZIEL
Xy,

£EFEH triphone DAL, Backward A7
B, p—a+r) BUTO X3RO 2 (727251, p—q4r
ZEATEED p, PULERN q BEEREN 1D tri-

phone % &7).
FRALICHEESLp—q+r DT =20 FETS
Bt,p—q+1)=B(tp—q+1) (13)

elseif FLEFEV—RT L7 —I7PBHFETS

B@p—q+ﬂ=whggﬂ%w—Q+y)U®
else
Bt,p—q+r1)= 1nmmﬂax—y+z)0®

REL, m, R 0<m<m <1l DERET S,

k#%) ¢ |2 triphone o —p+q B5 p—q+r ~ER
3~ % Forward-Backward A 2 7 i}
Yo(t,0 —p+q,p=q+r)

= oy (t, So-p+a)B(t+1,p — q+1)
(16)

&b, 7272L, So—ptq & triphone o —p +q D

HMM OR#REEZ K. AFHEICBIT % Forward-

Backward 227 O#EEZE 5 IZRT. FRS T 71

T
H
triphone H
p-q+r :
1
i/ B {t+l,p-q+r)
@y (t,So-piq )/}
triphone i
o-p+q :
:
t

time

(a) Forward-Backward Score.

triphone
p-g+r

ay (t,Se-prq )/ 4

1

triphone E
o-p+q :

'

t

(b) An estimate of Forward-Backward Score when
arcs with the same center phoneme exist.

7, minp (c+1, x-q+y)
Xy

time

triphone
p-q+r
7, minp (t+1,x-y+z)
x,Y,2
o
ay (t,So-peq )/}
)
triphone H
o-p+q E
'

t time

(c) An estimate of Forward-Backward Score when
no corresponding arc exists.

5 #EmEkmEaay

Fig.5 Forward-Backward score.

*E3 % triphone BSFFIET 535 E (a), HEL 2V
Ak (b) $721 () D& 3 IKkO 5N 3. Forward-
Backward A 2 7%

Yo(t,o—p+q,p—q+r1)
< frpp max y(t,z-y+z,y—2z2+2)
V,T,Y,2,2

(17)

TéHbHL %, triphoneo—p+q S p—q+r
DEBIIHIR SN S, Z2T, frpp A BET
0< frep <1 DEHTH 5.

AFEIL, triphone EFVZHVWAILICLY 2T
FREOEFADESEEFTE L. 21id, Backward
A7 B(t,p—q+1) HBEEp DRIC q, rHHEENT
HIMISETBRAATTH A0, FOAATIZRED
QERIEKET S, LhoT, KD 1 EHEHEA
FEOLY QIRBEHBROIBESKE VI ESHHFT
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5.

T2, AFFEIXBI5)~1T) DB LIREE (F
#) 79738 F (FH) P LY A0 0 EEREGE
FIRERL LI ET A7 70— F LERR 5TV,
Ve bW —FI Lo TEES I 72 ERLBE, £
DFIZIEREETIN 100%EFN 5 LIZBRL 2w, B
TREE B ICHBICEENIREF SN HHEIE LW,
ZITHVIBARLIELIEEES 5 705 ERTEN
RETHZENDSE. 1 TRERETHZTTY, §F
TSI HEFRERTH L JIIEREEBIOKE
Rz 55, TH16) TREFERTERS 7%k
DTVEY, TEBRBICKTT 2 KHK - BRELE
BEFNVERVAEAICIERENTH . RBEER,
BERSITITOPPLBEERTHEOTIIRL, £20FE
HAEFIBL CHEFIOFERICBIT 2B EEIRT 5.
L7 oTC, BES I 7P OoBREL-EZLEUHEE
P ARRICZ BT L3R,

4. KREEBREFIMER

4.1 SHEEH - oEH

TEERE LT, HRTEELOMMERERA LT
TFEa—/5R (JNAS), B 102 E0°%FEL FHH
RELEZNT VAL, BTI5T2 XEAVAE. BEFEG
WMétbr®1 CRT.

4.2 HM-Net DR

EFEHIFT V-3 M BER+EETLT S, FEE3
REEOEFRHEEMY HMM % 585 L 72 102 18
B HM-Net X TSNV E LT, KREZ T 5 Y
Y7 AREEREED AT 2000 RET THE
479 . BEEEFNVIE 3 REBOFTFERIMY HMM &
T5. BERER, SREOHNEESAL 16 RE
DACEERL TS A5 % BEET 5.

4.3 N-gram Q%R

SEEFNVELT, INASHEBOERHHILE LA
~94 4E 9 AOFE L 1 HEE N7z N-gram (bigram,

&1 EEOWEN
Table 1 The condition of speech analysis.
ALK  16kHz
EFE 16 bit
VAN 32ms
JVv—LEAY 8ms

BB NIVIE
BT 1-271
7 bV 1~12kD LPC ANVF 7T A+ I AR

LAY —, BLTEO—KRE KD
B (B 39 Xk7T)
ERAE RFESLOHF T A T LAEHERE

Apr. 1999

trigram) V5. ¥/, ERT IV EERT L
SR T 2 %% bigram i3, FEEFVOFEICH
WBET % 15732 XORERELLHEEET 5.
4.4 FFM A &

ik y X 7 I13FERYT A X 5000, KRHFERL OFH
HEFALTEFOF 4 25— arThsb. SHEE
BREREMN L L, EF Tl hREEL MFATSD
WTEENS., LA -T, RALEFREELTH >
THRFAVEL 2HAEOEEL L TRbI S,
FHiT—% £ LT INAS DEEFTF—Y L i3R% 5
B 104, £103C, 51100 0% Bv%. $HEiE 100
XOBEERIIT A HFERYF

WER [%) = &1?_2 x 100 (18)
TFH. TIC, S, I, DIXiBR, #BA, BRERHIO

¥, N IEREENOHERELET. BRYEL RO
BROBEO—FUCET 5 HMIL, EFRREFILHo—
BEFRAZTO—KD 2B EEZ 5. maDEVE
ERLERV., Lo T, ERRA T Y HEOHE
BEHFETICTHEDOERNDEY LR B, RAE
TOFEMOBARFERZFOERE LD, 2L,
BEEZORT Y BERE - TVAEEIIBRY LT 5. 72
Lz, “20 B? 1L T “20/H” D& )T, “20” &
“H? PEENCEER SN ZGAE, BHEEY 1, HAE
N1ELTHID Y FENA,

FEHEE®IAAY — 2 25— 3>~ HP-C200
(7 oy E#ki 200MHz, SPECint95 = 14.3,
SPECfp95 = 21.4) T& 1, MBEIL 1 XD D
CPU YA L, BIU, 1 7L —5udizh)0FHRE
¥ (EFVE) TEHMET 5. SIS 100 XOFHRE
BRI 3.9 TH 5.

4.5 KBRERCER

(1) EBRER

Y — A8 (—log fac) % 130~160 I2%82 THRL
REESSTONRRE, FOBTES T 7 RIRHHIRIC
BHL-EBEROBERPR2IIRT. 271, fic
BERS 7 7EREOY — LBET, £1/5RI281F
B (9) D fac CHLET 5.

%0 LB, E5RER, v b, PGD, GER, &
BEEEIL, #hFNn, BREGROE7 LV — 28I
THEE, BERERIEDBERISEINLEE, TE
7o IBE (ER1EEDLVOEES T THOER
R, TSI 7B IVIR (FR7I7HTRIE
B WEFEINCH T2 EREB/YVE), 1 XDWDF
79 7HEKICET HRBERBERL TS, ZIT,
BEOEBRLIIALFBEFTVCIEBRIO Viterbi 7 5
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®2 FERSI7I&

B ARFMR & v 7o EBHER

Table.2 Experimental results using phoneme-graph-based hypothesis restriction.

ERY T TEBOE — L6 (—log flio)
160 150 140 130
R (%) 33.1 28.1 23.7 19.8
F Vv e k(%] 99.0 98.6 98.2 97.5
DYRE PGD 24.2 15.8 10.3 6.8
GER [%)] 0.7 0.9 1.2 1.6
SLERF ] [sec) 26 (1003) 23 (827) 19 (678) 17 (552)
baseline 5.7 (8.1)
BIZEERY 5 (%) FRHR 5.7 (8.2) 5.8 (8.5) 6.3 (8.9) | 6.7 (9.1)
(PR 4 37 4) BFHIR+FBP | 5.8 (8.4) 5.8 (8.7) | 6.0 (9.0) | 6.3 (9.2)
baseline 3.8 (6.4)

HEERY R [%] BRI 3.8 (6.4) 3.9 (6.6) 4.1 (7.0) 4.5 (7.1)
(&% & 3P4 ERHR+FBP | 3.9 (6.6) 3.9 (6.7) | 4.0 (7.1) | 4.3 (7.2)
1XHihoD baseline 146 (6834)

SLERIE R [sec) FEFHIR 111 (3670) | 94 (3079) | 84 (2548) | 80 (2086)

(BRY I 7HBEED) BRHIB+FBP | 50 (1565) | 44 (1347) | 40 (1151) | 35 (979)

AAV N RfTFoLBEOETEERLE%RT L. /1,
REEBHOMOERAIL, FFS T 7EKED 17
V— 20570 OFHREHM (EFVE) 2RLTw5.
—F, ROTERIEINSOEES T 7% KKK
WAL BHEOBEERD R (EPRTME, FH T
& 1XH 7 b MBI [sec] ZRL TV 5. BYRD
WOFEMAILE 1 SADHEER Y, LWEREHOMD
ElREL NACBITD1 70 —abl2) DFYIR
B (ETVE) THDH. HEBRIFRL, YATFLDNS
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Fig.6 1-phoneme look-ahead.
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Fig.7 The comparison between the proposed method
and 1-phoneme look-ahead.
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