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A Study on Utterance Verification
Using Accumulation of Negative Log-likelihood Ratio
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B[ & sl A= g S5 AL PES 2 Y EA T4 pE2R AHEE FUY i} 7 {AE Bt
S5 Ak AR Aolr). Tl A4V Y Al i FF AeS 71EL] HT v Y A3, CAR (Correct
Acceptance Ratio) 0] 90%%) | H o) 4] FAR (Faise Acceptance Ratio)& U155 0¥l tha) A= o 3.40%, 2040l this)A]
& 15.25% 7M1 4 Yt

8o U= 24, EYRF, F49

TR0k 33X 2ok 2.5

[n speech recognition, confidence measuring is to decide whether it can be accepted as the recognized results or not,
The confidence is measured by integrating frames into phone and word level, In case of word recognition, the confidence
measuring verifies the results of recognition and Out—Of—Vocabulary (OQV), Therefore, the post—processing could
‘mprove the performence of recognizer withoui accepting it as a recognition error. In this paper, we measure the
onfidence modifying log likelihood ratio (LLR) which was the previous confidence measuring. It accumulates only
‘hose which the log likelihood ratio is negative when integrating the confidence to phone level from frame level, When
>omparing the verification performance for the results of word recognizer with the previous method, the FAR (False
4cceptance Ratio) is decreased about 3,49% for the OOV and 15,25% for the recognition error when CAR (Correct
Apceptance Ratio) is about 90%,

Keywords.! Confidence measure, Utterance verification, Post—processing
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