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ABSTRACT

Personalized TTS is an exciting and highly desired application that
allows users to train their TTS voice using only a few recordings.
However, TTS training typically requires many hours of recording
and a large model, making it unsuitable for deployment on mobile
devices. To overcome this limitation, related works typically require
fine-tuning a pre-trained TTS model to preserve its ability to gener-
ate high-quality audio samples while adapting to the target speaker’s
voice. This process is commonly referred to as “voice cloning.” Al-
though related works have achieved significant success in changing
the TTS model’s voice, they are still required to fine-tune from a
large pre-trained model, resulting in a significant size for the voice-
cloned model. In this paper, we propose applying trainable struc-
tured pruning to voice cloning. By training the structured pruning
masks with voice-cloning data, we can produce a unique pruned
model for each target speaker. Our experiments demonstrate that
using learnable structured pruning, we can compress the model size
to 7 times smaller while achieving comparable voice-cloning perfor-
mance.

Index Terms— Voice cloning, structured pruning, personalized
TTS, few-shot, trainable pruning

1. INTRODUCTION

End-to-end text-to-speech (TTS) is a well-researched topic, but cus-
tomization is an area that has not been thoroughly explored. To train
a high-quality single-speaker end-to-end TTS [1, 2, 3, 4, 5], hours of
single-speaker speech recordings [6] and large, specially designed
models are required. However, customizing TTS voice usually en-
tails requesting users to record hours of speech and then spending
days training a large model, which is not always practical. Addition-
ally, the ultimate goal of personalized TTS is to deploy on mobile
devices, which eliminates concerns about personal data upload or
personalized TTS storage in cloud storage. Therefore, three aspects
need improvement to build an ideal personalized TTS application:
limited training data, faster training speed, and smaller model size.
Since it is challenging to train a TTS from scratch with limited data
in experience, related works often use transfer learning to ensure
the TTS synthesizes high-quality speech. This process, transferring
a trained TTS with limited recording data of an unseen speaker, is
also referred to as ”voice cloning.” For example, [7, 8, 9, 10, 11]
pre-train a multi-speaker TTS, then fine-tune the speaker embedding
and/or the TTS model with the few-shot target speaker recordings.
Other works learn a speaker encoder with the multi-speaker TTS
model and expect the speaker encoder to generalize to unseen speak-
ers without fine-tuning [12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18]. Meta-TTS [19]

(a) Structured pruning. (b) Unstructured pruning.

Fig. 1: Illustration of how structured and unstructured pruning
works. Fig. 1a and 1b show how structured/unstructured pruning
affect a Rd1×d2 weight matrix, respectively. The gray regions are
masked (pruned) while not the blue parts. For structured pruning, we
can concatenate the kept parts into a smaller matrix, while we can’t
do the same to the unstructured pruned matrix.

and Meta-Voice [20] leverage meta-learning to speed up the fine-
tuning procedure, enabling the meta-learned TTS model to adapt to
the target speaker’s voice with fewer fine-tuning steps while still pro-
ducing high-quality audio.

In personalized TTS, reducing the model size is crucial to avoid
slower computational speed, higher computational costs, and in-
creased local storage. Although there are few related works about
minimizing the model size of an end-to-end TTS, none of them
focuses on voice-cloned TTS. LightSpeech [21] employs neural ar-
chitecture search within a limited-parameter search space to discover
improved architecture that can reduce the model size while still pre-
serving its performance. On the other hand, [22] prunes a trained
end-to-end TTS model with an unstructured pruning method, which
makes the model sparse by zeroing out a portion of each weight
matrix. However, sparse matrix computation necessitates special-
ized hardware for acceleration, making it difficult to take advantage
of the reduced model size to boost computational speed and lower
computational costs. Both of these works are designed for single-
speaker end-to-end TTS and require hours of recording data (e.g.,
LJSpeech [6]) for the training process to ensure the synthesized
audio quality, which is unsuitable for voice cloning tasks.

This paper proposes utilizing a learnable structured pruning
method for the voice cloning task. Unlike unstructured pruning,
structured pruning eliminates channels (dimensions) of each weight
matrix, resulting in a smaller weight matrix instead of a sparse
matrix, thereby accelerating matrix computation and reducing com-
putational costs, as demonstrated in Figure 1. Additionally, whereas
pruning methods commonly rely on pruning parameters based on
criteria such as weight magnitude, we propose structured pruning
with learnable masks to determine which channels to prune. By
doing so, we can train a personalized pruning mask for each target
speaker, resulting in a lightweight customized TTS model. Fur-
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thermore, the pruning procedure can be utilized before, after, or
in conjunction with the fine-tuning stage of the voice cloning task,
which we will explore further in our experiments. To our knowl-
edge, we are the first to employ adaptive structured pruning in the
voice cloning task and the first to train a learnable pruning mask
using few-shot data only (8-shot in our experiments, equivalent to
approximately 24 seconds in total).

2. BACKGROUND

In this paper, we utilize FastSpeech 2 [5] as the TTS model architec-
ture. Further details regarding implementation and the speaker em-
bedding lookup table’s utilization to construct a multi-speaker Fast-
Speech 2 can be found in our prior work [19].

2.1. Voice cloning

Voice cloning involves creating a TTS model of the target speaker’s
voice with only a few-shot dataset. As mentioned in the intro-
duction, training a TTS model from scratch with limited data may
cause overfitting and low-quality audio generation. As a result,
fine-tuning from a pre-trained multi-speaker TTS model is typi-
cally employed. Most existing works utilize multitask learning to
pre-train the TTS [7, 8, 9, 10, 11]. Some other works use meta-
learning [19, 20] to expedite the fine-tuning process.

2.2. Transformer blocks

Our FastSpeech 2 model comprises an encoder, a decoder, a vari-
ance adaptor, an output linear layer after the decoder to generate
Mel-spectrograms, and a post-net to add more details to the output
through a residual connection. The encoder and decoder are built
using stacks of Transformer blocks, whereas the variance adaptor
and the post-net are composed of CNN layers. Each Transformer
block includes a multi-head self-attention (MHA) layer and a feed-
forward (FFN) layer. We formulate a self-attention layer with input
X ∈ RL×d as below:

SelfAtt(WQ,WK ,WV , X) = softmax(
XWQW

>
KX

>
√
dk

)XWV

(1)
L and d represent the length and hidden dimension of X , respec-
tively. dk denotes the hidden dimension of the self-attention layer,
and WQ, WK , and WV ∈ Rd×dk are the query, key, and value
matrices, respectively. Then an MHA layer with Nh heads takes an
input X would output:

MHA(X) =

Nh∑
i=1

SelfAtt(W
(i)
Q ,W

(i)
K ,W

(i)
V , X)W

(i)
O (2)

where WO ∈ Rdk×d denotes the output matrix and W (i)
Q , W (i)

K ,

W
(i)
V , W (i)

O represent the matrices of each head.
Also, we can formulate a Feed-forward layer as below, which

includes an up-projection and a down-projection layer:

FFN(X) = ReLU(XWU )WD (3)

whereWU ∈ Rd×df andWD ∈ Rdf×d represent the up-projection
and down-projection layer respectively.

The output of a Transformer block can then be formulated as
below, where LN indicates layer norm:

X ′ = LN(MHA(X) +X)

TransformerBlock(X) = LN(FFN(X ′) +X ′).
(4)

Fig. 2: Illustration of what happens when we prune the red neuron.
The red dashed arrows are the parameters removed together with the
red neuron, while the black arrows are the parameters kept. The
output dimension of layer i and the input dimension of layer i + 1
are therefore reduced by 1.

2.3. Structured pruning

Unlike unstructured pruning, which selects individual model param-
eters (i.e., elements in weight matrices) to discard, structured prun-
ing identifies specific neurons in each layer’s output to eliminate.
This method removes the dropped neurons and their corresponding
channels in adjacent parameters, as illustrated in Figure 2.

2.4. Pruning with L0 regularization

Most model pruning techniques determine their binary pruning
mask based on some criteria, such as the magnitude of the param-
eters. However, these criteria are not suitable for personalizing
pruning masks for each target speaker. To address this issue, [23]
proposes training the binary pruning mask by adding a regularization
term during training, specifically the L0 norm of the binary prun-
ing masks. Since discrete binary masks are not differentiable, [23]
utilizes the hard-concrete distribution to relax the binary masks into
continuous and make them trainable. As a result, the regularization
term becomes the L1 norm of the masks.

We could sample a learnable mask z from the hard-concrete dis-
tribution as follows:

u ∼ U(0, 1)

s = Sigmoid

(
logu− log (1− u) + logα

β

)
z = min (1,max (0, γ + s (η − γ)))

(5)

Where we denote u as a random variable sampled from a uni-
form distribution U(0, 1). Hyperparameters γ ≤ 0 and η ≥ 1
are used to stretch the output interval of the Sigmoid function
from (0, 1) to (γ, η), while hyperparameter β controls the steep-
ness of the function. The main learnable masking parameter is
logα, which represents the logit of the Bernoulli distribution
where z is sampled from. To distribute the output s in the in-
terval (0, 1) with a probability derived from a relaxed continu-
ous version of Bernoulli(Sigmoid((logα)/β)), we add the term
logu − log (1− u) to logα before passing it through the Sigmoid
function.

To perform weight pruning on a weight matrix W ∈ Rd1×d2 ,
we must first create a corresponding learnable mask z ∈ Rd1×d2 .
Since we are using structured learning, we require two learnable



masking parameters for this mask: α1 ∈ Rd1 and α2 ∈ Rd2 . These
parameters generate the input dimension mask z1 and the output di-
mension mask z2 with Eq. 5, respectively. We can then obtain a
final mask z = z1z

>
2 , and use it to obtain a pruned weight matrix

W ′ =W � z, where � represents the element-wise dot product.
In this paper, we set β = 1, γ = 0, and η = 1, which im-

plies that we do not stretch the output of the Sigmoid function. As
a result, the hard-concrete distribution is equivalent to the concrete
distribution [23].

3. METHOD

3.1. Structured pruning FastSpeech 2

With the exception of the input and output dimensions, which are
determined by the data, all dimensions in FastSpeech 2 are prunable.
These dimensions are listed below:

• The hidden dimension of the model d, which affects:

– The encoder/decoder’s positional encoding.
– All embeddings’ dimensions.

– Each MHA layer’s W (i)
Q ,W

(i)
K ,W

(i)
V ,W

(i)
O .

– Each FFN layer’s WU ,WD .
– Each layer-normalization layer’s scale and shift.
– The input channels of the variance adaptor and the out-

put linear layer.

• Each MHA layer’sNh and d(i)k , which affectsW (i)
Q ,W

(i)
K ,W

(i)
V ,W

(i)
O .

• Each FFN layer’s d(i)f , which affects WU ,WD .
• The hidden dimensions of the variance adaptor’s and the post-

net’s hidden layers.
For each dimension mentioned above, we create a corresponding
learnable masking parameter. For example, we use αd to mask
the model dimension d, α(i)

k to mask MHA dimensions d(i)k , α(i)
f

to mask FFN dimensions d(i)f , and αh to mask MHA heads Nh, etc.
During training, we generate a mask z for each TTS parameter based
on its input/output connections, as illustrated in Fig.2. For instance,
since d affects numerous parameters due to the residual connections
in Eq.4, we must mask each of those parameters with a correspond-
ing z based on zd, which is generated by the masking parameter αd.

3.2. Optimizing adaptive structured pruning masks

To generate pruning masks z for all parameters in FastSpeech 2, we
use the learnable masking parameters α, as described in Sec.2.4 and
Sec.3.1. We then compute the L1 norm of all the masks and use this
sum as the regularization term:

Lreg =
∑
z

‖z‖1. (6)

We initialize all α with large values so that the sampled z would be
all close to 1 at the start of training. As we prune a voice-cloning
model, the TTS loss becomes the loss term, resulting in the total loss
as follows:

Ltotal = LTTS +
1

λ
Lreg = LTTS +

1

λ

∑
z

‖z‖1, (7)

where λ is a weighting factor for the regularization. We set λ to the
total TTS parameters count in experiments, making the regulariza-
tion term the model density (the portion of the model unpruned).

3.3. Inference

During inference, we skip using Eq. 5 to generate continuous prun-
ing masks z from the hard-concrete distribution. Instead, we directly
determine the binary pruning masks from each logα. As discussed
in Sec. 2.4, the term Sigmoid((logα)/β) in Eq. 5 represents the
probabilities of the Bernoulli distributions. We empirically observe
that most of these probabilities are close to 0 or 1, while less than 2%
are within the range of (0.05, 0.95). Therefore, we use a threshold
of Sigmoid((logα)/β) = 0.5 for simplicity. For each element zi
in each z and its corresponding element αi, we can calculate by the
following condition:

zi =

{
0, Sigmoid((logαi)/β) < 0.5
1, Sigmoid((logαi)/β) ≥ 0.5

. (8)

4. EXPERIMENTS

4.1. Setup

We utilize LibriTTS [24] as our pre-training dataset and VCTK [25]
as our voice-cloning dataset. To transform the models’ output
Mel-spectrograms into waveforms, we use MelGAN [26] as our
vocoder. The implementation of our FastSpeech 2 model and the
training/pruning details can be found in our GitHub repository1.

In our experiments, we mainly focus on 8-shot voice cloning,
where only 8 audio samples of the target speaker are used for fine-
tuning and pruning. For each speaker in VCTK, we randomly sample
8 recordings for a voice cloning task. We pre-train the TTS models
for 40k steps with LibriTTS, followed by fine-tuning/pruning the
model with 8-shot voice cloning tasks until convergence. The re-
maining recordings and their corresponding transcripts are utilized
for evaluation. The transcripts are treated as testing inputs, and the
recordings are considered as ground-truth baselines.

Through our experiments, we observe that the model dimen-
sion d affects a significant number of parameters mentioned in Sec-
tion 3.1, leading to a trade-off between TTS performance and model
sparsity. To ensure the final voice cloning performance, we made the
decision not to prune d in our experiments.

We experiment with four settings: pruning before fine-tuning,
after fine-tuning, pruning jointly with fine-tuning, and pruning with
the pre-training data from LibriTTS before fine-tuning with the
voice cloning data. The last setting is similar to the common pipeline
of model distillation, where the model is first compressed and then
fine-tuned.

4.2. Subjective and objective evaluation metrics

We assess the voice cloning performance based on the generated au-
dio’s quality and the speaker similarity. As VCTK comprises multiple
accents, mostly unseen in LibriTTS, we also evaluate the synthe-
sized speech’s accent similarity to the target speaker.

For subjective evaluations, we randomly sample six testing in-
puts to synthesize for each task. We ask human raters to score the
generated audio samples based on their naturalness, speaker sim-
ilarity, and accent similarity using a 5-point (1-point increment)
scale Mean Opinion Score (MOS). As reference, we provide two
real recordings of the target speaker. The MOS test is conducted on
Amazon Mechanical Turk (AMT), where each task is scored by at
least five raters.

1https://github.com/SungFeng-Huang/Meta-TTS

https://github.com/SungFeng-Huang/Meta-TTS


Table 1: Subjective evaluations with standard deviations. High stan-
dard deviations are due to the varying scoring preference of the
raters. “−→” indicates the order of training stages. GT: ground-
truth waveform. GT + Vocoder: ground-truth Mel-spectrogram
with MelGAN vocoder. FT: fine-tune. Prune: prune with voice-
cloning data. Prune’: prune with pre-training data (LibriTTS).

Approach Stage Similarity Naturalness
Speaker Accent

Ground Truth

GT 4.29(0.86) 4.21(0.90) 4.29(0.86)
GT + Vocoder 4.02(0.94) 3.96(0.94) 4.02(0.94)

Proposed

Prune + FT joint 3.79(1.02) 3.73(1.01) 3.79(1.02)

FT−→ Prune 1st 3.83(1.05) 3.79(1.01) 3.83(1.05)
2nd 3.81(1.04) 3.74(1.02) 3.81(1.04)

Prune−→ FT 1st 3.77(1.05) 3.74(1.02) 3.77(1.05)
2nd 3.77(1.04) 3.73(1.03) 3.77(1.04)

Prune’−→ FT 1st 2.63(1.40) 2.86(1.27) 2.63(1.40)
2nd 3.75(1.04) 3.69(1.05) 3.75(1.04)

Table 2: Objective evaluations with standard deviations. Sparsity
means the percentage of the parameters pruned. Ratio indicates the
compression ratio of the model (how much smaller).

Approach Stage Sparsity (%) Ratio Accuracy

Speaker Accent

Prune + FT joint 85.9(1.62) 7.1× 0.960(0.130) 0.941(0.190)

FT−→ Prune 1st 0.00(0.00) − 0.912(0.207) 0.961(0.149)
2nd 81.8(1.74) 5.5× 0.959(0.101) 0.993(0.030)

Prune−→ FT 1st 83.2(0.76) 6.0× 0.747(0.266) 0.972(0.078)
2nd 83.2(0.76) 6.0× 0.965(0.035) 0.996(0.014)

Prune’−→ FT 1st 76.6(0.40) 4.3× 0.000(0.000) 0.218(0.179)
2nd 76.6(0.40) 4.3× 0.928(0.130) 0.980(0.089)

For our objective evaluations, we employ all testing inputs.
We trained a speaker classifier using data from both LibriTTS
and VCTK, which together comprise 2456 and 108 speakers, re-
spectively. Additionally, we trained an accent classifier using the
VCTK dataset, which features 12 distinct accents. Both classifiers
utilize the x-vector [27] as their model architecture and are trained
with the SpecAugment++ [28] data augmentation method to pre-
vent overfitting. The speaker classifier attained a 97% accuracy rate
on the randomly-split test set (100% accuracy on VCTK speakers),
while the accent classifier achieved a 99% accuracy rate on the
randomly-split VCTK test set.

4.3. Evaluation results and analysis

The results are shown in Table 1. The standard deviations of the
scores are generally large, primarily due to the varying scoring pref-
erences of the AMT raters. Although the majority of averaged scores
are close to each other or have negligible differences, we observe
that the ground truth recordings are rated significantly higher, while
the model that only pruned by the pre-training data performs worse.
Moreover, all the voice-cloned models receive high naturalness
scores, indicating that their synthesized speech is of high quality.
This observation is confirmed by performing t-tests over the MOS
scores.

Table 2 presents the objective results. Our speaker classifier
serves as a rigorous evaluation metric for objective evaluations.
Since we require the speaker classifier to identify samples from
among more than 2.5k speakers, the audio samples must be ex-
tremely similar to the target speaker for the classifier to predict
correctly. Otherwise, the speaker classifier may easily misclassify
the samples as belonging to other speakers. Surprisingly, all fine-
tuned models performed exceptionally well, exhibiting high speaker
and accent accuracies. However, the voice-cloned model without
compression did not achieve the best performance. Pruning followed
by fine-tuning produced the highest speaker and accent accuracies,
with the slightest standard deviations and the second-largest spar-
sity. Hence, we assert that pruning before fine-tuning is a robust
and stable training pipeline for voice cloning. Intriguingly, even
when we only prune the model without fine-tuning, it still achieves a
74.7% speaker accuracy and 97.2% accent accuracy. This indicates
that, even if the TTS model has never encountered the target speaker
during pre-training, it may still contain a sub-network capable of
achieving high speaker and accent accuracy.

Despite using different training pipelines, all fine-tuned models
yield comparable speaker and accent accuracy, but not in terms of
model compression ratio. Joint pruning and fine-tuning yields the
highest level of compression (85.9% sparsity, 7.1× smaller) among
all training pipelines. We hypothesize that the model learns to re-
move unnecessary components and optimize unpruned parameters
through joint pruning and fine-tuning. In contrast, pruning before
fine-tuning compresses the model by a factor of 6.0 (83.2% spar-
sity), while pruning after fine-tuning compresses the model by a fac-
tor of 5.5 (81.8% sparsity). Pruning with pre-training data before
fine-tuning yields the worst compression ratio (76.6% sparsity), pos-
sibly because the pre-training data forces the model to maintain its
high-quality audio generation capability for all pre-training speak-
ers. However, when pruning with voice cloning data, the model only
needs to develop its generation capacity for a single target speaker,
making it easier and requiring fewer parameters.

4.4. Other pruning advantages

The pruned model can double the inference speed and cut peak GPU
usage in half. Additionally, unlike model distillation, another archi-
tecture reduction method, model pruning does not necessitate train-
ing from scratch, significantly reducing training time. Moreover,
model distillation struggles to achieve good audio quality for training
the small TTS models from scratch, whereas model pruning meth-
ods initialize TTS models from high-quality pre-trained TTS models
and maintain audio quality throughout the pruning process.

5. CONCLUSION

We propose using speaker-adaptive structured pruning for voice
cloning to create personalized TTS models that are as lightweight
as possible, making them more suitable for deployment on mobile
devices. In our experiments, we compared different voice-cloning
training pipelines and discovered that pruning before fine-tuning is
the most stable pipeline for obtaining a compressed voice cloning
model with high speaker and accent accuracies. However, jointly
pruning with fine-tuning yields the most compressed voice cloning
model with a size of 7.1× smaller than the original TTS model, with
comparable performance. In summary, applying model pruning to
voice cloning reduces model size and achieves comparable or even
better voice cloning performance.
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