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Abstract
Traditional spoken language processing involves cascading an
automatic speech recognition (ASR) system into text process-
ing models. In contrast, “textless” methods process speech rep-
resentations without ASR systems, enabling the direct use of
acoustic speech features. Although their effectiveness is shown
in capturing acoustic features, it is unclear in capturing lexi-
cal knowledge. This paper proposes a textless method for de-
pendency parsing, examining its effectiveness and limitations.
Our proposed method predicts a dependency tree from a speech
signal without transcribing, representing the tree as a labeled
sequence. scading method outperforms the textless method in
overall parsing accuracy, the latter excels in instances with im-
portant acoustic features. Our findings highlight the importance
of fusing word-level representations and sentence-level prosody
for enhanced parsing performance. The code and models are
made publicly available1.
Index Terms: Textless NLP, dependency parsing, speech
recognition

1. Introduction
Textless NLP2 is an emerging approach for spoken language
processing (SLP). Unlike the conventional method that cascades
an ASR system into a text processing model, Textless NLP di-
rectly processes speech representations without explicitly tran-
scribing texts. The textless approach offers advantages by pre-
venting ASR errors from propagating to a downstream model,
and by retaining acoustic speech features (such as prosody)
which are lost in the transcription process of cascading systems.

Textless NLP has demonstrated its effectiveness in tasks
where capturing acoustic features is more important than lex-
ical knowledge, including speech resynthesis [1, 2] or emotion
conversion [3]. However, it is unclear to what extent a text-
less method can solve downstream tasks that build upon lexi-
cal knowledge (such as word semantics or part-of-speech tag),
given its lack of explicit reliance on word-level representations.
This property can be particularly critical in syntactic parsing,
where understanding word-level relationships is paramount.

In this paper, we propose a method for textless dependency
parsing and examine its effectiveness and limitations. Figure 1
shows a comparative overview of the cascading and proposed
method. Previous work (Wav2tree, [4]) applies the cascading
approach for dependency parsing from the speech signal, tran-
scribing the speech, and then utilizing the information of word
boundaries for parsing. In contrast, our proposed method pre-
dicts a dependency tree directly from the speech signal, bypass-
ing the step to obtain word-level representations. The tree is

1https://github.com/mynlp/SpeechParser
2https://speechbot.github.io/

Wav2tree [4] (cascading) proposed (textless)

Figure 1: Comparison of Wav2tree [4] (cascading) and the pro-
posed method (textless). While Wav2tree includes an ASR mod-
ule, our proposed method directly predicts a dependency tree
(represented as a labeled sequence of tokens).

represented as a labeled sequence, a concatenation of words and
their corresponding annotations (see Figure 4 as an example).
This method is inspired by previous work on the sequence-to-
sequence model to predict transcription and corresponding lin-
guistic annotations (phonemes and part-of-speech tags) simul-
taneously [5]. Dependency parsing is a different task in that
dependency relations are not properties of a single word but ex-
ist between words (sometimes at long distances).

We empirically compare the cascading and textless methods
by evaluating ASR and parsing performance. In experiments on
two languages (French and English), we find that the cascading
method outperforms the proposed method overall, particularly
in predicting longer dependency relationships. This suggests
that explicitly segmenting a speech at the word boundary is
important for enhanced parsing performance. In contrast, we
find that the textless method excels in cases where the impor-
tant audio feature (such as stress) appears to provide cues for
disambiguating the sentence’s meaning, such as detecting the
main verb of the sentence (i.e. root word). This suggests that
sentence-level prosodic contour may play an important role in
parsing. Our findings suggest the importance of incorporating
both word-level representations and sentence-level prosody for
improving the parsing performance of speech.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

10
11

8v
1 

 [
cs

.C
L

] 
 1

4 
Ju

l 2
02

4



ROOT est un probléme
VRB DET NOM

root spe
dep

Figure 2: An example of a dependency tree. Each word is anno-
tated with its part-of-speech, head, and dependency relation.

2. Wav2tree: A Cascading Method
Previous work proposed Wav2tree [4], a method for depen-
dency parsing from the speech signal, comprising an ASR
model followed by a subsequent parser. Wav2tree first extracts
the speech representation X from a signal S:

X = FNN(f(S)), (1)

where X ∈ Rt×d (with t denoting the number of frames and
d the dimension for the representation), f denotes a feature ex-
tractor (pre-trained wav2vec2 [6]), and FNN denotes a feed-
forward neural network.

2.1. ASR Module

Wav2tree predicts a transcription w = w1 w2 . . . wn, a se-
quence of words separated by spaces. The prediction model
p(w|X) is learned by Connectionist Temporal Classification
(CTC) loss [7].

In decoding, given a vocabulary set V , speech representa-
tion X is fed to a linear transformation with softmax, followed
by decoders to obtain a transcription:

PCTC = softmax(XWCTC + b) (2)

{vi}n
′

i=1 = Decctc(PCTC) (vi ∈ V) (3)
{wi}ni=1 = Decspm(vi) (4)

where WCTC ∈ Rt×|V| is a weight matrix for CTC and
b ∈ R|V| is a bias term. The probability matrix PCTC is first
decoded by the CTC decoder (Decctc), and subsequently by the
SentencePiece decoder [8] (Decspm). Note that the length of the
token sequence decoded by Decctc (i.e., n′) is not equal to n in
general, as each word is decoded by combining tokens from the
SentencePiece vocabulary.

2.2. Dependency Parsing Module

As illustrated in Figure 1, CTC decoding results are used to
obtain “audio word embeddings” and their dependency annota-
tions. Guided by the segmentation determined by CTC decod-
ing, the corresponding segments of the speech representation
matrix are treated as representations of individual words. These
representations are input to an LSTM to obtain audio word em-
beddings and then to Dep2label [9] for parsing. Dep2label com-
prises a bi-LSTM with softmax, which computes the probabil-
ity distribution of the three dependency annotations: part-of-
speech (POS) tag, the relative position of the head, and the de-
pendency relation.

2.3. Handling ASR Errors in Training

Since Wav2tree performs ASR before dependency parsing, the
ASR output may contain errors, and predicting the correct parse
tree becomes impossible. Therefore, a corrective step is intro-
duced during training to rewrite the parse tree according to the

(a) NOT MATCH (b) ASR-to-NULL (c) Trans-to-NULL

w1 w2 w3

w1 w′
2 w′

3

error error

w1 ε ε
w1 w2 w3

error error

w1 w2 w3

w1 ε w3

error

Figure 3: The rules for obtaining the oracle tree. The upper dis-
plays the gold dependency tree; the lower displays ASR results
and oracles. Annotations added after rewriting are highlighted
in red; deleted are in gray.

ASR error. This provisional tree is referred to as an oracle. The
oracle is obtained following two steps:

(1) Take an alignment between the gold transcription and the pre-
dicted words.

(2) Rewrite a tree following the rules by Yoshikawa et al. [10]
As described in Figure 3, the rules in (2) involve the follow-

ing three cases:
(a) NOT MATCH: ASR error exists, but alignment is successful

(w2 ̸= w′
2, w3 ̸= w′

3). Rewrite the corresponding depen-
dency relations to error.

(b) ASR-to-NULL: There are excessive words in the ASR result.
Change the heads of those words to the previous word and
attach error relation.

(c) Trans-to-NULL: There are words missing from the ASR re-
sult. Remove the edges attached to those words. If there is a
word whose head is a removed word (w3 in Figure 3), change
its head to the head of the removed word, attaching error re-
lation.

3. Textless Dependency Parsing
This section describes our proposed method for textless depen-
dency parsing. The overview is shown on the right of Figure 1.

The proposed method models p(s|X), where s =
s1 s2 . . . sn is a labeled sequence representing a dependency
tree. This is achieved by directly predicting a labeled se-
quence, corresponding to a dependency parse tree, from speech
representations without explicit ASR. The prediction of a la-
beled sequence is learned straightforwardly using a CTC loss
similar to the ASR module described in Section 2.1. This
method is inspired by previous work which showed improved
ASR performance when jointly predicting linguistic annota-
tions (phonemes and part-of-speech tags) [5].

A labeled sequence is formed by concatenating words and
their corresponding dependency annotations. Figure 4 illus-
trates the labeled sequence of a dependency tree in Figure 2.
The annotations are mapped into special symbols enclosed in
angle brackets: <POSj>, <Lj> or <Rj>, and <RELj>. Here-
after, POS and dependency relations are written without map-
ping for ease of reading, such as <VRB> or <dep>.

3.1. Recovering Dependency Tree from Labeled Sequence

Given the predicted labeled sequence s1 s2 . . . sn (where each
si is obtained by splitting with space symbols), it is required to
define the way to recover dependency tree annotations from it.
For each si, dependency annotations wi, pi, hi, ri (each repre-
sents word, POS, relative position of the head, and dependency
relation, respectively) are determined by the following rule:



labeled sequence est<POS1><L1><REL0> un<POS2><R1><REL2> probléme<POS0><L2><REL1>

BPE-tokenized sequence est <POS1> <L1> <REL0> un <POS2> <R1> <REL2> prob lé me <POS0> <L2> <REL1>

Figure 4: A labeled sequence representing a dependency tree in Figure 2 and its BPE tokenization. Spaces are indicated by “ ”.

Table 1: Statistics of the dataset

Corpus Statistic Train Dev Test

Orféo Treebank
(French, [11])

Size 169,505 21,301 21,459
Duration 130.9h 16.6h 16.8h
Avg. Words 10.1 10.2 10.2

Switchboard
(English, [12])

Size 61964 7810 7771
Duration 48.5h 6.1h 6.3h
Avg. Words 10.2 10.2 10.4

1. wi is a sequence up to just before the leftmost symbol “<”.
2. pi, hi and ri are mapped from the leftmost labels. For exam-

ple, pi is mapped from the leftmost “<POSj>”.
3. If the annotation is not assigned in 2 (no labels were found),

assign generic labels: pi = X, hi = None, ri = dep.
Here, hi = None indicates that wi does not have a head.

Similar to [4], we impose three constraints on the depen-
dency structure: (1) uniqueness of root, (2) uniqueness of head,
and (3) acyclicity. Hence, we perform heuristic post-processing
proposed in [9] to guarantee these constraints.

4. Experimental Settings
4.1. Dataset

We evaluate each model on two languages: French and En-
glish. The French dataset is obtained from Orféo Treebank [11],
which is also used in Wav2tree [4]. Orféo Treebank is a collec-
tion of the corpus with both speech audio and corresponding de-
pendency tree annotations. For English, the dataset is obtained
from the Switchboard Telephone Speech Corpus [12]. Since the
Switchboard corpus includes gold phrase structure annotations,
we converted them into dependency trees (described in Section
4.1.1). Note that the dependency tree annotations from Orféo
Treebank may contain errors, as a significant portion (95 %) of
them are generated using an off-the-shelf parser [13].

4.1.1. Preprocessing

For Orféo Treebank, we used the dataset available in Wav2tree
repository3, so no additional preprocessing is required. To cre-
ate a dataset from the Switchboard corpus, we extracted phrase
structures and time ranges of each sentence from NXT Switch-
board Annotations [14]. Similar to [15], we converted phrase
structures to dependency trees using Stanford dependency con-
verter [16], and nodes referring to punctuation and meta infor-
mation (e.g. end-of-sentence) are removed. Table 1 shows the
statistics of the dataset we finally obtained.

4.2. Model

As a feature extractor f , we used a LeBenchmark/wav2
vec2-FR-7K-large [17] for the French model and face
book/wav2vec2-large-robust [18] for the English

3https://gricad-gitlab.univ-grenoble-alpes.
fr/pupiera/Wav2tree_release

model, and updated their parameters during training. The FNN
for obtaining the speech representation comprises three fully
connected layers of the dimension size d = 1024, a dropout
ratio of 0.15, and employs layer normalization and Leaky ReLu
activation functions. We used Adadelta optimizer [19] with a
learning rate of 1.0. The models are trained for 30 epochs.

As Decctc, we employed a CTC greedy decoder. For Decspm,
we generated SentencePiece vocabulary V using Byte-Pair En-
coding (BPE, [8]) of vocabulary size 1000. In the textless
method, special label tokens (such as POSj) are added to the
vocabulary as user defined symbols.

4.3. Optimization

Models were trained on a single NVIDIA A100. The proposed
model has fewer parameters than the existing model due to
the lack of a dedicated network for parsing. Additionally, the
training time for the proposed method is shorter compared to
Wav2tree, as our method does not involve rewriting the gold
dependency tree, which consumes a significant portion of the
training time.

4.4. Evaluation

We evaluated the performance of models from two aspects:
ASR metrics and parsing metrics. The former includes WER
and CER. The latter includes POS accuracy, UAS (unlabeled at-
tachment score), and LAS (labeled attachment score). In eval-
uating parsing performance, we rewrite the predicted tree fol-
lowing the rules described in Section 2.3.

5. Result and Discussion
Table 2 shows the experimental result. Overall, Wav2tree out-
performs the textless method both in ASR and parsing met-
rics. Note that the English result is significantly better than the
French result, even though the dataset size is nearly three times
smaller. This discrepancy could be attributed to the fact that the
model (facebook/wav2vec2-large-robust) was pre-
trained on Switchboard as well, which enhances ASR perfor-
mance and leads to improved parsing accuracy.

5.1. Analysis 1: Prediction Accuracy of Head Position

As a reason for the superior parsing accuracy of Wav2tree, we
hypothesize that the resolution of the longer-distance dependen-
cies requires word-level representations. To test this hypothesis,
we calculated the prediction accuracy of the head position for
four representative POS tags (ADJ, ADV, NOUN, and VERB4).
Alongside the accuracy metrics, we report the co-occurrence
frequencies of POS tags and the head positions for reference.

Figure 5 shows the result. This observation supports the hy-
pothesis that explicitly segmenting a speech at the word bound-
ary is crucial in predicting long-distance dependencies.

4In Orféo Treebank, NOUN and VERB are annotated as NOM and
VRB, respectively.



Table 2: Experimental Result. Training time is the average of the first 10 epochs.

Corpus Model ASR Metrics ↓ Parsing Metrics ↑ Model Comparison
WER CER POS UAS LAS Parameters Training time

Orféo Treebank (French) Textless 28.4 19.3 77.2 68.6 64.5 320M 1:18
Wav2tree 26.0 18.1 78.4 72.6 68.7 350M 2:48

Switchboard (English) Textless 10.3 5.6 90.9 79.7 75.7 320M 0:26
Wav2tree 9.7 5.2 91.3 84.1 79.8 353M 1:05

Figure 5: Prediction accuracy of the relative position of the
head (left: Orféo Treebank, right: Switchboard). Bars show
log frequencies; lines show accuracies.

5.2. Analysis 2: Advantage of Textless Method

To discern the relative advantages of the textless method, we
investigate the cases where the textless method predicts better
than Wav2tree. To this end, we collected instances where UAS
of the textless method is 1.0 and that of Wav2tree is below the
average, and without word prediction errors. We obtained 40
instances in total from Switchboard dataset.

Among them, we found six instances where the stressed
pronunciation appears to aid in accurate parsing. Table 3 shows
concrete examples. In the first example, with two candidates
for the root word (“go” and “buy”), the textless method accu-
rately predicts the correct one (“buy”) which exhibits higher
intensity and pitch. In the second example, while the correct
complement of “it” is “open”, it is also possible to mistakenly
recognize it as “wide”, considering the partial phrase “it’s just
wide”. Here Wav2tree makes the wrong prediction, while the
textless method correctly identifies the stressed “open” as the
complement. In the third example, the stressed pronunciation of
“horseback” elucidates that “horseback riding” is a compound
word. This means that the head of “horseback” is “riding”,
not “went”. This structure is correctly predicted by the textless
method and not by Wav2tree.

Each of these instances exemplifies cases where the
sentence-level prosodic contour is crucial for making the correct

Table 3: Instances where the textless method predicted cor-
rectly, while Wav2tree did not. Words emphasized with stress
(higher intensity or pitch) are highlighted in bold.

Gold / Prediction (Textless) ✓ Prediction (Wav2tree) ✗

go buy me some strawberries go buy me some strawberries

but it ’s just wide open but it ’s just wide open

i went horseback riding i went horseback riding

prediction. We conjecture that the proposed method was able to
successfully parse these utterances by modeling the prosody of
the whole sentence. In contrast, since Wav2tree performs pars-
ing with word representations embedded independently, it may
fail to capture a prosodic contour of the whole sentence. This
suggests the necessity for leveraging sentence-level prosody to
enhance parsing performance further on spoken audio.

While this analysis presents a fragment of evidence sup-
porting the positive effect of the sentence-level prosody for
parsing, which is in line with previous arguments [20, 21], the
causal relationship between sentence-level prosody and syntac-
tic disambiguation remains unclear. For future work, it is ben-
eficial to construct an evaluation set targeting syntactic disam-
biguation with the audio feature.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we proposed a method for textless dependency
parsing from a speech signal and examined its effectiveness and
limitations. Through the comparative experiment, we suggest
the contribution of word-level representations, particularly in
predicting long-distance dependency relationships. Besides, we
found that the proposed textless method works well when the
distinct audio features (such as higher intensity or pitch) seem to
help parsing, suggesting the contribution of the sentence-level
prosody in parsing. Our findings highlight the importance of
integrating both word-level representations and sentence-level
prosody to enhance parsing performance further in speech. Our
method has a limitation in that it is based solely on CTC, which
assumes conditional independence. Future work could explore
the effect of attention mechanisms [22] or intermediate CTC
architectures [23] to overcome such limitations.
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2016.

[12] J. Godfrey, E. Holliman, and J. McDaniel, “SWITCHBOARD:
Telephone speech corpus for research and development,” in
IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal
Processing (ICASSP), vol. 1, 1992, pp. 517–520 vol.1.
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