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Abstract

Although text-based large language models
exhibit human-level writing ability and re-
markable intelligence, speech language models
(SLMs) still struggle to generate semantically
coherent outputs. There are several potential
reasons for this performance degradation: (A)
speech tokens mainly provide phonetic infor-
mation rather than semantic information, (B)
the length of speech sequences is much longer
than that of text sequences, and (C) paralinguis-
tic information, such as prosody, introduces
additional complexity and variability. In this
paper, we explore the influence of three key fac-
tors separately by transiting the modality from
text to speech in an evolving manner. Our find-
ings reveal that the impact of the three factors
varies. Factor A has a relatively minor impact,
factor B influences syntactical and semantic
modeling more obviously, and factor C exerts
the most significant impact, particularly in the
basic lexical modeling. Based on these findings,
we provide insights into the unique challenges
of training SLMs and highlight pathways to
develop more effective end-to-end SLMs.

1 Introduction

Constructing end-to-end speech generation and di-
alogue models is one of the ultimate goals in the
field of speech. Despite the proven effectiveness
of auto-regressive (AR) text Large Language Mod-
els (Brown et al., 2020; Touvron et al., 2023), build-
ing a Speech Language Model (SLM) that can gen-
erate semantically coherent speech without text
transcription guidance is still an open problem.

Recently, the mainstream solution for speech di-
alog systems is to rely on transcription guidance
when synthesizing speech (Cui et al., 2024; Ji et al.,
2024). Multiple works (Zhang et al., 2024a; Fang
et al., 2024; Defossez et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2024;
Fu et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024; Yu et al., 2024;
Zhong et al., 2024) have adopted a two-step ap-
proach. First, a LLM processes the input audio and

instructions to generate a textual response. This
text output then serves as a transcription guidance
for a standalone or integrated text-to-speech (TTS)
module to synthesize the speech. This approach
leverages the mature abilities of text LLMs and
TTS models, enabling more stable and semanti-
cally coherent generation. However, several factors
limit the performance ceiling of such architectures.
For instance, the TTS model in this architecture
lacks an understanding of paralinguistic and other
non-textual information present in the original in-
put. It also struggles to generate highly natural
non-verbal segments. Additionally, cascaded sys-
tems suffer from higher latency, and the wealth
of in-the-wild speech data cannot be fully utilized
for training. Therefore, exploring a truly end-to-
end speech generation model without transcription
guidance is essential and urgently demanded.

A more detailed disambiguation table for the
concept of speech language models can be found
in Table 1. Hereafter, the term “SLM” only refers
to the LMs aiming to solve the speech language
modeling task and being able to generate speech
directly without text transcription guidance.

In this field, since GSLM (Lakhotia et al., 2021)
and AudioLM (Borsos et al., 2023) addressed this
issue, despite attracting increasing research inter-
est, a significant gap between speech and text
modalities has yet to be bridged in transformer-
based models. Efforts to improve SLMs primarily
focus on reducing bit rates and aligning speech
with text. Lowering frame rates (Lakhotia et al.,
2021; Hassid et al., 2023; Cho et al., 2024) in-
creases semantic density but faces low scalabil-
ity (Cuervo and Marxer, 2024) and poor reconstruc-
tion quality. Aligning speech with text through pre-
training (Hassid et al., 2023), fine-tuning (Zhang
et al., 2023), or interleaved training (Nguyen et al.,
2024) shows some improvements but still struggles
to achieve coherence without explicit transcription
guidance.
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Table 1: Overview of generalized speech language models for different tasks. The Transcription Guidance column
indicates whether text transcription guidance is used for synthesizing speech. This paper focuses on investigating
the challenges associated with the last row.

Task Input Output Transcription Guidance Representative Work
TTS Synthesis Text Speech ✓ VALL-E (Wang et al., 2023)
Speech Understanding Speech Text - SALMOON (Tang et al., 2023)
Speech Interaction Speech Text + Speech ✓ Mini-Omni (Xie and Wu, 2024)
Speech Language Modeling Speech Speech ✗ GSLM (Lakhotia et al., 2021)

Despite these advances, SLMs lag behind text-
guided systems, and the underlying reasons for
their limitations remain unexplored. While they
have vaguely recognized problems in current
SLMs, such as overly long sequences and low se-
mantic density, little research has yet comprehen-
sively and deeply investigated the underlying rea-
sons why SLMs struggle to run end-to-end under
transformer-based architectures. As a result, the
community lacks insight into the differences be-
tween how SLMs and text LLMs work, and current
improvements in SLMs are largely empirical at-
tempts to approximate text LLMs in terms of data
length and form.

In this paper, we systematically analyze the low
performance of SLMs based on discrete seman-
tic speech tokens and aim to answer the question
below:

Question What are the critical factors that make
the speech modality significantly harder to train
compared to the text modality? Possible factors
are:
• (A) Speech tokens such as HuBERT are more

phonetic than truly semantic (Choi et al., 2024).
Extracting semantic information becomes harder
when using phonetic-based representations.

• (B) The length of the speech token sequence is
considerably longer than its transcription text
token sequence since the pronunciation duration
information is included in the speech sequence
by assigning each frame a token.

• (C) The sequence retains some paralinguistic
information, such as prosody and timbre, intro-
ducing additional complexity and variability.
To answer this question, we propose viewing the

significant gap between text and speech modali-
ties from an evolving perspective (§ 4). We train
separate LMs on the same speech dataset, using
different modalities: text-based, phone-based, and
speech-based token representations. The differ-
ences between modalities correspond to the pos-
sible factors listed in the question. Therefore, by

evaluating the performance of LMs trained by these
modalities in various tasks (§ 5), a systematical
study is established and the impact of these factors
can be comprehensively analyzed.

Our findings reveal that the three factors affect
performance to varying degrees. Factor A has a
relatively minor impact, factor B more noticeably
influences syntactic and semantic modeling, and
factor C exerts the most significant impact, par-
ticularly in lexical modeling (§ 6). Based on the
experimental findings, we propose a few possible
ways to achieve end-to-end speech modeling (§ 7).

2 Related Works

We categorize prior efforts on SLMs mainly into
two directions: reducing representation bit rates
and aligning speech with text.

Reducing Bit Rates The direction is to reduce
the bit rates of the speech token sequence to in-
crease its semantic information density and lower
the difficulty of modeling semantics. Reducing
the frame rate is the most common way to achieve
this goal. GLSM (Lakhotia et al., 2021) proposed
that lower frame-rate, self-supervised semantic rep-
resentations facilitate language modeling, which
uses de-duplicated HuBERT (Hsu et al., 2021) to
achieve an average frame rate below 40Hz. Other
works create their own semantic speech tokens
with lower frame rates, reaching 25Hz (Hassid
et al., 2023), 20Hz (Shen et al., 2023) and even
5Hz (Baade et al., 2024; Cho et al., 2024). How-
ever, this approach faces a hard trade-off between
preserving semantic clarity and scalability while
maintaining audio reconstruction quality.

Aligning with Text The second direction is
to align the representation of speech with text.
TWIST (Hassid et al., 2023) finds that initializing
sLLM with a pre-trained text LLM can enhance its
performance. The SpeechGPT works (Zhang et al.,
2023) utilize speech-text-paired data for the model
fine-tuning process. SpiritLM (Nguyen et al., 2024)
interleaved speech and text tokens at the word level
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Figure 1: Illustration of modality evolving. In Text-Raw and Phone-Raw, each character or phone is treated
as an individual token. Text-BPE and Phone-BPE are derived by independently applying the BPE algorithm to
Text-Raw and Phone-Raw, respectively. In Phone-Repeat, each phone is repeated according to its duration. For
Speech-HuBERT, the 50Hz discrete semantic token IDs are used to train the SLM.

during pre-training. Align-SLM (Lin et al., 2024)
uses ASR transcription to build a reinforcement
learning curriculum with LLM feedback. Although
this modality alignment approach improve speech
language modeling to some extent, the models still
struggle to synthesize semantically coherent speech
without text guidance.

3 Prelimiary: Language Modeling

Language modeling aims to learn the joint
probability distribution over token sequences,
P (t1, t2, . . . , tn). Using the chain rule, this can
be decomposed into conditional probabilities for
causal modeling:

P (t1, t2, . . . , tn) = P (t1|<s>) ·
n∏

i=2

P (ti|T[1:i−1]),

where <s> denotes the beginning token. Neural
language models are trained to minimize the cross-
entropy loss between the predicted and actual token
distributions.

In this paper, we will build neural LMs with vari-
ous data modalities, which will be elaborated on in
the next section (§ 4). Note that the goal of our pa-
per is to analyze and compare the modalities them-
selves, so we focus exclusively on mono-modality
models, training LMs on individual data modalities
without incorporating cross-modal information.

4 Modality Evolving

4.1 Overview

This section addresses the significant gap between
text and semantic speech tokens by adopting a grad-
ual data modality evolution perspective. By pro-
gressively transitioning from text (§ 4.2) to phones
(§ 4.3) and then to speech (§ 4.4), we can iden-
tify the critical modality shift where performance
degradation becomes significant.

Table 2: Modalities overview. The Vocab Size column
shows the vocabulary size of the modality. The #Tokens
column represents the number of encoded tokens of the
training set. The #Tokens/s column represents the aver-
age number of tokens per second. The Factor column
represents the corresponding factor IDexplored by the
modality.

Modality Vocab Size #Tokens #Tokens/s Factor
Text-BPE 2048 696.2M 4.45

Topline
Text-Raw ∼80 2.249B 14.53
Phone-BPE 2048 625.7M 4.04

+A
Phone-Raw ∼80 1.542B 9.97
Phone-Repeat ∼80 7.737B 50 +B
Speech-HuBERT 2048 7.737B 50 +C

We provide an illustration (Figure 1) and an
overview (Table 2) of the modalities used in this
paper. The Phone-BPE and Phone-Raw modali-
ties are designed to be compared to Text-BPE and
Text-Raw respectively to explore the influence of
factor A: exploring how language models perform
when using phonetic representations. Phone-Rep
is for factor B: integrating duration information
into the Phone-Raw sequence. Speech-HuBERT is
for factor C: further including paralinguistic infor-
mation. Note that for simplicity, the definition of
“modality” in this paper is not particularly strict.
For example, even though text BPE tokens and
text character tokens are both text-based data forms
with identical information content, we still consider
them as two different modalities due to differences
in tokenization strategies.

4.2 Text-Based Modalities

Text LLMs have exhibited strong and rich capa-
bilities and have become a foundation for various
applications. We utilize two text-based modalities
with different text tokenization strategies:

Text-BPE This modality is intended to be used
as a topline that employs semantic inputs. Among
all modalities used in this paper, the tokenizer
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of Text-BPE is closest to the widely used large-
vocabulary LLM tokenizer (Touvron et al., 2023)
in terms of vocabulary size. Sentencepiece (Kudo
and Richardson, 2018) is utilized to train a BPE
tokenizer on the transcription corpus of LibriHeavy-
medium (Kang et al., 2023) dataset (approximately
5k hours, a subset of the training set) with 2048
subwords. We then use this tokenizer to encode the
text transcription of all datasets.

Text-Raw This modality treats each character (in-
cluding letters, digits, and punctuation) as a sepa-
rate token. While less compact than subword-based
tokenization, Text-Raw provides a straightforward
representation of text and serves as a baseline for
comparison with phone-level representations.

4.3 Phone-Based Modalities
Phones, as the basic pronunciation units of human
language, serve as a critical bridge between text
and speech modalities. They have strong connec-
tions to both modalities: phones can be directly
mapped to graphemes using predefined phonetic
dictionaries and they exhibit simpler relations with
speech sequences compared to text. This study ana-
lyzes the performance gap between text and speech
in language modeling by training and evaluating
phone-based models, exploring modality transfor-
mation from an evolving perspective.

Phone-Raw This modality treats each mono-
phone as a token. Pure phonetic tokens allow us
to verify the influence of factor A (phonetic than
semantic) mentioned in Question I. Specifically,
we use a modified ARPAbet symbol set (approx-
imately 80 types of phone), as defined by CMU-
Dict1, to capture these pronunciation units. A si-
lence token is appended to mark pauses or back-
ground noise. To extract phone sequences while
preserving as much original speech information as
possible, we utilize the Kaldi toolkit (Povey et al.,
2011), which provides accurate speech-to-phone
alignments. This approach ensures a more faith-
ful phonetic representation compared to directly
relying on grapheme-to-phone (G2P) models.

Phone-BPE This modality is built upon
Phone-Raw and aims to compare with Text-BPE
modality. We utilize SentencePiece to train a
BPE tokenizer, where the basic symbols are
monophones. To avoid cross-word phone merging
during both the training and encoding processes,

1https://github.com/cmusphinx/cmudict

we transform the phone corpus into a format where
each line corresponds to a single word, using
alignment results produced by Kaldi. Phone-BPE
has the same vocabulary size as Text-BPE and
produces a similar number of encoded tokens.
It can be expected that Phone-BPE tokens also
possess abstract and packed semantic information
similar to Text-BPE tokens.

Phone-Repeat This modality is to align with the
frame rate of speech semantic tokens (50Hz). In-
stead of using semantic tokens, we directly utilize
phone tokens in this modality. Pure phonetic to-
kens with duration integrated make it possible to
explore how factor B (sequence length) affects lan-
guage modeling. To construct the Phone-Repeat
modality, we repeat each phone in the Phone-Raw
sequence according to its duration. The duration
of each phone is derived from the Kaldi-produced
alignments and transformed to match 50Hz.

4.4 Speech-Based Modality

Numerous discrete speech representations have
been explored in prior research (Baevski et al.,
2020; Hsu et al., 2021; Défossez et al., 2022; Ku-
mar et al., 2023; Ju et al., 2024). In this work, we
adopt discrete HuBERT representations as the tar-
get for language modeling. This choice aims to
add a modest amount of paralinguistic information
while preserving the rich phonetic content.

Speech-HuBERT We utilize the HuBERT-Large
model (Hsu et al., 2021) to extract speech represen-
tations. Specifically, we train a k-means model with
2048 clusters on the LibriSpeech dataset (Panay-
otov et al., 2015), using the hidden representations
from the last layer of HuBERT. The resulting dis-
crete tokens are generated at a frame rate of 50Hz.
By comparing the LMs trained on Speech-HuBERT
and phone-based modalities, we can learn how
factor C (paralinguistic information) impacts the
LM performance. To maintain simplicity and uni-
versality in our study, we avoid additional mod-
ifications to the HuBERT tokens, such as dedu-
plication (Lakhotia et al., 2021) or incorporat-
ing prosody representations (Nguyen et al., 2024;
Kharitonov et al., 2022). These methods often dis-
card certain types of information or require sup-
plementary modules to restore them, introducing
parallel sequences and increasing complexity. In-
stead, we use the unmodified, original HuBERT
tokens as our primary target.

4



5 Experimental Setup

5.1 Training

Datasets We use LibriHeavy-large (Kang et al.,
2023) dataset as our training set for all the modali-
ties. It is a filtered subset of English speech dataset
LibriLight-60k (Kahn et al., 2020) with approxi-
mately 50k hours of speech. We utilize the text
transcriptions provided by LibriHeavy as the cor-
pus for training text-based modalities (§ 4.2), after
filtering out non-English characters. Following the
steps in § 4.3, we obtain the phone-based data us-
ing Kaldi. To train speech LMs (§ 4.4), speech
semantic tokens are directly extracted through the
official HuBERT-large checkpoint2.

Configurations We adopt the TinyLlama archi-
tecture (Zhang et al., 2024b), consisting of 22
Transformer layers and 32 attention heads with
Group Query Attention (Ainslie et al., 2023), to-
taling 1.1 billion parameters. All LMs are trained
from scratch. The training uses the AdamW opti-
mizer (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2019) with a learn-
ing rate of 4× 10−4. A cosine learning rate sched-
uler is employed. We use NVIDIA-A800-80G ×4
to train the LMs, and the global batch sizes are all
set as 128. Utterances in a batch are padded indi-
vidually to the maximum window length. All LMs
are trained to converge based on the validation set
loss.

5.2 Tasks for Test

We evaluate speech LMs using various tasks in
terms of lexical, syntactic, and semantic modeling,
and a continuation task to assess generation. All
tasks have a random baseline performance of 50%
and are evaluated in a zero-shot prompting setting.

5.2.1 Objective Tasks
Following previous works (Nguyen et al., 2024;
Cuervo and Marxer, 2024), we employ three ob-
jective datasets sWUGGY, sBLIMP (Nguyen et al.,
2020) and Topic-StoryCloze (Hassid et al., 2023)
(Topic-SC for short), to evaluate the speech LM
performance in terms of lexicon, syntax, and se-
mantics respectively.

sWUGGY This dataset is designed to assess a
model’s lexical modeling ability to distinguish be-
tween real spoken words and pseudo-words. The
dataset provides word pairs in speech, text, and

2https://github.com/facebookresearch/fairseq/tree/main/
examples/hubert

phone forms, which we transform into the modal-
ities outlined in Table 2. For each word pair, the
language model performs a forward pass on both
the real word and the pseudo-word to compute their
likelihoods. If the model assigns a higher likeli-
hood to the real word, the test for that word pair is
considered successful.

sBLIMP This dataset is similar to sWUGGY but
aims to evaluate the model’s syntactic modeling
ability. Correspondingly, the dataset is based on
BLiMP (Warstadt et al., 2020) and made up of
grammatically correct and incorrect sentence pairs.
It provides the data in speech and text forms, and
we use Kaldi to get the alignment to construct the
phone-based data.

Topic-StoryCloze This dataset focuses on as-
sessing the semantic modeling performance of
speech LMs. Derived from the StoryCloze
dataset (Mostafazadeh et al., 2017), this task re-
quires the model to select the more appropriate
continuation sentence for a given short base story.
Topic-StoryCloze simplifies the task by providing
easier negative choices.

5.2.2 Continuation Task
This evaluation aims to measure the free AR gener-
ation ability of the models. We manually design 20
prompts with varying lengths and content, which
are listed in Appendix A.4. These prompts are
transformed into each modality as defined in Ta-
ble 2. For decoding, we select the optimal temper-
ature value for each modality within the range of
[1.0, 1.2], and set top-p to 0.9. For every prompt,
each LM generates 10 outputs using different ran-
dom seeds.

To evaluate the generation quality, we employ
the pretrained text LLM. Outputs from non-text
modalities are transcribed back into text, and their
perplexity is calculated through the pretrained
Llama-3.1 8B model3 (Dubey et al., 2024). Details
about the models used for phone-to-text and speech-
to-text transcription are provided in Appendix A.2.

6 Results and Analysis

In this section, we systematically analyze the im-
pact of the three potential factors on SLM perfor-
mance. We examine the results from multiple an-
gles and conclude with a summary.

3https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-3.1-8B
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Table 3: Main results. All LMs are trained until converged.

Modality
sWUGGY sBLIMP Topic-StoryCloze Continuation

Acc.(%)↑ Acc.(%)↑ Acc.(%)↑ PPL↓
mean std

Text-BPE 85.1 74.9 73.6 51.3 32.0
Text-Raw 85.6 73.3 66.0 54.6 33.4
Phone-BPE 85.0 75.0 70.9 59.1 42.9
Phone-Raw 85.8 74.5 66.6 69.1 58.9
Phone-Repeat 85.5 66.2 58.3 130.1 283.6
Speech-HuBERT 50.8 57.3 52.9 313.2 296.1

Table 4: Impact of the three factors on task performance. The 4 columns on the right report relative changes in
accuracy (∆ Acc%) and perplexity (∆ PPL%) for the subjective tasks and the continuation task respectively.

Baseline Modality Factor Resulting Modality sWUGGY sBLIMP Topic-SC Continuation
∆Acc% ∆Acc% ∆Acc% ∆PPL%

Text-BPE +A Phone-BPE -0.0 +0.0 -3.7 +7.8
Text-Raw +A Phone-Raw +0.0 +1.6 +0.9 +26.6
Phone-Raw +B Phone-Repeat -0.3 -11.1 -12.5 +88.3
Phone-Repeat +C Speech-HuBERT -40.6 -13.4 -9.3 +140.7

6.1 Comparison: LMs of Different Modalities

This section compares the LMs when they have
learned the same amount of semantic information,
so the LMs are trained on the same dataset in their
respective modalities until the validation loss con-
verges. The results of three objective tasks and the
continuation task are shown in Table 3 and Table 4.

For the lexical task sWUGGY, text-based and
phone-based modalities achieve similar high accu-
racy, exceeding 85%, implying that factors A and
B have a minor impact on lexical modeling. In con-
trast, the Speech-HuBERT modality performs only
slightly better than the random baseline of 50%.
This highlights the substantial difficulty in mod-
eling speech-based lexicon compared to text and
phone-based modalities, which is mainly caused by
factor C. This is understandable because the repre-
sentation of the same semantic unit, such as a word,
is basically consistent in text and phone modali-
ties. Recognizing valid words in these modalities
is an empirical task, requiring only a judgment
of whether the input has appeared in the training
data. For speech LMs, however, the representa-
tion of the same text token or phonetic unit word
would be combinatorial exploded. Lexical model-
ing in speech demands strong generalization capa-
bilities, which is extremely challenging under un-
supervised training. Since the positive examples in
sWUGGY consist of words that are not frequently
occurring in the training data, the disadvantage of
Speech-HuBERT is further amplified.

For the syntactic task sBLIMP, factor A still
has a minor impact. Under the influence of fac-
tor B, the accuracy of Phone-Repeat decreased by
11.1%. This suggests that adding the uncertainty of
duration increases the difficulty of syntactic mod-
eling. Furthermore, factor C introduced additional
complexity through paralinguistic information, and
the unsuccessful lexical modeling makes syntax
recognition even harder. As a result, it causes
the accuracy of Speech-HuBERT to drop by 13.4%
compared to Phone-Repeat.

For the semantic task Topic-StoryCloze, the ac-
curacy of the LMs gradually decreases under the
influence of factors B and C. It declines from 66.6%
in Phone-Raw to 58.3% in Phone-Repeat, and fi-
nally to 52.9% in Speech-HuBERT.

For the continuation task, both factors B and C
significantly impact generation quality, with the
perplexity increasing sharply. They bring 88.3%
and 140.7% PPL increases, respectively. This
highlights that duration variability and paralinguis-
tic complexity severely challenge the language
model’s ability to maintain coherent and high-
quality generation over extended sequences. Gen-
eration examples of LMs in all modalities can be
found in Appendix A.4.

6.2 Data Scaling Analysis

Following the methodology of scaling laws (Ka-
plan et al., 2020), this subsection compares LMs
trained with an equivalent amount of computational
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Figure 2: Results after training the same number of tokens (within the first epoch).

Table 5: Scaling factors for different modalities. lex,
syn and sem stand for sWUGGY, sBLIMP and Topic-
StoryCloze tasks, respectively.

Modality klex blex ksyn bsyn ksem bsem

Text-BPE 0.01 4.18 0.04 3.51 0.12 1.79
Text-Raw 0.01 4.19 0.04 3.52 0.12 1.79
Phone-BPE 0.01 4.22 0.04 3.57 0.13 1.56
Phone-Raw 0.01 4.31 0.04 3.42 0.10 2.04
Phone-Repeat 0.01 4.16 0.03 3.37 0.05 2.92
Speech-HuBERT -0.00 4.04 0.01 3.72 0.02 3.41

resources. In this work, since we train models of
the same size, we measure computational effort
by the number of tokens the model has processed
within the first epoch of training. For each objec-
tive task, we evaluate the LM checkpoints across
various stages of progress within the first epoch.
The results are presented in Figure 2. Each point
in the figure corresponds to a specific checkpoint,
where the x-axis represents the number of trained
tokens, and the y-axis denotes the corresponding
task accuracy. The points are color-coded to distin-
guish between different modalities.

We fit a scaling law-inspired straight line to the
set of points corresponding to each (task, modality)
pair (Kaplan et al., 2020). Specifically, let compu-
tation (number of trained tokens) be denoted as C
and downstream task accuracy as y. We assume the
following relationship holds within a certain range:

y = b′ · Ck′ ⇐⇒ log y = k · logC + b, (1)

where the linear coefficients k and b can be inferred
from the experimental results. A higher value of k
indicates that increasing the same amount of train-
ing computation improves the downstream task per-
formance of the modality more rapidly. In the fig-
ure, both axes are log-scaled to better visualize the
linear scaling trends.
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Figure 3: Layer-wise accuracy changes for the
sWUGGY task.

Almost all straight lines fit their respective
point sets well, and except for the combination
of (sWUGGY, Speech-HuBERT), all slopes are pos-
itive. The specific fitting parameters are shown in
Table 5. It can be observed that, for lexical tasks,
except for Speech-HuBERT, the k values of other
modality LMs are approximately similar, indicat-
ing that factor C has the most significant impact.
This result aligns with Table 4. Similarly, in syntac-
tic tasks, both factors B and C negatively affect the
scaling speed of the models. In semantic tasks, fac-
tors A, B, and C all influence performance scaling
to some extent.

6.3 Analysis on Internal Outputs

We have observed that it is challenging for the
speech LM to learn the lexicon. For other modali-
ties, although they eventually converge to similar
accuracies on sWUGGY with comparable scaling
slopes, the process of lexical modeling within their
cascaded Transformer models differs. We analyze
the intermediate layers by passing the LM outputs
through the output projection layer to obtain multi-
nomial distributions, which serve as the interme-
diate representations for investigation. Figure 3
shows the accuracies of each modality’s LM out-

7



0 5 10 15 20
Layers

0.50
0.55
0.60
0.65
0.70
0.75
0.80
0.85

Ac
cu

ra
cy

sBLIMP
sWUGGY
Topic-StoryCloze

(a) Text-BPE Modality
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(b) Phone-Repeat Modality

Figure 4: Accuracy results of internal layers outputs
for all objective tasks. Figures of other modalities are
shown in Appendix B.1.

puts at different layers on the sWUGGY task. In the
earlier layers, Text-BPE and Phone-BPE achieve
lexical modeling the fastest, as BPE-based tokens
inherently contain certain lexical prior knowledge.
Phone-Raw and Text-Raw follow, as they require
combining multiple nearby context tokens to reach
the word level. Phone-Repeat is slower due to the
expanded lexical space introduced by the duration
variable. Speech tokens further exacerbate this is-
sue by causing a combinatorial explosion in the
lexical space, and the model cannot even “memo-
rize” the lexical representation it extracts from the
earlier layers.

We select Text-BPE and Phone-Repeat as ex-
amples to illustrate the layer-wise accuracy changes
for each objective task, as shown in Figures 4a
and 4b. These modalities are chosen because,
despite achieving similar overall accuracy on the
sWUGGY task, their intermediate layer behaviors
differ significantly. It shows that if a modality fails
to efficiently model lexicon in the earlier layers, it
will hinder its ability to learn semantics effectively,
demonstrating that lexical modeling serves as the
foundation for syntactic and semantic modeling.

6.4 Summary

The experiments reveal the potential factors that
make speech modalities harder to train. Factor A
(phonetic information) has a relatively minor im-
pact. Factor B (longer sequence length) increases
the syntactic and semantic modeling difficulty by

adding duration variability. Factor C (paralinguis-
tic information) further amplifies the challenge in
all tasks, especially in lexical modeling. Even with
“semantic” discrete token HuBERT to minimize
paralinguistic information, language modeling re-
mains significantly more difficult.

7 Future Directions

This study highlights that effective lexical-level
modeling may be the first crucial step toward re-
alizing end-to-end SLMs. To reach this, factors B
and C need to be addressed. We correspondingly
propose two potential future directions:

Shorten Speech Sequence Length One promis-
ing direction is to shorten the speech sequence
length. Fixed-length approaches, such as using
common low-bit-rate codecs or fixed-length down-
sampling, may face challenges due to mismatches
between the fixed segmentation boundaries and
semantic units. Alternatively, variable-length meth-
ods show greater potential to significantly reduce
the information rate, as demonstrated by the ef-
fectiveness of Phone-BPE. However, a simple,
variable-length, low-frame-rate speech representa-
tion with relatively high synthesis quality remains
to be explored.

Extra Semantic Supervision Incorporating ad-
ditional lexical-level abstract semantic supervision
signals may enhance performance. Prior attempts
use data interleaving or reinforcement learning to
facilitate the construction of lexical context, but
the supervision signal remains weak and indirect,
leaving low training effectiveness and efficiency.
During training, introducing stronger semantic su-
pervision, such as time-aligned information, could
help SLMs surpass prior methods and achieve more
advanced performance.

8 Conclusion

This study systematically explores the performance
degradation from text language models to speech
language models, identifying key factors hindering
speech LMs’ semantic effectiveness. On the whole,
we find that the factor of paralinguistic information
has a greater impact, especially on lexical model-
ing, than other factors like longer sequence length.
We also emphasize that working on the lexical-
level modeling is important for catching up on text
LLMs, and several practical future directions are
provided based on these findings.
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Limitations

This study primarily relies on the LibriHeavy-
50k dataset for training, and incorporating addi-
tional datasets could enhance the generalizability
of the findings. While we investigated the use
of word boundaries as lexical supervision, future
work could experiment with alternative or more
advanced forms of lexical supervision to further
improve performance.
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A Free Generation Setup

A.1 Free Generation Parameters

The generation parameters used for each modality are shown in Table 6. Note that the temperature for
Phone-Repeat and Speech-Rep50Hz is set higher to mitigate the risk of low-temperature settings, which
often result in repetitive looped generations that lack coherence. Additionally, for these two modalities,
if more than eight consecutive tokens with the same value are generated, the current generation will be
terminated. If the resulting transcribed text contains fewer than 50 characters (excluding the prompt),
a new generation will be initiated using a different random seed. While for the other modalities, the
generation always full-fill max_length tokens. For all generated sequences (after being transcribed into
text if needed), the last word is deleted since it may not be a complete word.

Table 6: Parameters for free-generation.

Modality Max Length Top-K Top-P Temperature
Text-BPE 45 1000 0.9 1.00
Text-Raw 135 - 0.9 1.05
Phone-BPE 45 1000 0.9 1.00
Phone-Raw 96 - 0.9 1.05
Phone-Repeat 500 - 0.9 1.15
Speech-HuBERT 500 1000 0.9 1.20

A.2 Phone-to-Text and Speech-to-Text Transcription

Phone-to-Text We fine-tune the T5 model4(Raffel et al., 2019) to develop an English phone-to-text
translator (T5-PTT). The model is trained on the LibriHeavy-50k dataset(Kang et al., 2023), with phone
and duration information extracted using Kaldi scripts (Povey et al., 2011). Two versions of T5-PTT
are trained: T5-PTT-Original and T5-PTT-Deduped. For the Phone-Raw and Phone-BPE modalities,
each phone is treated as a separate input token. For the Phone-Repeat modality, adjacent phones in
the sequence are deduplicated during training. This approach allows us to use the deduplicated phone
sequence directly as input during inference. The word error rates (WER) on the test set for both versions
are presented in Table 7, showing that deduplication does not compromise the precision of phone-to-text
translation and may even improve it slightly.

Table 7: Word Error Rates (WER) of T5-PTT Models.

Model T5-PTT-Original T5-PTT-Deduped
WER (%) 2.64 1.97

Speech-to-Text To leverage the capabilities of powerful pretrained end-to-end ASR models for accurate
speech token transcription, we first utilize CTX-vec2wav (Du et al., 2024) to synthesize wav files from
HuBERT tokens. The utterance “1089_134686_000001_000001” from the LibriTTS (Zen et al., 2019)
evaluation set is chosen as the speaker prompt. Subsequently, the pretrained Whisper-Large-V35 (Radford
et al., 2023) model is employed for wav-to-text recognition. Whisper’s transcription includes punctuation
marks and is case-sensitive, making it suitable for direct input to text LLMs and enabling a fair comparison
with the output of our fine-tuned T5 models.

A.3 Prompts

The prompts we used are listed in 8. For the prompts picked from the training data, the text, phones,
durations and HuBERT tokens are directly truncated from the training set. For the prompts out of the

4https://huggingface.co/google/flan-t5-base
5https://huggingface.co/openai/whisper-large-v3
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training data, the speech prompts are synthesized through Hierspeech++(Lee et al., 2023) and then obtain
phones and durations through aligning.

Table 8: Prompts grouped by their presence in training data.

In Training Data Not in Training Data
This Alice is a nice
I will How much water do you
How do We decide to go to the
When I In the morning, I like to
She said A little bird told me that
These are Mary went to the market to
The boy is In the morning, I like to eat
The moon is Bob is a tennis player, and he
What a lovely He looked up to the sky and saw
He looked up to the sky and said A little girl is playing with her

A.4 Selected Examples
See Table 10 and Table 11.

B Additional Experiments

B.1 Layer-wise Evaluation Results over All Modalities
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(a) Text-BPE
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(b) Text-Raw
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(c) Phone-BPE
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(e) Phone-Repeat
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Figure 5: Layer-wise accuracy analysis for selected modalities.

B.2 Adding Explicit Word Boundaries
Indicating lexical-level semantics is the foundation of language modeling. However, speech tokens
perform poorly at this stage. We attempt to add explicit word boundary tokens to the training data of
non-text modalities to provide the LM with clear boundaries of semantic units during training. The
evaluation data is also processed in the same way to ensure consistency with the training data. The results
are shown in Table 9. The results indicate similar trends across the Phone-Raw, Phone-Repeat, and
Speech-HuBERT modalities: slight degradation in lexical tasks and slight improvements in syntactic and
semantic tasks. Phone-BPE, which inherently avoids cross-word merging due to its construction, already
implicitly contains word boundaries. As a result, adding explicit word boundary tokens increases sequence
length and decreases performance on semantic tasks.

In summary, adding explicit word boundaries provides little to no improvement in the performance of
SLMs on lexical and other tasks.
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Table 9: Comparison of training and evaluation data with or without word boundary tokens.

Modality sWUGGY sBLIMP Topic-SC
Phone-Raw 85.8 74.5 66.6

+word boundary 85.6 75.7 66.8
Phone-BPE 85.0 75.0 70.9

+word boundary 84.1 75.4 69.6
Phone-Repeat 85.5 66.2 58.3

+word boundary 85.2 66.9 59.0
Speech-HuBERT 50.8 57.3 52.9

+word boundary 50.3 57.7 53.6
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Table 10: Free generation examples (part 1). The prompts are truncated from sentences in the train set.

Modality Generation
Prompt: What a lovely

Text-BPE
What a lovely country this is! I like it from the doorway of the caf in it to the sea. It is like Rome,
built in that there are Roman doors in the wall,
What a lovely, beautiful place this is! You see all the loveliness is in it. I was thinking I wonder how
I shall like the place when my aunt’s jewels are

Text-Raw
What a lovely life he has led these two years. He has been here four years, never more. And now,
what will he be?" She sat in an arm
What a lovely morning! My dear, isn’t it always like this?" "I’ve only just come from school, but
I’m not worse than you, Aunt Sarah

Phone-BPE
What a lovely place! Can’t you understand? "A little while back. Something terrible happened.
Uncle and I came into here to live. There was a magnet in it for me. I ran to it.
What a lovely sunset! exclaimed Dorothy, as the glaring sun was shown out of the cabin windows.
The day had been a lovely one, indeed, now that the sun had descended.

Phone-Raw
What a lovely story! I’ll be precious glad to hear it, Mr. Parker agreed. And then Mrs. Brigham’s
eyes softened. She knew a lot more about.
What a lovely thing that is to see you, my lady, said the little blonde in her sister’s arms. "You are
the best fellow I ever heard of, I think. So you are.

Phone-Repeat
"What a lovely place!" said Trotty, in his Dublin lady’s parlour. "What do you suppose flags and
red mitts?" asked his friend.
What a lovely thing! And how it did stretch out in stockings with a cotton tails!

Speech-HuBERT
What a lovely place! If old as Markwright say, Why am I wasting my height? When shoulder the
hair, on his ear
What a lovely flower! On the road. Why wake how long? What a hum fill! Why where? Here
drinking in very

Prompt: He looked up to the sky and said

Text-BPE
He looked up to the sky and said that the air was almost full of falling drops. They made the honey
flow. The tree was shaking, his eyes flashed, and he opened his mouth
He looked up to the sky and said, "Come down. Come down and lie on the hill." The thing he had
said remained with him. At last he said to the tree, "The tree,"

Text-Raw
He looked up to the sky and said: "Oh, no, we may never come back, but some day I doubt if the old
ones will come back, but surely th
He looked up to the sky and said, "Our Lady bids us take no heed of the face of the great builder
whom she sees toiling over her belo

Phone-BPE
He looked up to the sky and saw the world started moving again down the stream and it seemed like
the river wandering into the sky and suddenly its silvery shay.
He looked up to the sky and saw that the moon was rising and that the stars had just begun to
appear, and it was not far from dawn already when he looked round him.

Phone-Raw
He looked up to the sky, and said, "See how large and bright are the stars of heaven! ’Tis the love
that preserves her very thrown from heaven!"
He looked up to the sky and said, "O sovereign of the world, it has been my mission to instruct thee
into the innermost recesses of the heaven.

Phone-Repeat
He looked up to the sky and said such fine words to her, but the old lady took the harp and blew
with all her might, and the man lay down the harp.
He looked up to the sky and said to him, "Where are you? Where are you, little fox and your deer?"
And the King’s son took his hand and said to him, "Where are you going?"

Speech-HuBERT
He looked up to the sky and said that it ought to be saved. Wish I would be gone. Wahawai. Wah
number six years ago, squadron bothers discipline.
He looked up to the sky and said that was what we thought a hundred deaths since that disastrous
dwelling leave to save us by some suitable visit
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Table 11: Free generation examples (part 2). The prompts do not appear in the train set.

Modality Generation
Prompt: Alice is a nice

Text-BPE
Alice is a nice good girl, and I expect she will stick to you. She will take your right hand, you know,
and you’ll meet her on the sands at night. She was in
Alice is a nice girl, and I hope she’s got money enough, and that her house will stand a good
reception. And she’ll get a husband to look after her property, so

Text-Raw
Alice is a nice little lady, and has just come up. You are off too. Come in. The watchman stands in
the doorway. I heard him say it w
Alice is a nice girl, the girl will never be out of this house. She has been a little bored lately, poor
girl! she devoted herself to

Phone-BPE
Alice is a nice, elderly woman, and very willing to give a home to any one who needs it. Elsie has
an apartment in the cottage of a friend of hers.
Alice is a nice niece. I suppose he’ll leave her some money?" "I certainly think he will." "You’ll
have to look up some other bank for her. It’s about time for her to be asked to the honey."

Phone-Raw
Alice is a nice street name for a street so much bigger than England. It’s such a drear fix that it
isn’t safe to speak about it. How?"
Alice is a nice, cool deer who is coming here some night. They are treating me to stay two days,
and Alice will not object to letting me come and se.

Phone-Repeat
Alice is a nice little house," said Kate, surveying herself in the linen dress, and she took part in the
labors of the other women.
Alice is a nice old, fat old woman, with a bright blue eye and wistful face, and a plainly presuming
face. I suppose she is going to.

Speech-HuBERT
Alice is a nice little roomer, and their friends are very fond of him. This is Rail-room. You high
opinioned nittle me by her objection.
Alice is a nice little model and has a good clothes, monsieur. Well, sweetheart.

Prompt: Mary went to the market to

Text-BPE
Mary went to the market to buy candles for a stuff therewith, and after she had looked about the
shop and questioned everyone, she came out to them, crying: "
Mary went to the market to see the men carrying the bricks, and when they saw the roof they thought,
"They have never known anything about that till to day." "What do you

Text-Raw
Mary went to the market to sell some of her supplies, and a day later was thrown into the workhouse.
The estate is situated on a stre
Mary went to the market town and found the outhouses of wood and iron, and as they were all
covered with grass, and pretty copper clo

Phone-BPE
Mary went to the market to buy me some fruit, my dog some cake and some pickles, but Mary said
she might look for occasion for some articles that day, and to tell.
Mary went to the market to buy a pig. "A pig," said she. "I, too, will bring a pig. Meet, meet, bring
it." The rich brother was afraid of his wife. "Who was I?"

Phone-Raw
Mary went to the market to purchase food, and returned soon with a huge fish which she had caught
by the hook of the net fastened to the.
Mary went to the market to mend a boat for herself. She went down the river with her father and
children, and settled there. She was.

Phone-Repeat
Mary went to the market buy some things, and after a time sat upon one of them, and little hunger
followed her.
Mary went to the market to labour for the plate, and worked steadily at it all the weekly. The night
of watches fiercely, unfortunately produced in.

Speech-HuBERT
Mary went to the market, to being her husband, as was the first, and in the tomb she stayed there in
a city. O Mr. de Vondel! O I came by to dip.
Mary went to the market to buy a glass extra business, and then he spent two and two seating
himself at his mother’s trading carriages, with her mud-handling knives like a fork, while Miss
Nevillee
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