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Cross-lingual Embedding Clustering for
Hierarchical Softmax in Low-Resource Multilingual

Speech Recognition
Zhengdong Yang, Qianying Liu, Sheng Li, Fei Cheng, Chenhui Chu

Abstract—We present a novel approach centered on the
decoding stage of Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR) that
enhances multilingual performance, especially for low-resource
languages. It utilizes a cross-lingual embedding clustering method
to construct a hierarchical Softmax (H-Softmax) decoder, which
enables similar tokens across different languages to share similar
decoder representations. It addresses the limitations of the previ-
ous Huffman-based H-Softmax method, which relied on shallow
features in token similarity assessments. Through experiments
on a downsampled dataset of 15 languages, we demonstrate
the effectiveness of our approach in improving low-resource
multilingual ASR accuracy.

Index Terms—Automatic speech recognition, natural language
processing, clustering methods.

I. INTRODUCTION

The field of Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR) has
seen significant advancements in recent years, which enables
machines to generate high-quality transcriptions of human
speech. However, the field still faces the challenge of cover-
ing only around 100 languages among approximately 7,000
languages spoken globally. Multilingual ASR models have
emerged as a promising solution to this challenge, capable of
supporting multiple languages within a single ASR framework
and learning universal features that transfer knowledge from
rich-resource to low-resource languages.

Early ASR systems relied on context-dependent deep neural
network hidden Markov models [1] that require language-
specific pronunciation lexicons, which made it challenging to
develop multilingual ASR systems. The shift towards end-to-
end (E2E) attention-based models [2]–[4] marked a significant
turning point, offering simplified training processes and re-
ducing the dependency on pronunciation lexicons, prompting
increased research in the field of multilingual ASR. Recent
studies in E2E models have explored the learning of universal
representations across different languages at the encoding
stage, employing methods like decomposing phonemes into
universal articulatory attributes [5]–[7] and transfer learning
between different languages with adapters [8]. Meanwhile,
pre-trained self-supervised learning multilingual acoustic mod-
els [9]–[13] and multilingual speech corpora [14]–[18] are
investigated for learning pre-trained cross-lingual representa-
tions.

While various studies have been established for encoder
representations, improvements in the decoding stage have
long been overlooked. As multilingual models rapidly gain
popularity, intuitively, there is an urgent need to explore how

connections between similar tokens across different languages
can be enhanced during decoding. A recent study [19] employs
hierarchical Softmax (H-Softmax) [20], an approximation
Softmax inspired by binary trees, to make similar tokens
across different languages share similar decoder representa-
tions, thereby enhancing model performance. This approach
also breaks down the computationally expensive Softmax func-
tion into multiple binary classification steps, boosting model
efficiency [21]. However, we recognize one major limitation
in this study, where such a Huffman-based approach relies
on shallow features, i.e., token frequency, for token similarity
assessment, which may not fully capture the nuances of cross-
lingual correlations.

To overcome the limitation, we propose an embedding-
based method inspired by the success of cross-lingual embed-
dings in natural language processing (NLP). These embed-
dings are typically generated by models trained on massive,
diverse datasets that include text from multiple languages,
using techniques such as masked language modeling and trans-
lation language modeling to capture semantic equivalences
across languages [22], [23]. They effectively model linguistic
relations, facilitating significant improvements in tasks such
as machine translation and multilingual text classification.
Building on this foundational success, our method employs
hierarchical clustering of cross-lingual embeddings to con-
struct the hierarchical decoder, which allows for a better
understanding of token similarity. The main contributions of
this paper are:

• We introduce an embedding-based H-Softmax decoding
strategy to enhance the capability of multilingual ASR
systems. Our experiments demonstrate the superiority of
our method over the Huffman-based baseline in a low-
resource setting. This method is notably scalable, as it
can easily incorporate increasingly powerful embedding
models that may emerge in the future to further enhance
its effectiveness.

• We investigate different approaches of hierarchical clus-
tering of embeddings for automatically capturing cross-
language token similarities for low-resource multilingual
ASR.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Sec-
tion II surveys related works on multilingual ASR models,
decoding strategies in ASR, and cross-lingual embeddings.
Section III introduces the preliminary framework that our
proposed method is based on, including Huffman-based tree
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construction and the H-Softmax decoder. Section IV details
our methodology of embedding-based tree construction, which
includes obtaining the cross-lingual embeddings and hier-
archical clustering of embeddings. Section V presents the
experimental results obtained from evaluating our approach
on a downsampled dataset comprising 15 languages, demon-
strating our method’s effectiveness in enhancing the accuracy
of low-resource multilingual ASR. In Section VI, we conduct
several comprehensive analyses to understand our method’s
performance further. Finally, Section VI concludes the paper
by summarizing our findings and contributions.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Multilingual ASR

Recent advancements in multilingual ASR have featured
different methods to address the challenges associated with
low-resource languages. Research has demonstrated that zero-
shot learning can be effectively applied to phoneme recog-
nition, as evidenced by a study where unseen phonemes
were recognized by decomposing them into articulatory at-
tributes [5]). Cross-lingual speech adaptation using adapter
modules has shown promise in improving the efficiency of
transfer learning with significantly fewer trainable parameters
while also reducing word error rates [8].

Pre-trained self-supervised learning models also enhance
ASR performances in multilingual settings. Wav2Vec [9]
demonstrates the potential of self-supervised learning by using
masked prediction techniques in the latent space, achieving
remarkable results with very limited labeled data. Following
this, HuBERT [12] introduces an innovative approach by
utilizing offline clustering to provide targets for a BERT-like
prediction loss, focusing on masked regions only. Additionally,
WavLM [13] has extended these benefits to a broader range
of speech-processing tasks by incorporating novel techniques
such as masked speech prediction combined with speech
denoising, thereby improving the model’s effectiveness across
various speech tasks.

In parallel, the development of large multilingual speech
corpora has been crucial to advancements in multilingual
ASR. The Common Voice project [16] has compiled a vast
multilingual corpus that supports ASR research across mul-
tiple languages. Likewise, the CMU Wilderness Multilingual
Speech Dataset [18] offers a substantial resource with over 700
different languages, providing audio, aligned text, and word
pronunciations for each language.

Despite these advancements, previous research has mainly
focused on enhancing encoder representations, leaving a sig-
nificant gap in understanding and improving decoding mech-
anisms for multilingual ASR.

B. Hierarchical Softmax

Traditional Softmax, typically employed in the final layer of
neural networks to produce a probability distribution over po-
tential output classes, becomes computationally burdensome as
the number of classes increases. H-Softmax, which organizes
the output classes into a tree-based hierarchy, has emerged as
a prominent solution to address the computational challenge.

Morin and Bengio [20] pioneered the exploration of using
hierarchical output probability in neural network language
models, showing that it can substantially reduce the com-
putational cost without a significant loss in accuracy. Mnih
and Hinton [24] extended the hierarchical structure to the log-
bilinear model, which consists of one linear hidden layer and a
softmax output layer. Mikolov et al. [25] refined the definition
of H-Softmax, incorporating it to accelerate the training of
word embeddings.

Additionally, the capability of H-Softmax when involving
a large number of classes has been specifically investigated.
Research utilizing large-scale datasets has shown that H-
Softmax may exhibit performance trade-offs as the number of
classes increases. While it considerably improves efficiency
and reduces computational demand, it can lead to degradation
in classification accuracy when dealing with an extensive
number of classes [21].

Despite the proven benefits of H-Softmax in NLP, its direct
utilization within the domain of ASR, particularly in low-
resource and multilingual contexts, has not been thoroughly
explored.

C. Cross-Lingual Embeddings

Research on cross-lingual embeddings has underscored their
potential to bridge linguistic gaps and enable the sharing of
semantic spaces across languages.

One notable work in this area is the cross-lingual language
model (XLM) [22]. It leverages the transformer architecture
with different language modeling objectives to learn a shared
representation for multiple languages simultaneously. XLM
has demonstrated substantial improvements in tasks including
cross-lingual classification, machine translation, low-resource
language modeling, and unsupervised cross-lingual embed-
dings

Additionally, a BERT-based embedding model, Language-
agnostic BERT Sentence Embedding (LaBSE) [23], has also
been proposed. LABSE utilizes a combination of language
model pre-training and dual encoder translation ranking to
effectively capture semantic meanings across languages, mak-
ing it highly effective for tasks such as semantic search,
text classification, and information retrieval in multilingual
settings.

III. PRELIMINARY

We first introduce the framework of [19], which investigated
employing H-Softmax for the decoding stage of ASR, with
Huffman coding adopted for the tree construction. The upper
part of Figure 1 illustrates the general structure of this frame-
work, with Huffman coding replaced by the proposed method
that we will introduce in the next section. In this section, we
introduce this preliminary work that mainly includes two parts:

i. A binary tree consisting of tokens in the vocabulary
(hereinafter referred to as vocabulary tree) is created based
on Huffman coding.

ii. An H-Softmax decoder is constructed to leverage the
vocabulary tree for ASR training and inference.
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Fig. 1. The flowchart of our framework for ASR with H-Softmax. The blue line represents how the H-Softmax network is determined, and the red line
represents how the ASR model is trained. The green area at the bottom shows the detail of the proposed hierarchical clustering of cross-lingual embeddings.

A. Huffman-based Vocabulary Tree

Based on the assumption that neighboring languages exhibit
similar token distributions, Huffman coding is applied to all
the tokens in the vocabulary for constructing the vocabu-
lary tree. Consider a multilingual token vocabulary V =
{t1, t2, ...tN}, where N represents the total number of unique
tokens in the vocabulary. A term frequency set Sp = {pti}Ni=1

is compiled, where pti denotes the frequency of token ti across
all languages in the training set, treating identical tokens from
different languages as a single entity.

Utilizing Sp, a Huffman tree for V = {ti} is constructed
through a process of frequency clustering. This involves
initially treating each token ti as an isolated node with a
weight corresponding to its frequency pti . These nodes are
then progressively merged in a bottom-up manner according
to their frequencies. Specifically, in each iteration, the two
nodes with the lowest frequencies are selected and combined
into a new node, where the new node’s frequency is the sum of
the two selected nodes’ frequencies. The process repeats until

a single node remains, serving as the root of the Huffman tree.
The Huffman tree construction method ensures that the most

frequent tokens are placed closer to the root, enabling an
efficient binary encoding scheme. For our study specifically,
this approach allows tokens with similar frequencies to be
positioned at comparable levels within the tree’s hierarchy,
effectively capturing token similarity across different lan-
guages. However, this Huffman-based method only utilized
shallow features, which could struggle to capture cross-lingual
correlations effectively and limit the performance.

B. Hierarchical Softmax Decoder

The vanilla Softmax, utilized by previous sequence genera-
tive models for ASR to predict the next token, is replaced with
H-Softmax in this framework. H-Softmax organizes the output
vocabulary into a tree where the leaves are the vocabulary
tokens, and the intermediate nodes are latent variables [20].

The tree generated in previous subsections is used as the
tree for H-Softmax. Specifically, the binary tree H-Softmax
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described in [26] is adopted. The decoding procedure is
transformed into predicting one leaf node of the binary tree
at each timestep. Each leaf node, representing a token, could
be reached by a path from the root through the inner nodes.
Given the transformer output hidden state h and trainable node
representation vectors {ri}, the final possibility of a leaf node
wi could be represented as:

P (label = wi) =

path∏
P (pathk|nk)

=

path∏ {
σ(r⊺kh) if pathk = left,

1− σ(r⊺kh) if pathk = right.

(1)

where nk stands for the kth node on the path from the root
to wi such as n0, n1 and n2 in Figure 1; pathk stands for the
branch leading towards wi which is left or right, and σ(·)
stands for sigmoid function.

Node  n0
P(n0) = 1

Node  n1
P(n1) = P(n0)P(left |n0)

Leaf  w3
P(w3) = P(n0)P(right |n0)

Leaf  w1
P(w1) = P(n1)P(left |n1)

Leaf  w2
P(w2) = P(n1)P(right |n1)

Leaf  w3
P(w3) = P(n0)P(right |n0) * 1

Fig. 2. A typical H-Softmax tree structure. Leaf w3 has a virtual child with
the same probability of aligning each leaf node to the same depth, so it is
conceptually possible for path vectorization.

By decomposing the Softmax to a binary tree, H-Softmax
reduces the decoding time complexity from O(V) to O(log(V)),
and the train time complexity remains O(Vlog(V)). Further-
more, a vectorization algorithm is used to accelerate training
and decoding procedures on GPU. Consider a typical H-
Softmax tree structure shown in Fig 2. Then, log-probability
calculations from Eq 1 can be vectorized to the followings:logP (w1)

logP (w2)
logP (w3)

 =

 log[σ(r⊺1h)σ(r
⊺
2h)]

log[σ(r⊺1h)(1− σ(r⊺2h))]
log[1− σ(r⊺1h)]


=

∑
column

log

 1 ∗ σ(r⊺1h) + 0 1 ∗ σ(r⊺2h) + 0
1 ∗ σ(r⊺1h) + 0 −1 ∗ σ(r⊺2h) + 1
−1 ∗ σ(r⊺1h) + 1 0 ∗ σ(r⊺2h) + 1


=

∑
column

log(Sign ◦ σ(p) +Bias)

where Sign is a 3 × 2 matrix of the signs of σ, Bias is a
3×2 matrix of the biases of σ and p is the result vector of the
inner product between the node vectors and h. After building
the Huffman tree, the Sign and Bias matrices are fixed. So,
in the training stage, leaf node log probabilities can only be
acquired through vector operations.

IV. CROSS-LINGUAL EMBEDDING CLUSTERING

Based on the framework introduced in the previous section,
we propose a novel embedding-based approach to construct
the vocabulary tree, as shown in the green area of Figure 1.
Our proposed method can be divided into two parts:

i. We obtain the cross-lingual embeddings for all the tokens
in the vocabulary.

ii. We create the vocabulary tree by conducting hierarchical
clustering to the obtained cross-lingual embeddings.

Below, we will introduce each part in detail.

A. Cross-Lingual Embedding

For constructing the embedding-based vocabulary tree, we
propose to utilize two different approaches to obtain the cross-
lingual embedding: Directly using pre-trained cross-lingual
embeddings, or conducting cross-lingual mapping of mono-
lingual embeddings (hereinafter referred to as Mono-Map).

Although pre-trained cross-lingual embeddings are trained
using large-scale data and are generally of higher quality, they
may not always support a specific low-resource language. In
contrast, Mono-Map allows us to generate embeddings using
exclusively our training data.

1) Pre-trained Cross-Lingual Embeddings: We utilize var-
ious pre-trained cross-lingual embeddings for vocabulary tree
construction. We have specifically experimented with two such
embeddings introduced in Section II: XLM and LABSE.

XLM is based on a Transformer architecture, trained us-
ing a combination of different types of training approaches:
Causal language modeling and masked language modeling
on monolingual data in different languages, and translation
language modeling on parallel data in different language pairs.
We investigated the effect of the model size with three different
sizes of XLM: base, large, and XL.

LaBSE, on the other hand, is using an encoder-only BERT-
based architecture. The model is first pre-trained using masked
language modeling and translation language modeling. Then it
is trained using dual-encoder translation ranking that optimizes
for bilingual sentence similarity over translation pairs across
languages.

2) Mono-Map: We employ a strategy proposed by Artetxe
et al. [27]. For our study, we have adapted only the initial-
ization phase of their method, as the entire process is tailored
for a bilingual setting and our application requires embedding
mapping among multiple languages.

The procedure starts by producing monolingual embeddings
with uniform dimensionality. For the vocabulary for a specific
language, we begin with the original monolingual embedding
matrix X . We then compute the similarity matrices MX =
XXT , where each row represents a set of similarities between
one token and all the other tokens in the vocabulary. Next, we
take the square root to obtain

√
MX , as this brings the values

closer in magnitude to the original embeddings. Finally, we
sort the values within each row of

√
MX in ascending order,

resulting in sorted(
√
MX) as the mapped embedding matrix.

When dealing with tokens that appear in multiple languages’
vocabulary, we utilize an average embedding strategy, taking
the mean of the embeddings from all the languages for the
shared token. This ensures the vocabulary to be consistent
with that in the Huffman-based method or using pre-trained
embeddings.

B. Hierarchical Clustering

Having obtained cross-lingual embeddings, we advance to
the hierarchical clustering of these embeddings to form our vo-
cabulary tree. Hierarchical clustering in our context is applied
to group the embeddings based on their mutual similarities,
thereby forming a binary tree structure where each node is a
cluster composed of two sub-clusters from the preceding level.
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Given a set of n token embeddings E = {e0, e1, ..., en},
the hierarchical clustering can be executed via two different
approaches:

• Agglomerative: A bottom-up approach starting with each
embedding as a separate cluster Ck = {ek} and merging
them sequentially. At each step, two clusters Ci, Cj

from the current cluster set S = {C0, C1, ..., Cm} are
combined to form a new parent cluster Cp, continuing
until all embeddings are grouped into a single cluster.

• Divisive: A top-down approach beginning with all embed-
dings in a single cluster CE = E and then splitting them
iteratively. At each step, any cluster in the current cluster
set S = {C0, C1, ..., Cm} with more than one element
is divided into two child clusters, continuing until each
embedding is isolated in its own cluster.

Agglomerative clustering is characterized by its strategy
of merging clusters. We explore several methods to select the
next two clusters Ci, Cj to be combined. Different methods
can be described as follows:
(Hereinafter, embeddings in different clusters will be denoted
by a, b. The distance between two embeddings will be denoted
by d.)

• Average: Merges clusters with the minimized average
distance between all pairs of embeddings in the two
clusters

DA(Ci, Cj) =
1

|Ci||Cj |
∑

a∈Ci,b∈Cj

d(a,b) (2)

• Weighted: Similar to Average clustering, but the distance
is weighted in a way that two branches of a cluster have
equal weights. The minimized distance can be calculated
by recursively applying

DW(Ci, Cj) =
1

2
[DW(Ck, Cj) +DW(Cl, Cj)] (3)

where Ck and Cl are the child clusters of Ci.
When there is only one embedding in each cluster,
the distance between clusters is the distance between
embeddings

DW(Ci, Cj) = d(a,b) if Ci = {a}, Cj = {b} (4)

• Centroid: Merges clusters with the minimized distance
between the centroids of the clusters

DC(Ci, Cj) = ∥cent(Ci)− cent(Cj)∥ (5)

where
cent(C) =

1

|C|
∑
a∈C

a (6)

• Median: Merges clusters with the minimized distance
between the medians of the clusters

DM(Ci, Cj) = ∥median(Ci)− median(Cj)∥ (7)

where “median” refers to the results of recursively cal-
culating the median of two child clusters Ck, Cl for the
parent cluster Ci

median(Ci) =
1

2
[median(Ck) + median(Cl)] (8)

median(Ci) = a if Ci = {a} (9)

In other words, Median is a weighted version of Centroid.
• Ward: Merges clusters that minimize the increase in

within-cluster variance

∆Var(Ci, Cj) =
|Ci||Cj |

|Ci|+ |Cj |
DC(Ci, Cj)

2 (10)

Conversely, divisive clustering is characterized by its sys-
tematic division of clusters. It is performed by repeating one
of the following algorithms that divide a parent cluster Cp into
two child clusters Ci, Cj :

• 2-means: A special case of k-means algorithm where k =
2. It minimizes the sum of squared Euclidean distances
between embeddings and their assigned cluster’s centroid

JMeans =
∑
a∈Ci

∥a− cent(Ci)∥2 +
∑
b∈Cj

∥b− cent(Cj)∥2

(11)
• Spherical 2-means: Similar to 2-means, but uses cosine

distance instead of squared Euclidean distance. The min-
imization objective is

JSpherical =
∑
a∈Ci

a · cent(Ci)

∥a∥∥cent(Ci)∥
+

∑
b∈Cj

b · cent(Cj)

∥b∥∥cent(Cj)∥
(12)

It can be seen as a version of 2-means where embeddings
and centroids are projected to the surface of a high-
dimensional sphere.

• 2-medoids: Instead of centroid, it uses medoid, a selected
embedding with the minimized total distances to other
embeddings within the cluster. The algorithm minimizes
the sum of these total distances of two clusters after
division

JMedoids =
∑
a∈Ci

d(a,mi) +
∑
b∈Cj

d(b,mj) (13)

where
mk = argmin

a∈Ck

∑
b∈Ck

d(a,b) (14)

For both clustering approaches, we examine various metrics
to measure the similarity between embeddings, each offering
a different perspective of the “distance” of two m-dimensional
embeddings a and b:

• Euclidean distance: Measures the “straight-line” distance
between two embeddings in multidimensional space

dEuc(a,b) =

√√√√ m∑
i=1

(ai − bi)2 (15)

• Standardized Euclidean distance: Similar to Euclidean
distance, but each dimension is scaled by a weight

dS-Euc(a,b) =

√√√√ m∑
i=1

(
ai − bi
σi

)2

(16)

where σi is the standard deviation of the i-th dimension
across all embeddings in E.
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• City block (L1) distance: Computes the distance of em-
beddings by summing the absolute differences of their
different dimensions

dCB(a,b) =

m∑
i=1

|ai − bi| (17)

• Cosine distance: Assesses the cosine of the angle between
two embeddings

dCos(a,b) = 1− a · b
∥a∥∥b∥

(18)

• Correlation distance: Distance based on Pearson correla-
tion coefficient, with a focus on the degree to which they
are linearly related

dCor(a,b) = 1−
∑m

i=1(ai − ā)(bi − b̄)√∑m
i=1(ai − ā)2

∑m
i=1(bi − b̄)2

(19)

By applying these clustering methods and metrics, we aim
to optimize the structure of the vocabulary tree to reflect the
true linguistic relationships among the cross-lingual embed-
dings.

V. EXPERIMENTS

A. Dataset

We followed the setting of [19] and sampled our speech-
to-text datasets from Common Voice Corpus 11.0. To in-
vestigate the impact of language relatedness on multilingual
ASR performance with different methods, we selected three
different linguistic groups: Romance, Slavic, and Turkic. For
each group, we selected five languages from the corpus
and constructed training, validation, and test sets using the
validated data1 of each language.

First, we constructed the test set for each language with a
maximum of 10% of the validated data. Next, we constructed
the training and validation sets from the rest of the dataset.
With the data size of many existing datasets being around
20∼30 hours [28], [29], we downsampled the training data to
the extent of 30 hours per language on average to simulate
a low-resource setting. As a result, the total size of training
data changed from 5, 492 hours to 450 hours, with the general
downsampling ratio λ = 0.082. Different downsampling
ratios are used for different languages to counter the imbal-
ance of data size among languages. For a set of languages
{L1, ..., Lm} with their proportion {p1, ..., pm}, the downsam-
pling ratio for language Li is obtained by λi =

pα−1
i∑m
j=1 pα

j
λ,

where α is a smooth coefficient that we set to 0.5. The size
of the validation set is 12.5% of the training set across all
languages. The detailed statistics are shown in Table I.

We tokenized the transcriptions at the character level,
meaning that the vocabulary is made up solely of individual
characters. This also follows [19] which verified that character-
level tokenization outperforms subword-level (such as BPE)
tokenization.

1Common Voice Corpus consists of voice recordings contributed by individ-
uals, the validated data refers to those that have been reviewed and approved
by community members for quality and accuracy.

TABLE I
DATASET STATISTICS.

Group Language Training Validation Test
(Hours) (Hours) (Hours)

Catalan (ca) 76.3 9.5 15.3
Spanish (es) 37.6 4.7 14.4

Romance French (fr) 55.7 7.0 13.4
Italian (it) 33.4 4.2 15.0
Portugal (pt) 20.7 2.6 11.4
Belarusian (be) 63.0 7.9 13.9
Czech (cs) 42.5 5.3 5.8

Slavic Polish (pl) 37.8 4.7 12.3
Russian (ru) 27.3 3.4 14.5
Ukrainian (uk) 23.4 2.9 7.2
Bashkir (ba) 29.6 3.7 12.6
Kyrgyz (ky) 11.3 1.4 3.8

Turkic Turkish (tr) 16.9 2.1 8.4
Tatar (tt) 10.0 1.2 3.0
Uzbek (uz) 18.1 2.3 10.4

B. Model Training Details

For acoustic features, the 80-dimensional log-Mel filter-
banks (FBANK) are computed with a 25ms window and
a 10ms shift. Besides, SpecAugment [30] is applied to 2
frequency masks with maximum frequency mask F = 10 and
2-time masks with maximum time mask T = 50 to alleviate
over-fitting.

Both H-Softmax and Softmax models are trained using the
same base network structure with a 12-layer conformer [31]
encoder and a 6-layer transformer [32] decoder. Two convolu-
tion sub-sampling layers with kernel size 3×3 and stride 2 are
used in the front of the encoder. The networks are constructed
using WeNet toolkit [33].

Adam optimizer is used with a learning rate schedule with
25, 000 warm-up steps. The initial learning rate is 0.00005.
The maximum number of epochs is 100. We kept checkpoints
after each epoch and used the average of 5 with the best
validation accuracy for testing.

C. Preliminary Comparison of Different Clustering Configu-
ration

To determine the optimal clustering method and distance
metric for our study, we conducted a series of preliminary
experiments. These experiments were designed to evaluate
the effectiveness of various clustering configurations with
different sources of cross-lingual embeddings, recognizing that
each embedding might work best with a specific clustering
configuration. We conducted training on the whole training
set and evaluation on the whole validation set across all 15
languages in our dataset. Based on the results in Table II,
we selected the most effective clustering configuration for
each embedding source for our main experiment: 2-medoids
clustering with standardized Euclidean distance for XLM-base
and XLM-large, weighted clustering with correlation distance
for XLM-XL, median clustering for LABSE, and average
clustering with city block distance for Mono-Map.
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TABLE II
CER% WITH DIFFERENT CLUSTERING METHODS ON THE VALIDATION SET MIXING ALL 15 LANGUAGES.

Clustering Method Metric XLM-base XLM-large XLM-XL LABSE Mono-Map
Euclidian 8.7 9.4 9.0 9.1 9.4

S-Euclidean 8.7 9.2 8.9 9.4 9.0
Average Cityblock 9.6 8.7 9.2 8.5 8.6

Cosine 8.9 8.9 8.7 9.5 9.2
Correlation 8.8 8.9 8.8 8.5 8.7
Euclidian 9.3 9.7 9.2 8.7 8.7

Agglomerative S-Euclidean 9.5 8.8 8.9 9.0 8.9
Weighted Cityblock 8.8 9.3 8.8 8.6 9.7

Cosine 9.1 8.8 9.0 9.1 9.4
Correlation 9.1 9.2 8.5 8.5 9.6

Centroid Euclidian 8.8 9.0 8.9 8.9 8.9
Median Euclidian 8.9 9.0 9.0 8.5 8.7
Ward Euclidian 9.4 8.6 8.7 8.5 8.8

2-Means Euclidian 10.1 9.2 8.9 9.2 8.9
Spherical Cosine 9.8 8.6 8.7 8.9 9.3

Euclidian 9.5 9.4 9.7 9.2 8.7
Divisive S-Euclidean 8.7 8.5 8.8 9.4 8.7

2-medoids Cityblock 8.8 8.8 9.2 8.8 8.7
Cosine 8.9 8.9 9.7 8.8 8.8

Correlation 9.4 9.2 9.3 9.1 8.6

TABLE III
CER% BY DIFFERENT MODELS TRAINED WITH LANGUAGES WITHIN THE SAME LANGUAGE GROUP.

H-Softmax
Training Test Softmax Embedding

Huffman XLM-base XLM-large XLM-XL LABSE Mono-Map
2-med S-Euc 2-med S-Euc Wtd Corr Median Euc Avg CB

ca 6.8 5.4 5.1 5.1 5.5 5.2 5.5
es 10.6 8.6 9.0 9.1 8.9 9.9 9.3

Romance fr 13.0 11.3 11.2 11.3 12.1 11.1 11.6
it 10.6 8.9 9.1 9.3 8.5 8.1 8.4
pt 11.1 10.3 9.5 9.2 10.1 9.4 9.5

Average 10.4 8.9 8.8 8.8 9.0 8.7 8.9
be 5.1 4.7 4.2 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.4
cs 5.9 5.7 5.4 5.4 6.0 5.5 5.7

Slavic pl 9.2 8.5 8.3 8.1 9.0 8.6 8.4
ru 9.8 6.7 6.7 6.7 7.0 6.7 7.4
uk 12.6 10.2 10.0 10.2 11.1 10.5 10.6

Average 8.5 7.2 6.9 7.0 7.5 7.1 7.3
ba 17.5 14.6 14.8 16.3 14.1 13.9 15.2
ky 19.8 20.8 18.6 17.7 18.1 17.3 18.2

Turkic tr 13.6 12.8 12.6 12.7 13.2 13.2 12.5
tt 10.1 9.6 9.0 9.8 9.1 9.6 9.2
uz 18.8 16.8 17.1 16.5 17.2 17.2 16.9

Average 16.0 14.9 14.4 14.6 14.3 14.2 14.4
Average 11.6 10.3 10.0 10.1 10.3 10.0 10.2

D. Main Results

Our experiments were structured around two distinct scenar-
ios. The first one focuses on five languages all belonging to a
single language group. This setup aims to explore the effective-
ness of embedding-based H-Softmax within a group of closely
related languages, where phonetic and syntactic similarities
might influence the performance of ASR systems. The second
scenario broadens the scope to include 15 languages spanning
multiple language groups. This more complex arrangement
tests the robustness and adaptability of our methods across a
broader linguistic spectrum, particularly examining how well
the proposed method handles linguistic diversity compared to
previous methods.

The results of the first scenario, as shown in Table III,

indicate that clustering based on embeddings marginally out-
performs the Huffman-based approach. This marginal im-
provement might be due to the fact that the best clustering
methods were determined based on the performance across
all 15 languages, which is the same as the second scenario.
Despite the slight margin, these results demonstrate that the
proposed method does have an advantage over the Huffman-
based baseline in linguistically homogeneous scenarios.

In the second scenario, whose results are presented in Table
IV, the embedding-based method significantly outperforms
the Huffman-based method, which indicates the effectiveness
of the proposed method in scenarios with greater linguis-
tic diversity. When comparing embedding sources, LABSE,
XLM-large, and XLM-XL demonstrated superior performance
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TABLE IV
CER% BY MODELS TRAINED WITH ALL THE LANGUAGES ACROSS DIFFERENT LANGUAGE GROUPS.

H-Softmax
Training Test Softmax Embedding

Huffman XLM-base XLM-large XLM-XL LABSE Mono-Map
2-med S-Euc 2-med S-Euc Wtd Corr Median Euc Avg CB

ca 6.9 6.0 5.8 5.7 5.7 6.1 5.6
es 10.7 9.5 8.3 8.7 8.2 9.0 8.2
fr 13.7 11.7 11.8 11.7 11.9 12.5 11.7
it 8.6 8.0 7.7 7.4 7.6 7.4 8.1
pt 37.6 29.0 11.5 12.1 12.7 10.7 12.1

Romance Average 15.5 12.8 9.0 9.1 9.2 9.1 9.1
be 5.7 6.0 6.0 5.2 5.0 4.5 5.3
cs 6.0 5.7 5.7 6.0 6.5 6.5 6.7

All pl 9.0 8.5 8.1 8.3 8.0 8.8 9.1
ru 9.8 8.9 8.3 8.5 8.4 10.3 8.6
uk 11.8 10.3 10.0 9.7 9.9 10.2 10.0

Slavic Average 8.5 7.9 7.6 7.5 7.6 8.1 7.9
ba 12.4 10.8 13.7 10.6 11.1 10.9 12.1
ky 15.2 13.9 16.0 16.3 15.8 13.9 16.6
tr 13.7 11.0 10.9 11.2 11.7 10.8 10.8
tt 6.7 7.7 6.9 7.0 6.5 6.9 6.7
uz 14.7 13.5 13.8 13.5 13.3 12.6 12.6

Turkic Average 12.5 11.4 12.3 11.7 11.7 11.0 11.8
Average 12.2 10.7 9.6 9.5 9.5 9.4 9.6

R5S0 R4S1 R3S2 R2S3 R1S4
Training Data

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

CE
R

R5S0: fr, es, it, ca, pt
R4S1: fr, es, it, ca, uk
R3S2: fr, es, ru, ca, uk
R2S3: fr, pl, ru, ca, uk
R1S4: be, pl, ru, ca, uk
R4S1: be, pl, ru, cs, uk

Catalan (ca)

Softmax
Huffman
XLM-base 2-med S-Euc
LABSE Median Euc
Mono-Map Avg CB

R0S5 R1S4 R2S3 R3S2 R4S1
Training Data

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

22

CE
R

Ukrainian (uk)

Fig. 3. CER% on Catalan and Ukrainian with different proportions of languages from the same group in the training data. The composition of each training
data is shown in the box at the bottom-left corner.

over XLM-base (which is not observed in the first scenario),
indicating the benefits of utilizing larger embedding models
in multilingual ASR tasks involving a larger number of lan-
guages.

A consistent finding across both scenarios is that pre-
trained embeddings generally outperform Mono-Map, though
the margin is relatively narrow. This confirms the value of
sophisticated pre-trained models in enhancing multilingual
ASR performance. Moreover, the H-Softmax method signifi-
cantly surpasses the traditional Softmax method in overall per-
formance, confirming its superiority across both embedding-
based and Huffman-based approaches.

VI. ANALYSIS

A. Tree Structure of Different Construction Methods

To validate whether the embedding-based method generates
a tree structure that better captures the similarity between
different tokens compared to the Huffman-based method, we
examined the structures produced by these different con-
struction methods. As a result, intuitively, similar tokens are
indeed positioned closer to each other in the tree generated by
the embedding-based method, especially in the LABSE-based
tree. Table VI in the Appendix shows an example comparing
the Huffman-based and LABSE-based trees in experiments
where models were trained with all 15 languages. Due to
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Fig. 4. Correlation plots of CER% and Bilingual Language Induction p@1 on Romance Languages for LABSE, Mono-Map, and XLM-base. The X-axis
represents the ASR performance of the language. The Y-axis represents the BLI p@1 score of each language as source language. The blue dots represents
the performance of each language. The red line in the figure represents the linear regression fit applied to the data points across languages.

TABLE V
CER% BY MODELS INTEGRATED WITH LANGUAGE IDENTIFICATION,
TRAINED WITH ALL THE LANGUAGES ACROSS DIFFERENT LANGUAGE

GROUPS.

Training Test Softmax H-Softmax (Huffman)
All 37.6 29.0

All w/o be 12.0 11.1
All w/o cs 13.2 19.9
All w/o pl 10.9 9.3
All w/o ru 12.7 12.1
All w/o uk pt 12.1 11.3
All w/o ba 10.4 11.6
All w/o ky 15.6 12.4
All w/o tr 13.9 18.0
All w/o tt 15.6 15.1
All w/o uz 11.0 11.2

space limitations, we only selected a portion of the vocabulary,
specifically Latin characters (including accented and special
characters). The positions of tokens in the tree are represented
using Huffman-code-like representations, with the vocabulary
ordered based on a depth-first traversal of the tree. In the
LABSE-based tree, it is evident that similar tokens (such
as “O” and its accented versions) cluster together, which
does not happen in the Huffman-based tree. This confirms
that hierarchical clustering indeed constructs the desired tree
structure.

B. Proportion of Languages from the Same Group

Although our primary results include experiments trained
with languages from the same group as well as languages
from different groups, it is difficult to recognize the influence
of language relatedness in the training data from the results.
This is because the number of languages and the data size
vary significantly between these two experimental setups. To
further analyze the impact of language relatedness on model
performance, we conducted additional experiments with a
constant number of languages. We systematically replaced
languages from the Romance group with Slavic languages one
at a time, thereby creating various combinations of Romance
and Slavic languages, as depicted in Figure 3. This substitution

process was carefully managed by replacing languages with
the same data size ranking within their respective families,
ensuring only minimal changes in the overall data size.

We present the results for two specific languages (Catalan
and Ukrainian) that feature in most combinations shown in
Figure 3. Generally, the CER tends to increase as more
languages from the opposing group are introduced into the
training data, which aligns intuitively with expectations. For
Catalan, the performance degradation using H-Softmax meth-
ods is more significant than that of Softmax after the other 4
languages are replaced. This result shows the significance of
language relatedness in the effectiveness of H-Softmax, as it
relies on capturing cross-lingual knowledge. Conversely, this
trend is less marked for Ukrainian, where we also note a
significant performance drop when just one specific Romance
language is introduced. These observations suggest complex-
ities that need further investigation, which we leave as future
work.

C. Bilingual Lexicon Induction

We observe that in the Romance language family, while
French has a larger training data size, the ASR performance
of the French language is lower than other Romance languages
across different settings. To investigate the factors that cause
ASR accuracy to vary across different languages, we conduct
an analysis of each of the cross-linguistic mapping abilities
of the corresponding embedding, specifically through the task
of Bilingual Language Induction (BLI). BLI is tested by
aligning word embeddings from a source language to their
corresponding translations in a target language, and it is eval-
uated using the precision at rank 1 (p@1), which measures the
percentage of correct matches where the highest-ranked target
word corresponds to the correct translation of the source word.
In our experiments, we used the MUSE [34], [35] dataset
and focused on the mapping between Romance languages
(Spanish, French, and Italian) in both BLI directions, resulting
in six experiment settings. The word embeddings used for BLI
are formed by averaging character embeddings, which aligns
with the hierarchical softmax tree structure in our multilingual
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ASR model. We computed the mean performance for each
individual language when used as the source language. As
shown in Figure 4, we present the correlation between the
Character Error Rate (CER%) and the BLI p@1 scores for
each embedding. The results indicate that embeddings with
higher mapping ability at the character level tend to achieve
lower CER% scores in a multilingual ASR setting. Thus,
the well-learned embeddings proposed in our method capture
cross-lingual similarities better in Multilingual ASR, resulting
in higher performance compared to previous approaches.

D. Incorrect Language Prediction

Table IV shows that Softmax and Huffman-based H-
Softmax perform poorly on Portuguese when training with 15
languages. Upon examining the predicted transcriptions for
Portuguese, we discovered that a significant portion (around
10.4% for Softmax and 2.7% for Huffman-based H-Softmax)
of the transcriptions were erroneously predicted in the Cyrillic
alphabet, whereas Portuguese uses the Latin alphabet. This
suggests that the model incorrectly processes many Portuguese
utterances as if they were in another language. Note that our
multilingual ASR experiments are conducted in a language-
agnostic setting, which can occasionally lead to such errors.

To determine whether including a specific language in
the training set contributes to this performance degradation
for Portuguese, we conduct experiments to remove one of
the Slavic or Turkic languages from the training data and
observe the outcomes, as detailed in Table V. The performance
generally recovers with each language removal, only some of
them resulted in less recovery. This observation implies that
no single language specifically causes the performance drop;
rather, the collective data from 15 languages may surpass the
model’s implicit capacity for language identification.

Conversely, the embedding-based H-Softmax does not ex-
hibit similar performance degradation, suggesting that an
embedding-based vocabulary tree can enhance the model’s
ability to identify languages. By structuring pronunciation
identification and language identification in separate layers
within the tree, the embedding-based method simplifies the
language identification task. As a result, the embedding-based
H-Softmax can be more effective than the Huffman-based
method in language-agnostic multilingual ASR.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this study, we advanced the decoding stage of low-
resource multilingual ASR by proposing a novel embedding-
based H-Softmax method. The proposed method leverages
hierarchical clustering of cross-lingual embeddings, overcom-
ing the limitations of the earlier Huffman-based method that
relies on shallow frequency features. Our experimental anal-
ysis, spanning languages within and across different families,
demonstrated the improvement of our embedding-based H-
Softmax over both the traditional Softmax and the Huffman-
based method, which confirmed that cross-lingual embeddings
can convey more nuanced information than mere frequency.
In the future, we plan to explore the potential of applying our
method to the realm of speech translation.
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TABLE VI
EXAMPLES OF HUFFMAN-CODE-LIKE REPRESENTATIONS OF TWO VOCABULARY TREE STRUCTURES THE HUFFMAN-BASED TREE AND ONE OF THE

EMBEDDING-BASED TREES FROM THE EXPERIMENTS WHERE MODELS WERE TRAINED WITH ALL 15 LANGUAGES. ONLY LATIN CHARACTERS
(INCLUDING ACCENTED AND SPECIAL CHARACTERS) ARE SHOWN.

Huffman LABSE Median Euc
Char Code Char Code
U 00000 X 1110
D 00001 Q 11110
ú 00010000111 ý 1111111111111110
W 00010001 ÿ 11111111111111110
ı̂ 00010010111011 Ø 1111111111111111100
ö 000100101111 M 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111001110
ò 00010011010 ò 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111110110
X 000110110 ö 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111110111100
È 00011011111001 ø 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111110111101
Á 0001111010000100 H 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111100100
K 0010010 R 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101011110
ó 001001101 L 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011010100
Y 0010110 T 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101110110
H 0010111 ñ 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111010
Q 00110010 â 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011110110
õ 001100110100100 ã 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111110111110111101110
Î 00110011010010101000 ı̈ 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111011110
æ 001100110100101010010 ı̀ 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011110111110
Û 001100110100101010101111 õ 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111011111110
Ü 00110011100001011 ı́ 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111011111111101110010
ÿ 00110011100010100000101 à 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111110111110111101111111110111010
Ñ 001100111000101000100010 á 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111110111110111101111111110111011
Æ 0011001110001010001001 ê 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111110111110111101111111110111100
Ô 0011001110001010001111 ı̂ 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111011111111101111011111110111010
Â 0011001110001010011 ë 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111110111110111101111111110111101111111011101110
Ö 0011001110001011 ä 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011110111111111011110111111101110111100
ñ 0011001110101 æ 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011110111111111011110111111101110111101
P 001110 å 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111011111111101111011111110111100
Z 0011111 ü 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011110111111111011110111111101111110
A 0100 ú 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111011111111101111011111110111111110
L 01010 ù 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011110111111111011110111111101111111110
G 0101101 ç 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111110111110111101111111110111101111111111011110
è 0101110001 A 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011110111111111110100
ê 010111010001 Å 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111110111110111101111111111101110
ü 01011101011 Á 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111011111111111011110
á 010111011 À 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011110111111111110111110
E 0110 D 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011111110110
é 01111101 C 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111110111110111111111000
T 10000 Ç 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011111111101110
ù 10001011000001 K 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111111111000
ë 10001011001100000 Ê 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111111111100
û 1000101100110001 E 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111111111101000
ø 10001011001100101011 È 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111111111101010
Ò 10001011001100101101 É 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111111111101011
ä 1000101100110010111 Æ 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111110111110111111111110110
É 1000101100111 Ö 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011111111111011110100
B 1001001 Ú 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011111111111011110110
R 10011 Ü 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111111111101111011100
ý 11000000100 U 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111101111111111101111011110
ı̀ 110000001010001 J 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011111111111011111100
â 11000000101001 Y 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011111111111011111110
ı̈ 11000000101111 Î 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111011111011111111111011111111110
J 11000001 Ò 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111111110
V 1100001 Ó 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111111111000
F 11000110 Ô 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111111111001
ã 110001110100 O 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111111111010
à 1100011110 ó 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111111111110
S 11001 ô 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111101111111111111
M 110100 è 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111111000
N 11011 é 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111110010
O 11100 û 11111111111111111111111011101011111111110111111111010
C 111010 Í 111111111111111111111110111010111111111101111111111110
À 111011010000100 I 1111111111111111111111101110101111111111011111111111110
ô 11101101000011 ß 111111111111111111111110111010111111111110
ç 11101101001 Â 11111111111111111111111011101011111111111110
Ú 11110100001010000 Û 111111111111111111111110111010111111111111110
Ø 1111010000101000100001 Ñ 11111111111111111111111011101011111111111111110
ß 111101000010100010010 F 111111111111111111111110111011111111110010
Ê 111101000010100010011 B 1111111111111111111111101110111111111101000
Å 11110100001010001101000 P 11111111111111111111111011101111111111011000
å 111101000010100011011 N 11111111111111111111111011101111111111011100
Ó 1111010000101000111 S 11111111111111111111111011101111111111011110
Í 111101000010100111 W 1111111111111111111111101110111111111101111100
Ç 1111010000111111 V 11111111111111111111111011101111111111011111010
ı́ 111101001 G 1111111111111111111111101110111111111101111110110
I 11111 Z 11111111111111111111111011101111111111011111110
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