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Model Abbreviation Model Name Training/Finetuning Material Model Architecture Information
Reported

Model WER (%)

CLS classla/wav2vec2-xls-r-parlaspeech-hr Finetuned with ParlaSpeech-HR v1.0 (300hrs) facebook/wav2vec2-xls-r-300m model 7.6

CLS-LG classla/wav2vec2-large-slavic-parlaspeech-hr-lm
Finetuned with ParlaSpeech-HR v1.0 (300hrs),

and enhanced with ParlaMint(5-gram)
facebook/wav2vec2-large-slavic-voxpopuli-v2 model 4.3

NVD nvidia/stt_hr_conformer_ctc_large 1665 hours of Croatian speech data Conformer-CTC model 4.7

WHB openai/whisper-base
680,000 hours of multilingual and

multitask supervised data

74 million parameter

Sequence-to-sequence ASR model
59.1

Table 2: Croatian ASR models information.

id manual model match match_cand match_score model_fuzzy score type

0 dobro dobro 1 [0] [100] dobro 100 c
1 onda onda 1 [1] [100] onda 100 c
2 moremo - 0 [2, 3] [0, 83] moramo 83 s
3 - moramo 0 [2, 3] [0, 0] - 0
4 započet započet 1 [4] [100] započet 100 c
5 s s 1 [5] [100] s 100 c
6 obziron - 0 [6, 7] [0, 86] obzirom 86 s
7 - obzirom 0 [6, 7] [0, 0] - 0

Table 3: Example of text alignment. See the detailed alignment process in Section 2.3.

2.3. ASR Model Evaluation Process

All models were run on the same Čakavian au-
dio mentioned above in Section 2.1. We examine
performance on the “orthodox” task of creating a
contiguous word level transcription, mindful of the
fact that fieldworkers may ultimately find a sparser
alternative more practical for particular purposes
(Bird, 2021). The evaluation reported here pro-
ceeds in four steps: (1) audio-to-text transcription
from models; (2) text alignment between model out-
put and manual transcription; (3) calculating word
error rate (WER); and (4) error analyses. Each step
is described separately below.

Audio-to-text transcription from models For
the CLS and CLS-LG models, the required input
audio sampling rate is 16kHz, so the original audio
files were resampled from 44.1kHz. The other mod-
els do not require resampling. Models were given
audio input in several different “chunk” sizes: CLS
and CLS-LG sizes were 43.75s, 31.25s, 18.75s,
and 6.25s (i.e., 700k, 500k, 300k, and 100k sam-
ple points). These varying input sizes are indicated
in Table 2 with suffixed numerals; e.g., “CLS-(LG)-
{7-1}”. The input audio size for NVD was uniformly
60s; WHB took the original full-length audio with no
slicing applied. For each audio file, each system-
generated transcription was compared to manually-
annotated ground truth.

Text alignment between model and manual
results First, the models’ output transcription
and the manual transcription were cleaned to re-
move punctuation and convert all words to low-
ercase. Second, the manual and model text se-
quences were force-aligned with the Python mod-

ule Bio.pairwise2 (Cock et al., 2009). It should be
noted that this package made the alignment hap-
pen with perfect string matches. Therefore, in the
third step, a fuzzy match was carried out to match
the partially correct cases and consider them as
Substitution cases, such as moremo and moramo.
The fuzzy match was realized by getting the un-
matched sequences between manual and model
transcriptions, and calculating pair-words’ similarity
ratio based on Levenshtein Distance (Yujian and
Bo, 2007). For example, as shown in Table 3, the
“manual” column is the original manual transcrip-
tion, the “model” column is the model transcription,
the “match_cand” are the candidates for matching
score calculation, and the “model_fuzzy” column
shows the realigned results that have achieved a
minimum score of 60 (the square brackets contain
the score for all the candidates corresponding to
the candidates’ indexes in the “match_cand” col-
umn). After these three steps, the text alignment
between the manual and the model was ready for
WER analysis.

Word Error Rate In Definition 1 below S is a
count of Substitution errors; D refers to Deletion; I
refers to Insertion and C refers to correctly matched
cases.

WER =
S +D + I

S +D + C
(1)

The matching type, as shown in the “type” column
in Table 3, was obtained from string comparison be-
tween the “manual” and “model_fuzzy”. A correctly
matched case is indicated by c, while s corresponds
to a Substitution case.
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Models Compared t-value p-value

CLS-LG-3 >CLS-3 -1.18 0.24
NVD >CLS-3 -11.77 1.45e-12***

NVD >CLS-LG-3 -11.14 5.33e-12***
WHB >CLS-3 20.21 1.23e-18***

WHB >CLS-LG-3 21.92 1.36e-19***
WHB >NVD 25.00 3.58e-21***

Table 4: WER values paired T-test comparison with
Bonferroni Correction across models. WER values
are ordered NVD < CLS-LG-3 = CLS-3 < WHB

Based on the error types identified in the previous
steps, word-level error analyses were carried out
to explore linguistic factors affecting the models’
performance. These are discussed below in sec-
tion 3.2.

3. Results

3.1. Word Error Rate Results

Figure 2 shows the distribution of Word Error Rate
values based on 30 audio files for the 4 models.

From least to greatest, WER values are ordered
NVD < CLS-LG-3 = CLS-3 < WHB. Paired T-tests
were applied to test for significant differences in
WER across models CLS-3, CLS-LG-3, NVD, and
WHB. The t-values and p-values with Bonferroni
correction are shown in Table 4 (*** indicates test
significance, p < 0.05). Table 7 in the Appendix
provides detailed WER values per configuration.

As for the chunk-size effect on the CLS and CLS-
LG models, we observed that the models were
sensitive to the input audio size to an extent. As
shown in Figure 2, CLS-(LG)-1 (with 100k sample
points as input) tends to show higher WERs than
the larger chunk-size models’ results. CLS-(LG)-3
has the best performance compared to higher or
lower chunk sizes. However, when the model input
size was increased to higher than 1000k, the CLS
and CLS-LG models started to generate random-
word results and were not usable for our transcrip-
tion task. Transcription quality seems in this regard
to be highly sensitive to aspects of the models’ ar-
chitecture.

3.2. Error Analysis

We separately analyze Deletion and Substitution
errors, which together amount to 99% of errors
across all models.

3.2.1. Deletion Errors

Table 6 shows the top 15 most frequent deletions.
These are words that exist in the manual transcrip-

tion but were absent in the models’ output.

Model Sum Top Deletion Words

CLS-7 2836
i, va, ča, se, j, da, a,
to, ja, s, ovaj, za, na, ne, z

CLS-LG-7 2710
i, va, ča, se, j, a, da,
to, ja, s, ovaj, na, za, z, od

NVD 2157
va, i, ča, j, se, da, a,
s, to, z, na, ja, za, ki, u

WHB 3089
je, i, va, j, ča, se, a, da,
ja, san, s, mi, to, su, na, za

Table 6: Top Deletion words for all models.

The most frequently deleted words in all models
are function words, most of which consist of just
one or two segments. A few are characteristic of
Čakavian and would not be expected to appear in
the training data for these models (e.g., ča, va,
j, ki, z). Others are identical in both Čakavian
and standard Croatian, but these are all very high-
frequency words that are prone to phonological re-
duction. Their often highly reduced pronunciation
is probably the source of these ASR errors.

3.2.2. Substitution Errors

Figure 3 divides Substitution errors into eight sub-
categories: (1) “end-attach” (system attaches ex-
tra letters to the end of a word, e.g. bit vs. biti,
in which -i was attached to the end); (2) “mixed-
change” (the error cannot be localized to any spe-
cific part of the word, e.g. mela vs. imala, which
is a mix of “front-attach” and “middle-change”); (3)
“end-change” (system introduces a change at the
ending of a word, e.g. znan vs. znam); (4) “end-del”
(system omits letters from the end of a word, e.g.
bin vs. bi); (5) “front-attach” (system attached extra
letters to the beginning of a word, e.g. šlo vs. išlo);
(6) “front-del” (system omits letters at the beginning
of a word, e.g. danas vs. nas); (7) “middle-add”
(system adds letters to the middle of word, e.g.
vrime vs. vrijeme); (8) “middle-del” (system omits
letter from the middle of a word, e.g. forši vs. foši).

The percentages of these sub-categories of Substi-
tution error are similar across tested models, and
they all tend to have more ending error cases (i.e.
“end-attach”, “end-change”, and “end-del” than front
error cases (i.e. “front-attach” and “front-del”).

Table 5 shows the top 10 most frequent pairs for
each of the Substitution sub-categories (except
“mixed-change”). The word on the left represents
the manual transcription, and the word on the right
is the corresponding ASR output. Slightly more
than half of these involve distinctive Čakavian forms
that are replaced by the standard Croatian equiv-
alent or by a phonetically similar word in the ASR
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4. Conclusion

The best-performing system for transcribing Čaka-
vian was a CTC-based variant of the Conformer
model (Gulati et al., 2020). Perhaps unsurprisingly,
this system was also the one that is known to have
been trained on the greatest quantity of standard
Croatian audio. Its output vocabulary recognizes
over sixty multicharacter subword tokens, but the
Čakavian-specific ča and ki are not among them.
These expressions would have been treated in-
stead as character bigrams. This vocabulary gap
points again to the precise mix of language vari-
eties in the training sets as a strong determinant of
overall system performance.

More broadly, this initial study highlights issues of
input size, phonological reduction and lexical varia-
tion. These are all areas that deserve careful atten-
tion in applying speech technology to endangered
varieties.

Specifically for the Istria-Kvarner region, additional
data such as the ELIC corpus (Langston, 2023),
may uncover as-yet-unrealized architectural advan-
tages or disadvantages, ones not visible in the rel-
atively small experiment reported here. We leave
this investigation, as well as Čakavian-specific fine-
tuning, to future work.
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Appendix

Model CLS-1 CLS-3 CLS-5 CLS-7 CLS-LG-1 CLS-LG-3 CLS-LG-5 CLS-LG-7 NVD WHB

count 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
mean 47.61 45.58 45.80 46.25 46.59 45.21 45.86 46.29 39.40 55.86

std 5.12 5.41 6.01 6.28 5.69 5.52 5.86 6.11 6.15 5.39
min 40.67 38.96 38.58 38.63 39.63 36.64 37.22 37.55 31.48 46.82
25% 43.74 41.10 40.76 40.76 42.55 41.16 41.38 41.37 34.24 52.12
50% 46.68 44.53 44.49 44.46 44.91 43.37 43.44 43.87 37.18 54.27
75% 50.51 49.20 52.13 52.61 47.61 47.81 49.95 51.22 45.33 59.44
max 57.87 56.81 57.28 57.54 58.99 56.35 57.83 58.99 50.71 66.75

Table 7: Models’ WER statistical descriptive values. (See Table 2 for detailed model information)
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