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‘ Abstract I

Speech intelligibility predictors based on the contributions of envelope (ENV) and time
fine structure (TFS) neural cues have many potential applications in communications
and hearing research. However, establishing robust correlates between subjective
speech perception scores and neural cues has not been straightforward. The spectro-
temporal modulation index (STMI) [1] is able to predict the effects of presentation level
on intelligibility in normal-hearing and hearing-impaired listeners [12] and the effects
of hearing aid compression schemes [5]. Despite these results, the STMI metric can
not explain speech intelligiblity for “auditory chimaeras” [8] where speech information is
primarily in the TFS [4], motivating the inclusion of TFS neural cues in the predictive
models.

A speech corpus of 1,750 sentences divided into five chimaera types, subjectively
scored by 5 normal hearing listeners, was used. From sentence pairs consisting of an
unprocessed NU-6 sentence and one of five respective chimaeric forms, auditory nerve
responses [13] were simulated. The resulting characterizations of spectro-temporal
variations, called “neurograms”, were subsequently processed by the STMI and neural
similarity (NSIM) [2] metrics. The latter metric captures TFS cues in addition to ENV
related information.

To investigate the ability of these metrics to predict % correct phoneme scores for NU-6
target-word chimaeras, 3 linear regression models were applied: Model 1 uses NSIM
ENV and NSIM TFS factors with one interaction term: Model 2 uses STMI with NSIM
TFS with one interaction term; and Model 3 considers only the STMI metric to establish
a basis of comparison. Model 1 and Model 2 provide better predictive performance with
the inclusion of NSIM TFS. However, the combination of STMI and NSIM TFS explained
more variation than the NSIM TFS and its native NSIM ENV factor.

It is found that speech intelligibility predictions based solely on ENV neural cues are
iInadequate. Predictive performance is improved with the inclusion of complementary
TFS cues.

‘ INTRODUCTION I

A. Auditory Chimaeras

e Investigation of the relative contributions of envelope (ENV) and temporal fine struc-
ture (TFS) cues to speech perception has been ongoing for several years.

e Smith et al. [8] created the idea of “auditory chimaeras" to combine the ENV of one
speech signal with the TFS of a second, unrelated signal. By using this idea it was
demonstrated that envelope cues are critical for speech perception, while fine struc-
ture is necessary for pitch perception and sound localization.
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Figure 1: (a.) Perfect-reconstruction filter banks split respective sounds into a comple-
mentary set of frequency bands with each matching pair of frequency bands passed to
a Hilbert transform based Chimaerizer. (b.) The Hilbert transform factors band-limited
signals into their envelope and fine structure components. A single-band chimaera is
produced by the product of envelope 1 and fine structure 2 [8].

e Elhilali et al. [1] established the spectro-temporal modulation index (STMI) that quan-
tifies the degradation in the cortical encoding of spectral and temporal modulations
due to noise. This metric depends only on the slow varying envelope and ignores the
fast TFS.

e Swaminathan & Heinz [9] have demonstrated the importance of saliant features of
both auditory nerve ENV and TFS cues for speech perception in noise. Neural corre-
lates to speech perception have been difficult to establish because of cochlear trans-
formations between TFS and recovered neural ENV [3]. Swaminathan & Heinz found
that neural ENV coding was a primary contributor to speech perception, even in noise,
while neural TFS contributed in noise but mainly in the presence of neural ENV.

B. Neurograms

e Examination of ENV and TFS cues is realized by using 2-dimensional images derived
from post-stimulus time histograms (PSTHS).

e PSTHSs are generated for a given set of basilar membrane characteristic frequencies
(CFs) and stacked one on top of the other relative to the time axis. This arrangement
is called a “neurogram?”.

e Adjusting the time resolution of the PSTHSs reveals the inherent ENV and TFS infor-
mation for a given neurogram.
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C. Neurogram SiIMilarity (NSIM) Metric

e Hines & Harte [2] studied the effect of sensorineural hearing loss on phonemic degra-
dation with ENV and TFS neurograms using a metric based on visual image quality
prediction [10].

e Unlike pixel-based metrics, the Neurogram SlIMilarity (NSIM) metric uses patches of
pixels spanning the image and calculates respective “luminance” (u,, u,), “contrast”
(01, 05) and “structure” (o) statistics. Weighted contributions (a, B and y) determine
a single patch value.
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e An overall metric value is found by averaging the NSIM values over time and CF.
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Figure 2: lllustration of visual image quality predictor from [10]. Each image has a mean
squared-error (MSE) of 210. Values shown are the mean structural similarity values.

‘ METHODS I

A. Speech Corpus

e A 1,750 sentence corpus [4] is equally divided across 5 chimaera types.

Speech-ENV+WGN-TFS Speech-ENV+MN-TFS

Speech-TFS+MN-ENV

e Average phonemic perception scores for chimaera-processed CVC NU-6 target-
words were obtained from 5 normal hearing subjects [4].

e Sentence pairs, a chimaera and its original, were normalized to 65 dB SPL.

B. Auditory Periphery Model

e The Zilany et al. model [13] is used in this study. This phenomenological model char-
acterizes the auditory pathway from the middle ear to the auditory nerve.

e Real-ear unaided gain is applied using the head-related transfer function described
by Wiener and Ross [11].

e A speech stimulus is applied to the model to compute scaled spike-rate PSTH re-
sponses for a set of CFs.

e Inner and outer hair cell model parameters Ciyc and Coyc are both set to unity to
model a normal auditory periphery.
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Figure 4: Zilany et al. Auditory Model [13]
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C. Metrics
C.1 Spectro-temporal Modulation Index (STMI)

e PSTHSs are collected for each chimaera-original sentence pair using 128 CFs, loga-
rithmically spaced from 180 to 7,040 Hz.

e A period of silence was appended to the end of the sentence stimulus to account for
adaptation behavior of the model.

e Each PSTH response is convolved with a 16-ms rectangular window at 50% overlap
to produce mean-rate neurograms.

e The STMI analyzes temporal and spectral modulation content from the mean-rate
neurogram. It is based on a cortical model of speech processing investigated by [1].
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Figure 5: Spectro-Temporal Modulation Index [4]

e Two cortical responses are produced: (1) a reference output, 7, from the original
stimulus in quiet and (2) a response to the chimaera stimulus, N.
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e The STMI is a scalar value between 0 and 1. A larger number indicates better pre-
dicted speech intelligibility.

C.2 Neurogram SlIMiliarity (NSIM)

e PSTHs were collected for each original-chimaera sentence pair at 30 CFs,
logarithmically-spaced from 250 Hz to 8 kHz.

e The neural adaptation behavior of the model was accounted for by appending a pe-
riod of silence at the end of each sentence.

e Neurograms are produced with time bins and convolution with a Hamming window
(50% overlap) as follows:

Mean-rate 100 ps 128-sample Hamming

Fine-timing 10 ps 32-sample Hamming

e Weighting parameters («, B, v) for Eq. (1) are setto (1, 0, 1), respectively.

‘ RESULTS I

A. Perceptual Scores
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Figure 7: Subjective Intelligibility Phoneme Scores from [4] (Error-bars: + 1 SEM)
B. STMI Predictions
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Figure 8: STMI Predictions (Error-bars: = 1 SEM)
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D. Modeling

e Table 1 summarizes the results of fitting different multiple-regression models to the
NSIM ENV, NSIM TFS and STMI metrics along with their interactions. Regression co-
efficients are given with p-values in parenthesis. Fig. 12 illustrates the performance
of the different regression models in predicting the RAU transformed percent correct
phoneme scores.

e Fig. 9 illustrates the relationship between subjective phoneme scoring and the STMI
prediction. For the Speech-ENV+WGN-TFS and Speech-ENV+MN-TFS chimaeras,
the STMI metric is more correlated to the subjective evaluation of intelligibility. The
relationship between the STMI metric and the Speech-TFS chimaeras is less corre-
lated.
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Figure 12: First-order Linear Regression Model Predictions

CONCLUSIONS

e Preliminary modeling indicates the NSIM TFS metric is complementary to both the

C. NSIM Predictions

e Figures 10 and 11 illustrate the relationship between subjective phoneme scoring and
the NSIM ENV and TFS metrics, respectively. Like the STMI metric, the NSIM ENV
Is correlated with the phoneme scoring of the Speech-ENV chimaeras.

100 NSIM ENV and STMI metrics.

- T 2 e We are continuing to investigate several issues encountered with neurogram scal-
~ 80 Ing, regularization terms in the NSIM metric, and phase sensitivity of the NSIM TFS.
= L = & _

c e Other linear and nonlinear regression models will be explored for fusion of the NSIM
S0 gy y TFS and STMI values.
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