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Abstract

Today, speech intelligibility tests are important to evaluate mobile and wireless speech systems.
In the research and the development of speech communication systems, speech intelligibility has
been evaluated as a quality assessment of telephone speech quality. On the other hand, due to
the popularity of mobile devices, speech communication has increased in various environments.
Therefore, the type of ambient noise to interfere with the speech communication has increased
in variety. If the noise environment is different, the prediction of intelligibility is very difficult.
Thus, I propose a speech intelligibility estimation method using machine learning technology to
solve these problems in this thesis. Following is the content of this thesis.

Chapter 1 is the introduction of this thesis.

In chapter 2, I estimate the intelligibility of binaural speech system using a conventional

quality measure. As a result, I found the following issues.

e The phonetic feature sustention is largely influenced by noise.

e Segmental SNR using frequency weighting gives the best estimation performance.

In chapter 3, I propose an intelligibility estimation method including the following.
e Ambient noise clustering using Music Information Retrieval (MIR) features
e Speech intelligibility estimator using the support vector regression (SVR)

In chapter 4, I evaluate the noise clustering method using subjective intelligibility tests. As a
result, 3 clusters were generated and significant difference was seen in the cluster factor in the
ANOVA test.

In chapter 5, I compare critical bands segmental SNR (cbSNRseg) and 1/3 octave bands
SNRseg (obSNRseg) and used the cross—validation RMSE in 5 regression methods including
SVR. As a result, the weighted sum of RMSE using cbSNRseg is better than obSNRseg with
RMSE reduction factor of about 0.8 compared to all other regression methods.

In chapter 6, I compare the performance of each regression methods in open tests (an unknown
noise conditions). As a result, the best regression method is the SVR using the RBF kernel, in
which RMSE is reduced by a factor of about 0.77 compared to other regression methods.

In chapter 7 is the summary of this thesis.
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1.1 WMEOEE

Fx DEIFEOHR T, FHEBRPEIZ L TWAEENIIEFICRE V. ZiuE, ZZ 2002563 DM
(CHRFEBNTE e LT R RESC, R—F TN A —T 4 AT A ¥ —, BLOENLEZFEODT S
WEHNOBRBIZLS, WoOTH, FIThH, FNLTH] tholzabt xR FaIa=b—
ailkoTHEEE e T, R AR &, BREORINI IST6 FIZT L 7Y —« 7T
Lo VIS, SREERRERE T ORIIT I8TTAEIC b —< A « TANR - UV NI Ko Th S
iz, 20, 4 HETOR 130 FRIZE < OEIFFERRBIZ L T, b O FEREER DOMERE
EREL A ELTE .

IO OEBEEIROFRBIZIBNT, Has « VA7 AMEREIHMEEEICIIN T E S o TV E I
B IOHEARD Y, RO —E R L OWBERN TR TS, HEW D VAT AOMREEY
T B HRHiS 5 5k L LT, MBRIEND v 27 A OMERE & HIl 5 KBl 23T o
NTW5. 2L, BECER - B#E, IFREZHVT, BAWEFERE, b EHREY
VAT ASDANITEW T EBIRL, JERREERE, B, BEE SRS (Speech / Signal to
Noise Ratio : SNR?) OB R EEMN S v AT AERER T 5 2 & CTH D, W/ Hfs
BEAERAWD Z s, BEMNRRECIIEmNR L ZAF THRERN EXFREEZEZ LN HDOD,
FEEIII SRR ENAY, RAETHD. £=, WEBPL L DEAR AN OMTIL2 A SO
FAREAMRIC®H D Z N ENE DD, ERICHIBIC /2D Z 13T e A E 7L, WEEER ) Tl
IRV AT KAFEFHIAFREE S o Tl 22T, TEOFRE F TR 4 WETIUX A M OF8%
FRARMC 7220 E WO BRTOHEENRMLEIZRD. 2FD, HTO%TFTH D AMOHE
WZRD VAT LA LENZ 0 D . e BB L CEBIRHMT & v o . FBEHT O B I,
ANHOLEEOFHTH Y, LEFEEIZ L 250 EMFHALENZH IS, 2F 0, FHllcind b
DX 2 N O LEIFEEOMEHIWETH Y, ZhEZANBOMEEE T HOMYRSENH 5.
ZO7, FREHIIZIEREIC (AN - @880 - KRIFY) 3 X FBhnnd . Ko TEBERHEIZLE
RNRTHD ZENEFELL, FhiT & EBRHT OB FERNIZOND ZENEE LW, H,

IRBRICTIE, ABORSE LS THICSHEEREGABF RS b0z [HH] L L, TOMELBRESE [F
FE ], [EFES] EHEICEF LTRSS 2Rt oFiE TO0F), TOOFWE], TOOHES] &KLY
5. BSOS TAH—F 4 A5, T4 —F 1 AWE) VD451, 7 v RO (ERERE 20 kHz Uik % i
ELT) OFEELTER - HEMOBEEEIET. BFILZORESEHFN R FENBIGRT b D721 Tldel, el
BRI TS (FlxIE, KAGICE DR HFOEWVICET 200 [1] BdH2) . Lo, KL TIRHKFOME
BRI bDRR WD, A—T A A EFO—MEE L TRV RS 2L &35, [FH) LRLTHHEETMAHRLLT &
LWwhHEERMRE Lz, IHOME] 7.

PREE LM ONY =, 125 HTH L K~NS. S % Signal ET5BEADNIE, ERESLLTD /AR (U
%) THY, S% Speech LT 2HAD N FTHEEREET THHZ ENLV. KL, O SDONFOMBRIRNET
HHTW, HEE ) IXBERE TUHREKOS, [BF) IIREEOERICH D EFFSIOF LT 5. 2L, AfME
RMEEME L Vo mEmAF & L TR AVDSBRTWALAFNCE L TZZ DORY TIiE/ARW.



FEM LTV AT LOMWREDH 72 BT, 5% DY AT LDl et (HI A TRE 72k, DFEFEIE &
WIBARIE DRI T 21TV, FREHER R 2 ETE 2 L0 ICT 20 E N & 5.

BAEE COEHMERMNIL, (FEBEEMEEALER) BEAZEE L TV L EFHEOS MY
RIS ISR SN D L 91T, FERRBE L ZMREON TN H HREH N LRREZBEL WD HO
DL, —HFTEHEFRHOTLDDOMEESIEEFIL, D2 T2RENIEFIC 15230 HED
HiGaAtes LTWD2b00, FEFUANOELZMET LI LE2BE L TVLH0D, SHREIX
FRRBREZAMEE LTWD. UL, REEERE, ZWEREIC» D6, EEFISNOT I
HIEFMEF 220D TH A H D

FFIE, TPHS Tllai L CWA & &, BAVWOBEFENLEHBOBEFNIEZ 25 Lo 7ft
BRHY, ZINDRENHALZ NS, b L, EEFUNOELLETIMELTLEXIE, 2
Ok TDHIEWEWES ) NN TLEIZELHD 9D, bHAA, BFIEETFICE-
TEHPETHLZENERTHY, [EEOHELRLIBEEITIMELZTAR Y. TiE, DL w
fRE) & TREOEFELRLIERE] OEWVIXRATEAS D).

ZOMBEOMIINIC L TR L REVWEA DN, FEFISFFEETIEE LTWAHLLE, £
BAEOTHEE BMEBRYLTI) 2ROZEPHERIFETHDLEBERD. THEN—TEU LD D
IRT, BEFHFOFRELHREIVD+ndbnE, TRBENPH-T- L LTHLZNIELEERITITRD
V. HFRBEEZMET SMEEMEIC L2 EFEIIIEFICB O TH L b0, HARIZE->TiE
Ra—UINV ) A RARRAEL, KO RARAREFLRD. Ko, WRERFIX THEN 572l %
2 #PH CTIIIET 2 MBS, FHFLSOIERE ZALEEFBENRIZRDS. 20X 572
VAT LDORF DO, BEEOHBEIZL D TIREZ LGOI TIREHENPLETH D, KT,
B MERE 72 SA VT S R IO T RATINELAT T 2 IR3EBLFE (Augmented Reality) [2] D—
BRe LT, miARaE BN [3, 4] Z W5 88 5 (LT, Augumented Audio Reality :
AAR EMES) CTOFRIHEEZE XS &, SR TAEK LIAMAINE (GF) 1Ioxhd 28Ok~ 22 5E 505k
BWICE D~ AX U T HREBLRTNER LRV, Lo TRBLTIE, SHOBREHICL D THHE
DAL ZE R 5.

TRREEL, HEEXLXEEL WO BEFROEBINFEND 28 LR ER TH 5. [EH e EiEwE
O EERHI T, JEEE ORI D6 D REEFHNRBERAEET 5 2 LS ATRE T2, EES
~OPEIXZEAEFELRLS, @ THRERBEIIRS ThD. —FH T, #EHERRLZE O
Mh, BEOIFEFIZRKREVRE TCOEGENE Z O, BEEE~Y A 7 ~DOYEREEDRAS, %
FEAIE COBRE REIC LD TR TIZEET Sy, Jind U THREE & B E ORR A 6 2sNT
THOITIE, BEORHESCERE TMEDOGRE KLMEET 208 RH 5. LnLaens,
DOHFNAFAET DT R TOEREFIZOWTEREITO DIIAARETH Y, BERINELR > THHEEME
BE BV (UEREFP @) FRERGTT 2 LERH 5.

LLED XL S NG, R THE, BFOREBNREFICRKEVESZ X LN HIKSNR BB T
DEFEDERF BB DV T T O EBIREIG & = OHEEZ TS 5. 207, 1.281ClE, TH#
XD b IRWEIFH C OB OB RN R OMBLZ B ~, FHEFHMIICET 2rREA T 5. Fr

37 o ZSEEMOBNIL, BEEICKAESHEORENKRE <, EHOWME - THEICX 5 EEMTEmITH
T, BRI OREREICE S Hbo Tnad . FEERE T~ 2.

IR BALERIC X 0, RSB R E O AR A N BINZ VIR 20 TABBIC KD b= D ) A X

SHERE T T VOB W2 T — Z 72kt L TR T, RMOF2727 — 2126t L THE L HETE 56

7
SEHFLEEDONRT =035 1L< 2% SNR 0 dB UL F &2 EICHEET 5.




22 BB THWA FH - BEVE MR W TIEEE LSRR S, 1.3HiTlE, A0 EIR
e HBIZOWTIRR S,

1.2 BEEREBEICEYT SBFOHEEH

AEICIIEE L, (RESE], [0 MR, THBRE], TTHRE] 2307, ZhEhiconT
WL 5. £z, EEEH - BoRHE O EBRIEERME ) O EEHEENR ZBEL N TR Y, L Ok L
HHik~5. KIS, EFOWHNSEEZFHET 2 mEREZMHT 5. KRIC, KiwC TR
DR & TRREE D TR & HEES  ITBET 2 BAIMEYE & Z DR HOWTE~ 2D, FHTATH S TH
o TTHEEE ) (ZBI LI EBEHMmE & 20 TR - #EEEICBE L CREL < HY RiF 5.

M
5

1.2.1 & mE

HROBEE L TROMBICE R L, BUNTHEMNR T AT AXEFHEHE THH. EihE ok
WMENIX, T e 7 @EM, T4 X ViEEHE, TP (Internet Protocol) #fEMEEZAEL T, &
Az ELSZEREL, ELSZBET 5] LW HIZEDL L2, RETITHEH W ST
D, T4 YHNVIEEME, IPBEMECOEFRZIMEIZ OV TIRARS., FICERRES O FM R O
—OTH D ERREXHEHES (International Telecommunication Union, LA F ITU) <Tix, EEE
HEanB(E ORI, RbMEOENE ZAVRBEOFEEZRDTLE I EWVOIBLENG, FRkx
R EZ S LTV D . RHEOFPE CIEEREO XS E DWW T OIS 2 ik~ 5.

RIZ, =T 4 AFEFHEOVWTHRARD. A =7 4 AWEHIFTOBEMGIC L > TRE < R
L. oM E iR & UL, BEEREESIEAEO FL— AT ThDH L, R—F T VA —T 4
FTHIE, REEAROFREZIGWED L — RA 7 L2%. ZoMilz, CDRv LT F v R/L
HAVAT AEfites LIEEMERAEZREE LTV AT LAOFME LB 2 20X e b, 2
DEIZA =T 4 AOZMEEIL SRS 2 NS FHB B DI 5720, ITU LBV TIREL S
7= A& DISHBNZ SN TARIEO g TR~ 5.

BB, ZHEE & BEEOREVRAEMEET M ONWTIER 5.

~

&

BEEMO XA E B

BAEOZIME L, 2 2FHINER S -T2 b OO, BETCIIA =4 iR HVWeh D, 4
=F Vit &4 9 FiE & LT, ITU-T Rec. P.800 TE# SN D [ZIEFFOHKRES | kiR
REVE (Absolute Category Rating : ACR) TR 5 [6]. P.800 (2 & 2 FHBIFFMlfE X MOS (Mean
Opinion Score) &MEEIL, ZORHMEA 7T VX Table 1.1 & 725, F£7-, MEMEELHW-EH
SRAUE 51292 BBEHIIC 13 ITU-T Rec. P.835[7) 286 0, ME®ROEFTME, MEHNE,
REMED 3 iE%E MOS TR 5. £z, MOS ORI EROFR A DFEE Z 1) =0,
ITU-T Rec. P.810 THEIE &5 HEHERFE S5 TH S MNRU (Modulated Noise Reference Unit) [§]

AWML CTERTHOEFEFMETH L0, ZHLUSOFRLEETCRAVOND [FEK] SOFAMITICS
WCIEEIET 5. HOMPTIC OV TIESCHER [5] SICRELV.

SARRRSCCIE, EBFHIEE 1xF 1 TS 2 EBEOHEEE KDL Z L& HiE), EHELHET2A%L
ATy AMEERRDD Z L a2 TRl EFOREITS.



252 M\, MNRUE5D#EHEH S ITU-T Rec. P.830 TEI S 5%l Q EIZZAH#: L T 3E
BALIET LN HEREINS.

Table 1.1: Mean opinion score(MOS)

MOS | Quality(Japanese) | Impairment(Japanese) | Quality(English) Impairment(English)
5 FEFIZR N DINBIRN Excellent Imperceptible
4 =3 DPNDPRUTIR BN Good Perceptible but not annoying
3 L] RRRUTR D Fair Slightly annoying
2 D A Poor Annoying
1 FEFIT FFITRUTR D Bad Very annoying
ZEEMEDHETE

B OHEE T 7' o —F I RE <3 T f%fi&.ﬁ}:»L\iﬁaffﬁ%f’kﬁrﬁ’}%{i&f{k&?&m (B4
T, MEHOHEE) | &, THERET VARV AHEE] (o ond. £, ETIEINGD Thdg
TV R AR LND. ZOZOOTTa—FE, TNETICT 4 VX NVEENE - IP EiEET
BRESINTEEFOAT 4 TRBICL2EF a2 —7 v 7 WEOHED - OITEEL I, K< HW
S5 TW5

MOS D#fEtHIHE

MOS OFEFHHEEIZ, GHESIC & D 8T OFBEHMRE (HEEE) % 7z MOS & & O]
W = O EBIFHMED & 3k 6D 5 IR AL Sl = B AEN (Affaiblissement Equivalent pour la Nettete
(equivalent ariculation loss) : {ARE) ZZHNENEIROHT L, HARS LHAREOHEED & 5 [9, 10].
Z IR EM PCM (Pulse Code Modulation) <> ADPCM (Adaptive Differential PCM) &
W o T2 B U CAVELHEE PERE DS B . [RIAR OO B I HE TS PIE 35 75 OO SR O [11, 12]
WCHHWLNTWVD

PESQ (HEEETILIZ&LS MOS #7%E)

H O —HFOWREET VEHWLHEEX, FHED OMFIORITHE LI SRz T3 (Code
Excited Linear Prediction : CELP) [13](Z & 25F Ak & A OSZBEABEHEE D=5 LTz, ITU
Ti&, ITU-T Rec. P.86X ¥ U —AT, EiEZBWEOEBEHELEZES LTV 5. RAICEIE S
A7 ITU-T Rec. P.861[14] i%, PSQM (Perceptual Speech Quality Measure) & FRZiL, U 7 7
LU ABFREDHFFALEFRDELEN—T AT M DT T RRAZETEIL, ZOREINDLH

BHEHELTWD. PSQM IZZ D%, KT OESEEZRINS L o ICk B S, FEMSEM~
DOEHREHe, T = bt L2 ITU-T Rec. P.862 @ PESQ (Perceptual Evaluation
of Speech Quality) + VU —XIZE & #ix iz [15, 16, 17, 18]. PESQIZ X 5 HEEHEEDET /L

9SNR, 2 4> % /L SNR (SNRseg) , A7 hOFTHRE, EHMF AT MLVOTHRE, LPC 7 A LT
LPERERE, AT MVEKKOREL, COSH HEEfE, BEAMLE RO 8 fi. —iiE 1.2.5 Tk~ 5.

Wy 27 ) —BHORFEEZ B L THUTZHGEO L B2 5.
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# Fig. LLITRT. £7, ALY 77 Lo RAER LA SEF RIS L DR amiEd
L. WIS, VIZ7 LU ABEFREFRALERENENDNR—T AT MLT T RRAZRD, Z0
#%72A (1.1) TROMEHT (ZZ2FTAE P82 THIE) . KFDhro ZHWAOTHETHY, D
KA OT 2, AINEEOOT A TH D, OTHEICER T 5 EADNBEMEOT HO A 0.1
EMBEVEONT 7D 0.0309 LV RKREWZ LN, ZRSE~OEBITHEMEDOOT O TR RKE N
ZEMLNDH. ZDOPESQ score lE, 45005 —0.5 TH Y, HE LW P.800 D MOS DFEFTH
505 1 EXERRIL TV, 2Oy 7 A REZEHRIE P.862.1[16] THLUE ST
%, 2% O A2 MOS-LQO (MOS-Listening Quality Objective) &y, P.800 ™ MOS D
M E 725, PESQIFFE ICIKGET AMEAZ EHRICTHET L ZENTEX RN, HIETHIE
S P IE B 4 2 4 OFGEE W R T uE e H 722 LAY P.862.3 TEIE ST b.

PESQ score = 4.5 — (0.1 x D 4 0.0309 x A) (1.1)

! 1
I K |
original , N perceptual : :
input : model - : :
1 \ 4 o JecFlvel MOS |
I L5 time difference cognitive quality R : I

| alignment calculation | |  model " mapping ——>MOS-LQO
1 I function |
| v A ' !
! 1
degraded : . perceptual ! !
input : model : :
! |
L _P.862 1 P.862.1 |

Fig. 1.1: Simplified diagram of the PESQ algorithm

PESQ (3= mE E BN E W EB 2 b FEAHMEIC bbb, BEHEHEOER [19] X°F
FRSTRMERE O [20], F 7 TRREE OHEE [21, 22|, MEEINES A O TRREEHEE [23] & 5 o 72t H
BRSH 5. ZORIZITUBIE I/ T2V T Tlidanb o0, EIEMELUANAO R E G E LT
HT 77 NAX T —RERDOOBDHENZD.

POLQA

2011 4E1T1%, PESQ DF&J® « %kt & LT, A—s3—U A R0 FI2125%4)85 L= ITU-T Rec.
P.863 ® POLQA (Perceptual Objective Listening Quality Assessment) )5 &4, 5%I1%
PESQ ICEXHDH b D EEZ LD [24]. T D OERELBMIZ LY, ERGHIELTO MOS|6]
[ZOWTIE, EFEEE R HEEN RIS e~ T2,

1214 kHz #i5



J ) D7 L RAB S EE O E AL

AR E AL, HIEETORE L DEEZH WL 7Y 77 Lo ZABOFHI G A TH 523,
A L 72 WREEICE W TRERLT LHFICAD & iﬁﬁ%iﬁb\ EMb, JREEZHWRN S U
77 LU AROFHIE b RET STV S, BRI, HU?H%CP%&D%QM(&@&
Sided Speech Quality Measure) 73 % [25]. 3SQM i, BRERICEDHMEGHERNOEFIX
R (Voice Activity Detector : VAD) MW CHFXMZHEE L, HEZME, BT, RAKRMEL
W 72 12 OFERHEE A R, BRI K0 H#HEE MOS 2 1 )3 5.

I —T 1 A ZEEREO TR

AR L7z & 912, A—7 4 AWE O EBFHIEITE B Al K> TR 5720, FBEHEED T A
K% ITU-R Rec. BS.1283 THEIG L TW5 [26]. ZF vV RILER VAT LALESoIFEALES
M®@%\E&iﬁ/XTA&ﬁfﬂ%RR%JﬁlHﬁdPﬂ%%b\.\j%i%h%ﬁf%:ﬁ%?
ERRE LT, EEL R D RIIIBEA TETHHAETE, R 3hd 2 DORM O BT
i’j‘ﬁ“é B2 % 5 B M CORHMEZ S MRIZ 0.1 DA TRIZ T 5. BIEDO A2 7L SDG (Subjective
Difference Grade) & FEZILD.

Table 1.2: Subjective Difference Grade(SDG)

Grade Impairment(Japanese) Impairment(English)
5 iRy oY NSV Imperceptible
4 PALDB DN D BKUT TR B 7R Perceptible, but not annoying
3 HAEBKUT T2 D DIBREITIE R B 720 Slightly annoying
2 AL EE 72 D Annoying
1 AR IBEC 72 D Very annoying

Z O IA < VB EBEHIEICIZ ITU-R Rec. BS.1284-1 [28] 38 5. ZAUTIEARMIC
1T BS.1116-1 & RO FETEDY, BH—RREo— I & W o T2 IR R IO W ORI B 1, [\
B b BB L T EBEDEIZE TR, ZOdEBFHMEE RO BN KE L Do, TE
B TFiES ITU-R Rec. BS.1285 THIE SN TV 5 [29]. F7z, BURZ S HE OBV T
IZ ITU-R Rec. BS.1287 TEIE SN T3 [30]. £/, HHWE (KEy hb— DA —F ¢ 4
FFfb&s) FEmAIZ ITU-R Rec. BS.1534-1 TS 15 MUSHRA 7% (MUItiple Stimuli with
Hidden Reference and Anchor) [31] 3& 5. ZhiE, EEESIIMETHHATE, T 5H
HRICLTEENDRNIEE L BT o —BREEN D EHORME 100 slm CTHEIET 5. #
BR300 &b — DT HEHEL R TH DRI 100 S &2 DT 2Tz v, LLEORRIC A —
T A AEEOERBEHEIL, V77 L RICHWDRE B EOSERENEE LWL I ICTRS
NTn5.

F—T 1« AES D ZIERE %

=T 4 A HEEFSALE OHEEEIZ ITU-R Rec. BS.1387-1 @ PEAQ (Perceptual Evalu-
ation of Audio Quality) 23& 2 [32]. ZiUL, 5 7213 11 FEOREREET VI & F8EHE &
EWTE K 3.5 kHz D v — SR T 4 VB B EIF AR EETH LI HIL L T DRI




D=z2—F V%Y FU =72 XDEFH I L0 ZBLEEM ODG (Objective Difference Grade)
#13%, ODGIEHNR LeA—F 1 A5 5 H O FBFHEE Th 5 ITU-R Rec. BS.1116-1[27] THE
flicivs SDG OHEEE TH 5. PEAQ 1L 3SQM & [RIERICHGHIHEE L HERET V&2 WS HEE
DONAT Y M bR THS.

PEAQ i34k, MP3 (MPEG Audio Layer 3) [33] % AAC (Adaptive Audio Coding) [34, 35]
FOX =T 4 A a—7 v 7 TR LIzt Th o 7272729, £ LS OHEERITH LT
%, SDG & OMBENEL 25 EMICH T2, ZOREHET 572D, Huber 51255 PEMO-Q
(PErception MOdel based Quality estimation) 73& ¥ [36], 4% OEMELIHIFIND.

weEmE

SHMBEIZOWTE, BF /4 —T 4 AE 5 E b T EE L, FEERORBRICEL
AubnTnsg., ZEWEIETEE LT, 55/ 4—T 4 FEHZO/F I L - THEED EORE
HRREEFEINLIDOOMGERTH D, HHlE, FFICEHSM T, WNAFR@ETHL &b,
EFEONITEMEE S ST LIRS EO®E NS O#mNH 5. MAWEORMEET VICE L
THIL, = 50T Fig 1.2 1R T EREE L R A THRIERED 2 B TR SN2 ET LV EZREL
TV [37, 38, 39, 40]. Z4udE, #ERLI-EHIE S IIAORERIZE D2 b, ARBERE LT
RO THY, ZNLLESBIRFEERN L DO EHRER G E OIS F BES0E B &)
ELTEDLZ, BRKREOMBE L LTORAEENGZoND. LT, BASCKRMREREIDLT
TeRCR A B L U CEE~ER S, R ~3E T 2 RENRRIGE LTOEEERDLET LT
boH. ZOETNVE, SEOREVREREOELEFNZ ST, LE L TRl rl 672 2 R E R
HENDLOHEE LS.

—»  Regone(® Time (1)

1

Emotion (£) 4—] Needs (V)

T

= =1  Total Sensation (S,) Individuals (/)
Elementary Elementary —_— e — Elementary
Sensations (S,) Sensations (S,) Sensations (S,)

Sei =@i(S) (i=12, =7

Se = @(Se1,Se2s “, Ser)

N =h({,T)

E=g(S,N)

Sound Stimulus (.5) R=f(E) or R=f(S,)

Fig. 1.2: A model of the process of evaluating the quality of reproduced sound

W E B O EBIEHMIE, SEREND D RAVTSZRGE L S TH 5. BorMEliZlksunTix, W7
PEED b~ TOREBETH L7720, ZHWE EREMEN BT 5. EFEMEICBWTH, K

=



T CREBEIC L D 2 T X, SRR - SRR OE WA RV 241k iﬂ%f“é@ék&b, =
FEAVE &R A E O TEFHMIE IR S . T LA, ZHEIE OO D791 Fig. 1.2 D
KRR BRI R E WD Z N2V, PEAQX3SQM X, Z DX 5 B> T W%E@%?
NVEAER L, FBHEE ISV TS, AL T, Fig. 12@*3%@%% DRI L D EEDET V%

WEEEETVE L, TOFEBEHMIIIZIWEZBET 5.

E—model

BAEMWEET N2 AW ZREOHEE L, TP EHHEICIRIT 5 W M2FEOME EHEE 2K
% E-model & LC, 1998 4£{Z ITU-T Rec. Gm7kbf@¢éh ﬁf%ﬁa%ﬁéhfw
% [41]. E-model 1%, HFFESOEBFHNLCTII2<, EiHnERICE s UmAELA] - BREEBLA] -
%yb7~7gﬁ%miémwﬂﬁﬂix~&%%wf,mﬁ?%éR1%ﬁbé%§%¢ﬁ#
. RAEIFEK (1.2) TRDD. ZIZT, R ITMHEEE, [ ITEREK, [jlT==— 8L, I 3%
SRR, AIXEAA LVEE R EOREEREETH S, T, ﬁﬁﬁ@%ﬁkﬁéSNRf
HD R, 5, FERICKDWELEDERE ETHW I FEE R 2 INHE L CRAamE
ZRDTWD. E-model 1%, 4FOHSENEOHERET ML D NEEZHOCTMEHETHD.

R=R,—I,—Ij—Ie+A (1.2)
1.2.2 S9F#RR
o7 RRXER
WA E OBEHRREE Z & OFBIHHICOWTIE, 77U FXR (FERK) CHIRREEIZ DV T O

EPRWSOPHELSNTWD. T FRARHOEREL 2D, AERILEDT U Rx A&7y b
L7277 RR A L-ULE#IE, 1930 18D Fletcher and Munson D #iff [42] 3% V), BEE L~
VD AREFIZHNONTE . Z0o0b, KEEOREN B IF2ER & Bifdl L 5% e T—
BL2NWZ &7 8D, 1950 4-X1Z Robinson and Dadson @ #if [43] 2353 S 41, ISO 226 & L
TSN TS, LL7Zed 5, 1985 421C Robinson and Dadson O #hif Tlx, 7235 1 kHz LA
TICRAENH D Z LSRR S, EmGT S8, BUETISO 226 (2003) MW HATWS [44].
BEE LAV D A RS S ZofERE EICEEHZ SN/ [45). 2o oL, BE RS
O b LITONEEBFHEOMREZ T 0y FLIZbOTHY, MatAHEEIC L > TLEW RS
BEEZRDIELOTHL. ZOMRERNTRD D T U7 FRA LYUIIMEMEARY L h, A
EOFRDBRE .

BREMATOFA

EBIHOETEBIZOWTIE, 1960 E CCITT (Comite Consultatif International Telegraphique
et Telephonique, ITU OFi&) |2 X 5554 & (RE : Reference Equivalent) % MV 7= FEVEHE R
k#ﬁﬁ%@ﬁ%g@%@ﬂﬁﬁ%é.meK@CQWTK;@,RE@%%%%?%%?&F
A A 7EHE (LR : Loudness Rating) 23ilE 347z, LRIFEHER, HRIEAER (IRS : Inter-mediate
Reference System) , #HIERICEVHEEST 2. LRIT—EFEOEER L[F— Wb & olc



IRS DEEFEEZFH L, S HICEOIEMER LHRIERDFE—OFREIT/RD X 5 ITHRIE R DR &
R L7z 20, IRS LHHIERDOBIEEDZEIZL > TRENS. LR OFNIZ T 4oL =8
MR ANSI TN S DD, 1984 I FBIAHMZEE OB 72 L, BIETIXITU-T Rec. P.76
ELTHEIE SN TS [46]. LRI HELET VRN S, BEET L ZHWOHETHS.

X TOFIA

et g BN DO EBE S ORO LT U A ZAOHIKIZISO 532B 738 5 [47]. Ziud, EFIR

D/ AR, ELERHEECL2VEREZDOT Y FXA (EW TV FXR) #F¥— MIXDH
WL DEND T U RRAZRDTND. BERA—7 4 A THO DAL, EH TV
RRATIEATSTH L0, ITUIZBWT, SMEE L VOB HEIGH LT U K3 A4
ETNTY XA THDITU-R Ree. BS.1770-3[48] 3 L OV BS.1771[49] 23HlE S, & OFGE A
OIEF AL BS.1864[50] & 725> T\ 5 .BS.1770-3 3 L OV BS. 1771 1%, EBIEHM{E & OFBIA &
WZ ENERENTEY, T =T 4 VT e EoTMRET NV EHVWDIHEDESENHD D
DO, (FFHFHHEE TH D, AU, EH TV FRALY bEMERERTLHEART 7 R A
WEEDHZ LICLD.

1.2.3 ERBERE
EEEHE D ET{H T D FI A

SiEE HWERERBRAEICOW ISR 2N <, 1761 412 Erunaud, 1805 4E @ Itard, 1893 4ED
Urbantschitsch 512 X 2 ¥RV OFIFEOFH 0N H D OO, Pl S 72 TIETIE 78 < SEBR S
ZEPIFFEICREDN T END [51). I ARA 72 B EE R O EBLFHI I DV T 1929 4E0vH D
Fletcher 12 X 2 HIREERERE (Articulation Testing Method) DFRFHT L - THEEE S v7- [52).

KA T OHRRERBRIZ OV TIE, 1938 FRICHE GIT K D1t (53] 23 EHE A S, ¥k OEFEMEO
R EOERICE Y, 1957 FIZAARTEFZROPIREN RS TE L btk THRERBRED
FHUE) b4] TEME(LE L. E D%, 1966 FICHEHET (HAGE 195 & % 100 B CREM) , 28
i, 3EHFHIORBN FIRT — 7 L BIENERR S 41, 1982 EICH#T 47z [55).

BB A O B N2 DU CUX S CRERINC R S 41, 1950 4FEARIC CCITT T A AR 4 S5 fif ol 1
AEN M) Sz, Ziud, R EIEROBEMREBRE S L ICHEAREZNE L, HE
BB EE 80% (KT DARYER L HIE RO E R DAEL RO DL FETH L. L, FICT«
T IVEEREOBEIC L HEEMEOR B0, BREHEIC L 2B MK o 2 &,
Fig. 1.2 ORAWEZRODEHREFE L LY, HREL YV LT 0 RRAOFPHENE N L 72
EEHBE LT, CCITTIZL S LR OFERIC AEN (BT 2NEITS B E 72 0, 1984 41
HIBR S 47z

BEhizETOFA

RO ST 2> B IR SRR S AL7 & DD, M4BT 5 ST b AR T
16 5. Fletcher & OBIREERERY: [52, 56] DEEERIRL SN R A TET 5 LR



WCHWD Z ERFRETH D & Sh, kIR REICK T 2BRESE O Y e VIZHWLEES
BRAEEE L CHEE CORMPRE Sz, RBTIE, #EMES BEOBARERESSR) 128
W TIEANEEOHNAE 1956) [57] & L THIERCER DS £ Lo b, FUEIC [5TA FE#R, 57B §E#K]
E LTSN,
FEIRAECTORBEREIL, FHIMHBBOBEAZT E0EE (ZTavT 4> 7)) TIELSFHENT
W5, BAREREFZDED TS THTESRE S REOEE 20101 [58] TIiX, FHE WAL hi £
T XRE S AR E OWE RN MEFHEEE Th 0, MEZMINLTIC L & OFEEAREORNE NS EIH
HELTEDOLN TS, FBEEPIRERBRIIEKR CHWD Z L n, 2 XL MERRRIETH
LVBENGH LT, 100 HiiZ i U B IS U T 50 B L L7 ST EE#, & L v ik L
T205H L LI S6TRERZH VTS, HBECTH D20, HHRE IO HORER RS2 D, E
2R RS 72 OICHiligRZE e 5. 2F 0, BREEFHEORRICHE —D Y AT M%< DOANR
BOEDLOTIE L, BEOWRE IHIEL AT 22H5bE 5 LW BLETOEBWEHMETH
D, BRI AR A RO 2 BBEHEIXH E V2 L ER0.

ZDDF A

FRCOOFHNE, ABEFLEEH CIT, HAER) 0OVRT BT 5SS O
WEHASENC & BB ORI Ch 7=, ZOMIC, Al M EIES T 5 BT
LUAMEERBRAFINT 5 £ 910/ o 7. BRI/ M MEST ST AR R & k&S By,
87 (M) BERELZ Lo, BASICHA LE R omES i 52 HmE i
FHE L REICHEN - SHEOBLOH D EMEFOMEIFHITE 2. £oT, BREFZ
NEKOLERDDLERH Y, SHNIAMETGA AV SN 59 LaL, MIoAREI
AR OB 2R TS A S A0 TAT 2 A OIS B 5 7= 7200, TS A 2 N0k L 7= 4 C O T 2 34
THEREND o7, BABOHAT, BEE THORIIREZOMIETE LY bERIICD %<
FETA - FEROBERES 2 LT HREHEIL 195 TH Y, HRERROBEIZZNIEL S A
LRV, —FT, SMERETIE, THO T RaL, HHOEROMEHE TOLMBET S T574
L ER LA SR 2 <, RIS ELER TIE AR [60). ko T, BEEEE U TRRE R
BRE SN LT

1.24 THRE
HEBE BT TRERRE

BB OME D, FIRREERERD D TR ICE X 2 2 D REHIRCKE TR AIC o7z, B
aE % W3R X Fletcher © H47-> TW ey, 1944 4E12 Egan 12 L~ C, &% /37 A (Phonetic
nalamce) U A b [61] BMRE S 4, JR< DTV 5. 1958 4£(Z Fairbanks | CVC A2 Rhyme
test Z B L7 [62]. £ D%, 1965 1T House HIZ K> TEIE SN, CVCRIEGE 6 FHO )
O 1A ®RINT 5 MRT (Modified Rhyme Test) (28R S4172 [63]. & 512, Voiers 2L 5T
DRT (Diagnostic Rhyme Test) [64, 65] 235 X172, DRT L% D%, ANSI (American National
Standards Institute) (ZFWTHIKIL S, BETHEH SN TS [66]. DRT THW S HEE

YEGEN S S R AR T D & E OFEIROB(LT, FEOFEEELSES
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Table 1.3 (Z/RT. E#HOND X IITH 1 FEOHRRIR D HEERZ 6 FEO R/ M T L1216 B
FEXRTHE L TERY, HRHFEL96 X CHRE 192 BEEOHGEY A N TH 5. kI 5 & #E 1% Jacobson,
Fant, Halle (ZJX % JFH BRIZHE-TW5 [67]. ROITHMIFEGERE LK —LTHY, HiE
TEDOHIICHEHND ZENTE S, DRTICE D THREIE, K (1.3) TRDD. Negrreet ITIEY
B, Nincorrect [TEEEL, Niests [TEBREFERE A R~ ZORIZTIRIC L HIEEF AL T AET
& D IFEH 50% ~DOWT#MIET 5.

N, ~ N,
DRT intelligibility = w”@N incorrect . 100[%] (1.3)
tests

Table 1.3: Word pairs used in diagnostic rhyme test(DRT)

Voicing Nasality Sustention Sibilation Graveness Compactness
veal feel meat beat vee bee zee thee weed reed yield wield
bean peen need deed sheet cheat | cheep | keep peak teak key tea
gin chin mitt bit vill bill jilt gilt bid did hit fit
dint tint nip dip thick tick sing thing fin thin gill dill
700 sue moot | boot foo pooh | juice | goose | moon noon coop poop
dune tune news dues shoes | choose | chew [leo) pool tool you rue
vole foal moan | bone those doze joe go bowl dole ghost boast
goat coat note dote | though | dough sole thole fore thor show SO
zed said mend | bend then den jest guest met net keg peg
dense | tense | mneck deck fence pence | chair care pent tent yen wren
vast fast mad bad than dan jab gab bank dank gat bat
gaff calf nab dab shad chad sank | thank fad thad shag sag
vault | fault moss boss thong tong jaws | gauze | fought | thought yawl wall
daunt | taunt | gnaw daw shaw chaw saw thaw bong dong caught | thought
jock | chock | mom | bomb von bon jot got wad rod hop fop
bond | pond | knock | dock VOxX box chop cop pot tot got dot

INLEIHGETHERRTHY, LYVBARREFaIa=r—a v OHED7ZDIZLFEY A b
Z W SR TRREERBR b RRET S 7o, RRIC 1970 RIS E AVEERRGHIIZ W 2 72 O O FIED W
< OBAFE &4, M. Oldman (2 X% 8FEDOEL LD EMOIRD Y 57D 9 BefsRH [68]. D.N. Kalikow
IZEDFEY A S OREES[69], R. PlompgalZX 5 133D Y X M LB EROH R HD. =
NHix, XEZHWEEABRETHL OO, HEEOMEmHTmIT TH Y, XFEY X MO
G ERLFHE OB RIZOWTIIHEV SR SN holz. Tb LITRRDHLELE W T
FEFBRIZ, Nilssonm (2 X % HINT (Hearing In Noise Test) [70] 23&% YV, Z UL HE L3 4-6 SCHi
DLED BASNGEEZRD 50% & 725 SNRIETH 5 SRT (Speech Recognition Threshold) % =K
L. ZHUICEERHWERHITH 52, BINGEEEERLZM S Z &, SRTZROLZENHNTH
5Z M6, MRT, DRT & 570 EE THEEZ RO TILW W, Zofizd, FIC AARNE O

FEIANTIZHEE ORERE I A AT 572D O HEEZ FAWTZHBRIEN W 20 d 0, THREERBRIC 5 HE
b [Tl).
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BESESHTOTHRE

A TO T RRERBRIEOMNIE, FRERBROMES L H Y, BCKREE & B T, B
HESIFTIE, 1953 4EIC3EM, ATRIC X D IR K OV T MREE ORI 2506 & - 72 [72]. 2Dk, TH
B PEERBRIE O FEE | [54] SERHIC L 2 ORIEIRIE (73] b o7z b DO R fibh T& 7z, THRE
B LTI 1984 ED FH IS L 2 WM R SEIC L b ma—L ) 4 ANLE TIREICE 2 D%
DIRFE [74] 72 S0 OF Las7evs, BEEY 2 hOEEIC WL, NI X 2 B0 =58 o
BT [75]) CEE S I K B30 TESE [76) -7 b 00, RERIELE L COEEIIA LN
Nl

BRERICETOEARETOTHRE

BT, AFEBIZB T AR COREIREFICHW D THREREBRIZOWTIRRS. £, 1989 4
IZHF DI L DM 7 0T« T HOHGEY A N TY-89 DA H 5 [77, 78]. Zauid 2 i
R3FHOHFED A MOHEAEL, FARR L EOFRB A>T DD, HEEY A2 RHNO
HMHER— (BB THBEERLE) 2iTo TR WHBERS 5. Zofis, HEH, MAMHHE
F O A s, RO 2 FEiEIL3 BHiEGEL 238 E T 3L U X N, SIRHY A 2y
MADTWNDHT R a7 —/Ltkd CI-2004(79] 323, EH5HH SH7 & S67T A @& M2 DL ZAHF
TIEES TRV, =51, HINT OHARGEr—0 714 AhRe L THE 12 L 5 Japanese-HINT
25 (80, 81, 82, 83]. ZAULXFEY A NOIXNDOEFERNT U AXBINTEY, THE & SEER
HINT Ofth, v—75 7 A X L7z EOFHERE RO SRT 2 B T 2080855 [84] LoD, 7
g GHEER) ZOFBERALLNDL ZEMND, TRHEELI TRV, BLEORRIZ, HHilE
BT A4V T 4T WA T, TRRERBRARERRAEEZZ DITE>THRVONR
BURTH 5.

B ER AR T MR

TR O ITE BRI BT RN T VAT TR, SiBR S E OGS LI L
DIERN ENTWD. G EOFHNIZHW DI D REIZHEEBE Y 85, 86, 87] 13d 5. HGEHIE
FEIXFBEHNIC L 2 HEED R CADIEM TH 5. HaBBBEIL, HrofEzEREIE IR [88] 12
ILEk STV D B ATEER) 80000 FEIC DWW CILFEE T T HRRICE D TEBOFFEETH Y, M
FEBI T COMMBNRERD Z EPHERENTWS [89]. D72, THREERBRIZHW S HE]
A MIRNOBUEGEN S HRREFH S i g, RNHEORGHRITICEM S 2R 2 L
E ) EHA EORMBENHS.

HGEBIE (TR U 72 TIRERBRIEGE Y 2 M, WMASICE D [HBERIHEGE TIRERBR (Fa-
miliarity controlled Word lists 2003 : FW03) | [90] 2388 5. Z#uid B AGE DOFESRREE [85) THAT
SNTHAGEHFED O b, 4F— T OHGEZ MBS EZ GBEENOIRBEEE T4 L, BE
ETN—T7Z8121 Y A MHT2Y 50 HEED TR HEEEY A & LTER Sz, $72, B
FERINZRAWTWNDE— T OFE [91], §EM7e SRT ORRGE [92], MENC K HBEK T OS85
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(93], BREEIATIC 20 HEEICHITL L72 FWO07[94], GUI{E~ET722 v —X Rt v POk [95],
FOVLHIREE [96] OBESZ AW THEE [97] L B o Tedfliafi &L Cnd. Fio, fRaeBEFY
AT LOEERHEIZFI A STV B [12, 98, 99, 100, 101]. & 512, FWO03 OHGEZE V2 TR
ARERE P LT, ERUEHET 5 OE T GEIEEREEZ T A2 HRA L0 XY < &) DERFEIEIC

HLHWHIN TN [102]. FW03 OHFED 2 RO 5 LEEEE (7.075.5) Of% Table 1.4 (2R

Table 1.4: Word lists examples included in the familiarity—controlled word lists 2003(FWO03)

T f~T TFHT FH ZFYE k
H=< X e Faovas TOHRT A
AN V4 a7y WA T A VT

INTA | X TTx T AL T 'Y U VAN
B FRH BB A Fa oy FoHA pavavl))

T~HE [N hE/S= FINRNva | =r=s
XT AV NEA 7 RF o INT R [ o
77K 7T R ZA ~ A Y~y
vy S A ZaY Vrvay | Ux o2y
LA e TR 7 AV ¥ IV a

ZER-ABAESF T RERR

FWO03 3V A FNOHEES FEOFHNTIANTWD b O D, ZORGFHEIIMIER 7 v 7 1 7 %
AR s LI TMRERRTHD. 20, BT/ AT ARGHEOBRGBIRIIBICB T 50 Aok
BRI K 280 3K LI & & o 72 BRI ICIEN D 2 & BMEE SN BREECIE, BT X 2 FHiliE
Dl ERHBID [103)10. Z i, +43iC FV—*/7%ﬁhtx&/7%%iT5# ~L—
=V T ORENAE IR WEHIES LB 5. Bl I XEEA RO IR ERER 7 L —28 2
ZhT= 2. BEOBLENG, DTl e TiEERERE S LT, Volers 12X % DRT[64, 65]
FRAARGEICO— I T A R LTSI L 5 ZH IR AARGEEF TRERR (LUF, JDRT) 23
% (21, 104]. JDRT (IHFEREE A 6.0 LLEIZHHIL, FL—= 7 OEEIN/NS N ER3bo-o
TW5 [105). F7z, HEEMRE AU 96 HLgEXF 192 Hikt v M2 HWZiHh 6, HARGEO B
AN U 72 60 BLGEEST 120 HEE T4/ 2 L AR LTS [106]. B8 L7 H AGE O H BRI EER
% Table 1.5 IZ/R T, P T “+7 [IFFEPAAE R T5F, 7 ITFFEOIENTE, “O7 IRHERED
HTHRVLDETRT. RPOFEMN S 1 RO D T HE DT T 5 T EREETH.
JDRT O-f & H# %z LU T IR

Voicing JFH %38l vocalic — nonvocalic (IZFHYS 3%, AR L EEEO0E. AF 51350
OWEN LD F, EEFIIFFORBMZ DRV ETH L. IR S TH L.

Brpprsbic T, BERL-HELABRERSE e —7 vty b, BREOTAHRE S R 27
n—XREy hEWH. Fr—X Rty NOE, T 5 HEFEERICN U TEZRRONL TR (BROIEY) ZHEL
IR B,

7721, SCHR [103] 13EHEEHANBLOBA ORFTH 5

13



Nasality JFH 233 Cld nasal — oral IZAHY 9%, &F L OFONME. REDALT FMUE, O
BDOAXRT MLEDEENWT A~y MEEZTRT. DEVREDOHIET7 N~ FRE-& D
EBNTWDN, OFITFIUT EREATIE R L.

Sustention JFH 3% Cld continuant — interrupted T 5. HifgilE135 (A2 E) & FWitE 3%
(FSHE) O, BRAEZTOBEOMHE VTR TH L, HEEOEOIHEVITATHY, v
W 8 5 .

Sibilation JFH 43%8 CiZ strident — mellow (ZAH4 9%, MHEE & MG OSHE. HEBEEIXEE
NAHATH VAR 7 0~ MEIDRRD S\, £72, RABYRIEE &35, HE
FIXAXY va I A8 ET, KEFHIZEERSBEEZERT LI ENRNDS.

Graveness JFH 733 Tl grave — acute TH 0, IiF & HLx oM. b L <IHEEFFE L &
HRIEDOSZETH L. MFIEFANT bV EOT R F— ﬂﬁﬂ& R L0, BLEIEE RIS
g£h42.

Compactness JFH 7% Cld compact — diffuse (2024 3 24500 & JEBMED 0%, B0
XY MV EOZFIX =R —2D T F b~ MNEWEICEF T D2, IR T 5.

Average RED 6 FFEOY). 2k LT 3 — SR & W T2 THEEERBRAE 3 & D i, B RN
IR TF LR WEBRER O ST OBRICHWS . 2O ERHEZSE L= JDRT @ 120 HiEt

K@U A k% Table 1.6 12779, Table 1.3 & [RERICHIIT M GEH -5 45, FI5 I %kRE C
mzf%n AARGEORERHEICAEDbE TR TE 5. RPOHEIEFLFEZRT, T7&

> NI éﬂtﬁmfﬁﬁéﬂfwé — 5T, BERER & RERIZEEIE T OB LA T
N2, FEH, FER OGS MM L7 3R BE E T E A,

Table 1.5: The Japanese consonent taxonomy

b | d

©
w
o
O
T
-+
—
=

Feature

el

_l’_
=+ |oo

Voicing +

REN=

Nasality

I |+ [+B
I+ [+]B

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|
|+ [+]=2

|

Sustention

NENRERE

Sibilation

_|_
|
NESESRRESE
4|+

Graveness

HEAENEAN

Compactness | — | — | —

L[]+
||+
I
| [+]of
||+ ]o|+]+] 1
[+ ||+
Jr
|
[+ |+
o
|

L+ I +] |

I
||t [+] 1| +]=

\
[
Fl ]| E

Vowel-like — | = =

_l’_

JDRT k4 725 m T 7V r— a o8l b FH Sh Ty s 21, 107, 108, 109, 110,
111, 112]. JDRT 37 v—AX Rty FTH Y, [F— AW TOSRMZZE AT E Ik L T g
LRTWAY » b3H D, JEEIR & FERIC TAREEIESN (1.3) TR 5.

T 2 7 g~ v M BRHERIRONE 2, BOEESIF LN,
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Table 1.6: Word pairs used in Japanese diagnostic rhyme test(JDRT)

Voicing Nasality Sustention | Shibilation Graveness | Compactness
W 7% F-HT ¥ LT I P-4 HE < i <
zai-sai man—ban hashi-kashi jam-gam waku-raku yaku-waku
<5< -7 ity H—1h A S A H- A
taku—daku nai—dai hata—kata | chaku-kaku pai—tai kai—pai
—i IA-EA FAFI) - BR -5l & S P SRR
giji-kiji nusy—bisu shiri—chiri shiki—hiki mie-nie gin—bin
& Ro-en B Sk e A=A FH-H
gin—kin miru—biru hiru—kiru chiji—kiji misu—nisu kiza-piza
B L3z ] HE-A th-2g H <~k < BT
zui—sui muri—buri suki—tsuki chuu—kuu muku—mili kuro—puro
[ ) ALt b it et A —J—
guu—kuu | mushi-bushi | suna-tsuna jun—gun mushi—nushi yuu-ruu
Fi—E 11— 24| VT -NT TH—4F DA
zei—sei men—ben hen—ken shea—hea men-nen gen—-ben
HA-FP | LD fx-Hit v eV ¥ VS R~
deba—teba neru—deru heri—keri sheru—heru pen—ten ken—pen
e F—L s ESNE) ] AR
Zou—sou mon-bon hoshi—keri jou—gou mou—nou goki-boki
AU | BPR-GEE | EO-EED AR PRFf =R = RSt
goji—koji nora—dora horu—koru shoji-hoji poro—toro yoka— 12 71
1.2.5 EBEFEERE
WIS & THEFE DT - HEE 2 BT 281, —MRICEFESOMEREL LTHWLNL TS
7 WP RN, A B REnE, 7 &2 ek L 7‘_?7‘4( SRR 5. RFRTREIG) & 1345 5o M
tESNR &, HEHFRFIO® 7 A MR -7 7 A 0 SNRIZOWTIRR S, H O JE R EGHE

BVt oy =] 'ﬂﬁ

BOMERE, FELTEHFES B AR EOHEEICEWEAWS N TE (9, 11].
BALSEIZIE 1.2.1 TH TR 72 PESQ ([CE & b > TV D23, ML H 7 S R I 13 HAE C
HEA SN TWDHIS, Tl E s R OB & U CSCHk [11] & STk [114] T ST
WD HEN S 5 FEHO TR ONTIERD. RRICZINEDANALT Y v RELT, EEREERT
v A HIVSNRIZHOWTIRRD.

S A

REMRISESRERE

SNR SNR T#E LFTES HWOLNOIEREFZELETEEMEEDLD Z LT, BIBRE -
TREICROTEENEOWEIBE Ch 5. BHAE RS, & 1E(E 0 CIHE TxiE it
(Signal to Noise Ratio) % SNR & IEQY, BEOMA/YEF, EEFEYHF CIETF A6 M5 4 SNR

DO EEFEEETF LT LR BV TILE
RIS A SNR LRSS & L

(Speech to Noise Ratio) &M5Z & 75§%’7b \
flicdHsn. AL T, BaFg 32w, 55
T5.

HE{EHD

S 2 IE Sk [113] TIEEE AR E & PESQ & Mg LT\ D
VESETFTENE TITS/N, SN & b RILT MR THD.

FEL X\ FEL
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ERATIR 1.4 TR 2(n) 13EEZS (FF), 2(n) 1 3IHBELOEFFEST, NiZHo~7
Wi Z R, SNRIZSDIBREDOR I ZFFSTLEFTONY —FELHDLTH L0, FrHCHFERFH
TEEBT HEFOMEMIIZIIAME EZ X H B, FEERIC McDermott © I35 H E O THIC
IFAREY e 2 LA RE LTS [115]. A—T 4 AEFICBNTH, RO~ R X VR A2 fHEn
FIZRI L7z MP3 R AAC TlX, HEA SNRIZEE LW, 4 —T 1 A1 A/ B i E #HEE
WZIE R 72w, — 5T, ERRZBET IBROBEE LTUIEFR LTI THY, TE
FHIFEAR L 0 b EBRSEME A G T 2R L L TUASHHASN TWD. KwXTlE, B A7 —
Va Y ETDIRWRRHOE S AY — &2 WG 5 s k4 SNR RS, 72, SNRIITHEE
D RENVEEN/NSLSRY, SENEN & E2RT.

> 2*(n)

SNR(z,#) = 10log;g " (1.4)
> A{x(n) —#(n)}?
n=1

T AUBILSNR SHEEFIIEAT IV I LU PDIRWVMESTHY, b T ) RIETE 5
NRU—NEEHT S, LrL, SNRIZEEEENLRDDZ LD, NU—DRKEWNESORFER
MREV. ZORMBEORROT-D, EFETEBERMOE 7 A MIyBIL, OV ERD
L7 AV SNR (LLF, SNRseg) 236 %. ®wAUIX (1.5) Trd. Ko z(n), 2(n) ik
nFEHDOHGHT 7 L—LTOEFEHEERES S (HLE) THY, NIFHH7Lr—20% 7R
T, 20~40 msec [IZREEIND Z ENEWO, M 3427 L— 2B CHOMRRIEICEFET 5. SNR
& SNRseg [ZJFHEEICIE oo DIEZEY 9 2720, EIRfEE FIREZAIRICTDZENEE L.
Hansen HIIMEEME L EROEEFMICHWS & &, ER%E35dB, TRAZ -10dB &350
MENWELTREY, ZOEZHNDZENZW[1]. KmX T, €7 A T—va 21265
SHHEE b A ETRMEIC 2 53 SNRseg & FESS. SNR &[RRI, (EA/NSWERLILRRE V.

Nm+N-—1
1o M=2 Z z*(n)
SNRseg(z, 2) = i logyg Nm+N7iTNm (1.5)
m= S {z(n) - i(n))’
n=Nm

RlRBMEEES RERE

eI (RAARY MLEERE)  EREEEROE A E R EIC B.H. Juang IZ X % Itakura—
Saito BREEREE (LLF drg EFES) [116) 23 5. ZHUTRED AT M EBE TR L > TH D
NI AT SV ORRRER LT Ttakura—Saito (BB #E) FREE [117) Z IV CTEEZFHET 5. 2L
T (1.6) THEALND. dy & dg TENETNRE LHILEORE~Z b, 035 Eo2 W, Z
NENRE L HE DB T 4 VE DT A, Ry ITEDHCHETTIITH S, HEHEHRIE/R DT,
ED/ NS WTFPEREDS RV,

20377k [9] TIE 32 msec, 3Cik [11] TIE 30 msec, Lk [12] Tik 25 msec AV STV 5.
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dqRsal

L o3
drs(dg, dy) = | —

2
+ log (Ug’> 1 (1.6)
¢

WL ELLIERE  dyo & FRROJEREERE R I (1.7) 12”3 LLR BB E  (Log-Likelihood
Ratio measure, LA T drpr &WES) 2305, Zhiddrs SI1EER UER, S@EFH LS A~
HENGENRR. 2078, drg LHR, AT MLORKOHEETH . dig & FEEC
REEEEE 2 DT, A/ NSWITRPERED R U,

dgRydl

L S agRya’
drpr(@a, @) = log | 224 (1.7)
agRydy

XHEUTEAELLERRE  drg, door & RBRIC LPC fR%AZ RV & A S EHERE IC LAR BREERE (Log
Area Ratio distance measure, LA T dpap &FES) 23& 5 [118]. ZALiE 1979 4FIZ T.P. Barnwell
BICE > TRESNTERETH S, LARITFELZWEEO R 5 BEATEE L8R LIcbD L
EFT ML, EEAOWERL (RKHRE) Z2FHT 2 EFRERE THS. SNRseg & [FERIC
7 L— L5 E Ltn‘*%@q:fﬂﬁ KV EREMAB LD A TWb. dpag DXER (1.8) 1IZRT.
re & Py lFRE EHEF ORI, M ITnEIL7zt 7 Ay M, m 37 Vv —Lo&FE ST
dLAR %EE%E?ETEK@“C@%VJ\%b\jﬁh PEREZS RV,

M A 2
drar(re,7e) = J % Z:l [log % log m (1.8)

BEAFARY FIVIERIERE HE AT MAOBERIOEEJRE AT ML ELEART R LD
M CLig I 2 BEEER EIZ, Klatt HIZ X 2 EAL AT M EREERE (Weighted Spectral Slope
distance measure JAF, dygs &FES) 25 [119]. K (1.9) ([TEHZRERT. S, m) & S(j,m)
WRZED ALY NV ESBICED AT bb, MIiZk® 7 Ay Mk, mid® 7 A MEa, jidE
fafzﬁﬁf, W(j,m) BEHEFT. dysgs THELPC 227 hAFEIF TR, _UARZT Ak
HANRZ MVTHIERARTH S, FLESDS 36 #llO b o [114, 119], EFHFHBIZEHET 25
WHRICL7eb o 1] 03H Y, HBIZEDLETHEHTES. 2o, EFRMELT T EHM
BHA~OFM b A6 5 [120]. dwss b HHERIER DT, EI/NSWIFBMERED R,

k
o 2 WG m)(S(G,m) = S(j,m))
1 i=1
dWSS S, S Z J ’ (1.9)
M st S w(im
j=1

LPCHY 7R FSLIEH LPCRX—ADAY MUREBEREIC, LPC 7 7 A F T MEEDOZETH
5LPC 7 A N7 AHEE (LI, dipo EMES) DD, ZiIUZ/S—t L OEED b xR
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)i'r“ ZHELL, BT A NITLEDLPC 7 A T MEBGEOTAMEL KD SH. B.S. Atal IZ LD

%A [121] 230 (1.10) 1TRT. C & CRFEF L HIFEDO LPC 7 72 b T MET, M Bk
71/—A%i§z mn7 L—2hF 5, P LPCIREORRTE, k73 LPCIREBOREKE RS, doe
HHEEREE 22 O T, HAV/NSWEBEEEN RV, 1.2 1 TH TR/ X 512, LPC 7 7 A ~ 7 Lk
XA BT X AW B35 75 O Z B E O FRITEGEDS E VN [9, 10).

M P 9
doep(C, C) Z loglO 221{ (k,m) — C(k m)} (1.10)

Frfel B R REE S RERE

FRBEAMTET A2 )L SNR  JEEEERO SMEREILE 7 A 2 N ORFEE 2 E D &
Z, W E RECHh 5 SNR, SNRseg & 720, JFIFH AT MLinD OENR 2 Z G
LHRTHL0 0, BEEOEREIC X D72 S Ol IZm 7. —J5 T, SNR & SNRseg

BHOVE)TH L0000, BRI EE R E £ OO Z I E ITH > Tnd. LPC R
BERWTEREEZ 7 A0~ NEDEZFHET 5 2 & EEMTH D728, (55 0H =R A -
LTWS. ZO7 B E O &F AR RHEICRLE L7z SNR & LT, BEREEAFE T A ¥
JVSNR (LLF, fwSNRseg) 7% 1978 4EIZ J.M. Tribolet H1Z X » TRRE I 17 [122]. EFHENEZ K
(1.11) TR, 2z & 2 IRERFEHERT, mBP 7L —L0F5, M BT L—ARE, j0H
Wk R, W RHEIE I & OEA, nzﬁf/wv N R 7 L—AEART. B EESE SN T

EEHlRIC L > THEWSIT S TR, #lxE, MEHEETHSIZOWT, MEHEICHW 56
@Hﬁf& [113] =2, Tﬁ@f#?&ﬁﬁlfﬁb\é%é\@tb%ﬁi [123] 23% %. fwSNRseg © SNR, SNRseg & [F]
FRIZAEDS N S WIS VB 3 8. RERSCTIE, fwSNRseg OEAZ PR LT, fwSNRseg(EA4)
LRILTD.

Nm+N-1
K >, 2*Gn)
Z W loglo Nm+N q o
=1 . o
10M 1J Z {w(],n)—x(j,n)}2
fwSNRseg(z, ) Z K":Nm (1.11)
=0

> W(Gm
j=1

1.2.6 BEARRRE - THREDOFAEHE

BAREE - THRE O PRI b HERE L =7 s LT, AL, STI, SII &ZDORFEIZHONT
WG,
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Al

Fletcher & OBIMREE & BiE A4 HV o TREEE OREHE, 1947 4£1C French & OREFT [56] (2 & 0 Bl
BE & TR ORERNER(E S, 1950 41T Fletcher 623 B L7z [124]. D% 1962 4F1Z Kryter
(2 Ko THMREEFEEC AT (Articulation Index) 232% S4u7z [125]. AT1E 1969 422 ANSI S3.5-1969
ELUTTHEREL STV S [126]2. ATIZBARREA O & & TIIARMMENRL Y ST 7w, WPRke
LRSS EDLZE2HME LTEREIN. ALITHHR S & OREE~OFEIRES (HFEERR
58 ORFINEFROHBEICRD LI B XIS AToEHRKXE2X (1L,7) 1oRd. &2 r
F"fé%%F%AlkLtﬁ 20 BNy EI Lz i & B OF R3S I SNR (i) 23K, ZDf
A IZ Lo TAL 2RO D, SNR() 1%, EEE/ DG ZHILIZ, N RRXRAT 02 %@L
TWW;\%LK@%L,KCM)kﬁ%u*@é.%m@ﬁﬂhBUL@ﬁﬁi,&E#+ﬁ
(NS S HARREA~ORBITEN L B2 L, ZOFROBARE IS T 28I ERMETHD L35,
AHHTIZTR=30 L72oTW5. SiEv 7 MAT, SNRVHREIZTH S L 22 55/ d SNR
EDETHDH. Zb ATOKKTIES =072, EiEMEHHLAANC AT 2R AT 2BICHV B
O THFE Lic. 28I 2 Al & P15 )8 5 A Table 1.7 (277,

ATOfEIX 0.3 LATF2S TV, 03205 051 @), 0505 0.7k TRV, 0.7 XD K&EW
ek THERICR W) L&D, 2o, BBRORIZATD S & R A2V DIZRET 200581
KEHlER b S 7.

20 . .
1 min(SNR(i), R) — S
Al= —

2 R

50 (1.12)

i=1

Table 1.7: Frequency bands of equal contribution to the Al

Number Frequency Mean Number Frequency Mean
limits (Hz) frequency (Hz) limits (Hz) frequency (Hz)
1 200-330 270 11 1600-1830 1740
2 330-430 380 12 1830-2020 1920
3 430-560 490 13 2020-2240 2130
4 560-700 630 14 2240-2500 2370
5 700-840 770 15 2500-2820 2660
6 840-1000 920 16 2820-3200 3000
7 1000-1150 1070 17 3200-3650 3400
8 1150-1310 1230 18 3650-1250 3950
9 1310-1480 1400 19 4250-5050 4650
10 1480-1660 1570 20 5050-6100 5600

Al O BAGETORMIIE =il HI2 K> TR &7z [127]). B AEE CIXBARREL Bk O J8 3 5004 3
MEFEDON &R B2 L Lo, BEIEGE, KERGE L HAEOBRZEL BE LTV
. Fiz, X (1.12) © RIZAAGEICH LTI 35 dB ARV ERE LTV D [128]. £z, 1EED

R (PO 05, 1, 2, 4kHz D 1/1 427 X —T N0 R A X)) & AR Hn 5 7

Higsk4 % X 912, BAETIE ANSI $3.5-1997 ICHEHFEN T D
2230k [127) @l 149 B, SN 0.5 716 1.2 KHz 1 1 5 E— 2 5 H1b 5007 LA 01 Rf L, BAR
353 0.7 kHz & 1.9 kHz |2 2 DD E— 7 % Fo.
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ZRIDAE =1 bigR L, SNR 2 &IZ AL & W7o BIBREE T 2 B4R & S I LT T -
72 [129]. = OfER, =S LREKIC R = 35, SIEERG L UL L BRE OFR (WERE OBE) |
Ko THREEZBSOVPEE LN ERE L TS, ZORRITT 7 MESIE, TEEFEMEOFHE ] <
22 5URIE R TOFM &5 7o HliRIC L DR/ AL~V 2R Z 2HE LTHITHDL Z L %
RLTWA.

PLEDERIZ, ATIHMBERD L AR AR BB OO 213 L THBTH D b DD,
IR OB FET L HEEE T OEE T =2 AN TWD e, REHABT 280 a—7
&M RAE T HE BEI C ORI O A O BT T I M 22720,

STI

EEESE TN, REORBEICLDEOWMRE - THMEOZELZ TR - #ETLHZ &R —
NIR EDZEMBRFHIAN TH S. 573%%“ T REMEBI T 2 INEMEOMEE & A le S DTz, AIT
3ZOFREAIE L FHliCT&E 22V, 1974 I BRI X 2 BIBREHEAE [130] 2"H 0, EREEE LT
DOZEMUSIRIARE 2 PRI L7=. £ 0%, BEE TIC X 2BRERE & THThi, 1978 6 79
TNT T, M, EROICK D T & LEEE O LBIEHME [131] &2 OHEE [132] M Thiz. %
DFER, EHERE & FRRICEMEE ST LSV L > CTHEFRABKRE - TMEOE(LZ > FJRBLTE
D EDRENTZ. ZAUCEE L 1979 #4121 Latham (2 X > THA— A FZETEH SNR IHEF L T
IR N (LT 5 Z & 2 LT b [133].

IO AERE 2T, 1980 #-1Z Steencken & Houtgast A E N EARIET 2 & I E O
PRDRECRRTIC L VAR T2 Z LIZEH L, 100%IERAT U72ikBrg 2 O CERE R R
(Modulation Transfer Function : MTF) O &% 73 % STI (Speech Transmission Index)
[134] Z4RE L=, STIOX AT 7T L% Fig. 1.3 %, STHIHFF AR L /A4 X (LU, #
Bt/ A X)) ZRIBEFAL, BEREZZEXLRSEZOL, N RTLICakzRkd b, 2L TUsE
AR L7 WEEE ) A XBEROEKE & e U, ZiRmeERI% (Modulation Transfer Function :
MTI) Z#k & 2830 Z LRk 5. Kb H4uE 1L, 125~8000 Hz OFHD 1/1 427 2 —7
¥ RC, T 0.63~12.5 Hz OFFHIC 14 H Y, ZOMAEDOEITEF BHTHL. Znbh
5 RNTO SNR GU (1.7) o SNR() M) %3k, & (1.7) # R=30, S=—15& LTH”
H—T N RTEIDET D, BRBRICA 7 X —T R RTECEAEZDT TR L, STI ET5.
STLIEZ D% 1SO 9921[135] & TEC 60268[136] & L CTIEHE(L X4, BIETH EH I NHET TV 5.
E£72, STHE 98D MTIL 23K 5728, HEKEGHNIFITHREOREN H T, DTk 72
G EENER S, TOFTIED MTF 53R 25 RASTI (RApid STI) 7% IEC 268-16
ELTERE LS TWD [137]

STI OB THIRE NI ERE/ N7  AD & Te HARGEDO EEHIMEEIZA L CHRREDRATH
LEVIHRENRD D [138]. é BT, /INEOIZEDFRICHN DT A —# % A ARGEIZR#E{LO
BEt3d 5 [139]. L L STI TIERTOHLEHRE - TIREDIK T L LTWDH72s, FREDHT
%@%ﬁ%i%%ﬁ'T%E%Ubéﬁiéﬁékwiﬁ%ﬂmﬂk%@bfwé.:@k@QMO
FDOEHFEIZE S UDP (Useful-to-Derimental ratio by Pulse) & Vo 728 BREEFEE DT [99] <,
Sander {Z X % binoral STI[141] £ W eB B bMFTSN TS, £z, STIZRDLHTODEH
BgEhd e 2 O3, BUE 5206 MTF 2 =2 — 7 V% v & AW ER Tl 5 FE BE
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Noise

. Envelope Band-pass Envelope
(simulated speec modulation filter detection
spectrum)
Modulation index <
—> . .
analysis (band-wise)
Fig. 1.3: Simplified diagram of the STI measurement
ShTn5b [142].

SII

SII (Speech Intelligibility Index) 1% AT DEAKME T ANSI S3.5-1997 TIEHEL S LTV 5 [143).
TOXOMWY) THEZ THT 24RET, STIOFR THOWZFEOW LS 2 E ALICHAAALT
W5, SIIoEFRNZX (1.13) 12777, W(i) I% Band importance function T, Critical band
(Table 1.7 LAFIEFHF D 20 ik & L, EOFT 21 #08) , 1/3 427 2 —7 0 F (18 5k |
Equally—contributing critical band (17 #%) , 1/1 427 Z—7 /3 K (6 #75) @ 4 FEHISE
LS EOEADHESINTND, 1/347 X —T N0 KOO TRERBRE D S ITEELS L Tn
5%77052 Fig. 1.4 12, #HEANRE « THEERRICAE D ELEZ/RTE. SLHRBEREE T 5

EITE, average speech Z WD Z ERHEREI N TV D, FE O HIE 1%, SFEARINT L OH:
fﬁ@ﬁiﬁ%, Imaz [ TRKNFABEE N E RS, L(7) 1% Speech level distortion factor T, #¥ii L
TENWEFROFREL UL Sp(i) dB LEEHERFEOFTE L~V nSp(i) dB b DZEERL, KX (1.14)

TRY. AR TED BTV D nSp(i) R F71EZ LT Fig. 1.51287. SNR(i) (T 5 & MR
DIETH D Z LITIFED Y 7200, IS X 2 BAKTED LR 2H N A XL fGELTHR D Z
LllpoTnd. BN/ ARXDIEEL, BROFKFEEREAMIET D L) MEAINTWDLEZ A
AL, STI LR 5.

(paz SNR( ) +15
Il = — 1.1
S Z W (i o (1.13)

Sp(i) — nSp(i) — 10

L(z)=min|1,1—
(1) = min |1, 160

(1.14)

2 LG DFRBRIENC DU TSR [71] ISR L V.
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0.12 . 60 T
average speech r
0.11- nonsense syllable tests 50 b
CID-22
0.08- T 401 B
z L NU6 R Z
‘g 0.06- — DRT 2 30F 7
L % L
L -===-short passages of easy
0.04 reading material é 20 normal 7
L 2 .
I ) SPIN r raised
0.02 H / 10} loud 7
0 I | -o-CsT b shout
00 1000 10000 . .
F {)OO 1000 10000
requency (Hz)
frequency (Hz)

Fig. 1.4: Standardized weights of SII Fig. 1.5: Standardized speech level of SII

1.2.7 THRE#HTEICET IEBEMEDEE

AT, STI & SITZ3L5m LT SNR OFFE A2 FF>. 1.2.5 HTHRRZ L 912, SNRIFART—DKE N
W DA GRNPRKE W, DF VY, SNRseg DRRIZEFDEA T I v I L VDRI BT 5 LR
T —O/NSWEGDERE, DOF ) HHEORFMAERNEETE ZHEN KNI TH DH. Z ORRRBLA
DD, FRZHERRERSE M O N LN ERHMIER ORRFHEIRIC W D 7o D1 2 7e REED EI M T
NTW5 (113,123, 144]. HEES T DL, 1.2.5 H TR E A WE R EOMIZ, SITORER
B % V- fwSNRseg[123], b E & RE O AFIBA A B4 L7z SNR Tédh % CSIT (coherence
SID) Z sk, Hmk, (K2 F TRk, MARS % (Multivariate adaptive regression splines) [145]
ERWTEAT T A BRI 21T 572 13[146], 20 D7 VT ¢ 32 RZ ECER LIS
A EA L L2 SNR ThH NCM (Normalized Covariance Metric) [147], 25 D27 VT ¢ F1/v
N RZTEICHEAZ DT SNR 2 EHE L THEE L2, AI-ST (Short-Term Articulation Index)
[123] 7e & Tdh 5. STHK [123] DI Tl bIHREN B o 72 DIF 13 Th o7, I3 1L SNR Z#X— 2R
& UTZHRFEEN S, THREESHR 2IEMEREYRA1T 5 FIETH Y, THREED SNR 7217 TIEHH
TERVIEEZFRL TG, 85I, [ OHEFMETEC L5 THREOERE [148] T,
Sl L OFHMIHEEN R LR EOBERIZEY, SHEBIOHKLZDOEEITO ZENHKRT, F
FEROMALEBIEIE b EEND.

— 5T, STL & SIL CIZEADIT LT U T 4 IR RRF 7 X —T NN REHNTWD., =
DNy R E OBEAIFERFFEZ A LT D, ST, SIUSOHEE TR < AV Hivd PESQ
RS TREEEHEE [21, 113, 149, 150] 1%, AR L7z X H12/3—27 AT M COOT A0
W72 2728, ANH ORI 2RI U7 TIREHREE & 272 5. 2o, mahiakE =
I, MEEGIZ L DKH-T 7 RR A~ — B RBLE W o TeARRE 2 W TREEEHEE [151] &
Wolziiitbd . ZHBITEARS SNR L0 6 AROEREAZBILL TWD 728, HEErkRIEsE <
HHDOD, HiEEET DM - BREN Dol 7V — Ui E ORI ATREE Vo Tz
RS 5. R TEFREZRBETLIDITIEFTHL ] LWVIRENE, AE—F /) A XL
TN I)ARE NS EFEHWTZEE A HNDONTWD HOD, ZEE2ERE F T THREIC
B3 2 WX @R, FERHII DR E W TC BN B 5.

PRI BIR A A I AU, BRI T E 5 2 LI Lz FEIRFIE.
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Fo, THREZFBIFHMIIC L > TRD D720, BRE DR D G342 THME L 722 U EE e
EIZO B2\, BRFICE D THEKTAENE D REER TIL 122 H TR L 5 ICEFHD
EEN TMREZRET D, FEENPBAET LR TIE, AIRSIL STIZASNRZEZT X ) ICEHR
P EBRE O — L TRBIAREEITD»S. L L, BR~AF 2 1L SNR 2G4 0fRE2 T T
MATE DT RAX =~ AX U 72T TR, L0 LENRER~ A 72 BB T 08N
%, FRICIEER RS CIX I K FERFRIC SNR AR E S EHT 5728, KD SNR 2 FLICHR A
HETIEARERTHD. LIL, HHOIHERRBEREAFMT 5 2 L ITBENTIT RN
728, BERKROBETHICRK VAL LERSH S, HP HIE, THREICHEET 5585 ONHEICH
SIS OBA T & W I2BEE O & AFHIRER) OfRICED 7 722 v 7 2R A TnD
[152]. ZOftiz b A PHER B S ek B3 058 [153) 03 0, THREE DAL R A 72 55 B BT
BT HIENROLNATNS.

1.3 MEBMERmIXEER
1.3.1 EEREHAEBEH

AAFFED HENE, SRR SRR AL, &5 THMEOFBFMEZITY, ZORMREEHETS
HIETHAS.

TOEDICETS, EHEONINETICHRHF L TEgBRE L2 L E LEZROMHRICES NS 5
Fa T, FEBEHMERE R & 1.2.5 TR 7o F A SE O FEIE K O PESQ % H W 72 HEE 3R
BHE L, BEOTEIC L AHEORBEAICOW TR, Bodo 7= MBS OfIEZ R T 5.

WIZ, BT D FEOSHEEHERERT 2 AW THMERBREZIT, O EBEHEAE R E2HE
L. O, BRFOREIC L D TRRE~ORENY, SCHR[152] & [FRRICEED 7 7 A% (THRERE
EAFRIRIRBRERE) (s b EPHENS. FlziE, AL SIL THLHEAREEZONDE
HRE 22 ahr 7 A4, HEEE 42 5B L-HENLELRBERE coLE 2% < G dkE
HEE DI 7 AN, GFRNEZEDOLNT TAZ LS b0RE2 615, KRX T, BRSO
FEEZ W DD Y TARIZHIEL, £D7 7 A% T LT HEREE WD 2 & AR
H. ZHICKY, SREER THEREN R THL EEZ 2 LND. 7 TAFZY U TRIEICHONT
X, BB ISR W CHEEIZR LSBT L 20 E LTRSS TERY, BB CcoitM
BlH 2. KR SCTIEERE O TSR 2 RIS DWW CERTER e LT L, MR EH
WHEEEORFHIESAAZE 2 275, SHEICHVARHEEICIIREOEAERNORESD
R L, TORRBICB T A2 RFELZ AW EFRSHEOREO BB ohb. FREREAND
Z LT, FHMEHEEICED L TR OSEN RIS S, KRTTIE, SO ERWESs 2K
Uo7 %2479, SHEBEHRICEL L, #HEO-DDRIREKE 7 724 ZLICHIRAET D Z &
TEBE L SIS OBN T EEOEWHEEE BT

HEE BV D IEURBIERE, < o THREHE TRV O, BEEFESCT 2T v 7 [,
VIEA RN—=T T 40T 4 T EVoSTEIEET AR ET LV E W RT A N v 7
BRI X D HEERIDIER b RFTT 223, X0 MR ~DORIR L LETH L EE X 5.
NT A NY w7 BRI A O S B2 b TR O BIFR ISR L TR O R & iE L C

B I SNR 2l & LT R T —~v A% 2 7 & 3T 2 W PEE.

23



HWET D, 207D, FHR~AX 2 ZIZOWTTBEBROIZIRLSMNTBE L T, 1.2.7 H TR
NRIZBOL I, RICHAEROYHEN TN AF U T OHThH->TH, HHEHTH
DTREIC LT, /v 3T 2 N v 7 TEMERIERIEEEZ VUL, & ORI R Z s
MY AX L TOBELBETHEEZIOND.

JyRZ AN w7 RENFOREF E LT, HHFEIC L HIEREEBA~OEIZRH Y, Kia
LTRSS, UL, —fRICHTE & O 72 JESRIE R 38 A A 50 O B R RS 7 R v
DIRTEE D WGESe, o T APV WA IR FEIC L 5RO TREZ 5. 20
KR M 2 B8 L2 [EUR AR — X7 hoval# (Support Vector Regression: SVR) 723 &
%. SVRIZVAR—F7 b~ (Support Vector Machine: SVM) [154] & [FlERD Fi5% H
WTHY, EHIL, $BE— IR MO —V U ERIE, e RBSBEBRORA L Wo - NE %%
BLAERRFETH D, BBEBIC X 2ERE, 87 — 2128 LTkl 72 BB O E Th
0, FFEEEL L THWEYHEEIZRHT A2EADIT THDH. ZOERAE, RKEOZIE TITHR ST
X2 ORFITHIREN TE R EL L IAREMICR LY, THREREED D720 O
BAB o 5 Z LT b, MIFEIE, N2 RS - A X AW TR BRI S B 7
A, FEEIEF LW EEN R ARIOBR 288 L Tnd. LaL, SEEHWWE TIX
HEEBLE S O R DA O SFEHRICE 2 ME BB L2 T e, M-S I X 20
X, REETZVEED A ) = X LENTIITZ 7200, 77 v IRy 7 AL LCEERREEET v
ERODLZLIFARTHD. I3 THOTWD MARSEICL D AT T 4 vallRix, FrEoZ2k
fEH[f) A 7 = X DT ECERAIMEAT L2408, SVR L0 b IUBMEREAME N & W o 23 (72 & 21E3C
Wk [155) bbb, ABFIEIE, ZHE THAT ST X 7RG A = X A TRRIETRICE L
T, 27T IRy 7 ATHoTE LTHBIEHERRE W TN TE L0722 61E, 4% 0OF
BT 7V r—ya VOBRBICIEFICADTHY, I XIWETAT LAOHRGHIET 5 BT &
D ERWIREIND. FTo, HBEEIC X DHEEMERED ERRAH LT NIE, RO A =
A LNZHAWTHIEDOFEIZR L TH HEEIZZ2 D Z E NS D.

PLb, ARWFETIE, BREE DO TENG 7 7 AZ Y 7L SVR Z&EIRL, 2o 52 A
DR THEHEEIEZIRET D, BED 7 7 AX ) U 7AWV DS EIIEEOF AR E AW,
SVR ORI EIZ= RNV X —~v AF U 7 EFAT 287 A # )V SNR 2 BEFEIRDO 2 VT 4 v
Ny RTLCHOEHFEEE NG, 2 LT, BRFHO2VEBREEEZ AV T A R v
7 IR E DT TRREHEEIEICR L, BIENKMOT —Z I T 2 EHEREDOSWFRIETH
HZEEREET D L EARRLOBNET 5.

1.3.2 AREWXDERK

A SIAEEEGD, BTETHEREIND. 2T, WBREEZH0E LZRDMIRIZES N H
DRITBIT D TRREFM & HEEIZOW TR, BEE T To THERER L 2 oHEIZBET 5 MEA
EREHT L. ZODIEBEHOAE RO ST, HBERKOLE:, /A X7 a— X NG ToOH
EHEE, ) A XA —T i CoHEEE % JDRT O H4HE Z L1247 9. 33 TIE, 2 F=OM
REVEEE T TOTHEEHEE OMICKHT kL L LT, #E %2 Vs TREEHEEE L 372
FI D, ABETIHREMTED YD, BE 7 7 AZ ) U7X DGO & FEFHEIC X 508

POPEFAEBRIIL SN T, R CCRD H BAITMR A & KL C EREESR] LS.
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RO, 25 L RO FIEIC L A HEEBOIERAITH. 5 ETIL, 4EZONEREEL AW
TR AT — 42 L LT, SVR Lo RYGETFIEEZ AW THEEBIEOIER & 2 OMERERHGIZ DV
TikR%. 6 FETIX, 43 L 5 FETIER L HEEREZ W TREEHEEIZOWT, RinT —HIZ
R DPACMERER LG9~ 5. TE TR ERIET 5.
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F2E N/ —FLBFRVATLEBHFEREIZL
S THREHERE DR

ARETIE, BETCTOER TMERREZOMEDT-DDOTHERE LT, #BELHLEL
TR FRIR I 1h B 2 Bl U 72 SRBROR ISR T 257 TARE O FBIRHMnFE R &, BEFEREICX D
HEEIZOW TR 5. EBFHMEICIE JDRT %, HEEIZIE, 1.2.5 #i Tk~ 7= #8135 il fe 4% &
PESQ Z it AR & LTI/ N RIEIC L DV T RA R - u PR T 4w VDI —T 7 (v
TAVTERWSD., £ LT, KREOKRIVELNHBEIZ OV TIRELE TR LT <.

2.1 BRI HFEHIMETILEERDERE
2.1.1 EEBRETI

ARETHRHT 5 EBEHMIET VX, Fig 2.0 IR TER LN ZILE THRETL TE 72 3Ron B8R
VAT KB B BB [108, 109, 111] THWTX72ET LV ThdH. KT AT A, MIT Media
Lab. TAB &N T\ 5 KEMAR-HRIR[156] % KT AV —ZAFFRNE AL, AR 2257 R
DHNCS D Z L2 lT 5. AU KV EEGEE R L IEEL M S E A BEE O ST,
ZOROOEFORMERY LT SFRIETH D THEEE O EBLE RN 217 > T & 72 [108, 109, 111].
THEFTO TIRE O @M 1.2.4 THTHE 7 JDRT 2 W5, TH#EIL JDRT OFHS % B
WL, X (1.3) [ckoTkRDD.

T— A n ~ I N ‘
i Qﬁ?é? L] | ﬁ—fyﬁNtt_” ol x|

fArf~% 2
?29 —
(inarticulate) EP(%E alzg i) 2
B g conclude
- sazas
T Listenet T Listener
(a) Conventional system (b) Proposed System

Fig. 2.1: Image of proposed system

VAT AOFBRELEA A — T % Fig. 2.2 17T, #BREZ 0 E LR PRRICEEE B oBRE
W ABCHAL CENM S D, FHEHE AT 26 B3R O Em (0°) [ZEMT 2. BEIE

Y2 ) IADFERES. KL TILEMERDRVMESE FIFA4 V—R L LT3,
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FEH TG L RMEICEN Lz & & 02558 N EN 120 Al HEED 453U — L SNR, 228 0 dB
ERBHEIICHE LT, SNR AP EDORHIGEE LV EWH EICH 2585 %, AORHIGEE L Vit
M Ech 2585505, fMEEEOLEKFIRO 7 0y 7 ¥ A7 77 K% Fig. 231277, A
TR EERICENCRD THAIEFEEL DO - ARz A H a 2L, EMLEWE
ALD HRIR % & HiATe. AlEIHWZ KEMAR-HRIR (X4 2 —~» ROLELRFMEEZFIH L T D
72, FOREZTDIRL THWS 2O, KX TIIAFLERES L, ZAHITIE 3600650
72N DA H O HRIR & & AiATe. & U CHMZREE L7 A v 1/a ZF U3, EEICEN LI-F
EMET 5.

00
: Speaker
(virtual)
g : | istener
® :Noise

Fig. 2.2: Location of localized sound source

M

H(t , 0,

@ : noise normalization factor gl Ecé?&fm:ju;h h azimuth (0 d
a : normalized distance 2 ord Speech azimuth (0 deg.)

Ty » ) H(z , 61): HRIR for noise at f1(deg.)
Wir) : ’ :

(1) : DRT word speech H(i , 62): HRIR for DRT word speech at fz2(deg.)
¥r{r) : test signal (right ear)
Yi(£) : test signal (left ear)

N(r) : noise signal

Fig. 2.3: Test signal generation procedure

2.1.2 FHEEFELBEES

AE T BRI AV D RHlE = L BREE S, B L OFERICHW S SNRy, OBUE Z2 il

PARICTIY, ERE T OMITICEBE FIEREE L LCHVWS SNR & KB 572010, EROBREICHNZ SNR
%Z SNRin, EMFSZ EET 5.
SHBRE O FEAEH L TOWREAE o & L, TOFHICTHYT 50 v ERR L.
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FHEE

A E 213 1.2.4 BT _72 JDRT 0 120 HFEa— A& BL& 1 455535 0D, vz
2EEE DIEND, @SB OEMETH 5 Nasality 5 FHSLE 21T 9 HEEX D man & ban ©
AT ha s T Ak Fig. 24127, B3 FET, TABA, £ man T2 ban ThDH., 20D
HFERNICHE T F UMD ERRE TH D720, 74~ RALNRNVKB TR X —0RH
LHXRMANE T HE LD, KMED, F—fFE CIEHEESHO 7 b~ v MEBEAAFE T TH Y,
[l —HECIEI O R — AN EE LT REAICTOVLE TRty N ThDH T
ENbND.

=10 7000

-20 6000

-30 5000

4000

A
&
Frequency

=50 3000

-60 2000

-70 1000

Fig. 2.4: Example of spectrogram man-ban word pair(Nasality)

el

M HERE S 7R 2 0 E T BRI, TY-89[77] Ik S TWaB~vLTF h—h /4 X (LLF,
Babble) , FfME (BUF, White) , BHHEEET — 4 ~—20 XA ¥ x 2 MR [157] 1S
TV EHEEREE (LLT, Railway) &#fuaRkER S (BLF, Highway) 225 1 sec Y10 Hi LT

AHEROEI D I LIZOWTIE, 3Tk [21, 104] OREEOEETHY, BAMTHE—SHTWARN. A7 foss
LFEEOMEE XI5 TR HEFEIORMTH 5.

28



45, BFHREET - _X—RA IV VRS b AT L F~A 7 THRESN TS0, BN
BIRDIZOD KT AV —ALFT 57O AMT v F N EMEE L TE, TLOFRE LT
o HRIR #&8AiATe Z & T 5.

FEEREAE LT 2865 0 ORI HEE O RS T —ITHH L CHER T 5. #ifiltg OBk D A~
7 harZ A% Fig. 25127, XXV, Babbleid 1 kHz EiIZ U —RER L TERY, BEET—
HAR—ANGIEIN L7 2 FiE Babble XV I3A< 04 LT\ 5. 02 Railway D578, 1 kHz J&
WD —PEPFT MM H D, White X I HA LTV S.

Babble Highway

8000 8000 T
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02 03 O o o1 02 03
Time (sec) Time (sec)
White Railway

8000 5000 —
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6000 6000
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oo
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Fig. 2.5: Spectrogram of noise

RERERE

FEBROFIE %4 Table 2.1 ICE L 5. HifiD 4 O EIC HRIR & & &A%, Fig. 2.2 1T L
72 8 FALZENM Lz, ENLICHWZ HRTF 222 FvofflE LT, DRT il = IS ERIAALT
KEMAR-HRTF O A7 V% Fig. 2.6 {2759, SNRyy, IZ1IEH 0°OF 7 &R UMLEICH D & & %
0dB&LT, 6, 0, =6, —12dB & L CRET 55, HEEREBROEBREIIFETREDZNENS
BT D X DIAToTe. 272 L, BERESM T L ICHBRE LR e 5. 2 TOHBRE L 20 RO KFAE
THY, EHREICHENEN L 2R L TN D.

FRFAM X F AN E AR LTS IR A AR L Th I ER 7 7 A VEER L T &, GUI
WCEDRHET 7 U r— a3 U CHERIEE & 7 X A LU TTHERE IR TS, GULOR Y U —r
avy b Fig 271277, £/, FHMiEOHAEICE, USBEROA—T 44 0 F—T =2 —R
(Roland #EHl UA-25) Z41 L CTHEBRAE 2~ R (Sennheiser 415 HD-2511) # v 7=. B4
BREDE T LUV N EIC 22 5 K9S, HAESEEZRHIC L.

PREEICIE, 0dBICADECRIEE L, 1, 2, 4f5ERE L/, ERIZIE, 6.02, 0.00, —6.02, —12.04 dB T
b5

SEEDOHHNCIZ, ZHMEOLER 1.4 m I ISHRE LT Y RAE—A00FAE L-P0EKRK 1 kHz 0 1/1 427 2 —
TR R T ) A XEFHI LT, Hfl U7 B2 B ISR T DR LU 58 dB &7 d L H I E LT,
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Table 2.1: Experimental conditions
Label | Noise type | Speaker | SNR;,(dB) | Subjects
Babble
White male 1 6, 0 8
Highway | female 1 -6, —12

=vl e sl =N e

Railway

Gain [dB]
?

-10E

_3{) M| MR |
00 1000 10000
Frequency [Hz]

Fig. 2.6: Spectrum of KEMAR-HRTF 0 degrees

play controls

c taku(%%) |~ daku(5%)

MNext |9§“5‘ 21-333

Feplay

Fig. 2.7: Example for selection input dialog box

2.2 FEFMEFER

AECIERTE Tl 72 EE A ER O R A2 RS, 9, EBREROSEOIEREZRL, #F
i L7z BRICHRBENA LN L 2R, I, THE L S AZREHE T L ICkE LB
%mﬁﬁ%@%@,%%%@SE@T%EkSNR@%% Heam L, IfRICHERE OMRNC X 5%

D,

2.2.1 BELEDHSTHER

TBLEFAMRE e D 2 B ARG R 2 Table 2.2 (T3 3T &3 THEEERBR ORRICHEE O HR A
(2 & BB DD 8 5 RO LB 2 2K E) &L KA ER B LT b O A/ERIC & 5 EBIC
L, BRBIOZEEMOREEES D, MEtRBRED ~FIETHD. KFEROER
FR (Source) 1%, RENERIZEEHEOMRIT (G), BEEZERE (N), SNR (L), SNRi, L), 5
HOENMIA (A) O4ZERE, FEREITES< o (S), eroor TS E#EATE () WOHERKIZ X
LA (BHZERREE) Tho. 7z, ER -2L k% x TRIF7ZHRIIZAFEMTHS. SSiT

TRERTIIMERN S L2 1 450D TS A MRS L et
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M BRI OFSTF, A IZEBRE, MSITEHGMA A HETEH - 72Ty, F s EZRER NG
ALHHERBEOLSTH D, pIRBIGLOMELRT. p WMEEOFFEARELD /NS
(R T D NFNZEESNTT ALY 27 D0 TR

fad k0, BEEOENMAINEFRS 3O ER TITERNBEM THEEN AL, £z, 2E KD
ZHAMAEMTIE, GxA & NxD < 4 ERICHEKEDS DU TOFEENA L. 3 ERLL L
TIE GXNXL BROZEERIAEEN A OND. AHITEEL L TEERBEMORIZHONT
RRRET 5.

Table 2.2: Results of ANOVA

Source SS df MS F ‘ p ‘
S:Subject 0.3865438 | 7 | 0.0552205
G:Gender 0.8244257 | 1 | 0.8244257 | 14.678 | 0.0064" |
error[G x| 0.3931783 7 0.0561683
N:Noise 0.6191920 | 3 | 0.2063976 | 3.120 | 0.0478" |
error[Nx$] 1.3891518 | 21 | 0.0661501
L:SNRin 12.8891291 | 3 | 4.2963764 | 15.546 [ 0.0000"*** |
error[Lx$] 5.8037774 | 21 | 0.2763704
A:Azimuth 0.0097085 | 7 | 0.0013869 | 0.013 | 1.0000 |
error[Ax$] 5.0940508 | 49 | 0.1039602
GxN 0.3517040 | 3 | 0.1172347 | 3.799 | 0.0254" |
error[GxNx$] 0.6480288 | 21 | 0.0308585
GxL 0.2385895 | 3 | 0.0795298 | 6.435 | 0.0029°*" |
error[G xLx$] 0.2595452 | 21 | 0.0123593
GxA 0.0571498 | 7 ] 0.0081643 | 2.107 [ 0.06027 |
error[GxAxS] 0.1898460 | 49 | 0.0038744
NxL 0.9568528 | 9 | 0.1063170 | 7.172 [ 0.0000"*** |
error[NxLxS] 0.9339512 63 | 0.0148246
NxA 0.1368366 | 21 | 0.0065160 | 0.963 [ 05126 |
error[Nx A xS] 0.9950239 | 147 | 0.0067689
LxA 5.6135713 | 21 | 0.2673129 | 4.004 [ 0.0000"*** |
error[LxA XS] 9.8150985 | 147 | 0.0667694
GxNxL 0.3980406 | 9 | 0.0442267 | 4.441 [ 0.0002""*" |
error[GxNxLxS] [ 0.6274098 | 63 [ 0.0099589
GxNxA 0.0579809 | 21 [ 0.0027610 | 0.604 [ 0.9107 |
error[GxNxAxS] | 0.6718655 | 147 | 0.0045705
GxLxA 0.0646728 | 21 | 0.0030797 | 0.691 | 0.8367 |
error[GxLxAxS] 0.6548666 | 147 | 0.0044549
NxLxA 0.2298512 | 63 | 0.0036484 | 0.649 | 0.9821 |
error[NxLxAxS] [ 24792811 | 441 | 0.0056220
GxNxLxA 0.2611546 | 63 | 0.0041453 | 0.865 | 0.7585 |
error[GxNxLxAxS] [ 21145251 | 441 | 0.0047948
Total 55.1650044 | 2047

+ p <0.1, * p <0.05, ¥** p <0.01, *¥** p <0.005, **** p <0.001

SEEPN /YL & BEMI Y UL R U RHMERI O O EE O 728, FHEMICIE L &725. L L, SREOVHHEICERS D
LR RERMEL 720 FAEN 1 LV EZVERE 2D, FEBERICEND 02T 2HIEICR 5.
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2.2.2 120 BEBEHICKD0M
FRADEE

Fig. 2.8 |[ZBEHflE 2 & 12 120 HLEE I O TREEE LB E i OBEfR % SNRy, Z & ITRT. THE
FEN TGRS & BUEEE OEHECTH D, =T — —1F 5% X MiE & R0, FEmE & S X
23 100% & 0% % Bz 5 Z Lid7anizw, KHMEE 7 o 7T RITHEE CTIide 0. g A
D TRREIZ G 2 220 %, BEMEP»DLLT, SFEEHRERENERDLER0°L, EMORIKIR
DIRFAE LT WDE ST —180°2MK< 72 0, 45°/ 5 135°, 2259705 315°022 T T 72 DN &
%. T D52%3 Babble & Railway THRIUZBAZE 2% HIAZ 3 B, White & Highway Tl
RN TH D, ZOEWE, Fig. 2.5 DAY ha /7 A Thnsd L 912, 1 kHz i ~b&EE oY
T8RN, BEL WD EBEZLND. 2FY, NU—RFHHISNBEERLETYH, O
BRI L > CTHF TIRE~ORENES Z LW bnDd. it 1 ETilk7z STI X SIT OFk 72
W O TIREEERREE D TIEHEE AN THDTEA D ZEWRmEn5.

SNRy, Z&ICRD &, F—HMAICE W TIESNRy, NSRS WHO TIRENRE L, RO FR/NE
WEW ) OFFNTHEEF SN D DD, [A—® SNRy, Th FMAICEL > THRAEIZRE LS B D.
Z OfEIE SNRyy, /NS WIE EBEIC/2 Y, Railway O —12 dB TIE THEE 20% 05 60% £ TDJA
VMEZELY 9 %, ZiuE, SNRy, IZIEH °TERSINZHDOTH Y, HRIR ZBHIAALTEZ &IT
£% A ZXNT =0k, FRCEAMBERTOEIZEY, E600nEHIZY OFExRY7Z SNR 23
LT HZ L CEEFNPHERNDL L)oot EZOND. THENKBIZ SNR IZIKFET
HZ 8L, 1T LHIC, AISRCSTI, S &S fRIE TR TE D Z LR END.

WIS, FAABREGRT L2ZEMERD O L, FARSD THEENA LI E A L ERETED
TOREIC R T D B R OFER A Table 2.3 12777, Noise(0°) 1%, 0°DHE OBERSHE 4 T
WCHBENHONDIDEREL TS, BRI, T XTOFTREENFREZTHY, ENL
L7zBR I — 2 — D T LI L72BR i L A7 LCh, EER RS 28720, 1818
DIEMEZR SNR 3R, THREZHEET DL ENFARTHDL Z LBDN5.

SNR;, LEEEE

FAAORBIIREDOZETIH D OO, BEFIZE > CEMER Th o772, BRGNS T #
FE & SNRy, ZHHd 2. 2 ZCli, &EFOR— SNRy, Tl L7z 8 SROMNFEEEIE % 4 SNRyy,
DODRFELT D, ZDD, THREOHBITHRE ER & A AERO 2 A2 B 2 2T ulnig
72N ZAUblE, Table 2.2 D LxA ZAAEHTH D, FAMAIZL D 0HITRIE CTZOREE R
728, AREICHEET 5 THRE DD W8 #E 1 X 54 SNRy, DIED /N E + 572, Aifli CHiGE
L7245 i Al = & OIEFE X IR O E-HME % 45 SNRy, IEOWEBRE OS5 EE L L Cilind 5. 20
95% 18 X [ O SEHE 2 Mean 95% Confidence Interval (AT, MCI) &S, &f& 513 MCI ik
WERERORZEDORBMTH Y, ZOMLLTICRD I ENEFWEOHTEDO BEMTHDL LT
W5 [158]. AFmXTH mEE D OmFHIM Yy, MCI Z2HEED HEEE E T 5.

9B 5k DFE— SNRin & T OfE B2 i = LA LT & EIME LB & sk 7-.
772U, THREED 80%LLE & EWHEIHIZZ W -0, 50%AIEDOHTHREER LD L, THRENE WA X
WINEL D70, RIDREIHLIBEAONTNDEEZLND.
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Table 2.3: Main effect of noise type and SNR;,

Source SS df MS F P
Noise(0°) 2.7325400 3 0.9108467 | 9.797 | 0.0000™***
Noise(45°) 1.8591017 3 0.6197006 | 6.666 | 0.0003****
Noise(90°) 1.5862527 3 0.5287509 | 5.687 | 0.0010™***
Noise(135°) 1.8191210 3 0.6063737 | 6.522 | 0.0003****
Noise(180°) 1.8468439 3 0.6156146 | 6.622 | 0.0003****
Noise(225°) 2.1270687 3 0.7090229 | 7.626 | 0.0001****
Noise(270°) 2.7994174 3 0.9331391 | 10.037 | 0.0000****
Noise(315°) 3.7323550 3 1.2441183 | 13.382 | 0.0000™***

error 168 | 0.0929695

Azimuth(Babble) | 4.0460380 7 0.5780054 | 7.599 | 0.0000™***
Azimuth(White) 0.1409371 7 0.0201339 | 0.265 0.9668
Azimuth(Highway) | 0.3394633 7 0.0484948 | 0.638 0.7245
Azimuth(Railway) | 1.0968414 7 0.1566916 | 2.060 0.0496*

error 196 | 0.0760671
+ p <0.1, * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.005, **** p <0.001

Fig. 2.912 120 HFEFETO SNRy, Z & O THREE L MCIL # B8 fE 2 L 1ORd. Biffi Ak o
IRJTHNTIE SNRip ICE S TTIENEE > TWDHDRDN 5. LavL, [A—d SNRy, ETH -
THEEEOENA LI, White [ & DEEE L 0 & H IRV, Railway O T##E 7 Babble &
Highway (ZHAT T O ZN 2 HALHFEEITIKS 25 DIE, —12 dB DOFFTO0 dB & 6 dB
TIEZ O =FIHIFIER CfEIC 22> T 5. White 28 Babble & tb_XTC[H—® SNR;, ThH->TH T
FRIEEDMRL 725 Z &0, 3CHk [104] ERBEMTHSH. WRICMCLE RS &, SNRy, O T & I
MLTEY, SNRj, WS WEREIZEHBRERORIZICERND S Z ERbD. 72, White D
A 0dB T LY HEWMCI 720, —6 dB & —12 dB Tl Railway & White & [RIFE D MCI
L%,

SCHR [104] © SNR Z & DfER & D &, AL O EBFHIOR R LIZIZF T/ A AL~ T
HARTGEIC AR TRENSE L TV D, 2T AL HEEZFH L TN A7, F—
SNR THE L7258 @WW TIREIZ 25 & WO R ORI S H 5728, [F—0 THRE L 725 SNR
IRD BB s dBREESEL TV 5.

SNR;, EEEEMER

REE MR DIEWEMRGET S, Fig. 2.10 IZBEE L Z & 12 SNRy, & THEE OBRIRZFEE MR Z &
(2~ 71w b Female & Male (2433 TFay hLZY. =5 — R — % 95%EHEX M Z2~7.
JDRT DOFGEEMERIZEIZDWTIX, SCHK [21, 104] TIXE TR TL0%RE Ch 7=, AREBRT
I%, White ® —12 dB THK 15%D TREZEN LD, FAMREICI T 2 B EH RO %
Table 2.4 (Z/R7. fERE LD & GXLRZAEM (Fi# & SNRy, PR ASEA) TiX, SNRy, 2% —6 dB
& —12dB THEENHZLNDHDOD, 0dB & 6 dBIZITHAEENH SRV, SNRy, OPERIZET
EL LB HEEREDN, _zh L SNRy, DEIZ LS CTHIENAREIZEDD EWVHEKRTHY, §i
I OFRERIMER] Z L 2T THRRD > TS VD E %T%é

U B 1 4SO TR L7 72 O REE OE W ASPER OE W & R
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Fig. 2.8: Comparison of intelligibility(120 words average) with various noise localized azimuth

WIZ, FEEPER & BRSO MREICI T D MR DR % Table 2.5 12737, fER LD,
Babble TIFFEEZEICHE AL BN A, White & Railway TIdA B AKYE 5%LL T OAE AN
A Bi%. Zid, Babble & Highway D7 1y FidD 27T A 73 < White & Railway TH
NTWaEHmE —%7 5.

B2 GxNxL EXK O M AIEAIZOWT, Table 2.6 12739, AEBRIZZNE TlciHbREZ
£ 912 SNRyy, DMEWGEITHERDBIEH 2 DT, GenderxNoise (6 dB) 72 ICHEEDALILD
DITEREEITEE N H S, L L, Fig. 2.9 D MCI OFEHE L v, Babble!i®6dB X9 % 0dB
DIFMMCLB/NEW. DF D, HBREFICIOTHRRENLZE L T D 0 dB O\ ZE MR OBRE
B2 D Z LN TS, GenderxSNR (Babble) I EAENAOLN DD LFEKTH L. KEDH
# & SNRy, DR HAEMANGEEIC L O THERDIE, 222HOBRLV LHLNTHD.

VU bEofER LY, SNR2AEWEPE (6 dB, 0dB) TIHEEEEZENEWNG DO, SNR MKV Vi H
(-6 dB, —12 dB) TIIafi&ZNnA L. JDRT OFEBERET [21, 104] TIX 120 HFEEHIZB W
TILEEE ZD D72, T HERERBIDS#HT C Voicing, Nasality, Graveness @ 3 flIZI\WTEEH 7=
MBHBHNDEWVWIFERTE T, KX TIHERRADBEERTH LI L, BEENHEI TS
ZE, Fl—OEERTHLN, MHIZEIZ1IFEESOTHLHI Lo BE RS Y, Hiflt
BTXRNHLOD, BEHNAT L OBREEMIITHD L VI RERLY 2 328E 4ERE x8
FAL) THY, SNRy, b EH7Z 0 ICHETIE32 3% —> (SNR4MHE x8 i) 52 Lnb,
FERERET ORERICHAE L C, FRIC0 dB L FOFEFHZ MG L, 1 F 9T & OB zZEN 21k
N HENTE O TIHRVNEEZBNRD. KEITIEFHHM T L © SNRy, & THEE, MCI,
BL#EERDLZ LT, ZORERNIE LW DREET 5.
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Fig. 2.9: Comparison of intelligibility
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Fig. 2.10: Comparison of intelligibility (120 words average) with gender type

35

SNR (dB)

(d)Railway



Table 2.4: Main effect of gender and SNR;,

Source

SS

df

MS F D
Gender(6 dB) 0.0334675 | 1 | 0.0334675 | 1.436 0.2409
Gender(0 dB) 0.0604579 | 1 | 0.0604579 | 2.593 0.1185
Gender(—6 dB) | 0.4023736 | 1 | 0.4023736 | 17.261 | 0.0003****
Gender(—12 dB) | 0.5667163 | 1 | 0.5667163 | 24.311 | 0.0000"***
error 28 | 0.0233116
SNRin (Female) 5.4237975 | 3 | 1.8079325 | 12.523 | 0.0000****
SNRin(Male) 7.7039212 | 3 | 2.5679737 | 17.788 | 0.0000****
error 42 | 0.1443648

+ p <0.1, * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.005, **** p <0.001

Table 2.5: Main effect of gender and noise type

Source SS df MS F P
Gender(Babble) 0.0026637 | 1 | 0.0026637 | 0.072 0.7909
Gender(White) 0.2887990 | 1 | 0.2887990 | 7.766 0.0095"*
Gender(Highway) | 0.1271632 | 1 | 0.1271632 | 3.420 0.0750"
Gender(Railway) | 0.7575038 | 1 | 0.7575038 | 20.371 | 0.0001****
error 28 | 0.0371860
Noise(Male) 0.4077380 | 3 | 0.1359127 | 2.802 0.05147"
Noise(Male) 0.5631589 | 3 | 0.1877196 | 3.870 0.0157*
error 42 | 0.0485043

+ p <0.1, * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.005, **** p <0.001

Table 2.6: Main effect of gender, noise type and SNR;,

Source SS df MS F p
Gender x Noise (6 dB) 0.5224652 3 0.1741551 | 11.470 | 0.0000"***
Gender x Noise (0 dB) 0.0840108 3 0.0280036 | 1.844 0.1454
Gender x Noise (—6 dB) | 0.0852132 3 | 0.0284044 | 1.871 0.1408
Gender x Noise (—12 dB) | 0.0580554 3 0.0193518 | 1.275 0.2884
error 84 | 0.0151838
Gender x SNR (Babble) | 0.4789813 3 0.1596604 | 15.121 | 0.0000"***
Gender x SNR (White) 0.0323316 3 0.0107772 | 1.021 0.3877
Gender x SNR (Highway) | 0.0657153 3 0.0219051 | 2.075 0.1097
Gender x SNR (Railway) | 0.0596019 3 0.0198673 | 1.882 0.1389
error 84 | 0.0105590
Noise x SNR (Female) 0.7931337 9 0.0881260 | 7.112 | 0.0000"***
Noise x SNR (Male) 0.5617598 9 0.0624178 | 5.037 | 0.0000"***
error 126 | 0.0123918

+ p <0.1, * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, ¥** p <0.005, **** p <0.001
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2.2.3 FEBREA SN

Wiz, JDRT @ 6 +ER8 T L 22175, Fig. 2.11 25 Fig. 2.18, Fig. 2.19 7°5 Fig. 2.22
(ZA RO THREE & MCI % SNRy, Z &SR SR & FEEMERNC 531 Cad. JDRT O kst
[21, 104] R°, PERERROFER [64, 65] D LB B2 K 512, SNRyy, & T EFHEOBRIT 6 FEZ N
TNHERD, FTEINOOEITHIRTHON 2 X I ICAEY—F ) 4 XL BEMEE O T/ 220
BER T ERENHAOND DO EET 5. BRI A AT 1 7 ROFHHOSCHEK [21] D & DiFEv
EEEDDHILETNAAL ) —FIVREEOMEZ R 5.

Voicing

Voicing [T H 75 & & BOME 2T THY, HEBEFOME DTN LLTWFERETHL. A
TR — ﬁu%@ MR F XTI T =N SN, DF DA FH DI ME SNR &
TTHLHMEHTROTWETHIENS. Fig. 2.11 @ THEEEX, SNRy, &EEFREIC L S EV. MCI
1%, —12 dB T MCI 2 10%Hi11% £ RRKE LR Db DD, O FEFFRHE D & MCI OHEINE
Drpuy. ZHUE SNRy, OZ Ik U TREEEN EW T2, #EREMO# s /hE <72 MCI
IS VMEE 2D

WIZ Fig. 2.11 O TEEE, MO 3RICH L Z2NBE T, D0 THREEDE < MCI 23/ &
V. TREEDEVICEI L CIE, 3CHk [21) (1281 D JDRT O & & RE TH 5.

Nasality

Nasality 1355 & O FOM X317 TH Y, Voicing & [FARICHME T ERETHD. BFILTH
KO TNICEL, OFXETEV. BERERO THE 2T Fig. 2.13 124545 X 912, Babble
DMz 0 B/ <, White 285EV. 2O ZFEOMITITH 20%DED & 4. Highway & Railway 1%
IO ODRTH S, Railway 13 —12 dB T Babble & RIfREICEIBIZK T LTS, —6dB £
TlX Highway & [Ffi#A) T v BEEREIC K 2 MR H 5. 3K [21] TH Nasality 13 0 dB A DK
SNRERIRE CRRBEREZNADNTEY, A —F /A X[EHEIZ 1 kHz [23T — 3 4EH 9% Railway
BEEDOREN DRI bDEZEZBND.

Bt721% Voicing KV BHE TH Y, Fig. 2.14 DFER LY —12 dB TIL TIRE 20%DERHDH. F
72, MCI 4 B LZENHETHY, 6 dB ZFRNTHRRREDENH DH. Tk [21] L HE_XTH B
DRI /2> T 5D,

Sustention

Sustention |XFH A7 ML OFHNEIZET 2B & 010 T, MR TH S, £72, JDRT
D IEFERRFT [104, 21] 0, FFROFER [64, 65] IZHB W TH, AE—F /A XL QaMEE O =R
MIZAH DN FERECH L. BEMEM O THEZIT Fig. 2.15 1245415 K 912, White 2587
WZARVMIEZ LY, Railway 23Z ke <. Highway & Babble (XA TH Y, —12 dB T TR
40% & B EFEMZE T TH 5. MCIL & White 23H1Zm <, £SO 3FEITEEF AT S
D ®, Voicing, Nasality & X THRRER <, BEOHELZITRXTWIFEMETHL Z LD
m5.
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BT Fig. 2.16 1D SNRy, DMEF T 21F EEDRAICEE, —12 dB T 10%FEE D 2D 7
HIL5H M, Voicing,Nasality 1 EBHE /22 TIE/R <, MCHIXBLZAENEL ALV, T UISCHk
[21] & D &, SNRy WME T T2 Z LB LENHN TN ZEITEVWRSH 5.

Sibilation

Sibilation IZEDOARMAMWEICBIT 203 TH DY, HE VM TII/ZRV. Fig. 2.17 O TEEE
{B1E Voicing [AlEE, SNRy, [FARIZIE & A EZA{EET, White BMENTIK T 2RETHDH. MCI
24kt White IZBEZ 1IN 2 b 00, MidigE A EZbL T, £/, Fig. 218 kv, B
LFELH LR, TGk [21] LR TH 5.

Graveness

Graveness |15 & S5 OREX /317 TH D, Fig. 2.19 O THEEZA LI Sustention & [FIERIZ, SNR;,
DN E DT TRENBDT 5. BFEOBE O, White RZOM3FELY H 0dB LT TF
12 10%LL ARV, MCI IR EREOBE VIV RN DD, 0dB 25 —6 dB 123 T Highway
DELNEIETH 5. SCHR [21] OFER LIRS L, BRERICL BB EAERLNRL IroTz.

WIT, Fig. 2.20 XV BLEI THRE, MCLEIZH LT, SR [21]) TIZb T e B zE=n
HOHNTED, KL TIXRRDERBELN TS, K [21] OFEREOFERNEBRT L. RE
BCixEEHICH HRIR 2 BHIAALTND 20, FENEHRIN TS, Fig 2.6 ® HRTF A3
7 MM BH BN 91, 2kHz OO 7 A R bRKREWTZD, Graveness DR TH 55 2
7~ v NEEEELOBEBALES N0 LB OND. 20, Sk [21] TOFEFHE
(AT HALER A LTV WERR E TR L, BERFIC T 2SN E L TWDH EEZILRD.

Compactness

Compactness (I A7 ML DRV X—DFFEREIA~DEF N HHH L E 5 TRWEDSH
Thb. Fig. 221 £V, THECREEFMOZEIIVZRNE DD, Highway BESIIMOBEE LD b
TR T MBI 72D, —12.dB Tk » $ 10%E0 . MCI iE Highway & Railway @ 2 F23
—12dB & —6 dB & /LR KRE V. B2 R TH Fig. 2.22 @ MCI b Highway, Railway I,
Babble, White |[ZHA_ZLRRIRIZ/ > TR, RERETOZENHTWFERFETHD &0
z5.

BLFEZOWTILEE TRE, MCTHIZKE IV, fOREE £y, BHEE O TR
THRREEDS EY. SCHK [21] TIEB L EN RS AN R MHMERH D, Z O[AZEIC OV TIEEEE
Ba e L CRBROERZITV, SFZREET 2L ERH D,
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Fig. 2.11: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with various noise type (Voicing)
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Fig. 2.12: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with gender (Voicing)
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Fig. 2.13: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with various noise type (Nasality)
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Fig. 2.14: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with gender (Nasality)
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Fig. 2.15: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with various noise type (Sustention)
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Fig. 2.16: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with gender (Sustention)
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Fig. 2.17: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with various noise type (Sibilation)
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Fig. 2.18: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with gender (Sibilation)
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Fig. 2.19: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with various noise type (Graveness)
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Fig. 2.20: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with gender (Graveness)
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Fig. 2.21: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with various noise type (Compactness)
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Fig. 2.22: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with gender (Compactness)
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2.2.4 HTHATEDLEE

Table 2.7 (2 3CHK [21] & A LD FBIFHAmRS R & OREEHE & GEE MR OfE RO AT 5. R
O L IIBHEVBEAONRENALNT-H D, “=" [ IH{X L VHONRENALNR NS D, £
NLIANZ, BEEZR AR OEHE 2T L2, low SNR X0 dB KD SNR TOMHE 2453, i
VIR ULIZZ2 %05, SCER [21]) IZEEFICHRIR 2 BEAIAERWIAFTT 40 7 ZFTOERRTH Y, bE
HHE, FEBRSNR, FEEHIZNELD.

FERLY, AREBRIIMSEICE L CHOMESNEERBEICR V0T, £, FREMENZED
WBNISCER [21] & T D E B WENC S D28, FEETERIDED, SNRiy, (2L » THRAID A
B oL, Sibilation D —12 dB DA TH Y, B D FEFHHEDLEEZ TREE L 272 LT
FEH EoORMBEIT V2N EBEXLND.

WHILIRE, TRREOHEEZIT-> TR, TERHEIC X DB 2N FBEHNIC X - TRECH & 5
72> TWB 7=, AL, STI, SII Ok 4BHIEEE 1, éT%WﬁW%%E#éﬁ&f&< +
ﬁ%@ EOWELRF L TN 2 T3, F e, BRI OV TIIENZEZ B 572912 4 FEE

ICHE L, @BEEICOVWTIXB L EHEE NS 2 &fﬁ%f&ﬁé.%aﬁMﬁksmm
Lowfiﬂ DEEEFERNOMERIOSEE & A7e L, 15EMEIZ 32 H (SNRiy4fE x T 8 &
HT LT B,

Table 2.7: Comparison with previous studies

previous work this paper
phonetic feature | noise type | speaker gender noise type speaker gender
120 words + — + +
voicing - + - +
nasality low SNR low SNR + +
sustention white — white —12 dB
sibilation low SNR — white
graveness + + white —
compactness low SNR - ambient noise DB +
+ : remarkable difference, —: not remarkable, other: remarkable factor

2.3 THELCEHEFmEITMEEDHEEN T

AHEITIE, AIEiORREHEET 272017, 1.2.5 H TR FBLEEFERE & PESQ OH2 b,
THREEHEE (i U7 SE R R E 2 AT 5. EPIIRE S L O FEE L TRE OB T 21T
W, TERESHBEOmOGREZER L, HEERICHODREZRET .

i

2.3.1 FARITIHIEERERE

AR EBRTHWD FEEEHMEREIZLL T O 16 B TH 5H. SNR 25 Alseg £ THFHME &
BHEEICIEOHEANH 2 HDTHY, doep 705 SNRloss(S) £TH, ADHEZFEF>HLDTHD.

LAREBRTHWEFEE 245285 ATND.
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FIE CHEEMA RO 2D, PESQ #Fr< & HA XXMM (Voice Activity Detection: VAD) %
ATV, STI OFRRZEM G Z B BT 2 &, VAD % Wiz Efe /e 5 IR E R E XA R KT
b5, L, AETHHN LTI ER Y AT AL, RGNS & R ICiE T, VAD
IZ XD EFNMERESRERRPEREZE S 1320z Vw. 2ok, SHEXEIEEmTHD & LT,
232 CHHT AKIBEDORY —A ¥ —RaT2HW\WHZ L LT 5.

F7o, BAEMEMIRE T CR, B GERE 3.4 kHz 72 L, 7 kHz) TOFHEO7
DIZREFFENTWD. 202, EEFHEIE KEMAR-HRIR (26 T44.1 kHz OV 7V
TU—MNZT v 7Y TV U THEREER LD, EFMEICOWTIEHEREICADETH TV
YTV T BT HICHRE L T ARWESIE 7Y v/ L— b 16 kHz & L7z,

SNR ARZEBRTIE, £E7F LT O LUkl Z SNRy, & L CHefl L7z, SNRy, (X JDRT @ 120
HAZED 2 5EE D 240 HEE IR T — L ) 4 ZDORU—NE L RAH[EEZ0AB &L, £ZhbA A
CEREEL —12, —6, 0, 6 dBEBRE L TWVD. FTEEEE L THWD SNR I 240 HEEZNLEN
D SNR #ROEET 5. 072, HEZLIZ (1.4) ZHEL, VHETHZ LD, SNRseg
ETRER, FFED/NT —DBEVHEEIC RN IND Z N EL D, 2oz, HEZ Lo SNR
W) 2 e DRI D —2 & LTz,

SNRA SNRFHBEHE T EDELSITOMNMEETH L. £ I THEESR L L THREFRET
FIHESD AReEEAZ W2 SNR 23k 7-. A FetElE, 122 H TR ET 7 R A dh#Ro
40 phon OWHFETH Y, ABOFEEIEWVEREONDL EEZXLND.

SNRseg &7 AL #/SNRIE, KX (1.5) THEELL. HE7 L —LKIF20 msec & L7z, FE
ICHR [11) D Y — A = — FIZES &, &KRfED 35 dB, &/MEA -10dB & L7,

fwSNRseg(A) SNRA [FERIC A FptEZ HIVW T (1.11) @ fwSNRseg 2 L7z, pHI 7 L—
LRIE SNRseg & [RAERIZ 20 msec & L7z, 7 A MIHEI LT BERIC A BEAZFELT T, SCHR[11]
DY —Aa— RZESX, FRIED 35 dB, HK/MEN —10 dB & LT SNRseg &R 7-.

fwSNRseg(C) fwSNRseg(C) 1%, 3Tk [113, 123] Thata iz, SHOEAEZKEL, 25 DY
UT 4 AN RTEICROIZELDH B, FERITOSOZFIH LT fwSNRseg 2 HV 7. 1
BHESLXEESZ Fig. 2.23 (RT. HA L EIHFELAMNT SNRseg & [FIERIZHEI 7 L — LRI
20 msec & L7-. F7z, SCHK[113, 123] & RIS AR D SNR X —15 dB 225 15 dB IZHIRR
L.

fwSNRseg(S) fwSNRseg(S) 1% Fig. 2.23 DXL EE A4 M /- fwSNRseg T, A & 3 FIHAL
M% SNRseg & RIERIZEI 7 L— A FK1X 20 msec & L7z, CEEAIFHFEALD LIRWEKZ
HEHLTEY, EOMERVICEELZEATHD. TR [113, 123] & FERIZE AR O SNR H
X —15dB 75 15 dB IZHilfR L 7-.

AT AT IR (1.12) TEELE. Z7UF s A2 RiE Table 1.7 2. EFRAFO RIX
ANSTI D4 OEEHEBY 30dB & L, SI1X0 & Lim. K SLOEBRZTIE, SNR 20 dB UL Iz
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Fig. 2.23: Band—importance functions

HZENZNTD, HAMEIXOLLTF &S, — 5T, MMOFEE L OBkl 3 5 ER AL %
17952 &, #EEICHWAEAIT TIRIE~OEBREEEZRIFICE > TRODLZEEEETH L, Al

OHIMEZ 0D 1 DA T v 7 AL LTHHET, TOEFFEFHNTHXEN W=D, K
TIEHRFSTZAIELEZZOEEANLZ L L L.

Alseg Alseg Iz (1.12) H1 D SNR A4 SNRseg ICE E WX 75 CTH Y, A EIOFARIZ
B TEENER LTZ. SNRseg [A£IZ, 7 L —AFKI1X20 msec & L, Al £[F L Table 1.7 D2
UT 4 NNy R vz, HIEISHET 520G AT LRKRTH 5.

PESQ PESQ 1Z/A#83 7 o P.862.2 Z vy, P.862.1 MZE#A .4 v T MOS-LQO % ko
7. PESQ Iyt 4 F 7 ZBESE OHEE 57228, DRT O FESE OHEE [149]) oM #1135 75 O
HEE [100] IZHBWTHLRREFZRZ LR Do TND.

dcep dcep 1T (1.10) O LPC 77 A~ 7 LEREZ FIV 2., LPCAREOREUT 16 k& L, 53H!
7 L — A3 20 msec & UGB SEHEZ -,

drar drag 1330 (1.8) @ LAR BEEEA W=, 72720, REMEEE LPC Z W= A7 kg
HROT-. ZOESO LPCAREOWEIT 16 ke L=, T EOHE 7 L—AEI1X 20 msec & LINE

R fE 2 T

dirr dpog 13X (1.7) 2V FBEI ] O Y—RAa— REHWEo, o710 > 7
¥xE8kHz (XU YTV 7 L Thb AW, E 7 L—2AEI1E30 msec THD.

dis drs 13X (1.6) 2V, FEEF 1] DY —2a— RERWERED, 7)o 7 EE ks
SkHz \ICF T Yo7V o 7L THhbHW-. 4587 1L —AFE1Z 30 msec THAH.
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dwss dwss (F3 (1.9) AWz, X 1] oY —Z2a— Rz fnizizo, VAN AN/
Wia SkHz IZHA DY 7Y 7 LT AW £, i 2RD7- AT b LPC £2%k
10 TERD. 55EI7 L —AE1T 30 msec Th B.

SNRIloss(C) SNRloss %, J. Ma bR L CWDHEEIES S OMERMEFEIETT, R s, &4

AR B 2G50 L CRO TS IEEF O SNR 22D THEEZ TRIT 54655 T 5. SNRloss IE

FREERE L RARICEE L A a7 ICAOMEMRH Y, 06 1 OfEEZIS. £72, FHRFOEARIC

Fig. 2.23 O HFE 7213 3CEEAZ AV 5. SNRloss(C) X T EEAZ HAWHATHDH. ZLish
DIREL T Ma BRARH LTV D Y —RAa— ROBREITHE-T-.

SNRloss(S) SNRloss(S) I%, SNRloss(C) &[AEkIZ, Fig. 2.23 OXEEAEZ AW E H i EE
BEThs.

2.3.2 FHB{ES LERIELRE
FMIESDERTE

BERHE ST EBT M SR Ch RGN EE I NTHIE BB L, HmT:~AX@EF
FEHAWD. %R 5 &M EFHMEMEIEL JDRT 0 120 HFEZ L 2R, 120 HRESEHOHEEIC
RIA 27 OWEIE, F T EFEI EHEE CIERM I & 0 20 BEEOEE HW 5

mm@ﬁ%fi,%£%®ﬁ%_iofiﬁﬁﬁ1_@ﬁﬁﬂﬁ6hé¥%ﬁﬁﬁ%ok.b
7>L, Fig. 2.16 @ Sustention TP —12 dB #[#&iF1E1, SNRy, OMfIC k> THEEN ANED S
NN AR L T, WEEE OV TRE L EEEOMEFEEZ AN Z L LT 5.

NF—A¥—R27

FRFMEIRIIm ESZHICE S AT AR e Licle, EAOWMEICR T 2EE0H
JEX, EMLLEAML T LICRR L. — Tl 2 TIREIZ KO RETH L7120, BHEMEE
FEABNTRE D, 3CHR [22] 123880 T Beerends 5%, PESQ # HWW T, MHEZRROEH THEE
EHEST DO, ZAaTORWEOEROA AT 8N T o4 —A ¥ —Aa7 I L 5HE%
ToTWV5., AL THMEOEFMEMONREFMEEL LTS —A ¥—2aT7 5. EiFm
BREIZE T, FHifi & FEMICEOHENH S B (SNR, PESQ%) LAOHMRH S L
O (fFl, dis FOHBHER) 255720, FHEREICADLETEEORWA AT 28R 5.

ERETHREELERIEAERE

16 n%’fé:f? D 5L, JDRT O/ FERE TIRE Z & IChkiE 2 EF M EREEZREFT 5. 20k
O, HAMERERZELICHETE 2L ICHEHEBEOERILZIT). H#EFBEREICL-T
jziota HEOIEARIIZLL TR (2.1) &30 (2.2) 205, L (2.1) | &ﬁﬁﬁkﬁ’?’?
OB & DRIV, X (2.2) IFROHBERHDLEITHND. ZOEBRIZLDY, aﬂﬂﬂ

BREES L ORI EIT ) 120, SERMOBANS, BEMIMENHE S L 2T
HMQustention 1T BRI TIRENE <, —12 dB OB L #Ed THRE 2% BRETH 5.
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HFORODEENEWVENO &0, RLEEPRWVEN 1 &5, 7o, FBEHhOER CRD-
THREE LN (2.1) TEB{LT . JDRT XRIEIORKENSH LR K 512, F—? SNR;, TbH,
T HRHE T S TREMEO DA N2V, Voicing <° Sibilation OFEIZ BV MEIZ ST 2 HF % &
FUX, Sustention, Comactness DERICIALS 5T HFE b HDH. Lo T, THERFEIELEOELD
BME L R KMEZ 0225 VICESYET 5. ZOZEHICLY, REZLOBRMBER TS, #)
BN & B IREEE OO H SR AT BTV D,

FERER ORI (2.3) OET Y U OEEME LR (2.4) &7 v R—/VOIENAHRS [159] TFT 5 16,
R (2.3) ©RIFIET Y ORRMBRE, (n) ZESUE THRE Q(n) 13¥ > 7P ES n itk 5
EHEEEET, I, QIXTNZNOMEFEIETH L. FUFEICRBNT, THRE & 8IS B
DG BT AU (B c#B e Bk Chni) , JRAZ@ oA bic 7 ey b, fHERE
X1 &%, DF VMHBREO KN TEBIEEIRIEDOLEAFREL 72 5

—Ji, E7 Y COBFEMBEFEITIERDIMEIE LT T AN 7RG TH LD, T
FEORZR 07D 1 OFRPFHD RIS T D0 T, KIHF/ 7 a7 hEE Vo To i KA & e/ MEST
BT MOERMENMETET, ©7 Y AL OXERENE Zn D, 2.2 Hio EBEEAGRS R
LRI/ 7 a T hREIBEECREL QW EEZLND N, EERIICTHMEME? 50% X 0 &<,
80%~90NFRE DY L T IVNE W=D, ) 2 XT A MY w7 RHBAGHTFRETH L v R—L DA
NARBIRH S Col L LETH S, X (2.4) O 117y F—LoIEMFERF K, P2 2o
KBRS — BT 285k, n i3 7 Th 5. MBS EHIL THE & ER LT EmE
ANTRD DI 2L T, WiHBIRIICRT DR BRER XY, R 2R 2 Ff o 7o R & 3R
L, THEHEZIT) 2L 3518, KRmrTix, Lig, ©7 Y OfRMEREE R, 7> F—
NONENARBISRERZ 7 EIMESZ L T 5.

. L raw score — min score
normalized objective score = . (2.1)
max score — min score

. . raw score — max Score
normalized objective score = — (2.2)
min score — max score

> (I(n) - T)(Q(n) - Q) (2.3
VU =D /3 @) - Q)
o _ 4 (2.4)

%(n—l)_l_n(n—l)

15 2 DM FHAMED O P E 51 &, BEERZE TR AEEL L RICHA SN S.

6o R L ONEMABBNI E T Y o ORI L B H FER R 0, EHIEO R 22 2 BRI OB IR TE 20,
LA LN S, MEOIEMOWEIIITAS. LoT IET7 YV OBEMBITAREDFTHLEWR, 7Y R—ILoJENL
AR EREDOF TRV LWzl 1T 9.

85 5 OMBHRE S IERULAER 21T h e WS & MBI b 67200,

1832k [150] 1281 5 Liu HOBRFHIEWTY, WMABREIIS TR 5@ E R L TEY, —fRIAL fibh 5%
FHBI 72 Tl < BATAHBE D LI N LB TH 5.
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2.3.3 THRELEFEREDMHEE

FBEHMIC &> TReD T2 THEEE & EH B E OMBA%ZERT 2. FPETHRY 72 Es g
RE 16z i L, BEEME L JDRT OFERE T & ISRl 2 G A EREZ kT 5. ikl
fid, FHEANEP ST REZHWTKE CTHREOHEZ1TS. AMTEAT2BEMORZEIC
K5 THEZCEZHEE T D720, WMERE L THREOHBBEMREZLUT D 237 =120 TH
2D,

>

o EABRE ARG LIZAHE
o BEEMEZ &IZo T - FHE

EERFIRA KM THEAE T L, BEMEICEDL T TMELZHEE T2 Z LN RE LS
Z6ND. ZHIERDEELWRETHIN, 127THTERZL IS, IEFFE2&KLITETL20X
TR &V RERAID S BRI SE L [ — D/ T — 2 OB E O ST N « THRE DK T IR
TV ZOEOREOEYEL LT, BENBEAMTHIITHYE ) DML LRSI L2y
F R OB b g T 5.

234 Z2EFRAEFHOETYVUOEERMEEBL 7Y F—ILOIEGIERE

F PR FTRE LM TO 120 HEEEIZHOWTEEIZIR N, WIS EFH8 T & IR O
— R AT D B D REICONWTIRRS.

120 BHEETF1Y

}ﬁm FIRA R D 120 HEE A OFEHRM BRI R % 16 F51% Z Table 2.8 (Z/R"¥. 7z, 1647
L OESME TR & IEFULEEEOBAMIX % Fig. 2.24(a ) ( YIRS P CIEEER L
i Tuy baEE2THLH, HERBITIETORERZIES L TRDOTHY, EFITHN DK
KAE, fe/MEITEFHmE D SR D 7l % 72
Table 2.8 DfER LV, £ EB:D SNR W/ RE (SNR, SNRA, SNRseg, fwSNRseg(A),
fwSNRseg(C), fwSNRseg(S), Al Alseg, LA TEA L TSNRARELFES) (I&Nb 0.8 00 E
DE VB Z RS, 2O TR OFEFMEEANEWOILSNRA T, £l ’beﬁ)ll%é SNRseg &
<. LUF, BIoMEm %53 5. SNR, SNRA, SNRseg @ —flXIFIEFEMERN T, THE, &
BENAEHHH 0.5 L ETIIAERERAE NSO D, 0&%%@%%hk%w fwSNRSeg(A) & [FIERIC
BEEN 05 AKMIIFAENH Y, 0.5 L LTI TMED ST NEEHEALDLMEMARE L, ey MIRP
R TH S, 2D 4 FiiX White & Babble O[] 223K % <, Highway & Railway 1% D
MDA a7 Z#RHERICH . —HCR—EEO7 2y MILFIHbShTEY, 2 b 45T
BEREMNRE SN DBRE T THEHEIZATIZR OO, BENKRMOREIZIIAFTHL LT
5. fwSNRseg(C) & fwSNRseg(C) IZEBIEE D 0.5 Kl OB Z 13/ 3723, fwSNRseg(C)
TR BT e y MERAH Y, fwSNRseg(S) IZEARMTHS. Al & Alseg b ZHBIHE 0.5
MCOTRELOREXRAELNDLN, Tay hoME\IEEA LAWY, ETFEDL LT, MEm s
HHEND b OIFEFEARERROER THIVUIARE THE Lo Wil RESEROMBE L 720, T
FE D EBIFHIE A R THAIUXE b bBEENME TE RN EB X LNLTD, RIZK D7

50



THEARFITHD. DFV, THELEEOBISHIBIEDR S 2 Dy, MBI 2 OOt
DUETHD. 20D, MOFERH ML ED 2 OIERIEERZ LN D0 TIRE L EEOMGRE
BAET 2 HE RS 5.

PESQ 13 0.789 L H A RREOMENRH 5. ZAUXZEM 0.5 RGOS AN KT W=, HH
BANELS o7 Z DR TH D, doeps drar, drpr, dis D AT MVEHEE4AFE T S b 2R
D RMN0S5 KM THLN, BERI LIRSS, FANTHRFF S TWA 7w, BERENRED
BRIECO TMEHEICHATEEEZDL2D. ZNHOREITER, GTHEFALSCEMREH &
Wo iz, HOLRWEFOWEFMMRETH LD, KERTNELEZEFLY T —DH
LEEREOEFGEZ TOICRIATERNEBZOND. dygs TN TIXANY MLEERED
FCIZAREE N @Y, SNR SR &t EFREINEEV DX, Babble (2B L THLOEE S & BAfEIZ 72
HEMMNEH DT Th 5. SNRloss2 FilL SII OEAZFHAL TWDH OO, FHENTEN. i
AKORABE R, MEMTELEZITo TWARVWEFEZIMM Lm0 EEZ BN,

112 Table 2.9 (27 > R—/VDNENFHBELRE 7 DFE R A7~ T, R & #2720 fwSNRseg(C) 73
0.834 &b £ <, fwSNRseg(A) 23KV T 0.805 T, SNRseg 8 0.8 ThHhdH. 7N 0.8 ZHZHD
XD 3FEDOATHY, o SNRARE LD LHLMIZEV. PESQ, dwss 1% 0.6 FEE & SNR
RICKSNEAL THDHDILT R EEDBRW. RERORRLDILX, 7 AT — 3 %5 SNR
FREDFHNENLSNO SNRARE LY FHEARENE NI ERICR-722 L THDH. T
TS A T = a R EDRWREICR LN T 1y b OISO R 23 F 85 B S sk o
LOTHY, THRELSTEMEOBRIIME CIERL, BMERMEBICLIHBENNETHD Z & 2R
2L CW\%. F£72 SNRseg, fwSNRseg(A), fwSNRseg(C) THRHIZBAZE 7200 B MO L T ##
JEDORHDFIZE DD TH Y, THE L EEEOIEED RRIND.

Table 2.8: Pearson correlation(R) between normalized intelligibility (120 words average) score

and normalized objective speech quality score

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
0.932 0.942 0.934 0.922 0.922 0.913 0.914 0.866
PESQ dcep dLAR dLLR d]s dwss SNRIOSS(C) SNRIOSS(S)
0.713 0.494 0.378 0.404 0.493 0.773 0.697 0.416

Table 2.9: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility (120 words average)

score and normalized objective speech quality score

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
0.746 0.782 0.800 0.805 0.834 0.759 0.726 0.699
PESQ | dcep drar drLr drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)
0.577 0.358 0.268 0.257 0.299 0.609 0.564 0.300
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Fig. 2.24: Comparison between normalized intelligibility (120 words average) score and normal-

ized objective speech quality score
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Voicing

Table 2.10 (Z Voicing ® R —%& %75, Voicing O T fiffE & FE OFHBIIZ- OV TIE 120 HFE-H)
ZIFEMER T, SNR % @?aﬁf@m%% WA, BERIIZ R OEIT/NEL 2o T D, ZhT
Flg. 2111CH BN D X DT, EHULRTO THEE ORI TH 5. Voicing 0)1‘9@5/\%@
R#EH & LT, Fig. 2.25 IZFBIDE W SNR & AL FRE 7 EH 7237 5 72451 & LT fwSNRseg(C)
& PESQ OfERZ /R399, SNRITHEMEA 0.2 LA F I T HE & @iﬂmxﬁu RRH DN, ALIXIZ
ExHAREIC T2y hERTHWA. ATIFER (1.12) OEFEL Y, WNEFHFEIZSNR ZH0Tn5 7
W, ZOEWE Table 1.7 O ENZ L 2B TH 5. twSNRseg(C) 1% 120 HLGE ) & [FERIC
FlzfhoMEmcH 0, TRE L FEMEICHEREERS D Z EmmeEns. £z, PESQ OfEE
T, BEMICED2MHAENEE THY, BEZLOIEFRE L LTPESQ IXAEZITH LA, i’
ALMIZRNIRN T & &2 RE LTV 5. Table 2.11 (2 Voicing @ 7 OFER A 779, 120 HFE )
[fEk, SNR, SNRA & ATIZ R CIX EiOREL L2000, 1 TEE I AT —va v &0ES
FEREED T BHBENRE. ZO/RRND S THRE L FEOIEMBIEN RSN, B AT —T g
VEMED ?Ei%@Tﬁﬁ}E?EE‘iﬁb@m INRTFHEEIND.

Table 2.10: Pearson correlation(R) between normalized intelligibility(Voicing) score and nor-

malized objective speech quality score

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
0.878 0.870 0.822 0.797 0.806 0.808 0.860 0.817
PESQ dcep dLAR drLLR drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)
0.564 0.203 0.288 0.239 0.453 0.654 0.564 0.472

Table 2.11: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility(Voicing) score and

normalized objective speech quality score

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg

0.675 0.677 0.684 0.684 0.692 0.654 0.620 0.639

PESQ | dcep dr AR drLLr drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)

0.422 0.172 0.329 0.219 0.355 0.509 0.466 0.399
Nasality

Table 2.12 |Z Nasality ® R %#7~7". Nasality O T f#E & 58 OFHBIE 120 HEE ), Voicing X
ZZTH SNR ROFEIEDOFBE N mA3,
Z R < 3@@@#%#@&“@0) 3LV HORMHBEMEVMENIZH D
DOFHBAIX SNR A D fwSNRseg & AT LA LD § BUo.
LRV EFELENBTEOEEDIT Th D Nasality OFEFHEAS 500 Hz KilZAHBILDE 1 74/~
R BFEXENSHBEDLRETLZ ) TRVAOFTOME ST THD Z LICHEKT S.
HFOMERY ICEHEAZE T fwSNRseg(S) ° Al OFBN B E < /> TWnD . £, Zofh
DAY MIVERHE—E OFEEE CITA DB & 70> T Y, Nasality OHEEIZIT M D720,
O THRE LMD @ o T2l & LT, Fig. 2.26 12 fwSNRseg(S), PESQ, dwss, HREEOHBN
H il LT, SNRseg D% 7. PESQ LAMIEN b ERE

D HE IRV

O D FHH LD, TRTOREDORERIZA ICHEE L.
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A SNRA FED 5 5 fwSNRseg(S)
*73’(“, PESQ L dWSS
Z O, Fig. 241 0RT AT husT

ML DBmZENRAYLD, [

ZDl=w,

Nasality



—HHEMTHREEMEIC L > TTMEIIRE S BRoTnS. £/, fwSNRseg(S) (% 120 HEE -,
Voicing (23517 %5 fwSNRseg(C) & RFRIC LSO —7 L 7> TV, THEE & EEFEICIERIE
PR D Z DRSS . Table 2.13 D 7 DFERNBH, Al Alseg, fwSNRseg(S), PESQ,
dwss PFREREWNZ EB 26 DR X D Nasality #EEMHENEL 2D b D EEZLNRD.

Table 2.12: Pearson correlation(R) between normalized intelligibility (Nasality) score and nor-

malized objective speech quality score

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
0.745 0.697 0.741 0.674 0.780 0.856 0.907 0.862
PESQ dcep drAR drLLR drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)
0.828 0.015 —0.169 —0.247 —0.264 0.803 0.340 —0.394

Table 2.13: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility(Nasality) score and

normalized objective speech quality score

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg

0.510 0.466 0.542 0.480 0.573 0.631 0.652 0.664

PESQ dcep drLAR drLLR drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)

0.634 0.031 0.178 0.300 0.343 0.620 0.258 0.274
Sustention

Table 2.14 |Z Sustention ® R —%& % /79", Sustention & SNR AZRDOFHBITEVA, Al & Alseg
1£.0.683 & 0.656 & CCHEBI V. — 5T, drg OFIBIN 0.824 TH Y, SNR F & [F%OFHBEA
5. Fig. 2.27 12 fwSNRseg(A), fwSNRseg(C), drs, dwss PfEFRZRT. KL VP L/ X
25 White b3 O THAMR LIZ7 7y FS#Ld drs 1Zxt L, fwSNRseg(C) & dygs 1& 4 D
B&E D 5 B White IX8A & 72 5. fwSNRseg(A) & White & D5 E O ZITA HILD H D
®, twSNRseg(C) 1Z EBAZE TiXZeW . drg OYEREAEWOIE, 3 (1.6) TLPC A7 FLDfR
BT P TR, FAVBRTWAHTD, A7 MVERKEOTGIR & & B ORI ZE8) % 310
LTWA7=EEZ LS. Table 2.15 12 Sustention D 7 DFERZ /7. HOLAMABEOEWRE X
0.709 @ fwSNRseg(A) TH 2D Z L iFEDL L. drpg & dis OHBEARHKRE O S R L [FE
MThD. 2L LT, REOFINLR EDEFR.

Sibilation

Table 2.16 (T Sibilation @ R #~3. SNR ZADOHFTHE® T X T — 3 %f7 7\ SNR,
SNRA & dys 1% 0.8 fiifh & RS DD, MO REEL 0.7 KiliTh 5. Fig. 2.28 IZ SNRA,
fwSNRseg(A), drrr, dis PfEFR%7~3. SNRA & fwSNRseg(A) & OHRIXF—D A HA% H
WIZSNRDEZ AT —2aOFD LEUNKETE 5. LD, SNRA OFBIIEIZZEL
L, fwSNRseg(A) iZ Bicfho 7wy M/ s, Ziuk, Fig. 2.17 O E@FHN XV Sibilation |%%
HZ b THREE L SNRy, OREMAIERE THY, R THHIiT 20 S 20 E Nz 5. A7 hL
PR CHEAIMEB O m\V dopr & drs 13 White DB KRE WL OO, T OMOIGHUTL/NE
< IR BT S 5. Table 2.17 (2 Sibilation @ 7 D#EF %279 R TiL SNR, SNRA & SNRseg
FHLORIZKRERENH SN, 1 TIREEALRREOHBATHL L2 5. £z, AT b
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Table 2.14: Pearson correlation(R) between normalized intelligibility(Sustention) score and

normalized objective speech quality score

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
0.807 0.838 0.853 0.866 0.769 0.746 0.683 0.656
PESQ dcep dLAR dLLR d]S dwss SNRIOSS(C) SNRIOSS(S)
0.463 0.728 0.644 0.764 0.824 0.619 0.587 0.515

Table 2.15: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility (Sustention) score and

normalized objective speech quality score

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
0.638 0.681 0.672 0.709 0.623 0.539 0.542 0.500
PESQ | dcep drar drLr drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)
0.398 0.558 0.402 0.594 0.639 0.443 0.468 0.377

FREfERE B SNRseg

B8 205 Ao

Table 2.16: Pearson correlation(R) between normalized intelligibility (Sibilation) score and nor-

malized objective speech quality score

HLRBEDETHY, HOIBEOHBEIISL Z N5, £/ R THHE
&K - 72 PESQ & dyss OFHEFIZ0IT VK.

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
0.799 0.814 0.653 0.650 0.528 0.466 0.548 0.493
PESQ dcep dLAR dLLR d[S dwss SNRIOSS(C) SNRIOSS(S)
0.109 0.490 0.626 0.676 0.780 0.281 0.391 0.377

Table 2.17: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility (Sibilation) score and

normalized objective speech quality score

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg

0.486 0.488 0.460 0.494 0.391 0.276 0.364 0.320

PESQ | dcep | dian diiR drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)

0.099 0.409 0.397 0.485 0.489 0.155 0.337 0.317
Graveness

Table 2.18 IZ Graveness ® R Z/~9. #ER LD, SNRAIFFHENE S, WKW TPESQ & dwss
3t < AL Voicing, Nasality & A Toh 5. Fig. 2.29 IZ SNR, SNRseg, PESQ, d;s O
Ra2ad. SNRIIMHBMBEN 09U EH D 0D, LTIzt 71w T, SNRseg O J5713%f
FFUTIT. 2O "o DFRIZ SNR RIZEBEFRMEZEIIIZE A LA LRV, PESQ IFEEEIC
XoT7uy MEBIZERAZDLIND. dig IXPESQ XV & ZOMHANEHETHD. 2 b OMM G
Voicing, Nasality &#TV>. Voicing & Nasality @ E#FEMRE R T 5 Fig. 2.11, Fig. 2.13 & b,
Graveness O EBIFHMIFEFR TH 5 Fig. 2.19 1% SNRy, (ZxF LT TEEZ(LN K Z . Graveness T
i U T2 DITHEERE OH 2 7 4 b~ o MEHBEETH D720, A7 hVEEBEO R BE BT

T, BEE DAY PV OEWPFHIEIC KR S <, BEEHRZENHTZ LD LEEX BN D.
Table 2.19 | Graveness @ 7 Z7~9. R L H~TSNR, Al DIEMZNRCEL 7225 DIXZiVE Tl
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V1205, SNRA [T b O & fwSNRseg(A) (2R <. D E D Graveness (213 A FPEE I X

% SNR I K oHEM RS &< 0D LTINS,

Table 2.18: Pearson correlation(R) between normalized intelligibility (Graveness) score and

normalized objective speech quality score

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
0.902 0.923 0.936 0.948 0.941 0.913 0.905 0.827
PESQ dcep drAR drLLR drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)
0.730 0.625 0.376 0.363 0.380 0.765 0.671 —0.011

Table 2.19: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility (Graveness) score and

normalized objective speech quality score

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg

0.732 0.787 0.754 0.802 0.777 0.738 0.706 0.614

PESQ dcep drAR drLLR drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)

0.565 0.493 0.306 0.236 0.207 0.573 0.480 0.019
Compactness

Table 2.20 {Z Compactness DFHEERE—% % 7~ 9. Compactness OfEH1% Graveness & 1E & A
MR ToH 5. Compactness TR 5 HEEFHE S Graveness & T WVFFEJER A~ DEHFET
HONG, WEIFHIE S AR >7o b D EBFZ Hivd. Fig. 2.30 IZ Graveness DfE R TH R
L7z SNR, SNRseg, PESQ, djs DfERZRT. I HIXFRIRED Graveness DGR & T
FE AR CEAICH D Z ENDDD. Table 2.21 O 7 OFER Y, 120 HFEFH), Voicing & [FAE
(ZSNR & SNRA [T RIZHERENLE 72 B0, Z D=, THRE & FEEOMITRE TIi7e < JE
WMIERBRICH D E V2 5.

Table 2.20: Pearson correlation(R) between normalized intelligibility (Compactness) score and

normalized objective speech quality score

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
0.906 0.899 0.905 0.874 0.913 0.933 0.938 0.907
PESQ | dcep drar drLr drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)
0.789 0.344 0.131 0.196 0.277 0.818 0.623 0.151

Table 2.21: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility (Compactness) score

and normalized objective speech quality score

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
0.737 0.746 0.763 0.744 0.824 0.771 0.750 0.761
PESQ | dcep | doan diiR drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)
0.657 0.259 0.012 0.112 0.092 0.673 0.447 0.100
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EBRTEARHDOFTLD

Table 2.22 [Z BB E ZIRE LICRIEOF BRI LIZ R & 7 DRB O R Th o 7o REE & Fr i
REMPARD ONTRELZEEOD. R, 7 HRIEEBMEITETSNRARELDR, RITEI A
T—varw2EDRVSNR, SNRA, AIEBREND ZENZVR, 13T XTI AT —V s
VEMED SNRARETH -7z, FFEFHE I & O T Sustention & Graveness ZFrE, RIX
WD, T RROREL R DI H D RENL LN, DERETHD THRE L WEERET
b5 RBLEFEWEMEIL, SIETIERIFRERBEBTHL EVWR, BT Y ORISR R 1T
K0T, v R—/L DI AHBERE 7 TR T 2 DR RWEE X Hi% . Sustention
& Graveness ([ZDOWTCIE, R, 7 HITHRERED ftwSNRseg(A) Th o7z, i, Fig 2.27 &
Fig. 229 THHNTZ L DT, BEE T & DMEMENMO RE L EEA_RHIZLS o7 ZENRETH 5.

VL EDFER NG, A &2 ORER E A2 T2 IR E A 77 A o #v SNR & V- T fgEEHE
EOMRPEN LM ENLD.

SNR RUSNDRETHERMI LI, FEAIRMRPBAONTRELZE 05, 120 HEEF),
Voicing, Nasality, Graveness, Compactness (% PESQ % 721% dwss 7% SNR R R JE IR < TERE
ThoTz. dwss 1T Liu bOMFES [150] THEAN & b EW D & BL Do T DIT BRI R 2 TR
HiCHMET L7- & 9 B ORENEE I NA R TOIRMAHRETH Y, RERLFHKOBRTHS.
Sustention, Sibilation @ 3 f#{¥X JDRT TR & 751F T\ 5 EREFHED R EJE KRB~ DEF TH D,
dcep, drpr, drs EVWoTo A7 MVERBERE S A% Tl - 7-. Voicing LA T D 6 HRAFFETI,
WL DOMDOREIZONTOR TREE L FEEOT vy NER LD, HERERHEVmE
(7 23 0.7 Kiii) REIIEEBRENOFINIAOLNDL OO, BEREREOMPEL R TE R WVWRE
ThdZ enEnrol. WHEITIEES Z & ITIANARBIRE 7 2 T 5.

Table 2.22: Objective measures with highest correlation in all noise mixed condition

2.3.5

AE TR ST 2 & ICIERUE TR & IEBULEEIED 7 > B — LV ONARCFBISRE m 2 LS 5.

KT EREZ & OGRS ES 4= (B:Babble, W:White, H:Highway, R:Railway) Z &IZ

FEDD.

phonetic Pearson Kendall notable
feature correlation(R) | correlation(r) results

120 words SNRA fwSNRseg(C) PESQ, dwss
Voicing SNR fwSNRseg(C) PESQ, dwss
Nasality Al Alseg PESQ, dwss

Sustention fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(A) | dcep, diLr, dis
Sibilation SNRA waNRseg(A) drLr, dis

Graveness fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(A) PESQ, dwss

Compactness Al fwSNRseg(C) PESQ, dwss

~r
EREES

BEZLDT7 Y F—ILOIRGIHER
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120 BHEET

Table 2.23 12 120 HFEEH TOREE Z & O r 277, SNRARE & PESQ, dygs 1ZE2TO
BRE CO8 UL LEOMBENSH Y, FHEEAEV. PESQ & dyss & Table 2.9 O2ERFIRA LM CTIZ
NZN0.577, 0.609 ThH-o7=Z LD, THHIXE—FRZIZHT 2 MEZ BV T TR &
BEEMORRBRFF SND. deeps drar, dopr, drs (3 Babble, Railway S TITFBIAMEU <
721, White, Highway OMHEIEE e AN HA BN, ZHUE Fig. 25 TR7ZXK 21, BEE D
EDAXRY MAKFENRIK E B 2 L.

Table 2.23: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility (120 words average)

score and normalized objective speech quality score by noise type

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
B 0.845 0.853 0.845 0.853 0.861 0.853 0.853 0.853
W | 0.878 0.878 0.878 0.878 0.910 0.902 0.869 0.918
H 0.878 0.869 0.878 0.878 0.902 0.902 0.910 0.902
R 0.865 0.882 0.865 0.882 0.874 0.849 0.849 0.849

PESQ dcep dLAR dLLR d]S' dwss SNRIOSS(C) SNRIOSS(S)
B 0.833 0.494 0.114 0.490 0.543 0.869 0.551 0.412
W | 0.886 0.653 0.486 0.665 0.747 0.902 0.665 0.567
H 0.890 0.535 0.535 0.645 0.612 0.902 0.649 0.461
R 0.825 0.498 0.363 0.592 0.539 0.825 0.482 0.151

Voicing

Table 2.24 |Z Voicing +H R COXERS Z & D r Z/R7. SRR 120 HEE ) & [RMER Tl
& %73, Babble & Railway @ 7 DK T IX SNRZARETHBEICAOLND.

Table 2.24: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility(Voicing) score and

normalized objective speech quality score by noise type

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
B 0.616 0.641 0.616 0.641 0.657 0.633 0.633 0.633
W 0.830 0.830 0.830 0.830 0.847 0.830 0.838 0.847
H 0.738 0.730 0.738 0.738 0.705 0.705 0.713 0.705
R 0.749 0.766 0.749 0.766 0.733 0.720 0.737 0.720

PESQ dcep drLAR drLRr drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)
B 0.616 0.420 0.351 0.490 0.539 0.649 0.453 0.396
W% 0.822 0.569 0.380 0.524 0.765 0.847 0.560 0.454
H 0.684 0.426 0.590 0.537 0.631 0.672 0.553 0.430
R 0.687 0.382 0.460 0.464 0.592 0.720 0.469 0.411

Nasality

Table 2.25 |Z Nasality +ERHE COEERGT Z & O 7 27, 2REYIC 120 BEFEVY & R T
L& 573, Babble & Railway @ 7 DK TIX SNR ZRETHBEICALND.

Sustention

Table 2.26 |Z Sustention TS FHE CTORKEGT & D 1 27, 2ERFTIRAFFE S L, SNR
FHRPEEIX 0.500~0.709 225, 0.767~0.871 & KigICHE#E L Tn5. £72 PESQ & dyss 1EELE
A00.398, 0.443 725, 0.75 LA EEZHEL B RIEICHEEL TS, LLEDOFRER XY, Sustention
BREROMBENKE L, ERFRASM CE THEHREN TV W EHETHL L N2 5.
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Table 2.25: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility (Nasality) score and

normalized objective speech quality score by noise type

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
B 0.808 0.800 0.808 0.800 0.800 0.808 0.808 0.808
W | 0.621 0.621 0.621 0.621 0.682 0.691 0.682 0.699
H 0.765 0.724 0.757 0.757 0.769 0.794 0.777 0.794
R 0.749 0.766 0.749 0.766 0.733 0.720 0.737 0.720
PESQ | dcep drAR drLr drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)
B 0.788 0.461 0.127 0.049 0.135 0.808 0.584 0.298
W | 0.526 0.399 0.526 0.477 0.682 0.658 0.448 0.637
H 0.777 0.421 0.371 0.220 0.084 0.777 0.593 0.031
R 0.687 0.382 0.460 0.464 0.592 0.720 0.469 0.411

Table 2.26: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility (Sustention) score and

normalized objective speech quality score by noise type

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
B 0.767 0.776 0.767 0.776 0.776 0.767 0.767 0.767
W 0.847 0.847 0.847 0.847 0.847 0.834 0.871 0.847
H 0.832 0.815 0.832 0.823 0.864 0.860 0.864 0.860
R 0.794 0.810 0.777 0.794 0.786 0.777 0.777 0.777

PESQ dcep drAR drLR drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)
B 0.763 0.604 0.024 0.637 0.612 0.784 0.518 0.412
w 0.830 0.773 0.487 0.442 0.597 0.834 0.659 0.659
H 0.860 0.664 0.521 0.705 0.680 0.860 0.668 0.603
R 0.761 0.654 0.207 0.736 0.724 0.786 0.523 0.133

Sibilation

Table 2.27 |Z Sibilation +H 4 COERT Z & O 7 2757, Sibilation (X2 EREA &ME T
ENt T N0.5 R o722%, SNR AR E drs, dwss TiE White T 0.6 LLEE D ck#zL T
W5, L2vL7esd 5, Babble 0 7 13K TH 0.3 BETH Y, 1TV THEE & SEMHEOFE
WEEV. ZHUE, Fig 217 TR X951, 8% 6 SNRy, TTEMFIEAEEBL LR DT
b5,

Table 2.27: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility(Sibilation) score and

normalized objective speech quality score by noise type

SNR SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
B 0.284 0.276 0.284 0.276 0.292 0.300 0.300 0.300
W 0.648 0.648 0.648 0.648 0.639 0.631 0.615 0.648
H 0.496 0.517 0.496 0.480 0.501 0.492 0.484 0.492
R 0.534 0.542 0.534 0.542 0.546 0.529 0.529 0.529
PESQ | dcep | doan diin drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)
B 0.280 0.206 0.010 0.255 0.186 0.292 0.292 0.219
A\ 0.594 0.471 0.385 0.492 0.607 0.615 0.475 0.402
H 0.484 0.365 0.463 0.455 0.488 0.496 0.382 0.311
R 0.496 0.307 0.332 0.529 0.416 0.508 0.340 0.088
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Graveness

Table 2.28 IZ Graveness M CTCOKEST T L O 7 #57. SNR RITE2BERETESSETIX
Alseg ZFrE 0.7 L EOMBEANAGNTZN, BEEZLITZ 08U EE 72 L VFEENEL 2o Tz,
F£7-, PESQ & dygs TR HIRGSMTIZ0.565, 0573 Tho7=2y, &b 5 b 0.8 FREEICkE
LTW5. ZHETOFHREME RS PESQ & dygs 13BN EE S5 50 TOMBIN &
WRETH D Z Enbnd. White (IZFRET IR, drrr, dis D7D 0TRELEIR-oTND
7%, Babble TIX 0.3 R CTH D728, BEREMOFEEBELIAEIZZIT TN D.

Table 2.28: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility (Graveness) score and

normalized objective speech quality score by noise type

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
B 0.787 0.811 0.787 0.811 0.811 0.787 0.770 0.787
W 0.823 0.823 0.823 0.823 0.852 0.856 0.823 0.864
H 0.850 0.866 0.850 0.858 0.866 0.866 0.891 0.858
R 0.850 0.875 0.867 0.875 0.855 0.850 0.842 0.842

PESQ | dcep dLAR dLLr drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)
B 0.778 0.570 0.378 0.243 0.047 0.803 0.411 0.055
W 0.832 0.652 0.529 0.733 0.701 0.832 0.635 0.493
H 0.846 0.646 0.478 0.592 0.570 0.842 0.498 0.298
R 0.826 0.510 0.453 0.199 0.064 0.834 0.363 0.523

Compactness

Table 2.29 |Z Compactness T ERE COKEEE Z L O 7 2T, RERFIRAKF L RELIZ Com-
pactness |X Graveness & RO Z 7R L, SNRRIZ 7T B3R 0.8 L EE720, PESQ & dwss
IXZNEN0.657, 0.673 005 0.8 FEFEEIC#E L=, diLr, drs @ White [ZEWH DD, RRZfD
R Cr DMEDIZRHEAm B L TN D.

Table 2.29: Kendall rank correlation(7) between normalized intelligibility (Compactness) score

and normalized objective speech quality score by noise type

SNR | SNRA | SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg
B 0.800 0.800 0.800 0.800 0.792 0.792 0.800 0.792
W | 0.843 0.843 0.843 0.843 0.888 0.884 0.852 0.893
H 0.851 0.834 0.851 0.872 0.884 0.880 0.884 0.880
R 0.866 0.849 0.866 0.849 0.862 0.862 0.870 0.862
PESQ dcep drL AR drLLRr drs dwss SNRloss(C) | SNRloss(S)
B 0.771 0.486 0.041 0.429 0.253 0.800 0.539 0.392
W | 0.852 0.667 0.401 0.663 0.762 0.884 0.585 0.328
H 0.855 0.549 0.072 0.462 0.387 0.880 0.557 0.188
R 0.849 0.390 0.258 0.423 0.094 0.849 0.361 0.213

EBEREERBDFT LD

Table 2.30 IZ - EHHHA Z & OSSR TR 7 NEWREZRT. FfEOREIXETHRE L.
ZE A EDFERBTEREICE O SNRBRENBIRE N0, —HOMAEDE TiXdwss D3
b . 72 SNR RN T BEEEZ 21 5 RE (SNRA, fwSNRseg(A), fwSNRseg(C),
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fwSNRseg(S), Al Alseg) NEFELALETHY, —# SNR & SNRseg 28R ATV 503, SNR
NHMTREREICRD Z L3RhoTe. dwss bEW, MONORETEERS 2 LB gl
REENTRERE & OFBENE L 22 I H 5. F7=, Table 2.22 OB FIRASRMCIIE I A v
Ty a el RED r RN@EN-T=2Z nh, TREOERELHEEICIIETEALAZ -
BT AH I SNR ZHWDMERGH D L2 D, FEERIZ, SIIOEA % HAVvic fwSNRseg(C) 1342
BRERARELED, TORORETH-T-. dyss 1ZAT MVIHEEE(L 2 7Hl3 2 RE CTlid
DM, B EDNRT =AY NVOBEACRETH D729, fwSNRseg ICHTWRIEORETH D,
THREL IgoTmEEZBND. ZOMD AT MVRETIZdrLr & drs H35&E White %2 V=K
W T DIEVMEIANZ S o 7273, Babble 5Tl T 1KLL 2o 7=, ZThUdock, EF AT ML
Itz RHRETHY, Babble ZIETIIHEL AL —F /AL XA THLINE, 1 NMEFLEEEZD
5. PESQIEIITHR [21, 22, 23] T TMEHEICHWONTWDH DD, KEORE TR,
L2, PESQIIHUEANIZ VAD IZ X 2 B R XEHEE A B Te7o 0, REBRORRIZE 7 XM AR T
HOGEUIN LIRS D EHHBRRETHD Z EIZITEDLY 720, REITTIEIAREREE HNTEE
FEAM R & S IR, TR OHEE AT 9.

Table 2.30: Objective measures with highest correlation in each noise condition

phonetic feature Babble White Highway Railway

120 words fwSNRseg(C) Alseg Al SNRA,
fwSNRseg(A)

Voicing fwSNRseg(C) fwSNRseg(C), Alseg, SNRA, SNRA,
dwss fwSNRseg(A) fwSNRseg(A)

Nasality SNR,SNRseg Alseg fwSNRseg(S), SNRA,
AT Alseg Alseg fwSNRseg(A)

Sustention dwss Al SNR, SNRA, SNRseg SNRA

fwSNRseg(A), Alseg
Sibilation fwSNRseg(S), Al Alseg AT fwSNRseg(C)
Alseg
Graveness SNRA, fwSNRseg(A) fwSNRseg(S) fwSNRseg(S) fwSNRseg(A)
fwSNRseg(C)
Compactness SNR, SNRA, SNRseg Alseg fwSNRseg(C), Al
fwSNRseg(A), Al dwss Al

2.4 FEREEIRIZLDTHREHT

2.3.3 HiC TR & REEDMHBIMRE A bl L7z, AHi CIIEAARB] 7 O@mWREZRIRL, THE
JEDHEE FBRZAT °

2.4.1 [EIRFELTHREMHT
EIPELEE

HEEITIL, THEAZBARIS, FEEEELZHIERE LR 21T 5. 2S00
FBEFRE LR L 0, TR & FBE EEICITHIE TR < ERBOBRNR H D Z LR D> TE
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v, EIRCIER/ N RIBEC LDV TRA RO—T 7 49T 4 7 %47 S, EUHT B8R (2.5)
DYTEA R v VAT 4y 7 BEERWS.

VIEA R v VAT 4y 7 BEIIACK, TAEO BB S AL D Rt EBISA d B T B E L R
HIeOICHASNS. ZOVITEA RV AT 4y Z7BEBIZANT A N v RE{E L TH—T
TAYT 47T HEOITNE, THEOZMANY TEA R —7 T TE 5282 FF> 2 & 23]
IR D. T CTTREOEMEMICOVWTE RS, TbZ b THMEIIHEN (2T x5 &
ERREL, TR Z 220 2 TRET DM ol EDO LEETH D, LIRMEE FIRIED
HIREICIRE D DIX, A DHFEE THM L TEZXUL, T2 2251 & THEZ 2720 O ZfHI7
LB THD. DD, %< OHGEREBGERO M TH D THEEIT MEIIZ/R 50D, [H
— RO RFEOWMEGER L T 2178 B, —BRBBILET L0 Y RAT 4y 7 [ElRDTIZD
DATTAHERLTNDZEEEMTHD. £io, AKTHIUE, HFBEOFEHTIIRL, &
TOHFEOTRFERZIRA LT RBALET L E L TR VAT 4y 7 BIREITH T ENEYT
HbH. LinL, HEEZ L OSERMEOEIC LD 0ENR~ AF U 7R OZEE BB ETIC HEC
251 & THEZx720 ) OZfEREE T2 & HEEE v MO FREFHEO S HIC X o TEIFRE RN
RELEDLDARREND D, THRERBIISFHEERIC L 2HEBEIR LS 2 RERT ST\
HLOD, SERIZFELWDITTIERW. ZOTOREHREILEOR VAT 4y Z7ERIFITZ 50, &
TOHEZAN-Za AT 4y Z7EUFITZL TIIR., Lo ThH—T 7 49T 4 7 k> THEE
Ty MEE~DOREIFEITH Z & LT 5.

X (2.5) I Fig. 2.3 IZRTERICHR KA a THOEEE (—b/c, a/2) IZEMRE D, ZdhaTn
KRB TH L. AT, X (25) ZHFFXHETLITYTED, DN RECZEIVbDE c &
KDD. FBEFHEFER TIEIEDO T ERBICB W TORKEN 1225 Z &3, ISH%E
ExDE, BEOEENEIRNERRINDIN (THRENREJKTFTLARNVWEMS) bYLETHD
EHIWTL, a=1¢&¢ L. B/NSEOFHBEL, %R 257 A N7 —% OFBIEHNIC K5 THEE
EHEEME OB/ —Fii7%E (RMSE:Root Mean Squared Error) & L, RMSE 23/MZ725 b & ¢
EHWD.

a

- 1+exp(b+ cx) (2:5)

Y

HEE 14 RE Tl R AR

HEEMEREORHmEEREIZIL, X (2.6) (R T, EBIEHMIC L 5D THEE & HEEREIC K-> TRkE 54
EMED RMSE # 5. RMSE 23/ S UL, THEE L HEEMEA T2 & %2R d. £72, RMSE
& 2.2 Hi Tl 7= MCI Z Lt L, RMSE<MCI 235% 0 32 CidHEEMERE N+ TH D L rdpd-Z &
MTE D [158]. ZAUIHEEED, HEHAOREM CEHME) OEBEXENICHL ZLarL, 8l
SO OFFHN THEE TE TWD EWVWHIRIRTH .

S (Sub.Intell. — Est.Intell.)?
N

VHEHBECFTRNT v A Lo TR LIS 0O HEEHTH.

RMSE = (2.6)
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Fig. 2.31: Example for logistic function

FET—2ETRET—4

FEHEEMIE, EFERTOEMEEZHWD. e OERICIE, BRERE D & ICFHA 32
RE20EIL, oo 16 SEBEER0FET —2 L L, B oeHEERHOT A NFr—%
ElLle. /AR =X RT R MORBEEIRGRMHTABEOFET —4 64 RETEZ AW THEE
BIMEER L, 458507 A T —H 64 mAETEHTE L. /A A4 =T 54T, Fr—=
VI T =AW REEUAMI T TIIOEI L TH LT A N T2 2N TIRT 5.

HEICRAWLEBEEERER

HEIZHW D FBEEREICE, BEMEICE S TIEMAHE 7 OEWRE L LT SNR R0 D,
SNRseg, fwSNRseg(A), fWSNRseg(C), fwSNRseg(S), Al Alseg ZiER L, A~ hLEEEEIC
HEOSRENGIZIPESQ & dywss ZIRT 5. ZNOOREND, FERHEI &Ik bHEEMEEE
DEVRE ZEIRT 5.

242 /AR —X kTR

JDRT OB L IZBEEDBEM OGS (LT, /A X7 a—XRTF A L) OHERFZHE
BI4s. 22T, B #%ﬂ&mo@iﬁm%ﬁW& CHWEFR T — 2 DRSS, %m
HWLT A ST —HDOFRE %ﬁﬁ#ﬂ ThdHrZLuEmd. /AR a—X KT A NTHEMRE
BRWREEIBRE N RIMOLGS (/A XA =TT AN) OHERBRELIK D2 kﬂ%ﬁéﬂé
k@,i?i/427n%XFTXFT ERMIRE 2 45, wIiC, FEREIEIC /A4 X
I — A RTANCTHEEERENE P S TREEZHWTREEN ) A XA —7 7T A N THRIET 5.
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120 BHEET

120 HEE O RMSE —% & MCI % Table 2.31 1233, &H O B~R I35 H Z & OHEER LT,
Mean |35& % Z & OFERONIEFLLEE, AllIXEEESEA M TO RMSE Th 5. Mean & ALL
OMCLIIFRICMEE L7z, FHR XV, PESQ & dwss ZBRITITETORENEE ST Z & LT Mean
T RMSE<MCI %7z 7. PESQ % White & Highway Tiii7= L, Babble & Railway T2
T2 &7, dwsgs 1% White DAii72 9775, fllldiiii7z 27220y, All TlE, AT & Alseg 2372 & 720
73, > SNRseg & % fwSNRseg X RMSE<MCI Z%#i7= 7. >% 1V, SNRseg 72134 fwSNRseg
Thiu, BEOEEOREIT/ N NSWNEWN) ZERDND. ZNHLDOREIZE, 2.4.3HTHES
e T A N OREREEZ ANB X T2 BIZONWTERET L.

HEERE DB & LT, Fig. 2.32 IZH bHEEVERED HV Y fwSNRseg(A), FREEOMERE (Mean TS
RN L, All T/ S720) Tho7o AL #HEEVERBIZR WS, o SCERC B S D PESQ,
dwss D%~ 9 2 fwSNRseg(A) USMIRER S CFE Lo HEEBIEIC A L, BRERE S & e
75>§\:7’£%6 ERETH Y, FIZPESQ & dyss TIHEREHEZ & OHEEREMN LI Z L)

C LLEORER XY, 120 HEEREHOHEEIZIT SNRseg F 7213 fwSNRseg(A) ARV &30 5.

Table 2.31: Comparison of RMSE by objective quality measures along with the MCI per noise

(120 words average)

SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg | PESQ | dwss | MCI

B 0.029 0.023 0.031 0.030 0.034 | 0.036 | 0.044 [ 0.064 | 0.043
W 0.028 0.028 0.025 0.016 0.041 | 0.019 | 0.043 [ 0.035 [ 0.052
H 0.013 0.014 0.020 0.013 0.031 [ 0.010 | 0.029 | 0.054 | 0.043

R 0.019 0.017 0.034 0.027 0.034 [ 0.033 | 0.051 | 0.061 | 0.049
Mean | 0.022 0.020 0.028 0.022 0.035 [ 0.025 | 0.042 | 0.054 | 0.047
[ Al [ 0.032 0.035 0.033 0046 [ 0.048 [ 0.064 | 0.080 | 0.106 [ 0.047 |

fwSNRseg(4) [dB] L Qo awss

(a) fwSNRseg(A) (b) AI (c) PESQ (d) dwss

Fig. 2.32: Objective quality score and estimate function(120 words average)

Voicing

Voicing @ RMSE —% & MCI % Table 2.32 {2779, MCILIE 120 HFEFEH L 0 & K& 2pfE L f;é
728, dwss @ Railway # FRE BT HIOSHAIL EDORE S RMSE<MCI Zii7-4. BREmmlic
APOHFFEE DT 0y FTIIFERT—F T X VT =22 KB LTOWARWY. BT, FHEMHIOMEGRU.
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&, White &/ RMSE 28 E O REETH/hE V. 2 Table 2.24 O 7 2% White Sl 3Lo05E &
X bEWEm EAET S, L L, 7 & BIKWV O Babble 5:4:T%H Y, Babble ® RMSE 723K
EVHIICIEH 2, BT Lb 7 OFFIEIE—BL TV, Fiz, REEFRAEETY dywgs DS+
IZRMSE<MCI Z1{ifi7=9". F7z, 120 BBV & 5720, SNRseg, fwSNRseg(A), fwSNRseg(C),
fwSNRseg(S), AILlX Mean & All ®ZEN/NS V. ZiUE Fig. 2.11 £V, Voicing (2D CIXEEH
OIEMZEZE A ERNZ EMRBER L TWS. Fig. 2.33 12 SNRseg, fwSNRseg(C), AI, PESQ
DEBEEE L Al MO HEERIH A "7, SNRseg & fwSNRseg(C) TILER &l Z & O 2203
NEWAY, AL & PESQ TIMHARZENR A BN S, VL EOKF XLV, Voicing #E 1213 SNRseg £ 72
I% fwSNRseg(A) 23 B\ .

Table 2.32: Comparison of RMSE by objective quality measures along with the MCI per noise

(Voicing)

SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg | PESQ | dwss | MCI

B 0.048 0.046 0.047 0.048 0.040 [ 0.049 | 0.053 | 0.071 | 0.075

W 0.022 0.022 0.019 0.019 0.033 | 0.020 | 0.026 | 0.028 | 0.087

H 0.038 0.038 0.039 0.038 0.029 | 0.037 | 0.043 [ 0.061 | 0.071

R 0.043 0.041 0.045 0.046 0.051 | 0.049 | 0.054 | 0.091 | 0.077

Mean | 0.038 0.037 0.038 0.038 0.038 | 0.039 | 0.044 | 0.063 | 0.078

[ ALl | 0035 0.036 0.037 0.039  [0.042 ] 0.045 | 0.064 [ 0.082 [ 0.078 ]

Nasality

Nasality @ RMSE —& & MCI % Table 2.33 {2759, Nasality $ Voicing [RIERIZER S BN R 72
Al1E dwss PAFN T RMSE<MCI % 7= 7. B&EFE Z & @ RMSE X Voicing & [FlEkIZ White 55
ﬁ‘“(ﬂfﬁ< , Babble & TE <L 2o TWA. LAxL, Table 2.25 @ 7 1% Babble 23/ <, White 2%
RVMERITH 5H. £72, Mean (% SNRseg, fwSNRseg(A), fwSNRseg(C) 1% 0.037~0.042 DKL
fEIZ72 573, All TiX0.065~0.081 & 2 f5F2E RMSE 23 L CW\5. —J7C, fwSNRseg(S) i
Mean 7% 0.042, All 78 0.044 & 1ZIEF UIETH 5. fwSNRSeg(C) 1% Table 2.13 T b 7 235 <
0.631 THHZI-OREEFRIFTH RMSE VNEWEEZBNDLM, dwss b 0.620 & AHEAIE R
Moot O®, RMSE (H iz bl L CRE V. Nasality OfER 51X 7 721 THEEMERE Z T
HZEFINHETHD Z ENDND. dyss 1ZT IO ET RMSE B RKEL 5. AT hLER
BER ORISR (XA~ MBI ZE) DEE SR T 7 MES 2> T D DA R
To 5. Fig. 2.34 1 fwSNRseg(A), fwSNRseg(C), fwSNRseg(S), PESQ O&F#BIEE A & All &
HOHEE RS Z R, fwSNRseg(S) ZBRWTEEEFDE WA AL 5 Z L Avb, Nasality #EE(1C
I% ftwSNRseg(S) NRWZ L2305,

Sustention

Sustention ® RMSE —% & MCI % Table 2.34 (Z/r7". fER LY diygg b, BEEHISMHTIX
RMSE<MCI 235 Y 3Z-> T\ 5. BEE Z & O[aIE, White 5610 RMSE 2MliOEH LV HR&
<, Voicing, Nasality & #7225 [AZd 5. Voicing & Nasaloty TlX RMSE 23K & 02572 dygs 3
RMSE<MCI Ziui/= L T\ 5. LavL, 2EE %/E'é L7241 ALL Cid SNRseg & fwSNRseg(A)
713 28 RMSE<MCI %17 L, fwSNRseg(C) 28EEFETH S OO, Mo REE 0.1 8 Lo
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Table 2.33: Comparison of RMSE by objective quality measures along with the MCI per noise
(Nasality)

SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg | PESQ | dwss | MCI

B 0.058 0.057 0.062 0.056 0.056 | 0.062 | 0.063 | 0.106 | 0.088

W 0.037 0.027 0.021 0.015 0.042 | 0.022 | 0.035 | 0.015 | 0.065

H 0.038 0.038 0.048 0.038 0.044 | 0.032 | 0.046 | 0.054 | 0.078

R 0.024 0.025 0.036 0.028 0.028 | 0.031 | 0.048 | 0.043 | 0.070

Mean | 0.039 0.037 0.042 0.034 0.042 | 0.037 | 0.048 | 0.054 | 0.075
[ Al | o071 0.081 0.065 0.057 [ 0.044 [ 0.053 | 0.057 [ 0.095 [ 0.075 ]

RMSE TH Y, +oREEMMTATVWARNEZZbND. ZHUTBEEOHMAENKE S, 2FEE
BREFMEBREND 7 DENR R -T2 Z b ERYETHD. T D7, Sustention (IR FFEN
FRE SN DEMETETIIIHE TE RV ERFHETH D, Fig. 2.35 12 SNRseg, fwSNRseg(A),
fwSNRseg(C), fwSNRseg(S) DfERZ T, EOREIZIBVTH White 2351 E LT e v b
SNTWDHDOR NS, Al &40 RMSE O/ E & 7'a -y kO 5 Sustention #EEIZIE,
SNRseg 7> fwSNRseg(A) 23 B .

Table 2.34: Comparison of RMSE by objective quality measures along with the MCI per noise

(Sustention)
SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg | PESQ | dwgs | MCI
B 0.024 0.020 0.040 0.037 0.048 | 0.037 | 0.053 | 0.048 | 0.084
w 0.063 0.058 0.067 0.060 0.088 | 0.062 | 0.098 | 0.073 | 0.112
H 0.037 0.033 0.028 0.029 0.064 | 0.047 | 0.032 | 0.038 | 0.083
R 0.042 0.038 0.043 0.049 0.073 | 0.056 | 0.079 | 0.075 | 0.089
Mean | 0.041 0.037 0.045 0.044 0.068 | 0.050 | 0.066 | 0.059 | 0.092
[ ALl | 0.080 0.080 0.094 0112 [ 0.111 [ 0.120 | 0.142 [ 0.168 [ 0.092 ]
Sibilation

Sibilation ® RMSE —%& & MCI % Table 2.35 2777 BRI TlX, PESQ @ White, Railway
& dyss ZFrE RMSE<MCI 235% 0 Si > T 5. Fig. 2.17 X v, AZEBGR Tl Sibilation 131 & A
ETHREZELNAHEL, Table 2.27 128V T1%, Babble if 7 2MEH >7272%, SNRANE TIZRMSE (%
0.025 F2 & & 3/ S hvo7-. £72, SNRseg & fwSNRseg(A) Tld Mean 54 & All &tk D #M3
/&L, fwSNRseg(C) & fwSNRseg(S) Tlid Mean & All TRMSE (2 0.015 FRED 713> Z &
o, Sibilation #EEIZ# L 72 REEIL SNRseg £ 721% fwSNRSeg(A) Th 5. Fig. 2.36 (Z~d All G0
OHEERIH L FHEM Y, SNRseg £7213 fwSNRSeg(A) 1352002 7 — 7 %45 < 23, fwSNRseg(C)
& fwSNRseg(S) IZIZIFEAMR ETH Y, HEEREE L LTI L A EHREZRTZ L TR0,

Graveness

Graveness ® RMSE —%& & MCI % Table 2.36 {2/~ BEEBIZRMATIE, dwss @ Railway &R
RMSE<MCI 235 Y Y25 T %. SNRZUE Tl Babble & White 55140 RMSE 730K\ ME(C
& 5. All &fFTlL SNRseg % 4 fli RMSE<MCI Z1ifi7= 3. #7IZ fwSNRseg(A) & fwSNRseg(C)
1% Mean 60 & ALl 440> RMSE 3575 0.01 F2J% L /& . Fig. 2.37 12 SNRseg, fwSNRseg(C),
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Table 2.35: Comparison of RMSE by objective quality measures along with the MCI per noise

(Sibilation)

SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg | PESQ | dwss | MCI

B 0.024 0.024 0.024 0.024 0.024 | 0.024 | 0.025 [ 0.039 | 0.041

W 0.060 0.066 0.067 0.067 0.054 | 0.061 | 0.078 | 0.120 | 0.069

H 0.040 0.039 0.031 0.041 0.039 | 0.035 | 0.032 [ 0.044 | 0.057

R 0.044 0.043 0.044 0.044 0.045 | 0.044 | 0.046 | 0.063 | 0.055

Mean | 0.042 0.043 0.041 0.044 0.040 | 0.041 | 0.045 | 0.067 | 0.056

[ ALl | 0.046 0.044 0.055 0.060 [ 0.054 [ 0.056 | 0.062 [ 0.103 [ 0.056 ]

Al, PESQ ® All &k o#EER L B EEO 7 vy b &Rd. Al & PESQ 3B EHEIZEN L b,

SNRseg & fwSNRseg(C) I3BEE DT L A EH DR,

Table 2.36: Comparison of RMSE by objective quality measures along with the MCI per noise

(Graveness)
SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg | PESQ | dwss | MCI
B 0.047 0.037 0.051 0.049 0.066 [ 0.061 | 0.070 | 0.081 | 0.095
W 0.047 0.061 0.043 0.035 0.050 | 0.034 | 0.082 [ 0.071 | 0.105
H 0.038 0.048 0.038 0.032 0.061 | 0.041 | 0.063 | 0.091 | 0.106
R 0.036 0.033 0.043 0.039 0.062 | 0.055 | 0.085 | 0.098 | 0.093
Mean | 0.042 0.045 0.044 0.039 0.060 | 0.048 | 0.075 | 0.085 | 0.100
[ ALl | 0.064 0.057 0.055 0077 [ 0.085 [ 0.118 | 0.139 [ 0.167 [ 0.100 ]
Compactness

Compactness ® RMSE —& & MCI % Table 2.37 12~ BERFHISHETIE, £ TORETRMSE<MCI
BV SLH>TD. LML, AlLAlseg, PESQ, dwss @ 4fEiE Mean & All ® RMSE Z78 2 (542
&Y, SNRseg, fwSNRseg |Zb_HEEMEREN LY. Mean Tl fwSNRseg(S) 28 0.039 &t RMSE
D/NENY, AL TIL0.077 £ THML TW5. fwSNRseg(C) iX Mean TiX 0.044 & fwSNRseg(S)
[ZEANZ R Z VB DD, All T 0.055 & fH RMSE 23/ &\, Fig. 2.38 12 fwSNRseg(C), fwS-

NRseg(S), Al, PESQ ® All &0 HEERME HEMO 72 > M &R,

Table 2.37: Comparison of RMSE by objective quality measures along with the MCI per noise

(Compactness)

SNRseg | fwSNRseg(A) | fwSNRseg(C) | fwSNRseg(S) Al Alseg | PESQ | dwgs | MCI

B 0.047 0.037 0.051 0.049 0.066 | 0.061 | 0.070 | 0.081 | 0.084

W 0.047 0.061 0.043 0.035 0.050 | 0.034 | 0.082 | 0.071 | 0.097

H 0.038 0.048 0.038 0.032 0.061 | 0.041 | 0.063 | 0.091 | 0.097

R 0.036 0.033 0.043 0.039 0.062 | 0.055 | 0.085 [ 0.098 | 0.101

Mean | 0.042 0.045 0.044 0.039 0.060 | 0.048 | 0.075 | 0.085 | 0.095

[ ALl | 0.064 0.057 0.055 0077 [ 0.085 [ 0.118 | 0.139 [ 0.167 [ 0.095 ]
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JAXA—XRTRAIDFEED

AR a—RXRTAROTERHH T &2 RMSE 23/ N2 o 7o S E RUE % Table 2.38 1277
9. BREFE T & (per noise) & &EEHIRASM: (pooled noise) %74y} THERT 5. per noise 5&
X 4 BRERMEOTFHMEE Lz, fRLY, PESQ & dwss BASMD SNR SRR EEARIR S FL T
%. PESQ & dwss [FNEALFEBIFRE 7 13X 7 EFHHIC L > TIX SNR AR E L ZIZRIETHDH Z &
HH 0, FHBIIR L TES 220, KR Nasality @ White W o572, dwss WD 7 DO
TIXZ RMSE 28 0.015 &+ 72 HEEERRAFF o TWD Z &b H D0, 2fRkE L CIHEEHERED Eu .
PESQ & dyss TR ClE o7 b DD, HENEIZR D Z &1 7-. AlX Nasality CTi3b#s
TR TIL0.042 & FRETH-72b DD, Al FfFLDFED 0.002 TH Y, Nasality ([ZDOWTITAH
N RIETH 5. Sibilation Ti, BEREMRIE All & OZENRBAL 720, {EBIEES 2 & (2w /e R E
Thod. AL OFEEREIL SNRseg ICRH T 2 BADORMLIETH 522, LLEODRERNG
BUE, BIRREE, THREE O PRI D SIT (AD) , STIIZZ OWNELERIZ SNR 222 &/ %
L0 HEEMEREZ D B2 012i, B A Z IV SNR & WD T B2 & AARERRGE R L 0 oRe
INs.

72, NEACAHRIRER 712 K D HEEPERE T, SNRseg DEARIR TIIB BT HEEL S 2D
N, dyss & Vo T2 B2 D BRFERE & OHEEMERELEIZ XM e o 7o, UK FEE B REER
EZEOEEHAKROEE L & TUXOIEBEOBRICL D, & TEIOEEKEST ey DR
%’Eﬁ)f“ JIUXRMSE 13 R&E <25, 2V, FHEBEOEIIIA dygs 1EEUFIZ KD THREHE

ZIXmI72 .

RMSE<MCI O FEHEIZOWTIE, BREFRIOGAIXIZE A EDORENG - L.
DBIE, 120 HEEFEORRIZ —~ AH T2 OFERR+FICRET 25 EIIADITIESH 20, 75
BN A5 A1 20 HEEDO Y L 72 5728, 2.2.3 HiCORRED L 512 MCL 23K & 722 fliC 7 H 16
MICdH 5. Fio, KEOKIZ ) A X7 mn—XRTAMTHY, REMIZ RMSE 2/hx < fcﬁé
£oT, /A4 X7 B—X K7 A KNTIXERMSE<MCI ORI TIIA+oTHY, /A XA —7
VT A NOMREEEDBALTHMET AMLERDD.

WEITIL, per noise 51 & pooled noise b DB REZHWT ) A AA—T 0T A M %2479

RMSE & MCI

Table 2.38: Best intelligibility estimating measure for each phonetic features (noise closed test)

Best measure
Per noise training Pooled noise training
120 words fwSNRseg(A) SNRseg
Voicing fwSNRseg(A) SNRseg
Nasality fwSNRseg(S) Al
Sustention | fwSNRseg(C), Alseg fwSNRseg(A)
Sibilation Al fwSNRseg(A)
Graveness fwSNRseg(S) fwSNRseg(C)
Compactness fwSNRseg(S) fwSNRseg(C)

PEHLME, A, C, S, ALO5TE
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243 JARXF—TUFREF

A RF =TT X NTIE, FEDBRE S TR Lo HEE B 2 VTRl DR & Stk & HEE
T5. IARXF—=T T A MOMRERE T, ETOREFICHL, 1 20HERKTTHTES
TeERY, RLEFE LW THREHERETHD Z EnbnD.

120 HEETF1Y

Table 2.39 IZ fwSNRseg(A) @, Table 2.40 |{Z SNRseg & i\ /2 / A XA —T7" 7T X N OF5ER%
R BOITHANEE T —H &R, FHFRNRT A NT—X &2 R-d. ZEHT—H LT AT —X
DT HYRAFT /A X7 —ART A NOFEREZHBLZ. RTHO mean [TFERDH b, 4 —
TUTANORER 12V I NVOVEETH D, £, MCLIFAEEEO MCLIOVHEE Li-., 4—
7T A NMOSKRMETRMSE<MCI 2729 Z E RN TENIIATIEOHEEHRENH 0 THD LA
5. Fl, FHEERDDDIM 7212 Y A OIERERZ:EA SD & LT 5. [A—0+F
FHEIZB W TEER 2N/ NI WED, T A My b I O/ RMSE ZEIN & el 5.
VL EDERO RT3 7588 L ET 5.

FRLY, BB Y RMSE<MCOI i/ & 720 A%, fwSNRseg(A) D5 A3 RMSE 728 0.01 13
EREVD, RMSE OEHE(R 21T fwSNRseg(A) D F RO TN/ E ., 22T, WREOHEERE
ROIGEI)ARXF =TT AN THD 12 REREDH D tRETHEAZRIZEZ A, t =1.5626,
p=0.1464 TH V FIEICAHEZITE) 72, 7272 L Zhid ftwSNRseg(A) & SNRseg (27273
EWVNDZETHY, RERTHIR LI RETTHREHEMTA RN EEZEHR LY. £, WR
LY, HEEREE T A MRMIZ L > CRMSE DM K& < 720 Z ERA LN, HEEBEKOER
FTARIFVEDS B 5. K31C fwSNRseg(A) Tl Babble £t TR L 72 B3 CHUOBR G 2 H#EE L7z & &
® RMSE 73 0.064~0.074, SNRseg Tl Railway §:/F CTIER L7-BA% CioBRZ 2 HEE Lz & &
@ RMSE 28 0.053~0.098 & RMSE A K& < 725, LLEORERL Y, KETIE, thoEBHRICH
WA ETIINT LY SNRseg B EOFERIT/R S0 EF 9 RMHET, 120 HEE T O & N 1%
SNRseg & 4523, Z OFERIT, (5 0ORGHERIEREA ST 21T 9 2 & TH 0BG RHEE T
DL HERET L. F, BEREE RELHEEREE S OMAG DY ZEBRT L7201, THRE
HeEBIB ZEHAE L, BERE D L TR 2RI 2 FRAOMMBLETHS.

Voicing

Table 2.41 |2 fwSNRseg(A) O 4%, Table 2.42 12 SNRseg OfEF & R~d. ROFEA IS 1E 120
HEEREE LR TH L. fEREY, EH50RETH RMSE<MCI #47= 9. UL Ziug, 2.4.2
HTRARZ LS, FHFEI & O MCI L 120 BERFEY L AR RERMEICR 2 2 L B RERTH 5.
EHIEIE 0.003 FEEE D 2% D1 T fwSNRseg(A) DN E L, HEHERZEDS 0.0033 FEE/NE 0. 2 -
EOVEEEE GO H D t RETRET D L, t=2.1063, p=0.05895 ThH v, FHR%L Vb
FTONIREW., 20w, 202 REOEIAEREMUCH D, AEATIIES. BREHE)

BRH L TIIE T EHM S L ICRBREZBINT 2. 20D, KHICAEENENEAEDETIE, EHH0R
ETHLAEITHDLE N Z NS AV, B3FELLNnERIRT 5.

245 5 0.05 BEETIHARVE, MO FHHMLED, p 2 0.05~0.06 12725 R"EL, —OLIrFEiDRe L. =
N7 v —X K7 X F® per noise & pooled noise D EALRI LD IR T 727280, HE D DK WEETIZ 220
ZEMFEKNTHD. AHTH2EEDOELONERSEL LIEHAOHRZLE LTORE TH D720, AEMN LV EI
PRV, BT D52 TOREBHREL L.
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(ZHBE, EHLEDREL Babble 1% ) 4 A7 0 — X7 A kLY 3 RMSE 73/ & W EEE 7 “a%
v, Highway S TIEM O S OHEEMEREN TN/ &, 120 HEE L OEWRHALND. A
IZ Voicing # ERFIZ IFE DT SNRseg D 7 BHEEMERED @\ & sl T 5.

Nasality

Table 2.43 (Z fwSNRseg(A) T?, Table 2.44 |Z SNRseg CORERAZ Y. £H5EH RMSE<MCI
At 72 L TRV, E 72 ) RMSE 13120 HEEF), Voicing L9 $ K& <, fwSNRseg(A) T
0.1 Z# % %. SNRseg (37 RMSE % 0.0805 &/h& <, fEHEFRZEE fwSNRseg(A) @ 0.0487 &
25300 0.0201 /&, Z OFEIE fwSNRseg(A) @ Highway T White % #EE D RMSE
230217 EFEFICREL ol Z ENFKTHD. LrL, Z02 FROFEHZEDOKISOH 5 t i
EOFERITt = —2.177, p=0.05213 TH Y, Voicing [FEEIZAERMEMNIZH D HODAEFETIE
720N, ZO72%, Nasality ([Z DWW TIIMRFTREIZH 5 6 DD SNRseg DT ARV &%, Nasality
b HEE PR & BEE OALAE O T RMSE KT MmN A b D726, BEE 2 L@ e HEE
B A RIRBL BN B 5.

Sustention

Table 2.45 |Z fwSNRseg(C), Table 2.46 |Z Alseg, Table 2.47 I fwSNRseg(A) DFEFR%ERT. 3
REE & b4l U TalEE %) T RMSE<MCI A7z & 720, fwSNRseg(A) UIAMIIEAERZES 0.1
ULEHY, HGEARE . K2, White 1 THEERIE A /ER L, B E G2 #EE T 547
At &, White LS CHEERIE 2 ERR L, White S:/F & #EE L7-8%A 12 RMSE 2K &\,
fwSNRseg(A) 1 Babble 5:ff & White 5/ & O#AG O TRMSE AR E L 2 b o, b
RMSE L EHERZAN NS S Ipofc. SREOEZREZZERE Lz 1 EROSBOHT CRE LTz &
ZA, F=5789, p=0.0096 & 720 REMICAEENALND. ZOTD MIEICBIT 5L HET
WG DOE T L O RAZ T 5. fwSNRseg(A) & Alseg I3t = 3.385, p = 0.0026652 T
D, FEHRIGLLTF THEZENALN D=, fwSNRseg(C) & Alseg (21d ¢t = 1.992, p = 0.0588992
T Voicing, Nasality [FIFRICFERIZR 5% L0 HF 0T KE V. fwSNRseg(A) & fwSNRseg(C) 1d ¢ =
1.393, p=0.1776172 TH Y, AEEFTA LRV, LLEOFEFR KV, Sustention |% fwSNRseg(A)
& fwSNRseg(C) W2 DA <. Alseg & lE_TZBRICAHEED & % fwSNRseg(A) % A L D i
R LT 5. BREHE & HEE RS OREINT Voicing, Nasality KV &M ETHY, X HITMOFER
BEHZET 2 72 EHEEMERE DA LD 7o OIC LB 7R 0.

Sibilation

Table 2.48 |2 AT Of53 %, Table 2.49 I fwSNRseg(A) OFERART. WRE & b 2R E Y
T RMSE<MCI %372 722028, HEHERZEX 0.057 it TH W IZIERIETHD. EHLOREL
White %#%‘:?@E L7cA =727 A2 D RMSE 28 0.17 L E L FEFICRE V. — T COEEE S
PFCIEBE L CRMSE BRREL 25 Z LiFA LR, 2 REMORIEDH 5 t E DRI
t =1.9638, p=0.07532 TH Y, HEZEITE . L EOFESE LY Sibilation DHEE TIZ 2 RED
ZIxA B2, 72 MCI &g LT RMSE b+53/h &< 725 TW/eu. Table 2.27 726, 8
BAMRE 71X 0.5 F2EE, Fig. 2.28 KV, BHEHOZALIZH L, THMEIZIZEAEETL TWRNWZD,
ZHZ % Sibilation [THE L SLWFERETHDL EWVWZ D, 2072, BFOREIZEORE %
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FWT % Sibilation OHEEPEGEN F < 72 H 72V . A TlE, REEHFIREG ST AL LV bIEAAHE
BAfREL T A3 mr o 72 ftwSNRseg(A) ZiBIRTH 2 & L9 5.

Graveness

Table 2.50 |Z fwSNRseg(S), Table 2.51 (Z fwSNRseg(C) OfEHR 2~ fwSNRseg(S) 1L25% &
)T RMSE<MCI %3 7e & 720 A3, fwSNRseg(C) 1372 LT\ 5. FEMEFE S fwSNRseg(C)
I% fwSNRseg(S) D3 Th 5. ®MIEDH 5 t REDKERIT L = —2.184, p=0.0515 TH Y, 1HF
5% THDN, DT NTREV. HROMMZEE, fwSNRseg(S) Tl Highway 4 CTBI% % 1ERL
L 72B&® Babble &£ OHEE & % Difi T RMSE 78 0.2 UL E L IEFIZRE < 72573, fwSNRseg(C)
TIEALNT, BEEROEEN DI, LLEORER LY Graveness #EEIZIE fwSNRseg(C) 253 L
TW5.

Compactness

Table 2.521Z fwSNRseg(A), Table 2.53 2 fwSNRseg(C) DfiRa 9. EHHDORES RMSE<MCI
U T. Eo, BEREAILIELLH 0.02 LERET, EO0H DL tHMETSH ¢ = —1.9004,
p = 0.08389 L HFEENHA LN ->T-Z &5, Compactness (22T, fwSNRseg(S) %
721X fwSNRseg(C) D EHL L TH R RHEENAIEETH 5. K RMSE &R AN /NS0 fwS-
NRseg(S) ZAfm L Tl R RE L L T®RIRT 2.

Table 2.39: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using fwS-

NRseg(A) score with noise open test (120 words average)

Test
B W% H R
0.032 | 0.064 | 0.074 | 0.071
0.075 | 0.032 | 0.023 | 0.054
0.088 | 0.046 | 0.021 | 0.064
0.088 | 0.045 | 0.043 | 0.028
mean: 0.0612 MCI: 0.047 SD: 0.0197

Table 2.40: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using SNRseg

Train
=] fasi B-=1]os)

score with noise open test (120 words average)

Test
B W H R
B | 0.041 | 0.044 | 0.029 | 0.067
W | 0.056 | 0.033 | 0.017 | 0.056
H | 0.060 | 0.036 | 0.018 | 0.048
R | 0.098 | 0.068 | 0.053 | 0.027
mean: 0.0528 MCI: 0.047 SD: 0.0209

Train
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Table 2.41: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using fwS-
NRseg(A) score with noise open test (Voicing)

Test
B W H R
B | 0.068 | 0.029 | 0.041 | 0.095
W | 0.066 | 0.028 | 0.036 | 0.086
H | 0.096 | 0.066 | 0.060 | 0.128
R | 0.065 | 0.033 | 0.043 | 0.076
mean: 0.0645 MCI: 0.078 SD: 0.0317

Table 2.42: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using SNRseg

Train

score with noise open test (Voicing)

Test
B W H R
B | 0.071 | 0.031 | 0.043 | 0.091
W | 0.061 | 0.029 | 0.034 | 0.074
H | 0.092 | 0.059 | 0.058 | 0.118
R | 0.068 | 0.032 | 0.034 | 0.076
mean: 0.0615 MCI: 0.078 SD: 0.0284

Table 2.43: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using fwS-

Train

NRseg(A) score with noise open test (Nasality)

Test
B A% H R
B | 0.087 | 0.099 | 0.067 | 0.075
W | 0.102 | 0.019 | 0.109 | 0.121
H | 0.181 | 0.217 | 0.044 | 0.099
R | 0.065 | 0.129 | 0.048 | 0.036
mean: 0.1093 MCI: 0.075 SD: 0.0487

Table 2.44: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using SNRseg

Train

score with noise open test (Nasality)

Test
B W H R
B | 0.081 | 0.098 | 0.074 | 0.069
W | 0.112 | 0.077 | 0.088 | 0.081
H | 0.095 | 0.088 | 0.091 | 0.078
R | 0.091 | 0.054 | 0.038 | 0.038
mean: 0.0805 MCI: 0.075 SD: 0.0201

Train
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Table 2.45: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using fwS-

NRseg(C) score with noise open test (Sustention)

Test
B A% H R
B | 0.048 | 0.237 | 0.065 | 0.077
W | 0.288 | 0.079 | 0.297 | 0.335
H | 0.082 | 0.249 | 0.038 | 0.080
R | 0.055 | 0.278 | 0.063 | 0.054
mean: 0.1756 MCI: 0.092 SD: 0.1126

Train

Table 2.46: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using Alseg

score with noise open test (Sustention)

Test
B W H R
B | 0.052 | 0.329 | 0.088 | 0.122
W | 0.349 | 0.081 | 0.306 | 0.459
H | 0.068 | 0.258 | 0.058 | 0.165
R | 0.138 | 0.408 | 0.141 | 0.067
mean: 0.2359 MCI: 0.092 SD: 0.1322

Table 2.47: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using fwS-

NRseg(A) score with noise open test (Sustention)

Train

Test
B W H R
0.027 | 0.091 | 0.158 | 0.125
0.077 | 0.066 | 0.213 | 0.200
0.112 | 0.220 | 0.041 | 0.070
0.122 | 0.203 | 0.088 | 0.044
mean: 0.1401 MCI: 0.092 SD: 0.0564

Train

ST =S w

Table 2.48: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using Alseg

score with noise open test (Sibilation)

Test
B W% H R
B | 0.035 | 0.197 | 0.069 | 0.087
W | 0.137 | 0.085 | 0.090 | 0.105
H | 0.036 | 0.180 | 0.055 | 0.073
R | 0.030 | 0.180 | 0.052 | 0.069
mean: 0.1032 MCI: 0.056 SD: 0.0578

Table 2.49: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using fwS-

Train

NRseg(A) score with noise open test (Sibilation)

Test
B W H R
B | 0.035 | 0.197 | 0.069 | 0.088
W | 0.052 | 0.117 | 0.030 | 0.042
H | 0.037 | 0.180 | 0.056 | 0.073
R | 0.031 | 0.173 | 0.050 | 0.067
mean: 0.0852 MCI: 0.056 SD: 0.0620

Train
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Table 2.50: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using fwS-

NRseg(S) score with noise open test (Graveness)

Test
B W% H R
B | 0.058 | 0.159 | 0.224 | 0.143
W | 0.150 | 0.043 | 0.101 | 0.052
H | 0.239 | 0.086 | 0.042 | 0.093
R | 0.137 | 0.046 | 0.122 | 0.049
mean: 0.1294 MCI: 0.100 SD: 0.0601

Table 2.51: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using fwS-

Train

NRseg(C) score with noise open test (Graveness)

Test
B W H R
B | 0.064 | 0.093 | 0.075 | 0.073
W | 0.126 | 0.053 | 0.047 | 0.128
H | 0.093 | 0.059 | 0.042 | 0.100
R | 0.082 | 0.090 | 0.083 | 0.050
mean: 0.0875 MCI: 0.100 SD: 0.0238

Table 2.52: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using fwS-

NRseg(S) score with noise open test (Compactness)

Train

Test
B A% H R
B | 0.062 | 0.060 | 0.109 | 0.091
W | 0.111 | 0.079 | 0.072 | 0.084
H | 0.128 | 0.084 | 0.049 | 0.064
R | 0.101 | 0.057 | 0.063 | 0.045
mean: 0.0741 MCI: 0.095 SD: 0.0195

Table 2.53: RMSE between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility using fwS-

NRseg(C) score with noise open test (Compactness)

Train

Test
B W H R
B | 0.067 | 0.058 | 0.099 | 0.065
W | 0.062 | 0.043 | 0.080 | 0.057
H | 0.115 | 0.068 | 0.068 | 0.084
R | 0.073 | 0.046 | 0.083 | 0.058
mean: 0.0854 MCI: 0.095 SD: 0.0230

Train
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JARXFT—TUTRAIDFEED

Table 2.54 |[Z&FEHRHH T L ITIBIR LT BOREZRT . t—test [Lbb#E L7z 2 REE (Sustention
123 REED 72D B OfER) OAEAEBER 4, MCI rule i3 RMSE<MCT 0 £ % i 7=
L7222 E 9 Dy, noise trend 1%/ A ZZOMHANKE L BAOLNTZNE I DNERT. AEEMREICE
W, AEMERp 2 0.05< p <0.06 OFFIL, AERMEMAICHD L L. fHRELD, MCI A%z
fii7= L7= Voicing, Nasality, Graveness, Compactness |35 IZH# L 7= SNRseg, fwSNRseg(C),
fwSNRseg(S) Z# WG B+ E CHETE 5. ZOK, AREEMREDRHEREN/AR TN
AT L7e b 9 —HFORETHS THONEDLRNWI L2 EKT 5. MCIEHEZH - I o
72 120 HEE K-, Sustention, Sibilation (ZENE /A AFEIC KL DHRENKE -T2, 20,
FHET R 2 L IRl 7 HEE P A BRI D MB35 5. Sustention 1%, fwSNRseg(A) A3t
RELHESTHERICHEMERD o720, FATH MCLEEZETHZ LTy, 2ok,
Sustention (X5E T OFAD LB ZIFF 2T 0T <, BERMFIC L D2HERHBORIROTZODT
ARty hELTHWSZ ENTES. Sibilation (2B L TlEfthod 75 R & Bz 0 FBIREME S
L AEEB LoD, FBEHMEICHVD SNRi, FHED MNP METHD.

120 HERFE13 242 HTHIER2 L HIS, FERERI L 0 EN/NS S, o755 L FRE
DO RMSE TH MCI BHEA G- S Zenvo 7. 120 HEEEHIEFER_E I L 0 6 50 HiE% H
WEAHTH Y, KREOEANCAI SEEEIZDR L b D e Ex bivd. Z07H, MCI 3o
FERHFME RTINS REICRDEEZOND. DF D, 120 HGEZ R L TIEM O 75 R %
D MCLIZA7IR LT <, o5 RS JEUE & 974013 120 HEE o MCT I &4 &8 5.
JDRT OAEHERFT 21, 104] IR W TH, FERESEBRE Z & ORIE OISV TIEHoridkm
STV, MCTEEIMOFEFREEFITTERLILEN D D.

BRSO 2 LI EcE I HEE R OA BIN D - 012, RS T L DAY R IVIAREE O W PR R
ZRANIRD, AR 7225 S 2 L IS RE R ERARE WO E D7 7 A2 ) U 7 L DHEE
B IG N B 2 bib. F, 7u—XRT A NORBRLEE X 5 &, JDRT O -S40 T
MRS T HNCIE, SNRseg DEAZ - H RN & R E OMAE DRI L > Tl 72 b O 28N 5 3L
5. LL, Rim X THE LIZERESIIARN RS OEZBIR LA, 2ToMEMEL TV
V. F72, JDRT ICHKEBRBEADPBEGFORE L LTHFEELTHD EBRLRN. 20710, HD
BEORO FBIHIRHRE 7 — L, TOMANORELESLZRDDZENLETHY, iR
FEIC L DELA ST E2RELRETHREFT 5.

Table 2.54: Best estimate measure for each phonetic feature and noise dependency by noise

open test
Phonetic feature | Best measure t—test MCI rule Noise dependency
120 words SNRseg not significant MCI>RMSE | high dependency
Voicing SNRseg significant dependency | MCI<RMSE low dependency
Nasality SNRseg significant dependency | MCI<RMSE | high dependency
Sustention fwSNRseg(A) significant MCI>RMSE | high dependency
Sibilation fwSNRseg(A) not significant MCI>RMSE | high dependency
Graveness fwSNRseg(C) | significant dependency | MCI<RMSE low dependency
Compactness fwSNRseg(S) not significant MCI<RMSE | low dependency

significant trend: 0.05< p <0.06

79



2.5

FED

LIk, KETIEIAL ) =T NVEFRV AT AOTREEEEHN & BEFEREEZHWIZ ST A Y v

7 [\l

£ D TIREHEE 217y, JDRT OFEHR#E T LI e REZ R Lz, BERa bl

TIZaRT.

o FEFHIOMRIL, SATIITECH Bk [21] & AR JIDRT O T H4H4 = L 1ok & < B

D BEETEORE L FERE I LIRS (Table 2.7) . 272, FERMI L, BEEHE
CASTIREHEE 21T O MENH D .

B OHAfA L SNRiy, DFAGDEE, F—BEEENOMEROEE &2l Z &N TE, X
H—f ¥ —AaT DEBEEMEDOENE LTHRZD.

BEAFE D 16 MO KB G E Al o b o, T8I X 5 THEE &, @@ﬁwﬁ®%ﬂ
R 2 W2 Th A RRER VIAD D, Tz, BT AFEARG LGS L, BEHEI L
DNANARBIIX R X » TEIM 23272 5. SNRseg X° fwSNRseg, Al %% i% E'/\kﬁif ES)
R E <, PESQ X dwss, drg &V o7 AT MAVERREICEES < REEIIREFIRA &M T
FHBEAME .

dygs 1ZART FVEEBERFEEDOH T, %< OFERRCEBRHNE & ONEAZAHEI I E W, L
ML, BEIEEOENIENLDIZT A RBEBEOD—T 7 4T 4 T2 L DHEETIE
RMSE 23844045

T ER T & ChRE R E AL R 08, HRE BRI fwSNRseg THAME (SNRseg)
ZEte SO EA AW REZEINL, TREZH T TS5 E, RMSE 2/ E < #HiEhk:
RENE < 725, JDRT OF 58I L Of#E /s e 1X Table 2.54 1277 L7-.

o METEVTEREDMEV Sustention (2B L T, #EEREEAERKIZH WD %i%ﬁ: CHEE LI WERE S

RE

PEDART S BLRELVWLER S S, 2O, BEE Z &I ham e B A B IR+
LT T ALY T K D HEEREOIE N LETHD.

TlE, ERLOMBEEZMRR T D THEEREE O TEICHOWTIRET 5.

80



F3E BEFEzAVEESAMERTHEET
LA

ARETIL, 2T THRE LB EREORBER 2 RR$ 5720, BEEE 2 VTS T 57 T
EEHEET 2 IEERET D, € L TREE TN 2 ZE IR W TR T 5.

3.1 IREITLHTHREMHTEE
3.1.1 BRI NEZEE

2EDFER LV, KFIZ Sustention IZOWTIZLL FTOMBENDH Y, HMFEEHSCT —H~A =7
TEDIND FEEZ RN, KRELRE CHRIZ T TR 5.

o (a) BREMRIZ K 5 sl 7o HE 7 YA D1 IR

o (b) HEE I fid 72 BETE F A DAERL

BEISRAZVVIDRE

(a) 1%, BRE(EH O TR DR 2 3T, S e e R A IR T DR B 5. 25T
1%, F—BE CHIUDNENAREAE 2 -T2, DF Y, SNRy, EBEHAITEE L THREDOFINIC
& AEEORENZD, K DHAIZENSKEVEEFEOMRANINS OO BBV AN LETHD.

BREZOSEONREHCEFRHEZ LD L. BEFETOSIEERE M 2 FRiicix, Av
B 7 AN T LR (MFCC) EZDTINVHNRT A =4 BLOEEEHRZ AW - 58
AT O [114]. BREESHET 5720120, BT — 22520 LT 50BN &, FiiT —% &4
L LW TRAZ) TIN5, 2ETITAFEOREE 2l Ui=n, fBlohr - 7 A2 7
Wb, HRIFEROT-OOT —2 L LT3 &5, BENICITELS ZHOBEEZ 0I5
VENH DN, THHHEENTIERY. 22T, BIWERET —ZX—2 [157] 025G %250
HZLET, HOBREDORERZMHKT LI L ETD.

Fio, KESCTRH L TWD THREITHEELZHOCHHMEiT 57290, BE~OBEEHRAX A I
TaBETHMENDHD. s, THEZEIZAIS SIL, STI &V o 72O N LR IZ H
WTUW5S SNR Tt &N D = L F—v A% o F3CTRBINCITRA S 523, HREENA OREE

19 #4425 &, Babble 72 5T A ORERERT, White 72 5 70 222 | LAl#%, Highway <° Railway (3 H
REITEN & WV o T2 BRE(E 5 OB AR, BRRHEIC L D~ A% v TR OE .

PANT = H I L TEAN E B2 DD HADZ . AT, FEIHECRD D THREZHET 5720, b
TRIXTHRE LS.

3w AN — L R BIEH O EEE, B O T R X L DR~ AF 7
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HE) (HEETHRED) 1IEFOREREESOBEE, STHOHGEROSRNY EWnolz iR L 508
MR~ AT IR THLHERY AT 7 BB LRTNEIRERNWZOTHD. FICIHEEH R
ER O BRBR ST OHAE, THEEROEET S LG O RV X—BEOIEET S OMAE D
BERDLED, KRNRTIAX -~ AF 7 TIIMATE RV TRELEHNEX TWDH EEX
LD, ZOD, F—OEEE LTSN ER TH- THETORXM T TELENEE
272D EIFR G2, 22T, T—¥_X—R ETIER—EE & L THRbh 2 &S %2 TR
BRICHWD DICR Y e EICDEIL, 121 22N LS & LTV (LT, Long Frame :
LF &FES) , £ O TRRE~D B AT 5.

WIZ, T — & NERNC SRR T, FANC THRERREZIT O LERD H. THRE
BRI R > AL COBRE OREL L —(bT 5720I2, Bk &5 1253%F|I L7z LF —DIZ
& JDRT O 7 /bt > b THIUT 120 HiFh, 1 FHEFETH 20 HEEOFENMLETH Y, K2
BOFGHEGENMLETH D, 2O, FANIHEMT — % BRLERHBISHT Cldie <, HbiTr—4
EHWRWHETHL 7 A ) T ORMEZRFT 5. ZORHWDFEESE LTlE, THE
AR ZAT O RIOBRE LE 21 CREDHMTH L Z ENEE LV, 22T, BEESOFOKME
W7 Z 22 ) o 75BETT 5. BEOHEGAEZHAVWLOIX, &5 THEIXSIEERICES R
BN, BEESARISHEERZEERVIOIESHEBRE LTI ZENTEE0TH 5.

BEFHRE AW TEEO EBINIR0FEZAT 5 BN, HEEHRMR MIR (Music Information
Retrieval) 23&% 5. MIR CTHW LN DGR, SiEERE T S1TR 520 EERE 50 FEIH
RERBHET2OICHOCONIEETHD. 0D, BEOLI REHEFEREEEZRVNED
EMTIC O AN THLEEZOND. LEOREZELIEE 2 7 A4 ) U 7IZOWTHREL, 1F
R LT=7 T AK ) 7T IVOREEOHIZ JDRT @ Sustention &t v b & HW - TH L2
79.

SVR ZRW:TREHTEDIRE

(b) 1327 5 A%V 7 %O TIREHE BB OWT 2 ZETHW = A FEE A0 fwSNRseg % V7=
VITRA RI—T T 4T 47 (T A M) v rER) ICXDHEEREE V bHEEM RS M ES
LI EEHHET. thoTEHELED, FHEEALD fwSNRseg & AWz BROMERRIZE <, #F
I = & d SNRseg #BEAFORERERIZE LONTHREAGT L2 E2E 2D, FrLWHEEREHIL3.1.1
HOEE 7 T AL T RO T AL LIROWSRMETIER L, MFLZHETHZ LT, BE7 7
ARV T OTIREREICE 2 DB ERGET 5.

fwSNRseg # FW /- [ElFE, BREAZ AV XL A TOEETHY, ANHOSHE
RARFEA R L7z~ A X o 72N TEHSZE L TRy, BBE 7 722 U7 b~
AX T HEBETDI2DO TREE~OMENEZFORF THLH, BEOEFADOREIRE SN
HDIEDEEARF G THD., ZZCEIFEBE S VA RI—T 7 49T 4 T ORIRRT A MY v
JEUEDD, /23T A MY w7 e RN K D IERIE R~ DEIRICT D Z A RET S, L
2L, —RIC Z ORI EURITI A A B AWV D R ER T MV ORTEEN L WGES,
IIVEND I NG A IR R L D IUBMEREDIR TR 2 5. Z oM A S8 Lz BlE T

B DB 2 e e HARRBI TR 2V 9 AR
SBabble %D A —F ) A RIIA SO ZE B REHFOZLNHY 550, FOSTEERN TIRE~LEL 525
ME I IE TOMITIIARR LTI bRV, K LDOAE—F ) A T, SFOBME b2 FSERTE L THRD.
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B AR — b7 MVENR (Support Vector Regression: SVR) 23& %. SVR IV AR — X7 |
b~ (Support Vector Machine: SVM) [154] & FfkDOFiEZHWTE Y, EHHE, $AR—§
N7 MDY=V UK, e NEIGREEOFIH L WoltNAEEZBRE LR FETHS.

SVR OEAMEE % Fig. 3.1 12T, AJFHEENZ ML o ICRENE CTHETT — 2 22 BAERR L7z
EUFRE (FrEER T E OER) oy~x, R C, WO THIEE TS, Zhid, Fig. 1.20
WO EHEEET V& AROEEZFF> T D, ©FE D, SVR OWAOEE THRE R & o387
BHETE, AMOFBFHIAZEEE L T\ D & 5. THREIXSEL AW oM E R
ThoHID, SEeHWEEFESORBIZE D SVRIE, AMORE 245 Uz THEEHEE & A
mEL. L, BMTPEENTETH L7120, FiE D L ORYFRED S 2 RSO E %
M5 Z EIXFRECTH A, BRIICEROH HEAZGDL T LT TERWEERH H. Kin
LTI, 13EITHRAR X D IR A =X LOMT L0 b THREHEREZ BfE+ 2 &%
HHuE T 5720, BgTE OFENS SVR 28R L THEHEICHEG T2 Z L 2matd 5. v
DEFEEIZIIHIR S E DB 7 A2V SNR £ 95, ZHUE 2 B CMRGE L7 & FfE A O fwSNRseg
& AR 2 & O SNRseg (2xf D il 7e A ST 2RETd 5 2 SISl &N 55, AT,
IEMERERESZRD D 2 & TIERL, THREOHEEMREZ M RICTH 53 2 BRI E KD 5
ZEEBET o700, WIRTEICK o TREDEAVBEDOTERRFE L OREASMENES THRW
EEZD. LEOBRICIESWEERE 7 T AKX Z LB LT2 SVRIC X B TfEHEERI%R 2 W
e TEHEEIEICOWTIREL, ZOEBEFEMAHRHT 5.

3.1.2 RBEJTLHITHREHTEZEIDFIE

Fig. 3.2 IR T 5 THMEHEEOREKRONERT. £7, BEEEFND 15 RITOFT R
BEMNTL, ABEEDI TAZFEFZRDD. RIZ, BEEFEEHFEFEMAEL, B/ A Z
JVSNR 7 A% Z L2 SVRIC K D THREHEERE (LT, SVRH#HEERIE) 7 bHEE TR 25K
WhH. VITARY U TETINE Y T AL T EOSVR HEERBEIZENENFERNRO T, K
LTIEAETYZ ZAX Y 7T AVOERK, 53T SVR HEEREOIEREITV, 6 TRMT —
ZAZKET D HEETERES 2 T TR L 7o RE & Dl %17 9.

Fig. 3.3 12 SVR i OFEMZ "9, £7°, BEREE S & DRT %75 & EBEHIERE TN U738
1555, SVR ORE L LT Fig. 2.23 1278 L7z 25 il T Bl L7-& 7 2 > %L SNR. (LA
T, cbSNRseg) &K%, KIZ, 7 T AXFEZIEIZEFNRD TH HHEERSA BRI L, FH¥
ENOHEE TREZSS. #EEREEE, 772X T LI2EnEN 1208 3EEZER L THL. #
TEBIE OB D HER T — X X TR O EREHIE 2 HV 5.

REREIERE 7 7 ALV 7 E SVRICK DHEEEBAE WD, 77242V U TIZL DR
7= L HEEBEBOHEERZEOM T2 ET. KX THETEREZ 7AX Y U 7 &I (4 ERTE)
ZDOTBENEZ KD (4 3EHN) , T2 SVRHEEMEAER L (53) , REELEOFN
(6%F) Z179. ZHUIREET — X _X—AZFWe THRE O EZBFHMENERKIZZ2 b n K 51235
ZEETEHMELTVWD. Ko, BEZ TAX Y VT ORERE THFHM CHER L0 b, RS
7T AR T HROBRETENL O L 72 L, SVR HEERKIZ L o HEEE 2 IRRIEOHEER

SHAIME I TREZ AWV 572, fwSNRseg &R UHAM O R AX—bTlIR<, TMENSERES. R
L ORI R EL L N —T T 4T 4 T LIV TEA R 0 PRT 4y JEBOBEH L.
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- g(x;0)

Fig. 3.1: Basic concepts of SVR/SVM

LBt SVRIZZNAEKDIEF IR mWERTETH I N, BE 7 TAX Y 7
OMERENH HRRELL EThIX, IREEREROHERZIT/ NS hdEEILND. LoT, B
BT AR T OHEEREO RMSE OBEA T & LR &, BRE7 T AZ ) T BB LR OVHEE
BA#C L% RMSE 23 5. 2L C, &7 7 A% Y 7%z RMSE OB B3R
BEVLNSL Db EEEELETS.

TRHBILTI, 7T REZTEDY U TINEERY TIPSR ESR ARSI E L.
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ambient
noise signal

DRT word
signal

cluster

number _
ambient noise intelligibility _ estimated
clustering > estimate using SVR > intelligibility
feature vector f
subjective test

subjective intelligibility

(supervisory signal)

Fig. 3.2: Overview of the proposed intelligibility estimation system

(ambi ent

\

noise signal
SVR feature intelligibility estimated
LY e extraction B > estimate > intelligibility
signal
A
cluster number ® > n} o
19/6 93
\_ SVRtest phase )
4
estimator u
v C1
subjective . —
intelligibility SVR  estimator estimator
(supervisory signal) training c2

\SV R training phase

estimator
C3

=~/

Fig. 3.3: Intelligibility estimation flow
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3.2 USREANH
3.2.1 ISREANDIELE

7T ABGHNET — 2 e ET —ZROBRUEZ RIS, W DNDIFTREZ (F—FD 7 N—
7)) T DT A FED—DThD. 7 T AZEERT D8RS, EMERDEET —4 %
HZFICBBMNICHEL, T — X O EITH. 77 AZGHNZIE, BEhs 72220 7 L3k
W o220 07 (GG 2220 7)) a0 bh, BB A2 T 713 6L,
T—ARRT D0 TAZ T 1 OEDHLN—RITAZY) T EERIIRT 22 L2 ET D
VT NI TR T T oG, 7 TAZ Y T AT Y XL EZ OS5 HE% Table 3.1127R 7

MR 2 Z A5 ) %, lx DT —Z R =007 FZAXThHhHEZANLHIEL, BEEED
HEWTF = Z2HE L TRAIZZ ZAZZMO L, BIDOZ ZAZFETHRAEL TN TAAY X
LTHD. MRODHITITFig. 341ZHRT D57 Fr s 7 haflng. ipyd iy =
URXLT, HERNE, SEaERE, BRI, var— Rk, BOE AT a7 viEL o7
UAXLNES.

HWIE s 22V o 70%, T —Z 5B O 2 5l 2 FEM AR A IV T, FHlBIEI R D A
W (R E) (L2 0EEITH) FIETHD. bob bAFEMNRT VT Y XA k-means[160] 23
5. k-means (3BT —FDRT D7 T AL & 1 DT RODN—RKIFTRAZ) T ThD. N—
K725 LT DIENZ, k-mean D3 EEZ BE)CTHEE T % o-means[161], 77 7453
MEEE LTS, AT MV TRAEZ Y 7 (162,163 B3 5. EEO 7 T AXICHETHZ L%
TRTDHY 7 NI FAHZY 721X, Fuzzy c-means[164], pLSI(probabilistic Latent Semantic
Indexing)[165], NMF(Non-negative Matrix Factorization)[166] &\ o727 /LT Y X LR H 5.

Table 3.1: Examples of clustering algorithm

Hierarchical single linkage method, complete linkage method, group average method,
clustering Ward’s method, centroid method, median method
Partitional k—means, x—means, Fuzzy c—-means, spectral clustering,

optimization mixture distribution model, pLSI, NMF

clustering

Hard clustering | hierarchical clustering, k-means, z-means, spectral clustering

Soft clustering | Fuzzy c-means, mixture distribution model, pLSI, NMF

3.2.2 k—means

HE 7 221 o 7TORFEFE LT k-means IZDOW TR % . k—means 1ZLL T O FNETELT
ENha. £722%6] L LT Fig. 3.5 |2 k-means O FEARENEE X 5.

L. K7 7 A2 DOREM, ¢;(i=1K) %7 % LVERT 5 (3.5 1st step, KHFTlde &
X TZED).
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Fig. 3.4: Examples of dendrogram

ln

0.1

2. BT —H x, I L, BCDI T AZNENME ¢; FTOREBEARD, KbV ¢ T T 25277
AR T kg BT DT T ALK LT 5 (3.6 1st step DT — X AL ).

3. %V ZALXDEL (B bhvaA R) ZRd, ¢ #EOVEEIZEH L, 2 &2#0IET (3.5 2nd
step).

4. 23 %ML, 7T AZNOT —ZITEEPE iU 779 % (3.5 3rd step~Last step).

LEOEEIC L > T, kmeans I 7 AZ Dt v A K27 T RAXZORFMEE L TER LE
JAHZET, T—XIZEIVYTEHY T AX b T 5. ZOROFMEREEITLLTOX (3.1) T
KED, 22T F=2—2 Uy K2 vsgzand. A (3.1 ITHFEEMN (HFRELD) Ledlzo,
VTIER RO G DD, [T & KIBEGE R & OXRIE202 0. Fig. 3.5 &L [H—D7 —ZI1Zh]D
MR FEE 5 2 7-01% Fig. 3.6 (T 9. 7 7 AZEILF L2236, Last step TV haA KD
JEREN R/ D728, KT — 2 BHET 57 7 AZNRIRD.

Err(C, Z Z |z —C; ||? (3.1)
=1 z€C;
BTDY 7 AL IEOIEWERE o L BATH I ThHHDOINDIGHITI 2T 2B DL, &
7 FAZ LDy b RO OEERERS f(2;Ci,0%T) ZHWTHR (3.2) DIREGHH %
B5.

K
= Zaif(x;ci,azl) (3.2)

ZORBGADT —HEA X IZHTIHREMELZEM T AT XAATITH &, T—HD7 T A
Z~OEN T2 [0, 1] OFIFAIZH 2 FEBITEEG/3ME EM 7 LT ) AL TIEFFESN DAY, k-means
T, =0T =X IZWTNH—2D 7 T AXDERIZLNR LR, 7T A2 NETHERIRIC
2%, Fle, O FAZOYRITIZFEFELL LD I ENPKERMICKEINL TS, KoTZD
REIZEDIRNT T A H X & 7au.
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X : Centroid @ ¢ @ ®
@ :Cluster 1 o ® ° [ ]
o : Cluster 2 .x °
°
[ ] ¢ ° x ° o °
° °
® )
L %e ° %o
°
° o o ° .. o ©
0 ® oo ®
1st step 2nd step
° °
° o °
°, ‘ o L
° X
° ° b o * o
°
x [ J
° °
° %e X ® %o X
°
® o o ® N o °
[ 1Y o e °
4th step
3rd step
° ° ° °
° L ° 4
® °
°
® Y [ J ) ¢ Y
° °
X X
° °
° %o X ° %o
° o o ° o. o ©
®e ® ®e o
5th step Last step

Fig. 3.5: Examples of k—means (1)
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X
° °
° °
° °
[ ] x ) s.

X o X

) ° ) o © °
(1 o ®
1st step Last step

Fig. 3.6: Examples of k—means (2)

3.2.3 zr—means

x-means X, FHNZZ TAZEEHEZX THET D kmeans (X527 A2V 72 BBLEED
DT, BT —HE/NSRBOV T AZBIZHRE LT k-means IZE > THHEL, &7 T AX EIHIT
FEITE D E D A XFHEIEYEE (Bayesian information criterion: BIC) (25> THIE7 5.
ZDD, W DODT T AFITHFN S D NN 2’)753%7261/\7?&’) x—means & FMEAL5H. z—means
Dfl % Fig. 3.7 1277, K TIE, kmeans \ZL -T2 7 FAFZIZHTFTEOBIT, EDT T AKX
EILIZ273FIL, ZORIZ I LIZHEILTHEE4 2D T AZ Z/ERK L TW5. z-means |X
k-means # ZIZ/EONT-HF A TH D728, k-means & FERIZ, FIHMEICHEMEGE T2 2 &R
NTHEY, I BIC Z I LRI 8T 2.

/
o
[ J ys ’
[ J ° P *
/
[ J ® x [ /7 X : Centroid by k-means
Y £ % : Centroid by BIC
p 4 ~ ~ - ® : Cluster 1
°® 4 7 - - : Cluster 2
° / X / ~
/
/ /
, 4 * /%
/7 II

Fig. 3.7: Examples of x—means

89



3.3 HYR— XY MLEKE

SVRIZ, SVM[154] Z V2R TH Y, EOILEREZ#F>. AGRLTIE, SVM & SVR %
T4 T & B & 9 1B Sl LIBSVMIL67, 168] %, #E7HS 3 GNU R[169, 170] ETEIE
T LIS LTz el071 /Sy o= [I71] &7z,

SVRAZHW SRR~ Y bV Z D= {(2i,y:),i = 1,---, N} & LTl BIEk & R 22 i~ D 5%
O(z) ZHWTUTORIZE Y. 22T, () FENEEZ, v KITORK~Z by, b3 AT A
HE T,

f(z) = (w,®(x)) +b (3.3)

ZOROHMBEKQIE, ==V TREERT AT v 7B P ZMNT, UTOLHITE
XNMesns.

minimize Q(w,b,&,£%) =
M

1 C X
§Hw|’2+; Z(ﬁprl-@p) (3.4)

i=—1

Yi — (w, (7)) —b< e+ &
subject to ¢ (w, ®(z;)) +b—y; < e+ & (3.5)

ZZTpMN1DEE%LLSVR EFEYY, LibSVM Tl L1 SVR 24 9 [168]. €l f(z) DILNY
BRL, e Fa—TEMNEND. e Fa—TE AT v I EHOA A—T% Fig. 381277, XLV,
f(z) + € ORI COHWRT — & OFFRFHANRAT v VB TH L. ClI~—V v L HiiiT—4
DIELFREZGIHT 2 2 A MXT XA =2 Th Y, KREREEZED &iFE & 720 MEMERENME T
T5. el CIEERABRICEET DN N=RIFA=2L LT, KERMELRETD.

f

Ayi

$i

—&

Yk
0 » Oy,

Fig. 3.8: € tube and slack variable
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Wiz, p=1m&x, X (34), (3.5) ONHEE I —F VB K (x,y) = (®(z), D(y)) ITHE X2,
575 a REMREEE VT 2WREHERIE S LT & T2 056N 5. 2 %EHEES LT
fE ZENFRETH D2, KIBRMMBRED. apal 1XT7 7T VaFBTHS.

maximize Q(a,a”) =

—eZ(ai—i—a;‘)—i- Zyi(ozi—a;‘) (3.6)

S (o + af)

subject to
0<a;<C,0<a; <C

F7z, A (3.4) TR (3.8) IThD.

M
Fl@) = (o + o) K (i, ;) + b (3.8)
=1
AFSCTIE, AT =3V B K 1T, K (3.9) OfIED —x1 &, K (3.10) ® RBF (Radial
Basis Function) #—3/W % %5, RBF 7 —R1VD 4 [INA/X—/"TF A=K L LT, RED
PR E Ol e A RBET D, —fRIZ, SVM & SVR I, FEOHE N L L &2 RBF 1—% /b
DEI @RI A~DY v EVTREHEFRO 2L, MBI —RVTHRRGERHL L IND
[167]. Z D7, TREHEICHED —R NV THOREEBH D DR BIE, NA /=T X =4
Z W RBF U — V& W2 BT /RN 28, AGm L TR 5.

K(z,2') = 2Ta (3.9)

K(z,2") = exp(—||lz —'||*) (3.10)

3.4 XERBRT

2ETIE, O FEEEME L FBFMEO T — 22258 L, FlhE5¥8T7—4%, 5%
TARNT—=HLL, TANT—HOHEMRE T/ a—X KT A N&{To72. ZIUIRMOT —4
DOHEEVERR TR Z & OHEE R OMERE A LT 2720 Th 5. SVR 2 & et 7 #812 L 5 Bl
TH, FHICHW T = ~OREOwER (BFE) 2B STeOIlREOFIEZHAND. —KIZF
EWZHWD T —XIIHEE LT — & L0 JERINIC D2 <, DRI FIC K 2 HEREENRE XD
N5, FRZFEBET— 23S BEOENPENEZ L2 LR EUEIT L7V, DEOT—2 L
MW ENE, FEICEL OT =2 2EWTGAEDT A NT —2BRRETH. ZODT—4tEy
FNEEEOT oy 7IHEIL, 170y 72T A NS —HIZ, EE2FET—2 L LR E5E
L7230 TITY, ORI D AERERE [172) DHWLN D, ZEREEDA A —V % Fig. 3.9
T HET LTy 7B OF —ZIXREBIREICR D KO ICRET H. REREZREIRTE
T TR BN B VS, BRI BT 5 AN ET MERTIETH S.
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1st step 2nd step last step

1 1
2 2 : training data
3 3
: test data
n n n
error 1 error2 - - - errorn

error;

£

1

total error = —
n

=1

Fig. 3.9: Example of cross—validation

3.5 F&H

QETHEE In o7z, BEMOFELZ T3 JDRT @ Sustention +F ROt EMERER
ICDOWTHETL, LFONRIZOWTH - FiEEPREE L.

1. BREFEIC K 5 Gl 22 E BB DR R
2. HET |l 72 B B A O AERK

LIZOWTIE, BERETORBEEZHWTOET RS TAZ VT RRE L. BEV 7 AX
U2 7O L ISR T DRI 4 ETITH. 1ICHOWTIE, Iz RfeaEs SVR
ZROWTRD DHEEIEIZ OV TIRE L7Z. SVR & W= HEEBIEDIER & Z OFHIIZ D>V TiE 5
BTG, BBICEREIETE Y AT AOBRESFHIC OV TIL 6 ETikR3,
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F4E

BEV AR 0T DOE & D

ARETIE, KX THODEEIZOWTHRANTZOL, 3ETRELIEE Y 7 A ) v 74238
L, 8RR & EBIRHImRS R A e+ 2. E£72, 2 EEARO FIETHERBOIEREZTT .

4.1 1R HE

BT 7 —

4.1.1 BN LE5E

AFLTIE, 4EE S EOET MER TILE T WEE T — X X— X [I57T] DX A V= X MEi%, 6
BEOA—T T ARTIEZ ey MEZEHWD., T2 _X—=REEIN T DEETD I, K
FERAERCAT VAT SN TVDIFRZRINLT., ¥4 V= A MRTIEZVEY MEOFE
REW G2 RKEH LY b, ZOFNE Table 4.1 1739 18 A H L7-. 7Lty MR
X Table 4.2 |2~ d. AN A A V= A MREV DRV I3 FEIZ/>TWDHDIE, 7ty MR
TIHEHOBRE THoRED I LREMNRLE A2 THEILZZD T, ¥4V A MRTH
SINDHBEFILTRTEHEEND.

AR—R

Table 4.1: JEIDA Noise database (digest set)

name
exhibition booth 1 | exhibition booth 2 | telephone booth factory 1 factory 2
sorting facility highway 1 highway 2 crossing crowd
bullet train train computer room | air conditioner 1 | air conditioner 2

air duct

elevator hall 1

elevator hall 2

Table 4.2: JEIDA Noise database (full set)

name

exhibition booth 1 | exhibition booth 2 | telephone booth | factory | sorting facility

highway & crossing crowd bullet train train | computer room
air conditioner air duct elevator hall
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4.1.2 EBEERBD/N7—H#H

IWEKIRFIZ~ A 7 8 T ASITWAEEEIE, FHRT =25 TS T 22 %y 2L E L.
ZODL, BEEME (XA V2 AMITIEZCD b7 v 7%, 7ty hTERE—EESHED CD2 2
&) DOFRPFIEEEFRONNT — &4 5. Fig. 4.1 & Fig. 421244 Y= A 70k Y MED
Bl 7 v —%&Rd. MPETHWEAB(A) & dB(C) iz A Fiik, CHRED Y —E T
HbH. T—HARN—Z SN TWAHEYRE ) X2 T 18, 13FEDOEIRD C U —%2 %
%zk Z LT, RETHRAD FBFHECTHEAT 2 HEICRET 57201, HAGE DRT OFHiiH

FE 120 HEED 2355y, 240 HFEO T E R ANT — L ABMEART 2RNE L LS 2D XA Vil
%%ﬁok. FA VGO Z SNRAR0dB EEE L. Lo T, F—0BREMETHLF 2
EDLVREIR D,

FA Y x A MRTIE, FIBEETE 2 Craes, kM) 1T L QTETILE & IFEEITALE D
NRU—EZRHEE TH-oT220, ETE2U0HELTHERALE. 7ty MTHE, %R+ 25 LF 2
& DERE D A B ART — /NS WAL 10%ITAEE L, Lum%%%mt FENRRRDOIL, &
A Tz A MRTIEHSRIR & FIHEEZRNT, BENDO/NT — iFﬁéhthﬁ,7wtyF
TEHNY—DOGEBPRE DT DTHY, By NTEIIANY—HHlE2EZT-.

VAW 1.2 kHz D 1)1 A2 X —T R R A X

PEREE O T —HHNCIE, BT RS T— 2 N — 2 ORI bﬁf k%%ﬁﬁmc%ﬁ%ﬁwt.—ﬁ,ﬂ
LB R 28T L2 b DO ThH. AL CREBFHMECAV 2 EFICEDE, CRMETIRARL, — AR
D A Rk CREHI L.
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BM Noise
(70,80,90 dBC)

|

BM Noise (reference)
{80 dBC)

|

Compute BM
Power (C)

Compute BM
Powe

(c)

Compute gain
(noise to noise)

(noise to noise)

Gain adjustment
-

Speech

(120 words, 2 speakers)

Compute noise
Power (A)

Compute
noise Power

Compute gain
(speech to noise)

-

Gain adjustment
(speech to noise)

|, Adjusted noise

(SNR: 0 dBA )

JEIDAmoise DB

(digest set)

Gain adjustment
(noise to noise)

4" LF Framing(3sec)

Fig. 4.1: Signal power adjusting flow(digest set)

BM Noise
(70,80,90 dBC)

|

BM Noise (reference)
(80 dBC)

|

Compute BM
Power (C)

Compute BM
Powe

(@]

Compute gain
(noise to noise)

Gain adjustment
(noise to noise)

Speech

(120 words, 2 speakers)

Compute noise
Power (A)

Compute
noise Power

Compute gain
(speech to noise)

i

LF Framing(3sec)

Noise power

JEIDA noise DB
(full set)

—

pool

Gain adjustment
(speech to noise)

Averaging

Rejected 10% lower
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Fig. 4.2: Signal power adjusting flow(full set)
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4.2 LFRAIZKBBEEISRZ)VYT

AIEI T8 L7=ERF 22T, JDRT @ Sustention HiEt v b2 AWT THERBREZITH.

4.2.1 LF 9|

AR SCTIEE R TRERBAE RN R R 2B E O EE BN L3572, THRERETH
W5 HIE ORI L D bR RVEEE T4 E R <, RIFMIGR LR EIRO S B, THRENE
e BDHEMEFHMICEIZ RV, BEFHEET —FX—XX A VA M, CD F 7> 7 12IC
DX, BEMS1HEEE SNATHD. CDD T v 7 ZEIZ THRERERIZEDHE T 3 sec TREIS T,
DD =DM LTEREBFIRE 72 LTI 21T 9. 3sec iZHBILTEBRE A 77 1L—2A
(BLF, LF) LEF£TDH. o, FEELZROHBEHEA T HEEM 7 — ) BB THNS 7 L—
LAFEZH01sec &L, KX TIXLF EXBILTyra— k7 L—2A4 (BLF, SF) LRES. £KEEE
BIRO I & IR DO Z NI 2 sec [ TEEH N H D720, bR LZ. BEEERO LF
L SF DA A—% Fig. 4.3 1277

Track length 30~125 sec (training set)
180~3660 sec (test set)

A
v

2 sec

0.1 sec

Fig. 4.3: Image of the frame segmentation

4.2.2 EBEFHE=E

AL TR D MIR FH8E T MIRtoolbox[173] IZINER STV D b DA FIH L7=. MIRtoolbox
1%, MIR 38 CIL< i 2R E %2 MATLAB ECHRZ 52X 2ICLET7A4 77U THY, Kig
LTI EE ST D b ST OFFHE A BN U7, ]I L 72 FrEds & i %2 Table 4.3 12
R HIRICK LT 1 DDfE%E RS S Tempo & Attack time, Loudness PAZAO 6 R, 50% &
F—="=T v TRH % SF TROIZFHFEED VHE L ERAEZIRY, BFHT 15 RoTOFFEEN
7 "V LF ZEITRDT=. SF TR D Fr#EIL, Zero—cross & RO 7-FRICERZZENGFIE LW
72 EDOEARE 5720 SF AT DWW I LR HERZE 2 5K D HERICERN T 5. FREE It (4.1) R
I LT 18 BRE DR KA & F/IME CIER L Z1T - 72
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MIR feature score — min score
normalized MIR feature score = ; (4.1)
max score — min score

B U7 ASE 2T 5. Pitch ITBETROEARJE LS (Fy) TH Y, BOHHBETSE Z &1k
DTS, Zero—cross [T SF T & ZKRFEIEIE THEAL A (RMEZE(L) DA KD D AR TERECE HTE
D—>Td 5. Brightness X SF Z & D/NT—2AX7 hLD 1.5 kHz L EOZF VX —EETHD.
Flatness, Spectral centroid, Spread spectrum (X% E4L SF Z & D/RXTU — A7 MLV X,
L, EEFET, NT—AXT MLOIRZRD T D, Tempo, Attack time (X O R R
T, TNENRFREEOH CHBEY =27 0 6RD7eT AR E, FHEEOE—7 & ) v F O/
faz KT 5. Loudness 7217 1% MIRtoolbox (2 & £ 5 i CTix72 <, ITU-R BS.1770-2 T
K727 7 RR AL~ (Loudness, K-weighting, Full Scale:LKFS) % M\ 7=. MIRtoolbox T
1%, BORE SIS LIZFHEE L U T E 5D RMS XU —REEN TS, LorL, TDOK
FICELTI U RRALLTHE, =T 4 v 7BIZ LV EERICFET 00, ARMIC
EH 2 2 TR WER O/ —Z RN TW D, Z O HfliZe RMS NU— X0 b AMOFB L& X
KHISLTEY, LVRKERFEEEZZONDT T RRALLEHEH L.

Fig. 4.4(a)~ (1) IZ&FHE T L ITIEBYLAFEEOHEE X N7 T L L BEEHOME T, 7 —
R~ REEZHAWTE A N T AEIKIC 15 ORI OAEEAREETTI &, \2(14) = 23.6819,p =
0.05004 THY, AR T NIEHLIHERTH p=0.05 THDHZ &, 605 5&E DFEHIEZ H
T2 AITIE X2 (14) = 5564.573,p = 2.2¢ 710 TH o 72, EEZ V- HRE T b FHEEICA B ZER
HONIRVEAGDE S —HITITR SN, MY L7 ETHLE LTBRE I JAZ Y 7
WCHWSLZ 2 95,

Table 4.3: MIR features

feature name content
Pitch fundamental frequency (Fp)
Zero—cross time waveform sign—change rate
Brightness high frequency energy (over 1.5 kHz)
Flatness flatness of power spectrum
Spectral centroid centroid of power spectrum

Spread spectrum | standard deviation of power spectrum

Tempo tempo by autocorrelation

Attack time time difference between notch and peak

of the spectral envelope

Loudness ITU-R BS.1770-2
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Fig. 4.4: Histogram of MIR features
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Fig. 4.4: Histogram of MIR features(cont’d)
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423 9SRRAYTFILITYXL

—WIZ T T AR T OREREMNTT HI121E, AT D5HmE CRERSCTIE TARE) AN
KESTHEY, ZRICHLEZETELL OBEINTEIZFETS. LaL, THELZRDDT
DITIE, FHIEREE Z &8+~ S HEE (RERSCTIE 20 H5E) OFMEALETH Y, FHRNILET
DERED TEZRDOTEL Z LIIEFICRBETHD. Zod, @MU THDL EEZ LD RFMK
BCLFO7 ZAX ) T HTWV, #EROZYME2 EBRHMECHEGET 22 & &35, F£iz, Falc
I T ABENN DI bnb7eWnWae, 7 IAZY T TNNT ) RAOEREE 2 H M
WD, ZOHE, 177 AXEEELISERNG, ey 7 AX % LT FiEE, 8T
L0 TABEEGZTICT TAZY TR AERT VT A LERINT D) FEO_OREXDL
D, RiSUTHE, PR EETT TAXKREED D Z ENARERBED TR LD T A% Y
T TY XD p-means HEZERH LT,

x-means 7 7 AKXV T —H~v A =7V —/L Weka [1T4] IZEENTWHT /LT U X L%EH
W5, B haA REFHEART ML EOEEEIRICIT=—2 Y v REEEEZ 2. — RIS, r-means
TNIY XNIPAELEBIC Lo THEREIND 7 T AZENEDLD Z LG, Kig X TIEELES %
U0z, OLBRINTZ7 T2AX5D 55, BIC BEKIZRIBREBEHA L. oMo 7
A —ZIIHIHIRREZ R L.

4.2.4 DHEER

B 7 A% ) 7 OfER % Table 4.4 12777, x-means IEITXHIHIERE TH 2 5 LI L - T
BT 5. PIHEEEES %, A2 L= 25, RO T0%037 7 A X253 &0, ik
DIX2nalEodc. KX CIIEMETHL 7 7 A2 K3 EHML, A5t v M BIC 2
RORERDEBEE LTe. K7 TAZ%ELH C1I~C3 LIS, BREA L, &7 7 AZICHEL
72 LE a3, 2%t 7 7 AZZHTE LT LF W2 & 273 gk L0, FIEEST
F2MIETEEAYO I Lz, LF &idfth kv D7, Total (347 7 AZ D LF #3Th 5.

Clix, 2LF OPENZHEIND 7 TAXZTHY, BEE LV ORMEBN A LN LT <
SHEIN TSR, FEZ#Eh 2D 720 computer room @ LF &3 _XTHEI LTV 5. computer
room (XEH TlXdH DM, /8T —AXT h)vD 4 kHz (T2 ST E— 27 28> 7-%, Flatness
X Spectral centroid, Spread spectrum 7ML EFHER S & B2 DRI o7, £z, factory 2
DORRRERBEZT D EIN TS, 2KE LT, “FEER £, “953VWBEENEEND Y
FGAELEEZAH. C2i%, EFEE CTH D air conditioner 2, air duct ® LF 03+ _TH¥EI N, b
A TE | Cd 5 telephone booth, crowd DEMIITFHZ 7 A% T 5. bullet train (2B LTI, #r
HREIE R O LE 3T X CTETE L TW\Wb., BRI, “EF” REBENEENDI I TAXEFAD.
C3 1% z-means Vi T C2 O NHNSNTZ 7 T AL THDH T2, FrHEOMMIL C2 12 < BRDHK
H A 720, exhibition booth 1, exhibition booth 2 D F - CHERK T NI T I EHEITIE K - 72585
& air conditioner 1 ¥4 & D LF N5 Inb.

WHEILARE D EBFEE THW D LF O A7 s 7 F AZfHék B @ Fig. B.1 (2R T.
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Table 4.4: Number of LF by clustering (digest set)

name ‘ C1 ‘ C2 ‘ C3 ‘LFnum‘
exhibition booth 1 1 36 37
exhibition booth 2 8 29 37
telephone booth 4 33 37
factory 1 32 4 36
factory 2 36 36
sorting facility 35 1 36
highway 1 36 36
highway 2 34 2 36
crossing 22 8 6 36
crowd 1 35 36
bullet train 5 1 6
train 2 17 1 20
computer room 37 37
air conditioner 1 2 35 37
air conditioner 2 36 36
air duct 37 37
elevator hall 1 34 4 38
elevator hall 2 31 31

Total 300 | 189 [ 107 [ 605 |

Table 4.5: LFs used for the subjective test
C1 C2 C3 | Total

Num. 13 14 b) 32
Percentage | 0.406 | 0.438 | 0.156 | 1.000

4.3 FEEFHEFER EDLE

BIEI T L 72122\, JDRT @ Sustention HiEt v b2 AWT TMERRZITH.

4.3.1 FHIESRT

FHEHMmICIE, BRI ORI K X Do 7= Sustention O 20 HFE & oMEE# 1 44 W T 1B
%17 9. Sustention i HiFExf % Table 4.6 (ZFfE9 5. FHMMIZH WS LF %, Table 4.4 OfEH
£V, BI8FFEEOHEINTT T AL DL —D>3D (Table 4.4 DZEFLISN) LF Zi&IR L, 32
O LF CEBEHMNAZITH. 77 AKX Z L OEIR L7- LF $ & x4 2814103 Table 4.5 (277
FEEHIICH N R —DBREFRDOLF T, Fl—27 7 AZIIHEEIND LF I8 H 5720, &7
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FAZDE huA RETOEMARGIITWLE 2207 7 AXDREFLF & LT3,

Table 4.6: Sustention word list(cont.)
s~ (hashi) —773 (kashi) 4 (hata) —# % (kata)

> U (shiri) —F VY (chiri) b (hiru) —F%/v (kiru)
2% (suki) —F (tsuki) A7) (suna) — 7 (tsuna)
~> (hen) -4 > (ken) ~VU (heri) ~7 VU (keri)

A (hoshi) —= < (koshi) A4 (horu) —=/v (koru)

T LB O A BAM AT — T 4.1.2 H TR HEEZ AW TR Lo blz, ARtz H
W2 SNR(A)AT —20, —10, 0, 10, 20 dB (2725 X 5 ICAHEM ECINE Lz, Z OFEBRSEMHIT 2
BEOFERREREARDLY, ERTIEERLZEOT L, 222HORER LY, BEEDHALA
LV ERELDSNRy, WEETH-7=2 b, FrAEERLE. £7-, £SO SNR(A) 1%
Fig. 2.15 OfER A FEIZ, FBFHIFERICKHDIR E 7o THHRDBHEIIADL L SITEE L. &
ZX Y, WETHFT S SVRIZEBWTHEE T — X NO THEELGIZIEREERE T D 2 &R
MFrEEh 5.

3 sec O LF (Zxf LAHIE AW Z &0nh, BHAOHDIALNLEIL LF O'FHH 0.1 sec < X
BT, SNR(A) WIS B4 A Iy 7 THEFREAKR L. HOIARMERRIT, FHEEFO D
L b RWHGEDESOKH (KEE—J728E) &Lk

ARFEBRICI T DG RES O, F7h LF %5728 32, SNR(A) 235 Ff, FFAlHFEAS 20 HEED 3200
HIETHY, ZHICBREEZMEL TWAWEF 20 HiEL2 ) 77 LA LTINA, #HERE—AY
720 3220 HEEDRH AT o 7. F7o, RIRREEZE(LIZ X 2BRE ~OAM LML T 720, & LF
D'FHA 100 msec (2% LRI FEN EF LTS BB Z#IT 72, EBREFTa s Ea—2 0
5 Roland -8l USB A —F 4 A v Z—7 = — A UA-25EX # /L, Sennheiser L~ K>
HD-2511 TR L7, BREICx3 2 EEE—E s L, BEZME L TW2RWEEN 5
B 25 BIECTEREIT-T-. 72, #BRFIZ20REME104THD.

4.3.2 THIFFHEER

THEMOORERICHOWT, 77 AXZMICER LIEGEA EREEEICER L2GA & 120 Tl
_BG.

9 3 A DIER

Fig. 4.51227 7 AZBNZ SNR(A) Z &I FH LT THEFE & MCL Zrd. ¥ THREEIZ DWW T
WD T T —/3—[33%Y SNRSNR(A) TORKME L F/METH S, £, BELAMAIML TOHRWIE
EOTHEIX0.975 L7720, #ERFEORBRIZED TMERTIXA OGN o7, —20dB TIET

3311 THIRAZ L 9IS, FAEMICIZATO LF OFBEHIEZ KD D Z ENZE LW, 1 A7 0 OF I HEE
BN 6 TEMBATLEWBLEEMNTIZRY.

URFELIEIIERELED SNR 2 A B2 O CEHHE L, REFELRMRD0, 25D SNRy, & TidZe< SNR(A)
L5,
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RIE N~ A T A2 T T mE. 728, ZiUd DRT O EERZRD HEOT v
VA LAYLIIEIC X B0,

fid &k ¥, SNR(A) 72320 dB & —20 dB TIERHALRE 77 Z0RICKY, 7T A Z R D&
K725 TBHH, SNR(A) 28 —10~10 dB OFEFHTIZZ 7 A X Z & OFHENSHfEIZ/2 Y, 0dB O
EXIWZT TR T EIZTRREN 02 50870 5. KIFFEL 7 a7 ROEENE N —10~10 dB
DOHFIPAT, SNR(A) &7 T A X DENEFRENER & LT 2 BER OGBS 21T o7, S
DFfER % Table 4.7 12777, SNR(A) &7 7 AZ LT p <0.001 THEENRA LN, K27 TR
HAEOENFETH D20, FAREDORKREE T 5. Table 4.8 ICEEILEEOERERT. #E
KLY, SNR(A) £ 37 FAZDOTXTOMAEDETp <0.00l DFEENHALNTZ. K7 T A
2 OREFFE O FBFMTE 2 ZAZBOENFE THY, 77 A% T LT iERERBE¥A
W TIREMHEENAN THL LEZZHND.

MCI @ SNR (A) Z & offiiik, C2 & C3IXIFIEEREAY, CLIFENMCEAR D DAEAEIT RN
(F(2,14) = 0.339,p = 0.7220) . C1IXSNR(A) 7% —10 dB, —20 dB ® & & D TREN/NE L,
T TR TMCIAEMLZRL, 10dBAC2, C3 LV HLREVDITC2, C3 &8 Y RHHE
DEOLNRDPoT IO EEZILND. 7 TFAX T O THEWHED B L 7254 SNR(A) IRE
TOMCI —% % Table 4.9 (2”7 allidy 7 A 2B E L2nWat o7V To MCLZ7R7. 2
DfiEi % THREHEE D BIEE & 9 5.

| 02————r———— 7
—-o—
20.8F 4 i Dariu
= 0.15 -
0.6/ 1
= @)
204 ] s o1t _
E
302 —o—cl 0.05F ]
15} —A— (2
& oF -8 C3 |
error bar: min & max 0 | | | | |
-0.2 T T 20 -10 0 10 20
20  -10 0 10 20
SNR(A) (dB) SNR(A) (dB)
(a) Intelligibility (b) MCI

Fig. 4.5: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with cluster

P2 BERILHL [21] TORERERARY, KX T SNR(A) # —20dB ETHRELLI L, FHMIFEEN 14 THDH 2
EMEELTWD., Fie, BB L DBEOMEBEL RN b D00, FEMRGH&24T2I12E, o7 A Hi+5T
IE72molz. —J, 7 IARAXZTEDTHRER, HEMREZ IR LN L0, KX TIETHRERY A FTAD
BOLED, TOEEMITT 5.
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Table 4.7: Results of ANOVA by noise cluster
Source SS df MS F ‘ D ‘
S:Subject 0.3190383 | 9 | 0.0354487
L:SNR(A) 3.2717975 | 2 | 1.6358987 | 134.396 ‘ 0.0000****
error[LxS] | 0.2191006 | 18 | 0.0121723
C:Cluster 0.5576314 | 2 | 0.2788157 | 25.124 ‘ 0.0000****
error[CxS] 0.1997586 | 18 | 0.0110977

LxC 3.2920924 | 4 | 0.8230231 | 66.979 ‘0.0000****
error[LxCxS] | 0.4423632 | 36 | 0.0122879
Total 8.3017819 | 89

T+ p <0.1, * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.005, **** p <0.001

Table 4.8: Main effect of SNR(A) and noise cluster

Source SS df MS F D
SNR(A)(C1) 1.7773867 | 2 | 0.8886933 | 72.550 | 0.0000****
SNR(A)(C2) 2.2328876 | 2 | 1.1164438 | 91.143 | 0.0000****
SNR(A)(C3) 2.5536156 | 2 | 1.2768078 | 104.235 | 0.0000****
error 54 | 0.0122493
Cluster(—10 dB) | 3.3909058 | 2 | 1.6954529 | 142.581 | 0.0000****
Cluster(0 dB) | 0.2232088 | 2 | 0.1116044 | 9.386 | 0.0003****
Cluster(10 dB) | 0.2356091 | 2 | 0.1178046 | 9.907 | 0.0002****
error 54 | 0.0118911
+ p <0.1, * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.005, **** p <0.001

Table 4.9: Average MCI by clustering
C1 C2 C3 all

0.0961 | 0.0929 | 0.0897 | 0.0937

BEELY SR DHER

WIZ, Fl—BEEZ5EI LT LF C, 57 7 AXIZBINTIGEIT TRE~E 2 25280
BIRDLONE ) NEHRT 5. [Hx O LF OFEBEHMER I oW T Flg B.1IZRd. ot Lica
IBEEED YL, 4BEEFIZHOWTLY T AZMICHEZEN RO o7 Fig. 4.6 ICEEEREZ &1Z
THRESESEME & MCI # 7~ exhibition booth 1 OFEIZ 7 T A X RIZZE I &, exhibition
booth 2 DEEIZ 7 T A Z B DOZENTEZE L F23H 5. exhibition booth 1, crowd, air conditioner 1,
elevator hall 1, @ 4fE37 7 A ZMICHBEENBRAONR) o, ZOMIZFE—RERE T2, 377
AZNZINTZE DIE, BEE 21T D SNR(A) TAEZENALNTZ. MCI X Fig. 2.15 Of% 5%
ERIERIZ, SNR(A) L EDOMHEEZFEF>E D L, factory 2 DERIZ, 0dB £721%+10 dB THRKE 2
é %) DIV D. =20 dB LAV T MCLIRRICR ABEFILTIRE S 7 72 0N o, —10 dB

IFZFAMEIC/e D, R TOLF T, RASRELIIT T RO EL LD, HDWVITHE TR H I
TEY, FEREHEETCORREZRFTTHILERDHD.
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Fig. 4.6: Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with various noise type.
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4.6 Comparison of intelligibility and MCI with various noise type (cont’d)
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4.4 INFARYyHEIRIZKBHTE

bEE 7 7 A2 ZL D SVRIZ L DHEER S (LIF, %15 & 2.3.1 8 Tl ~7BEfF D fwSNRseg
% 5 FHEOIC X D NENAR BRI DR &, VTR, RA—T T 4T 4TI LDNRNT AN v
BRI & D HEEVEREL LR 21T 5 .

4.4.1 FEEETEELIRMCERERE
£, EETME L BB EE OB A R L, £ ONEMAHBISRE T 2 T 5.

EBREHEE

FEIFHnE & FEEE OB %, Fig. 4.71277. KHPICREERA &M CoHEREZ DD
9 %. SNRseg IZTE THFE 0.4 UL L3N KRE L, Alseg 1IHEERREIE TN REL A%
B, 03 REZ D LD bM< 2%, fwSNRseg(A) IEZB S A —10 dB (2 [H
FoTWND. ZHUF 231 HTRALEBEEHIEDOREELZDEEMN /20, TIRSNR 23
—10 dB & FEFHMERICK L TREN- 72720, ERBESNZEZZLNS.

G152 46 BE % 24

Wiz, 2.3.5 HTHMRG LIZIANAREIfREL m & k3%, 7135 (2.4) Table 410 IREZT D
T %759, SNRseg ZBRIT1E, ZIERBRENHETHD. 2ETIE 7 2E< TH RMSE 2V S0 21X
[R5 7o 720%, 7 DKW E DX RMSE K& o 7272, SNRseg OHEEMERRIFIKL b 2 &
DPRSID.

Table 4.10: Kendall rank correlation(7) between intelligibility (sustention) score and objective

speech quality score by noise cluster

C1 C2 C3 | pooled noise
SNRseg 0.597 | 0.526 | 0.766 0.554
fwSNRseg(A) | 0.764 | 0.720 | 0.831 0.748
fwSNRseg(C) | 0.770 | 0.740 | 0.867 0.769
fwSNRseg(S) | 0.772 | 0.729 | 0.853 0.763
Alseg 0.755 | 0.686 | 0.813 0.724

SHE 7D SNRseg, fwSNRseg(A), fwSNRseg(C), fwSNRseg(S), Alseg.
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4.4.2 BIEREZRHW:EEY 5 X2 Hl#EREIER

BEF RS K 2 5 ERHMIE O RO F 13X, cbSNRseg, obSNRseg & [RERIZH LF 1 OHE 7 5y
NU—BHEO LD 7 L—LEROEEEEEET 5. %m%@@%&iiMl@fﬁﬁbt
HEEPI A RS 7 7 A ZBNAERCT 5. PRI 2838030 (2.5) 2V VA RI—T7 7 4w
TA4UTT, N—=V TIZHWDHETT —Z12 4.3 fi CHat Lo B28EHMIE 2 v 5. 72, &
TR 25 SVR L [RERIC 10 [A O =R E ChlIF R E A 1Ek T 5 7.

4.4.3 HEFHRDOLLE

5.3.4 i & FERIC A EME D RMSE # Hl#s 3%, Table 4.11 Hgd™ 2 5 FO EBIREAMLE 2 Fu
T HEE DR ZEMREIZ L D RMSE %757, Weighted sum (%3 7 7 A% ® RMSE O &A1) T,
HEH AL Table 4.5 @ Percentage & 7=, Multi 1347 7 A ¥ ZiRE L CRERICHEERIE A ERR L
7285 D RMSE Th 5. F7z, ik FEICFEBIHEHE RO MCL Z5#d 5. £, NAAZFHBERE
T OIED 572 SNRseg 1E, °1L YD RMSE 23 0.1 A E EIEFICESHEEIZHE LTV e, oF 0, 7T
FA B DHETENZNIA & 2> DRETR B AT F 72 1378 2 L D RUR R DI ERLIETH D Z &N
5. fwSNRseg(C) & fwSNRseg(S), Alseg @ =5 IIME#2 RMSE 23/ &Y. fwSNRseg(A)
ZBRIFIX, Weighted sum @573 Multi &0 & RMSE /h& <, BEEZ T AX U 7T OREN A
Hbid. MCI &5 &, SNRseg & fwSNRseg(A) @ C2 ZFRITIZ RMSE<MCI & 720, #EE
B DMEREZ Horiiiz LTV D, TS S MOBRBEHEZHNC 7T, FI—=T T 4T 47
& SVR Z DO EYRFIEE OEIL 6 EOA—7 7 X FORERTHKT 2.

Table 4.11: RMSE of 10—fold cross—validation by sigmoid fitting estimation

Measure C1 C2 C3 Weighted sum | Multi
SNRseg 0.123 | 0.188 | 0.161 0.157 0.176
fwSNRseg(A) | 0.069 | 0.121 | 0.088 0.095 0.088
fwSNRseg(C) | 0.062 | 0.078 | 0.065 0.070 0.072
fwSNRseg(S) | 0.063 | 0.081 | 0.072 0.072 0.075
Alseg 0.066 | 0.097 [ 0.063 0.079 0.090
MCI [ 0.0961 | 0.0929 | 0.0897 [ 0.0937 [ 0.0937 |

4.5 F&H

TR LI O BRI AT B 72, DUF D 3 KB LIRS 724 ) v 7 &t
FIU, RBERA & BEAE R IC & 2 B DR 2 4T o 7.

o RIFHERFE(S 5D LF 537

T, BIEENG E —EALEE TR, B OTERAEE SN D20, AERELEEE L THIUBIEREIZIFE A
EBDOBRWNEENRE. ARSTTIE, SVR ZORIFFELE OHIRO - O RZEREDO AR Z 5 = }:au’_ EA
WCRZERE Z AW EFEO RMSE & REREICL D RMSE IZZEIXIZEAER Lo T,
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o MIR FH¥EIZ X 2 B& ¥ OF Cfighr

o z-means 7 T AKX VLTI KD T AL KD HBE
ZORER, UTOZ ERHLMNITRoTz.

o X T AXITIOERENS.

TBEHEORR, 7 7 A2 NOVEERIZITABRENR D D.

MFORBEEEAH N VA NO—T 7497 4 I L DHEETIIER S 7 T AX U >~
TORNBITHE D K& R0,

W& B AT Oy SNRseg TIEAZZEME D RMSE K& <, ] & 2 ORER B3R 7] K
Ths.

7T ABNO TIREDEEEMICHERZEZNRDY, 7 T7AXTLOTREZANARKICA SN
72, [f—®DSNR Th-o>Th [MREMIEWEREE L, THRENEWERELZ DTS2 LI1XE bf“&;
L. 2Ok, BE7 AL LI TRENEERBIC X 2HEEX, H—o TREEHEEREIC
HELY OREENRBIRLIGANRALNT., WETIIAEORKREEZHNT, By I7ALZ 9:&
SVR % % W72 TR BEHEE BAE A 1ERL T 2.
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EH5E HR— MR MLEIRIZEK D THEEHTERS
DR

SVR 3% 2 &lnlf o d ¢ b bR ﬁ%w&éhé%&f%é A#TIE SVR KOV L1 EHIE
FHRW oG FEE W 2 UoXT A N w7 BRI K D HEERBB A ER L, REMRE T
K9 5.

5.1 SVRHEHHE

SVR ORI EITITFHIE 52 i Bl L, #FimIE o' 7 A %L SNR # VY, i Zebls
Mﬁ%&m®%ﬂﬁ%£DXW6

5.1.1 HEYEE

i (CEADWIZEFE O EIET O < Db REF ST 5. A 3T SIT O£
FRYEL Liﬁﬂ;fLij/LTb\}:) 2 OIS FT Nz e d 5. Wy FELSMIT N TRERIZ KD -
REMERIC KT L, RZERRTE D RMSE DMR/IMT 72 D /A 78— 3T X — Z 12 3R U 7= HEE B o [
FREARMAT 5. O ENL, So8EZ LOPLEBEE L Ny FIE TR LIy FAR27 ¢
VB H BB ETIERR L, (B0 BAIATe 2 & CTHiliilR 24T o 7fHliE 5 & 775 ..

(a) 1/3 42 % —T 0 K
(b) Fig. 223 D2 U F 1 HASL R

(a) ITEEEFFIZ I DA bR Tng. AEiSHT%wé%Q&H% O A R BT
0.16 kHz~8 kHz @ 18 #rltkZ H\ 5. LLF, KimXTiEL, ZOHHENEIZ X 558 &E % obSNRseg
k@glkkﬁé.@Hih%@mﬁ@,m%m%g)kH%@WWAﬂT%@ FEIZEL-T
ROT-EIFFREL, SILORERER L OLBIZRE TH D, Agn LTI I OHFIEC L DR EL
cbSNRseg & FES. AFa L TIFLIE, Zivb OO ENEROE N Z BIE O R E & L Tk
T 5.

FEETXEL L LR LI (1.5) o' 7 A Z LV SNREZH WS, ZZTa(n) & 2(n) i, n
FAOHBH 7 L—LTORERFEHEETERES S (HbE) © MITEFXHEO7 L—Likx,
NIIHGHET, By 7 7 A2V 7 THWZSF ETH D 100 msec IZFXE L7, £, FFEEZ
RO DBHCHF R DO/NT —NFE0 L7257 L— A E ROV TR Z R 7.

YERIMERERD DT A —FRRETNERICEBE G2 D /87 A—H. NAN—=RF A —FNEED LHRE
TIVDRARINTEED.
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5.1.2 $#HHEEIEHRE

K SNRseg 1%, ik Z & 1Z SNRseg DK —A v —ZX 27 (23.2%M) &Rk, 0D

LIZIEFUE L, SVRIC K D RURREDIRE AT 9. Afm X THV Y% LIBSVM[167, 168] I34F{2 &
AR L CHWD 28, B S EICx L OIIERIL OB IIASESLE 20, L, 28
DFERE, FBIEEME & B THEOZLFEHNEEIZ 22 Z L IIALNTH S, 4.3.2HD
FEY Y MWL EBEHMER R L0, FBEHR RIL TRRES +2 1B 0555006 1 £ T
v, EBEHIMEOSBUL 0 T D728, FELEEE O 2 20 S ¥k R H A 50E L 7o H#HEE
MREDm Eafard 5. ERICER (5.1) Z2Hv 5. min value & max value IZ8 T L DO F
fR SNR fii & B SNRETH 5. LR SNR fEIZEEE 23 HVRRED SNRIZHEYS T 5. 2ETHO
7z fwSNRseg(C) & fwSNRseg(S) 1%, —15 dB 225 15 dBIZHIBR L7z, FEEE D@ W HEEITITIER
L ERREA LD THREEDS 1, KMELL T O THREN 0 THD Z ENLEE L. AREIETHE, &AM
Z0~30dB®5dB Z &, f/MiEE —10~-50 dB @ 5 dB Z & Ot 63 % E LRt 52,

SNRseg — max value

norm. SNRseg = (5.1)

min value — max value

5.2 SVR &) L1 EBEZE ALV -EF & DLLER

SVRIIHRFE = H 2 )T 2 N » 7 [ TIE— R IR B WA R TFETH 5.
AEITIL SVR OALEERE DN I TEHEERIEICBW ARSI TH 2R A2 £E4T 57012, Ll
ERNEZ W 2 & FEENFE & O 21T 5.

5.2.1 L1IEAMEZRAVW=toEREFE
SVR OPLHEREDS @ WERRIZUL T O =S8R b s.
(a) EANLEMWD Z & T (SREMIC) BHOBIR %175
(b) e FRUGRIE A FHIVS m /82 b 72 Al
(c) BURBIE L VAR — b RT ML b D~—T v B Kb T 5 Bk 722 JLvE

AL TIE, SVR 23 THE FIICREREIFFIETH L Z L 2HRT 5720, (a) IOV THE
DIEANEZ W o Blg Tk & Ol 21T 5. o f e LD » PmlE (BLF, Ridge) [175] &
Lasso (Least absolute shrinkage and selection operator) # M\ 7z[El)f (BLF, Lasso) [176] %
GNU R[169, 170] ® glmnet /< 4 — 3 [177] THEH L7=3. ERNLT A —4 A 1 SVR FEEIC
10-fold DAZFEME TRET 5. £72, SVRITI —xNiEEZHWZERO—FETH D & AT
ZLNTED. 2T, L1 EHWEE RBF I —x & Wiz —xvEli (BUF, Kernel) [178]
b B RICIN 2 5. Kernel 13 e REUGBAEE AR — Fx7 A OBRRZE £ T EAEAT A —

2 R RGBS BT B L E A BB, MBADEEAIKICR B0, AR LT <To Ay RCRT
EEHWDZ &L e LT

3glmnet 13V v PMF & Lasso # HWEEURO—fRILTH 58, AL TIEmA OFRIC/R D /8T A —Z 3 L
Teinoie.
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Z AW IR OB &2 FEE L2729, (b) & (¢) 12 X D EUFOmERE S %2 5 8 L 7= [Bf kg o Mg
NT&E DL Kernel H1IEHE/RT A —% X & RBF 1 —X/LD v & ZEME CRIEIR/NT A—H %
RETDH.

5.3 HEBEBMDIER

SVR % T TR BEHEE B A A & L ISR LT 5. Z DERD I — R VBRI HRIE 7 —
2l RBF B — V& WS EZ T 5. FHICHO DA 78— 3F A =X QA DEIX
RIFERE 2 WV CTROBIE A2 R T 5. HEMEIZICI~C3DEr T AZ L L, gz 3 7
T ALK DAET — X & ATz multi G400 4 HEERME (BT 5. multi &0FI2 X% RMSE & Cl~
C3DHERBIZ L 57 T AZ T L OGMBERMTEEEIE L, G2 T AZ Y v 7 & AT H#E
PERRZMGET 5. 7 7 AX Z & OEBMNFEENHN D EAIL, Table 4.5 D7 7 A% Z & OFfEH
AERHWD.

5.3.1 HEEH

AFITIE, 22HITRDIZT T A2 T OFBFHEREREZHET L. £ T AZDLF Z &Ik
MEERDD. C1~C3 D%V 7 AZ TEBFMEZITo72 LF BixZh<h, 13, 14, 5EHY,
BIRTGSEBR TR E L7 SNR R 5 FiZe DT, &7 7 A X Z L \ZEBIEHNE & %S X8 T cbSNRseg
ZEIEI 65, T0, 25 fHRD D . FFHE L NA N—RXTA—=F OFEIZIE, KX (5.2) TER
%, BAMEETH D B CRDO 7= THEE (Sub.Intell.) &HEERIEIZ X - TRD-HEE T iF
E (Est.Intell.) ® RMSE 22720 b 0% @ IRNT 5. D N 37 AVT, £7 724
T EITRO T EOME L 72 5.

Sub.Intell. — Est.Intell.)?
RM&%:¢Z(U "ejv st.Intell.) (5.2)

5.3.2 IERTDHSVRD/INAIN—INT A —4

BT D SVR DA 8= F A —2%, e C, RBF I—% 1V ZAVEHA1Ty bR S,
SRHIPHIT e 231074, 1073, 1072 D 3fE%, C1E274<C <25, ~vix1077 <y <1 D#HEZN
FR 51255 L, &2 TOMAE DR T 10-fold DAFERMEEITV, KKAEMED RMSE 23 b/ &
WA D E ERILO ETROKMAGDOEDORFMEL L, EFL ETROSMASDEOF
Mo H RMSE WS K RAHNA /N—RT A =& LIESUE E FIROMAGOEERAT 5.

Y(b) OMREFHMIZ T 2 E BT 5 L, MM H#EZ H Wz e 82 AR S L O-BREZONS. L L, 1R
WETHD cbSNRseg 28 25 RTTTH Y, BEEF 7 7 AKX C3 13EF LF 28 5 (HCTEBRH SNR 28 5 Fi¥H0 25 7L L
IR D72, C3 OFHMBERNLE £ 5 BIRTIETRIFIUE— L T8 &2 AV A2 0ERH 5. AFHCTIIIERNE
heatedy — X VIENR L T 5 2 LT (b) & (¢) BRE LI MEREE 21T 5 2 & & L=,

S L0 IRWHIB A REMICIER L=, 1ZIEBR W0 20 3fEE L.
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5.3.3 HHEOERCEEDKRE

Fig. 5.1 & Fig. 5.2 12 SVR OFHEEDEMT X 2 EFULICH W= R KME, f/Mii s RMSE OR
fRa2md. P TENEWVWE N RMSE 2/hSWZ & &7, £72, RMSE LY RD7-ZEHae S
Z\Z~7. obSNRseg IZMfra EFRMELY 5 dB, TREfEA —10 dB IZE-5< 1 E RMSE 2ME N LT
%. Cl & C3 DI — RN ZEN B B, T FIRED —25 dB, —40 dB @ RMSE %
RMSE 23 s/ MEAZ 8 5. cbSNRseg TILEH SO —F /L TH _EREN 0 dB, FBREZY —10 dB
T RMSE B /M2 %, K502 L Ol 7 EIRfE & FHRE% Table 5.1 1277 RIZI ikt
40 L1 EAULE AW ERFEORE R R, L1 EANL2F S 2 BUGFREITTE D & OREE
X572 5 R IMEIX —10 dB, KfEIX 5 dB 1272 2EmICH 5.

U EOfER LY, SVR O5E1T EIR SNR & TR SNR OHE A7 D348 22 0E © RMSE 73/
SN ERbMD. ThiE, Fig. 4.5 %50, SNR (A) 28 —20 dB Ok R 12 EWEREE Tl T 1iF
FEIX 012, 20 dB ORI RWERFE TIX TIREN 1 ICEn R 5 2 L b, THRERO
N5 LICEBT 2EPHICHIBR 7= SNR VW5 2 LG, RMSE A L TWhEEZHNS.
UBAR L TIE, £TORYFFIET Table 5.1 1R LB Z WS Z & L35,

Table 5.1: Combination of the maximum / minimum SNRseg value

regression feature C1 C2 C3 multi
method vector max | min | max | min | max | min | max | min
SVR(linear) | obSNRseg | 5 | —-10| 5 | —-10| 5 | —-40| 5 -10
cbSNRseg | 0 —10| O —10| O —10| O -10
SVR(RBF) | obSNRseg | 5 —-10| 5 —-10| 5 —-10| 5 -10
cbSNRseg | 0 —10| O —10| O —10| O -10
Lasso obSNRseg 5 —-10| 25 | =10 | 10 | —40 5 -10
cbSNRseg | 5 —15] 5 —-10| O —-15| 0 -10
Ridge obSNRseg | 5 —-10| 5 —-10| O —-10| 5 -10
cbSNRseg | 5 -10 —10| 5 —10| O -10
Kernel obSNRseg | 10 | —20 0 —-10 5 —10 0 -10
cbSNRseg | 0 —25| 20 | 45| O -10| 5 -30
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5.3.4 HERER - FHEOLRK

[Flf L2 & ORI NA N —8F XA —Z Z - 10-fold ZZZEHiE D RMSE & tHEfR % %
T 5.

5.3.5 LEHER

Table 5.2 & Table 5.3 |Z Lasso, Ridge, Kernel ® 3 fED[alF & SVR OFIE T —xv (LLF,
SVR(Linear)) & RBF #—>x/b (LL'F, SVR(RBF)) #ElfFiE D & TR ED cbSNRseg &
obSNRseg DIGEIZI3T, 7 7 AZ T L OHERKREZRT. £D C1~C3134% 7 7 A% D RMSE
Th Y, Weighted sum X Table 4.5 ® 27 T 2 & JO EBFHmY > 7 Vv OFIAE % 5 U7z RMSE ©
o, Multi (227 222V v 72 A0S, £TOH T CFE L& & ORZERED RMSE Th
L. ZOORITRUICHERZREE, 77 A2V 7OHR, BURFEOZENZENER LIEHEE
I T TEET H. SVR ONA =X T 2 — 2 LS EO ESULIZHWIAEOM ARG DRI,
Fk C IR

Table 5.2: RMSE of cross-validation using cbSNRseg

Regression method C1 C2 C3 Weighted sum | Multi
Ridge 0.097 | 0.116 | 0.079 0.102 0.108
Lasso 0.103 | 0.125 | 0.100 0.112 0.112
Kernel 0.086 | 0.100 | 0.062 0.088 0.093
SVR(linear) 0.097 | 0.112 | 0.108 0.105 0.103
SVR(RBF) 0.095 | 0.111 | 0.105 0.104 0.100

| MCI | 0.0961 | 0.0920 | 0.0897 |  0.0937 | 0.0937 |

Table 5.3: RMSE of cross-validation using obSNRseg

Regression method C1 C2 C3 Weighted sum | Multi
Ridge 0.143 | 0.239 | 0.117 0.181 0.177

Lasso 0.173 | 0.231 | 0.149 0.195 0.205

Kernel 0.117 | 0.155 | 0.064 0.126 0.147

SVR(linear) 0.155 | 0.189 | 0.158 0.170 0.177

SVR(RBF) 0.118 | 0.132 | 0.158 0.130 0.117

| MCT | 0.0961 | 0.0929 | 0.0897 | 0.0937 | 0.0937 |
HEED L

cbSNRseg & obSNRseg # b4 5 &, 2 TDEMT obSNRseg D F 75 RMSE 23K £ . Ridge
& Lasso X cbSNRseg & Y5 Z & T obSNRseg (Zxf L, C2 ® RMSE 231241 0.485 %, 0.542
BERELEELTCND. ZOMOEIFTIETEH Weighted sum OUERIT 0.8 BFEEIZ/D 2 L
M5, FEETX cbSNRseg MRV EWZ 5.

124



DIRB) VT DHMRDILE

RS I AB ) TRV Z LI L AHEERIE D RMSE O HE LT ) Th 5 Weighted sum 23
Multi ® RMSE &£ 0 /S s, %XE?? FAZY TN TIREHEIZNRB DT VWA D, R
XY, Table 5.2 ® cbSNRseg Tlid Weighted sum 7% Multi ®ZE(31E & A EH B0, Table 5.3
® obSNRseg Tl Lasso & Kernel T Weighted sum O 23/NE <, i Multi ® 5203 KZ v, 2
DIZDEEE 7 T AZ ) T ORIIAEDRER NS ITFAINR . BT T AZ Y 7 ORR
DRI DN THIRED A —T T A N TITH

[E)FFED LR

Bl Tk Z & @ Weighted sum 1385 & OFREEZ WO TH Kernel 235 6 L. SVR(RBF) =8

AU HETZDS, 5.2.1 TR ~72 X 51T SVR 1T e REUSBIE A W Tl 8T L 2 8%

é 2 TCW5. —J7, Kernel (ZIERHELIAMIEFE OEEZZE L THH T, I RMSE 78 0.088

&/ &y Kernel & ¢cbSNRseg OfLAGOEIL, WFELZEZ LTV D AlEEEREE INDS. [F

EROPEH T, SVR(linear) & Ridge, Lasso DL E obSNRseg Tid SVR(linear) 28RV H DD,

cbSNRseg TIXIFIEF TETH V) BUFFIEOES & i TE o, Lo TR FEO IS A —7
YT ABNTITD.

MCI & DEEER

443 THE LTeBEFEREZ Wy 7B A R —7I12 K 2 HEERE T, #i4a RMSE<MCI
Zfilz LT\ e, Lo, Table 5.2 @ RMSE 23/ &0 cbSNRsegn DOfEFIZH VT H RMSE<MCI
T THAE DRI D R0, THEREREDS AW T OFRZETIZ AR, RaOH
CIVCHTARRELEEB L TVDHD, MCILEY 4 KEL 2D ENFKNTH D, KRB
EZEILLTW 3T A MY Z[alg TR ZMREIC L D RMSE O#NE N7 A MY v 7 724
LV b REL RDMBEMICHD. LoT, /T AN w7 [EIFTIE, RERTEICE D RMSE
& MCI OHHEIIZ Y TIERNWEE XD,

54 F&H

BEE 7 T A2 Z &I SVR 2 Wiz TREHEERAR A FA L7z, SVR OFRFEEICITAE T &
® SNRseg # H\>, 1/3 47 & —7 /30 R TO45E| (obSNRseg) &7 U T 4 BN RTOHE
(cbSNRseg) ZH#g L7z, £72 SVRIZHW D /A /3—/3F A—% L SNRseg O I FRfEA Hifg L
7o TORER, LT ORNENHL NI -7

e 0bSNRseg Tix EFRSNR 7235 dB, FFRSNR 2% —10 dB (#EH — /LD C3 DI —40 dB)
ME <, cbSNRseg Ti& EFRSNR 730 dB, FFRSNR ¥ —10 dB ARV, UL, L1IEAN
bz AWZERTE, EIRFEL 7 T RAZOZT L ICRBEENRER Y, HE 0 AMRMEmIZA
HALZRVN.
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o XHEMED RMSE % U T cbSNRseg & obSNRseg % [L#kd 5 &, £ TOEYFFIET cb-
SNRseg D775 RMSE /NS 72 572, HW DR ETX cbSNRseg 28 B V.

o fXE T T AKX Y 7 OBNEITIANFTEZ L IZ Weighted sum & Multi % Feig L7273, ¢cbSNRseg
TIXIF E A EEOREED, obSNRseg (FFEfFIEIC L » THEAN R 5.

o SVR UM DENFFIE G &, THREEHEE 2 Kl 72 Bl FEII LR ZEMRE O RMSE 720 b I3 E D
D2 ENTER,

PLEDOFER I, TRERHEETH S cbSNRseg (TANTH D Z Lidbro7on, HkrE 2 Huv
52 EDORIFITHW T E Aotz RETIIHEEBEIERICH W R o e T — 2 Ic koA —T7
T A RNEITY, BUFTFIER OB G Z2ALERED LR LR 7 T A X U T O REREET 5.
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FOE A—TUTRIMZ&BELEMHEEEEME

REFROA—T T AN LT, ETAMERICHW RS TZBE T TOTHREZHEEL, +
BIRHEAS R L T 5. A—T T AN TH DD, %%%@%%771&)/7kSVR®%”
AWK L, RAOERPHEZ D & ) il BN BETHE. £, %Jﬁ@t
2, 7T AZY U TREEDSHTIC A2 38U HT-oHEENE & O RMSE ORI DR H D728

A =T RO FEBFANE b M B L 72 D720 2D b E O TR CREMIZI R 5.

6.1 FMBELFOS LY TG

5 EOHEE BB OIER O BET T — Z - 4 O EBEHIEIE, 7 7 A% VU > 7R EORGED
FHHTHY, FICE—BREHED 7 7 2 2 (Table 4.4 OITHMOLER) 4B [E L T B
HoOYr 7V 7w L), T —2_X—ZADBESMOBEEZBEL TR, £72, o T
FRFERTNIC X DMETOFER L ol D=9z, FEEHMEICH WS LF & FHliHLEED SNR % # 5%
ELCEBEHMIZIT o7, 20728, KRS THRET L TV D TIREHE TIE, F—oEE LF T
SNR MR EA2 LA ITHOF > T LTHo7-. ZiiE, SNR #HEHHRETHZ LT, ZHE L
BREUH & OMEEOE VR L IC LD ERNAGTREZEELELOTHY, BREF EZHEOIE L
WO TeGBEEBE LW OIE, REMICEEREZENEEL 2 LICEHTELEE 272720 T
HbH. 2F D, SNR 0% ) [A—ERE 2 EEHE L CEBFM 2175 2 &%, #EEcHvbon
H7—=RART T EEROFBE L B2 L, 32HOEEE LF 725 160 E O EBIFHmED & 5 ¥
TNEEERE T T AZIIEIL T BEOHEEROHEM T — 4 & L.

KETHEFT D TIREHEICHNDLA—F T 2 NHATF—2 L LTE, 2HOBRETE ﬂ?é
MALHEREREI N EE TH YV, SNR ZHEERET 5 Z LIC L2 AT OBRE LE HHME D b,
BROBRE LF 822 Z EnEE L. 22T, Ermhags — &m~szﬂ®7wt/
RS BAER LB LF # VWA - L TRl —o L /5 — 2 IO BRI OS5 BT 5. =
DOFFD FBFHnZ EIZHW D SNRIZHOWTIE, b L—=2 ZICHW = F8EHE TR H2hE & K
BRI HERITRAET D L D ITIGIZEV SNR &KW SNR 2 & $ 72830 SNR 2 % ET 5 &
R oDIZxL, 7R T =247 5 BEFHE CIEBEMNIC > AT AFHHIZ W2 W BRIE O
BT CRW. Zokd, Ne—=U T — X OFERENS TS OJA SNRAEE 1 DiRR
U C BRI A2 R, HEEBOMERETMICHWS T A MTF—2 52 iz, RETD
SNR I, Fig. 4.5 OfERL Y, —HDO SNRATHEERTE LF OEVMZ LV THEEED A < 434 LTV
% —10dB & 0 dB OHFICHT=D -5 dB Ml H WS E &7 5.

HEBME N —=2 T LT =21, 70ty hOHFENSL —#EREH LA V= A MR
NHEIL/ER L2 605 O LF TH 5. 7ty MEMS EBEHMEICHWS LF 24X H3 i
B APz A MERERIZ, 41 2TH TR HFETEREHAIL, 428 Tl FHIETAT LA
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T EINT=HIR % 3 sec D LF (Z3E14 2% & 28328 {H D LF 12y El S iz, 28328 (HOERS LF /5
?yﬁAﬁyfuyff%%LF%%mb,£¢®ﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁééi5&£@ﬂ%ty%%
ERT 5. o7 8in I (6.1) ZHWTRET SH. 2 2 CREEMBE N = 27928, fFEARRE
E =0.05, #EHMEHEE Z =0.95, REEMTAELE P =0.95 L L7256, n=380 &%, KX
TIEZ DL VLR 400 Vo 7L 2 8L AW T L7z

N

NORE——

(6.1)

6.2 BEISIRAYUIHR

BEE 7 7 ALV v IV D RS 4.2.2 KA L7z 15 FAEE A [ARRIC LF 2L IZFHAE L
5. 72720, X 4.1) OEBYICHWDRKEE K/AMEIE, ¥4 Y =X MRICKDETV
ERREDEZ WD, 2070ty hOROEFCHEOMITLT LE 005 1 OFFHICIE
LIV, TOEEMTEITO L& L.

Table 6.1 (24 ETHFI LIS 7 7 A2V 7ETATO 70k y MEE LF O8R4
7~ Full set N2 LF, Test set 2 6.1 Hi TRat L7=T7 v X LV 07U 712K % 400 LF OFEHR
%Z~9. Digest set |% Table 4.4 O#5R % 4 L7-. Training set X Digest set 2> 6 FHIFHAIAHIC
WEH LY 7V ORERZ 7R3, num. 25 LF 30T, percentage I3 LF #8833 251G 2~ 7
Test set 1% C2 23T 2T Full set LV HIGA 0.033 %< 25 MHAIZH D, Hh—HL T\ab.
F 72, Full set, Test set 3£iZ Digest set [ZITWVEIE TH 5728, Training set (% C2 DEIE R L,
C1 Adiawv. ZHUFEBEHI Y > 7L ORBIEORBE TS 5.

U EORRIY, ELERE 2 7 AX V7K LF 287 vty NROERE IR LT
%, LF O TIIFRBREICAD THDH LS5, KREITIX Test set FRIFHMIC LV, 435 2 fiF
Hrd2.

Table 6.1: Number of LF by clustering

Full set Test set Digest set Training set
Cluster | Num. | Percentage | Num. | Percentage | Num. | Percentage | Num. | Percentage
C1 14242 0.503 198 0.495 309 0.510 13 0.406
C2 8983 0.317 140 0.350 189 0.312 14 0.438
C3 5103 0.180 62 0.155 107 0.177 5 0.156
| Total |28328| 1000 | 400 | 1000 | 605 | 1000 | 32 | 1.000
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6.3 FEIEL(M

6.3.1 EEREH
EEIFEMICIL, 4.3 i & [F4EIZ Table 4.6 @ JDRT @ Sustention B3 ﬂ%ﬁ*@ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%fl
LORAWS. TR AY T ) Tk o THIH L7 LE 1, 4.1.2 i CilR_7=881C, RS

DY ) A ART— L FFRONT =3 L b K 5Tl L. *@ﬁ%SMﬂ)TOdBk
L CEBLHE 21T - 72,

Z O OFHmER E 1L 4.3 Bl HE U CRRE L7z, FHIICHV D 3 sec @ LF 2% LAl & 75 23800
ZEmh, HEOMHDIALAIEILLF OFEO0.1 sec < KRBT, SNR(A) AWNSL b A3
VITCEREGHR LI, HOIABNERRL, FHiEFD I bk b EWVWHFEDOYSORM (RE
T—TEME) & LT,

TR RSO L, FF LF £02° 400, SNR 23 1 ff, FEAMHEEDS 20 HFED 8000 HETH Y, i

(ZBRE 2 INE LTV RWETE 20 HEEZ 5014 T 100 HiEx2 U 7 7 Lo A L LTNZ, #BRE — A
W72V 8100 HEEDFHMli A 1T o 7. F£7z, Qe HELE(LIZ LA HRE ~OAH LS T 720, &
LF ®EEH 100 msec (Zxf LI/ HFIEN EH L TS IR Z#MT 72, EREF T Ba—
Z 6 Roland 8l USB A —F 4 A A v Z—7 =— A UA-25EX Z#4 L, Sennheiser fEfl~v
Tym}%ﬂf%%bk.éﬁ%%mﬁ#é%ﬁ%&@—ﬁ&b BRI L Qe W EE S
R A EEE L, 43 LR UEIC L CHEREITo7-. ok, #HBRFIT20/B %84T, 9
%7%¢43%@£ﬁﬂ%@%%ﬁ&ﬁ@#é.

6.3.2 EERER

Fig. 6.1 \[CE@EHIFE R %2 LF Z 212Kk 72 SNR(A) & #kiRT. hL—=vZIcflnizT—
X %[RRIV L= 6 0% % Fig. 6.2 1287, Fig. 6.2 1%, SNR(A) OZkIx L THEN 1 &0
(ZBAFN T D RINE ERENBEF IR SN D DI L, Fig. 6.11%, SNR(A) 28 —30 dB 7> 5
0dB OB TTHEIZ 026 1 £TE AT 5. ZAUE 6.1 #iCREH L7 EBEHE O LRI v
% SNRAEDEWNEBREXEY Tho7oZ L amnd. EHLLOMLERG 7 7 A XM OB NE
% LE 1320, KBHIZIE SNR(A) 02 ikt LRBRTHS. £, 75 A% Z L2 SNR(A)
I & B TR DBACITAE 23 B, Fig. 4.5 OFEHE & [FEE, [F—D SNR(A) O T 1A% R
C3>C2>Cltd. ZOTA T —XOEHITMELZHEET 5.

Table 6.2 T Test set & Training set ® MCI % 7 7 2 Z FNIRT . HERFELD D720 Test set D
FHNMCL BN ESL 72D DIEFRIFAHEDOT TN E L, RARMIEALEREL TN,
AR E L 72, MCI b/hELeoTc B2 NS,

TANEY NOITAEZ L OVHEEE Y =y 7 = O—RHBIETEELK L 25, Cl
EC2OMICiEp < 0.001 THEENRALNTZN. Cl & C3OMIXp =0.116, C2 & C3 DI
p=0.070 TH Y HEZEFALNR. ZOFERITC3IOH T B CL & C2 izt~ &
NREREEZEZ OND.

UK#CCIE JDRT 42 120 HiZED 2 3FEH S OEF /ST —Cxf LT 0 dB 2RO T\ 579, 1 3EH D sustention 72
7D SNR IZ 0 dB LT 72 B 7200,

*Fig. 4.5 ® SNRIZEMFHETH Y, 0dB OF%E S Sustention ¢ 20 HiE SNR(A) IZ4AHEKEICH /= cbSNRseg
LEBEICE R XIS LTRed =720, Mi# 0 SNREIZ—EEFIEF DI L T & 7200,
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Table 6.2: Average MCI by clustering (full set)
C1 C2 C3 all

Test set | 0.0835 | 0.0683 | 0.0695 | 0.0781
Train set | 0.0961 | 0.0929 | 0.0897 | 0.0937
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Fig. 6.1: Intelligibility vs. SNR(A) by cluster (Test set)
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Fig. 6.2: Intelligibility vs. SNR(A) by cluster (Training set)
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6.4 HETETEER

F—T T A NOEBFHMEREREZ b L—=2 2y MCER LHEEREN S TRIL, &HEE
B DI LIERE & i 5.

6.4.1 HTEEH

FEFMIC L D TR L 4 3L 5 B CIER L7 HEERI A i3 5. HRICH W2 Dlx 4 # T
VERR L7z 5 FED R BURIE & 282 M0E CHRE L7 BUREREE -V 7o HEE RIS, 5 3 TR L 72 R
|2 cbSNRseg & W D B DO/NA /X—/3F A =2 |2 L 5FE TE L7 SVR, F72iE L1

BFEOHEERIE, O o Z LT+ LA ME (BUF, RF) [179] 12 & % cbSNRseg % MV 7z [A]
JRDo 11 &+ 5. RF X, IREARZGFEGE TL2EMFET VT XL THY, HiflieH
ERE LB L, £ OFEEE TIE L 3 28I X DRIRFIET, REREFIZL DI
EHEREDOZEEZ L ThENR Y ORBEZ T FIETH LS. RF ORKOFEITFERFROM S

2V, HMZREIRREZWINCZHARE LZ OV ZRD 5. RS TiE SVRIC X 2 #EERERR
@H%EF’EJ% TLAEZE L TWRWeD, FHRRHOEWEIRTFEDOH L L THEBRE T 5. RF
Z 5 BT Lo T-DiF, F*?Eéﬁi,c RF CIIREREEZEB LRV ENZ N E3EBE L
7. RFIZ b L —=2 712\ 7z cbSNRseg D 7 11— X7 A k@ RMSE 3 /MZ72 5 £ 9 1VEK
T HRERDI & ik L1,

F =707 A MZHWERHIE 5 D& BB L O cbSNRseg & W T TOHEERDOHEEE
ZRW, MM S HEEME & DX (5.2) © RMSE &, K (6.2) DET Y 2 OFERABIRE T L
T5. K (6.2) D Sub(n) & Est(n) 1 T HEE O EBEHNE & HE M, Sub & Est Z3ZhEH0F
Bifi & 79 RMSE BERRE ThHIUL, MHERBOREWIRRWEIFFIETHS.

Z(Sub( ) — Sub)(Est(n) — Est)
\/Z Sub(n) — Sub) \/Z(Est(n) — Est)?

6.4.2 HEHER

FHEE IR A W CRD 7 HEE THREE & RMSE % Table 6.3 12, E'7 Y > OEEMBEGREZ
Table 6.4 (Z7~9". Weighted sum i Table 6.1 ™ Test set ® percentage & W= EHAFITHD.

NZ A N Yy 7 [ElE 5 FOH T fwSNRseg(C) 235 H RMSE 73/ & <, Weighted sum T 0.195
ElB/INIV. SR T AN v e B R EEFEO T TIE SVR(RBF) 23, Weighted sum € 0.158
& 10 FROH Theh RMSE 23/, SVR(RBF) 1%, RMSE O FEALHFE)H fwSNRseg(C) (2
% LTO.77 5 F Tl LT 5. BRI fwSNRseg(C) (2%F L TEDZIRW S DD, RMSE 7
ERBRVFE—DHEE AR ELBRETHD. ULORRLY, 2&?@3(?#%%?“6%%@“5 cbSNRseg
ZREE L L7 SVRICE D TREHEIIIFE A TH L. MEMRBEZER T LICBEET 5.

30ut of Bag #7572 & TRIBED ELEIIIT 2. 72 < 1XA2 WA, W ISR ERE L B b,
L OBRTF 2 — = S THBFEEPE VIS WI ENRT VA LT F LA FOKBRTH 5.

131



Table 6.3: RMSE of open test

regression method C1 C2 C3 | Weighted sum | Multi
SNRseg 0.342 | 0.313 | 0.312 0.327 0.294
fwSNRseg(A) 0.218 | 0.207 | 0.310 0.228 0.241
fwSNRseg(C) 0.185 | 0.194 | 0.224 0.195 0.203
fwSNRseg(S) 0.235 | 0.218 | 0.291 0.238 0.248
Alseg 0.227 | 0.190 | 0.195 0.209 0.228
Ridge 0.203 | 0.224 | 0.226 0.214 0.215
Lasso 0.202 | 0.223 | 0.209 0.211 0.215
Kernel 0.440 | 0.529 | 0.183 0.431 0.295
SVR(linear) 0.218 | 0.224 | 0.224 0.223 0.230
SVR(RBF) 0.153 | 0.140 | 0.162 0.150 0.158
RF 0.162 | 0.172 | 0.150 0.164 0.187
MCI 0.0835 | 0.0683 | 0.695 0.0781 0.0781

Table 6.4: Pearson correlation(r) between subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility

in open test

regression method | C1 C2 C3 | Multi
SNRseg 0.746 | 0.546 | 0.719 | 0.675
fwSNRseg(A) 0.875 | 0.875 | 0.847 | 0.824
fwSNRseg(C) 0.898 | 0.915 | 0.892 | 0.888
fwSNRseg(S) 0.847 | 0.880 | 0.864 | 0.836

Alseg 0.818 | 0.871 | 0.884 | 0.771
Ridge 0.828 | 0.819 | 0.862 | 0.814
Lasso 0.828 | 0.819 | 0.870 | 0.814
Kernel 0.375 | 0.335 | 0.785 | 0.571

SVR(linear) 0.828 | 0.829 | 0.866 | 0.814
SVR(RBF) 0.892 | 0.914 | 0.899 | 0.874
RF 0.888 | 0.855 | 0.879 | 0.812
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6.43 A—TUTFRAMEENDER
ERFEEDEIRIZDOINT

R TR L HEEVEREDN E 2 > 72D 1X SVR(RBF) T, &R\ T RF, fwSNRseg(C) DIETH - 7=.
ZORERIE, ST AN I ERER NS & EIERBE A=A ANWTE B LA 83—
TA =G EFa—=r7 L, JUBIERED @ WHEERBAED 2 & 28 T AUE T HEEEHEE MERE IR
ZEVVIDMEN DD, Fa—=0 T taIllTERVWE ZET VX L7 4 L A MES fwSNRseg(C)
EMIALEICHWE AT A M) w 7[EIRTHATHL Z L 2R 5. DFY, PHERECE
FREET LT Y X ABONEM A D IUERWE e E 0 NESIE EOHEERE ] TR, #E
REAERLT D DICKH D35 SVR & W 2 BT, &l CFE ATEE72 RF X fwSNRseg(C)
[ZE DT A Y v 7 g2 OISR D R 0GR = 2 S CTTREHEER TE 5.

Fig. 6.3 {Z SVR(RBF) & fwSNRseg(C) ODHEERE DLz 7 7 A4 ZTLIRT. 65 bH[A
BRECHBRE TH D7D, EORbBIBTRRMEN TH 523, SVR(RBF) 07 23 &M IZTD
WTHEDY, RMSEWhEL 2oTWND Z ENbnD. MOENFFECTOHEREEILD ICHBHET 5.

LA L72eA 5, SVR(RBF) @ RMSE THWE7ZMCL LW K&EWZ L &2& 2 iU, X0 HEEN
REZM ELSEL LN TEOREEDR DD ATRMEN DD, £, ZEMRETNHA/N—"T X=X
& FERIT R O T2 IEBUEAIFH o0 _EFRAE & FRRAE & FFEE DR IT T L2179 2 & THEEMEREA A7) L3
HLEZBND.
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Fig. 6.3: Relationship between subjective and estimated intellugubility using SVR(RBF) and
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Fig. A.5: Comparison between normalized intelligibility(graveness) score and normalized objec-

tive speech quality score
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Fig. A.6: Comparison between normalized intelligibility (compactness) score and normalized

objective speech quality score
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Fig. B.1: Spectrogram of various noise
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Fig. B.1 Spectrogram of various noise(cont’d)
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Table C.1: Selected parameter in the linear kernel

feature name C1 C2 C3
€ 1073 | 1073 | 1073
obSNRseg C 1.28 | 0.468 | 0.0935
max SNRseg (dB) 5 5 5
min SNRseg (dB) | -10 | -10 -40
€ 10731073 | 1073
cbSNRseg C 1.28 | 0.468 | 0.0935
max SNRseg (dB) 0 0 0
min SNRseg (dB) | -10 | -10 -10

Table C.2: Selected parameter in the RBF kernel

name name C1 C2 C3
€ 1073 | 107® | 107
C 214 6.40 214
obSNRseg vy 0.00328 | 0.0743 | 0.00116
max SNRseg (dB) 5 5 5
min SNRseg (dB) -10 -10 -10
€ 107% | 107% | 1073
C 214 6.40 214
cbSNRseg vy 0.00328 | 0.0743 | 0.00116
max SNRseg (dB) 0 0 0
min SNRseg (dB) -10 -10 -10
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Fig. D.2: Comparison of open test subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility with
sigmoid function(fwSNRseg(A))
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Fig. D.4: Comparison of open test subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility with
sigmoid function(fwSNRseg(S))
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Fig. D.5: Comparison of open test subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility with
sigmoid function(Alseg)

174



N N
— 8
o o
— S
oo} oo}
o 7| e
) )
B B
=) © =) ©
= c 7 = c 7
E E
[} [}
£ < | £ < |
g © g ©
k<) k<)
=3 =3
2] 2]
N N
o 7 o 7|
o | o |
o o
~N ~N
¢ ¢
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
-0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
estimated intelligibility estimated intelligibility
(a) C1 (b) C2
N
—
o
—
oo}
@
2 2
B B
> @ =)
= o =
2 2
£ £
[} [}
Z < | £
Qo Qo
> >
2] 2]
~N
8
o
=
o~
S
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
-0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
estimated intelligibility estimated intelligibility
(c) C3 (d) Multi

Fig. D.6: Comparison of open test subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility with
Ridge regression(cbSNRseg)
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Fig. D.7: Comparison of open test subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility with
Lasso regression(chSNRseg)
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Fig. D.8: Comparison of open test subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility with L1
kernel regression(RBF, cbSNRseg)
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Fig. D.9: Comparison of open test subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility with
SVR(linear, cbSNRseg)
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Fig. D.10: Comparison of open test subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility with
SVR(RBF, cbSNRseg)
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Fig. D.11: Comparison of open test subjective intelligibility and estimated intelligibility with
RF(cbSNRseg)
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