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Abstract

Developing and selecting hearing aids is a time consuming process which is simplified by using objective models. Previ-
ously, the framework for auditory discrimination experiments (FADE) accurately simulated benefits of hearing aid algo-
rithms with root mean squared prediction errors below 3 dB. One FADE simulation requires several hours of (un)processed
signals, which is obstructive when the signals have to be recorded. We propose and evaluate a data-reduced FADE ver-
sion (DARF) which facilitates simulations with signals that cannot be processed digitally, but that can only be recorded
in real-time. DARF simulates one speech recognition threshold (SRT) with about 30 minutes of recorded and processed
signals of the (German) matrix sentence test. Benchmark experiments were carried out to compare DARF and stan-
dard FADE exhibiting small differences for stationary maskers (1dB), but larger differences with strongly fluctuating
maskers (5dB). Hearing impairment and hearing aid algorithms seemed to reduce the differences. Hearing aid benefits
were simulated in terms of speech recognition with three pairs of real hearing aids in silence (>8dB), in stationary and
fluctuating maskers in co-located (stat. 2dB; fluct. 6 dB), and spatially separated speech and noise signals (stat. >8dB;
Wﬂuct. 8dB). The simulations were plausible in comparison to data from literature, but a comparison with empirical

data is still open. DARF facilitates objective SRT simulations with real devices with unknown signal processing in
real environments. Yet, a validation of DARF for devices with unknown signal processing is still pending since it was
only tested with three similar devices. Nonetheless, DARF could be used for improving as well as for developing or
model-based fitting of hearing aids.
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and environment-specific modifications of the underlying
combination of signal processing algorithms are performed.
These complex interactions between the acoustic environ-
ment, the acoustic paths, and the respective algorithm
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may even not be accessible when modeling hearing aids.
Therefore, several pitfalls are avoided by using real hear-
ing devices. Yet, at the time of writing, no model allows to
directly simulate benefits of real hearing aids that can be
worn and be directly used by hearing impaired listeners,
at least in a practicable time frame.

To be useful for individual recommendations, the in-
dividual benefit of hearing aids has to be predicted accu-
rately which imposes a difficult task: Only a limited suc-
cess in predicting hearing aid benefits was achieved on the
individual prediction task for hearing aid algorithms (e.g.,
Baumgartel et al., 2015; Falk et al., 2015; Schadler et al.,
2018). Further, the currently available estimates of aver-
age improvement prediction by index values (e.g., Kates
et al., 2018) are not yet validated for the individual aided
performance prediction with real hearing devices. Thus,
the actual hearing aid benefit remains unknown. Recent
advances were reported by Schidler et al. (2018, 2020a)
who used automatic speech recognition (ASR) systems to
predict hearing aid algorithm performance, and by Fontan
et al. (2020b) who used ASR systems to predict optimized
hearing aid gain settings. Schidler et al. (2018) accurately
predicted the benefit from several binaural noise reduction
algorithms for normal listeners and the average of hearing-
impaired listeners. Fontan et al. (2020b) qualitatively pre-
dicted the intelligibility for different hearing aid gain set-
tings to prescribe an optimum setting, while Schadler et al.
(2020a) accurately predicted the benefit of virtual hear-
ing aids implemented in the (open) Master Hearing Aid
(MHA, Grimm et al., 2006; Herzke et al., 2017). Yet, all
of these approaches require access to the hearing aid al-
gorithms which complicates their use with real devices as
“black box”, i.e., when the signals cannot be generated
and processed offline, but rather have to be recorded in
real time.

Schédler et al. (2020a) used the framework for auditory
discrimination experiments (FADE, Schadler et al., 2016Db)
to simulate human speech recognition to overcome limita-
tions of traditional models (available online, see FADE,
2016). The approach does not require separated speech
and noise signals and it was shown to accurately pre-
dict SRTs and algorithm benefits of listeners with normal
and impaired hearing in a number of stationary and non-
stationary noise and aided listening conditions (Schédler
et al., 2016b, 2018, 2020a). That is, Schéidler et al. (2020a,
see Tab. 3) predicted speech recognition benefits (SRTs
measured in quiet, stationary, and fluctuating maskers) of
three different hearing aid algorithms (amplification, com-
pression amplification, and compression amplification with
a noise suppressing beamformer) of eleven listeners (nor-
mal hearing to moderate hearing impairment) with predic-
tion errors of less than 3dB (i.e., close to the test-retest
accuracy).

The downside of the training procedure is that FADE
requires several hours of mixed speech and noise signals.
This makes it difficult to use FADE with any algorithm
or device that can only process signals in real time. For

example, simulation performed by Schéadler et al. (2018)
or Schédler et al. (2020a) would allow for two to three sim-
ulations per day since they required about nine hours of
mixed signals to simulate one SRT. However, many of the
recordings are discarded at some stage of the SRT estima-
tion process while only signals mixed at one training SNR
and two test SNRs, i.e., 50 minutes of signals, currently
provide the simulation outcome.

The aim of this paper is to reduce the number of sig-
nals required for one simulation with FADE to facilitate
simulations of hearing aid benefits of real devices. An ob-
jective, non-intrusive simulation method for aided speech
recognition performance that does not require any refer-
ence empirical speech recognition measurement to make
simulations while providing plausible simulation outcomes
is desirable which operates on an amount of speech data
which is as small as possible. Yet, non of the aforemen-
tioned models fulfills all of these criteria. Therefore, we
propose a version of FADE which requires less data that
facilitates simulations in which signals are required to be
processed in real-time (denoted as data-reduced FADE,
DARF). Further, DARF is tested for the accurate simula~
tion of aided and unaided speech recognition performance.
Note that DARF is currently limited to simulations with
matrix sentence tests (Kollmeier et al., 2015) contrary to
FADE, which can be used to simulate outcomes of other
speech tests and psychoacoustic tests (Hiilsmeier et al.,
2018). Such an approach might reduce the time required
to find hearing aids for individuals and accelerate the de-
velopment of hearing aids in an objective and evidence-
driven way.

The accuracy of the DARF approach can be shown by
comparing it with simulations of the original FADE model,
as well as with data from current literature. For that
purpose, measured SRT data and FADE simulations with
normal hearing (Schédler et al., 2016b,a), hearing impair-
ment (Hiilsmeier et al., sub; Wardenga et al., 2015), and
hearing impairment together with hearing aid algorithms
(Schédler et al., 2020a) were used. However, at the time of
writing no appropriate empirical data (i.e., that of listen-
ers with similar hearing loss using the same hearing aids
with the same configuration) were available for compari-
son with simulations with real hearing aids. Yet, when the
plausibility of the model approach can be demonstrated,
it—in theory—facilitates model-based hearing aid fitting
or its application as an assistance during the hearing aid
development process.

Here, aided and unaided speech recognition performance
is simulated with the (German) matrix sentence test, which
can be used to reliably measure SRT's (test-retest reliabil-
ity below 1dB, Kollmeier et al., 2015, available in more
than 20 languages). The median test-retest reliability be-
low 1dB for the German matrix sentence test was deter-
mined by Wagener and Brand (2005) across a group of
ten listeners with normal hearing, and across a group of
ten listeners with impaired hearing. After accounting for
a training effect, Wagener and Brand (2005) measured the



listeners’ SRTs using an adaptive procedure (Brand and
Kollmeier, 2002) in which 30 sentences were presented to
the listeners. Similar test-retest reliabilities were found for
matrix sentence tests in other languages (e.g., Warzybok
et al., 2015; Jansen et al., 2012)

To examine if the aim of the paper was reached, i.e.,
if the reduction of the number of signals required for one
simulation with FADE was successful to facilitate simula-
tions with real hearing aids, the following research ques-
tions were tested:

e Is DARF suitable to accurately predict aided and
unaided speech recognition performance in a reason-
able time span?

e Does DARF predict plausible benefits for real hear-
ing aids?

2. Methods

2.1. Model approach

2.1.1. Framework for Auditory Discrimination Experiments

FADE is a model that simulates the outcome of audi-
tory discrimination experiments, i.e., of psychoacoustic or
of speech recognition experiments. Its modeling scheme
with regard to speech recognition experiments is depicted
in Figure 1. Any modification of the model enforces re-
training it (e.g., using different speech signals, a different
masker, a different signal processing, or other parameters
for taking into account hearing impairment). Hence, every
SRT simulation conducted with FADE requires the execu-
tion of every step of the modeling scheme.

First, speech and noise signals are mixed at different
SNRs for training and testing the hidden Markov model
with Gaussian mixture model (GMM-HMM) speech rec-
ognizers. FADE uses one recognition system per train-
ing SNR to simulate the outcome of speech recognition
experiments based on the (German) matrix sentence test
(Kollmeier et al., 2015). About 40 minutes of training
signals (i.e., 960 noisy matrix sentences) and about five
minutes of test signals (i.e., 120 noisy sentences) at each
SNR are required with the standard parameters of FADE.
Thus, a standard simulation with assumed normal hear-
ing and eleven SNRs requires about nine hours of train
and test signals. These signals may be processed digitally
with any signal processing algorithm or they may be pro-
cessed analogously by playing and recording the signals.
Next, spectro-temporal representations of the signals, i.e.,
logarithmically scaled Mel spectrograms (LogMS), are cal-
culated for each signal. These spectrograms can be modi-
fied to incorporate hearing impairment. Then, features are
extracted from the (modified) LogMS and used for train-
ing and testing the speech recognition systems of FADE
(typically separable Gabor filterbank features are used for
that purpose Schédler and Kollmeier, 2015). Hence, fea-
tures extracted from spectrograms with incorporated hear-
ing impairment are used for training and testing. At last,

the recognition rate is calculated for each training and test
SNR which is then depicted in a recognition map (see
Fig. 1). There, the recognition performance is plotted
as a function of the SNR used for training different speech
recognition systems against the test SNRs. The SRT is
then estimated as the lowest interpolated test SNR which
yields a 50 % correct recognition score.

Hearing impairment was taken into account by modi-
fying the LogMS. That is, signal energy below the abso-
lute threshold was removed from the spectral representa-
tion when hearing loss was used (Kollmeier et al., 2016;
Hulsmeier et al., 2020). Therefore, the absolute thresh-
old was converted to dBSPL using ISO:226 (2003) and
a freefield to eardrum correction (Shaw and Vaillancourt,
1985). When applicable, supra-threshold processing deficits
were taken into account by adding a level uncertainty to
the LogMS (see Hulsmeier et al., 2020, for details of the
implementation).

Binaural hearing was taken into account by calculat-
ing and concatenating separate features when two signal
channels are present, i.e., one for the left and another for
the right ear (Schédler et al., 2018, 2020b). These fea-
tures were used to train one GMM-HMM ASR model per
SNR, i.e., similar to the modeling procedure when using
signals with one channel. With this approach, the recog-
nition systems automatically use the optimal statistics to
recognize words, but without taking into account any bin-
aural interactions (comparable with better ear listening
Hauth and Brand, 2018). Note that FADE’s simulations
do not explicitly take into account the overall presentation
level (closely related to loudness) or listening effort. For
more details on FADE and its implementations, please re-
fer to Schédler et al. (2016b), Schéidler et al. (2018) and /or
Schédler et al. (2020a).

Here, aided and unaided speech recognition performance
is simulated with the matrix sentence test, which can be
used to reliably measure SRTs (test-retest reliability of
1dB, Kollmeier et al., 2015, available in more than 20 lan-
guages). Matrix sentence tests are typically used in clinical
practice (Hoth and Balji¢, 2017; Bundesausschuss, 2012),
but have also been successfully used in many studies for
assessing the benefit for a large range of hearing devices
(e.g., hearing aids Neher et al. 2017, assistive listening
devices Rennies et al. 2017; Thler et al. 2016 or cochlea
implants Williges et al. 2015). These tests provide syntac-
tical fixed and semantically unpredictable sentences which
are composed of a name, verb, number, adjective and an
object, e.g., “Peter has five wet chairs”, where each word
class (e.g., name) has ten alternatives (50 words in total).
Hence, these tests use simple grammar structures in com-
bination with limited semantic and linguistic complexity,
such that little cognitive capabilities are required to per-
form them. Thus, mainly the ability to recognize words
that are embedded in a natural-sounding sentence is ex-
amined with this test.

Further, matrix sentence tests are an ideal test for

machine-learning-based objective prediction methods (Schidler
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Figure 1: FADE processing scheme to predict one SRT: 1) Speech and noise signals are mixed at different SNRs with excerpts of the masker.
Subsequently, the mixed signals can be processed with any algorithm or hearing device. 2) Logarithmically scaled Mel spectrograms (LogMS)
of the signals are calculated and separable Gabor filterbank features (SGBFBs Schédler and Kollmeier, 2015) are extracted from them.
Hearing impairment is applied when required (indicated by the crossed out ear). 3) Speech recognizers are trained and tested for each SNR.
4) The correct recognition rate for each training and test SNR pair is evaluated and depicted in a recognition map (0% indicated by black,
100 % indicated by white). The lowest interpolated test SNR which yields a 50 %-correct rate is used as modeled SRT.

et al., 2016b). That is, their structure and vocabulary
size simplify the ASR system’s language model, and their
acoustic model is not required to generalize across different
speakers, genders, dialects, and other speaker-dependent
idiosyncrasies. Therefore, simulated SRTs of the (Ger-
man) matrix sentence test are used as the prime mea-
sure to quantify speech recognition performance through-
out this study. Note, that learning the idiosyncrasies of a
speech test leads to highly specialized ASR-systems that
cannot generalize across, e.g., speakers, genders, or di-
alects. Yet, listeners accustomed to the speech test can
also learn such idiosyncrasies, which may be an explana-
tion of the training effect observed for Matrix sentence
tests (Kollmeier et al., 2015). Therefore, FADE simulates
the performance of a listener highly accustomed to the
given speech test and masker.

2.1.2. Modified FADE (DARF)

The standard FADE model is comparable to a brute-
force method that uses a broad range of SNRs and a large
amount of signals to estimate and assess one single SRT.
To reduce the required amount of signals for one simula-
tion, the standard FADE version was modified based on
assumptions about the model. These modifications are 1)
model initialization, ii) SRT approximation, iii) SRT sim-
ulation, and iv) model evaluation.

i) Initialization A rough initial estimate of the SRT is
made based on the average hearing loss for frequen-
cies below 1kHz and the noise level. This assump-
tion was found to be representative for the German
matrix sentence test and various degrees of hearing
loss (Hiilsmeier et al., sub). The estimated SRT is

the maximum of either the average hearing loss for
frequencies below 1kHz in dB SPL, the SRT depen-
dent on the noise level in dB SPL (about -8 dB SNR),
or the SRT in silence (about 15dB SPL). The moti-
vation for this step is to yield a SNR close to a 50 %
recognition rate for different degrees of hearing loss
and noise levels, such that less signals are required
in the following to find the lowest SRT. The hard
coded estimation is motivated by SRT's in silence and
in stationary, unmodulated noise, and their relation
to the average hearing loss (Plomp, 1978; Wardenga
et al., 2015; Kollmeier et al., 2016; Hiilsmeier et al.,
sub).

Example: The noise is presented at 65dB SPL to a
listener who has an average hearing loss of 60 dB SPL
across 250, 500, and 1000 Hz. Therefore, the initial
estimate of the SNR is at -5 dB SNR since the listen-
ing test is not conducted in silence, but the average
hearing loss exceeds the SRT in noise (-8 dB SNR or
57dBSPL).

ii) SRT approximation A pre-simulation is conducted
where the SRT is approximated starting from the
rough initial SRT estimate with matched-SNR train-
ing, i.e., when train and test SNRs are equal (leading
to the SRT estimate marked with a cross in panel a
of Fig. 2). For this purpose, the recognition perfor-
mance for a single word class of the matrix sentence
test (here: names) is determined to reduce the train-
ing data by a factor of five while adjusting the SNR.
The number of training signals is initially reduced
by a factor of 8 from 960 to 120 mixtures. In total,
this reduces the amount of training signals form 40



minutes to 75s per SNR. The number of test signals
is initially reduced by a factor of 4.8 from 120 to
25 names, i.e., to 15s. Both train and test signals
are used three times to obtain sufficient signals for
training and to yield a resolution of 1% (100 words)
for the recognition process. The estimated SRT is
then either interpolated between two SNRs if two
rates between 25 % and 75 %-correct are found, or it
is set to the SNR which yields a correct rate within
(50£15) %. In total, this step requires about 90s of
signals for a simulation with one SNR and converges
after 3.0+1.6 iterations (i.e., 4.3£2.3 min).

Example (cont.): The recognition rate is determined
for matching training and test SNRs of -5dB SNR
(initial SRT estimate). There, 32% of the names are
correctly recognized (i.e., 32 of 100 names). Since
the rate was below 50 %, the SNR is adapted to
0dB which yields a recognition rate of 62%. This
concludes the approximation, resulting in an SRT
of -3dB SNR since an interpolation between the two
SNRs with recognition rates between 25 % and 75 %
was possible (cross in panel a of Fig. 2).
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Figure 2: Recognition map during the adaptive search for the pre-
dicted SRT with DARF: a) An SRT is estimated (cross) based on
the recognition performance for one of the word classes of the ma-
trix sentence test using matched SNR training. b) The recognition
performance for a predefined range of training and test SNRs placed
around the SRT estimated in the previous step is calculated. c¢) The
training and test SNR range is adjusted until the lowest SNR with a
50 % recognition rate is found. d) The simulation converges (green
Cross).

Note that the background checkerboard pattern indicates that no
simulations were made for the SNR conditions. Hence, no informa-
tion is available for these combinations of training and test SNRs.

iii) SRT simulation An adaptive search for the lowest
SRT is started (panels b to ¢ in Fig. 2) which initially
uses 120 train and 20 test sentences and thereby re-
duces the required signals per SNR from 45 to six
minutes (training: 5min, test: 1min, factor 7.5):

Two train and four test SNRs (10 4+ 4 min) are se-
lected in dependence on the pre-simulation (panel a),
where the training SNRs are 3 and 9dB greater and
the test SNRs are -9, -6, -3, and 0dB lower than the
estimated SRT (panel b). This SNR area is selected
based on the typical pattern shown in all recogni-
tion maps: The lowest SNR with a 50 % recognition
rate, i.e., the desired outcome of the simulation, has
a greater or equal training SNR and a lower test SNR
than found for the SNR on the diagonal of the recog-
nition map that yields a 50 % recognition rate (e.g.,
as depicted in the block “Recognition map*“ in Fig.
1). Subsequently, the SNR area is adapted until a
minimum SRT is found:

e Increase the test SNRs by 3 dB if all recognition
rates are lower than the target rate, or

e Decrease the test SNRs by 3 dB if all recogni-
tion rates are greater than the target rate, or

e Decrease the test SNRs by 3 dB if only one test
SNR is below the SRT (e.g., panel b), and/or

e Increase the training SNRs by 6 dB if the recog-
nition rate is found for the highest examined
training SNR, or

e Decrease the training SNRs by 6 dB if the recog-
nition rate is found for the lowest examined
training SNR (e.g., panel c),

e Otherwise stop the simulation (e.g., panel d).

During these steps, the signals recorded at different
SNRs are reused, i.e., each new test SNR is tested
against all available and learned models for the train-
ing SNRs, and vice versa. Thereby, the signals are
recorded while the other simulation steps (feature
extraction, training and testing of the speech recog-
nizers, and evaluation) run simultaneously whenever
it is feasible, such that signals are recorded while run-
ning the remainder of the simulation process. Note
that the simulation process alone requires about four
minutes to finish.

Example (cont.): Training signals are recorded at
0 and 6dBSNR (3 and 9dB grater than the ap-
proximated SRT of -3dB SNR), while test signals are
recorded at -3, -6, -9, and -12 dB SNR (panel b of Fig.
2). An SRT was found at about -9dBSNR for the
lowest recorded training SNR, while only one SNR
below -9dB SNR was recorded for testing. There-
fore, training signals are recorded at -6 dB SNR and
test signals are recorded at -15dB SNR. This con-
cludes the simulation resulting in an SRT of about -
9 dB SNR since neither a lower training nor test SNR,
yielded a lower SRT.

iv) Evaluation The amount of train sentences to deter-

mine the SRT is artificially doubled by applying mul-

ticondition training which generally improves the recog-



nition performance (Hirsch and Pearce, 2000). There-
fore, signals recorded at two SNRs, e.g., at -3 and
+3dB SNR, are used for training one combined speech
recognizer. Note that this does not require to make
any further recordings, but allows for more accurate
predictions of conditions that normally require more
data, e.g., simulations with fluctuating maskers. The
simulated SRT is defined as the lowest SNR with a
50 %-correct recognition rate found with multicondi-
tion training.

Example (cont.): The training SNRs of -6 and 0
dBSNR, and of 0 and 6 dB SNR are combined to two
multicondition training conditions which are then
tested with the recorded test SNRs in between -15
and -3 dB SNR. This concludes the DARF simulation
yielding an SRT of about -8.5dB SNR.

Schédler et al. (2016b) found that 120 training sentences
were sufficient to simulate speech recognition in station-
ary noise but recommended using 960 as this resulted in
lower tone detection thresholds (note that FADE can sim-
ulate outcomes of psychoacoustic experiments contrary to
DARF). Thus, SRTs simulated with DARF and fewer sig-
nals can be expected to be similar to the SRTs simulated
with FADE for simulations conducted with maskers that
have little variance, or when the dynamic range of the sig-
nals is reduced to elevated absolute thresholds. The differ-
ences between FADE and DARF likely increase with fluc-
tuating maskers, since using fewer train sentences results
in a poorer representation of maskers with large variance
by FADE’s GMMs. It is also less likely to find the best
training SNR with DARF since the training SNRs are sam-
pled in 6 dB steps (3 dB steps with FADE). Further, it can
be expected that the amount of training signals affects the
total amount of signals required for one simulation more
than the amount of test signals.

2.2. Experiment 1: Benchmarks with digital simulation

In order to select suitable conditions to compare the
simulation results of FADE and DARF and to estimate
the minimum amount of training and test data to be used
by DARF, the following requirements had to be fulfilled:
First, the number of train and test signals should pro-
vide plausible simulation outcomes with various maskers
under the constraint that the simulations do not require
much more time than a visit to an audiologist, i.e., about
30 minutes of audio material per simulation. This facili-
tates to run one simulation with the listener’s own hearing
device during the appointment. Second, the baseline for
simulations, i.e., SRT simulations of listeners with normal
(and impaired) hearing without any hearing aid, should be
accurate (i.e., the outcome of repeated simulations should
be within the test-retest accuracy), and yield similar out-
comes with both FADE versions. Hence, those preliminary
versions of DARF were excluded from further considera-
tions that did not produce simulations with a sufficiently
small prediction error due to a too much reduced dataset.

Third, for the same reason, both FADE versions should
predict similar aided hearing performance. Note, all of
the benchmark simulations were conducted digitally, i.e.,
no signal was required to be recorded for the simulations.

These benchmarks were selected to see how DARF per-
forms in comparison to FADE, i.e., to examine what can
and cannot be done with sufficient accuracy with the data-
reduced version. The underlying hypotheses of all bench-
marks is that DARF performs less accurate and reliable
than FADE when the task includes more random processes
not attributable to speech, e.g., when fluctuating maskers
are used in combination with normal absolute thresholds.
Otherwise, i.e., when the dynamic of the signal is reduced
due hearing loss or more stationary maskers, the differ-
ences between FADE and DARF should reduce. This hy-
potheses is in line with Schédler et al. (2016b, Fig. 9) who
found that using 12 samples per word for training instead
of 96 (which is used in the standard FADE approach) still
results in accurate SRT predictions, at least when a sta-
tionary masker is used.

2.2.1. Benchmark 1: Number of training and test signals

The effect on the SRT of the number of train sentences
used with DARF was examined for multiples of 120 sen-
tences (120, 240, ...,960), which equals one to eight times
the complete sentences of the German matrix test. The
number of test sentences was examined for multiples of 20
sentences (20, 40, ..., 120), which equals one to six test
lists used for measuring SRTs of human listeners. The
prediction performance with a given number of sentences
was examined with a normal-hearing configuration and a
fluctuating masker at 65 dB SPL. The masker had spectro-
temporal gaps of up to 250 ms (icra5-250m, Wagener et al.,
2006), and presents a condition that is difficult to simulate.
Listeners with normal hearing typically reach SRTs of less
than -19.0dB SNR (Hochmuth et al., 2015; Wagener and
Brand, 2005) in this condition. Simulations with other
maskers (no masker, stationary icralm, multitalker bab-
ble) were also conducted and can be found in the sup-
plemental material. Each combination of the number of
train and test sentences was simulated 64-fold. The av-
erage SRT difference to the standard FADE approach as
well as the average simulation time were reported.

Due to the DARF approach, varying numbers of train-
ing and test SNRs were used in each simulation. How-
ever, the average time required for one simulation indi-
cates how many SNRs were used for training/testing. For
example, playing and recording 20 sentences takes about
one minute. Therefore, a simulation that requires about
25 minutes of audio signals and which was conducted with
120 training sentences (five minutes per SNR) and 20 test
sentences (one minute per SNR) uses—on average—three
SNRs for the SRT approximation (4.5 minutes, step ii of
Sec. 2.1.2) and three training SNRs (15 minutes) in com-
bination with five test SNRs (5 minutes) during the SRT
simulation stage (step iii of Sec. 2.1.2.



Optimum parameter settings were determined by find-
ing an optimum accuracy speed tradeoff (AST, arbitrary
units). The AST was calculated as the multiplication of
the simulated SRT’s standard deviation (s), bias to simu-
lations with standard FADE (b), and simulation time (¢),
and is normalized with their units (1dB?-1s):

max(1dB, s) - max(1dB,b) - ¢ (1)
1dB? - 1s

The lower limits of the simulated SRT’s standard deviation
and of the bias, i.e., the accuracy, were set to 1dB, which
is close to the measurement accuracy of matrix sentence
tests. Thus, low ASTs can be found when DARF and
FADE yield the same outcome, the standard deviation of
DARF’s simulations was low, and/or when the simulations
converged fast.

AST =

2.2.2. Benchmark 2: Unaided hearing

DARF was compared to FADE by using simulated SRT's
in different stationary (icralf, icralm, and test specific
noise, taken from Schidler et al., 2016b,a), multitalker
(babble, taken from Schédler et al., 2016a), and fluctu-
ating maskers (icra4-250m, and icra5-250m, taken from
Schédler et al., 2016a). These baseline conditions were ex-
tended with one additional masker (multitalker: cafeteria)
and silence. Further, DARF was compared with two em-
pirical SRT's for the stationary icralm and the fluctuating
icrab-250m masker (Hochmuth et al., 2015, average of ten
listeners with normal hearing). The masker levels were
set to 65dB SPL. Each of the simulations was conducted
512-fold.

The effect of hearing loss on the simulations was ex-
amined with SRTs of 315 ears with hearing impairment
from Wardenga et al. (2015) and Hiilsmeier et al. (sub).
The SRTs were measured monaurally using the station-
ary, test specific noise (tsn) at 65dB SPL. The simulations
were statistically examined with the root-mean-squared er-
ror (RMSE, Armstrong and Collopy, 1992), the bias (i.e.,
offset from the diagonal indicating a perfect correlation),
and the coefficient of determination R? (i.e., the squared
Pearson correlation coefficient).

2.2.8. Benchmark 3: Aided hearing

DARF was compared to FADE by using the simu-
lated aided SRT's of Schédler et al. (2020a), who measured
and simulated SRTs of 18 listeners with different degrees
of hearing loss. They used the German matrix sentence
test in silence and in stationary (icralm) and fluctuating
(icra5-250m) noise at 65dB SPL. Schédler et al. (2020a)
examined different individualization strategies for hearing
impairment. Here, only the simulated data with an in-
dividualization for absolute and supra-threshold hearing
impairment (”AD* by Schadler et al., 2020a) were consid-
ered, since this individualization gave the highest predic-
tion accuracy.

For the simulation process, the noisy speech signals
were digitally processed with the hearing aid algorithms

used by Schédler et al. (2020a) (including linear amplifica-
tion, compression amplification, and compression amplifi-
cation with a noise-suppressing beamformer) via the MHA
before the LogMS were extracted and hearing impairment
was applied. This approach is equal to the approach of
Schédler et al. (2020a). The simulation accuracy was sta-
tistically examined with RMSE, bias, and the coefficient
of determination R2.

2.8. Ezperiment 2: Benefit with real hearing aids

DARF was used to simulate SRTs with and without
the provision of three real hearing aid pairs from three
leading hearing aid manufacturers. The aim of this ex-
periment was to examine the plausibility of the DARF
model’s simulation outcome in combination with real de-
vices. Due to the simulation accuracy achieved by Schadler
et al. (2020a), we expected that the simulated benefits
were plausible.

For this experiment, hearing aids were put on a dummy
head which was placed inside an anechoic chamber (Fig.
4). Speech and noise signals were presented via loud-
speakers with a fixed noise level of 65dB SPL calibrated
at the center position of the dummy head with an omni-
directional microphone. SRT's were simulated with DARF
which steered the sound presentation and the recording.
A comparison with standard FADE was not feasible in a
reasonable time frame, i.e., each simulation with FADE
would require more than 9 hours of signals (i.e., about one
month of simulation time for all conditions).

The dummy head had two low noise microphones (left
and right ear) with a sensitivity lower than the absolute
threshold of normal hearing listeners (Wille and Rasmussen,
2016), with the exception of frequencies between 2.5 and
5.0kHz where it was about 2dB above the normal-hearing
threshold. The absolute hearing threshold on both ears
was set to the profile N3 described by Bisgaard et al.
(2010), i.e., a moderate high-frequency hearing loss which
can be assumed to impede daily communication (Fig. 3).
The correct application of the absolute threshold was tested
by recording pure tones and by analyzing the LogMS of the
signals. This procedure is similar to standard pure tone
audiometry (British Society of Audiology,, 2011; American
Speech-Language-Hearing Association and others, 2005),
i.e., the level of pure tones were adjusted until the Mel
spectra of the signals were not distinguishable from record-
ings without pure tones. Binaural hearing was incorpo-
rated in FADE by concatenating the features extracted
from the left and right signal channels. This approach re-
sembles (automatic) better ear listening (Schédler et al.,
2018, 2020b), i.e., the system had to select which channel
provides better recognitions.

The three (behind-the-ear) hearing aid pairs were on
an approximately similar technological level (Tab. 1), i.e.,
their peak levels, maximum amplification, frequency range,
microphone noise, and number of adjustable channels was
alike. Further, all devices had directional beamformers,
noise suppression, and used double domes as ear-pieces.



0r N — Bisgaard profile N3
= 20 R
an)
=,
w 40| s
3
0
g 60 N
z
é’ | | | | | | |
125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000

Frequency [Hz]

Figure 3: Hearing loss profile N3 (moderate high-frequency hearing
loss) defined by Bisgaard et al. (2010).

The implementation of the hearing aid processing was not
specified for any of the devices. Therefore, the hearing
aids can be thought of as black boxes that record, (non-
linearly) process, and play sounds. A simulation with
normal-hearing thresholds was conducted to indicate if the
hearing aids can restore simulated normal-hearing speech
recognition performance. Therefore, the normal-hearing
condition can be considered as fourth “hearing aid”.

For each simulation, hearing aid pairs of one manufac-
turer and with the same fitting were placed on the dummy
head. The insertion of the hearing aid ear-pieces was con-
trolled with a broadband noise to check if the same fre-
quency response was found for the left and right ear. The
orientation of the dummy head, i.e., if the dummy head
faced the front, was verified with an impulse played back
from the loudspeaker in front of the dummy head and
recording the time signal at both ears. Thus, the dummy
head was considered as facing to the front if the impulse
reached the dummy head’s ears at the same time.

An overview of the measurement conditions is listed in
Table 2. The simulations were conducted in silence and in
stationary (icralm) and fluctuating (icra5-250m) maskers
and with three spatial configurations. That is, speech from
the front (Sp) in combination with no masker, co-located
maskers (SoNp), or the maskers being separated by 90° to
the left (SoNgg). The spatial configurations were selected
to examine if DARF provides different benefits in binau-
ral conditions which is one treatment goal of the German
guidelines on (therapeutic) appliances (Bundesausschuss,
2012). The hearing aid pairs were fitted with the NAL-
NL2 fitting method (Keidser et al., 2011) and the meth-
ods proposed by the different manufacturers for each of the
simulations. The NAL-NL2 fitting method is based on the
individual audiograms and tries to restore a comfortable
loudness perception while improving speech intelligibility.
The manufacturers’ fitting rules were based on the individ-
ual audiograms. The fitting method of the manufacturer of
hearing aid C aimed at preserving the natural sound of the
hearing aid user’s voice. Otherwise, no further information
about the manufacturers’ fitting rules were provided.

Figure 4: Right, aided ear of the dummy head.

The unaided SRT with hearing impairment was sim-
ulated eight-fold to provide a reference with low variance
for determining hearing aid benefits. Otherwise, and due
to a lack of simulation time, standard deviations of the
simulations were taken from the second benchmark exper-
iment. The standard deviation of the hearing aid benefits
were calculated using Gaussian error propagation (Young,
1962) and the standard deviations of the second bench-
mark experiment.

3. Results

8.1. Ezperiment 1: Benchmarks with digital simulation

8.1.1. Benchmark 1: Number of training and test signals

The differences between DARF and FADE for the fluc-
tuating icrab-250m masker in dependence on the number
of training and test signals are depicted in Figure 5. As ex-
pected, the DARF simulations generally showed 2 to 5dB
higher SRTs. The differences were mostly determined by
the number of train sentences while changing the number
of test sentences had a smaller effect on them. The SRT
differences were about 5dB when 120 training sentences
were used and about 3dB with 240 training sentences.
The differences remained between 3 and 2dB when more
training (or test) sentences were used. Interestingly, a dif-
ference of about 1.5dB was found even when the standard
number of train and test sentence (i.e., 120 test and 960
train sentences) was used (discussed later).

The time required for one simulation increased with
the number of sentences, which was more affected by the
amount of training sentences than by the amount of test
sentences. To assess the tradeoff between simulation ac-
curacy and time for the simulation, the Accuracy Speed
Tradeoff (AST, Eq. 1) was computed which is displayed in
the lowest panel of Figure 5. The lowest AST was found



Table 1: Parameters of the commercial hearing aids employed. All devices used double domes as ear-pieces and applied beamformers and noise

suppression algorithms.

peak level ~max amplification freq. range mic. noise  # adjustable.

Device  [dBSPL] [dB] [kHz] [dBSPL]  freq. channels
A 126 61 0.1- 95 20 16
B 129 70 0.1-10.0 23 20
C 124 69 0.1-10.0 21 15

Table 2: Simulation conditions. Non-competing conditions are divided by horizontal lines, e.g., only one fitting can be used at a time, but any of
the maskers can be used with it. This results in 20 simulations with each hearing aid, i.e., about 12 hours of simulations with DARF per hearing
aid. N3: Hearing profile according to Bisgaard et al. (2010); NH: Normal hearing thresholds.

HI aided HI unaided NH unaided
So silence silence silence
So No icralm & icra5-250m  icralm & icrab-250m icralm & icra5-250m
So Ngo icralm & icra5-250m  icralm & icra5-250m icralm & icra5-250m
Impairment N3 N3 NH
NAL-NL2 fitting X - -
Manufacturer fitting X - -
Num. of repetitions 2 8 2
Total num. of simulations 20 40 10

for 240 training and 20 test sentences. Further low ASTs
were found when 120 or 240 training sentences were used
in combination with 20 or 40 test sentences.

Even though employing 120 training sentences appears
promising due to the least time consumption and a reason-
able low AST, this condition provided the highest differ-
ence in SRT which may limit its usage for practical sim-
ulations. However, these differences are expected to be
much smaller in continuous noise than in the fluctuating
noise employed here. Therefore, further simulations were
conducted with 120 and 240 training and 20 test sentences
per SNR.

3.1.2. Benchmark 2: Unaided hearing

The difference in SRT between DARF and FADE as
well as between DARF and two empirical SRTs (from
Hochmuth et al. (2015) are depicted as boxplots in Fig-
ure 6. In general, SRT's simulated with DARF were higher
(worse) than with FADE. With 120 training sentence, me-
dian differences of less than 2dB were found when no
masker or stationary maskers were used. The median dif-
ferences were about 3dB with multitalker maskers and
about 5dB, with fluctuating maskers. However, the me-
dian differences were about 1.5 dB when the Bisgaard pro-
file N3 was used together with the fluctuating icra5-250m
masker. These median differences were about 1dB lower
in all conditions when 240 train sentences were used.

In comparison with empirical measurements, DARF
predicted about 1 dB lower SRT's with the stationary icralm
masker, and about 5dB higher SRTs with the fluctuat-
ing icra5-250m masker. In silence, the SRT simulated
with DARF was about 6 dB below the empirical SRT of

# test

# test

# test

120 240 360 480 600 720 840 960
# train

Figure 5: Model performance comparison for the fluctuating icra5-
250m masker for different numbers (#) of train and test sentences
(average of 64 simulations). Top: Differences in SRT between DARF
and FADE. Middle: Accumulated duration of all used sentences.
Bottom: Accuracy speed tradeoff measure (AST, Eq. 1).

19.9dBSPL (Wagener and Kollmeier, 2004). However,
well-trained listeners might be able to reach such low SRTs.
For example, one subject measured by Schédler et al. (2020a)
reached an SRT in silence of about 16.5dB SPL, i.e., only
2dB higher than simulated with DARF. The standard
deviations of the SRTs simulated with stationary (about
0.5dB) and fluctuating maskers (about 1.2dB) were on
par with the inter-individual variability of the empirical
data for simulations with 120 and 240 training sentences.
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Figure 6: Differences between SRTs (ASRT) simulated by DARF and FADE (left panels, DARF vs. FADE), and differences between SRTs
simulated by DARF and two empirical SRTs measured by Hochmuth et al. (2015) (right panels, DARF vs. Emp.) based on 512 DARF
simulations for each masker. The numbers below the masker abbreviations denote the simulated SRTs with FADE or the empirical SRTs
relative to 65dB SPL (i.e., the noise level). The colors indicate from left to right no (green: silence), stationary (yellow), multitalker (blue), or
fluctuating (red) maskers. Orange indicates simulations with the fluctuating icra5-250m maskers and a moderate hearing loss (N3, Bisgaard

et al., 2010).

The boxplots show the median and the upper and lower quartiles (i.e., the 25t percentile and 75" percentiles). The whiskers show—according
to Tukey (1977)—the data value just within the 1.5-fold of the inter quartile range (i.e., the difference between upper the lower quartile)
exceeding the lower/upper quartiles. The outliers show differences in the SRTs that are larger/smaller than the ends of the whiskers. Top:

120 train sentences, bottom: 240 train sentences per SNR.

That is, Kollmeier et al. (2015) found a standard devia-
tion of 1.1 dB with normal-hearing listeners in a stationary
masker and Hochmuth et al. (2015) found a standard de-
viation of 1.2dB with the icra5-250m, and of 2.9dB with
the icra4-250m maskers.

Figure 7 depicts the differences in SRT between DARF
and FADE for 315 hearing-impaired ears simulated in the
stationary test-specific masker (tsn) and the empirical mea-
surements. The simulations of both FADE versions corre-
late with an R? of 0.99. However, the bias and RMSE
indicate that hearing impairment might introduce an ad-
ditional offset of about 1dB from standard FADE: Both
quantities exceeded the median offsets depicted in Fig. 6
by about 1dB. The measured SRTs were better predicted
with 120 training sentences than with 240 training sen-
tences. Yet, both version of DARF showed high correla-
tions with the empirical data as well as low bias and RMSE
values.

3.1.8. Benchmark 3: Aided hearing

The data of Schédler et al. (2020a) were re-simulated
with DARF with 120 and 240 train and 20 test sentences.
The differences in SRT between DARF, FADE and the em-
pirical measurements are depicted in Figure 8. The sim-
ulations showed perfect correlations between DARF and
FADE (R%=1.0), as well as low bias and RMSE values
(<1.9dB) for all hearing aid algorithms. Similar outcomes
were found in comparison to the measured SRTSs, i.e., SRT's
predicted with both DARF versions showed high correla-
tions (R? >0.9), as well as low bias (>-1.8dB) and RMSE
values (<3.7dB) for all hearing aid algorithms. On aver-
age, DARF simulated higher SRTs than FADE, while it
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simulated SRTs lower than measured ones. In compari-
son to FADE, neither hearing aid algorithms nor hearing
impairment seemed to introduce further variance to the
DARF simulations for this data set, while the empirical
SRTs were accurately predicted.

3.2. Ezperiment 2: Benefit with real hearing aids

The SRT's simulated in the two spatial configurations
without using hearing aids to process the signals are de-
picted in Figure 9. The benefits simulated with using the
three hearing aid pairs are depicted in Figure 10. Hearing-
aid benefits were found for all devices and conditions.

3.2.1. Unaided listening

Generally, the unaided SRT's for the speech only Sy and
the co-located SoNg conditions were at expected thresholds
and matched previous simulations (Hiilsmeier et al., 2020)
when taking the offset between DARF and FADE into ac-
count (e.g., Fig. 6). The spatial separation of speech and
masker (SoNgg) led to lower SRTs when normal hearing
was assumed, but seemed not to affect the SRT's simulated
with hearing impairment.

As expected, the largest difference between normal and
impaired hearing was found for the simulation in silence
(>30dB) followed by the fluctuating masker (15dB) and
the stationary masker (2dB). These gaps increased when
speech and noise were spatially separated. The release
from masking due to masker fluctuations, i.e., the differ-
ence between the stationary and the fluctuating masker,
was about 9 dB with normal hearing in the co-located, and
about 5dB in the spatially separated condition. This trend
reversed with hearing impairment, where the benefit was
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Figure 7: Scatter plot between SRTs simulated with DARF
(SRTror), FADE (SRTgtq., left panels), and the empirical SRTs
(SRTemp., right panels) for the data of Hillsmeier et al. (sub). The
pure tone average hearing loss (PTA) was calculated across 0.5, 1,
2, and 4kHz. Note, that some of the listeners with high PTAs had
steeply sloping high frequency hearing loss. The dashed line indicates
a 5dB offset from the diagonal. Top: 120 train sentences, bottom:
240 train sentences per SNR.

about -3 dB in both conditions. Further, no spatial release
from masking, i.e., the difference between SRT's in the co-
located and the spatially separated condition, was found
with the hearing-impaired configuration. A spatial release
from masking of about 5 dB was found with the simulated
normal-hearing configuration and a stationary masker, but
it was only about 2dB with the fluctuating masker.

3.2.2. Aided listening

When only speech was presented from the front (i.e.,
speech in silence, termed Sy ), the manufacturer fitting pro-
vided a benefit of about 14 dB for all devices. Such uni-
form benefits across the devices were not observed when
the NAL-NL2 fitting was used. That is, benefits of about
9dB were found for devices A and C, but the benefit was
about 17dB with device B. Nonetheless, a gap of more
than 20 dB towards simulated normal-hearing performance
remained for all devices and both fitting methods.

In the condition with co-located speech and noise from
the front (SoNp), the benefits with the stationary icralm
masker were sufficient to restore simulated normal-hearing
performance (left panels of Fig. 10). A benefit between
5 and 7dB was simulated with the fluctuating masker,
but a gap of about 7dB remained between the simulated
aided listening performance and normal-hearing perfor-
mance. Hence, only minor differences (<2 dB) between the
fitting methods and devices were found for the co-located
SoNg condition.

In the condition with spatially separated speech from
the front and noise from the left (SoNgg), benefits for
speech in the stationary masker were about 10 dB for de-
vices A and C, but the benefit was about 16 dB with device

11

DARF  vs.FADE
[BIAS:'1.7dB "7

vs. Empirical
[BIAS:-1.0dB '/
[RMSE: 1.9dB | [RMSE: 3.3dB o
IR%:1.00 | |R?:0.94 1
Oicral .
@icrab .
©silence

[\
(=)

— =
o O O
TTT

|
%)

|
w
S o
T

120 train]|
7 | 20 test

[BIAS:'0.8dB
[RMSE: 1.0dB -
[R%:1.00 .

120 train
11 20 test

TAS:1.8/dB |
SE: 3.7dB ]
2:0.94 .

||
o s
o O

T

SRTDARF [re 65dB SPL]
[N}
(=)

—20}- | -
—30]- o -

—40}- 240 train| 240 train|
20 test 20 test

20 20

—40 —-20 O
SRT gy

[re 65dB SPL)]

|
—40 =20 O

SRTraDE
[re 65dB SPL)]

Figure 8: Scatter plot between SRTs simulated with DARF
(SRTror), FADE (SRTstq., left panels), and the empirical SRTs
(SRTemp., right panels) for the data of Schadler et al. (2020a). Top:
120 train sentences, bottom: 240 train sentences per SNR, left: com-
parison of DARF and FADE, right: comparison of DARF and em-
pirical SRTs.

B for both fitting methods. This is comparable to the sim-
ulated benefits in silence for the NAL-NL2 fitting method.
However, the aided listening performance with the station-
ary masker exceeded the simulated normal hearing per-
formance at least by 1dB. The simulated benefits with
the fluctuating masker in the spatially separated condi-
tion were just 1 to 3 dB better than the simulated benefits
found in to co-located condition, such that a gap of about
6 dB to normal-hearing performance remained.

4. Discussion

4.1. Experiment 1: Benchmarks with digital simulation

The first benchmark showed that DARF can predict
one SRT with less than 30 minutes of (un)processed speech
signals at the cost of the simulation accuracy. Still, DARF
even simulated 1.5 dB higher (i.e. worse) SRTs than FADE
when using 960 sentences for training and 120 for testing
the speech recognizers, i.e., the configuration used with
the standard version of FADE. One reason for this discrep-
ancy is the coarser step size of the training SNRs (DARF
6dB; FADE 3dB), as well as the multicondition train-
ing that might not improve the recognition performance
for unmatched SNR training beyond the performance al-
ready achieved when sufficient training signals are avail-
able for matched SNR training. An optimum accuracy
speed tradeoff (AST) was found for 240 train and 20 test
sentences which showed the best trade-off with regard to
simulation accuracy and required time.

The second benchmark showed median differences, i.e.,
systematic offsets, of 1 to 5dB between DARF and FADE
(Fig. 6). Thus, a correction of these systematic offsets
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Figure 9: Simulated unaided SRT's relative to 65dB SPL in station-
ary (icralm) and fluctuating (icra5-250m) maskers, and in silence
with normal-hearing (NH), and assumed hearing loss (profile N3 of
Bisgaard et al., 2010). Note that the simulated NH SRT in silence
was at -57.4dB SNR relative to 65dB SPL, i.e., at about 7.6 dB SPL
and thus is not depicted in the panel. Error bars indicate the stan-
dard deviation estimated from standard deviations from the second
benchmark (Fig. 6). Left panel: speech from the front (Sp). Middle
panel: speech and noise co-located from the front (SoNp). Right
panel: speech from the front and noise 90° from the left (SoNgp).

independent of the masker seems not to be feasible. Pre-
dicting empirical SRTs with DARF was accurate for the
stationary icralm masker, i.e. a systematic offset not more
than 1dB, but not for the fluctuating masker (approx.
5dB offset). There, the difference to the empirical SRT
was about the same as the difference between the simu-
lated SRTs and FADE, which implies that more training
data would reduce the differences. The standard devia-
tions of the simulated SRTs for 120 and 240 training sen-
tences (below 1.2 dB for each maskers) were close to or be-
low empirical test-retest accuracies (Kollmeier et al., 2015;
Hochmuth et al., 2015). The confidence intervals (Fig. 6)
were symmetric to the median for each masker such that
random errors cancel out when sufficient repetitions are
simulated. Therefore it seems that 120 training sentences
are sufficient for simulations with maskers that have little
envelope fluctuations (i.e., silence or stationary maskers),
or when the absolute threshold interferes with the masker’s
audibility (Fig. 6 and 7).

The simulations with DARF of the unaided hearing
impaired simulations (Fig. 7) showed little differences to
the FADE simulations and could also predict the empirical
SRTs with a high accuracy (R? >0.86, RMSE<5dB). In-
terestingly, DARF provided more accurate predictions us-
ing 120 training sentences than with 240 training sentences
(or than the standard FADE approach). This, however, is
only an effect of the number of used training sentences
since FADE typically predicts SRTs lower than the mea-
sured SRTs. In addition, using fewer training sentences
results in an increase of the predicted SRTs (Fig. 5 and
6).

In the third benchmark DARF was used to simulate
hearing impairment together with hearing aid algorithms
(Fig. 8) that were previously recorded by Schédler et al.
(2020a). These simulations did not introduce further off-
sets than observed in the previous benchmarks. That is,
the bias across all maskers (silence, stationary and fluc-
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Figure 10: Simulated hearing aid benefits with NAL-NL2 fitting (sec-
ond row) and the manufacturers proposed fitting method (third row).
Simulations were conducted with assumed hearing loss (profile N3 of
Bisgaard et al., 2010) for three pairs of hearing aids (A, B, and C)
in stationary (icralm) and fluctuating (icra5-250m) maskers, and in
silence. The simulated normal-hearing performance (NH) is used as
fourth “hearing aid” (gray) to indicate the benefit required to re-
store normal-hearing performance (e.g., 37 dB in silence). Error bars
indicate the standard deviation with Gaussian error propagation for
hearing aid benefits estimated from standard deviations from the
second benchmark (Fig. 6). Left panels: speech from the front (Sp).
Middle panels: speech and noise co-located from the front (SoNo).
Right panels: speech from the front and noise 90° from the left
(SoNgo).

tuating) and hearing aid algorithms (linear amplification,
compression amplification, and compression amplification
with a noise-suppressing beamformer) resembled the me-
dian differences found with stationary maskers (see Fig.
6 and 7). Even though fluctuating maskers were used
for these simulations, the differences were not as large as
found between DARF and FADE for the second bench-
mark. This might be due to the interplay between the
fluctuating masker and hearing impairment, or due to the
interplay between hearing aid algorithms and hearing im-
pairment, or both. Probably, the hearing aid algorithms
also interfere with the fluctuations of the maskers: Inaudi-
ble parts of the mixed speech and noise signal are am-
plified and compressed. Consequently, the mixed signals
become more spectro-temporally flat by removing spectro-
temporal gaps (similar to signal representations with ele-
vated absolute thresholds). This simplified the training of
the automatic speech recognition system since less statis-
tic fluctuations needed to be covered by the GMMs. Note,
though, that this also prevents using the spectro-temporal
gaps to recognize speech. The comparison with the empir-
ical measurements showed that DARF predicted on aver-
age lower than measured SRTs, but with a high accuracy
(R? >0.9, RMSE<5dB).

All in all, the benchmark experiments showed that
DARF simulates similar SRTs as FADE, albeit there were
larger differences between the FADE versions when a fluc-



tuating masker was used. Additionally, DARF could pre-
dict the empirical outcomes with nearly the same accuracy
as found with FADE, but with the exception of fluctuating
maskers with assumed normal hearing. The third bench-
mark that was based on the data from Schédler et al.
(2020a) showed that the differences between the FADE
versions were smaller for simulations with hearing impair-
ment and signal processing in contrast to simulations with
normal hearing and unprocessed signals. Therefore, it
seems to be plausible that DARF can provide accurate
predictions of aided speech recognition performance, espe-
cially when taking into account that Schadler et al. (2020a)
used FADE to accurately predict SRTs (R? = 0.94, RMSE
= 4.2dB) and benefits (RMSE = 2.7dB; R? = 0.82) for
a diverse group of listeners with and without hearing im-
pairment.

4.2. Experiment 2: Benefit with real hearing aids

While a comparison between the unmodified FADE
and DARF is possible for the benchmark conditions dis-
cussed so far, this is not possible for the black-box hearing
aid benefit predictions performed in Experiment 2 since
not enough recorded speech material processed with the re-
spective hearing aid algorithm was available to run the un-
modified FADE. Also, no appropriate empirical data was
available to directly compare the DARF predictions with
SRT-data for individual hearing impaired subjects for the
unaided and aided case. Hence, the expected accuracy of
the predictions can only be assessed indirectly based on
the following facts:

a) The expected deviation between DARF and the un-
modified FADE is small (i.e., less than 5dB for fluc-
tuating maskers and less than 2dB for stationary
maskers, see Fig. 6), and the difference between
DARF and empirical data was small for listeners
with normal hearing (5dB, see Fig. 6), and also for
listeners with hearing impairment (RMSE less than
5dB, see Fig. 7).

The accuracy of the unmodified FADE for predict-
ing individual hearing aid benefit is very high as be-
ing inferred from Schédler et al. (2020a) in condi-
tions with a highly controllable hearing aid (MHA
by Grimm et al., 2006; Herzke et al., 2017).

Assuming that the MHA processing is comparable to the
processing of the actual black-box hearing aids employed
here, there is good evidence that DARF is able to per-
form a precise individual patient performance prediction
in accordance with the general aim of the current paper.
Moreover, the simulations performed for Experiment 2 can
be assessed by considering the plausibility of the simula-
tions in light of the current literature as follows:

The data of Schadler et al. (2020a) included two listen-
ers with hearing loss close to the Bisgaard profile N3. The
benefits found for one of these listeners in a spatially sepa-
rated condition was 17 dB in silence, 8 dB in the stationary
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(icralm) masker, and 8 dB in the fluctuating (icra5-250m)
maskers (see the ADM & compressive condition Schédler
et al., 2020a, Fig. 6). In Figure 10, the largest simulated
benefits with hearing aids A and C were 17dB in silence,
10dB in stationary masker (icralm), and 8dB with the
fluctuating masker (icra5-250m). Thus, the simulations
with hearing aids A and C differed only by up to 2dB
in each condition from the empirical data. Other studies
contribute to DARF’s plausibility by reporting on equiv-
alent aided SRTs in stationary and fluctuating maskers
when speech and masker were co-located (Herzke et al.,
2012, here aided SRT stationary: -8.0dB SNR; fluctuating
-8.7dB SNR), benefits by spatially separating speech and
noise when using hearing aids (Neher et al., 2009; Ahlstrom
et al., 2009), or benefits found in fluctuating maskers (Luts
et al., 2010, 6 to 7dB).

Apart from these studies, other implications for the
plausibility of the simulated aided listening conditions ex-
ist. For example, the benefits in the co-located condition
were higher with the fluctuating masker than with the sta-
tionary masker. This is plausible, since fluctuations allow
for glimpsing (Cooke, 2006), which can be facilitated by
linear amplification. Then again, an inverse trend was
observed when speech and noise were separated, i.e., the
benefits with the stationary masker were higher. This
is also plausible, due to the speech-like modulations of
the fluctuating masker that interfere with the beamformer
and/or noise suppression algorithms. Similar trends were
observed for all three hearing aids and for both fittings.
Therefore, it is also likely to simulate similar SRTs and
benefits when repeating the study.

Taken together, the simulations with DARF seem to
yield plausible outcomes, especially when taking into ac-
count the studies and benchmark experiments. These sim-
ulations together with the accuracy of the benefits pre-
dicted by Schédler et al. (2020a) show the feasibility of
DARF to predict the aided performance of individual lis-
teners with different types of real hearing devices. Even
more, the simulations could demonstrate the performance
differences across three types of commercial hearing de-
vices as well. Yet, the devices used in this study were
on a comparable technological level while Schéadler et al.
(2020a) only used hearing aid algorithms. Therefore, the
simulation outcome might result in less plausible outcomes
for other hearing aids. Hence, further studies need to be
performed to test if the plausibility of DARF’s predictions
holds for other hearing devices as well.

4.3. Limitations

The real-time-optimized and data-reduced DARF facil-
itates to use real devices to process signals when simulating
speech recognition thresholds without the need of empiri-
cal reference SRTs. Therefore, the real acoustic properties
and pathways of the hearing aids and the receiving dummy
head can be used for the simulations. Nonetheless, FADE
is not a human recognizing speech but a machine that uses
an artificial auditory system with basic binaural features.



Therefore, such simulations should always be interpreted
with care. To simulate one SRT DARF uses less than one
hour of (un)processed speech signals at the cost of a lower
simulation accuracy in comparison to standard FADE.

The amount of (un)processed signals required by DARF
seems still high compared to established prediction models
that typically use less than a minute of signals. However,
such models are often limited to specific speech recogni-
tion problems or require specific inputs, like, e.g., speech in
stationary noise or separated/separable speech and noise
signals (ANSI, 1997; Beutelmann et al., 2010; Taal et al.,
2010; Kates and Arehart, 2014), which restricts their gen-
eral applicability. In order to predict aided speech recog-
nition performance in realistic environment, models need
to take into account hearing impairment, binaural hear-
ing, realistic maskers, reverberation, and processed sig-
nals (with real devices). For example, the SII (ANSI,
1997) takes into account hearing impairment but neither
binaural hearing nor processed signals. BSIM (Beutel-
mann et al., 2010) takes into account binaural hearing
but not processed signals. HASPI (Kates and Arehart,
2014) was designed to simulate aided speech recognition
performance, but without taking into account fluctuating
maskers (see Schadler et al., 2018, Tab. 1 for a compara-
tive list).

Most of these model characteristics are covered with
FADE and DARF for the simulation of real hearing aids.
However, the current version of FADE (and DARF) ne-
glects several binaural effects, e.g., temporal fine struc-
ture (Moore et al., 2012; Neher et al., 2012) or the medial
olivocochlear reflex (Lopez-Poveda et al., 2016). Albeit
it uses an automatic form of better ear listening (Hauth
and Brand, 2018). Therefore, simulations with co-located
speech and noise likely yield the same outcome as monau-
ral simulations. Further, FADE is insensitive to the sig-
nal’s overall presentation level due to the mean and vari-
ance normalization of the features, i.e., the normalization
of the intensity of the signal to enhance the ASR-system’s
recognition performance across different SNRs, which lim-
its its applicability. Reverberation is another crucial com-
ponent relevant in realistic scenes. However, FADE is cur-
rently insensitive to reverberation, which is likely caused
by the training and recognition method of FADE. That
is, both training and testing signals are modified with the
same impulse responses such that FADE simply learns the
reverberated signal representation. Although FADE’s im-
plementation of reverberation is quite similar to that of
the maskers and loss of audibility, reverberation smears
the spectro-temporal energy across time in contrast to the
maskers or loss of audibility which mask speech or remove
energy from the signal. Therefore, FADE’s speech recog-
nition performance is less affected by reverberation than
by the maskers or loss of audibility. A possible solution
to this problem might be to use phoneme instead of word
recognition. That is, the reverberated features of a single
word can be learned by the ASR system. Presumably, this
cannot be exploited when using phoneme recognition since
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phonemes from different words can be used for training.
That is, such phonemes have a more diverse set of preced-
ing words that leak into the phonemes’ spectro-temporal
representation. This presumably impedes the ASR system
to learn the reverberated representation of single words.

4.4. General applicability of DARF

In the present study DARF was used to simulate the
hearing aid benefit of three devices with similar properties.
Hence, the question arises if the approach is applicable
to any device which might process sounds vastly different
than the three examined hearing aids. The research of
Schédler et al. (2020a) shows that FADE accurately pre-
dicts hearing aid algorithm benefits (RMSEs below 3 dB)
which only use amplification, compression amplification,
or compression amplification in combination with a noise
suppressing beamformer. Most hearing aid fitting rules
apply a combination of amplification and compression (Va-
lente et al., 1998; Keidser et al., 2011; Oetting et al., 2018).
Hence, DARF might provide accurate hearing aid benefit
predictions for devices which amplify and compress sound.

Yet, hearing aids do more than just amplification and
compression. That is, hearing aids typically support dif-
ferent modes (e.g., directional vs. omnidirectional ampli-
fication) that can be selected by the hearing aid user, or
that are selected by the hearing aids dependent on the
acoustic environment (Krystek et al., 2016). Benefit pre-
dictions for devices that support such modes and which are
used in more realistic environments likely differ from the
DARF simulations made in a soundproof listening booth,
even though the same hearing aids are used.

4.5. Applications of DARF

FADE was successfully modified to reduce simulation
time in conditions where only real time signal processing is
available. Yet, the benchmarks showed that random and
static offsets between the FADE versions remain, espe-
cially when fluctuating maskers are used. This implies that
the simulation accuracy might decrease when the acoustic
scene becomes more complex. In such cases, a more con-
servative approach with DARF might be required. For
example, more training sentences and a finer grid of train-
ing SNRs could be used when complexity increases. In
such cases, a preliminary fine tuning of DARF should be
conducted, e.g., by determining a required accuracy, or by
selecting optimal ASTs for each parameter and masker.
Nevertheless, it is assumed that the parameter space ex-
ploited in the current paper should provide a sufficient
guideline for most applications.

Note that an accuracy-time trade-off exists for the ASR-
based approaches that predict aided performance. While
the approach by Fontan et al. (2020b) provides approxi-
mate recognition rates for a given condition thus requir-
ing little execution time while being susceptible to ceiling
effects due to using fixed SNRs (see also Fontan et al.,



2020a), the complete FADE model avoids this by esti-
mating the SRT using several recognition rates at differ-
ent SNR conditions which requires much more processing
time. Both approaches facilitate faster simulations than
DARF when the signals can be processed offline, i.e., with-
out the constraint that signals have to be recorded. How-
ever, this requires modeling the acoustic path of the sig-
nals as well as other physical properties of the hearing aids
which is avoided by the DARF approach.

Possible fields of application for DARF include hearing
aid development, the selection of individual hearing aids,
or the optimization of hearing aid fittings with respect
to speech recognition performance. DARF can provide
guidance for the development of hearing aids by indicat-
ing which algorithm provides benefits and which one does
not. This might even be used in more complex, but re-
alistic and relevant acoustic environments, such as, e.g.,
in cafeterias, bars, or supermarkets. Similarly, the pro-
cess of finding an optimal hearing aid for an individual
(which may take some weeks, see Boymans and Dreschler,
2012) might be accelerated by using DARF or other ob-
jective pre-selection methods of hearing aids. That is,
such models could be individualized with the listener’s
hearing impairment to perform simulations with different
hearing aids to find the optimum device and parameter
setting. Models—unlike listeners—neither fatigue nor do
they need to acclimatize to the hearing aids which allows
to make several simulations without needing the patient
to be present. This might reduce the required number of
iterative visits to audiologists while increasing the accep-
tance of the devices simply by improving the hearing aid
recommendation procedure. Further, this approach could
be extended to provide a first fit of the hearing aids as
proposed by Volker et al. (2018). Since FADE currently
does not take into account overall presentation levels, or
rather loudness, its applicability to automatic hearing aid
fitting is limited. Yet, DARF could be paired with a loud-
ness model (e.g., Moore and Glasberg, 2004, 2007; Oetting
et al., 2016; Pieper et al., 2018) to predict if a proposed
fitting method is acceptable.

An additional benefit of using DARF is its direct ap-
plicability to all languages for which a matrix sentence
test was developed (i.e., more than 20). This facilitates
to objectively compare different devices used in different
maskers and different languages. Therefore, differences in
required properties of hearing aids in dependence on the
language would become apparent as long as they relate to
those acoustic properties predictable by FADE. For exam-
ple, the benefit provided by hearing aids with the same
setting for tonal languages like Mandarin or Cantonese
might differ significantly from benefits found for non-tonal
languages like English or German. Note, however, that
FADE appears to utilize the respective optimum speech
features in each language since the deviation between sim-
ulations and empirical data is the same in a tonal language
(Mandarin: empirical -11.2 dB (Hu et al., 2018), FADE:
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-12.7dB, data not published) as in German, Polish, Rus-
sian, and Spanish SRTs (Schédler et al., 2016a).

4.6. Comparison with ASR-based models from the litera-
ture

Currently, only few models use ASR to predict the
(aided) speech recognition performance of hearing impaired
listeners, these are: a) Fontan et al. (2017) uses a GMM-
HMM ASR system trained with several hours of noisy
speech signals to predict a number of correctly recognized
words for a fixed SNR. b) Spille et al. (2017) uses a deep
neural net HMM ASR system trained with several hours
of noisy speech signals to predict SRTs obtained with sen-
tences. ¢) FADE (described here) uses GMM-HMM ASR
systems where each is trained with about 45 minutes of
noisy matrix sentences to predict SRTs (Schédler et al.,
2015).

The model of Fontan et al. (2017) (see also Fontan
et al., 2020b,a) predicts speech recognition scores of lis-
teners with (simulated) hearing impairment. Since a non-
specialized ASR algorithm was employed, a typical human-
machine gap is observed (Spille et al., 2018), i.e. the ASR-
based model predicts lower percentages of correctly recog-
nized words than measured with the human listeners. Yet,
the predictions showed high Pearson (Fontan et al., 2017)
or Spearman correlations (Fontan et al., 2020a) with the
human data. Later, Fontan et al. (2020b) used the model
to predict “optimized” hearing aid gains generated for 24
listeners with age-related hearing loss. These hearing aid
gains led to 1.0 to 2.4 percent points (pp) higher speech
recognition performance scores than with the CAM2 pre-
scription rule (Moore et al., 2010). However, such small
differences are most likely not significant on an individual
level and may therefore exhibit little utility for hearing aid
fitting or predicting hearing aid benefit to an indivudal lis-
tener.

Rather, these small differences are a typical problem
of floor or ceiling effects that may occur if measuring or
modeling recognition rates for fixed SNRs. Specifically,
both prescription rules of Fontan et al. (2020b) resulted
in scores close to 100 %. To avoid such floor and ceiling
effects and to achieve a better discrimination across differ-
ent hearing aid settings, adaptive tracking procedures are
commonly used (e.g., Levitt, 1971; Plomp and Mimpen,
1979) that converge on a fixed percentage on the discrim-
iation function which should be as steep as possible (e.g.,
Kollmeier et al., 2015). Hence, it might be useful in fu-
ture work to modify the approach by Fontan et al. (2020a)
for predicting the SRT either by interpolating between the
recognition performances for several SNRs or by directly
combining it with an adaptive tracking procedure. This
might facilitate the direct comparison of its respective per-
formance with other ASR-based models.

Spille et al. (2017) predicted SRT's of listeners with nor-
mal hearing with a high accuracy. That is, the absolute
deviation between human performance and prediction was
less than 2dB on the average (see Spille et al., 2017, Tab.



5, col Multi). This nearly vanishing human-machine gap
was possible due to the training procedure and the lim-
ited target sentence materials: For training, ten hours of
German matrix sentences recorded with 20 speakers were
mixed with eight different maskers (in total 80) and for
testing each masker was mixed with 3200 sentences of the
original German matrix sentence test at different SNRs.
Later, Spille et al. (2018) predicted SRTs of hearing im-
paired listeners, but mainly to examine the influence of the
acoustic complexity on the recognition rate for human lis-
teners and their ASR system. However, this model was not
evaluated for predicting hearing aid algorithm benefits.

Previous research with FADE included the simulation
of SRTs of listeners with normal (predictions within em-
pirical SRT range Schidler et al., 2016b) and impaired
hearing (Schédler et al., 2018), and the prediction of hear-
ing aid algorithm benefits (RMSEs<3.5dB Schédler et al.,
2018, 2020a). FADE completely eliminates the human-
machine gap by using the same speech signals (but differ-
ent noise tokens) for training and testing the ASR system
which is supposed to represent a listener who is familiar
with the speech material. This requires to re-train the
model for each SRT simulation. However, training the
ASR systems of FADE is by far less computational inten-
sive than for the systems of Fontan et al. (2017) or Spille
et al. (2017), which allows the application of FADE to
matrix sentence tests in different languages without chang-
ing the model structure. Nonetheless—and as shown by
Schédler et al. (2020a)—this results in very accurate SRT
and hearing aid algorithm benefit predictions for individ-
ual listeners.

Taken together, a direct model comparison of the model
employed here with other models from the literature is dif-
ficult because different prerequisites and evaluation schemes
have been employed. Nevertheless, it is fair to say that
FADE predicts (aided) SRTs for listeners with and with-
out hearing impairment, while DARF facilitates SRT ben-
efit predictions with real hearing aids in a reasonable time
frame.

5. Conclusions

The most important findings and implications of this
study are:

1. The data-reduced version of FADE (DARF) facil-
itates simulations with a reduced number of train
and test signals in contrast to the original FADE.
DARF can be used with real hearing devices with un-
known properties (i.e., signal processing black boxes)
to simulate one SRT with about 30 minutes of mixed
signals of matrix sentence tests. Note that a val-
idation of this approach with comparison between
prediction and actual individual performance is still
open. Hence, a thorough examination of the simu-
lation outcome is required. Nonetheless, DARF en-
ables in-situ objective evaluations of hearing aids or
prototypes thereof.
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2. The deviation from predictions with the unmodified
FADE approach in the proposed configuration (120
or 240 train and 20 test sentences per SNR) was
found to be small (1 to 2dB) in many cases, and
as large as 4 to 5dB in a strongly fluctuating noise
masker. The flexibility of the approach allows to
reduce the deviation (to 1.5dB) by increasing the
simulation time (to about 2.5 hours with 960 train
sentences per SNR).

The modified approach enables an individual, non-
intrusive hearing aid benefit prediction based on a
limited amount of recorded signals using the respec-
tive hearing aid as “black box” device. The accuracy
of the unmodified FADE for predicting hearing aid
benefits (Schéddler et al., 2020a) and the plausibil-
ity of the prediction demonstrated here hint towards
the potential of this approach for model-based hear-
ing aid fitting. Likewise, the development of hearing
devices might benefit from DARF.
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6. Supplemental Material

Figures 11, 12, and 13 show the same simulations as
conducted for the fist benchmark experiment but for the
stationary icralm masker (Fig. 11), the 20 talker babble
noise masker (Fig. 12), and silence (Fig. 13). Figure 14
shows the data for the icra5-250m masker as used in the
first benchmark, but with the same range of ASTs as in
the other figures shown here.
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Figure 11: Model performance comparison for the stationary icralm
masker for different numbers (#) of train and test sentences (average
of 16 simulations). Top: Differences in SRT between DARF and
FADE. Middle: Accumulated duration of all used sentences. Bottom:
Accuracy speed tradeoff measure (AST).

=N W ot
ASRT [dB]

Time [min]

AST [a.u]

120 240 360 480 600 720 840 960
# train

Figure 12: Like Figure 11, but for a 20-talker babble noise masker.
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Figure 13: Like Figure 11, but without masker (silence).
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Figure 14: Like Figure 11, but for the icra5-250m masker and based
on 64 simulations. Note that the AST data depicted here has the
same scaling as Figures 11 to 13.
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