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Abstract—In a multi-channel separation task with multiple
speakers, we aim to recover all individual speech signals from the
mixture. In contrast to single-channel approaches, which rely on
the different spectro-temporal characteristics of the speech signals,
multi-channel approaches should additionally utilize the different
spatial locations of the sources for a more powerful separation
especially when the number of sources increases. To enhance the
spatial processing in a multi-channel source separation scenario,
in this work, we propose a deep neural network (DNN) based
spatially selective filter (SSF) that can be spatially steered to
extract the speaker of interest by initializing a recurrent neural
network layer with the target direction. We compare the proposed
SSF with a common end-to-end direct separation (DS) approach
trained using utterance-wise permutation invariant training (PIT),
which only implicitly learns to perform spatial filtering. We show
that the SSF has a clear advantage over a DS approach with the
same underlying network architecture when there are more than
two speakers in the mixture, which can be attributed to a better
use of the spatial information. Furthermore, we find that the SSF
generalizes much better to additional noise sources that were not
seen during training and to scenarios with speakers positioned
at a similar angle.

Index Terms—Multi-channel, speech separation, DNN-based,
spatially selective filter (SSF)

I. INTRODUCTION

Speech separation algorithms target the so-called cocktail
party problem, where several (two or more) human speakers are
speaking at the same time. The goal is to recover the original
speech signals from a mixture recording that may also contain
additional background noise and reverberation. This task is
particularly challenging because all target speech signals have
similar tempo-spectral characteristics. But nevertheless, normal-
hearing people are very good at focusing their attention on a
single target speaker, so that they can even enjoy a conversation
at a cocktail party. This ability is mainly due to the fact that
humans have two ears, which enables them to perceive and
process spatial information. Similarly, also speech processing
algorithms can leverage spatial information by using multiple
microphones to record the mixture signals.

The most traditional form of spatial processing is to employ
a linear spatial filter, a so-called beamformer, which is designed
to enhance the signal arriving from a target direction by
suppressing signal components that arrive from a direction
other than the target direction. Two prominent examples are
the Delay-and-Sum beamformer and the minimum variance
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distortionless response (MVDR) beamformer [1]. Both of
these employ a linear processing model: first, the individual
microphone signals are filtered, and then added. The underlying
idea for the Delay-and-Sum beamformer is to compensate for
the relative time differences of arrival (TdoAs) of the signal
at the microphone channels in the filtering step. Therefore,
accurate TdoA or related direction of arrival (DoA) estimates
are required. The MVDR beamformer additionally takes the
second-order statistics of the interfering signal into account so
that it can form a superdirective beamformer or steer nulls in the
direction of interfering point sources. However, the number of
point-sources that can be eliminated is bounded by the number
of microphone channels minus one [2, Sec. 6.3]. Consequently,
the MVDR beamformer deteriorates in a reverberant setting as
reflections of the interfering sources arrive from all directions.
As the performance of these linear spatial filters is limited, a
single-channel post-filter is commonly applied to the output of
the linear spatial filter.

Linear spatial filters have been, and still are, a popular choice
for source separation problems because of their ability to focus
on a single target source based on its spatial characteristics
[3]–[15]. The challenging part here is accurate parameter
estimation: a data-dependent implementation of the MVDR
requires the localization of speakers or a direct estimation of
the relative transfer function (RTF) as well as an estimation of
the interfering signal’s covariance matrix. While older works
employed statistical modeling, e.g., [5], [7], recent ones rely on
neural networks for this purpose. In the so-called masked-based
beamforming approach, a neural network is used to estimate
time-frequency masks for each speaker and use these to obtain
the target speech and interfering noise signal’s covariance
matrix, e.g., [10], [11], [13], [16]. Other researchers suggest
to sample the space with a fixed beamformer and use a neural
network for beam selection and post-filtering [12], [14], [15].

However, with the rise of the neural network era, there is
also an increasing number of multi-channel speech separation
approaches that do not perform explicit spatial filtering. Instead,
the neural networks are presented with multi-channel inputs
and/or directional features and are trained to estimate the speech
sources directly from the mixture, e.g., [17]–[20]. Throughout
this work, we will refer to these end-to-end regression-based
systems as direct separation (DS) approaches. Typically, these
systems output as many speech signals as there are speech
sources in the mixture, which gives rise to a permutation
problem. For this reason, most DS approaches are trained
with an utterance-wise permutation invariant training (PIT)
loss. Unlike in the case of using a beamformer for spatial
filtering, the spatial processing takes place only implicitly in
the DS networks. It is clear, however, that maximum separation
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performance can only be reached if such a network learns to
perform powerful spatial processing directly from training
examples.

While the traditional spatial filters are constraint by a linear
processing model, the nature of neural networks enables non-
linear spatial processing and, furthermore, an integration of
the spatial and tempo-spectral processing steps, which are
separated in a traditional beamformer plus tempo-spectral
post-filter setup. In a previous analysis based on statistical
minimum mean square error (MMSE) estimators [21], we
have shown that this indeed leads to more powerful spatial
processing in non-Gaussian interferences, which is arguably
always the case in speech separation. As a consequence, the
upper bound for the number of sources that can be canceled
by a linear spatial filter does not hold anymore if the filter
is non-linear and jointly performs spatial and tempo-spectral
processing. In further experiments with DNN-based joint non-
linear spatial and tempo-spectral filters, we have confirmed that
neural networks can implement spatial filters that drastically
outperform an oracle MVDR plus additional DNN-driven post-
filter [22]. Accordingly, DNN-based DS approaches can offer
a potentially better spatial filtering than a traditional linear
spatial filter. On the other hand, these networks have to learn
the spatial processing implicitly from data. How well this is
accomplished can only be determined indirectly. Since the DS
approaches are less modular than the spatial filtering approach
that separates parameter estimation, e.g., DoA estimation, and
spatial filtering, they are also less flexible with respect to,
for example, a variable number of sources. In this paper, we
investigate the separation performance of DNN-based non-
linear joint spatial and tempo-spectral filters, which have been
trained according to two different strategies: (1) using PIT,
which means that the spatial filtering must be learned implicitly
from the provided examples and (2) with an explicit focus on
the spatial filtering by steering a filter towards a target speaker
with a given DoA. A filter obtained by using the second strategy
is referred to as a spatially selective filter (SSF) in this work.

Many researchers have proposed to enhance multi-channel
speech separation with so-called directional features [17], [23]
or use location-information to guide speaker extraction tasks
[18], [24], [25]. For example, Gu et al. and [24] and Chen
et al. [25] proposed an angle feature indicating which time-
frequency bins are dominated by a signal from a particular DoA.
Other common features are related to the inter-channel phase
differences (IPDs) of the microphone pairs, cross-correlation
features or features computed with fixed beamformers, e.g.,
a Delay-and-Sum beamformer steered to a set of candidate
locations [12], [25]. In contrast, in our proposed approach, we
do not rely on hand-crafted features, but use a neural network
to learn the spatial processing from raw multi-channel data.

In our recent ICASSP 2023 paper [26], we have introduced
a conditioning mechanism to flexibly steer a DNN-based non-
linear spatial filter in a desired target direction. Given the noisy
mixture and the target look-direction of the filter, the SSF then
extracts the speech signal corresponding to the speaker located
in that direction, similar to traditional linear spatial filters. This
ability to flexibly steer the filter in a desired direction is a
major improvement over a filter with a fixed look-direction

[22], [27], or with fixed spatial target regions [28], [29]. The
conditioning mechanism we proposed in [26] does not need a
steering vector like a classic linear beamformer or the related
work by Jenrungrot et al. [30] but is conditioned on the one-hot
encoded angle. This avoids an implicit far-field assumption and
leads to better performance, as we showed in [26]. Similarly,
Kindt et al. [31] have shown that a learned encoding based on a
one-hot encoded angle used as a feature to improve separation
of closely spaced speakers is more valuable than a hand-crafted
feature based on expected phase differences.

In this paper, we extend our previous work and investigate
the use of SSFs for speech separation. We aim to understand
if the explicit spatial filtering in SSFs is advantageous over
the implicit spatial filtering learned by the widely adopted DS
approach in terms of overall performance, but also in terms
of generalization ability to conditions unseen during training.
Furthermore, we investigate the robustness of the SSF to errors
in the DoA input as well as pertubations in the microphone
array geometry.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: In the next
section, we give a formal problem description and introduce
the notation. In Section III-A, we describe two neural network
architectures for joint spatial and tempo-spectral non-linear
filtering, which we use to compare a DS and SSF approach
using the same underlying network architecture. In addition,
we explain the steering mechanism of the SSFs in Section
III-B. Section IV describes the dataset generation, and in
Section V, we compare the speech separation performance of
the two approaches. Detailed investigations on the robustness
and generalization ability are presented in Section VI and
Section VII.

II. PROBLEM DEFINITION

In this work, we consider a multi-channel reverberant speech
separation scenario. The goal is to recover the speech signals
uttered by P concurrently speaking persons in a reverberant
room. The mixture signal is recorded by an omni-directional
microphone array with C channels. We denote the dry speech
signal of the p’s speaker by sp(t) with time-index t. The
recording of sp(t) at the ℓ’s microphone includes not only a
time-shift due to the propagation delay but also reflections on
the walls and is denoted by xℓ

p(t). Given the room impulse
response (RIR) hℓ

p(t) describing the propagation path of the
signal uttered by the p speaker to the ℓ’s microphone, the dry
and recorded signal are related via a convolution operation,
i.e.,

xℓ
p(t) = sp(t) ∗ hℓ

p(t). (1)

Using the short-time Fourier transform (STFT), we transform
the time-domain signals xℓ

p(t) into their complex-valued
frequency-domain representations Xℓ

p(k, i) with frequency-bin
index k and time-frame index i. The letters F and T denote the
total number of frequency bins and time frames respectively.
Following the additive signal model, the observed mixture
signal is then given by

Y ℓ(k, i) =

P∑
p=1

Xℓ
p(k, i) + V ℓ(k, i), (2)
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where V ℓ(k, i) denotes the sensor and environmental noise
possibly recorded at the ℓ’s microphone in addition to the
speech signals. Given the mixture signal, the task now is to
recover the original speech signals Sp(k, i) or, equivalently
sp(t), except the propagation delay caused by the length of the
direct path between source and microphone array. Accordingly,
we use the direct-path dry speech signals as training target and
to compute metrics that require a reference signal.

III. SPATIALLY SELECTIVE NON-LINEAR FILTER (SSF)

In this work, we investigate the use of a spatially selective
deep non-linear filter (SSF) for multi-channel speech separation.
Our proposed method is in line with the common approach to
separate the localization task from the actual speaker extraction,
which is then performed in a second step using a spatial filter
steered to the speaker locations. In this section, we describe
two network architectures for joint spatial and tempo-spectral
non-linear filtering (JNF [22], [27] and McNet [20]) and explain
the proposed mechanism for flexibly steering the filter in the
desired target direction.

A. Network architectures for joint spatial and tempo-spectral
non-linear filtering

In our prior work [22], [27], we have proposed the FT-JNF
architecture, which we refer to as JNF in this work. The network
architecture is depicted on the left side of Figure 1a. The
JNF network expects a three-dimensional frequency-domain
input. The yellow box on the top left of Figure 1a visualizes
the input of the filter including the batch dimension denoted
by B. The last dimension expects the real and imaginary
part of all C channels stacked into a vector of length 2C.
The multi-channel input provides three sources of information,
which should be exploited by the network: spatial, spectral and
temporal information. For this, we have previously proposed
the depicted architecture with two LSTM layers at its core.
The F-LSTM has been designed to extract features related to
spatial and spectral information as well as their relationship,
while excluding temporal correlations. This is achieved by a
rearrangement of the data, which moves the time dimension
into the batch dimension such that all time-frames are processed
independently with network weights shared across all time-
frames. The reshaping operations on the data are represented
by the light green boxes in Figure 1a. The correlations along
the time axis are then processed by the T-LSTM layer, which
performs independent processing of all frequency-bins. The
design has been inspired by the work of Li and Horaud
[32], who propose a network that stacks two T-LSTM layers.
However, the replacement of the first T-LSTM by the F-LSTM
significantly enhances the spatial selectivity of the resulting
filter such that the JNF outperformed other state-of-the-art
methods on a speaker extraction task in [22].

The JNF outputs a compressed complex-valued mask in the
range [−1, 1], which is expanded into an uncompressed mask
following the description in [33] with the steepness parameter
set to one to obtain the single-channel time-frequency mask
Mp(k, i) for the pth speaker located in the direction the filter
was steered toward. The corresponding estimate Ŝp is given

Input [B, T, F, 2C]

[B · T, F, 2C]

F-LSTM [256]

[B · F, T, 512]

T-LSTM [128]

[B,F, T, 256]

Linear + Tanh

Mask [B, T, F, 2]

DoA Input [B, 180]

Linear

[B, 256]

reshape

reshape

reshape

reshape

initial
state

(a) JNF [22], [27] architecture (left) with steering mechanism (right)

Input [B, T, F, 2C]

F-LSTM
Linear + ReLU

T-LSTM
Linear + ReLU

T-LSTM (SC)
Linear + ReLU

F-LSTM (SC)
Linear + Tanh

Mask [B, T, F, 2]

DoA Input [B, 180]

Linear

c

c

c

initial
state

(b) McNet [34] architecture (left) with steering mechanism (right)

Fig. 1: Schematic view of a spatially selective filter (SSF) based
on the JNF (top) and McNet (bottom) network architecture.
The proposed conditioning on the target DoA is depicted on
the right side.

by multiplication of the mask with the reference channel of
the noisy observation, i.e.,

Ŝp(k, i) = Y 0(k, i) · Mp(k, i). (3)

The successful combination of different sources of infor-
mation in the JNF architecture [22], has inspired Yang et
al. [34] to improve it further by appending two more LSTM
layers that are focused on the single-channel (SC) spectral
correlations in time and frequency dimension. A schematic
view of the resulting network architecture, named McNet, is
shown in Figure 1b. Besides two additional LSTM layers, the
authors have introduced skip connections and add additional
feed-forward layers after every LSTM layer. The first skip
connection concatenates the noisy multi-channel signal to the
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input of the T-LSTM and the second and third skip connection
concatenates the noisy magnitude of the reference channel to
the input of the two single-channel LSTM layers. Please refer
to [34] for a more detailed illustration, which also includes the
reshaping steps for McNet. For all experiments, we use the
default configuration of McNet. Since the steering mechanism,
proposed in the next section, targets the first F-LSTM layer,
which is the same in both networks, we can steer both DNN-
based filters in the same way and perform experiments with a
spatially selective filter based on the JNF architecture (JNF-
SSF) and based on the McNet architecture (McNet-SSF).

B. Proposed steering of the non-linear spatial filter (condition-
ing on target direction)

In addition to the multichannel signal input, the proposed
SSF requires the steering direction as a second input, as
shown on the right side of Figure 1a and Figure 1b. The
direction information is presented to the network as a one-
hot encoded vector, whose dimension depends on the chosen
angular resolution. Figure 1 illustrates a 2◦ angle resolution,
which leads to 180 possible input vectors. The one-hot vector
is then fed into a linear layer, which provides an encoding
of the direction information that matches with the number of
units in the F-LSTM layer, which we set to 256 in the JNF
architecture. The encoded DoA information is then used to
initialize the forward and backward initial states of the bi-
directional F-LSTM layer. A similar conditioning mechanism
has also been used by Vinyals et al. [35] to initialize a network
for image caption generation with information about the image.

In contrast to our previous paper [26], we only initialize
the first F-LSTM layer with the direction information and
omit this step for the second T-LSTM layer. Preliminary
experiments have shown that conditioning the first LSTM
layer leads to much better performance than conditioning the
second LSTM. Furthermore, we observed that conditioning
both layers does not provide a benefit but slightly increases
the computational demands. These findings are in line with
our previous observations in [22] that the spatial selectivity is
mainly controlled by the F-LSTM layer.

In [26], we compared the proposed conditioning mechanism
based on a one-hot angle encoding to the method suggested by
Jenrungrot et al. [30]: using knowledge of the microphone array
geometry and based on a far-field assumption, the individual
input channels are shifted such that signals arriving from the
target DoA are time-aligned. These time-aligned signals are
then used as input signal of the network. We found that the
target speaker is reliably extracted with this competing method,
but the proposed conditioning on the encoded DoA angle
consistently performs better and does not rely on a far-field
assumption.

IV. DATASET GENERATION

Using pyroomacoustics [36], we generate a simulated
dataset for training and evaluation based on the image-source
method [37]. An illustration of the geometric setup is given
in Figure 2. All rooms have a rectangular shape with their
dimensions and reverberation characteristics, described by the

ϕt

ϕm

Fig. 2: Illustration of the dataset generation. The target source
is marked with a red cross and its DoA angle φt is computed
relative to the microphone orientation in the room given by
φm. Interfering sources are placed in the gray area.

TABLE I: The room characteristics are sampled uniformly
from the displayed ranges.

Width Length Height T60

2.5− 5 m 3− 9 m 2.2− 3.5 m 0.2− 0.5 s

T60 reverberation time, uniformly sampled from the ranges
given in Table I. We use a circular microphone array with three
omni-directional microphones. The diameter of the microphone
array is 10 cm. With respect to the x and y axis, we position
the microphone array randomly in the room, however with a
minimum distance of 1.2 m to the walls. The height of the array
is fixed at 1.5 m. As illustrated in Figure 2, the microphone
array rotation is denoted by φm ∈ [0, 2π).

During training, the spatially selective filter learns to extract
a single target speaker from the mixture given its angle φt.
The target speaker is represented by a red cross in Figure 2. Its
corresponding DoA angle φt is measured with respect to the
microphone orientation as indicated by the blue dashed line.
Interfering speakers are placed in the gray area at a minimum
distance of 0.8 m and a maximum distance of 1.2 m just like the
target speaker itself. We leave a 10◦ space with no interfering
speakers around the target speaker as indicated by the white
space in Figure 2. The area of the gray annulus is divided into
equally spaced segments as indicated by the gray dotted lines
and one interfering speaker is randomly placed per segment,
also with a minimum angular distance of 10◦ to speakers in a
neighboring segment. In Figure 2, the interfering speakers are
marked by a black cross. The height of the speakers is sampled
from a normal distribution with mean 1.6 m and standard
deviation 0.08 m.

For training the spatially selective filter, we use a setup
with five interfering speakers as shown in the Figure 2. We
discretize the target speaker location φt using a 2◦ resolution,
which results in 180 target speaker directions and provide
300 examples per direction. This results in a total of 54, 000
training examples.

For training or testing on a speech separation task, we do
not change any simulation parameter, but may vary the number
of “interfering speakers”, which are then also considered
as additional target speakers. For validation and testing, we
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generate 2, 700 and 1, 800 examples respectively. The dry clean
speech utterances are taken from the WSJ0 dataset [38], with
no overlap between training, validation and test datasets. The
sampling rate is 16 kHz. The average direct-to-reverberation
ratio (DRR) for each individual speaker’s signal is −0.8 dB
and 95 % of the samples lie in the interval [−5.9, 4.8] dB.
For a separation scenario, we can characterize the distribution
of the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) with respect to all included
speaker extraction tasks considering one speaker as target signal
and the mixture of interfering speakers as noise. In our setup,
the SNR is mainly influenced by the number of interfering
speakers and the distance of the speakers to the microphone
array. For two speakers, the SNR of the extraction tasks range
between [−9.4, 9.4] dB for 95% of the data. For three and
five speakers, the separation problem gets more difficult as
the SNR ranges shift to [−11.8, 4.9] dB and [−14.5, 0.5] dB
respectively.

V. EVALUATION OF THE SEPARATION PERFORMANCE

A well-performing multi-channel speech separation system
can be expected to benefit from knowledge of the speakers’
locations. This assumption has led researchers to propose
a variety of direction-based features, which are used as
additional inputs to enhance DNN-based speech separation
[17], [18], [23]. While a localization might happen implicitly
in a regression-based direct separation (DS) approach, the
spatially selective filter (SSF) separates the localization from
the speaker extraction task and puts a strong focus on the
spatial properties as the networks learns to focus on a single
speaker using its direction as cue. In this section, we aim to
investigate the impact of the chosen method, DS or SSF, on
the separation performance.

To ensure a fair comparison, we use the same underlying
network structure, JNF and McNet as described in Section III-A.
For the DS approach, we omit the conditioning mechanism
shown on the right side of Figure 1a and Figure 1b and only
provide the multi-channel mixture STFT as input. The output
dimension of the last layer is changed so that not only one mask
is predicted but as many masks as there are speakers in the
mixture. We assume that the number of speakers is known. The
network then produces an estimate for every speaker, and we
use the same ℓ1 loss in time and frequency domain as for the
SSF, but we apply it in a PIT [39] scheme. The loss function
and other DNN training settings are described in Appendix A.

In Table II, we report the separation performance for mixtures
of two, three and five speaker mixtures measured using the
perceptual objective listening quality analysis (POLQA) score
[40] improvement, scale-invariant source-to-distortion ratio
(SI-SDR) [41] improvement and DNSMOS [42] score. The
POLQA and DNSMOS score predict values on a mean opinion
score (MOS) score ranging from one (bad) to five (excellent). In
contrast to POLQA and SI-SDR, DNSMOS does not require a
reference signal, but is a neural network trained on user ratings
according to the P.835 standard. We report the overall quality
rating.

Row number 1 displays the results for the DS networks based
on the JNF architecture and trained with PIT. Separate networks

have been trained for the different numbers of speakers. In
contrast, all results in row 2 have been obtained with the same
network implementing the SSF approach based on the JNF
architecture and evaluated given oracle DoA information for the
individual speakers. As the speakers are likely not positioned
on the 2◦ grid that has been used during training, we map the
oracle target speaker direction onto the closest point in the
grid before computing the one-hot encoding to condition the
network as described in Section III-B. A comparison of the first
two rows of Table II reveals that the JNF-SSF outperforms the
JNF-DS approach in all metrics and for all numbers of speakers
in the mixture. Furthermore, we observe that the performance
difference is larger for a higher number of speakers in the
mixture. For example, the POLQA performance difference
between JNF-DS and JNF-SSF increases from 0.21 for two
speakers to 0.43 for three and five speakers.

Both networks JNF-DS and JNF-SSF used for the com-
parison in this table have approximately the same number of
parameters. However, since the SSF is evaluated multiple times
with each speaker as the target, the DS approach has a smaller
number of learnable parameters per speaker. To investigate
the influence of this effect, we also train JNF-DS with an
increased number of parameters. For this we scale both LSTM
layers by the same factor. The F-LSTM then has 364, 448
and 576 units for two, three and five speakers. The results are
shown in Table III. Comparing with row 1 in Table II, we find
that increasing the network size improves the performance of
JNF-DS. However, as can be seen from the second block of
Table III, the JNF-SSF still outperforms JNF-DS. We therefore
conclude that the superiority of the SSF approach can not be
solely explained by an increased amount of parameters per
speaker.

As expected, the extension of the JNF architecture to McNet
leads to a significant performance improvement in all metrics
and for both the DS and SSF configuration. Comparing row
4 and 6, we find that the performance of McNet-SSF for
two speaker mixtures is only slightly better than McNet-DS
considering the POLQA score improvement and DNSMOS. It
is even worse by 0.3 dB with respect to the SI-SDR measure.
However, for more speakers the previously observed trend
that the SSF output performs the DS network persists. For
example, the performance difference amounts to 0.36 and 0.56
POLQA improvement score for three and five speakers, which
is in line with a strong preference for the SSF result in a
listening experiment as shown in Figure 3. In this listening
experiment, which evaluates the listener’s preference for the
SSF or DS result. Ten test subjects have been asked to rate a
statement regarding their preference for one of two separation
results obtained with the SSF or DS method. We use eight
examples for each of the four comparisons. Of course, the
test has been conducted blindly without a labeling of the
methods and a random order of the compared items. The
statement to be rated has the form: “Example 1 is preferable
over Example 2.” We then aggregated the results to comply
with the statement displayed in Figure 3. While the metric
scores in Table II for two speaker mixtures are quite similar for
McNet-DS and McNet-SFF, we observe a clear preference of
the test subjects towards the SSF result. In total, more than 55%
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TABLE II: Speech separation performance for reverberant mixtures of two, three and five speakers. We compare an approach
based on a spatially selective filter (SSF) with a direct separation (DS) approach using the same network architecture: JNF [22],
[27] or McNet [34].

DoA 2 speakers 3 speakers 5 speakers

No. ∆POLQA ∆SI-SDR DNSMOS ∆POLQA ∆SI-SDR DNSMOS ∆POLQA ∆SI-SDR DNSMOS

1 JNF-DS – 1.20 11.7 2.80 0.87 11.5 2.46 0.53 10.7 2.11

2 JNF-SSF oracle 1.41 12.7 2.94 1.30 14.2 2.79 0.96 15.1 2.52
3 JNF-SSF search 1.40 12.6 2.94 1.29 13.9 2.78 0.93 14.4 2.51

4 McNet-DS – 1.82 15.0 3.03 1.40 15.4 2.79 0.87 14.2 2.39
5 McNet-iDS oracle 1.82 15.7 3.07 1.61 15.9 2.85 0.96 15.0 2.43

6 McNet-SSF oracle 1.85 14.7 3.13 1.76 16.3 3.04 1.43 17.3 2.84
7 McNet-SSF search 1.91 15.0 3.15 1.80 16.3 3.06 1.43 16.6 2.85
8 McNet-SSF DNN 1.85 14.7 3.13 1.76 16.2 3.04 1.42 16.9 2.84

9 MVDR + PF oracle 0.42 3.8 2.47 0.23 2.8 2.20 0.14 3.1 1.90
10 McNet-SSF (HCF) oracle 1.49 11.6 2.90 1.38 12.6 2.78 1.03 12.4 2.53

TABLE III: Speech separation performance of JNF-DS with
the number of network parameters scaled according to the
number of speakers to extract and the performance of JNF-SSF
with multiple evaluations of the same network.

# Speakers Param. [M] ∆POLQA ∆SI-SDR DNSMOS

JN
F-

D
S 2 2.4 0.83 10.5 2.82

3 3.6 1.07 13.2 2.62
5 6.0 0.70 12.7 2.28

JN
F-

SS
F 2 1.2×2 1.41 12.7 2.94

3 1.2×3 1.30 14.2 2.79
5 1.2×5 0.96 15.1 2.52

of the SSF test examples have been rated to be preferable over
the corresponding DS result, which is favored only for 10%
of the examples. Please find audio examples on our website1.

The SSF results discussed so far, have been obtained using
oracle knowledge about the speaker DoA angles. For classic
beamforming, e.g. with an MVDR beamformer, it is well-
known that errors in the speaker DoA estimates used to
construct a steering vector are likely to cause significant per-
formance degradation [43]. To get an idea of the performance
that can be expected in a blind setting, we also report results
for two different DoA estimation strategies in Table II. The
sensitivity to errors in the DoA estimates is then investigated in
more detail in Section VI-A. The first strategy is search-based
and evaluates the SSF for a set of potential target directions.
The results for the individual speakers are then selected based
on the energy of the filtered signal. The search-based strategy
is illustrated in Figure 4. The top row shows the energy of
the filtered signals evaluated on a grid with 4◦ resolution. We
compute the energy on 10 ms long non-overlapping segments
and plot the average energy for all segments, in which speech
is active. A −45 dB threshold with respect to the maximum
energy in the mixture signal is used for detection of speech
activity as in [44]. We observe clear peaks at the true speaker
locations, which are marked with a dashed gray line. The green
crosses visualize the DoA angle estimates, which have been
obtained with a peak-finding heuristic applied to the energy
curve of which the details are outlined in Appendix B.

1https://uhh.de/inf-sp-ssf
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“The spatially selective filter (SSF) result is
preferable over the direct separation (DS) result.”

Fig. 3: Results for a listening experiment assessing the
participants’ preference for separation results obtained with a
spatial filter (SF) or a direct separation (DS) result. Speaker
locations are assumed to be known for the spatial filter. The
test is conducted blindly without test subjects knowing which
example corresponds to which algorithm. The results have then
been aggregated to match with the displayed statement.

Comparing the vertical dashed lines and the position of the
green crosses in Figure 4, we observe that the search-based
DoA estimates are quite accurate for the selected examples.
The evaluation of the localization accuracy shown in Table IV
asserts that these examples can be considered representative
of the dataset, since also the mean angular error is low. As
the search-based DoA estimates depend on the DNN-based
filter output, we display separate results for the JNF-SSF
and the McNet-SSF in the first and second row. Somewhat
unexpectedly, the mean angular error of the search-based DoA
estimates is smaller for JNF-SFF than McNet-SSF. However,
in both cases the estimates are accurate enough to replace
the oracle DoA information without a loss in separation

https://uhh.de/inf-sp-ssf
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Fig. 4: Examples for blind speaker separation and localization by peak-searching for a mixture of two, three and five speakers
using non-linear filters steered in all candidate directions. The vertical dashed gray lines indicate the true positions of the
speakers and the green cross marks the speaker location estimated based on the energy peaks in the filter output.

TABLE IV: The speaker localization accuracy for mixtures of
two, three and five speakers in a reverberant room. We report
the mean angular error in degree and the 95% confidence
interval.

DoA estimation 2 speakers 3 speakers 5 speakers

search (JNF-SSF) 1.57 ± 0.12 2.06 ± 0.19 3.54 ± 0.25
search (McNet-SSF) 2.07 ± 0.07 2.53 ± 0.15 3.99 ± 0.23
DNN 1.06 ± 0.03 1.24 ± 0.09 2.13 ± 0.19

performance as can be seen in rows 3 or 7 of Table II. For
the McNet architecture the results obtained with the search-
based strategy are even slightly better than those obtained with
oracle DoA information. While this observation might raise
questions at the first sight, it can be explained by the second
row of Figure 4, which shows POLQA scores. We compute
the POLQA measure for each candidate location’s McNet-
SSF output with respect to one speaker’s reference signal to
obtain one of the colored curves. The plots clearly show that
the spatial filter has a high spatial selectivity for its steering
direction, which is also why the search-based DoA estimation
works well. Consider now the first peak in the left-most plot.
The DoA estimate denoted by a green cross is slightly off to
the left. However, the POLQA score at this estimated position
is higher than the POLQA score at the true position. As a
result, slight deviations in the search-based DoA estimation
are not harmful to the overall performance, but can even be
helpful as they are correlated with the filter’s behavior. As we
will show in Section VI-A, an uncorrelated DoA error of 2◦

causes a performance degradation.
Even though it provides interesting insights in the spatial

selectivity of the proposed SSF, the search-based approach is
too computationally demanding for most realistic applications.
Therefore, we also evaluate the SSF with DoA estimates
provided by a DNN-based classifier, which is trained to detect
for every 2◦ bin if there is a speaker or not. More details are
provided in Appendix C. Table IV shows that the DNN-based
classifier is not only much more efficient, but also outperforms
the search-based strategy in terms of localization accuracy
by up to 1.86◦ mean angular error for five speakers. The
separation results for McNet-SSF are given in row number 8.

Also for these DNN-based DoA estimates, we do not see major
deviations from the oracle performance, which demonstrates
that the SSF approach is well applicable also to blind separation
tasks.

The two bottom rows provide results for two baseline
systems. The first one is a traditional MVDR beamformer
with a DNN-based post-filter (PF). The parameters of the
MVDR are estimated from oracle data. The time-varying noise
covariance matrices are estimated by recursive averaging of the
pure noise data and the time-invariant RTF estimate is obtained
by multiplying the principal eigenvector of the generalized
eigenvalue problem for speech and noise covariance matrices
with the speech covariance matrix as described in [45]. The post-
filter is a single-channel DNN with two LSTM layers trained
on MVDR outputs as described in [22]. The comparison with
JNF-SSF and McNet-SSF highlights that drastic improvements
can be achieved by replacing the linear spatial filter with a
non-linear one. While the former does not achieve a substantial
performance improvement over the mixture recording in a
setting with three microphones and five speakers, the DNN-
based SSFs provide respectable performance also in this
difficult scenario.

The second baseline uses hand-crafted features (HCF). For
a fair comparison, we use the same McNet architecture as
before but exchange the input signal. Previously, we provided
the network with raw frequency domain data, i.e., the real and
imaginary parts stacked. Following the approach proposed in
[24], we replace this input by a compilation of features: the real
and imaginary part of the reference channel as spectral feature,
the IPDs between all pairs of microphones and the location-
guided angle feature [24], [25], which provides information
about which speaker to extract. Comparing the results in row 10
with those in row 6, we find that our proposed approach without
using hand-crafted features and with explicit conditioning on
the one-hot encoded angle is beneficial. It outperforms the
baseline with hand-crafted features by about 0.4 POLQA
improvement score for two, three and five speakers. The
performance benefit is particularly audible for three and five
speaker mixtures.

A question that might come to mind is whether the measured
performance difference can be attributed to the difference in
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the approach (explicit spatial filtering in SSFs versus implicit
spatial filtering in DS) or whether the explicit provisioning
of DoA information introduces a bias since speaker DoA
information is generally known to be helpful for a multi-
channel speaker separation problem. To investigate this, we
train the DS networks again, but now also provide additional
DoA information for all speakers in the mixture. For this, we
use the conditioning mechanism shown in Figure 1 using a
multi-hot encoding.

We report the DoA-informed direct separation (iDS) results
using the McNet architecture in the fifth row of Table II. For
two speakers, the performance obtained with the DoA-informed
network is quite similar to the performance of McNet-DS in
row 4 of Table II. For three and five speakers, the additional
DoA information leads to a performance improvement over
the McNet-DS. However, the performance is still worse than
that of McNet-SSF for three speakers and five speakers by
0.11 and 0.47 POLQA score respectively. Thus, providing the
DoA information does not close the performance gap between
McNet-DS and McNet-SSF, especially not for a large number
of speakers.

VI. ROBUSTNESS EXPERIMENTS

For an approach to be applicable in practice, it is not only the
maximum performance that is of interest, but also the robustness
of the system, which is its capability to tolerate perturbations,
for example in the geometric setup of the microphone array.
In the following subsections, we evaluate the robustness of the
SSF approach with respect to errors in the DoA estimates and
variances in the microphone array setup. All experiments in
this and the next section have been conducted using the McNet
architecture. Data generation parameters that are not explicitly
mentioned in the experiment description are kept constant at
the value or range of values specified previously in Section
IV.

A. DoA Estimation Errors

Figure 5 displays the results of an experiment that investi-
gates the sensitivity of the SSF to errors in the DoA estimates,
which are used to steer the filter. For this, we add an error
term to the oracle DoA angle of all speakers in the mixture.
The magnitude of the error is displayed on the x-axis. The
y-axis represents the POLQA improvement score obtained with
the McNet-SSF approach. We report average results and the
95% confidence interval for 100 randomly selected mixture
signals. The left plot shows the results for McNet-SSF, which
has been trained using the exact DoA angle of the target
speaker. As expected, the performance decreases as the DoA
error, which is added only during evaluation, increases. On
the positive side, though, the performance drop is not very
drastic for a small error of 2◦. In this case the performance
loss is about 5%, 7% and 3% for two, three and five speaker
mixtures respectively. Furthermore, we note that the more
difficult problem with five speakers in the mixture is less
affected by an DoA estimation error. This observation can be
explained by looking at the peak plots in Figure 4. Here we
can see in the bottom row that the peaks for five speakers have
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Fig. 5: Separation results for the McNet-SSF conditioned on a
target angle that is subject to a localization error of varying
magnitude. During evaluation, the respective error is added to
all speakers’ DoA angles. The results shown in the left plot
are obtained with with a McNet-SSF that has been conditioned
on the exact DoA location during training, while the results
displayed on the left side are obtained with a McNet-SSF that
has been trained with inaccurate DoAs that include an error
of up to 4◦.

become wider and, therefore, an erroneous DoA estimate to
steer the filter has less consequences.

The right side of Figure 5 displays results for a McNet-SSF
trained with inaccurate DoA information. During training we
add a DoA error of up to 4◦ to the true DoA. As a consequence,
we observe that the performance stays approximately the same
for a DoA error of up to 4◦ degrees. The performance drop
for larger errors is also significantly reduced for two and three
speakers. However, this increased robustness comes at the cost
of a reduced performance if the DoA estimates are accurate,
which is expected to some extend as there will always be a
trade-off between sensitivity to DoA estimation errors and the
spatial selectivity of the filter. In line with this, we observe
that the peaks reflecting the spatial selectivity as in Figure 4
have widened for the filter trained with inaccurate DoAs.

B. Perturbations in the Microphone Placement

In a multi-channel scenario, the spatial information is very
closely related to the geometric configuration of the microphone
array, since the main source of information is the relative
TdoAs of a signal at the microphones. So far, we have used
a fixed and exact placement of the microphones in the array
for generation of the simulated training and testing data. Now
we add some noise to the positioning of the microphones
to evaluate the sensitivity of the SSF and DS networks to
these kinds of perturbations. We sample the noise that we
add to the x-, y- and z-coordinate of the microphones in the
circular array from a zero-mean normal distribution with a
standard deviation between 0.1 cm and 1 cm. The standard
deviation, i.e. the amount of perturbation in the microphone
array geometry, is shown on the x-axis of Figure 6 against the
POLQA improvement score.

The plots from left to right in Figure 6 show the results
for two, three and five speaker mixtures. Clearly, the SSF



9

0 0.5 1

1

1.5

2 speakers

∆
PO

L
Q

A

0 0.5 1

3 speakers

Std. of microphone position pertubations [cm]

SSF DS

0 0.5 1

5 speakers

Fig. 6: Separation results for test examples with pertubated
microphone positioning. The noise added to the microphone
placement is sampled from a zero-mean normal distribution
with a standard deviation shown on the x-axis.

approach is highly sensitive to perturbations in the microphone
array geometry. While small perturbations with a standard
deviation of 1 mm are tolerated without a significant loss in
performance, large perturbations render the method useless. In
contrast, the DS performance only slightly decreases for five
speakers and is approximately constant in the other cases. From
a perspective of robustness this can be considered a favorable
behavior. However, the DS performance for the three and
five speaker mixtures is far from the maximum performance
reached by the SSF method even with some perturbations
in the microphone array geometry. Therefore, we would not
consider the DS approach robust to variations in the spatial
characteristics related to the microphone array geometry but
view the results of this experiment as a strong indication that
the DS approach performs worse than the SSF approach for
a higher number of speakers because it does not fully exploit
the spatial information in the multi-channel data in the first
place.

VII. GENERALIZATION EXPERIMENTS

As neural networks learn to extract patterns from data, for
example the general spectro-temporal structure of speech or
the spatial characteristics of a signal arriving from a particular
direction, it is insightful to evaluate the performance of a
DNN-based approach also for inputs whose characteristics
vary from those present in the training set. Here we perform an
experiment that varies the distance between speech source and
microphone array, an experiment investigating the performance
for speech sources with similar DoA and one that adds an
additional noise source.

A. Far-field vs Near-field Scenario

The relative TdoAs of the direct-path signal are not only
related to the microphone configuration in the array, but also
influenced by the distance of the source to the microphone array.
If the distance between the source and the microphone array is
large compared to the distances between the microphones, we
commonly make a far-field assumption and model the propa-
gation of sound as a plane wave as opposed to spherical wave
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Fig. 7: POLQA improvement scores for a single speaker placed
at a varying distance to the microphone array. Results for
MCNet-SSF trained with speakers at a distance of 0.8− 1.2 m
are shown by the blue plot with square markers and the results
of a MCNet-SSF trained with a target speaker positioned at
a distance of 0.3 − 1.0 m (as in [26]) are represented by
red triangles. The range covered by the training data has been
marked by the respective color. The diameter of the microphone
array is 0.1 m in both cases.

in the near-field [1]. We have trained the SSF with mixtures of
sources that were placed at a distance of 0.8− 1.2 m to the
microphone array, which itself has a diameter of 10 cm. Here
we investigate the performance of the SSF for input signals that
deviate from the data seen during training with respect to their
distance. For this experiment, we present the SSF network with
a single reverberant speech signal originating from a varying
distance and report the POLQA improvement score in Figure 7.
The blue plot with square markers represents a network trained
with data generated according to the configuration given in
Section IV. The range that is covered by the training data
is shown be the blue shaded rectangle. We can see that the
network reaches the maximum performance for examples that
fall in this range. The performance gradually decreases as the
source moves further away, which will also decrease the DRR.
If the source moves closer toward to microphone array on the
left side of the blue area, the DRR increases. Nevertheless,
the performance drops even to negative improvement scores
as the source moves very close to the microphone array. For
our previous work on speaker extraction [22], [27], we have
trained the SSF with a target source that is placed closer to the
microphone array with a distance of 0.3− 1.0 m. The results
for this filter are shown in red. Here we can see that including
near-field examples in the training data drastically improves
the performance for close-by sources. However, as the network
spends more parameters modeling spatial characteristics in the
near-field, the performance for far-distant sources is decreased.

B. Sources with Similar DoA

All speech sources in the examples generated according to
the dataset description in Section IV have a minimum 10◦ angle
difference between them and every other source. While such
such a constraint may be realistic for example in a meeting
scenario with the microphone array positioned on the table,
in other scenarios the speakers may stand closer together. We
therefore investigate the generalization ability of the DS and
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Fig. 8: Separation results for test examples that include three
speakers, of which one is placed at a 60◦ angle, one at a 0◦

angle and one speaker with at a variable angle between −20◦

and 20◦. The left plot shows the average POLQA improvement
for the two close sources and the right plot shows the average
improvement for all three sources.

SSF approach for close sources. For this, we generate test
examples with mixtures of three speakers which are positioned
at a 60◦ angle, a 0◦ angle and a variable angle between −20◦

and 20◦. We evaluate on 60 examples for every angle difference.
The average POLQA improvement for the two close sources
is shown in the left plot of Figure 8. Clearly, neither the SSF
nor the DS approach can provide good separation results for
sources arriving from the same direction as can be seen by the
performance dip at 0◦ angle difference. However, listening to
the results it becomes clear that they handle the task in different
ways. For sources positioned in the same direction, the SSF
returns a mixture of only the two close sources excluding
the third speaker for both speakers, while the DS approach
returns different results for every speaker, which are of very
low quality.

The plot on the right side of Figure 8 includes the separation
result for the third speaker positioned at a 60◦ angle when
computing the average POLQA improvement score. Here we
can see that for the SSF, shown in blue, the average POLQA
improvement score increases by about 0.5. In contrast, the
average performance of the DS (red curve) remains about the
same as in the left plot. This means that while the SSF is
struggling to separate the two close sources, it has no problem
to accurately extract the third source. On the other hand, the
DS approach is not able to provide a reasonable result for the
third speaker if two speakers are close. From these findings, we
conclude that the decoupling of the separation results for the
individual speakers in the SSF leads to a better generalization
in a scenario that contains sources with similar DoA. The green
curve shows the performance for iDS, for which we provide
the DoA information as an additional input. Here we can see
that such a desirable decoupling is not achievable by simply
providing DoA information to a network that is trained with
PIT.

TABLE V: Separation results for two speaker mixtures with
an additional music noise source at a random position. The
number of sources refers to the number of sources predicted
by each system. We then select the outputs corresponding to
the two speech sources for evaluation.

DoA #Sources ∆POLQA ∆SI-SDR DNSMOS

McNet-SSF oracle 2 1.66 15.2 2.98

McNet-DS 2 0.65 6.5 2.28
McNet-iDS oracle 2 0.84 10.0 2.35
McNet-DS 3 1.29 14.0 2.70
McNet-iDS oracle 3 1.51 14.8 2.80

C. Noise (Unseen During Training)

It is a major advantage of the SSF in comparison with the
DS approach that the neural network does not need to be
re-trained for evaluations on mixtures of different numbers
of speakers as it focuses on extraction of speech signal from
a particular direction. In our last experiment, we now add a
music noise source to a mixture of two speakers and compare
the ability of the SSF and DS approach to generalize to this
new scenario. For the music noise source, we sample a random
position between 0.8 m and 1.2 m away from the microphone
array (same distance as speakers) and add the music signal to
the mixture signal with an SNR of 5 dB. The music signals are
taken from the jamendo subset of the MUSAN dataset [46].

The performance results are shown in Table V. The first row
shows the performance of the SSF given oracle knowledge
of the two speakers’ directions. Compared to the results in
the fifth row of Table II, the POLQA score improvement and
DNSMOS score are reduced by about 10% and 5% respectively.
However, the system still reliably separates the two speakers
without the music signal leaking into one of the estimates. In
contrast, McNet-DS trained on two speaker mixtures cannot
handle the additional noise source, which is reflected by the
low performance scores in the second row of Table V. Results
obtained with the DoA-informed McNet-iDs are given in the
third row. Interestingly, the performance notably improves if
oracle knowledge about the speaker DoAs is provided, which
was not the case for the noise-free scenario. However, the
performance is still 0.82 POLQA and 5.2 dB SI-SDR lower
than that of McNet-SSF.

Since the music noise source could be seen as a third source,
we also test the DS networks trained on three sources. For
computing the performance results, we then only consider the
outputs that correspond to the two speech sources. We can see
in the two bottom rows of Table V that this indeed improves
the performance by a large margin. The best performance is
obtained with McNet-iDS trained on three speech sources.
However, there remains a performance gap of 0.15 POLQA
score, 0.4 dB SI-SDR and 0.18 DNSMOS to the McNet-SSF,
which, unlike McNet-iDS in the last row, does not require
information about the noise source’s DoA. Since detecting the
number of noise point sources as well as their DoA will be
difficult in most real-world scenarios, the SSF, which only needs
DoA estimates for the speech sources, is not only performing
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better but is also much more practical compared to all tested
DS approaches.

VIII. CONCLUSION

Based on our conference paper [26], we proposed a steerable
DNN-based spatially selective filter (SSF). Beyond [26], here
we have investigated the separation performance of a DNN-
based spatially selective filter (SSF) steered in the direction of
each speaker in the mixture in comparison with a classic end-
to-end direct separation (DS) approach trained with PIT. We
find that the SSF, which has been trained for high spatial
selectivity in the given DoA, outperforms a DS approach
by a large margin if there are more than two speakers in
the mixture. Experiments on the robustness of either system
provides evidence that this is because the SSF better exploits
spatial information. Furthermore, we have shown that the SSF
generalizes much better to unseen noise conditions than the
DS approach.

APPENDIX

A. Network Training Details

All neural networks (JNF-DS, JNF-SSF, McNet-DS, McNet-
iDS and McNet-SSF) have been trained on an ℓ1 loss in time
and frequency domain [47]:

L(sp, ŝp) = α∥sp − ŝp∥1 +
∥∥∥|Sp| − |Ŝp|

∥∥∥
1
. (4)

The frequency-domain term Ŝp is estimated as given in (3)
by multiplication of the noisy signal’s reference channel with
the network-estimated mask and ŝ is its inverse STFT. The
parameter α is set to α = 10 to approximately equalize the
contribution of either domain. We use the Adam optimizer [48]
with an initial learning rate of 0.001 and reduce the learning
rate by a factor γ = 0.75 every 50 epochs. We train for a
maximum of 500 epochs and select the best weights based
on the validation loss. We use 32 ms windows for computing
the STFT with a 50% overlap and use the square-root Hann
window for both analysis and synthesis.

B. Peak-finding Heuristic

As a first step, we normalize the highest peak in the energy
curve to one and then run scipy.signal.find_peaks
with a prominence of 0.009, a height of 0.05 and a width of
one. If fewer peaks than the expected number of speakers are
detected, we re-execute the function with relaxed parameters
settings (no width requirement, decreased prominence of 0.001
and height of 0.025) and merge peaks that likely to represent
the same speaker as they are close together and have a similar
height. If more peaks than expected speakers are found, we
pick the highest ones.

C. DNN-based DoA Classifier

We train a DNN-based classifier for DoA estimation, which
is composed of an F-LSTM layer as described in Section III-A
and two feed-forward layers with 256 and 180 hidden units.

We use an exponential linear unit activation for the first feed-
forward layer and a sigmoid activation for the second. The
network is trained to detect for every 2◦ bin if there is a speaker
or not based on the full utterance. We train for 100 epochs
with an average binary cross-entropy loss on the dataset of
two speaker mixtures. Even though trained on two speaker
mixtures, the classifier performs sufficiently well in detecting
other numbers of speakers. We use the same peak-finding
heuristic as for the search-based strategy, which is necessary
as the classifier provides an output between zero and one for
every angle bin.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

We would like to thank J. Berger and Rohde&Schwarz
SwissQual AG for their support with POLQA.

REFERENCES

[1] P. Vary and R. Martin, Digital speech transmission: enhancement, coding
and error concealment. Chichester, England Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley,
2006.

[2] H. L. V. Trees, Optimum Array Processing: Part IV of Detection,
Estimation, and Modulation Theory. John Wiley & Sons, Apr. 2004.

[3] N. Madhu and R. Martin, “A versatile framework for speaker separation
using a model-based speaker localization approach,” IEEE Trans. Audio,
Speech, Language Proc., vol. 19, no. 7, pp. 1900–1912, 2011.

[4] S. Markovich, S. Gannot, and I. Cohen, “Multichannel eigenspace
beamforming in a reverberant noisy environment with multiple interfering
speech signals,” IEEE Trans. Audio, Speech, Language Proc., vol. 17,
no. 6, pp. 1071–1086, 2009.

[5] M. Souden, S. Araki, K. Kinoshita, T. Nakatani, and H. Sawada, “A
multichannel MMSE-based framework for speech source separation and
noise reduction,” IEEE Trans. Audio, Speech, Language Proc., vol. 21,
no. 9, pp. 1913–1928, 2013.

[6] S. Gannot, E. Vincent, S. Markovich-Golan, and A. Ozerov, “A
consolidated perspective on multimicrophone speech enhancement and
source separation,” IEEE/ACM Trans. Audio, Speech, Language Proc.,
vol. 25, no. 4, pp. 692–730, 2017.

[7] M. Taseska and E. A. Habets, “Doa-informed source extraction in the
presence of competing talkers and background noise,” EURASIP J. Adv.
Signal Proc., vol. 2017, no. 1, p. 60, 2017.

[8] L. Drude and R. Haeb-Umbach, “Tight integration of spatial and spectral
features for BSS with deep clustering embeddings,” in Proceedings of
Interspeech, 2017, pp. 2650–2654.

[9] T. Yoshioka, H. Erdogan, Z. Chen, and F. Alleva, “Multi-microphone
neural speech separation for far-field multi-talker speech recognition,”
in IEEE Int. Conf. Acoustics, Speech, Signal Proc. (ICASSP), 2018, pp.
5739–5743.

[10] Z.-Q. Wang, H. Erdogan, S. Wisdom, K. Wilson, D. Raj, S. Watanabe,
Z. Chen, and J. R. Hershey, “Sequential multi-frame neural beamforming
for speech separation and enhancement,” in IEEE Spoken Language
Technology Workshop (SLT), 2021, pp. 905–911.

[11] S. Sivasankaran, E. Vincent, and D. Fohr, “Analyzing the impact of
speaker localization errors on speech separation for automatic speech
recognition,” in Proc. Euro. Signal Proc. Conf. (EUSIPCO), 2020, pp.
346–350.

[12] R. Liu, Y. Zhou, H. Liu, X. Xu, J. Jia, and B. Chen, “A new neural
beamformer for multi-channel speech separation,” Journal of Signal
Processing Systems, vol. 94, no. 10, pp. 977–987, 2022.

[13] A. S. Subramanian, C. Weng, M. Yu, S.-X. Zhang, Y. Xu, S. Watanabe,
and D. Yu, “Far-field location guided target speech extraction using
end-to-end speech recognition objectives,” in IEEE Int. Conf. Acoustics,
Speech, Signal Proc. (ICASSP), 2020, pp. 7299–7303.

[14] Z. Chen, T. Yoshioka, X. Xiao, L. Li, M. L. Seltzer, and Y. Gong,
“Efficient integration of fixed beamformers and speech separation
networks for multi-channel far-field speech separation,” in IEEE Int.
Conf. Acoustics, Speech, Signal Proc. (ICASSP), 2018, pp. 5384–5388.

[15] A. Aroudi and S. Braun, “Dbnet: Doa-driven beamforming network
for end-to-end reverberant sound source separation,” in IEEE Int. Conf.
Acoustics, Speech, Signal Proc. (ICASSP), 2021, pp. 211–215.



12

[16] J. Heymann, L. Drude, A. Chinaev, and R. Haeb-Umbach, “BLSTM
supported GEV beamformer front-end for the 3rd CHiME challenge,” in
IEEE Workshop Autom. Speech Recog. and Underst. (ASRU), Scottsdale,
USA, 2015, pp. 444–451.

[17] Z.-Q. Wang, J. Le Roux, and J. R. Hershey, “Multi-channel deep
clustering: Discriminative spectral and spatial embeddings for speaker-
independent speech separation,” in IEEE Int. Conf. Acoustics, Speech,
Signal Proc. (ICASSP), 2018, pp. 1–5.

[18] R. Gu, S.-X. Zhang, L. Chen, Y. Xu, M. Yu, D. Su, Y. Zou, and D. Yu,
“Enhancing end-to-end multi-channel speech separation via spatial feature
learning,” in IEEE Int. Conf. Acoustics, Speech, Signal Proc. (ICASSP),
2020, pp. 7319–7323.

[19] Y. Luo, Z. Chen, N. Mesgarani, and T. Yoshioka, “End-to-end microphone
permutation and number invariant multi-channel speech separation,” in
IEEE Int. Conf. Acoustics, Speech, Signal Proc. (ICASSP), 2020, pp.
6394–6398.

[20] C. Quan and X. Li, “Multichannel Speech Separation with Narrow-band
Conformer,” in Proceedings of Interspeech, 2022, pp. 5378–5382.

[21] K. Tesch and T. Gerkmann, “Nonlinear spatial filtering in multichannel
speech enhancement,” IEEE/ACM Trans. Audio, Speech, Language Proc.,
vol. 29, pp. 1795–1805, 2021.

[22] ——, “Insights into deep non-linear filters for improved multi-channel
speech enhancement,” IEEE/ACM Trans. Audio, Speech, Language Proc.,
vol. 31, pp. 563–575, 2023.

[23] Z.-Q. Wang and D. Wang, “Combining spectral and spatial features for
deep learning based blind speaker separation,” IEEE/ACM Trans. Audio,
Speech, Language Proc., vol. 27, no. 2, pp. 457–468, 2019.

[24] R. Gu, L. Chen, S.-X. Zhang, J. Zheng, Y. Xu, M. Yu, D. Su, Y. Zou,
and D. Yu, “Neural Spatial Filter: Target Speaker Speech Separation
Assisted with Directional Information,” in Proceedings of Interspeech,
2019, pp. 4290–4294.

[25] Z. Chen, X. Xiao, T. Yoshioka, H. Erdogan, J. Li, and Y. Gong, “Multi-
channel overlapped speech recognition with location guided speech
extraction network,” in IEEE Spoken Language Technology Workshop
(SLT), 2018, pp. 558–565.

[26] K. Tesch and T. Gerkmann, “Spatially selective deep non-linear filters
for speaker extraction,” in IEEE Int. Conf. Acoustics, Speech, Signal
Proc. (ICASSP), Jun. 2023.

[27] K. Tesch, N.-H. Mohrmann, and T. Gerkmann, “On the role of spatial,
spectral, and temporal processing for dnn-based non-linear multi-channel
speech enhancement,” in Proceedings of Interspeech, Sep. 2022, pp.
2908–2912.

[28] D. Markovic, A. Defossez, and A. Richard, “Implicit Neural Spatial
Filtering for Multichannel Source Separation in the Waveform Domain,”
in Proceedings of Interspeech, Sep. 2022, pp. 1806–1810.

[29] J. Wechsler, S. R. Chetupalli, W. Mack, and E. A. Habets, “Multi-
microphone speaker separation by spatial regions,” in IEEE Int. Conf.
Acoustics, Speech, Signal Proc. (ICASSP), Jun. 2023.

[30] T. Jenrungrot, V. Jayaram, S. Seitz, and I. Kemelmacher-Shlizerman,
“The cone of silence: Speech separation by localization,” in Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 33, 2020, pp. 20 925–20 938.

[31] S. Kindt, A. Bohlender, and N. Madhu, “Improved separation of closely-
spaced speakers by exploiting auxiliary direction of arrival information
within a u-net architecture,” in 18th IEEE Int. Conf. on Advanced Video
and Signal Based Surveillance (AVSS), 2022, pp. 1–8.

[32] X. Li and R. Horaud, “Multichannel speech enhancement based on time-
frequency masking using subband long short-term memory,” in IEEE
Workshop Applications Signal Proc. Audio, Acoustics (WASPAA), 2019,
pp. 298–302.

[33] D. S. Williamson, Y. Wang, and D. Wang, “Complex Ratio Masking
for Monaural Speech Separation,” IEEE/ACM Trans. Audio, Speech,
Language Proc., no. 3, pp. 483–492, 2016.

[34] Y. Yang, C. Quan, and X. Li, “Mcnet: Fuse multiple cues for multichannel
speech enhancement,” in IEEE Int. Conf. Acoustics, Speech, Signal Proc.
(ICASSP), Jun. 2023.

[35] O. Vinyals, A. Toshev, S. Bengio, and D. Erhan, “Show and tell: A
neural image caption generator,” in Proc. of the IEEE Conf. on Comp.
Vision and Pattern Recog. (CVPR), Jun. 2015.

[36] R. Scheibler, E. Bezzam, and I. Dokmanić, “Pyroomacoustics: A python
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