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ABSTRACT

Cinematic audio source separation (CASS), as a stan-
dalone problem of extracting individual stems from their
mixture, is a fairly new subtask of audio source separation.
A typical setup of CASS is a three-stem problem, with the
aim of separating the mixture into the dialogue (DX), mu-
sic (MX), and effects (FX) stems. Given the creative na-
ture of cinematic sound production, however, several edge
cases exist; some sound sources do not fit neatly in any of
these three stems, necessitating the use of additional aux-
iliary stems in production. One very common edge case
is the singing voice in film audio, which may belong in
either the DX or MX or neither, depending heavily on the
cinematic context. In this work, we demonstrate a very
straightforward extension of the dedicated-decoder Bandit
and query-based single-decoder Banquet models to a four-
stem problem, treating non-musical dialogue, instrumental
music, singing voice, and effects as separate stems. In-
terestingly, the query-based Banquet model outperformed
the dedicated-decoder Bandit model. We hypothesized that
this is due to a better feature alignment at the bottleneck as
enforced by the band-agnostic FiLM layer.

1. INTRODUCTION

Applications of digital signal processing and machine
learning to improve the audio experience in television or
cinematic content have been attempted since at least the
mid-2000s, often focusing on enhancing dialogue intelli-
gibility with [1] or without [2, 3] source separation as a
preprocessing step. However, cinematic audio source sep-
aration (CASS), as a standalone problem of extracting indi-
vidual stems from their mixture, remains an emerging sub-
task of audio source separation. To the best of our knowl-
edge, most standalone CASS works thus far have relied on
the three-stem setup introduced in [4], with the goal of sep-
arating the mixture into the dialogue (DX), music (MX),
and effects (FX) stem. Although this is already a very use-
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ful setup for many downstream tasks, certain cinematic au-
dio production workflow requires more granular controls
over the distribution of sound sources into stems, with a
significant number of edge cases and contextual nuances
that evade putting all cinematic sound sources into three
clear-cut boxes. As a result, additional auxiliary stems 1

are often needed in some content, to account for sound
events such as walla and singing voice.

Adding supports for these additional stems remains an
open problem in CASS and poses a significant complex-
ity increase in a system with a dedicated decoder for each
stem. In this work, 2 we focus on adding support for distin-
guishing singing voice from speech and instrumental mu-
sic, as this is perhaps one of the most unaddressed open
problems in CASS research, as evidenced by the discus-
sions in the Cinematic Demixing track of the 2023 Sound
Demixing Challenge [5]. To do so, we straightforwardly
added an additional stem to the Bandit model [6] and the
Banquet model [7] and trained the systems on a modified
version of the Divide and Remaster (DnR) v3 dataset [8]
with the music stem drawn from music source separation
datasets to provide clean vocal and instrumental ground
truths. Interestingly, the results indicated that the query-
based single-decoder Banquet model consistently outper-
formed the dedicated-decoder Bandit model.

2. DATA

Most CASS works so far relied on the DnR v2 [4] dataset,
which is a three-stem English-language dataset with the
music stem drawn from the Free Music Archive (FMA)
dataset [9]. The recently released multilingual rework
(v3) of DnR [8] also drew the music stem from FMA.
Since FMA does not provide clean isolated vocal and in-
strumental stems, it is not possible to cleanly obtain iso-
lated vocal and instrumental ground truths; there is also no
way of distinguishing between types of vocalization (e.g.
speech vs singing) in FMA. As a result, the dataset used
in this work is an adaptation of DnR v3, with the music
stems drawing from the music source separation datasets
MUSDB18-HQ [10] and MoisesDB [11] instead. We also
removed all tracks and/or stems with bleed from these
datasets. The generation process is similar to that in [8],
with the vocals and instrumentals temporally aligned.

1 See tinyurl.com/nflx-mne-guidelines. Last accessed: 2 Aug 2024.
2 Dataset and model implementation will be made available at

github.com/kwatcharasupat/source-separation-landing.
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Figure 1. Model architecture for (left) Bandit and (right)
Banquet. Bandit has a dedicated decoder for each stem.
Banquet uses only one shared decoder.

3. SYSTEM

The systems used in this work are (1) the 64-band mu-
sical Bandit model [6] and (2) its query-based adapta-
tion, Banquet [7]. The model architectures are shown in
Fig. 1. We experimented with three training setups. In
the instrumental-only setup, the mixture does not contain
any singing vocals. Each system extracts three stems: DX,
MX-I, and FX. In the combined MX and split MX setups,
the mixture contains singing vocals. The combined setup
extracts three stems, with the MX stem containing both
vocals and instrumentals (MX-*). The split setup extracts
four stems, with singing vocals (MX-V) and instrumen-
tals (MX-I) separately. Unlike the query-by-audio Banquet
in [7], the variant of Banquet used in this work is set up so
that the conditioning vectors are directly learnable as stem-
specific parameters. The training setup follows [8].

4. RESULTS

To evaluate the performance of the models, we compute
the full-track signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) on each stem.
The results are shown in Table 1. For the split setup, the
MX-* result was evaluated using the sum of MX-I and
MX-V estimates. Although the MX stem contents are dif-
ferent from the canonical DnR v3, the results indicated that
the performance of the model is within a similar range to
the benchmark reported in [8]. The model interestingly
did not exhibit any overfitting behavior during training, de-
spite MUSDB18-HQ and MoisesDB combined being sig-
nificantly smaller than the subset of FMA used in [8].

Across all setups and stems, the Banquet model per-
formed statistically significantly better (p ă 0.01) than
Bandit, although with varying effect sizes. In the
instrumental-only setup, the effect sizes were all very
small, with the models performing within 0.2 dB of each
other, indicating that either model would work similarly
in this setup. With the inclusion of vocals in the MX
stem, the performance dropped by around 1 dB for DX
and FX, indicating that this setup is likely harder. Be-
tween the models, the performances are still with 0.2 dB
of each other, but the effect sizes are slightly higher in

Setup Model DX MX-V MX-I MX-* FX
Inst. only Bandit (37.0 M) 16.0 11.6 11.2

Banquet (19.7 M) 16.1 11.8 11.3
Cohen’s d 0.16 0.11 0.14

Combined Bandit (37.0 M) 14.7 11.4 10.2
Banquet (19.7 M) 14.9 11.6 10.3
Cohen’s d 0.34 0.23 0.08

Split Bandit (37.0 M) 14.3 9.4 10.1 11.4 10.1
Banquet (19.7 M) 14.9 9.9 10.6 11.8 10.4
Cohen’s d 0.72 0.71 0.38 0.42 0.21

Table 1. Median SNR of Bandit and Banquet in different
training setups. Paired-sample Cohen’s d values indicate
effect sizes of Banquet performance relative to Bandit.

DX MX-V MX-I FX

Figure 2. Normalized clustermap of Banquet’s γi for each
stem in the split MX setup. Lighter color indicates larger
normalized value.

the DX and MX stems than in the instrumental MX setup
while the effect size of the FX stem is very small. When
treating the singing vocals and instrumentals separately,
the Bandit model dropped in performance by 0.4 dB on the
speech stem. Across the board, moderate-to-large effect
sizes were seen in DX and all MX stems, with the Banquet
model performing 0.4 dB to 0.6 dB better.

Although both models consist of a single encoder re-
sponsible for computing the mixture embedding Υ, Bandit
has a dedicated decoder for each stem while Banquet has a
single shared decoder. As a result, in Bandit, the “separa-
tion” happens in the band-wise decoding block that maps
Λb to Mi,b, where i is the stem index and b is the band
index. This map is nonlinear, likely allowing the represen-
tation Υ to remain entangled. In Banquet, the “separation”
occurs in the band-agnostic FiLM layer. Given that FiLM
is equivalent to an affine operation whose linear map is
constrained to a diagonal matrix, Banquet likely encour-
ages independence across features or groups thereof. This
conjecture is partially supported by the z-normalized clus-
ter map of γi, shown in Fig.2. Although the clustering is
not fully obvious, it can be seen that most features are only
activated for one or two of the stems, likely indicating that
each abstract feature is responsible for a semantic concept
specific to only one or two stems.

5. CONCLUSION

In this work, we demonstrate a straightforward extension
of the Bandit and Banquet models for a CASS setup that
distinguishes between singing voice, dialogues, and in-
strumental music. Experimental results indicated that the
query-based Banquet model performed significantly bet-
ter despite only requiring half the parameters. Additional
analyses are required to better understand these behaviors.
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