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ABSTRACT

A one-shot algorithm called iterationless DANSE (iDANSE)
is introduced to perform distributed adaptive node-specific
signal estimation (DANSE) in a fully connected wireless
acoustic sensor network (WASN) deployed in an environment
with non-overlapping latent signal subspaces. The iDANSE
algorithm matches the performance of a centralized algorithm
in a single processing cycle while devices exchange fused
versions of their multichannel local microphone signals. Key
advantages of iDANSE over currently available solutions are
its iterationless nature, which favors deployment in real-time
applications, and the fact that devices can exchange fewer
fused signals than the number of latent sources in the en-
vironment. The proposed method is validated in numerical
simulations including a speech enhancement scenario.

Index Terms— Speech enhancement, distributed signal
estimation, sensor networks, latent subspaces

1. INTRODUCTION

The recent increase in acoustic sensor availability enables
the creation of wireless acoustic sensor networks (WASNs),
which can surpass the individual device performance and be
more flexible than centralized systems [1]. Their use relies on
distributed algorithms with low latency and low bandwidth
usage. Most existing solutions focus on the estimation of pa-
rameter vectors [2, 3] or a single globally defined quantity [4],
even though many applications require estimation of node-
specific target signals [5]. The exploration of this problem
has led to the distributed adaptive node-specific signal esti-
mation (DANSE) algorithm [6] and variants thereof [7, 8, 9].

This research was carried out at the ESAT Laboratory of KU Leuven,
in the frame of Research Council KU Leuven C14-21-0075 “A holistic ap-
proach to the design of integrated and distributed digital signal processing al-
gorithms for audio and speech communication devices”, supported by the Eu-
ropean Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under the
Marie Skłodowska-Curie grant agreement No. 956369: ‘Service-Oriented
Ubiquitous Network-Driven Sound — SOUNDS’, and in the frame of Re-
search Project FWO nr. G0C0623N ’User-centric distributed signal process-
ing algorithms for next generation cell-free massive MIMO based wireless
communication networks’. The scientific responsibility is assumed by its au-
thors. This paper reflects only the authors’ views and the Union is not liable
for any use that may be made of the contained information.

If the target sound sources are all observable by all nodes,
their latent subspaces fully overlap and DANSE reaches the
performance of an equivalent centralized algorithm. Remark-
ably, DANSE reaches optimality while nodes only exchange
dimensionally reduced (so-called fused) versions of their
local sensor signals.

In general, however, the target signals of different nodes
may span different latent subspaces which may not mutually
overlap. For example, signals recorded in an airport or a train
station may exhibit non-overlapping latent subspaces if some
sound sources produce signals that are of interest to node k
but that cannot be captured by node q. This may be the case
although k and q can exchange data and may simultaneously
aim at estimating a signal stemming from a shared fully over-
lapping latent subspace, e.g., a public address (PA) signal.

This scenario has been addressed in [9], where it was con-
cluded that each node should broadcast as many fused signals
as the number of latent sources observed by the entire WASN
for DANSE to remain optimal. Even with such increased
communication bandwidth, DANSE still requires several it-
erations to converge, a clear limiting factor for applications
requiring real-time processing [8]. To address both of these
shortcomings, we present the iterationless DANSE algorithm
(iDANSE), which matches the centralized signal estimation
performance in a single processing cycle (i.e., in one shot)
even if non-overlapping latent subspaces are present. Unlike
in [9], nodes within iDANSE do not need to exchange more
fused signals than the dimension of the fully overlapping la-
tent subspace shared by all nodes.

2. PROBLEM STATEMENT

2.1. Signal model

Consider a WASN with K nodes and Mk sensors at node k,
where k ∈ K := {1, . . . ,K} and M :=

∑
k∈K Mk. The

WASN is deployed in a scene composed of S desired sources
and N noise sources, all mutually uncorrelated. A source is
said to be “global” if its signal is captured by all nodes (e.g.,
a PA system) or “local” if its signal is only captured by one
node (e.g., a nearby conversation partner). The proposed al-
gorithm can be extended to include cases where a latent signal
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Fig. 1. Scenario with 4 nodes, 1 global and 2 local desired
sources (red), 2 global and 3 local noise sources (grey).

is captured by more than one but not all nodes, although this is
not exposed here. Among the S desired sources,

◦
S are global,

grouped in the set
◦
S. The other Ṡ := S−

◦
S sources are local,

grouped in Ṡ . This notation (“circle ◦” or “dot ·”) is adopted
for clarity as the dot represents a single node and the circle
the whole WASN. For any k ∈ K, there exist Ṡk local desired
sources, grouped in Ṡk, that contribute to its local sensor sig-
nals. Analogous notation is adopted for the noise, replacing
S and S by N and N , respectively. This results in the signal
model for the Mk local sensor signals yk of node k:

yk := sk + nk :=
◦
sk + ṡk +

◦
nk + ṅk ∈ CMk , (1)

where sk :=
◦
sk + ṡk is the desired signal component with ◦

sk
and ṡk the global and local contributions, respectively, and
analogous notation is used for the noise nk :=

◦
nk + ṅk.

Note that sensor noise is included in ṅk. Signals are assumed
complex-valued to allow frequency-domain representations.

All local sensor signals can be stacked into a centralized
M -dimensional vector y = s + n =

◦
s + ṡ +

◦
n + ṅ, where

y := [yT
1 . . .yT

K ]T with ·T the transpose operator, and the
other vectors are analogously defined from (1). The relevant
terms in this centralized model can be further expanded as:

y =
◦
A

◦
slat + Ȧṡlat +

◦
n + ṅ ∈ CM , (2)

where
◦
A ∈ CM×

◦
S and Ȧ ∈ CM×Ṡ are steering matrices

between the M sensors and the sources in
◦
S producing the

latent signals ◦
slat and those in Ṡ producing ṡlat, respectively.

An example is depicted in Fig.1, where the same notation is
adopted for noise latent signals ◦

nlat (global) and ṅlat (local).
The matrix Ȧ has a sparse block structure since any node k
only captures the signals of the local sources in Ṡk. Let the
signals in ◦

slat be ordered from the latent signals generated by
the sources in Ṡ1 down to ṠK . Then Ȧ can be written as:

Ȧ :=

 Ȧ1

...
ȦK

 :=

Ȧ
′
1 . . . 0

...
. . .

...
0 . . . Ȧ′

K

 , (3)

where Ȧ′
k ∈ CMk×Ṡk is the non-zero part of Ȧk ∈ CMk×Ṡ .

2.2. Centralized solution

Consider the centralized case where each node k ∈ K aims
at estimating a J-channel target signal dk := ET

kksk, where
Ekk is an Mk×J selection matrix. The value of J is assumed
equal for all nodes without loss of generality, although it may
in princple differ between nodes. Node k solves the linear
minimum mean square error (LMMSE) problem:

Wk := argmin
W∈CM×J

E{∥dk −WHy∥22}, ∀ k ∈ K, (4)

where E{·} denotes the expectation operator, ∥ · ∥2 the Eu-
clidean norm, and ·H the Hermitian transpose. The solution
to this centralized signal estimation problem is the multichan-
nel Wiener filter (MWF):

Wk = (Ryy)
−1

Rydk
, ∀ k ∈ K, (5)

with the spatial covariance matrices (SCMs) Ryy := E{yyH}
and Rydk

:= E{ydH
k }. The target signal is then estimated as

d̂k := WH
k y. Note that, since the desired and noise sources

are uncorrelated, Rydk
:= RssEk where Rss := E{ssH}

and Ek is an M × J matrix extracting dk from s.
Note that Ryy can be directly estimated from the mi-

crophone signals via averaging techniques as described in,
e.g., [6, Sec.V-A]. In the case of speech as desired signal, a
voice activity detector (VAD) can be obtained using various
methods [3, 10, 11] and used to compute Rss as Ryy −Rnn.

2.3. Review of the DANSE algorithm

The DANSE algorithm [6] is an iterative distributed algorithm
that can be used to solve the estimation problem (4) in a fully
connected WASN. At DANSE iteration i, node k defines a
so-called fusion matrix Pi

k ∈ CMk×J to compute the fused
signal zik := PiH

k yk. Each node broadcasts its fused signal to
all other nodes. Node k then has access to:

ỹi
k :=

[
yT
k ziT−k

]T ∈ CM̃k , (6)

where zi−k := [ziT1 . . . ziTk−1 ziTk+1 . . . ziTK ]T and M̃k :=
Mk + J(K − 1). In practice, iterations are spread over time,
with a different frame of signal yk at each i. Any updating
node k solves the following LMMSE problem:

W̃i+1
k := argmin

W∈CM̃k×J

E{∥dk −WHỹi
k∥22}

= (R̃i
ykyk

)−1R̃i
ykdk

,

(7)

where R̃i
ykyk

:= E{ỹi
kỹ

iH
k } and R̃i

ykdk
:= E{ỹi

kd
H
k }. These

SCMs must be estimated using, e.g., the techniques men-
tioned in Section 2.2. The target signal estimate is then ob-
tained as d̂

i+1

k := W̃i+1,H
k ỹi

k. Nodes may use (7) to update
sequentially [6], simultaneously, or asynchronously [12]. The
filters W̃i+1

k can be partitioned as [Wi+1,T
kk |Gi+1,T

k,−k ]T, where
Wi+1

kk ∈ CMk×J is applied to yk. An iteration is completed
by setting Pi+1

k = Wi+1
kk .



2.4. Discussion on DANSE optimality

The DANSE algorithm reaches optimality when dk spans the
entire latent subspace defined by the sources that contribute
to it. A too low J leads to an ill-posed problem [6, Sec.II-B].
For (2), supposing J equal for all nodes, this implies:

J ≥
◦
S +max

k∈K
Ṡk, (8)

since the desired latent subspace may contain contributions
from both global and local sources.

The condition (8) is necessary but not sufficient to en-
sure convergence. In fact, extensive simulations have shown
that DANSE does not reach the centralized solution when lo-
cal desired sources and global noise sources are present, i.e.,
when Ṡk > 0 for at least one node k and

◦
N > 0, even if (8)

holds. This is stated as an observation since a formal conver-
gence proof in those conditions is not available.

3. THE iDANSE ALGORITHM

Iterations may be avoided for distributed signal estimation
while exchanging fused signals between nodes. Section 3.1
provides an intuition for this fact through a mathematical
proof for a simple signal model. Extending this reasoning
to (2), it can be shown that iDANSE (defined in Section 3.2)
is optimal in one-shot, though the full proof is ommitted.

3.1. One-shot estimation: an example

Suppose
◦
S≥1,

◦
N=0, Ṡ=0, and J=

◦
S, i.e., (2) reduces to

y =
◦
A

◦
slat + ṅ. Since ◦

slat and ṅ are uncorrelated, Rydk
=

◦
A

◦
Rlat

ss

◦
AHEk where

◦
Rlat

ss := E{◦
slat

◦
slat,H}. Furthermore,

Ryy can be separated as
◦
A

◦
Rlat

ss

◦
AH + Ṙnn where Ṙnn :=

E{ṅṅH} is block-diagonal. Making use of the matrix inver-
sion lemma, we can re-write (5) as (details omitted):

Wk = Γ
◦
ADk, (9)

with Dk :=
(
IJ −X−1

◦
AHΓ

◦
A
) ◦
Rlat

ss

◦
AHEk, (10)

and X := (
◦
Rlat

ss )
−1 +

◦
AHΓ

◦
A ∈ CJ×J , (11)

where Γ := (Ṙnn)
−1 and Dk ∈ CJ×J is thus a full-rank

matrix. The centralized MWF can be partitioned as Wk =:
[WT

k1 . . . WT
kK ]T where Wkq is applied to yq . Since Γ is

block-diagonal with blocks {Γ1, . . . ,ΓK}, it holds that:

Wkq = Γq

◦
AqDk, ∀ (k, q) ∈ K2, (12)

with
◦
A =: [

◦
AT

1 . . .
◦
AT

K ]T similarly to (3). Now consider the
local MWF at node q aiming at estimating dq from yq , i.e.,
Ŵq := (Ryqyq )

−1Ryqdq where Ryqdq
:= E{yqd

H
q }. As

for (9), it can be shown that (details omitted):

Ŵq = Γq

◦
AqDqq, (13)

with Dqq ∈ CJ×J a full-rank matrix. From (12) and (13),
it can be seen that the local MWF at any node q ∈ K is in
the same column space as the corresponding part of Wk. The
local estimate zq = ŴH

q yq can then be broadcasted to all
other nodes, such that node k ̸= q has access to:

ỹk :=
[
yT
k zT−k

]T
, (14)

where z−k := [zT1 . . . zTk−1 zTk+1 . . . zTK ]T. Node k can
compute an MWF to estimate dk from ỹk as:

W̃k := (R̃ykyk
)−1R̃sksk

Ẽk ∈ CM̃k×J , (15)

where ỹk =: s̃k + ñk, R̃ykyk
:= E{ỹkỹ

H
k }, R̃ykyk

:=

E{s̃ks̃Hk }, and Ẽk is a selection matrix. We can partition W̃k

as [WT
kk | GT

k,−k]
T where Wkk ∈ CMk×J and Gk,−k ∈

CJ(K−1)×J contains Gkq ∈ CJ×J matrices, ∀ q ∈ K\{k}.
The network-wide parametrization of (15) is then:

WNW
k = [(Ŵ1Gk1)

T . . . WT
kk . . . (ŴKGkK)T]T, (16)

where it can be verified that W̃H
k ỹk = WNW,H

k y. Compar-
ing (12) and (13), it can be seen that the centralized filters
Wk are included in the solution space of (16) and are ob-
tained with Gkq = D−1

qq Dk, ∀ (k, q) ∈ K2. No iterations are
needed to reach optimality since Ŵk is independent of W̃k.

3.2. Algorithm definition

We now consider the complete signal model of (2), where
◦
N

and Ṡ may be non-zero. The iDANSE algorithm can be used
to perform optimal one-shot distributed signal estimation in
that case. In iDANSE, each node k transmits a J-dimensional
fused signal zk which is an estimate of the global component
in their local sensor signals. Each node then uses all the local
estimates it receives from other nodes along with its own local
sensor signals to reach the centralized solution.

1: Define gk := ET
kk

◦
yk := ET

kk(
◦
sk +

◦
nk) ∈ CJ .

2: Compute the solution to:
◦
Wk := argmin

W∈CMk×J

E{∥gk −WHyk∥22}. (17)

3: Send zk :=
◦
W

H

k yk to all other nodes.
4: Receive {zq}q∈K\{k} and build ỹk as (14).
5: Compute W̃k via (15).
6: Obtain desired signal estimate as d̂k := W̃H

k ỹk.

The solution to (17) is the MWF
◦
Wk = (Rykyk

)−1Rykgk

where Rykyk
:= E{yky

H
k } and Rykgk

:= E{ykg
H
k }. Since

all sources are mutually uncorrelated, Rykgk
:=

◦
Rykyk

Ekk

with
◦
Rykyk

:= E{ ◦
yk

◦
yH
k }. The SCMs Rykyk

and
◦
Rykyk

must be estimated from the data, which can be achieved us-
ing a VAD distinguishing between the contributions of local
and global sources [3, 10, 11]. Note that this VAD estima-
tion problem may be less straightforward to solve than the
traditional case encountered in DANSE [6].



3.3. iDANSE optimality and comparison with DANSE

In iDANSE, the fused signals zk must be of sufficiently high
dimension to span the latent subspace formed by the global
source signals ◦

slat and ◦
nlat, i.e., J ≥

◦
S +

◦
N . In that case,

iDANSE is optimal in the general case (2) as formulated in
Theorem 1 (proof is an extension of Section 3.1, omitted due
to space constraints). Note that this differs from [9], which
states that J must be at least equal to the dimension of the
latent desired subspace spanned by the entire WASN.

Theorem 1. Let dk =
◦
Ak

◦
slat + Ȧkṡ

lat for all k ∈ K
with ◦

slat and ṡlat complex
◦
S-channel and Ṡ-channel signals,

respectively,
◦
Ak a J ×

◦
S matrix of rank

◦
S, and Ȧk a J × Ṡ

matrix of rank Ṡk < Ṡ. Let there be
◦
N global noise sources

in the environment. If J ≥
◦
S+

◦
N , then the iDANSE algorithm

reaches the centralized LMMSE solution (5) for any k.

If Ṡ=0, both DANSE and iDANSE reach the centralized
solution. A trade-off then appears between convergence speed
and bandwidth usage, as DANSE requires

◦
S fused signals but

multiple iterations to converge, while iDANSE reaches the
optimum in a single cycle but requires

◦
S+

◦
N fused signals.

4. NUMERICAL RESULTS

4.1. Convergence assessment

In order to assess the convergence of iDANSE, a general
case where latent signal samples and steering matrix entries
are drawn from standard normal distributions is first con-
sidered. A fully connected WASN with K=10 nodes and
Mk=8, ∀ k is deployed in a static scene composed of

◦
S=1

global desired source, Ṡk=5, ∀ k local desired sources,
◦
N=1

global noise source, and Ṅk=3, ∀ k local noise sources.
All localized sources are given the same power to obtain
a signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of 0 dB on average over all
nodes. Sensor noise is scaled to 10% of the first sensor sig-
nal power at all nodes. The performance of (i) iDANSE is
compared to that of (ii) centralized processing, (iii) DANSE
with sequential node-updating using J =

◦
S + maxkṠk or

(iv) J =
◦
S and (v) processing using only the Mk local

sensor signals. The mean square error (MSE) defined as
MSEd[l] = 1

KJB

∑
k∈K

∑(l+1)B−1
n=lB ∥d̂k[n] − dk[n]∥22 is

computed between the true desired signals and the estimates
obtained via each of the mentioned algorithms. This is first
done once using the true SCMs computed from the steering
matrices themselves. To simulate online-mode processing,
frame-based SCM estimation via exponential averaging is
employed by frame size B = 250 samples and forgetting fac-
tor 0.995. The value of J is indicated as x in legend entries of
the type (i)DANSEx. The results in Fig.2 show that iDANSE
reaches the centralized performance instantly with true SCMs
and very quickly in online-mode while DANSE is unable to
reach the optimum, even with J =

◦
S +maxkṠk.
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Fig. 2. MSEd as function of time frame index (iteration index
for DANSE). True SCMs: dashed lines. Online SCMs esti-
mates: solid lines.

4.2. Speech enhancement scenario

Consider a scenario where a fully connected WASN with
K=3 nodes Mk=6, ∀ k is deployed in a static scene with
a reverberation time of 0.15 s. The node-specific target sig-
nals include a speech signal produced by a single PA system
(

◦
S=1) and may (scenario “G”: Ṡk=1, ∀ k) or may not (sce-

nario “G+L”: Ṡk=0, ∀ k) include a local desired speech
source. Speech signals consist of LibriSpeech [13] snippets.
The scene includes

◦
N=2 global and Ṅk=1, ∀ k local babble

noise sources. Processing is done over 10 s of signal using
the weighted overlap-add (WOLA) framework [14, 15] with
1024 samples per frame, 50% frame-overlap, and a forgetting
factor of 0.995. The performance is evaluated in terms of
extended short-term objective intelligibility (eSTOI) [16] and
SNR of the first desired signal estimate channel on average
over all nodes, for algorithms (i), (ii), (iii), and (v) – as de-
fined in Section 4.1. The results in Fig.3 show that iDANSE
outperforms DANSE in both “G” and “G+L” scenarios. In-
deed, even when Ṡk=0, ∀ k, a better performance is achieved
by iDANSE due to its faster convergence.

G G+L
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

eSTOI [-]

G G+L

−5

0

5

10

15

SNR [dB]

Unprocessed
Local
DANSE3

iDANSE3

Centralized

Fig. 3. eSTOI and SNR averages over all nodes.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, the iDANSE algorithm has been introduced for
iterationless LMMSE estimation of node-specific signals in a
fully connected WASN where latent desired subspaces may
be non-overlapping. Future work will address the generaliza-
tion of iDANSE to partially overlapping latent subspaces and
a topology-independent iDANSE formulation.
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