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Abstract—In an active sensing system, waveforms with good
auto-correlations are preferred for accurate parameter estima-
tion. Furthermore, spectral compatibility is required to avoid
mutual interference between devices as the electromagnetic
environment becomes increasingly crowded. Waveforms should
also be unimodular due to hardware limits. In this paper,
a new approach to generating a unimodular sequence with
an approximately optimal peak side-lobe level (PSL) in auto-
correlation and adjustable stopband attenuation is proposed. The
proposed method is based on alternating minimization (AM) and
numerical results suggest that it outperforms existing methods
in terms of PSL. We also develop a theoretical lower bound for
the PSL minimization problem under spectral constraints and
unimodular constraints, which can be used for the evaluation of
the results in various works about this waveform design problem.
It is observed in the numerical results that the PSL of the
proposed algorithm is close to the derived lower bound.

Index Terms—Active sensing system, waveform design, peak
side-lobe level, spectral compatibility, alternating minimization,
Lagrangian, dual problem, lower bound.

I. INTRODUCTION

IN an active sensing system, such as radar or sonar, valuable

properties of the targets can be determined by transmitting

waveforms to an area of interest and analyzing the received

signals [1]. For example, given the propagation speed of

radar waves, we can estimate the distance between the radar

and the target by measuring the round-trip time delay. The

target’s speed can be calculated by measuring the Doppler

frequency shift of the received signal [2]. It comes as no

surprise that a good design of the transmitted waveform can

not only lead to accurate parameter estimation but also a

reduced computational burden at the receiver [1–3].

Since the matched filter is commonly applied for range

compression to maximize the signal-to-noise ratio [1, 4], a

waveform whose auto-correlation exhibits low side-lobes is

desirable [3, 5]. Furthermore, the unimodular property is gen-

erally desirable for a radar waveform because of the practical

hardware restriction [1, 6]. In general, the auto-correlation

quality can be quantified through two metrics: integrated side-

lobe level (ISL) and peak side-lobe level (PSL). Numerous

design methods of unimodular waveform for low ISL were

proposed [3, 7–9], such as the majorization-minimization

(MM) method proposed by Song et al. [8, 9], and the well-

known Cyclic algorithm-new (CAN) proposed by He et al. [3],

etc. In some early studies, sequences with low PSL were often

designed in closed-form, such as the works on fixed-length

polyphase Barker sequences or some families of polyphase

sequences [10, 11]. However, sequence designs that directly

optimize the PSL has not been found until the recent years. In

[8], Song et al. proposed a design algorithm that becomes the

first to put the PSL in the objective function, taking advantage

of the ℓp-norm approximation of PSL. Following this method,

many variant methods have been proposed since then [9, 12–

16].

Another important aspect of waveform design that receives

increasing emphasis has been put on spectral compatibility

since the proposal of cognitive radar. For cognitive radar, it is

essential to adapt the spectrum of the transmitted waveform

based on the changing environment [6, 17–19]. As a result,

more and more researchers considered spectral suppression

when designing waveform sequences [4, 19, 20]. The ISL

minimization with spectral constraints was also widely studied.

In [4], the authors proposed the predominant stopband cyclic

algorithm new (SCAN) algorithm. It minimizes the “almost

equivalent” ISL metric along with the total stopband energy.

In [21], the authors used MM method to minimize the “almost

equivalent” ISL metric along with the stopband spectral en-

ergy. As for the PSL minimization with spectral constraints,

the studies mostly started only in the recent years because

of its extreme difficulty. In [14], the authors proposed the

frequency nulling modulation (FNM) to jointly minimize the

ℓp-norm approximated PSL and the stopband energy. In [22],

the authors used the proximal method of multipliers (PMM)

to minimize PSL with spectral constraints for multi-sequence

design. In [15], the authors proposed the block successive

upper-bound minimization (BSUM) technique to minimize

the PSL with spectral constraints. In [16], the researchers

combined the MM method with the PMM to include the

spectral constraints in the local PSL minimization problem.

All the above methods used either the MM method [14, 16]

or the “almost equivalent” property [15, 22] to address the

quartic form in the optimization processes, and most of them

(except for [22]) rely on the ℓp-norm approximation for

dealing with the PSL optimization. However, the performance

will be limited by the p in the ℓp-norm approximation due to

the increasing computation for a better approximation [16].

In this paper, a new method for PSL minimization problem

for a unimodular sequence under the spectral constraint is

proposed. The main technique involved in the propose method

is the transformation of the PSL minimization problem into a

http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.08564v1
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bi-convex problem, which can be solved by the exact penalty

approach [23–25]. The proposed method, as the numerical

results will suggest, outperforms existing methods by a consid-

erable margin. The proposed method does not use the ℓp-norm

approximation, and the alternating minimization involved in

the exact penalty approach allows us to tackle the quartic

problem without resorting to the “almost equivalent” property

or the MM method. In addition, our approach allows designers

to limit the peak stopband energy with adjustable resolution.

The other important contribution of the paper is the deriva-

tion of a lower bound for the PSL minimization problem under

the spectral constraint and the unimodular constraint. Such

a lower bound sheds light on the analysis of the optimality

gap and enables the evaluation the waveform performance

by its distance between the attained PSL. In [26], the well-

known lower bound for PSL in multiple sequence design

was proposed, but the corresponding lower bound for single

sequence design is zero. The largest lower bound for PSL in

single sequence design, to the authors’ best knowledge, is still

the trivial one with value one [27], not to mention the one

with spectral constraints. In comparison, the proposed lower

bound is much larger in the considered cases and even close

to the PSL of our designed waveforms.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section

II, we formulate the PSL minimization problem under the

constraints and present the proposed algorithm. In Section III,

numerical results are shown to demonstrate the advantages of

the proposed methods. In Section IV, a lower bound of the

main problem is derived followed by a performance analysis

of the proposed algorithm. Conclusions are made in Section

V.

A. Notations

Boldface lowercase letters denote vectors, while boldface

uppercase letters denote matrices. Operators (·)H ,(·)T
and

‖·‖p denote the conjugate transpose, transpose and p-norm

for matrices/vectors, respectively. We use tr(·) to denote the

trace of a matrix and (·)∗ to denote the conjugate for a

complex number. For any positive integer n, Zn stands for

the set {0,1, . . . ,n− 1}. The n-dimensional real and complex

vector spaces are expressed as Rn and Cn, respectively. The

set of all n× n Hermitian matrices is denoted by Hn, and

the set of all positive semidefinite matrices is denoted by

Hn
+. For A,B ∈ Hn, the notation A � B means A−B ∈ Hn

+.

For a,b ∈ Rn, the notation a � b means all elements in the

vector a−b are non-negative. We adopt zero-based indexing

throughout the paper. For a vector x and a matrix X, the i-th

entry of x and the (i, j)-th entry of X are denoted by xi and

X(i, j), respectively. For convenience, all zero matrices and

vectors are all denoted by 0.

II. PSL MINIMIZATION PROBLEM

A. Problem Formulation

Many works in the previous years have been focusing on the

research about minimizing the integrated side-lobe (ISL) with

unimodular constraints [1, 4]. However, when the scenario

such as active sensing with the threshold detection being

applied for the target detection is considered, a sequence

having a narrow side-lobe with a high level may cause a high

false-alarm rate while leading to a high PSL but low ISL. Thus,

in this case, the detection performance is dictated by the PSL

instead of ISL [12]. Moreover, since the spectral regulations

for communications usually adopt the spectral masks [28] to

define the acceptable spectral leakage, what we care about will

be the peak energy instead of the total energy of the spectral

leakage. Therefore, for the compatibility of communication

applications, it is more sensible to design the waveform with

the constraint on its maximal energy in the stopband.

From the above reasons, we aim to design a unimodular

sequence with low PSL and the constraint on the maximal en-

ergy in stopband. Before formulating the design problem into

an optimization problem, we need to define the autocorrelation

for the explicit expression of PSL first.

Definition II.1. Given a sequence x ∈CN , the aperiodic auto-

correlation of x is defined as

rℓ =
N−1

∑
n=ℓ

xnx∗n−ℓ, ℓ= 0, . . . ,N− 1.

Remark 1. It is easy to verify that rℓ = r∗−ℓ for all ℓ. In partic-

ular, r0 is real-valued and is called the in-phase correlation.

All the other rℓ’s are called the correlation side-lobes.

From the above definition, the peak side-lobe level (PSL)

is defined as

max{|rℓ|}N−1
ℓ=1 . (1)

Then, the optimization problem is formulated as follows:

minimize
x∈CN

max{|rℓ|}N−1
ℓ=1 (2a)

subject to |X( f )|2 ≤Umax,∀ f ∈Fstop (2b)

|xn|= 1,∀n ∈ ZN , (2c)

where x is the desired sequence, the objective function in (2a)

is the PSL, X( f ) is the discrete-time Fourier transform of the

desired sequence at normalized frequency f , the constraint

(2b) is the constraint of spectral compatibility and the con-

straint (2c) is the constraint of constant modulus.

However, the optimization problem (2) is not convex and

some reformulation is necessary. We propose to reformulate

the problem through the technique of semi-definite relaxation

(SDR). Therefore, in the rest of this section, we will reformu-

late the objective function and the constraints in the problem

(2) one by one in Section II-A1, II-A2, II-A3, and give a

further transformation of the problem (2) in Section II-A4 for

the proposed algorithm in Section II-B.

1) Auto-Correlation: We first define the following nilpotent

matrix to turn the auto-correlation into a quadratic form, which

may be easier to address in an optimization problem.
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Definition II.2. For any positive integer N, the upper shift

matrix NN is an N×N matrix defined by

NN =



















0 1 0 · · · 0

0 0 1
. . .

...
...

. . .
. . . 0

...
. . . 1

0 · · · · · · · · · 0



















.

With the upper shift matrix NN , we can express rℓ as

rℓ =
N−1

∑
n=ℓ

x∗n−ℓxn = xHNℓ
Nx, (3)

for ℓ ∈ ZN . Note that the quadratic form in (3) is of complex

value because any positive integer power lower than N of the

upper shift matrix NN is non-Hermitian.

2) Spectral Compatibility: Since a quadratic form may be

easier to address than the square of an absolute value in an

optimization problem, we first define the following vector for

the formulation of the quadratic form.

Definition II.3. Given a real number f , the vector f( f ) is

defined as

f( f ) = [1 e j(2π f )×1 · · · e j(2π f )×(N−1)]T .

In addition, we define the matrix F( f ) associated with f( f ) to

be

F( f ) = f( f )f( f )H .

Without loss of generality, we only consider the normalized

frequencies from 0 to 1. Given a subset Fstop ⊆ [0,1], we aim

to control the energy spectral density of x ∈ CN over Fstop.

That is, we want to suppress |X( f )|2 for f ∈ Fstop, where

X( f ) is the discrete-time Fourier transform of x. Since

X( f ) =
N−1

∑
n=0

xne− j(2π f )×n = f( f )H x,

|X( f )|2 can be written as

|X( f )|2 = xHF( f )x.

Therefore, if we want to control the spectrum of x over Fstop,

we can set

xHF( f )x≤Umax,∀ f ∈Fstop, (4)

which limits its energy spectral density over Fstop to Umax

maximum.

In practice, instead of considering all points of Fstop, we

uniformly choose sufficiently many N f points from Fstop and

take them into our constraints since Fstop is uncountable for

the most part. That is, the constraints (4) correspond to the

constraints

xHF( fi)x≤Umax,∀i ∈ ZN f
, (5)

where fi’s are N f points uniformly chosen from Fstop.

Remark 2. In fact, Umax does not need to be constant over

Fstop. We can also set different Umax’s for different fi’s for

the purpose of fitting a spectrum mask.

3) Unimodular Sequence: Similarly, since it is simpler to

deal with a quadratic form than with an absolute value in an

optimization problem, we first define the following matrix for

the formulation of the quadratic form.

Definition II.4. Given a positive integer N, the N×N matrix

E
(N)
n is defined as

E
(N)
n = e

(N)
n (e

(N)
n )T ,

where e
(N)
n is the n-th N-dimensional standard vector, and n∈

ZN .

A unimodular sequence x ∈ CN is of the form

x = [e jθ0 e jθ1 . . . e jθN−1 ]T ,

where θn ∈ R for all n ∈ ZN . Since n ∈ ZN , |xn| = 1 is

tantamount to |xn|2 = xHE
(N)
n x = 1, a sequence x ∈ CN is

unimodular if and only if

xHE
(N)
n x = 1,∀n ∈ ZN . (6)

4) Problem Reformulation: Combining (1), (3), (5), and

(6), we have the reformulated problem:

minimize
x∈CN

max
ℓ∈ZN\{0}

{|xHNℓ
Nx|2} (7a)

subject to xHF( fi)x≤Umax,∀i ∈ ZN f
(7b)

xHE
(N)
n x = 1,∀n ∈ ZN , (7c)

where fi’s are N f points uniformly chosen from Fstop. Note

that we take the square of the absolute value of the autocorre-

lation in (7a) for the convenience of the further reformulation.

This reformulated problem is equivalent to the problem (2)

because the square function is strictly increasing for non-

negative inputs. Then, to eliminate the maximum operator in

the objective function, we can reformulate the problem (7) as

its epigraph representation

minimize
x∈CN ,t∈R

t (8a)

subject to tr((NT
N)

ℓxxHNℓ
NxxH)≤ t,∀ℓ ∈ ZN\{0} (8b)

xHF( fi)x≤Umax,∀i ∈ ZN f
(8c)

xHE
(N)
n x = 1,∀n ∈ ZN , (8d)

where fi’s are N f points uniformly chosen from Fstop.

Remark 3. From (3), we can see that

tr((NT
N)

ℓxxHNℓ
NxxH) = (xHNℓ

Nx)(xHNT
N

ℓ
x) = rℓr

∗
ℓ = |rℓ|2.

Hence, the constraint (8b) implies max{|rℓ|2}N−1
ℓ=1 ≤ t, and vice

versa.

In the following, to address this nonconvex problem (8), we

will introduce a theorem from [24] and use it to reformulate the

problem (8) into an equivalent biconvex problem for usage of

the exact penalty approach [24, 25]. The theorem is introduced

as follows with a more straightforward proof than the one

given in [24].

Theorem II.1. For any matrices A,B ∈ Hn
+, the following

inequality always holds.

tr(AB) ≤ tr(A)tr(B).
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The equality is achieved if and only if A and B are linearly

dependent and of rank at most one.

Proof. The proof of Theorem II.1 is given in Appendix A. �

Based on Theorem II.1, we can transform the problem (8)

into the following equivalent biconvex problem [24, 25].

minimize
X1∈HN

+,X2∈HN
+,t∈R

t (9a)

subject to tr((NT
N)

ℓX1Nℓ
NX2)≤ t,∀ℓ ∈ ZN\{0} (9b)

tr(F( fi)X1)≤Umax,∀i ∈ ZN f
(9c)

tr(F( fi)X2)≤Umax,∀i ∈ ZN f
(9d)

tr(E
(N)
n X1) = 1,∀n ∈ ZN (9e)

tr(E
(N)
n X2) = 1,∀n ∈ ZN (9f)

tr(X1X2) = tr(X1)tr(X2), (9g)

where fi’s are N f points uniformly chosen from Fstop. With

this equivalent biconvex problem (9), the exact penalty ap-

proach can be utilized to give an approximated solution as

shown in the next section.

Remark 4. To see the equivalence between the problem (8) and

the problem (9), first notice that the constraints (9e), (9f) and

(9g) imply X1 = X2 and rank(X1) = rank(X2) = 1 according

to Theorem II.1. Hence, since X1 and X2 are both positive

semidefinite, we can decompose them as X1 = X2 = xxH for

some x ∈CN . Then, the constraints in the problem (9) can be

reduced to those in the problem (8).

B. Exact Penalty Approach (SDR)

The non-convex constraints in the problem (9) hinder us

from developing an efficient algorithm for the optimization

problem. However, the problem (9) is a biconvex optimization

problem which can be addressed by alternating minimization

[24]. To relax the constraint (9g), which makes the problem

have no space for alternating minimization, we first introduce

the nonnegative penalty function [24, 25]

tr(X1)tr(X2)− tr(X1X2) (10)

whose value is zero if and only if the constraint (9g) holds.

Note that the constraints (9e) and (9f) imply that tr(X1) =
tr(X2) = N, and thus (10) can be simplified as

N2− tr(X1X2). (11)

Then, with the help of the penalty function, we can apply

alternating minimization to break the problem (9) into two

subproblems as follows.

minimize
X1∈HN

+,t∈R
(1−w)t +w

[

N2− tr(X1X2)
]2

(12a)

subject to tr((NT
N)

ℓX1Nℓ
NX2)≤ t,∀ℓ ∈ ZN\{0} (12b)

tr(F( fi)X1)≤Umax,∀i ∈ ZN f
(12c)

tr(E
(N)
n X1) = 1,∀n ∈ ZN , (12d)

where fi’s are N f points uniformly chosen from Fstop, and X2

is a constant matrix.

minimize
X2∈HN

+,t∈R
(1−w)t−w · tr(X1X2) (13a)

subject to tr((NT
N)

ℓX1Nℓ
NX2)≤ t,∀ℓ ∈ ZN\{0} (13b)

tr(F( fi)X2)≤Umax,∀i ∈ ZN f
(13c)

tr(E
(N)
n X2) = 1,∀n ∈ ZN , (13d)

where fi’s are N f points uniformly chosen from Fstop, and

X1 is a constant matrix. In the two subproblems (12), (13),

w ∈ [0,1] is a constant that controls the relative weights on

the penalty functions, which makes the two subproblems tend

to meet the constraint (9g). Note that the penalty functions

in both subproblems are slightly different from (11). We will

give the reasons later in this section.

First, because N2 − tr(X1X2) is affine in X1, and the

function f (x) = x2 is convex , we know that the function
[

N2− tr(X1X2)
]2

is convex in X1. Therefore, the problem (12)

is a convex optimization problem. Since both the problem (12)

and the problem (13) are convex optimization problems, they

can be solved efficiently via CVX, a package for specifying

and solving convex programs [29]. The main idea of our

algorithm is to alternately solve the problem (12) and the

problem (13) in pursuit of an approximately optimal solution

to the non-convex problem (9). Our algorithm is given in

Algorithm 1. Notice that, in Algorithm 1, we alternatively

solve the two subproblems, whose differences are shown

in their penalty functions. The penalty function in (12a) is

the square of (11), which can make the algorithm converge

faster to a rank-one solution than simply applying (11) as

a penalty function. The penalty function in (13a) is directly

from (11) with constant N2 omitted, which makes Algorithm

1 focus more on finding a good solution with small PSL in

step 6 than in step 5. With this algorithm, which alternately

focuses on making the solution into a rank-one solution and

finding a good solution with small PSL, we found it converge

within an acceptable time to a satisfactory solution, which is

demonstrated in Section III and evaluated in Section IV.

III. NUMERICAL VALIDATION

A. Definitions of Parameters

Since the PSL defined in (1) varies along with the sequence

length N, it is desirable to define the normalized PSL by the

ratio of the PSL and the total power of the sequence [1, 4, 14,

30], which is shown as follows.

Definition III.1. Given a sequence x ∈ CN , the normalized

peak sidelobe level (NPSL) of x (in decibel) is defined as

max
ℓ∈ZN\{0}

20 log10

(∣

∣

∣

∣

rℓ

r0

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

= max
ℓ∈ZN\{0}

20 log10

( |xH(Nℓ
N)

T x|
N

)

.

To demonstrate the quality of any sequence in spectral

compatibility, we need to define the average passband energy

and the maximal stopband energy as follows.

Definition III.2. The average passband energy is defined as

EAPB =
1

Bpass

∫

Fpass

|X( f )|2 d f ,
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Algorithm 1 AM Method for PSL Minimizing Problem with

Maximal Spectral and Unimodular Constraints

Input N,N f ,w,Umax,εx,εrank,ϕmax,Fstop,xinit

Output The vector x of the optimal pulse

1: Initialization Let X
(0)
2 = xinitx

H
init, ϕ = 0.

2: Uniformly choose N f points fi’s from Fstop and calcu-

late the corresponding {F( fi)}i∈ZNf
.

3: Compute the corresponding NN ,{E(N)
n }n∈ZN

with given

N.

4: Repeat

5: Solve the problem (12) for X
(ϕ+1)
1 by CVX while fixing

X2 as X
(ϕ)
2 .

6: Solve the problem (13) for X
(ϕ+1)
2 by CVX while fixing

X1 as X
(ϕ+1)
1 .

7: ϕ ← ϕ + 1

8: until
tr(X1)tr(X2)−tr(X1X2)

tr(X1)tr(X2)
= 1− tr(X1X2)

N2 ≤ εx or ϕ ≥ ϕmax.

9: Perform the singular value decomposition (SVD) on X
(ϕ)
2 :

X
(ϕ)
2 = UΣVH

10: Set σ0 =
[

Σ
]

0,0
and σ1 =

[

Σ
]

1,1
.

11: if σ1/σ0 ≤ εrank then

12: Obtain x =
√

σ0 ·UeN
0 .

13: else

14: Declare failure of convergence.

15: end if

where Fpass = [0,1]\Fstop ⊆ [0,1] is the passband region and

Bpass =
∫

Fpass
d f is the passband bandwidth.

Definition III.3. The maximal stopband energy is defined as

EMSB = max
f∈Fstop

|X( f )|2.

With the EAPB and EMSB defined above, we can define the

stopband attenuation as follows [1, 4].

Definition III.4. The stopband attenuation Astop (in decibel) is

defined as

Astop = 10 · log10

(

EAPB

EMSB

)

,

where EAPB is the average passband energy and EMSB is the

maximal stopband energy.

Note that, practically, we can only approximate the value of

Astop by uniformly calculating a finite number of samples in

the frequency response X( f ) to approximate EAPB and EMSB.

Specifically, we can calculate the mean of the energy spectral

density of the samples within Fpass to approximate EAPB. For

EAPB, it can be approximated by finding the maximal energy

spectral density of the samples within Fstop.

B. Choice of Umax

With appropriate Umax, we can achieve the desired stopband

attenuation. Their relations are shown as follows:

1) Choice such that Astop ≥ A: We can set

Umax =
N

100.1×A

to achieve Astop ≥ A. The reason arises from the fact that

EAPB

EMSB

>
N

EMSB

≥ N

Umax
. (14)

Thus, we have Astop≥ 10 log10
N

Umax
= A. The first inequality in

(14) is due to the fact that the average passband energy EAPB is

larger than the overall average energy, which is
∫ 1

0 |X( f )|2d f =

∑N−1
n=0 |xn|2 = N because of the Parsevel’s relation.

2) Choice such that Astop ≈ A: We can set

Umax =
N

100.1×A
× 1

Bpass

to achieve Astop ≈ A. The reason comes from the fact that

EAPB = N−ε
Bpass

, where N is the overall energy, and ε is the

total energy of the stopband. Therefore, we have Astop =
10 log10

EAPB
EMSB

≈ 10 log10
N−ε

(Umax×Bpass)
≈A. Here, we assume that

the maximal stopband energy EMSB is approximately equal

to Umax, and ε is sufficiently small. The accuracy of this

approximation depends on the total energy of stopband.

C. Numerical Examples

Numerical examples were carried out to illustrate the ad-

vantages of the proposed Algorithm 1 (labeled as “Proposed

Algorithm”) over the SCAN algorithm proposed in [4] (labeled

as “SCAN”) and the MM-PMM algorithm proposed in [16]

(labeled as “MM-PMM”) when it comes to the normalized

peak side-lobe level and stopband attenuation. Unless other-

wise specified, we use the SCAN-generated sequence as the

initial point xinit and take 500 samples to plot the normalized

energy spectrum in such a way that EAPB is equal to 1 [1, 4].

The five cases are presented below.

1) Case 1: First, we designed a unimodular sequence with

N = 32 and Fstop = [0.2,0.3]. We run the SCAN algorithm

with the parameters Ñ = 10N, λ = 0.97 and the MM-PMM

algorithm with the parameters γr = 20,γy = 20,ρr = 0.1,ρy =
5000,Lmax = 430,ηr = 0.0001,ηy = 0.0001, p= 20 to generate

two sequences. Next, we applied Algorithm 1 to generate

the sequence with the parameters w = 0.11, Umax = 0.032,
εx = 2× 10−3, εrank = 10−8, ϕmax = 50, Fstop = [0.2,0.3],
N f = 30. Here, fi is chosen as fi = 0.2+ 0.1

30
× i for i ∈ Z30.

The normalized auto-correlations and energy spectra of these

sequences are shown in Fig. 1, and their normalized peak

sidelobe levels and stopband attenuation are summarized in

Table I. We can see from Table I that our proposed method

achieves a better NPSL (−18.18 dB) than that of the MM-

PMM algorithm (−14.67 dB) and that of the SCAN algorithm

(−16.52 dB) while enjoying controllable stopband attenuation.

TABLE I
NPSL AND Astop FOR DIFFERENT METHODS.

Method NPSL (dB) Stopband Attenuation (dB)

SCAN -16.52 17.92
MM-PMM -14.67 15.41

Proposed Algorithm -18.18 30.24
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Fig. 1. The auto-correlations and energy spectra comparison of sequences in
Case 1 (N = 32)

2) Case 2: Second, we designed a unimodular sequence

with larger N = 100 and Fstop = [0.2,0.3]. The SCAN algo-

rithm was used with the parameters Ñ = 10N, λ = 0.97 to gen-

erate a sequence. Next, the MM-PMM algorithm was run with

the parameters γr = 10,γy = 10,ρr = 0.1,ρy = 50000,Lmax =
265,ηr = 0.0001,ηy = 0.0001, p = 20 to generate another

sequence. Then, Algorithm 1 was applied with the parameters

w = 0.11, Umax = 0.1, εx = 2×10−3, εrank = 10−8, ϕmax = 50,
Fstop = [0.2,0.3], N f = 60 to obtain the sequence. Here, fi

is chosen as fi = 0.2+ 0.1
60
× i for i ∈ Z60. The normalized

auto-correlations and energy spectra of these sequences are

plotted in Fig. 2, and their normalized peak side-lobe levels

and stopband attenuation are summarized in Table II. It can

be seen from Table II that our method has the advantage of

NPSL (−21.16 dB) over the MM-PMM algorithm (−16.20

dB) and the SCAN algorithm (−17.91 dB) while restricting

X( f ) to lower than −30 dB over Fstop.

TABLE II
NPSL AND Astop FOR DIFFERENT METHODS.

Method NPSL (dB) Stopband Attenuation (dB)

SCAN -17.92 22.50
MM-PMM -16.20 7.07

Proposed Algorithm -21.16 30.14
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Fig. 2. The auto-correlations and energy spectra comparison of sequences in
Case 2 (N = 100)

3) Case 3: Third, we designed a sequence for the notch

with N = 100 and Fstop = [0.6,0.62]. The SCAN algorithm

was applied with the parameters Ñ = 10N, λ = 0.97 to gener-

ate a sequence. Next, the MM-PMM algorithm was run with

the parameters γr = 10,γy = 10,ρr = 0.1,ρy = 50000,Lmax =
265,ηr = 0.0001,ηy = 0.0001, p = 20 to generate another

sequence. Then, we run Algorithm 1 to obtain the sequence

with the parameters w = 0.18, Umax = 0.001, εx = 10−4,
εrank = 10−8, ϕmax = 50, Fstop = [0.6,0.62], N f = 50. Here,

fi is chosen as fi = 0.6+ 0.02
50
× i for i ∈ Z50. The normalized

auto-correlations and energy spectra of these sequences are

illustrated in Fig. 3, and their normalized peak sidelobe levels

and stopband attenuation are summarized in Table III. We can

see from Table III that our proposed method exceeds the MM-

PMM algorithm and the SCAN algorithm in both NPSL and

stopband attenuation.

TABLE III
NPSL AND Astop FOR DIFFERENT METHODS.

Method NPSL (dB) Stopband Attenuation (dB)

SCAN -25.08 25.43
MM-PMM -20.86 5.95

Proposed Algorithm -26.88 50.05
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Fig. 3. The auto-correlations and energy spectra comparison of sequences in
Case 3 (N = 100)

4) Case 4: We also designed a sequence for the notch

with N = 128 and Fstop = [0.6,0.62]. The SCAN algorithm

with the parameters Ñ = 10N, λ = 0.97 was run to generate

a sequence. Next, the MM-PMM algorithm was applied with

the parameters γr = 10,γy = 10,ρr = 0.1,ρy = 50000,Lmax =
255,ηr = 0.0001,ηy = 0.0001, p = 20 to generate another

sequence. Then, we applied Algorithm 1 with the parameters

w= 0.11,Umax = 0.00128, εx = 10−4, εrank = 10−8, ϕmax = 50,
Fstop = [0.6,0.62], N f = 64 to obtain the sequence. Here, fi

is chosen as fi = 0.6+ 0.02
64
× i for i ∈ Z64. The normalized

auto-correlations and energy spectra of these sequences are

plotted in Fig. 4, and their normalized peak sidelobe levels

and stopband attenuation are summarized in Table IV. We can

see from Table IV that our proposed method outperforms the

MM-PMM algorithm and the SCAN algorithm in terms of

NPSL and stopband attenuation.

TABLE IV
NPSL AND Astop FOR DIFFERENT METHODS.

Method NPSL (dB) Stopband Attenuation (dB)

SCAN -25.56 20.84
MM-PMM -24.58 11.28

Proposed Algorithm -28.69 50.70

5) Case 5: Finally, we designed a long sequence with

N = 256 and Fstop = [0.2,0.3] to illustrate the applicability of



7

-100 -50 0 50 100
-70

-60

-50

-40

-30

-20

-10

0
Autocorrelation

SCAN
MM-PMM
Proposed Algorithm

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

-70

-60

-50

-40

-30

-20

-10

0

Energy Spectrum

SCAN
MM-PMM
Proposed Algorithm

Fig. 4. The auto-correlations and energy spectra comparison of sequences in
Case 4 (N = 128)

our method for a long sequence. The SCAN algorithm with

the parameters Ñ = 10N, λ = 0.97 was used to generate the

initial vector. Next, the MM-PMM algorithm was run with

the parameters γr = 10,γy = 10,ρr = 0.1,ρy = 50000,Lmax =
265,ηr = 0.0001,ηy = 0.0001, p = 20 to generate another

sequence. Then, we applied Algorithm 1 with the parameters

w = 0.11, Umax = 0.256, εx = 10−3, εrank = 10−8, ϕmax = 50,
Fstop = [0.2,0.3], N f = 150 to obtain the desired sequence.

Here, fi is chosen as fi = 0.2+ 0.1
150
× i for i∈Z150. The normal-

ized auto-correlations and energy spectra of these sequences

are plotted in Fig. 5, and their normalized peak sidelobe levels

and stopband attenuation are summarized in Table V. We can

see from Table V that our proposed method outperforms the

MM-PMM algorithm and the SCAN algorithm in terms of

NPSLs and stopband attenuation.

TABLE V
NPSL AND Astop FOR DIFFERENT METHODS.

Method NPSL (dB) Stopband Attenuation (dB)

SCAN -18.72 26.52
MM-PMM -18.49 15.93

Proposed Algorithm -22.40 30.30
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Fig. 5. The auto-correlations and energy spectra comparison of sequences in
Case 5 (N = 256)

From these numerical results, we can find that the proposed

algorithm is superior to the SCAN and the MM-PMM al-

gorithm in terms of NPSL and stopband attenuation. As for

spectral compatibility, this satisfactory result firstly arises from

our spectral constraints designed to limit the maximal stopband

energy, while the SCAN algorithm only controls the integrated

stopband energy. Secondly, the resolution of our spectral con-

straints is adjustable and can be large even for short sequences.

In contrast, the spectral resolution of the other two algorithms

is limited by the sequence length and the stopband’s width.

Thus, their stopband energy tends to fluctuate, thereby having

higher stopband attenuation. As for auto-correlation, since

the SCAN algorithm minimizes the ISL, and the MM-PMM

algorithm utilizes numerous approximations to minimize the

PSL, the two algorithms are more likely to have higher PSL

than the proposed one, which minimizes the PSL with fewer

approximations. Although few approximations in the proposed

algorithm may result in a large amount of computation time,

it is acceptable for real applications since the user can just

produce multiple waveforms offline for the scenarios and store

them in memory for real-time usage.

Aside from the excellent performance of our algorithm, we

notice that even the SCAN algorithm outperforms the MM-

PMM algorithm in these cases. This phenomenon may result

from our choice of parameters in the MM-PMM algorithm;

however, it is difficult to find suitable parameters. The MM-

PMM algorithm is so sensitive to the parameters that casual

selection of parameters usually leads to divergence, not to

mention producing a sequence better than the one obtained

from the SCAN algorithm. Besides, it is also possible that the

MM-PMM algorithm is less suitable for these cases since it

was initially proposed to minimize the local PSL instead of

the overall PSL [16]. On the other hand, the SCAN algorithm

usually converges to a pretty good result even when we

casually choose the parameters. Additionally, since its main

goal is to minimize the overall ISL instead of the local ISL,

it may be reasonable for the SCAN algorithm to outperform

the MM-PMM algorithm in the considered cases.

IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS BY A NEW LOWER BOUND

Since Algorithm 1 does not necessarily achieve the global

optimality, further evaluation of the obtained solutions is

needed. In this section, we attempt to derive a lower bound of

the problem (2) for the performance evaluation of our solutions

shown in Section III. Commonly, solving the Lagrange dual

problem is a good method to get a lower bound; however,

a direct derivation of the Lagrange dual problem of the

problem (2) is difficult. Hence, in the following subsection,

we propose a new technique to obtain a new lower bound of

the problem (2). This new technique is based on the concept

of the Lagrange dual problem with slight modification of the

Lagrangian to circumvent the difficulty we would have faced

in the direct derivation of the Lagrange dual problem.

A. Lower Bound for PSL

To make the derivation easier, we first reformulate the

problem (2) into the following equivalent problem (similar to

the steps in Section II-A4).

minimize
x∈CN ,t∈R

t (15a)

subject to |xHNℓ
Nx| ≤ t,∀ℓ ∈ ZN\{0} (15b)

xHF( fi)x ≤Umax,∀i ∈ NN f
(15c)

xHE
(N)
n x = 1,∀n ∈ ZN , (15d)
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where fi’s are N f points uniformly chosen from Fstop. Note

that this problem is also equivalent to the problems (7), (8),

and (9), and the reasons are presented in Section II-A4 along

with these problems.

With the problem (15) in quadratic forms, we can start our

derivation with its Lagrangian. The Lagrangian L : R×C
N ×

RN−1×R
N f ×RN → R associated with the problem (15) is

defined as [31]

L(t,x,λ,µ,ν) = t +
N−1

∑
ℓ=1

λℓ

(

|xHNℓ
Nx|− t

)

+

N f−1

∑
i=0

µi

(

xHF( fi)x−Umax

)

+
N−1

∑
n=0

νn

(

xHE
(N)
n x− 1

)

,

where fi’s are N f points uniformly chosen from Fstop. Due

to the non-smoothness of the terms |xHNℓ
Nx|, it is difficult to

directly derive the Lagrange dual function [31]

g(λ,µ,ν) = inf
t∈R,x∈CN

L(t,x,λ,µ,ν)

for λ � 0, µ � 0, and ν ∈ RN . To address the issue, we

augment the original Lagrangian with a new vector θ ∈RN−1

and define the “modified Lagrangian” L̃ : R×CN ×RN−1×
RN−1×R

N f ×RN →R as

L̃(t,x,θ,λ,µ,ν)

= t +
N−1

∑
ℓ=1

λℓ

(

xH

(

e− jθℓNℓ
N + e jθℓNℓ

N

T

2

)

x− t

)

+

N f−1

∑
i=0

µi

(

xHF( fi)x−Umax

)

+
N−1

∑
n=0

νn

(

xHE
(N)
n x− 1

)

.

(16)

The next lemma characterizes the relation between the original

Lagrangian and the modified one.

Lemma IV.1. For λ� 0 and θ ∈RN−1, we always have

L(t,x,λ,µ,ν)≥ L̃(t,x,θ,λ,µ,ν).

Proof. Firstly, we express xHNℓ
Nx as aℓ+bℓ j, where j =

√
−1

and aℓ,bℓ ∈ R. Then, for any cℓ,dℓ ∈ R, by the Cauchy-

Schwartz inequality, we have

|xHNℓ
Nx| ·

√

c2
ℓ + d2

ℓ =
√

a2
ℓ + b2

ℓ ·
√

c2
ℓ + d2

ℓ

≥ aℓcℓ+ bℓdℓ

= cℓ ·Re{xHNℓ
Nx}+ dℓ · Im{xHNℓ

Nx}

= cℓ ·xH Nℓ
N +Nℓ

N

T

2
x+ dℓ ·xH Nℓ

N−Nℓ
N

T

2 j
x

= xH

(

(cℓ− dℓ j)Nℓ
N +(cℓ+ dℓ j)Nℓ

N

T

2

)

x.

Therefore,

|xHNℓ
Nx| ≥ xH





(cℓ− dℓ j)Nℓ
N +(cℓ+ dℓ j)Nℓ

N

T

2

√

c2
ℓ + d2

ℓ



x

= xH

(

(Aℓe
− jθℓ)Nℓ

N +(Aℓe
jθℓ)Nℓ

N

T

2Aℓ

)

x

= xH

(

e− jθℓNℓ
N + e jθℓNℓ

N

T

2

)

x,

(17)

where Aℓe
jθℓ is the polar form of cℓ+ dℓ j. By replacing the

terms |xHNℓ
Nx| in L(t,x,λ,µ,ν) with xH

(

e− jθℓNℓ
N+e jθℓNℓ

N

T

2

)

x,

we will obtain L̃(t,x,θ,λ,µ,ν). Then, due to the assumption

λ� 0 and inequality (17), we have

L(t,x,λ,µ,ν)≥ L̃(t,x,θ,λ,µ,ν).

In addition, the equality can be achieved by some proper

choice of θ. �

With the important inequality provided in Lemma IV.1,

we will be able to derive a problem with its optimal value

serving as an lower bound of the problem (15) later. For the

convenience of further derivation, we reformulate the modified

Lagrangian in (16) as

L̃(t,x,θ,λ,µ,ν)

= t

(

1−
N−1

∑
ℓ=1

λℓ

)

−
N f

∑
i=1

µiUmax−
N−1

∑
n=0

νn + xHMθ(λ,µ,ν)x,

where

Mθ(λ,µ,ν) =
N−1

∑
ℓ=1

λℓe
− jθℓNℓ

N +λℓe
jθℓNℓ

N

T

2

+

N f−1

∑
i=0

µiF( fi)+
N−1

∑
n=0

νnE
(N)
n . (18)

Inspired by the relation of Lagrangian and the dual function

presented in [31], we define a “modified dual function” via L̃

for each θ ∈RN−1 as follows:

g̃θ(λ,µ,ν) = inf
t∈R,x∈CN

L̃(t,x,θ,λ,µ,ν)

=−Umax

N f−1

∑
i=0

µi−
N−1

∑
n=0

νn, (19)

with

dom g̃θ

=

{

(λ,µ,ν)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

λ� 0,µ� 0,
N−1

∑
ℓ=1

λℓ = 1,Mθ(λ,µ,ν)� 0

}

,

(20)

where Mθ(λ,µ,ν) was defined in (18). Then, we have the

following theorem.

Theorem IV.2. Suppose θ ∈RN−1. Then, for any feasible point

(t ′,x′) of the problem (15), we always have

g̃θ(λ,µ,ν)≤ t ′,∀(λ,µ,ν) ∈ dom g̃θ. (21)
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Proof.

g̃θ(λ,µ,ν) = inf
t∈R,x∈CN

L̃(t,x,θ,λ,µ,ν)

≤ L̃(t ′,x′,θ,λ,µ,ν)

≤ L(t ′,x′,λ,µ,ν)

≤ t ′.

The second inequality follows from Lemma IV.1. The third

inequality is the result of λ � 0, µ � 0, and the assumption

that (t ′,x′) is a feasible point of the problem (15). �

With Theorem IV.2, we know that the modified dual func-

tion can always provide a lower bound for the problem (15) no

matter which θ is chosen. Then, in order to obtain the largest

lower bound, we firstly demonstrate the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Suppose t⋆ is the optimal value of the problem

(15). Then,

sup
θ∈RN−1,

(λ,µ,ν)∈dom g̃θ

g̃θ(λ,µ,ν)≤ t⋆.

Proof. The result can be directly derived from Theorem IV.2

by taking supremum over (θ,λ,µ,ν) on the left side of (21).

�

Then, we can rewrite Corollary 1 as an optimization prob-

lem as follows.

maximize
θ∈RN−1,

(λ,µ,ν)∈RN−1×RNf ×RN

−Umax

N f−1

∑
i=0

µi−
N−1

∑
n=0

νn (22a)

subject to Mθ(λ,µ,ν)� 0 (22b)

N−1

∑
ℓ=1

λℓ = 1 (22c)

λ� 0, µ� 0, (22d)

where Mθ(λ,µ,ν) was defined in (18). Since λℓ ≥ 0, λℓ and

θℓ can be combined further as λℓe
jθℓ , which enables us to

substitute a new complex variable yℓ for λℓe
jθℓ . Therefore,

the problem (22) can be reformulated as follows.

maximize
y∈CN−1,

(µ,ν)∈RNf ×RN

−Umax

N f−1

∑
i=0

µi−
N−1

∑
n=0

νn (23a)

subject to ‖y‖1 = 1 (23b)

M(y,µ,ν)� 0 (23c)

µ� 0, (23d)

where M(y,µ,ν) is defined as

M(y,µ,ν) =
N−1

∑
ℓ=1

y∗ℓNℓ
N + yℓN

ℓ
N

T

2
+

N f−1

∑
i=0

µiF( fi)+
N−1

∑
n=0

νnE
(N)
n .

(24)

Although both the problems (22) and (23) are not convex

optimization problems due to θ in the problem (22) and the

constraint ‖y‖1 = 1 in the problem (23), we can relax the

constraint ‖y‖1 = 1 in the problem (23) as ‖y‖1 ≤ 1 without

losing any information about the lower bound (The explanation

will be provided later).

Therefore, instead of solving the problem (22) or the

problem (23), we can solve the following convex optimization

problem to obtain a lower bound for PSL.

maximize
y∈CN−1,

(µ,ν)∈RNf ×RN

−Umax

N f−1

∑
i=0

µi−
N−1

∑
n=0

νn (25a)

subject to ‖y‖1 ≤ 1 (25b)

M(y,µ,ν)� 0 (25c)

µ� 0, (25d)

where M(y,µ,ν) is defined in (24). The reason why solving

the problem (25) instead of the problem (23) is legitimate can

be seen in the following theorem since a non-positive lower

bound for PSL is always meaningless.

Theorem IV.3. The optimal value of the problem (25) is the

same as that of the problem (23) whenever the optimal value

of the problem (25) is not zero.

Proof. The proof of Theorem IV.3 is given in Appendix B. �

Finally, due to the convexity of the problem (25), it can

be quickly solved via CVX and serve as an estimate of the

duality gap [31].

Remark 5. When the optimal value of the problem (25) is less

than 1, that of the problem (23) will also be less than 1 since

the feasible set of the problem (23) is a subset of that of the

problem (25). In this case, these two problems do not provide

information on PSL since PSL is at least 1 because we always

have |rN−1|= |r−N+1|= 1.

Note that, based on our experimental experience, an optimal

value not larger than one rarely occurs when the spectral

constraints are properly set with N f 6= 0 and Umax < N.

Therefore, the assumption of Theorem IV.3 are generally true

and the resulting lower bound from the problem (25) can

usually be used to evaluate the designed waveform.

B. Numerical Results

Solving the problem (25) for different N, Umax, Fstop, and

N f , we can obtain lower bounds for the optimal NPSL under

different spectral constraints. These lower bounds can be used

to approximate the distance between the optimal NPSL and the

NPSLs of all the waveforms obtained from our algorithm. We

summarize the lower bounds of the cases previously presented

in Section III-C in Table VI. From this table, it can be seen

that our algorithm attains solutions with duality gap less than 3

dB for the cases where Fstop is [0.2,0.3], which demonstrates

the fact that the PSLs of these sequences we obtained are

quite close to the optimal solution. Apart from the optimality

evaluation in the PSL minimization problem, this theoretical

lower bound can also provide all the other problems in similar

forms with an alternative lower bound when their Lagrange

dual problems are difficult to derive or solve. Therefore,

aside from waveform design for active sensing systems, this

proposed theory in lower bound may even be useful in a

variety of applications.
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TABLE VI
NPSL OF THE NUMERICAL EXAMPLES AND THE CORRESPONDING

LOWER BOUNDS (IN DECIBEL)

Case SCAN MM-PMM
Proposed

Algorithm

Proposed

Lower Bound

Lower bound

in [27]

1 -16.52 -14.68 -18.18 -20.27 -30.10
2 -17.91 -16.20 -21.16 -22.92 -40.00
3 -25.08 -20.86 -26.88 -32.00 -40.00
4 -25.56 -24.58 -28.69 -32.86 -42.14
5 -18.72 -18.49 -22.40 -23.95 -48.16

V. CONCLUSION

We propose a new algorithm via alternating minimization

for the design of unimodular sequences with controllable

spectral energy in predetermined stopbands and an approx-

imately optimal PSL. Since the stopband requirements are

not included in the objective function, the proposed method

has more flexibility in spectral adjustment compared to other

algorithms. Numerical results in Section III demonstrate the

advantages of the proposed method both in the PSL and the

spectral compatibility over SCAN. In addition, we also derived

a lower bound for the PSL from its Lagrangian to evaluate

the duality gap between the optimal value and the attained

one. The key ideas of the derivation are the introduction

of new variables and the replacement of non-smooth terms

via Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. These skills are useful in

obtaining a lower bound and can be applied to different kinds

of problems, especially those associated with the absolute

values of some complex quadratic forms of non-Hermitian

matrices. The numerical results of the derived lower bound

for the PSL show that the proposed method has the potential

of achieving a near-optimal solution due to the narrow duality

gaps. In the future, narrower duality gap may be able to be

achieved by choosing different parameters in Algorithm 1 or

different penalty functions in the problem (12) and the problem

(13) to attain a lower PSL, or by finding a tighter lower

bound. Other cases like local PSL minimization or considering

different spectral masks may be able to be implemented by the

proposed scheme via choosing a desired set for ℓ in the PSL

constraint instead of ZN\{0} or via selecting different Umax,

say, Umax,i, for each fi in the stopband, respectively.

APPENDIX A

PROOF OF THEOREM II.1

Consider the real vector space Hn with the inner product

defined by 〈A,B〉 = tr(AB). By Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,

we have

tr(AB)≤
√

tr(A2)
√

tr(B2) =
√

∑
i

λ 2
i,a

√

∑
j

λ 2
j,b, (26)

where λi,a and λ j,b are the eigenvalues of A and B, respectively.

Since A and B are both positive semidefinite, their eigenvalues

are all nonnegative. Hence,
√

∑
i

λ 2
i,a

√

∑
j

λ 2
j,b ≤∑

i

λi,a ∑
j

λ j,b = tr(A)tr(B), (27)

where the inequality can be obvious by taking the square of

both sides. When the equality of (26) holds, Cauchy–Schwarz

inequality gives us that A and B are linearly dependent. In

addition, when the equality of (27) holds, since
√

∑
i

λ 2
i,a = ∑

i

λi,a,
√

∑
j

λ 2
j,b = ∑

i

λ j,b, (28)

and all the eigenvalues are non-negative, A and B are of rank

at most one.

APPENDIX B

PROOF OF THEOREM IV.3

In the problem (25), since (y,µ,ν) = (0,0,0) is always a

feasible point, which results in a zero objective function value,

we always have the optimal value being larger than or equal

to zero. Then, suppose the optimal value of the problem (25)

is not zero, i.e., d⋆ = −Umax ∑ fi∈Fstop
µ⋆

i −∑N−1
n=0 ν⋆

n > 0. We

prove that ‖y⋆‖1 = 1. Firstly, we assume that ‖y⋆‖1 = η and

0 < η < 1. By taking y′ = 1
η y⋆,µ′ = 1

η µ
⋆,ν ′ = 1

η ν
⋆, we have

∥

∥y′
∥

∥

1
= 1, µ′ � 0,

and

N−1

∑
ℓ=1

(y′ℓ)
∗Nℓ

N + y′ℓN
ℓ
N

T

2
+

N f−1

∑
i=0

µ ′i F( fi)+
N−1

∑
n=0

ν ′nE
(N)
n

=
1

η

(

N−1

∑
ℓ=1

(y⋆ℓ)
∗Nℓ

N + y⋆ℓNℓ
N

T

2
+

N f−1

∑
i=0

µ⋆
i F( fi)+

N−1

∑
n=0

ν⋆
n E

(N)
n

)

� 1

η
0

= 0,

which implies that (y′,µ′,ν ′) is a feasible point of the problem

(25). However,

d′ =−Umax

N f−1

∑
i=0

µ ′i −
N−1

∑
n=0

ν ′n

=
1

η

(

−Umax ∑
fi∈Fstop

µ⋆
i −

N−1

∑
n=0

ν⋆
n

)

=
1

η
d⋆

> d⋆,

which contradicts the assumption of optimality. Therefore,

‖y‖1 /∈ (0,1). Secondly, we assume ‖y⋆‖1 = 0, which im-

plies that y⋆ = 0. Then, by taking any ξ > 1 and setting

µ′ = ξµ⋆, ν ′ = ξν⋆, we have

N f−1

∑
i=0

µ ′i F( fi)+
N−1

∑
n=0

ν ′nE
(N)
n

= ξ

(

N f−1

∑
i=0

µ⋆
i F( fi)+

N−1

∑
n=0

ν⋆
n E

(N)
n

)

� ξ 0

= 0,

which implies that (0,µ′,ν ′) is a feasible point of the problem

(25). Nevertheless,
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d′ =−Umax

N f−1

∑
i=0

µ ′i −
N−1

∑
n=0

ν ′n

= ξ

(

−Umax

N f−1

∑
i=0

µ⋆
i −

N−1

∑
n=0

ν⋆
n

)

= ξ d⋆

> d⋆,

which contradicts the assumption of optimality. As a result,

we prove that ‖y‖1 = 1 whenever the optimality is attained

with the optimal value d⋆ being positive.
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