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Abstract

Frequency Modulated Continuous Wave (FMCW) radar has been widely applied in automotive anti-

collision systems, automatic cruise control, and indoor monitoring. However, conventional analog-to-digital

converters (ADCs) can suffer from significant information loss when strong and weak targets coexist in

ranging applications. To address this issue, the Unlimited Sampling (US) strategy was proposed, which

applies a modulo operator prior to sampling. In this paper, we investigate the range estimation problem

using FMCW radar in the context of US, which can be formulated as a one-dimensional line spectral

estimation (LSE) via US. By exploiting the oversampling property and proving that the leakage onto a

certain frequency band can be controlled, we establish an integer optimization problem in the Fourier and

first-order difference domain. We then propose a dynamic programming (DP) based algorithm followed

by the orthogonal matching pursuit (OMP) method to solve it. In addition, a two-stage US LSE (USLSE)

is proposed, where the line spectral signal is first recovered by iteratively executing DP and OMP, and

then the parameters are estimated by applying a state-of-the-art LSE algorithm. Substantial numerical

simulations and real experiments demonstrate that the proposed algorithm, USLSE, outperforms existing

algorithms.

Index Terms

Unlimited sampling, modulo samples, FMCW radar, line spectral estimation, dynamic programming

I. INTRODUCTION

Frequency Modulated Continuous Wave (FMCW) radar has been widely applied in automotive anti-

collision systems, automatic cruise control, and indoor monitoring due to its high ranging precision and

resolution, outstanding interference resistance, and simple structure and compact size [1], [2], [3], [4]. In

Qi Zhang and De Wen Soh are with the Information Systems Technology and Design, Singapore University of Technology

and Design, 487372, Singapore (email: {qi_zhang@mymail.sutd.edu.sg, dewen_soh@sutd.edu.sg}).

Jiang Zhu and Fengzhong Qu are with the Ocean College, Zhejiang University, No.1 Zheda Road, Zhoushan, 316021, China

(email: {jiangzhu16, jimqufz}@zju.edu.cn).

December 27, 2023 DRAFT

ar
X

iv
:2

21
0.

15
81

1v
3 

 [
ee

ss
.S

P]
  2

6 
D

ec
 2

02
3



1

ranging applications, the presence of the inverse-square law, where the intensity of a target is inversely

proportional to the square of the distance from the target to the source, and variations in the reflective

properties of different materials often result in scenarios where strong and weak targets coexist [5], [6].

Such scenarios include detecting humans near trucks, humans across a broad range, and indoor monitoring

amid significant clutter [7], [8].

For the conventional analog-to-digital converter (ADC) used in FMCW radar systems, the information

loss is inevitable in the scenario where strong and weak targets coexist due to the dilemma below [9]:

On the one hand, due to the exist of strong targets, the amplitude of the signal may exceed the dynamic

range of the ADC which will lead to saturation or clipping, resulting in the loss of information from the

most significant bits (MSBs). On the other hand, if we adjust the dynamic range of the ADC to avoid

clipping, the weak signal may be submerged in quantization noise, causing the loss of information from

the least significant bits (LSBs). To address this problem, self-reset ADCs are implemented in which a

modulo operation is applied before sampling [10], [11], [12], [13]. In these architectures, side information

like the amount of folding for each sample or the folding sign is stored for perfect reconstruction, which

requires complex electronic circuitry.

Recently, signal recovery from modulo samples only has been studied in depth. The theory that there

is a one-to-one mapping between modulo samples and unfolded measurements has been established when

the sampling rate is slightly above the critical Nyquist rate for bandlimited and finite energy signals [14],

[15]. In addition, if the number of samples per interval is equal to or exceeds 2L+ 1 and 2L+ 1 is a

prime number, the L-order periodic bandlimited signal can be uniquely identifiable up to a constant factor

from the modulo samples [16]. Furthermore, from the perspective of compressed sensing, researchers

have derived the minimum number of modulo measurements required to achieve the recovery guarantee

for sparse vectors [17].

Algorithms for reconstruction can mainly be divided into two categories, one is based on the time

domain processing, and the other is based on the frequency domain processing. In the time domain,

Bhandari et al. proposed an unlimited sampling algorithm (USAlg) for bandlimited signals, which is

based on the higher-order differences operator, and provided a recovery guarantee when the oversampling

rate exceeds 2πe times the Nyquist rate [18]. USAlg has been extended to address different signal

models and problems, such as the mixture of sinusoids, finite-rate-of-innovation signals, multidimensional

signals, DOA estimation, computed tomography, graph signals [19], [20], [21], [22], [23], [24], [25],

[26], etc. However, due to higher-order differences, USAlg is sensitive to noise, especially when the

noise is added to the original signal. Ordentlich et al. proposed another method in the time domain

named integer-forcing decoding to unwrap the random Gaussian distributed vectors, where the covariance
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Fig. 1. Range estimation using FMCW radar in the framework of unlimited sampling.

matrix is known [27], [28]. The blind version is also proposed where an empirical method is used to

estimate the covariance matrix [29]. In addition, the linear prediction (LP) approach is introduced for

stationary stochastic Gaussian processes in both the temporal and spatio-temporal cases, and approaches

the limits given by rate-distortion theory [28]. The LP approach is also applied for bandlimited signals

and the recovery guarantee is provided when the oversampling factor is greater than 1 [15]. The LP

method requires that the initial few samples of the signal are always within the dynamic range, and the

autocorrelation function is known. Furthermore, a blind version of the LP method is proposed which

incorporates both an automatic adjustment at the modulo level and a fully adaptable modulo unwrapping

mechanism [30], [31]. For the recovery approach based on the Fourier domain, Bhandari et al. proposed

an algorithm for recovering the periodic bandlimited signals by solving a spectral estimation problem with

Prony’s method when the number of folds is known, and this method can be used to handle the non-ideal

foldings in practical hardware [32]. Another kind of method in the Fourier domain uses the projected

gradient descent method to estimate the residual [33], [34]. Besides, to recover the clean original signal

from noisy modulo samples, two-stage algorithms are proposed which perform denoising on modulo

samples before recovering [35], [36].

Hardware prototype for unlimited sampling is also designed, which is first introduced in [32] followed

by [37]. To deal with hysteresis and folding transients in practical hardware, a thresholding approach

with a recovery guarantee is proposed which can also be applied to the case when the non-idealities are

not present, and a low sampling rate version is also provided [38]. In addition, thresholding with general

filters and average sampling are utilized to deal with non-idealities [39], [40]. Considering the practical

hardware, three signal folding architectures are summarized in [41], and the reconstruction algorithms are

proposed for bandpass signals.

In this paper, we study the FMCW radar applied in range estimation problem where one transmit

and one receive antenna pair is used in the context of unlimited sampling as shown in Fig. 1. This

problem can be formulated as one-dimensional line spectral estimation (LSE) via unlimited sampling. In
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[6], the Unlimited Sampling Framework (USF) is employed to address the problem, utilizing unlimited

sampling ADCs at the hardware level and applying USAlg at the algorithmic level. However, it is worth

noting that the original signal in [6] operates at a low noise level, indicating a relatively weak noise

intensity compared to the signal. As previously mentioned, USAlg is particularly sensitive when noise

is introduced to the original signal. In practice, the original signal is often affected by noise in many

scenarios. Additionally, unlike situations in numerous papers where noise is added after modulo sampling,

a noisy original signal not only influences the modulo values of samples but also affects the folding times.

Therefore, studying robust reconstruction algorithms in the presence of noise before modulo sampling is

of vital importance and is more challenging.

We study the LSE via US in the presence of noise before modulo sampling in this paper. The main

contributions are threefold: Firstly, we establish an optimization problem to recover the folding instants

and folding times. We show that the proposed objective function is meaningful even when the frequencies

do not lie on the discrete Fourier transform (DFT) grid exactly, as the leakage onto a certain frequency

band can be controlled. Secondly, an iterative algorithm named USLSE is proposed. Since the original

optimization problem with quadratic objective function and integer constraints is NP-hard, we innovatively

solve this problem by approximating the matrix in the quadratic form as a banded matrix. Such an

approximation is reasonable as we show that the banded matrix consists of most of the energy of the

original matrix, and the quadratic form with a banded matrix with integer constraints can be solved

globally via dynamic programming (DP). In addition, provided that the estimates generated by the DP are

close to the global solution, the residue calculated by subtracting the estimates from the global solution

is sparse and orthogonal matching pursuit (OMP) is adopted to further refine the estimates. We could

run multiple iterations of DP followed by OMP to refine the estimates. Finally, substantial numerical

simulations and real experiments are conducted to demonstrate the robustness of the proposed USLSE

compared to the state-of-the-art methods. Numerical results also demonstrate that the proposed approach

is effective for recovering bandlimited signals.

A. Notation

We use Z, R, and C to denote sets of integers, real numbers, and complex numbers, respectively. Let

Z∗ be the set of complex numbers with both the real part and the imaginary part being integers. For a

complex vector x ∈ CN , xi or [x]i denotes the ith element of x for any i = 1, · · · , N . For a complex

matrix A ∈ CN×M , Ai,j denotes the (i, j)th element of A for any i = 1, · · · , N and j = 1, · · · ,M .

Let SN and SM be subsets of {1, · · · , N} and {1, · · · ,M}, respectively. |SN | denotes the cardinality of

SN . ASN ,SM
denotes the submatrix by choosing the rows indexed by SN and the columns indexed by
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SM of A. For simplicity, ASN
is used to denote the submatrix by choosing the rows of A indexed by

SN . Similarly, let xSN
denote the subvector by choosing the elements of x indexed by SN . Let ℜ{A}

and ℑ{A} denote the real and imaginary parts of A, respectively. Let diag(x) return a diagonal matrix

with the diagonal being x. Let (·)∗, (·)T and (·)H be the conjugate, transpose, and Hermitian transpose

operators, respectively. Let ∥x∥1, ∥x∥2 and ∥x∥∞ be the Manhattan norm, Euclidean norm, and maximum

norm, respectively. Let ⊙ denote the element-wise multiplication. Let ⌊A⌋ and ⌊A⌉ be the element-wise

floor and round operators for both real and imaginary parts of A, respectively.

II. PROBLEM SETUP

In this section, the LSE via unlimited sampling is described. Consider the continuous LSE problem

with K frequencies

g(t) =

K∑
k=1

cke
j2πfkt + w(t), (1)

where fk ∈ (0, fmax) and ck ∈ C denote the frequency and amplitude of the kth signal, respectively.

t ∈ R denotes the time, and w(t) is the noise. Obviously, fmax is the Nyquist frequency, i.e., fNyq = fmax.

Let γ denote the oversampling factor with respect to the Nyquist frequency fNyq. Thus, the sampling

frequency is fs = γfNyq = γfmax and the sampling interval is Ts = 1/fs = 1/(γfmax). g[n] ≜ g(nTs)

are the original samples, which can be written as

g[n] = x[n] + w[n], n = 0, · · · , N − 1, (2)

where

x[n] =

K∑
k=1

cke
jωkn, (3)

where ωk ≜ 2πfk/fs is the normalized angular frequency of the kth signal, w[n] are the noise sampled

from w(t), and N is the number of samples. In addition, for fk ∈ (0, fmax) and fs = γfmax, we have

ωk = 2πfk/fs ∈
(
0,

2π

γ

)
, k = 1, · · · ,K. (4)

Uniform modulo sampling of g(t) where a modulo operator is applied before sampling yields

y[n] ≜ Mλ (ℜ{g[n]}) + jMλ (ℑ{g[n]}) , (5)

where Mλ (t) is the centered modulo mapping defined as

Mλ (t) ≜ 2λ

(s
t

2λ
+

1

2

{
− 1

2

)
, (6)
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JtK ≜ t − ⌊t⌋ denotes the fractional part of t, λ denotes the threshold of ADC. Note that the original

samples can be decomposed as the sum of modulo samples and a simple function [18], i.e.,

g[n] = y[n] + 2λϵ[n], n = 0, 1, · · · , N − 1, (7)

where ϵ[n] ∈ Z∗ and Z∗ ≜ Z + jZ is the set of complex numbers with both real and imaginary parts

being integers. Furthermore, the matrix representation of (2) and (7) can be formulated as

g = x+w = A(ω)c+w, (8a)

g = y + 2λϵ, (8b)

where A(ω) ≜ [a(ω1),a(ω2), · · · ,a(ωK)] ∈ CN×K and a(ωk) ≜
[
1, ejωk , · · · , ej(N−1)ωk

]T
is the array

manifold steering vector. g,x,w,y, ϵ are vector representations of the corresponding sequences. For

example, g ≜ [g[0], g[1], · · · , g[N − 1]]T. ω ≜ [ω1, · · · , ωK ]T and c ≜ [c1, · · · , cK ]T. It is worth noting

that gn = g[n− 1], n = 1, · · · , N . In this paper, we aim to recover {c,ω} from modulo samples y.

To estimate parameters {c,ω}, least squares estimation is equivalent to solving the following optimization

problem1

minimize
c,ω,ϵ

∥y + 2λϵ−A(ω)c∥22, (9a)

s.t. ϵ ∈ Z∗N . (9b)

However, (9) is NP-hard generally as ϵ are constrained on the lattice Z∗N . In detail, (9) can be solved in

the following steps. Without loss of generality, suppose that |ϵ|∞ ≜ max{∥ℜ{ϵ}∥∞, ∥ℑ{ϵ}∥∞} = Vmax

where Vmax ∈ Z. We use enumeration to solve the problem. The number of possible ϵ is (2Vmax + 1)2N .

For each ϵ, (9) degenerates into a LSE which can be approximately solved and we can obtain the objective

value. Finally, we choose the estimates of the parameters corresponding to the best (minimum) objective

value. Consequently, the computation complexity is (2Vmax + 1)2N times the complexity of the LSE

algorithm. Note that the computation complexity is exponential in the number of measurements N , which

makes it computationally intractable.

Another heuristic approach is to use a linear model to represent the nonlinear LSE model, i.e., the

original A(ω)c can be represented as

A(ω)c = Adicc̃, (10)

1If {w[n]}N−1
n=0 are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) and follow a Gaussian distribution, then the least squares

estimation is equivalent to maximum likelihood estimation.
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where Adic ∈ CN×Ndic is the dictionary matrix with the (n1, n2)th element being e
j
2π(n1−1)(n2−1)

Ndic , n1 =

1, · · · , N , n2 = 1, · · · , Ndic and Ndic ≥ N . When Ndic ≫ K, c̃ is approximately sparse. Thus, (9) can

be relaxed as

minimize
c̃,ϵ

∥y + 2λϵ−Adicc̃∥22 + µ∥c̃∥1, (11a)

s.t. ϵ ∈ Z∗N , (11b)

where µ is a regularization parameter to control the sparsity of the signal. Problem (11) is still NP-hard

as there exist integer constraints that ϵ ∈ Z∗N . We solved the relaxed version of (11) by relaxing the

non-convex constraints (11b) as the linear inequality constraints, but the solution is poor. In particular,

if we ignore the integer constraints first, the solution of (11) is trivial and far from the true values, i.e.,

ϵ̂ = −y/(2λ) and ̂̃c = 0. Besides, we kept the non-convex constraints (11b) and used the proximal

approach to solve (11) with a random initial point. However, the local solution is still poor. Therefore, it

is challenging to solve (11) using polynomial time algorithms, and more structures should be utilized.

III. LSE THROUGH FREQUENCY DOMAIN PROCESSING

Intuitively, oversampling benefits in two facets: First, oversampling makes the simple function 2λϵ

similar at the nearby instants. This causes the value of the first-order finite difference of the simple function

to be near zero, which reduces the state space of the first-order finite difference. Second, oversampling

widens the spectrum between the maximum signal frequency and the Nyquist frequency. Since the leakage

due to the line spectral signal into the spectrum between the maximum signal frequency and the sampling

frequency is small which will be discussed below, the spectrum between the maximum signal frequency

and the sampling frequency is only approximately related to the simple function. This leads us to expect

that the recovery process becomes simpler. In the following, we exploit the above benefits to formulate

the LSE.

Let ϵ denote the first-order finite difference of ϵ, where the nth element is defined as

ϵn = ϵn+1 − ϵn, n = 1, · · · , N − 1, (12)

or in matrix form ϵ = Jϵ where J = I2:N,: − I1:N−1,: and I ∈ RN×N is the identity matrix. Note that

ϵ is still on the lattice Z∗N−1, thus ℜ{ϵn} and ℑ{ϵn} will be in the set {−V, · · · , 0, · · · , V } where

V ≜ max{∥ℜ{ϵ}∥∞, ∥ℑ{ϵ}∥∞} is a positive integer. As the oversampling factor γ increases, the dynamic

range of both the real and imaginary parts of ϵ, i.e.,V , will decrease, and Proposition 1 shows the result

of the noiseless case. Applying the first-order finite difference to (8), we have

y + 2λϵ = x+w = JA(ω)c+w, (13)
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where y ≜ Jy, x ≜ Jx, and w ≜ Jw.

Proposition 1. In the noiseless case, given the oversampling factor γ, both ℜ{ϵn} and ℑ{ϵn}, n =

1, 2, · · · , N − 1, will be in the set {−V, · · · , 0, · · · , V } with a bounded value of V such that

V ≤
⌊
Kπcmax

λγ
+ 1

⌋
, (14)

where cmax = max
k

|ck|.

Proof. The proof is postponed to Appendix VIII-A.

Performing DFT on (13) yields

ỹ + 2λFϵ = x̃+ w̃ = FJA(ω)c+ w̃, (15)

where ỹ ≜ Fy, x̃ ≜ Fx, w̃ ≜ Fw, and F ∈ C(N−1)×(N−1) is the DFT matrix with the (n1, n2)th

element being 1√
N−1

e−j
2π(n1−1)(n2−1)

N−1 . Given that ωk ≤ 2π/γ for k = 1, · · · ,K as stated in (4), if ωk lies

on the grid { 2πn
N−1}

N−2
n=0 for all k, the (n+ 1)th element of x̃ is

x̃[n] ≜ x̃n+1 = Fn+1JA(ω)c

= Fn+1[A(ω)]1:N−1,:(D− IK)c

= [0, 0, · · · , 0](D− IK)c = 0 (16)

for n > ⌊N−1
γ ⌋, where D = diag(ejω1 , · · · , ejωK ). When frequencies ω are not on the grid, despite the

presence of spectral leakage, it can be expected that the magnitude of the (n+1)th element of the first-order

difference line spectral signal in the frequency domain, i.e., |x̃n+1| or |x̃[n]|, is small for some n > ⌊N−1
γ ⌋.

In the following, a formal analysis is provided. We first derive the upper bound of the magnitude of the

(n + 1)th element of x̃ which is shown in Proposition 2. For (N − 1)( 1γ + β) ≤ n ≤ (N − 1)(1 − β)

where β is a constant factor such that 1
N−1 < β < γ−1

2γ , according to (18), we have

|x̃[n]| ≤ 2Kπcmaxsmaxδmax√
N − 1min{sin( πn

N−1 − π
γ ), sin(

πn
N−1)}

a
≤ 2Kπcmaxsmaxδmax√

N − 1min{sin(π( 1γ + β)), sin(βπ)}

≤ 2Kπcmaxsmaxδmax√
N − 1 sin(βπ)

, (17)

where
a
≤ is due to both sin( πn

N−1−
π
γ ) and sin( πn

N−1) are greater than 0 and are concave for (N−1)( 1γ+β) ≤

n ≤ (N − 1)(1− β). Thus, |x̃[n]| can be arbitrarily small with increasing N . This demonstrates that with

enough samples, one could choose the samples ỹ[n] with index {⌊(N − 1)( 1γ + β)⌋+ 1, ⌊(N − 1)( 1γ +
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β)⌋+ 2, · · · , ⌊(N − 1)(1− β)⌋} such that the leakage is negligible, thus an optimization problem only

with respect to ϵ can be established which is introduced below.

Proposition 2. Define ak ∈ Z, ak ≤ ⌊N−1
γ ⌋ and δk ∈ [−0.5, 0) ∪ (0, 0.5), k = 1, · · · ,K such that

ωk = 2π
N−1(ak + δk). For n > ⌊N−1

γ ⌋, the magnitude of the (n+1)th element of x̃ can be upper bounded

by

|x̃[n]| ≤ 2Kπcmaxsmaxδmax√
N − 1min{sin( πn

N−1 − π
γ ), sin(

πn
N−1)}

, (18)

where cmax ≜ maxKi=1 |ci|, smax ≜ maxKi=1 sin(
ωk

2 ), and δmax ≜ maxKi=1 |δi|.

Proof. The proof is postponed to Appendix VIII-B.

Let S be a subset of {1, 2, · · · , N − 1} defined as

S ≜ {⌊N − 1

γ
+Nβ⌋+ 2, · · · , ⌊N − 1−Nβ⌋+ 1}, (19)

where Nβ ≜ (N − 1)β and 1
N−1 < β < γ−1

2γ is a constant factor. By choosing the S elements of (15), a

submodel

ỹS + 2λFSϵ = x̃S + w̃S (20)

can be obtained. Note that the number of measurements of model (20) is |S| = ⌊N − 1−Nβ⌋ − ⌊N−1
γ +

Nβ⌋ ≈ (N − 1)(1− 1
γ − 2β). On the one hand, a smaller β means that more data can be used to perform

signal recovery, and the measurement matrix 2λFS has a lower mutual coherence. On the other hand, as

β increases, the impact caused by spectrum leakage will be reduced, as stated in Proposition 2 and (17).

Thus, there exists a tradeoff for selecting β. We validated this phenomenon through simulation for the

algorithm we proposed later on in Section V-A. By treating the right-hand side of (20), i.e., x̃S + w̃S , as

noise, based on the least squares method, the subproblem of estimating ϵ can be formulated as

minimize
ϵ

∥zS + FSϵ∥22, (21a)

s.t. ϵn ∈ V, n = 1, · · · , N − 1, (21b)

where zS ≜ ỹS/(2λ), V = {m+ jn| −V ≤ m,n ≤ V,m, n ∈ Z} is the bounded lattice and V is a small

integer as shown in Proposition 1. Problem (21) is an integer quadratic programming problem which is

also NP-hard generally. In the following, an efficient algorithm based on DP is proposed to approximately

solve (21).
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IV. ALGORITHM

This section provides a polynomial-time algorithm for solving (21) approximately. In general, this

problem is difficult to solve. Our approach consists of two steps: Firstly, the original problem (21) is

solved approximately by exploiting the fine structure of (21). That is, we approximate the original problem

(21) in a reasonable way and use the DP method to solve the problem globally. Secondly, the approximate

solution acts as a good candidate, and heuristic approaches are used to further refine the quality of the

solution by solving the original problem (21). At the end of this section, we will provide the validation

of the proposed algorithm by showing the rationality of solving the approximate optimization problem

via DP.

A. Dynamic Programming Method

By expanding the quadratic term, problem (21) can be rewritten as

minimize
ϵ

ϵHQϵ+ 2ℜ{bHϵ}, (22a)

s.t. ϵn ∈ V, n = 1, · · · , N − 1, (22b)

where Q = FH
SFS and b = FH

S zS . Note that the (i, j)th term of Q is

Qi,j = FH
S,iFS,j . (23)

When S = {1, · · · , N − 1}, FS = F is the DFT matrix. Thus, FS,i and FS,j are orthogonal when i ̸= j

and FH
S,iFS,j = 1 when i = j and Q is an identity matrix. For S defined in (19) which is a subset of

{1, · · · , N − 1}, although Q is not an identity matrix, elements with relatively large magnitudes still

concentrate near the diagonal. In detail, when i = j, the magnitude of Qi,j will get closer to 1 as |S|

increases. When i ̸= j, the magnitude of Qi,j will be relatively small, especially when the wrap-around

distance between i and j, i.e., min{|i − j|, N − 1 − |i − j|}, is far away from 0. Thus, the matrix Q

only has relatively large values on its diagonal and a few adjacent positions (wrap-around distance).

Approximating Q as a pth order diagonal matrix Q̃ is reasonable, where Q̃ is a submatrix of Q and is

defined as follows

Q̃i,j =

Qi,j |i− j| ≤ p,

0, otherwise,
(24)
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where i = 1, · · · , N − 1 and j = 1, · · · , N − 1. Note that Q̃ is still a Hermitian matrix. In Section IV-C,

a detailed analysis of the rationality of approximating Q as Q̃ will be provided. By replacing Q with Q̃

in (22), an approximate optimization problem can be formulated as

minimize
ϵ

ϵHQ̃ϵ+ 2ℜ{bHϵ}, (25a)

s.t. ϵn ∈ V, n = 1, · · · , N − 1. (25b)

We first consider the quadratic term in (25), i.e., ϵHQ̃ϵ. For Q̃i,j = 0 when |i− j| > p, the cost function

ϵHQ̃ϵ is a function of ϵn and its nearby terms {ϵq, 0 < |q − n| ≤ p}. In addition, the second term in

(22) can be decomposed as independent sums, i.e., 2ℜ{bHϵ} =
∑N−1

i=1 2ℜ{b∗i }ϵi. Thus, parameters ϵ in

problem (25) have a pth order Markov property, and the global optimum can be obtained by using a DP

method.

Let h(ϵ) ≜ ϵHQ̃ϵ+ 2ℜ{bHϵ} which is the objective function of problem (25), and we decompose it

into P ≜ N − p− 1 terms, i.e.,

h(ϵ) =

P−1∑
n=1

ϵHQ̃(n)ϵ+ 2ℜ{b∗nϵn}︸ ︷︷ ︸
first P − 1 terms

+

(
ϵHQ̃(P )ϵ+ 2ℜ{bH

P :N−1ϵP :N−1}

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

the P th term

(26)

where Q̃ =
∑P

n=1 Q̃
(n) and Q̃(n) are all Hermitian matrices defined as follows. For n = 1, · · · , P − 1,

Q̃(n) ∈ C(N−1)×(N−1) is a submatrix of Q̃ retaining the elements in columns n through N − 1 of Q̃’s

nth row, as well as the elements in rows n through N − 1 of Q̃’s nth column defined as

Q̃
(n)
i,j =

Q̃i,j (i = n and j ≥ i) or (j = n and i ≥ j),

0, otherwise.

For the last term, Q̃(P ) ∈ C(N−1)×(N−1) is a submatrix of Q̃ retaining both {P, · · · , N − 1} rows and

columns of Q̃ defined as

Q̃
(P )
i,j =

Q̃i,j (i ≥ P ) or (j ≥ P ),

0, otherwise.
(27)

Because Q̃i,j = 0 when |i− j| > p (24), we have Q̃
(n)
n,j = 0 for j > n+ p and Q̃

(n)
i,n = 0 for i > n+ p.

Thus, the nth term, n = 1, · · · , P − 1, of the decomposed loss (26) can be simplified as

ϵHQ̃(n)ϵ+ 2ℜ{b∗nϵn} = ϵ∗nQ̃n,nϵn + 2ℜ{ϵ∗nQ̃n,n+1:n+pϵn+1:n+p}+ 2ℜ{b∗nϵn} ≜ hn(ϵn:n+p) (28)

December 27, 2023 DRAFT



11

which is only related to variables ϵn:n+p and denoted as hn(ϵn:n+p). For the last term in (26), according

to (27), we have

ϵHQ̃(P )ϵ+ 2ℜ{bH
P :N−1ϵP :N−1} = ϵHP :N−1Q̃P :N−1,P :N−1ϵP :N−1 + 2ℜ{bH

P :N−1ϵP :N−1} ≜ hP (ϵP :N−1),

(29)

which is only related to the last p+ 1 variables ϵP :N−1 and denoted as hP (ϵP :N−1). In summary, we

can decompose the objective function (26) into P terms, i.e.,

h(ϵ) =

P∑
n=1

hn(ϵn:n+p). (30)

where hn(ϵn:n+p) are defined in (28) and (29).

Below the DP is utilized to solve the approximate optimization problem (25) by using the decomposed

form of the objective function h(ϵ) (30). We first define the optimization problem at stage n (for the first

n variables) as

DPn(ϵn+1:n+p) = minimize
ϵ1:n∈Vn

n∑
i=1

hi(ϵi:i+p), (31)

n = 1, · · · , P − 1. Observe that the optimization problem (25) is equivalent to

minimize
ϵP :N−1

DPP−1(ϵP :N−2) + hP (ϵP :N−1), (32a)

s.t. ϵn ∈ V, n = 1, · · · , N − 1, (32b)

which can be viewed as the optimization problem at the last stage (stage P ). It also should be noted that

we can recursively solve DPn(ϵn+1:n+p) as follows

DPn(ϵn+1:n+p) = minimize
ϵn∈V

DPn−1(ϵn:n+p−1) + hn(ϵn:n+p), (33)

n = 1, · · · , P − 1, where DP0(ϵ1:p) = 0 is the initialization term. For ϵn ∈ V, n = 1, · · · , N − 1, the

enumeration method is utilized here to solve the recursion (33), and the computational complexity is

O(p2|V|p+1). In addition, the optimal solution ϵ̂n will be recorded by RCn(ϵn+1:n+p) for n = 1, · · · , P−1.

Finally, we will solve the final optimization problem (32) based on DPP−1(ϵP :N−2). Similarly, an

enumeration method can be applied to obtain the optimal solution ϵ̂P :N−1, and the computational

complexity of the final step is O(p2|V|p+1). To obtain the corresponding optimal variables, a backward

process

ϵ̂n = RCn(ϵ̂n+1:n+p) (34)

is recursively executed, for n = P − 1, · · · , 1. The initial estimates ϵ̂P :N−1 is the solution of (32). The

DP algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 Dynamic Programming Algorithm
1: Inputs: Observations zS , measurement matrix FS , state space V , and order p.

2: Compute b = FH
S zS and Q̃(n), n = 1, · · · , P .

3: Forward process:

4: Initialize DP0(ϵ1:p) = 0.

5: for n = 1, · · · , P − 1 do

6: Compute DPn(ϵn+1:n+p) according to (33) and store it, and delete DPn−1(ϵn:n+p−1).

7: Store the corresponding optimal solution ϵ̂n in RCn(ϵn+1:n+p).

8: end for

9: Obtain the estimates ϵ̂P :N−1 by solving (32), and delete DPP−1(ϵP :N−2).

10: Backward process:

11: for n = P − 1, · · · , 1 do

12: Compute ϵ̂n = RCn(ϵ̂n+1:n+p), and delete RCn(ϵ̂n+1:n+p).

13: end for

14: Outputs: ϵ̂.

B. USLSE Algorithm

The DP method has been used to solve the problem (22) approximately. Here we propose an enhanced

iterative algorithm to further refine the solution ϵ̂. The algorithm proceeds as follows: By viewing ϵ̂ as

the initial value, ϵ can be decomposed into two parts, i.e., ϵ = ϵ̂ +∆ϵ, and the original optimization

problem (21) is

minimize
∆ϵ

∥zS + FS ϵ̂+ FS∆ϵ∥22, (35a)

s.t. ∆ϵn ∈ Z∗, n = 1, · · · , N − 1. (35b)

Given that ϵ̂ acts as a good approximation to the optimal solution, ∆ϵ will be a sparse vector. Thus,

problem (35) can be viewed as a sparse recovery problem, and methods like OMP or basis pursuit can

be applied. Here, for ∆ϵn ∈ Z∗, we will run OMP algorithm, and for each iteration, the estimate will

be rounded to the lattice Z∗. Finally, the estimates will be updated as ϵ̂ := ϵ̂ + ∆ϵ̂ provided that the

refined estimate decreases the objective function value, otherwise we still use the old estimate. We term

the above procedure as “DP+OMP”.

Multiple iterations of “DP+OMP” can be executed to enhance performance. Given the estimate ϵ̂, we
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expand (35) and obtain

minimize
∆ϵ

(∆ϵ)HQ∆ϵ+ 2ℜ{(zS + FS ϵ̂)
HFS∆ϵ}, (36a)

s.t. ∆ϵn ∈ Z∗, n = 1, · · · , N − 1. (36b)

We still use the same banded matrix Q̃ to approximate Q and run DP to solve the problem approximately.

Similarly, we then use the OMP to refine the estimates. The algorithm that runs iter iterations of DP and

OMP is termed as “DP+OMP(iter)”.

Note that DP+OMP(iter) provides the estimate ϵ̂. To recover ϵ̂ form ϵ̂, the anti-difference operator

denoted as ϵ̂ = S(ϵ̂) will be used and is defined as

ϵ̂1 = 0 (37a)

ϵ̂n =

n−1∑
i=1

ϵ̂i, n = 2, · · · , N. (37b)

It should be noted that there is an additive constant ambiguity of ϵ̂. We can obtain the recovered line

spectral signal via ĝ = y+2λϵ̂. Finally, a LSE algorithm is applied to obtain {ω̂, ĉ}. Overall, the USLSE

algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 2. USLSE is a two-stage algorithm where line spectral signal

reconstruction is performed first, followed by the LSE. The whole process is shown in Fig. 2.

Algorithm 2 USLSE Algorithm
1: Inputs: Modulo samples y, number of sinusoids K, and oversampling factor γ.

2: Compute ỹ.

3: Set subset S, state space V , and Markov model order p.

4: Initialize ϵ̂ = 0.

5: for iter = 1 : Itermax do

6: Compute ∆ϵ̂ = DP(zS + FS ϵ̂,FS ,V, p) (Algorithm 1).

7: Update ϵ̂ := ϵ̂+∆ϵ̂.

8: Compute ∆ϵ̂ by solving (35) (OMP).

9: Update ϵ̂ := ϵ̂+∆ϵ̂.

10: end for

11: Compute ϵ̂ = S(ϵ̂) (up to an additive constant).

12: Compute ĝ = y + 2λϵ̂.

13: Estimate parameters {ω̂, ĉ} by applying an LSE algorithm on ĝ.

14: Outputs: {ω̂, ĉ}.
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Fig. 2. The two-stage USLSE algorithm: The first stage is to perform line spectral signal reconstruction, and the second is to

perform LSE.

C. Rationality of Approximating Q as Q̃

In this subsection, the rationality of approximating Q as Q̃ is validated by evaluating the ratio between

the squared Frobenius norm of Q̃p to that of Q, where Q̃p is the pth order approximation of Q defined in

(24). Proposition 3 provides both the exact expression and a lower bound for the ratio ∥Q̃p∥2
F

∥Q∥2
F

. Note that for

p = 0, a simple bound is ∥Q̃p∥2
F

∥Q∥2
F

≥ 1− η. In addition, when N and M are significantly larger than p, the

lower bound can be approximated as a function only with respect to η and p, i.e., 1− η+ 8
π2(1−η)

p∑
k=1

u2
qk

k2 ,

based on the fact that M−1−k
N−1−k ≈ M−1

N−1 = η for k = 1, · · · , p. For a practical case, where the oversampling

factor is γ = 10 and η = M−1
N−1 is slightly larger than 1

γ set as 1/10 < η < 1/8, the results are then

listed as follows: for p = 1, the lower bound is 1− η + 8η2

π2(1−η) , and the minimum value is ≈ 0.890 with

η = 1/8; for p = 2, the lower bound is 1−η+ 16η2

π2(1−η) , and the minimum value is ≈ 0.904 with η = 1/8;

for p = 3, the lower bound is 1 − η + 24η2

π2(1−η) , and the minimum value is ≈ 0.918 with η = 1/8; for

p = 4, the lower bound is 1− η + 32η2

π2(1−η) , and the minimum value is ≈ 0.933 with η = 1/8. It can be

seen that the ratio of the squared Frobenius norm of the approximated Q̃p to that of Q is at least 0.890,

corresponds to the case when p = 1. For p = 3 and p = 4, the ratio of the squared Frobenius norm of

the approximated Q̃p to that of Q is at least 0.918. Therefore, approximating Q as Q̃p is reasonable in

this case.

Proposition 3. Let M ≜ N − |S|, the ratio of the energy of the banded matrix Q̃p with bandwidth p to

that of Q is

∥Q̃p∥2F
∥Q∥2F

= 1− M − 1

N − 1
+

2
p∑

k=1

(N−1−k) sin2( k(M−1)π

N−1
)

sin2( kπ

N−1
)

(N − 1)2(N −M)
. (38)

In addition, for p ≤ N−1
2 , ∥Q̃p∥2

F

∥Q∥2
F

can be lower bounded by

∥Q̃p∥2F
∥Q∥2F

≥ 1− η +
8

π2

p∑
k=1

u2qk
k2(1− M−1−k

N−1−k )
(39)
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where η ≜ M−1
N−1 , and

uqk =

kη − ⌊kη⌋, 0 ≤ kη − ⌊kη⌋ < 1
2

1 + ⌊kη⌋ − kη, 1
2 ≤ kη − ⌊kη⌋ < 1

.

Proof. The result (38) can be obtained by a straightforward calculation. Based on (38), the lower bound

(39) can be derived as follows

∥Q̃p∥2F
∥Q∥2F

a
≥ 1− η +

2

π2

p∑
k=1

N − 1− k

N −M

sin2(k(M−1)π
N−1 )

k2

b
≥ 1− η +

8

π2

p∑
k=1

u2qk
k2(1− M−1−k

N−1−k )
,

where
a
≥ is due to sin( kπ

N−1) ≤
kπ

N−1 . In addition,
b
≥ is derived from the inequality 2x

π ≤ sinx,∀0 ≤ x ≤ π
2 ,

and it is established through discussions involving different intervals of k(M−1)π
N−1 .

V. NUMERICAL SIMULATION

In this section, numerical experiments are conducted to verify the performance of the proposed USLSE.

The signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) is defined as SNR = ∥x∥22/E[∥w∥22], where x is the noise-free signal and

w is the noise. In this section, we set w as white Gaussian noise. The normalized mean squared error

(NMSE) is NMSE(x̂) = ∥x̂ − x∥22/∥x∥22, where x̂ denotes the estimate of the algorithm. For the first

stage of USLSE, the methods DP, DP+OMP, DP+OMP(iter) are used to solve the optimization problem

(21) where iter = 2, 3, 4, and the Markov assumption with different orders (p = 1, p = 2, p = 3, p = 4)

are implemented. Given the estimates ϵ̂, the estimates of the simple function ϵ̂ up to an additive

constant can be obtained by using the anti-difference operator (37). The ambiguity is resolved by using

ϵ̂ := ϵ̂+ ⌊(
∑N

i=1(ϵi − ϵ̂i))/N⌉, where ⌊·⌉ denotes the rounding operator. Finally, a state-of-the-art LSE

algorithm will be applied to obtain the estimates x̂ and {ω̂, ĉ} based on ĝ = y+2λϵ̂. Here, Newtonalized

OMP (NOMP) [42] due to its fast implementation and high estimation accuracy is used to perform

LSE. For different implementations of USLSE, the only difference is the method used to solve the

optimization problem (21). Thus, we will use the name of the method solving (21) as the name of different

implementations of USLSE. We define the event in which the algorithm successfully recovers the true

signal x provided that NMSE(x̂) < −15dB and the probability of successful recovery is adopted as the

performance metric2. The simulation is running on a desktop computer equipped with an 8-core Mac M1

CPU.

2Different thresholds such as −10 dB, −15 dB and −20 dB are tried in the simulation, and the results are similar.
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Four experiments are conducted to validate the theoretical analysis and verify the excellent performance

of USLSE. For the first experiment, the effect of the hyperparameter β on USLSE is investigated. Then,

the performance of USLSE compared to other state-of-the-art algorithms will be studied. Furthermore,

the performance of USLSE versus SNR is investigated in the third experiment. Finally, the reconstruction

of bandlimited signals through USLSE is conducted. Parameters of the first and third experiments (Sec.

V-A and V-C) are set as follows: The oversampling factor is γ = 10, and the number of measurements

is N = 512. The number of frequencies is K = 3, and the frequencies are randomly generated from

(0, 2π/γ). The magnitudes of the weight coefficients are drawn i.i.d. from a Gaussian distribution N (1, 0.1),

and the phases are uniformly drawn i.i.d. from (0, 2π). The dynamic range of the ADC is set as λ = 0.7.

We set V = 1 for USLSE. All results are averaged over 300 Monte Carlo (MC) trials.

A. The Effect of Hyperparameter β on Estimation Performance

Fig. 3. Performance versus β for N = 512, γ = 10, λ = 0.7, and SNR = 22dB. (a)-(d) correspond to the first-order (p = 1),

second-order (p = 2), third-order (p = 3), and fourth-order (p = 4) Markov approximations of Q, respectively.

According to (19), 1
N−1(≈ 0) < β < γ−1

2γ (≈ 0.5) is a hyperparameter to set up the optimization

problem (21) and should be chosen in advance. We will investigate the performance of the algorithms

(OMP, DP, DP+OMP, DP+OMP(iter)) versus β, where OMP denotes the algorithm that uses the OMP

solving problem (21) followed by NOMP to perform the LSE. We set SNR = 22dB, and the probability

of successful recovery and the averaged running time are shown in Fig. 3. To make the subfigures more

readable, the result of OMP which is invariant for different p is shown in all the subfigures for comparison.
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In Fig. 3(a) where p = 1, the probabilities of successful recovery of all algorithms decrease as β

increases. Besides, DP+OMP(iter) with iter = 2, 3, 4 have the same probability of successful recovery

and perform best, followed by DP+OMP, OMP, and DP. For p ranging from 2 to 4 shown in Fig. 3(b),

Fig. 3(c) and Fig. 3(d), respectively, DP+OMP(2) − (4) perform best and achieve similar probability

of successful recovery. In detail, the probabilities of successful recovery of DP+OMP(2)− (4) increase

first from 0.48 to 0.78 as β increases to β = 0.07 and then decreases for p = 2, from 0.58 to 0.86 as

β increases to about β = 0.04 and then decreases for p = 3, from 0.7 to 0.86 as β increases to about

β = 0.02 and then decreases for p = 4. Besides, DP+OMP(2)− (4) benefits from OMP in particular for

p = 1 and p = 2. The reason is that with a lower value of p, the gap between the optimization problem

solved by DP (25) and the problem solved by OMP (21) may be larger due to the increased inaccuracy in

the approximation of Q. As shown in Fig. 3, for each p, the running time increases in the order of OMP,

DP, DP+OMP, DP+OMP(2), DP+OMP(3), DP+OMP(4). Furthermore, the running time of the DP-based

algorithms increases as p increases. For all algorithms, the running time of DP+OMP(4) with p = 4 is

longest, which is 4.319s.

Except for p = 1 in Fig. 3(a), the performances of all DP-based algorithms increase first and then

decrease as β increases. The reason is that a higher β leads to a lower |x̃n| in (20) and a smaller number of

measurements. Thus, there is a trade-off when it comes to selecting the optimal β for DP-based algorithms.

According to Fig. 3(b)-(d), as p increases, the optimal β decreases, and the optimal probabilities of

successful recovery of p = 3 and p = 4 are almost the same, which is greater than that of p = 2. In fact,

although as p increases, Q̃ approximates Q better, we can not conclude that a better estimate ϵ̂ will be

obtained. We can observe that when β = 0.05, the performance of DP-based algorithms with p = 2 is

better than those with p = 3, and the performance of DP-based algorithms with p = 3 is better than those

with p = 4. By carefully investigating the numerical simulation, we found that as β increases, DP-based

algorithms with larger p tend to overfit and result in poor performance.

In the following simulations, DP-based algorithms with p = 2, 3, 4 will be adopted, and the hyperpa-

rameter β will be set as β = 0.07, 0.04, 0.02, respectively, corresponding to the optimal choices as shown

in Fig. 3(b)-(d). As the performance of the OMP decreases as β increases as shown in Fig. 3, the set (19)

of OMP will be set as S = {⌊N−1
γ ⌋+ 2, · · · , N − 1}.

B. Comparison with Other Algorithms

In this subsection, the USLSE is compared with existing methods such as LP [28], USAlg [18], Prony

[32], and QCQP [35] that recover the spectrum from modulo samples. It should be noted that g is a

complex vector in our model, while USAlg and QCQP are proposed to deal with the real signal. Thus, we
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Fig. 4. Recovery of line spectral signals (real part) for USLSE and other algorithms. We set K = 3, N = 512, and λ = 0.5. (a)

Noisy and off-grid case with large oversampling factor γ ≈ 150. (b) Noiseless and on-grid case with γ ≈ 25. (c) Noisy and

off-grid case with oversampling factor γ ≈ 12. (d) Noisy and off-grid case with a relatively small oversampling factor γ ≈ 6.

will process the real and imaginary parts of g separately when using USAlg and QCQP. For the LP method,

we assume that the initial few unfolded samples of the signal can be obtained and the autocorrelation

function is known. Although the blind version of LP is proposed in [31], that method requires adaptive

adjustment of the ADC’s dynamic range, which is not the case in this paper. For USLSE, DP+OMP(2)

with p = 3 is used to solve the problem (21). The recovery results for the real part of the line spectral

signal using all algorithms are shown in Fig. 4, with similar results observed for the imaginary part.

Fig. 4(a) shows the results in a noisy and off-grid scenario with a relatively high oversampling factor

γ ≈ 150. LP, USAlg, QCQP, and USLSE successfully recover the original signal, while Prony fails. In

Fig. 4(b), where the signal is noiseless and the frequencies are precisely on the grid, all algorithms, except

QCQP, effectively recover the unfolded signal. As in the cases of Fig. 4(c) and Fig. 4(d), the cardinality

of nonzero elements in ϵ, i.e., ∥ϵ∥0, is greater than N/2, the Prony method can not be utilized in these

two scenarios. Fig. 4(c) presents the results in a noisy and off-grid setting with γ ≈ 12. LP and USLSE

achieve successful recovery of the original signal, while USAlg and QCQP do not. In Fig. 4(d) with an

SNR of 30dB and a relatively low oversampling factor γ ≈ 6, all algorithms, except LP, fail to recover

the original line spectral signal. In summary, QCQP is effective in recovering signals from noisy modulo

samples, but requires a relatively high oversampling factor. Prony’s performance is sensitive to noise and
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relies on sparsity in ϵ, leading to its failure in Fig. 4(a), (c), and (d). In cases with a large oversampling

factor, as in Fig. 4(a), or with a noiseless original signal, as in Fig. 4(b), USAlg successfully recovers the

unfolded samples. However, in Fig. 4(c) and Fig. 4(d), USAlg fails due to the application of a higher-order

differences operator to the noisy original signal. Except for Fig. 4(d), where the oversampling factor is

relatively small, USLSE effectively recovers the noisy/noiseless signal when frequencies are either on

the grid or not on the grid. LP successfully recovers the original signals in all scenarios with a known

autocorrelation function. Although USLSE outperforms USAlg, Prony, and QCQP in the settings of Fig. 4,

it should be noted that USAlg can recover signals with unlimited amplitude when the oversampling factor

is larger than 2πe in the noiseless case, Prony can be used to deal with non-ideal foldings in practical

hardware, and QCQP can recover the clean signal from noisy modulo samples.

The running time of all algorithms is also evaluated and the results are shown in Table I. We observe

that the execution times for each algorithm remain fairly consistent across various subfigures in Fig. 4.

Additionally, LP, USAlg, and QCQP exhibit the shortest execution times, followed by Prony and USLSE.

Furthermore, the average running times of LP, USAlg, and QCQP are all less than 0.01s, which are

significantly shorter than that of Prony (= 0.233s) and USLSE (= 0.584s).

TABLE I

EXECUTION TIMES OF ALGORITHMS IN FIG. 4 (SECONDS).

Subfig.

Alg.
LP USAlg Prony QCQP USLSE

Fig. 4(a) 0.004 0.007 0.125 0.003 0.574

Fig. 4(b) 0.005 0.008 0.241 0.006 0.606

Fig. 4(c) 0.003 0.005 – 0.002 0.550

Fig. 4(d) 0.005 0.006 – 0.003 0.604

C. Performance Versus SNR

In this subsection, the performances of USLSE under Markov approximation with p = 2, 3, 4 versus

SNR are investigated, and USAlg will be used as comparison. In addition, problem (21) can be viewed

as a mixed integer quadratic programming (MIQP); thus, the professional optimization software Gurobi

is also used here to solve it for comparison. The maximum running time of Gurobi is set to be the

same as the running time of DP+OMP(4) with p = 4, which is the longest running time among all other

algorithms. To make the subfigures more readable, the results of OMP, Gurobi, and USAlg which are

invariant for different p are shown in all the subfigures for comparison. Results are shown in Fig. 5.
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Fig. 5. Performance versus SNR for N = 512, γ = 10, and λ = 0.7. (a)-(c) correspond to the second-order (p = 2), third-order

(p = 3), and fourth-order (p = 4) Markov approximations of Q, respectively.

Firstly, note that for all subfigures in Fig. 5 DP+OMP(2) − (4) are almost identical. In Fig. 5(a),

when SNR ≤ 20dB, the probabilities of successful recovery of all algorithms are lower than 0.35. When

22dB ≤ SNR ≤ 34dB, DP+OMP(2)− (4) perform best followed by DP+OMP and DP, and all DP-based

algorithms outperform USAlg, Gurobi, and OMP. When SNR ≥ 36dB, USAlg performs best followed by

DP+OMP(2)− (4), DP+OMP, DP, Gurobi and OMP. For Fig. 5(b) and Fig. 5(c), when SNR ≤ 18dB, the

probabilities of successful recovery of all algorithms are lower than 0.2. When 20dB ≤ SNR ≤ 32dB,

DP+OMP(2)− (4) perform best followed by DP+OMP and DP, and all DP-based algorithms outperform

USAlg, Gurobi, and OMP in these two subfigures. Furthermore, in Fig. 5 (b), USAlg performs best,

followed by DP+OMP(2)− (4), DP+OMP, DP, Gurobi, and OMP when SNR ≥ 36dB, whereas in Fig.

5(c), similar phenomenon can be observed when SNR ≥ 34dB. In summary, the overall performance

of Gurobi and OMP is relatively poor, with their respective highest probabilities of successful recovery

being 0.48 and 0.31. USAlg is sensitive to the noise and has the worst performance when SNR ≤ 22dB.

However, in the low-noise case, it performs best and achieves the probability of successful recovery equals

to 1 when SNR= 42dB. For DP-based algorithms, when 22dB ≤ SNR ≤ 32dB, they perform better than

USAlg, Gurobi, and OMP. It is worth noting that DP-based algorithms cannot achieve a 100% probability

of successful recovery for a larger SNR. This is mainly due to two factors. First, the existence of spectral

leakage introduces some performance degradation. Second, rather than directly solving the problem (21),

we are addressing an approximate version, i.e., problem (25). As SNR increases, the probabilities of

successful recovery for DP+OMP(2)− (4) with p = 2 and p = 3 gradually converge to approximately

0.97, while those of DP+OMP(2) − (4) with p = 4 converge to around 0.93. Although Proposition 3

suggests that p = 4 provides a better approximation of Q, its impact on recovery performance remains

uncertain. Investigating the influence of the approximation of Q on signal recovery can be considered for

future research.
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D. Bandlimited Signals Reconstruction
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(b) p = 3
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(c) p = 4

Fig. 6. Performance of algorithms for bandlimited signals versus SNR with N = 400 and γ = 10. (a)-(c) correspond to the

second-order (p = 2), third-order (p = 3), and fourth-order (p = 4) Markov approximations of Q, respectively.

Instead of applying the USLSE on the line spectral signal, our algorithm can also be utilized to

recover the bandlimited signal. In this subsection, we will investigate the performances of USAlg, Gurobi,

OMP, and all DP-based algorithms under the Markov approximation with p = 2, 3, 4 versus SNR on

bandlimited signals. The signal is generated as follows. First, we generate a bandlimited real signal gΩ(t)

with bandwidth Ω [32]. Then, we transform it into the frequency domain g̃Ω(ω). By setting the amplitude

of g̃Ω(ω) to 0 for −Ω ≤ ω ≤ 0, g̃′Ω(ω) is obtained. Finally, we obtain the complex bandlimited signal

in the time domain g′Ω(t) by applying inverse Fourier transformation on g̃′Ω(ω). We set N = 400 and

γ = 10, and the results are shown in Fig. 6. To make the subfigures more readable, the results of OMP,

Gurobi, USAlg which are invariant for different p are shown in all the subfigures for comparison.

In Fig. 6, OMP can hardly recover the original signal. For all cases, i.e., Fig. 6(a)-(c), the probabilities

of successful recovery of USAlg, Gurobi, and all DP-based algorithms increase as the SNR increases.

When SNR ≤ 22dB, DP+OMP(2)− (4) perform best followed by DP+OMP, DP, Gurobi and USAlg for

p = 3 and p = 4. When SNR ≥ 24dB, DP+OMP(2) − (4) perform best followed by DP + OMP, DP,

USAlg and Gurobi for p = 2, 3, 4. Moreover, when SNR = 30dB, all algorithms, except for Gurobi and

OMP, achieve perfect successful recovery. Furthermore, the probabilities of the successful recovery of

DP-based algorithms increase in our settings as p increases when SNR ≤ 24dB. It should be noted that,

compared to p = 3 and p = 4, DP-based algorithms with p = 2 benefit more from OMP and iterative

refinement.

VI. EMPIRICAL EXPERIMENTS

Empirical experiments are conducted to demonstrate the performance of USLSE by using an AWR1642

radar. The sampling frequency is fs = 10 MHz. The chirp rate is κ = 30× 1012 Hz/s. The maximum
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radial distance is rmax = cfs/(2κ) = 50m where c is the speed of light. The number of measurements is

N = 256. Two experiments are conducted. We run the NOMP-CFAR which can maintain the desired

false alarm rate without knowledge of the noise variance to process the original measurements and output

the range estimates as ground truth [43]. The modulo samples are generated in software from the original

measurements.

A. Experiment 1

Fig. 7. Field experiment setup. (a) There are two targets, referred to as People 1 and People 2. (b) There are three targets,

referred to as Corner, People 1, and People 2. Two people can be regarded as weak signals compared to the corner.

Fig. 8. The recovery results of experiment 1 for the USLSE and USAlg algorithms. For USLSE, DP+OMP(2) with p = 4 is

applied here.

The field experiment 1 is shown in Fig. 7(a), where two people named People 1 and People 2 with

radial distances being about 1.8m and 2.8m are put in front of the radar. The maximum amplitude of the

real part and the imaginary part of the real data is about 1200, and the threshold is set as λ = 250 which

means the maximum folding times is 2. We set γ = 10 and β = 0.01. Reconstruction of signals of USLSE

and USAlg algorithms are shown in Fig. 8. For USLSE, we use the fourth-order Markov assumption of Q
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Fig. 9. The recovery results of experiment 2 for the USLSE and USAlg algorithms. For USLSE, DP+OMP(2) with p = 2 is

applied here.
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Fig. 10. Range estimation results in experiment 1.

and the DP+OMP(2) method is utilized to solve the problem (25). For USAlg, the first-order difference

is applied as D = 1 minimizes both ∥∆Dℜ{g}∥∞ and ∥∆Dℑ{g}∥∞ where ∆Dℜ{g} (∆Dℑ{g}) is the

Dth-order difference of ℜ{g} (ℑ{g}) defined in [18]. USAlg failed to recover both the real part and the

imaginary part, while USLSE successfully recovers both the real and imaginary parts. Besides, we use

NOMP-CFAR on the original measurements g to obtain the ranges of the targets, which are used as the

so-called ground truth. In addition, we will also apply NOMP-CFAR on the modulo samples y and the

recovered samples estimated by USLSE and USAlg. The range estimation results ranging from 0m to

4m are shown in Fig. 10. For the modulo samples y and the signal estimated by USAlg, no targets are

detected by NOMP-CFAR. For USLSE which perfectly recovers the signal, the estimates are the same as

the ground truth. As shown in Fig. 10, the range estimate of People 1 is about 1.8m. The ranges of two

detected points correspond to People 2 are 2.8m and 2.9m. There also exists a leakage component whose

range estimate is 0.01m.
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Fig. 11. Range estimation results in experiment 2.

B. Experiment 2

The field experiment consisting of a corner in addition to People 1 and People 2 is shown in Fig. 7(b).

The radial distances of Corner, People 1 and People 2 are about 1.8m, 2.5m, and 3.3m, respectively.

Compared to the corner, two people can be regarded as weak signals. The maximum amplitude of both

the real part and the imaginary part is about 5500, and the threshold is set as λ = 550 which means that

the maximum folding times is 5. We set γ = 10 and β = 0.08. Reconstruction of signals of USLSE and

USAlg algorithms are shown in Fig. 9. For USLSE, we use the second-order Markov assumption of Q

and the DP+OMP(2) method is utilized to solve the problem (25). Similar to experiment 1, for USAlg,

the second-order difference is the optimal choice and is applied here. USAlg failed to recover both the

real part and the imaginary part, while USLSE almost successfully recovered the signal except for the

small head part of the real part of the signal. The LSE results with ranges ranging from 0 to 4.5m are

shown in Fig. 11. For the modulo samples y, no targets are detected by NOMP-CFAR. It can be seen that

USAlg only detects the strongest corner and generates many false alarms. While USLSE detects Corner,

People 1 and People 2, and the leakage component. Besides, USLSE does not generate false alarms.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we studied LSE via unlimited sampling. The USLSE algorithm is proposed, which exploits

the oversampling and the bandlimited property of the line spectrum to estimate the folding instants and

folding times, and then recover the line spectral signal and perform LSE. For USLSE, we novelly combine

DP and OMP to iteratively refine the estimates. The robustness of USLSE compared to the existing

approach is demonstrated through numerical experiments. Additionally, we also evaluate the performance

of USLSE by processing the data acquired by the mmWave radar and show that USLSE is able to jointly

estimate two people and one corner with the oversampling factor 10 and the folding times 5.
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Several relevant future concerns are worth noting. Firstly, exploring the equivalent conditions for

uniquely identifying line spectral signals from modulo samples in future research is worthwhile, as it can

serve as a performance benchmark for subsequent algorithms. Secondly, since the algorithm proposed

in this paper relies on oversampling, there exists a trade-off between high sampling rates and increased

dynamic range. To enable broader applications of our algorithm, a detailed analysis in this regard is worth

investigating. Lastly, our proposed algorithm relies on several approximations. Investigating the impact of

these approximations on the algorithm’s noise resilience and dynamic range enhancement is worth further

exploration from an analytical point of view.

VIII. APPENDIX

A. Proof of Proposition 1 (The Upper Bound of V )

According to the definition of g[n], we have

g[n] = g[n+ 1]− g[n] =

K∑
k=1

|ck|ej∠ck
(
ejωk(n+1) − ejωkn

)
for n = 0, · · · , N − 2, and the upper bound of |g[n]| can be obtained, i.e,

|g[n]| =

∣∣∣∣∣
K∑
k=1

|ck|ej∠ckejωkn
(
ejωk − 1

)∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣
K∑
k=1

|ck|ej∠ckejωknejωk/22j sin
(ωk

2

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Kcmaxωmax, (40)

where cmax = max
k

|ck| and ωmax = maxωk
k

. In addition, we have

|ℜ{g[n]}| ≤ Kcmaxωmax, |ℑ{g[n]}| ≤ Kcmaxωmax. (41)

Thus, the upper bound of V can be obtained

V = max{∥ℜ{ϵ}∥∞, ∥ℑ{ϵ}∥∞}

≤ 1

2λ
max{∥ℜ{g}∥∞ + ∥ℜ{y}∥∞, ∥ℑ{g}∥∞ + ∥ℑ{y}∥∞}

≤ 1

2λ
max{∥ℜ{g}∥∞, ∥ℑ{g}∥∞}+ 1

≤
⌊
Kωmaxcmax

2λ
+ 1

⌋
≤
⌊
Kπcmax

λγ
+ 1

⌋
. (42)
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B. Proof of Proposition 2 (The Upper Bound of |x̃[n]|)

Let x̃[n] denote the (n+ 1)th element of x̃, |x̃[n]| can be upper bounded by

|x̃[n]| =

∣∣∣∣∣
N−1∑
m=0

Fn+1J:,m+1x[m]

∣∣∣∣∣
=

1√
N − 1

∣∣∣∣∣
N−2∑
m=0

e−j 2πnm

N−1 (x[m+ 1]− x[m])

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1√

N − 1

K∑
k=1

∣∣∣∣∣
N−2∑
m=0

cke
−j 2πnm

N−1 (ejωk(m+1) − ejωkm)

∣∣∣∣∣
=

2√
N − 1

K∑
k=1

|ck| sin(
ωk

2
)

∣∣∣∣∣
N−2∑
m=0

ejm(ωk− 2πn

N−1
)

∣∣∣∣∣ , (43)

where n = 0, · · · , N−2. Let ωk = 2π
N−1(ak+δk), where ak ∈ {0, 1, 2, · · · , ⌊N−1

γ ⌋}, and δk ∈ [−0.5, 0)∪

(0, 0.5), k = 1, · · · ,K. For n = 0, · · · , N − 2, we have∣∣∣∣∣
N−2∑
m=0

ejm(ωk− 2πn

N−1
)

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣1− ej(N−1)(ωk− 2πn

N−1
)

1− ej(ωk− 2πn

N−1
)

∣∣∣∣∣ = | sin(πδk)|
| sin( πn

N−1 − ωk

2 )|
(44)

Inserting (44) into (43), for n > ⌊N−1
γ ⌋ one obtains

|x̃[n]| ≤ 2√
N − 1

K∑
k=1

|ck| sin(
ωk

2
)

| sin(πδk)|
| sin( πn

N−1 − ωk

2 )|
a
≤ 2Kπcmaxsmaxδmax√

N − 1min{sin( πn
N−1 − π

γ ), sin(
πn

N−1)}
(45)

where
a
≤ is due to that sin( πn

N−1−
ωk

2 ) is greater than 0 and is concave for ωk ∈ (0, 2πγ ), cmax ≜ maxKi=1 |ci|,

smax ≜ maxKi=1 sin(
ωk

2 ), and δmax ≜ maxKi=1 |δi|.
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