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ABSTRACT
Interferometric experiments designed to detect the highly redshifted 21-cm signal from neutral hydrogen are producing increas-
ingly stringent constraints on the 21-cm power spectrum, but some 𝑘-modes remain systematics-dominated. Mutual coupling is
a major systematic that must be overcome in order to detect the 21-cm signal, and simulations that reproduce effects seen in the
data can guide strategies for mitigating mutual coupling. In this paper, we analyse 12 nights of data from the Hydrogen Epoch of
Reionization Array and compare the data against simulations that include a computationally efficient and physically motivated
semi-analytic treatment of mutual coupling. We find that simulated coupling features qualitatively agree with coupling features
in the data; however, coupling features in the data are brighter than the simulated features, indicating the presence of additional
coupling mechanisms not captured by our model. We explore the use of fringe-rate filters as mutual coupling mitigation tools
and use our simulations to investigate the effects of mutual coupling on a simulated cosmological 21-cm power spectrum in a
‘worst case’ scenario where the foregrounds are particularly bright. We find that mutual coupling contaminates a large portion
of the ‘EoR Window’, and the contamination is several orders-of-magnitude larger than our simulated cosmic signal across a
wide range of cosmological Fourier modes. While our fiducial fringe-rate filtering strategy reduces mutual coupling by roughly
a factor of 100 in power, a non-negligible amount of coupling cannot be excised with fringe-rate filters, so more sophisticated
mitigation strategies are required.

Key words: instrumentation: interferometers – techniques: interferometric – dark ages, reionization, first stars – scattering

1 INTRODUCTION

A new generation of low frequency interferometers promise signif-
icant advances in many fields of astronomy (Newburgh et al. 2016;
DeBoer et al. 2017; Hallinan et al. 2019; McKinnon et al. 2019;
Vanderlinde et al. 2019). One of the primary science goals of these
current and next-generation radio interferometers is to detect the cos-
mologically redshifted 21-cm signal from Cosmic Dawn (CD) and
the Epoch of Reionization (EoR), the period of cosmic history when
the first stars and galaxies illuminated and reionized the universe.
Detections of the cosmological 21-cm signal will provide valuable
insights into the nature of the first stars and galaxies and will shed
light on the details of how reionization proceeded (see, e.g., Van de
Hulst 1945; Field 1959; Madau et al. 1997; and Wang et al. 2006). A
number of pathfinder experiments, including the Murchison Wide-
field Array (MWA, Bowman et al. 2013), the Low Frequency Array
(LOFAR, van Haarlem et al. 2013), and the Hydrogen Epoch of
Reionization Array (HERA, DeBoer et al. 2017), are aiming for a
first detection of the cosmological 21-cm power spectrum during
CD and the EoR. These experiments are currently operational and
producing increasingly sensitive upper-limits on the 21-cm power
spectrum (Kolopanis et al. 2023; HERA Collaboration et al. 2023;
Mertens et al. 2020). Detecting the cosmological 21-cm signal, how-
ever, is full of challenges; reviews such as Furlanetto et al. (2006),
Pritchard & Loeb (2012), Mesinger (2016), and Liu & Shaw (2020)
discuss the experimental and theoretical challenges in measuring and
interpreting the 21-cm signal.

One of the greatest challenges in 21-cm cosmology lies in dis-
entangling the 21-cm signal from the overwhelmingly bright as-
trophysical foregrounds, which are expected to be several orders of
magnitude brighter than the cosmological signal. One commonly em-
ployed approach, used by both the MWA and HERA, is the method
of foreground avoidance (Liu et al. 2014b), where the 21-cm signal
is distinguished from the foregrounds by appealing to their differing
spectral signatures. Galactic and extra-galactic synchrotron radia-
tion, which evolves smoothly in frequency, is the dominant emission
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mechanism for the foregrounds (Wang et al. 2006); this is contrasted
against the fine-scale spectral fluctuations expected in the 21-cm sig-
nal due to the patchy nature of reionisation (e.g., McQuinn et al.
2006; Gnedin & Shaver 2004). In principle, the delay spectrum esti-
mator (Parsons et al. 2012), reviewed in Section 5.3.2, can separate
the spectrally smooth foregrounds from the 21-cm signal, since the
spectrally smooth component of the signal is confined to small cos-
mological Fourier modes. In practice, this separation is difficult to
achieve due to a variety of systematic effects, including anthropogenic
Radio Frequency Interference (RFI), Faraday rotation by the iono-
sphere (Jelić et al. 2010; Moore et al. 2013; Martinot et al. 2018),
circuit level cross-talk (Zheng et al. 2014), intra-antenna reflections
and resonances (Craeye & Gonzalez-Ovejero 2011; Thyagarajan et al.
2016; Hibbard et al. 2020), and calibration errors (Orosz et al. 2019;
Byrne et al. 2019; Barry et al. 2016), among other effects. These
observational artefacts could introduce structure in the data similar
to the 21-cm signal, so successful detection of the cosmological 21-
cm signal depends on careful mitigation of these effects which could
otherwise easily destroy or mask cosmological information.

In addition to the challenges outlined above, systematic effects
caused by over-the-air mutual coupling between antennas are a known
challenge for measurements of the 21-cm power spectrum (Chaudhari
et al. 2017; Kern et al. 2019; Borg et al. 2020; McKinley et al. 2020;
Bolli et al. 2022). All of the current upper limits on the 21-cm power
spectrum report excesses beyond the expected noise level across a
broad range of redshifts and primarily at low 𝑘 , with mutual coupling
often cited as one possible source of the excess power (Ali et al.
2015; Beardsley et al. 2016; Ewall-Wice et al. 2016; Kern et al.
2019, 2020; Mertens et al. 2020). Conclusively linking the observed
excess power to mutual coupling requires a predictive model for how
coupling effects manifest in the data, as well as comparisons of those
predictions against what is observed in the data.

Fundamentally, a detailed understanding of mutual coupling re-
quires knowledge of how radiation is reflected around the array and
how that manifests as excess correlation between antennas. Since
these reflections occur at scales of a few wavelengths, numerical
electromagnetic simulations are required to obtain a detailed under-
standing of mutual coupling; however, numerical artefacts between
different electromagnetic solvers at high dynamic range (Mahesh
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et al. 2021) and the intractable computational demands of running
such solvers on large arrays of antennas makes this approach in-
feasible. It is therefore necessary to use approximate, yet physically
motivated, models to further our understanding of systematic features
imparted on the data by mutual coupling. Josaitis et al. (2022) pro-
posed such a model of mutual coupling: an impedance mismatch at
the input to an antenna’s amplifier reflects the incident astrophysical
signal, which is then re-radiated to and absorbed by other antennas
in the interferometric array. While this model does not capture all
of the potential coupling mechanisms, it does provides a specific
mechanism for mutual coupling that is computationally efficient and
physically intuitive. Using this model, Josaitis et al. (2022) simulated
mutual coupling for a variety of array configurations with HERA an-
tennas and presented a phenomenological analysis of the coupling
features that were produced. In this paper, we expand on the work
of Josaitis et al. (2022) with a revised coupling model and improved
simulation algorithm. We confront these simulations with reality
and assess the accuracy of the revised coupling model by comparing
our simulations with data taken from the Phase II HERA instru-
ment (Berkhout et al. 2024). We additionally use our simulations
to explore the efficacy of filtering as a method of mitigating mutual
coupling and better understand the challenges mutual coupling poses
for detecting the cosmological 21-cm power spectrum.

The structure of this paper is as follows: In Section 2, we provide
an updated derivation of the first-order mutual coupling model and
describe how the model is implemented in simulation; In Section 3,
we describe the HERA observations and visibility data used in this
analysis; In Section 4, we compare our simulations of mutual cou-
pling against systematics seen in the data; In Section 5, we describe
two filtering strategies designed to mitigate mutual coupling as well
as the simulations used to test the efficacy of such filters; In Sec-
tion 6, we discuss the effects of mutual coupling on the estimated
21-cm power spectrum and provide a cursory investigation of how
the proposed filtering strategies aid in detection of the cosmological
21-cm signal; In Section 7 we summarise our results.

2 REVISITING FIRST-ORDER COUPLING

Before moving forward, we want to clearly define the context of this
work as well as a few terms which have broad colloquial meanings.
Our analysis is restricted to zenith-pointing, drift-scan interferomet-
ric arrays which do not track particular positions on the sky. Instead,
these arrays focus their sensitivity directly overhead and achieve dif-
ferent ‘pointings’ through Earth rotation. When referring to an an-
tenna, we are referring to the combination of the dish (the parabolic
reflecting surface in Figure 1) with the feed that is suspended above
the centre of the dish. We may use the terms ‘antenna’ and ‘array
element’ interchangeably.

In this section, we revisit the semi-analytic model of mutual cou-
pling proposed by Josaitis et al. (2022) to provide an updated expres-
sion for the ‘first-order’ coupled visibilities. Their model is ‘semi-
analytic’ in the sense that numerical electromagnetic simulations are
used to determine the impedance and the radiation field for an iso-
lated antenna, and then the outputs from the numerical simulations
are used to evaluate the results of an analytic treatment of the re-
radiation coupling mechanism. Performing the analytic calculation
reveals that the coupled visibilities may be expressed in terms of
uncoupled quantities involving the isolated antenna properties and
the ‘zeroth-order’ visibilities that would be measured in the absence
of any coupling mechanisms. The isolated antenna properties may
be absorbed into effective reflection (or coupling) coefficients, and

the ‘first-order’ model is obtained by keeping only terms involving
at most one reflection coefficient (or, in other words, by only consid-
ering ‘single-scattering’ events).

Figure 1 provides a relatively clear physical motivation for the
model proposed by Josaitis et al. (2022): each antenna’s feed has an
unobstructed view of many other antennas’ feeds. Therefore, if an
antenna were to re-radiate some of the incident astrophysical signal
due to an impedance mismatch at the balun feedpoint, then this re-
radiated signal would be picked up by other antennas in the array
and lead to excess correlation in the visibilities. The challenge lies
in formalising this mechanism and rewriting the results in terms of
uncoupled quantities.

We are revisiting the derivation of their coupling model to address
two issues with their results. Their analysis implicitly assumed that
the antennas were not elliptically polarized, which ultimately led
to a conjugation error in their expression of the effective coupling
coefficients. Additionally, the main results of their analysis expressed
the coupling coefficients in terms of antenna properties that are not
commonly used in visibility simulations. We address both of these
issues in the remainder of this section by briefly re-deriving the
coupled visibilities to first-order in the coupling coefficients.

2.1 Zeroth-Order Visibilities

The visibility V𝑖 𝑗 is the cross-correlation of the voltages v𝑖 , v 𝑗 mea-
sured by antennas 𝑖 and 𝑗 ,

V𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑁
〈
v𝑖v†𝑗

〉
, (2.1)

where 𝑁 is a normalization constant that converts from V2 to Jy,
and the angled brackets indicate an ensemble average. For a dual-
polarization instrument with feed polarizations 𝑝, 𝑞, the voltage vec-
tor can be written as

v =

(
𝑣𝑝

𝑣𝑞

)
, (2.2)

and the polarized visibility can be written as

V =

(
𝑉 𝑝𝑝 𝑉 𝑝𝑞

𝑉𝑞𝑝 𝑉𝑞𝑞

)
. (2.3)

The voltage measured by feed 𝑝 of antenna 𝑖 is related to the incident
electric field E through the antenna’s ‘effective height’ h𝑝

𝑣
𝑝

𝑖
=

∫
4𝜋

h𝑝

𝑖
(n̂) · E𝑖 (n̂)dΩ, (2.4)

where E𝑖 (n̂) denotes the electric field coming from direction n̂,
evaluated at position x𝑖 . Since the term ‘effective height’ is rarely
used in a radio astronomy context, but the physical height of the feed
above the dish is often discussed, it is important to make a distinction
between the effective height and the feed height: the effective height
characterises the electromagnetic properties of an antenna, while the
feed height refers to the physical elevation of the feed above the
dish centre. 1 Since visibility simulations are often performed using
the antenna’s peak-normalized, far-field radiation pattern A(n̂), it
is helpful to rewrite Equation 2.4 in terms of this quantity. This

1 The effective height is defined as 𝑣 = h · E and is loosely just the ratio
between the induced voltage and the incident electric field. The nomenclature
originates in the definition of the gain of a long wavelength vertical antenna
(e.g., a radio tower). More concretely, the effective height is the length of a
vertical antenna that would produce the same signal as the antenna in question.
‘Effective length’ is sometimes also used, but here we preserve the historical
usage.
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Figure 1. Photo of the Phase II HERA antennas. This view highlights the fact that many pairs of feeds have unobstructed views of each other and motivates the
feed-to-feed re-radiation model of mutual coupling presented in Section 2.

can be achieved by recognizing that the feed’s effective height is
proportional to its far-field radiation pattern, so we may write

𝑣
𝑝

𝑖
= ℎ

𝑝

𝑖,0

∫
4𝜋

A𝑝

𝑖
(n̂) · E𝑖 (n̂)dΩ, (2.5)

where ℎ𝑝
𝑖,0 = |h𝑝

𝑖
(n̂) |max is the maximum amplitude of the effective

height. In order to make the math more tractable, we consider the case
where every antenna in the array is identical and feed polarizations
for an antenna are related through a simple azimuthal rotation so that
ℎ
𝑝

𝑖,0 = ℎ0.
In order to obtain the zeroth-order visibilities in a familiar form,

we first arrange the far-field radiation pattern into a Jones matrix

J =

(
𝐴
𝑝

𝜃
𝐴
𝑝

𝜙

𝐴
𝑞

𝜃
𝐴
𝑞

𝜙

)
, (2.6)

where 𝜃, 𝜙 correspond to the different electric field polarizations.
With this, the voltage measured by antenna 𝑖 is

v𝑖 = ℎ0

∫
4𝜋

J(n̂)E𝑖 (n̂)dΩ, (2.7)

and so the visibility measured by baseline (𝑖, 𝑗) is

V𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑁ℎ
2
0

∫
J(n̂)

〈
E𝑖 (n̂)E 𝑗 (n̂′)†

〉
J(n̂′)†dΩdΩ′ . (2.8)

This can be simplified by rewriting the expectation value of the outer
product of the electric field in terms of the coherency matrix and the
fringe via〈
E𝑖 (n̂)E 𝑗 (n̂)†

〉
= C(n̂)𝑒−𝑖2𝜋𝜈b𝑖 𝑗 ·n̂/𝑐𝛿D (n̂ − n̂′), (2.9)

where b𝑖 𝑗 = x 𝑗 − x𝑖 is the baseline separating antennas 𝑖 and 𝑗 , 𝜈
is the frequency at which the visibility is measured, 𝑐 is the speed
of light in vacuum, and 𝛿D is the Dirac-delta. Inserting Equation 2.9
into Equation 2.8 casts the zeroth-order visibility into a more familiar
form:

V(0)
𝑖 𝑗

= 𝑁ℎ2
0

∫
4𝜋

J(n̂)C(n̂)J(n̂)†𝑒−𝑖2𝜋𝜈b𝑖 𝑗 ·n̂/𝑐dΩ. (2.10)

2.2 The Scattered Field

In order to compute the first-order coupling, we must first con-
sider how an incident electric field is re-radiated by an antenna.
An impedance mismatch between the feed and the rest of the signal
chain causes part of the incident signal to be reflected, and the re-
flected portion is re-radiated from the feed in spherical wavefronts.
The re-radiated field E′ for a dipole antenna can be written as

E′ =
𝑖𝜂0
4𝜆

Γ

𝑅
h∗

(
h · E

) 𝑒𝑖𝑘𝑟
𝑟
, (2.11)

where 𝑅 is the antenna resistance, 𝜆 is the wavelength of the radi-
ation, 𝜂0 is the impedance of free space, Γ is the voltage reflection
coefficient obtained from the impedance mismatch, 𝑘 = 2𝜋/𝜆 is
the wavenumber, and 𝑟 is the distance from the scattering element.
Note that this differs from the expression in Josaitis et al. (2022) (as
well as other sources such as Sneha et al. 2013 and Jenn & Flokas
1994) since the effective height of an elliptically-polarized antenna
in transmission is conjugated relative to its effective height in recep-
tion. Extending this result to dual-polarization antennas, and writing
𝑘 = 2𝜋𝜈/𝑐, the expression for the scattered electric field is

E′ =
𝑖𝜂0
4𝜆

Γ

𝑅

𝑒𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝑟/𝑐

𝑟
ℎ2

0J†JE. (2.12)

Note that this has the Jones matrix appearing with its Hermitian
conjugate as usually expected, and this feature was missing from the
derivation provided in Josaitis et al. (2022).

Taking into account that radiation from the entire sky is re-radiated,
we denote the extra electric field measured at antenna 𝑖 due to scat-
tering by antenna 𝑗 as

E′
𝑖 𝑗 (n̂) = 𝜉𝑝𝑖 𝑗 (1 − 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 )𝛿D (n̂ − b̂𝑖 𝑗 )J(b̂ 𝑗𝑖)†

∫
4𝜋

J(n̂′)E 𝑗 (n̂′)dΩ′,

(2.13)

where 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 is the Kronecker-delta, (1−𝛿𝑖 𝑗 ) is a factor forbidding self-
coupling, the Dirac-delta 𝛿D (· · · ) enforces that the additional electric
field at antenna 𝑖 only comes from the direction of antenna 𝑗 , 𝑝𝑖 𝑗 =
exp

(
𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝜏𝑖 𝑗

)
/𝑏𝑖 𝑗 is a spherical wave propagation term, 𝜏𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑏𝑖 𝑗/𝑐

MNRAS 000, 1–19 (2024)



Mutual Coupling in HERA 5

is the delay corresponding to the time it takes the scattered radiation
to propagate from antenna 𝑗 to antenna 𝑖, and 𝜉 bundles together
additional factors that are common to all antennas. For simplicity,
we assume that each antenna has an unobstructed view of every other
antenna in the array, so the total excess electric field at any antenna
can be obtained by summing Equation 2.13 over the entire array,
giving the total electric field at any antenna 𝑖 as

Etot
𝑖 (n̂) = E𝑖 (n̂) +

∑︁
𝑘

E′
𝑖𝑘
(n̂). (2.14)

2.3 First-Order Coupled Visibilities

We compute the effect of re-radiation coupling by first inserting Equa-
tion 2.14 into Equation 2.8. Keeping only terms to first-order in the
scattered field, this gives

V(1)
𝑖 𝑗

= 𝑁ℎ2
0

∫
J(n̂)

〈
E𝑖 (n̂)E 𝑗 (n̂′)†

〉
J(n̂′)†dΩdΩ′

+ 𝑁ℎ2
0

∑︁
𝑘

∫
J(n̂)

〈
E′
𝑖𝑘
(n̂)E 𝑗 (n̂′)†

〉
J(n̂′)†dΩdΩ′

+ 𝑁ℎ2
0

∑︁
𝑘

∫
J(n̂)

〈
E𝑖 (n̂)E′

𝑗𝑘
(n̂′)†

〉
J(n̂′)†dΩdΩ′ . (2.15)

The first term in this expression is just the zeroth-order visibility V(0)
𝑖 𝑗

.
Using Equation 2.9 and the Dirac-delta in Equation 2.13 allows us
to rewrite the integral in the second term as∫

J(n̂)
〈
E′
𝑖𝑘
(n̂)E 𝑗 (n̂′)†

〉
J(n̂′)†dΩdΩ′

= 𝜉𝑝𝑖𝑘 (1 − 𝛿𝑖𝑘)J(b̂𝑖𝑘)J(b̂𝑘𝑖)†

×
∫

4𝜋
J(n̂)C(n̂)J(n̂)†𝑒−𝑖2𝜋𝜈b𝑘 𝑗 ·n̂/𝑐dΩ. (2.16)

The integral in this expression is just the visibility for baseline (𝑘, 𝑗),
so the above expression can be written more compactly as∫

J(n̂)
〈
E′
𝑖𝑘
(n̂)E 𝑗 (n̂′)†

〉
J(n̂′)†dΩdΩ′ = X𝑖𝑘V(0)

𝑘 𝑗
, (2.17)

where the coupling coefficient X𝑖𝑘 is

X𝑖𝑘 =
𝑖𝜂0
4𝜆

Γ

𝑅

𝑒𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝜏𝑖𝑘

𝑏𝑖𝑘
ℎ2

0J
(
b̂𝑖𝑘

)
J
(
b̂𝑘𝑖

)†
. (2.18)

We get a similar result for the integral in the third term in Equa-
tion 2.15:∫

J(n̂)
〈
E𝑖 (n̂)E′

𝑗𝑘
(n̂′)†

〉
J(n̂′)†dΩdΩ′ = V(0)

𝑖𝑘
X†
𝑗𝑘
, (2.19)

and so the first-order visibilities can be expressed via

V(1)
𝑖 𝑗

= V(0)
𝑖 𝑗

+
∑︁
𝑘

(
V(0)
𝑖𝑘

X†
𝑗𝑘

+ X𝑖𝑘V(0)
𝑘 𝑗

)
. (2.20)

2.4 Coupling Coefficients

Visibility simulators often do not have access to the effective height,
but rather the far-field radiation pattern, so it is helpful to rewrite
ℎ0 in terms of something that can be computed from the radiation
pattern. The effective height h is related to the current 𝐼 in the antenna
and the radiation pattern F produced by the current via 𝐼h = F, and
so 𝐼ℎ0 = 𝐹0. The current is related to the power lost due to resistive
losses in the antenna

𝑃T =
1
2
|𝐼 |2𝑅. (2.21)

Assuming that all of this power is radiated away by the antenna, we
can also express it in terms of the radiation intensity 𝑈 integrated
over the full sky

𝑃T =

∫
4𝜋
𝑈dΩ =

𝜂0𝐹
2
0

8𝜆2

∫
4𝜋

𝐹2

𝐹2
0

dΩ =
𝜂0𝐹

2
0

8𝜆2 Ωp, (2.22)

where the second equality comes from 8𝜆2𝑈 = 𝜂0 |F|2 and Ωp is the
beam area. Using 𝐼ℎ0 = 𝐹0 with the above two equations gives the
following relation

𝜂0ℎ
2
0

4𝜆2𝑅
=

1
Ωp

, (2.23)

which we can use to rewrite the coupling coefficients as

X𝑖𝑘 =
𝑖Γ

Ωp

𝑒𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝜏𝑖𝑘

𝑢𝑖𝑘
J
(
b̂𝑖𝑘

)
J
(
b̂𝑘𝑖

)†
, (2.24)

where 𝑢𝑖𝑘 = 𝑏𝑖𝑘/𝜆 is the baseline length in units of wavelengths. Us-
ing this expression, only the impedance and far-field radiation pattern
of an isolated antenna need to be exported from an electromagnetic
simulator, since each term in the above expression can be computed
from these quantities or metadata about the interferometric array.

2.5 Simulation of Mutual Coupling

While the first-order coupling model provides a computationally
tractable way to simulate mutual coupling for large arrays, a direct
implementation of Equation 2.20 and Equation 2.24 can require fairly
long compute times. There are a few symmetries in the design of the
HERA array and the individual antennas that can be leveraged to
greatly reduce the computational complexity of a coupling simula-
tion, which we explain in the following paragraphs.

The first approximation we can make appeals to the symmetry of
the HERA antenna. Since the HERA dish is a circular paraboloid and
the feed is symmetric under 90◦ rotations about its vertical axis, the
HERA antenna is symmetric under 180◦ rotations about boresight.
Consequently, rotating the HERA antenna in this way must leave the
antenna’s radiation pattern unchanged. Decomposing the antenna
radiation pattern into its vector components via F = 𝐹𝜃 �̂� +𝐹𝜙 �̂�, this
implies

𝐹𝜃 (𝜃, 𝜙)�̂� + 𝐹𝜙 (𝜃, 𝜙)�̂� = 𝐹𝜃 (𝜃, 𝜙 + 𝜋)�̂� − 𝐹𝜙 (𝜃, 𝜙 + 𝜋)�̂�, (2.25)

since this type of transformation leaves �̂� unchanged but sends
�̂� → −�̂�. Now, restricting our attention to the plane of the horizon, if
we approximate the feed as a horizontal dipole, then the radiation field
is purely azimuthal and so it follows that F(𝜋/2, 𝜙) = −F(𝜋/2, 𝜙+𝜋).
While this is not an entirely accurate description of the HERA an-
tenna’s radiation pattern, it turns out to be a reasonable approximation
and provides the useful result

J(b̂𝑖 𝑗 ) ≈ −J(b̂ 𝑗𝑖). (2.26)

Under this assumption, the coupling coefficients become symmetric
under exchanging indices, so that

X𝑖𝑘 = X𝑘𝑖 . (2.27)

Using this and indexing the visibility and coupling matrices by
antenna-polarization pairs, where even and odd indices correspond
to different feed polarisations, allows us to write the first-order visi-
bilities as a simple matrix product:

V(1) = V(0) + V(0)X† +
(
V(0)X†

)†
. (2.28)
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Figure 2. Array layout for the 320 core HERA antennas, shown in a local
coordinate system relative on the array’s centre. Antennas highlighted in blue
were used in the analysis presented in this paper.

Given the coupling matrix and the zeroth-order visibilities, the first-
order visibilities can thus be efficiently computed with a matrix prod-
uct, and employing the symmetry approximation provides us with a
factor of two speedup.

Computing the coupling matrix can be computationally expen-
sive, since it is typically expensive to interpolate the beam and the
coupling expression suggests that this interpolation would need to be
performed once for each baseline in the array. Redundant array con-
figurations like HERA, however, have many fewer unique baseline
orientations than total baselines, and this can be exploited to reduce
computational demands. To take advantage of this, we only interpo-
late the beam once for each unique baseline orientation in the array,
temporarily cache the result, and retrieve the cached value when
computing the elements of the coupling matrix. Since the HERA ar-
ray is roughly planar, the interpolation routine used in computing the
coupling coefficients is further sped up by using a truncated version
of the beam which has full azimuth information but only a few pixels
above and below the horizon. 2 This interpolation scheme produces
the same values as interpolating with the full sky, but greatly reduces
the computational cost of constructing and evaluating the interpola-
tion spline. All other quantities only need to be computed once or
are fast to compute on-the-fly. This algorithm is implemented in a
module of the HERA instrument simulator, hera_sim.3

3 HERA PHASE II OBSERVATIONS AND SIMULATIONS

HERA is a 350-element interferometer, built in South Africa’s Karoo
Radio Astronomy Reserve and co-located at the site of the high
band portion of the Square Kilometer Array. Each element of the
interferometer consists of a 14-m parabolic dish outfitted with a
Vivaldi feed (Fagnoni et al. 2021), observing over 50–250 MHz. The
hexagonal core contains 320 antennas. The remaining 30 antennas
are outriggers are spaced at intervals of approximately 140 m away

2 A few pixels above and below the horizon are needed for handling baselines
with a small vertical component.
3 https://github.com/HERA-Team/hera_sim

from each other and away from the core, arranged in two concentric
hexagonal rings.

3.1 Data Description

We use 12 nights of data taken during the sixth HERA observing
season (2022–23). This dataset contains 183 antennas, 175 of which
are located in the core of the array. Figure 2 shows the HERA core
in local coordinates; the core antennas present in this dataset are
highlighted in blue. As in Josaitis et al. (2022), we limit our analysis in
this paper to 145–165 MHz. The predicted emission signature of the
21-cm brightness temperature signal during reionisation falls within
this frequency range. Table 1 summarizes various observational and
data parameters pertaining to our analysis.

Here, we provide a brief overview of the HERA data processing
pipeline for antennas in the core of the array; for a full description of
the analysis pipeline, see HERA Memo 124 (Dillon et al. 2023)4. The
processed data was used to produce the comparisons between the data
and simulations shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4, which we discuss
in more detail in Section 4.1. First, RFI is excised using a flagging
algorithm which looks for outliers in array-averaged autocorrelations.
Next, the flagged data is calibrated using a combination of redundant
baseline calibration (Dillon et al. 2020) and a constrained absolute
calibration whereby the overall flux scale and phase centre is set using
visibility simulations. The per-antenna complex gains produced by
the calibration pipeline are then smoothed across time and frequency
to avoid introducing additional structure into the data. A second
RFI-flagging step, which uses delay filtering to search for broadband
RFI, is performed on the calibrated data. The flagged and calibrated
data are then binned in Local Sidereal Time (LST) and averaged
over nights. In order to remove any remaining discontinuities from
missing data, inpainting is then performed on the LST-averaged data
to fill in times and frequencies containing no data (Chen et al. in
preparation). The inpainting is performed with a technique that uses
unflagged data to estimate the data covariance, which is then used to
‘interpolate’ over gaps in the data (see e.g., Section 3.4 of Pagano
et al. 2023 for details).

The data in Figure 5, which compares the autocorrelation for an
outrigger antenna against that of a core antenna, were treated slightly
differently, since the outriggers were still undergoing active com-
missioning and had not been calibrated. For the outrigger autocor-
relations, we instead performed inpainting over flagged channels on
a per-night basis, then peak-normalized and stacked the data over
nights. This calibration is not sufficient for an EoR power spectrum
analysis, but suffices for a qualitative examination of mutual coupling
features in the outrigger data in the absence of proper calibration so-
lutions.

3.2 Simulation Description

To perform the data-to-model comparison in Section 4.1, we simu-
late first-order mutual coupling for the 175 core antennas which were
present in the data. The zeroth-order visibility simulations use a per-
fectly redundant array layout corresponding to the 175 core antennas
in the data. For the beam model, we use the far-field radiation pattern
from a CST simulation of the Phase II HERA antenna (Fagnoni et al.
2021). The simulations use a foreground-only sky that is a hybrid
synthetic-empirical model. One component of the sky model consists

4 https://reionization.org/manual_uploads/HERA124_H6C_IDR_
2_Memo_v3.pdf
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Table 1. The HERA Phase II observation parameters used in this analysis

Parameter Value

Telescope Latitude -30◦ 43’ 17"
Telescope Longitude 21◦ 25’ 41"
Number of Antennas 183
Number of Nights 12
Frequency Range 145–165 MHz
LST Ranges 23.9–2.4 hr; 2.4–4.9 hr
Channel Width (RBW) 122.07 kHz
Integration Time 10.7 s
Dish Diameter 14 m
Feed Type Vivaldi
Instrument polarization North-South

of point sources uniformly distributed on the sky with source fluxes
randomly assigned between 1 mJy and 100 Jy in a manner consis-
tent with source counts reported in Franzen et al. (2019); sources
below 1 Jy are binned into a HEALPix (Górski et al. 2005) map
and are used as an additional ‘confusion noise’ component in the
diffuse sky model. In addition to the synthetic point source cata-
log, we include a simplified model of bright radio sources which
are individually treated as point sources with fluxes, positions, and
spectral indices as reported in Table 2 of Hurley-Walker et al. (2016).
The diffuse component of the sky model uses the 2008 Global Sky
Model (De Oliveira-Costa et al. 2008) in addition to the confusion
noise component leftover from the synthetic source model. Visibility
simulation was then performed with matvis (Kittiwisit et al. 2023)
using tools provided in hera_sim. The simulations computed visi-
bilities for a full sidereal day sampled at a 5-second cadence over the
extended HERA bandwidth, but only data from the 145–165 MHz
subband and 0–4.9 hr LST range was used for this work.

First-order coupling was applied to the zeroth-order simulations
according to the prescription described in Section 2, using the tools
available in hera_sim. Note that the coupling coefficients in the first-
order model require knowledge of the voltage reflection spectrum
Γ as well as the beam integrals Ωp. The reflection spectrum was
calculated from the antenna impedance 𝑍ant and receiver impedance
𝑍rec reported in Fagnoni et al. (2021) via

Γ =
𝑍rec − 𝑍ant
𝑍rec + 𝑍ant

. (3.1)

The beam integrals were computed using the same beam model that
was used for the zeroth-order visibility simulations. The horizon
beam terms J(b̂𝑖 𝑗 ) were obtained by interpolating a truncated ver-
sion of the beam used in the zeroth-order visibility simulations, as
described in Section 2.

In addition to foreground and coupling simulations, we simulated
visibilities for a mock cosmological 21-cm signal to be used as a
comparison point when investigating the effects of mutual coupling
and fringe-rate filtering on power spectrum estimates in Section 6.
For the mock 21-cm signal, we used a realization from a Gaussian
random field with a power-law power spectrum that is consistent
with the power spectrum predicted by Muñoz et al. (2022). All of
the instrument parameters for the simulated 21-cm visibilities are the
same as those used for the foreground simulations. Importantly, the
simulated 21-cm visibilities were not included in the uncoupled or
coupled visibilities; the mock 21-cm signal is simply used as a de-
vice for understanding the relative strength of the predicted coupling
features and a realistic cosmological 21-cm signal.

4 EVIDENCE OF FIRST-ORDER MUTUAL COUPLING IN
HERA DATA

While Josaitis et al. (2022) provided a detailed study of how first-
order coupling manifests in simulated visibilities, first-order cou-
pling has not yet been compared against systematic features seen in
observed data. In this section, we explore whether the systematic
features predicted by the first-order coupling model accurately cap-
ture the systematic features seen in the data. While visibilities are
naturally measured as a function of frequency and time, we opt to
perform our analysis in fringe-rate versus delay space, since it was
shown in Kern et al. (2019) and Kern et al. (2020) that this space
naturally separates various systematic features. Since fringe-rate is
the Fourier dual to time and delay is the Fourier dual to frequency,
visibilities in fringe-rate versus delay space may be obtained from a
more traditional time versus frequency ‘waterfall’ by performing a
(tapered) two-dimensional Fourier transform via5

�̃�𝑖 𝑗 (𝜏, 𝑓𝑟 ) =
∫
𝑇 (𝜈)𝑊 (𝑡)𝑉𝑖 𝑗 (𝜈, 𝑡)𝑒−𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝜏𝑒−𝑖2𝜋 𝑓𝑟 𝑡d𝜈d𝑡, (4.1)

where 𝑉𝑖 𝑗 (𝜈, 𝑡) is the visibility at frequency 𝜈 and time 𝑡, 𝜏 is delay,
𝑓𝑟 is fringe-rate, 𝑇 (𝜈) is the taper used for the delay transform, and
𝑊 (𝑡) is the taper used for the fringe-rate transform.

Josaitis et al. (2022) similarly performed the bulk of their analy-
sis in fringe-rate versus delay space and identified two key features
associated with first-order mutual coupling in this space. The first is
a cross feature arising from fringing emission, in which we observe
excess power at non-zero fringe-rates, manifesting as an ‘X’ or di-
agonal ‘slash’ shape in fringe-rate versus delay space. The second
mutual coupling feature is a ‘bar’ feature with excess power near zero
fringe-rate across a broad range of delays, associated with non- or
slowly-fringing emission. These extended cross and bar features can-
not come from the sky, since the uncoupled signal is dominated by
spectrally smooth foreground emission rotating with the sky, which
limits the extent of the signal in both fringe-rate and delay. We see
evidence of both the bar and the cross features in the data, and thus
conclude that mutual coupling is at least partially responsible for
some of the systematic excesses seen in the data. The extent to which
we are able to attribute the observed excess power to mutual coupling,
however, is somewhat uncertain. Excess power near zero fringe-rate
may be sourced from other time-stable broadband features, such as
crosstalk between cables or a non-smooth bandpass. Additionally,
as discussed further in Section 4.3, the cross feature is somewhat
brighter in the data than predicted by the re-radiation model, so there
may be additional mechanisms at play.

4.1 Data-to-Model Comparison

Figure 3 and Figure 4 compare HERA Phase II data against noiseless
first-order coupling simulations between 145–165 MHz in two LST
ranges, with one spanning 23.9–2.4 hr and the other spanning 2.4–
4.9 hr. During the 2.4–4.9 hr observation, Fornax A passes through
HERA’s field of view; though Fornax A only passes through the side-
lobes of the primary beam, it is still bright enough to dominate the
telescope response. During the 23.9–2.4 hr observation, the galactic
centre is setting on the horizon, which produces a strong ‘pitch-
fork effect’ in the uncoupled visibilities (Thyagarajan et al. 2015).
These observations demonstrate the cross and bar feature respec-
tively, which we explore in more detail in Section 4.2.

5 A more pedagogical review of transforming to fringe-rate versus delay
space is provided in Appendix A2.
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Figure 3. A comparison of simulated first-order coupling and HERA Phase II Data for two baselines. From left-to-right: the first column shows the array
layout, with the antennas used to form the baselines highlighted in blue; the second column shows the simulated zeroth-order (or uncoupled) visibilities; the
third column shows the simulated first-order coupled visibilities; the fourth column shows the observed data. Both rows show visibilities for a 14.6-m baseline;
the baseline in the top row is formed with antennas in the centre of the array, while the baseline in the bottom row is formed with antennas at the edge of the
array. The data are taken during the LST range 2.4–4.9 hr, when Fornax A is visible to the array. We observe the cross feature predicted by the model in the data,
which is not predicted by the zeroth-order visibility simulation. The amplitude of the data and simulation agree to within roughly an order of magnitude. We
observe a mostly symmetrical cross feature in baseline (70, 71) (top row) due to its position near the centre of the array, since this baseline sees coupling from
antennas in all directions. By contrast, the asymmetrical shape of the arms of the cross for baseline (94, 112) (bottom row) arises from its position near the edge
of the array, as most of the coupled antennas are to the east of the baseline. Figure 6 demonstrates this effect in greater detail.
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Figure 4. A comparison of simulated first-order coupling and HERA Phase II Data for the same baselines as in Figure 3. The data are taken during the LST
range 23.9–2.4 hr, when the galactic centre is on the horizon. In this figure, we see the bar feature at zero fringe-rate more prominently.
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Figure 5. A comparison of autocorrelations from an outrigger (left) and core
antenna (right) for LST range 2.4–4.9 hr, at 145–165 MHz. The outrigger’s
nearest neighboring antenna is 150 meters away. The cross predicted in
Josaitis et al. (2022), and shown in both the data and model in Figure 3, is
clearly absent in the outrigger autocorrelation.

We observe good qualitative agreement between the data and first-
order coupling simulation: the shape of the coupling features match,
and we see excess power in the same regions of fringe-rate versus
delay space. The amplitude of these features agree to within roughly
an order of magnitude, but it is clear that the coupling amplitude is
higher in the data than is predicted by the simulations. We explore
the consequences of these observations further in Section 4.3.

To confirm whether the features we observe are indeed attributable
to mutual coupling, we compare data from an outrigger antenna
to data from an antenna at the centre of the array. The outrigger
antenna’s nearest neighbor is over 140 m away, so it can be taken
as an approximate ‘no coupling’ case. For the Fornax-dominated
LST range (2.4–4.9 hr), we predict that the outrigger autocorrelation
should not have the cross feature, but this feature should be present
in the autocorrelation of a core antenna. Figure 5 demonstrates that
this is indeed the case, which suggests that the extra structure seen
in Figure 3 and Figure 4 may be attributed to mutual coupling.
Note, however, that there is still a bar feature seen in the outrigger
autocorrelation; it is likely that at least a good fraction of this is not
due to mutual coupling, but instead is a consequence of the processing
applied to the outrigger autocorrelations (described in Section 3.1)
not ensuring that these autocorrelations were spectrally smooth.

4.2 The Structure of Coupling in Delay and Fringe Rate Space

Both the cross and the bar feature can be understood as copies of
the zeroth-order visibilities of other baselines coupling in at delays

corresponding to the light travel time between the coupled antennas.
Given only the array geometry, we can use this fact to predict which
regions of fringe-rate versus delay space will have excess power due
to mutual coupling.

We begin by revisiting the equations for the coupled visibilities
(2.20) and coupling coefficients (2.24). Combining these equations,
we can write the coupled visibilities as

V(1)
𝑖 𝑗

= V(0)
𝑖 𝑗

+
∑︁
𝑘

(
V(0)
𝑖𝑘

A†
𝑗𝑘
𝑒−𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝜏 𝑗𝑘 + A𝑖𝑘V(0)

𝑘 𝑗
𝑒𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝜏𝑖𝑘

)
, (4.2)

where the A𝑖 𝑗 terms bundle together the antenna-related terms and
the 𝑟−1 decay factor associated with the assumed spherical wave
propagation of the re-radiated field. When taking the delay transform
of Equation 4.2, the exponential terms 𝑒±𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝜏𝑖𝑘 cause a Fourier
shift of the power from the coupled visibilities along the delay axis
to 𝜏 = ±𝜏𝑖𝑘 . This is equal to the time of flight of the coupled radiation
from antenna 𝑘 to antenna 𝑖, 𝜏𝑖𝑘 = 𝑏𝑖𝑘/𝑐, and thus we only need to
know the array geometry to predict which delay modes will have
extra power added to them through mutual coupling. Note that in
addition to the Fourier shift, the convolution theorem implies that
the delay structure of the zeroth-order visibilities that are coupled in
through re-radiation will be broadened somewhat due to the spectral
structure in A.

Along the fringe-rate axis, visibilities corresponding to baselines
of different lengths and orientations will have power concentrated in
different regions of fringe-rate space. To understand why, first recall
that fringe-rate is the Fourier dual of the time axis and consider the
time-dependent behavior of sources on the sky. Since HERA is a
drift-scan telescope, point sources appear to move from East to West
at the angular velocity of the Earth’s rotation in the telescope frame
of reference. Parsons et al. (2016) demonstrated that for a source
located at n̂, a baseline b will measure an ‘instantaneous fringe-rate’

𝑓 =
𝜈

𝑐
n̂ · (b × 𝝎⊕) (4.3)

where 𝜈 is the frequency of the measurement and 𝝎⊕ is the angular
velocity vector of the Earth’s rotation. For HERA, the antenna sensi-
tivity peaks at zenith, so, assuming that there is no off-zenith source
which dominates the telescope response, the visibility’s fringe-rate
response will peak at

𝑓peak = −𝜔⊕𝜈
𝑐

cos(𝛿)𝑏EW (4.4)

where 𝛿 is the latitude of the telescope and 𝑏EW is the (signed) East-
West projection of the baseline, with 𝑏EW positive for baselines that
point eastward.

For the zeroth-order visibility V(0)
𝑘 𝑗

, which couples into V(1)
𝑖 𝑗

with
the unconjugated coupling coefficient X𝑖𝑘 , the coupled power will be
concentrated around the point

(𝜏peak, 𝑓peak) =
(
𝑏𝑖𝑘

𝑐
,−𝜔⊕𝜈

𝑐
cos(𝛿)𝑏𝑘 𝑗,EW

)
. (4.5)

This can be used to predict the shape and extent of the cross cou-
pling feature, and requires only knowledge of the array geometry
and observatory latitude. A worked example for a simple scenario is
provided in Appendix A1.

Figure 6 plots the predicted (𝜏peak, 𝑓peak) points using Equation 4.5
for one baseline during the observation spanning 2.4–4.9 hr LST. We
find that there is excess power associated with many of the grey dots
plotted in Figure 6, though the grey dots do not exactly coincide with
all regions that contain excess power. This may be due to the fact
that the structure of the uncoupled visibilities is not confined to a
single point in fringe-rate versus delay space, but rather has some
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spread, or it may be indicative of additional mechanisms producing
the excess power. Additionally, the grey dots extend deep into the
noise-dominated regions, suggesting that there are additional cou-
pling features that will be uncovered with more sensitive data.

The bar-like coupling feature is more prominent when the uncou-
pled visibilities are dominated by emission from sources at regions
of zero (or nearly zero) instantaneous fringe-rate. For HERA, this
would come from either the South Celestial Pole, which is faint in
the radio (Sironi et al. 1991), or from the horizon; since n̂ and b are
coplanar along the horizon, Equation 4.3 predicts that many regions
along the horizon contribute to fringe-rate modes near zero. Since
the galactic plane is incredibly bright and sets around LST ∼ 0 hr,
the visibilities for the LST 23.9–2.4 hr field contain a large amount
of power near zero fringe-rate, despite the greatly suppressed an-
tenna response at the horizon. As a result, this increased power near
zero-fringe rate is summed together to form the bar feature observed
in Figure 4.

Note that although the coupling mechanism is the same for the
data presented in Figure 3 and Figure 4, the morphology of the
coupling features depends both on where the antennas are located
in the array, as well as how the sky intensity is distributed over the
duration of the observation. In Figure 3, although we see a prominent
cross feature in both baselines, the symmetry of the cross feature
differs between the two baselines. For the baseline in the centre of
the array, the cross takes on an ‘X’ shape, since there are roughly
the same number of antennas to the east of both antennas in the
baseline as there are antennas to the west. In terms of Equation 4.2,
the positive delay terms come with both eastward-pointing baselines
and westward-pointing baselines in roughly equal amounts, and the
same is true for the negative delay terms. The baseline at the edge
of the array, however, presents a cross feature that takes on more
of a ‘slash’ shape, since the majority of the other antennas in the
array are to the east of the antennas in the baseline. Again referring
to Equation 4.2, the positive delay terms mainly come with eastward-
pointing baselines (corresponding to negative fringe-rates according
to Equation 4.4), while the negative delay terms mainly come with
westward-pointing baselines. Additionally, the relative strengths of
the bar and cross features differ substantially between the two fields:
the cross is prominent when a bright point source high in the sky
dominates the field, while the bar is the main coupling feature when
bright emission on the horizon dominates the field.

A slightly more nuanced point is that the LST 2.4–4.9 hr field also
shows a prominent bar feature. This feature is not affiliated with where
the emission is coming from on the sky, but rather from the array
geometry in the sense that most of the structure in the bar is due to
coupling from North-South baselines. Since North-South baselines
are nearly parallel to the Earth’s angular velocity vector, Equation 4.3
predicts that the bulk of the power in their visibilities is concentrated
near zero fringe-rate, so these baselines will contribute to the bar
feature almost regardless of where emission is sourced on the sky.
This is supported by inspecting the relative brightness of the bar
feature between the two baselines shown in Figure 3, since fewer
North-South baselines can be formed with the antennas at the edge
of the array than with antennas at the centre of the array. Though the
dynamic range of the makes the comparison difficult, it appears that
there is slightly more power in the bar for the baseline in the centre
of the array than for the baseline at the edge of the array.

4.3 The Amplitude of Coupled Visibilities

We now return our attention to the discrepancies between the sim-
ulations and the data that were alluded to in Section 4.1. While
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Figure 6. The regions of fringe-rate and delay space where the fringing por-
tion of other visibilities should appear, according to our first-order coupling
model. The data shown here are the same as in the bottom row of Figure 3.
The grey dots are plotted according to the delays and fringe-rates computed
with Equation 4.5, with 𝜈 = 155 MHz, the central frequency of the band. Since
the coupling amplitude is inversely proportional to distance, the contribution
from antennas at higher delays (longer distances) falls below the noise level.

the re-radiative first-order coupling model generates coupling fea-
tures with a similar morphology to systematic features seen in the
data, the simulated coupling features tend to be roughly an order-of-
magnitude smaller than the features seen in the data. The simulated
amplitude of the coupled visibilities is set by the terms in X, as in
Equation 2.24. These terms encode information about the physics
that produces mutual coupling and determine the amplitude at which
it appears. Therefore, any errors in modeling the physics of the re-
radiation mechanism will manifest as incorrect predictions about the
amplitude of the coupling features.

There is evidence to suggest that the primary mechanism by which
mutual coupling is produced in HERA is different from the one exam-
ined in this paper. Electromagnetic simulations of the HERA Phase
I System by Fagnoni et al. (2020) produce similar features in the
visibility data, but find that most of the coupling structure is captured
by interactions between the feed of one antenna and the dish of other
antennas. By contrast, re-radiation of the sky signal, as is the case in
our first-order model, is a feed-to-feed interaction. Since the geome-
try of the dish-to-feed coupling is similar to that of the feed-to-feed
coupling, it is plausible that these two mechanisms would produce
coupling features with similar morphologies in fringe-rate versus de-
lay space. The difference in the amplitude of the coupling between
the first-order simulation and data may therefore be attributable to a
discrepancy in the mechanism which produces the coupling. Similar
work is underway for the HERA Phase II system, and preliminary in-
vestigations corroborate this observation. Alternatively, it is possible
that the mechanism in Josaitis et al. (2022) is correct, but that errors
in the beam model at the horizon are responsible for the mismatch in
coupling amplitude between the data and the model.

Regardless of whether the discrepancy in the amplitude of the
coupling features is due to errors in the beam model or an alternative
mechanism dominating the coupling, the fact remains that the mor-
phology of the coupling features predicted by the re-radiative model
is similar to the systematic excesses in power seen in the data. We
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may therefore use Equation 4.2 as a parametric description of mutual
coupling and treat A𝑖 𝑗 as free parameters, which could then be fit to
the data to remove mutual coupling features. A successful strategy
that addresses this form of coupling would be applicable to both the
feed-to-feed interaction which we investigated here, as well as other
mechanism for which astrophysical radiation redirected from neigh-
boring antennas finds its way into the signal chain of other antennas.
Such a strategy could be used to mitigate many different models
of coupling, or even bypass the need to model the exact physics of
coupling and propagation entirely. Preliminary work employing this
mitigation strategy is underway and will be explored further in a
forthcoming publication.

5 MITIGATING MUTUAL COUPLING WITH
FRINGE-RATE FILTERS

In Section 4, we showed that data taken with the Phase II HERA
instrument contain systematics that are in good qualitative agreement
with predictions from our semi-analytic model of mutual coupling.
One of the key features of mutual coupling is the presence of excess
power that manifests as a cross or bar feature in fringe-rate versus
delay waterfalls (see e.g., Figure 3). In effect, the distribution of
excess power due to mutual coupling manifests in fringe-rate in a
predictable way, and this can be leveraged to mitigate its effects.

In this section, we describe how fringe-rate filtering can be used
to mitigate mutual coupling and use simulations to provide a cursory
exploration of their efficacy and limitations. Fringe-rate filtering, also
referred to as delay-rate filtering, has a longstanding but relatively
sparsely documented history as a systematics mitigation tool in radio
astronomy, with the first application dating back at least as early as
the 1970s (Bull, private communication). Watson et al. (2003) used
delay-rate filters similar to the ‘notch filter’ described in Section 5.1
to mitigate slowly-varying ‘spurious signals’ in tracking observations
with the Very Small Array. Parsons & Backer (2009) extended the
use of delay-rate filters to ‘select out’ emission near an arbitrary
phase centre for drift-scan observations, much like the ‘main lobe
filter’ discussed in Section 5.2. Additionally, as shown in Charles
et al. (2023) and Charles et al. (in preparation), fringe-rate filters
may be used prior to calibration to improve the quality of calibration
solutions by improving array redundancy and reducing modeling
errors associated with constructing absolute calibration models for
widefield instruments.

Fundamentally, the application of a fringe-rate filter can be viewed
as a time-averaging operation, and thus any fringe-rate filter will in-
duce some level of signal loss and error covariance. Correctly ac-
counting for losses and covariances due to fringe-rate filtering turns
out to be a nontrivial task, and detailed discussions are left to other
works. It is, however, possible to construct fringe-rate filters that re-
tain some predetermined fraction of the cosmological signal, so the
amount of signal loss incurred by fringe-rate filtering can be con-
trolled. An overview of the method for constructing such filters is
provided in Section 5.2. A detailed treatment of filter-induced signal
loss is provided in Pascua et al. (in preparation), and filter-induced
error covariances are discussed in Wilensky et al. (2023). A mathe-
matically rigorous and generalised treatment of fringe-rate filters is
provided in Martinot (in preparation). These works are rounded out
by a simulation-based investigation of how effects from fringe-rate
filtering manifest in interferometric visibilities and power spectrum
estimates in Garsden et al. (2024).

5.1 Notch Filter

Recall from Section 4 that the presence of bright emission on the
horizon leads to excess ‘non-fringing’ power. This power tends to
occupy just a few modes near zero fringe-rate, and thus may be
excised from the data by applying a high-pass fringe-rate filter. We
refer to such a filter as a ‘notch’ filter, since it notches out power at
low fringe-rate, and it is effective at removing any sort of ‘common-
mode’ or non-fringing systematic. Additionally, this type of filter
can suppress horizon-delay foreground power that manifests from the
pitchfork effect, and may prove useful for non-compact arrays that are
less prone to mutual coupling effects. It is important to note, however,
that notch filters may come with undesirable side-effects, especially
when applied to baselines that exhibit slow time variability in the
visibilities (e.g., baselines with short East-West projected lengths or
baselines on slowly rotating bodies such as the Moon). Applying
a notch filter to these baselines will not only remove non-fringing
systematics, but will also incur substantial signal loss, as most of the
emission from the sky occupies fringe-rate modes near zero for these
baselines, as discussed in Section 4.2.

5.2 ‘Main-Lobe’ Filter

While the notch filter is a useful tool for mitigating the non-fringing
features of mutual coupling, it typically leaves much of the cou-
pling features unchanged. The ‘main-lobe’ filter is a more aggressive
option for mitigating mutual coupling. Motivated by Parsons et al.
(2016), one may design a fringe-rate filter which rejects features in
the data that are inconsistent with emission from the main-lobe of the
beam, effectively keeping only information that the interferometer is
most sensitive to. It turns out that a straightforward application of
the formalism from Parsons et al. (2016) fails to generically pro-
duce fringe-rate filters that keep only the highest sensitivity regions
of fringe-rate space; this approach only works in the limit that time
variability in the data is dominated by sources drifting through the
fringe pattern, and variability due to sources drifting through the pri-
mary beam is negligible. Consequently, the fringe-rate filters applied
in this analysis cannot exactly be interpreted as ‘beam-sculpting’ op-
erations; however, this interpretation is still useful as a conceptual
device and motivates the ‘main-lobe filter’ terminology. For arrays
like HERA, variability associated with sources drifting through the
primary beam is non-negligible, and so we revisit the issue of prop-
erly characterizing time variability of visibilities in the fringe-rate
domain. A more complete treatment is given in Pascua et al. (in
preparation); here we review the pertinent details.

Formally, the question we are trying to answer when designing
‘main-lobe’ fringe-rate filters is the following: For a given baseline,
what is the correct characterization of the interferometer’s intrinsic
time variability in the fringe-rate domain? In particular, we aim to
design a filter that accepts the range of fringe-rate modes containing
the majority of the cosmological 21-cm signal and rejects all other
fringe-rate modes. To that end, we simplify our analysis somewhat by
switching to an unpolarised (or single-polarisation) treatment of the
instrument response, since the cosmological 21-cm signal is expected
to be mostly unpolarised (Babich & Loeb 2005; Li et al. 2021).

In order to assess the instrument’s intrinsic variability, we consider
its response to a sky-locked, flat spectrum Gaussian random field
realization and compute the expected power in each fringe-rate mode.
We call this expected distribution of power in fringe-rate the fringe-
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rate profile, and it can be computed via

𝑃( 𝑓𝑟 ) =
∑︁
𝑚

𝑀𝑚

������̃� (
𝑓𝑟 −

𝑚𝜔⊕
2𝜋

)�����2, (5.1)

where 𝑀𝑚 is the 𝑚-mode power spectrum and 𝑊 (𝑡) is the tapering
function applied before taking the fringe-rate transform, as previously
noted in Equation 4.1. The 𝑚-mode power spectrum is computed as

𝑀𝑚 =
∑︁
ℓ

��𝐾ℓ𝑚

��2, (5.2)

where 𝐾ℓ𝑚 is the beam transfer matrix (Shaw et al. 2014), which is
related to the primary beam and fringe pattern via

𝐴(n̂)𝑒−𝑖2𝜋𝜈b·n̂/𝑐 =
∑︁
ℓ,𝑚

𝐾ℓ𝑚𝑌
𝑚
ℓ
(n̂)∗, (5.3)

where 𝑌𝑚
ℓ
(n̂) = 𝑃ℓ (cos 𝜃)𝑒𝑖𝑚𝜙 are spherical harmonics and 𝑃ℓ (𝑥)

are Legendre polynomials. The primary beam 𝐴(n̂) is obtained from
the product of Jones matrices JJ†, and the particular entry (or com-
bination of entries) from this product depends on which visibility
polarisation the filter is applied to: if the filters are to be applied to
the co-polarisation (e.g., XX) or cross-polarisation (e.g., XY) terms,
then 𝐴(n̂) is simply one of the terms from JJ†; if the filters are to be
applied to pseudo-Stokes polarisations, then 𝐴(n̂) is obtained from
a suitable linear combination of the terms in JJ†. Note also that the
convention for the beam transfer matrix used here differs from that
of Shaw et al. (2014) in two ways: first, we use the peak-normalized
primary beam rather than the integral normalized primary beam;
second, we use the opposite sign convention for the fringe.

Since the 𝑚-mode power spectrum is computed entirely from
quantities describing the instrument, it encodes the intrinsic time
variability of the data. Under periodic boundary conditions – that
is, a full sidereal day of observation – the 𝑚-mode power spectrum
exactly characterises the fringe-rate response of the instrument; how-
ever, real observations often only occupy a fraction of a sidereal day.
The incomplete sampling of a full day may be captured in the taper
𝑊 (𝑡), and so the �̃� ( 𝑓𝑟 ) term in Equation 5.1 serves as a fringe-rate
mode mixing matrix that accounts for non-periodic observations, as
well as any tapering one might perform prior to applying the filter.

Given a fringe-rate profile, we may design a simple main-lobe filter
by choosing some threshold of power to retain post-filtering, then
integrating the fringe-rate profile to find suitable filter bounds such
that the desired level of power retention is met after applying a top-
hat (i.e., bandpass) filter with these bounds. The simplest approach
to this is to first compute the normalized cumulative distribution of
the fringe-rate profile,

𝐹 ( 𝑓𝑟 ) =
∫ 𝑓𝑟
−∞ 𝑃( 𝑓 ′𝑟 )d 𝑓 ′𝑟∫
R
𝑃( 𝑓 ′𝑟 )d 𝑓 ′𝑟

, (5.4)

then define percentile cuts 𝑝1, 𝑝2, where 𝑝2−𝑝1 is the power retained
post-filtering. Using this, the ‘main-lobe’ fringe-rate filter bounds
𝑓1, 𝑓2 can be readily computed via 𝐹 ( 𝑓1) = 𝑝1 and 𝐹 ( 𝑓2) = 𝑝2, and
we can finally define the main-lobe filter as

F ( 𝑓𝑟 ) =
{

1, 𝑓1 ≤ 𝑓𝑟 ≤ 𝑓2
0, otherwise

. (5.5)

A schematic of the procedure used to compute the main-lobe filter
bounds is shown in Figure 7. A visualization of the main-lobe and
notch filters in fringe-rate versus delay space is shown in Figure 8.
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Figure 7. Schematic outlining how the main-lobe fringe-rate filter is con-
structed from a fringe-rate profile. The top panel shows an example fringe-rate
profile, and the bottom panel shows the fringe-rate profile’s cumulative distri-
bution. The example fringe-rate profile shown here is computed for approxi-
mately five hours of observation, and so it showcases substantial wings due
to the sinc sidelobes coming from the mode mixing matrix. The shaded grey
regions indicate the regions of fringe-rate space rejected by the main-lobe
filter defined by the filter bounds ( 𝑓1, 𝑓2 ) .
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Figure 8. Qualitative schematic of how the main-lobe and notch filters
operate on visibilities. The greyed out region indicates which fringe-rates are
discarded by the main lobe filter, while the teal region indicates which fringe-
rates are discarded by the notch filter. For this particular choice of baseline,
the notch filter is degenerate with the main-lobe filter, but this degeneracy is
broken on baselines with short East-West projected lengths, since the bulk of
their power lies near zero fringe-rate.

5.3 Application to Simulations

In order to test the efficacy of the main-lobe filter, we simulate re-
alistic visibilities and apply first-order coupling as described in Sec-
tion 2.5, then filter the coupled visibilities according to the filtering
scheme described above. In this section, we briefly describe the anal-
ysis performed to compute the power spectrum results presented in
Section 6.

MNRAS 000, 1–19 (2024)



Mutual Coupling in HERA 13

5.3.1 Filter Implementation

Fringe-rate filtering was performed baseline-by-baseline on the five
hours of simulation data used for the comparisons performed in
Section 4. The filter bounds for each baseline were computed based
on the overview provided in the previous section, but the application
of this technique to data requires some care to avoid inducing extra
spectral structure on the filtered data. A straightforward application is
to compute a different fringe-rate profile for each frequency, derive
filter bounds from that profile, then proceed with the filtering on
a frequency-by-frequency basis; however, although the fringe-rate
profiles evolve smoothly in frequency, applying a filter that varies over
the subband used for power spectrum estimation could potentially add
spectral structure to the filtered data and reduce the filter’s utility as a
coupling mitigation tool. In order to avoid this potential complication,
we first compute fringe-rate profiles for each frequency in the subband
used for analysis, then average these together with the same tapering
function used in power spectrum estimation. This averaged fringe-
rate profile is then used to derive the filter bounds. We use 5% and
95% percentile cuts for obtaining the filter bounds.

Rather than apply the filters directly in the fringe-rate domain,
we opt to instead fit the data to a model built from Discrete Pro-
late Spheroidal Sequences (DPSS) (Slepian 1978), which are band-
limited in both time and fringe-rate simultaneously. In addition to
their spectral concentration properties, filtering by fitting to the DPSS
basis allows us to prevent numerical artefacts associated with Fourier
transform sidelobes from contaminating the filtered data. Each DPSS
mode 𝜙𝑛 (𝑡) is a function that can be characterised by its spectral con-
centration, or the fraction of power contained within the filter bounds,
and is uniquely determined by a half-bandwidth parameter and the
number of samples in the time series. The filter is applied by re-
moving DPSS modes whose spectral concentration is below some
threshold value and fitting the data to the remaining DPSS modes.
By keeping only modes with a sufficient fraction of their power
within the filter bounds and fitting the data to these modes, we are
effectively filtering the data to only keep the portion of the signal
occupying fringe-rates within the filter bounds. As the number of
retained modes increases, the sharpness of the filter also increases,
but at the expense of increased spillover beyond the filter bounds.

Formally, we are modeling the data via

𝑉filt
𝑖 𝑗 (𝑡) =

∑︁
𝑛

𝑎𝑛𝜙𝑛 (𝑡) (5.6)

and performing a least-squares fit to determine 𝑎𝑛. For the test case
investigated here, we use a permissive filter by setting the spectral
concentration threshold to 10−9. An example of how the filter af-
fects the visibilities is visualized in fringe-rate versus delay space
in Figure 9. A pedagogical review of filtering with DPSS modes is
provided in HERA Memo 129 (Bull 2024)6.

5.3.2 Power Spectrum Estimation

Visibilities are propagated to power spectrum estimates with the de-
lay spectrum formalism (Parsons et al. 2012), which is implemented
in hera_pspec7 with the quadratic estimator formalism described
in HERA Collaboration et al. (2022). In the delay spectrum formal-
ism, one first computes the delay transform of the visibilities via

6 https://reionization.org/manual_uploads/HERA129_DPSS_
fringe_rate_filter_implementation_v1.pdf
7 https://github.com/HERA-Team/hera_pspec

�̃�𝑖 𝑗 (𝜏, 𝑡) =
∫
𝑇 (𝜈)𝑉𝑖 𝑗 (𝜈, 𝑡)𝑒−𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝜏d𝜈, (5.7)

where 𝜏 is delay and 𝑇 (𝜈) is a tapering function applied to suppress
sidelobes from the sharp cutoff of the foreground signal at the band
edges. Delay spectra �̃�𝑖 𝑗 (𝜏, 𝑡) are converted to probes of cosmologi-
cal Fourier modes �̃� ( ®𝑘⊥, 𝑘 ∥ , 𝑡) through the correspondences (Hogg
2000; Liu et al. 2014a)

k⊥ =
2𝜋
𝑌

b
𝜆
, (5.8)

𝑘 ∥ =
2𝜋𝜏
𝑋
, (5.9)

where 𝑘 ∥ is a cosmological Fourier mode along the line-of-sight,
k⊥ is a cosmological Fourier mode in the plane transverse to the
line-of-sight, and 𝑋 and 𝑌 are cosmological scalars that convert
frequencies and sky angles to cosmological distances, respectively.
The cosmological scalars 𝑋 and 𝑌 are defined via

𝑋 =
𝑐(1 + 𝑧)2

𝜈21𝐻 (𝑧) , (5.10)

𝑌 = 𝐷 (𝑧), (5.11)

where 𝐷 (𝑧) is the transverse comoving distance, 𝐻 (𝑧) is the Hubble
parameter, 𝜈21 ≈ 1420 MHz is the rest frequency of the 21-cm line,
and the redshift 𝑧 is taken at the centre of the frequency band used in
the delay transform. Power spectra are then estimated via

�̂�(k⊥, 𝑘 ∥ ) =
𝑋2𝑌

𝐵Ωpp

〈���̃� (k⊥, 𝑘 ∥ , 𝑡)��2〉
𝑡
, (5.12)

where 𝐵 is the effective bandwidth over which the delay transform
was performed,Ωpp is the integral of the square of the primary beam,
and ⟨·⟩𝑡 indicates a time average. In the delay transform we weight
by a 7-term Blackman-Harris tapering function (Blackman & Tukey
1958), and we additionally coherently average the visibilities from all
baselines within a redundant group (i.e., over all identical baselines)
prior to power spectrum estimation. Cylindrically and spherically
averaged power spectrum estimates are shown in Figure 10; when
performing the averages, we exclude baselines with an East-West
projected length less than 15 meters. We additionally exclude modes
within the ‘foreground wedge’ when performing the spherical aver-
age by ignoring delay modes less than the geometric horizon (the
maximum geometric delay for emission from the sky, Parsons et al.
2012) plus a 325 ns buffer.

6 EFFECTS OF MUTUAL COUPLING ON POWER
SPECTRUM ESTIMATION

Mutual coupling poses serious issues for detecting the 21-cm power
spectrum, as evidenced by the simulated power spectrum estimates
shown in Figure 10. Comparing the upper two panels of Figure 10, we
see that in the absence of mutual coupling, there are many (k⊥, 𝑘 ∥ )
modes that are dominated by the cosmological 21-cm signal; this
is the EoR window targeted by foreground-avoidance approaches to
detecting the 21-cm signal. The middle two panels in Figure 10 paint
a grim picture: a large swathe of the EoR window is corrupted by
mutual coupling, and fringe-rate filtering seems to only mildly alle-
viate the issue. In addition to this, Figure 10 shows that the filtering
scheme proposed in Section 5.3.1 is less effective for short baselines
than it is for long baselines. This, however, is not an unexpected result,
since most of the power is concentrated closer to zero fringe-rate for
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Figure 9. Comparison of the uncoupled, coupled, and filtered data in fringe-rate versus delay space for a 58-m East-West baseline. The greyed out regions
indicate the fringe-rates discarded by the main lobe filter that was used to produce the data in the rightmost panel. While there is a small amount of signal that
remains just beyond the filter boundaries, the majority of the signal, and thus the majority of the mutual coupling, has been completely removed by the filter.

shorter baselines. Consequently, more of the bar feature associated
with mutual coupling is leftover after fringe-rate filtering on short
baselines and hence these baselines retain more mutual coupling than
long baselines do after filtering.

Clearly, mutual coupling is a serious obstacle that must be over-
come in order to detect the cosmological 21-cm signal. Despite the
substantial suppression obtained by fringe-rate filtering the data,
which is certainly helpful in the context of setting upper limits on
the 21-cm power spectrum, Figure 10 suggests that fringe-rate filters
simply do not perform well enough to recover a detection close to
the foreground wedge. The bottom panel of Figure 10 accentuates
the urgency and importance of this point. In thick grey, we reproduce
the forecasted error bars on a HERA power spectrum measurement
from Breitman et al. (2023). As shown in Breitman et al. (2023), from
the standpoint of sensitivity alone, the sixth season of HERA data is
capable of detecting the cosmological 21-cm signal with order unity
signal-to-noise in each 𝑘-bin, provided systematics in the data can be
brought under control. It is therefore a non-negotiable requirement
that we develop better mutual coupling mitigation tools if we intend
to unlock the full design potential of HERA.

Rather than lament at the challenge presented by the results in Fig-
ure 10, we ought to use the tools we have available to better understand
the features in Figure 10. Recall that the power spectrum estimation
method employed is effectively just a ‘Fourier transform and square’
method, and a crucial assumption is that visibilities are treated as
probes of individual transverse cosmological Fourier modes. The
first-order coupling model is enough to show that mutual coupling
strongly breaks this assumption, since in the first-order model each
coupled visibility is effectively a linear combination of the uncoupled
visibilities. Taking the delay transform of the unpolarized version
of Equation 2.20, we obtain

�̃�
(1)
𝑖 𝑗

(𝜏) = �̃� (0)
𝑖 𝑗

(𝜏) +
∑︁
𝑘

[
�̃�
(0)
𝑖𝑘

∗ �̃�∗
𝑗𝑘

]
(𝜏) +

[
�̃�𝑖𝑘 ∗ �̃� (0)

𝑘 𝑗

]
(𝜏), (6.1)

where �̃� ∗ �̃� indicates a convolution in delay. Three important con-
clusions can be made from Equation 6.1: First, in the presence of
mutual coupling, no baseline measures a single 𝑘⊥ mode, but rather
each 𝑘⊥ bin contains contributions from all baselines in the array;
Second, as a corollary to the first point, since the coupled delay spec-
tra contain contributions from all of the uncoupled delay spectra, the
foreground wedge is effectively smeared out in 𝑘⊥; Third, since the

coupling coefficients have nontrivial frequency structure, the con-
volution of the uncoupled delay spectra with the ‘coupling kernel’
�̃� introduces an additional smearing in 𝑘 ∥ . To put it another way,
mutual coupling causes the chromaticity of the entire array to be im-
printed on each baseline in the array, and this effect is compounded
by additional delay smearing induced by the frequency-dependent
evolution of the coupling coefficients. Mutual coupling does not act
to simply smear out foreground power strictly horizontally or ver-
tically in the (𝑘⊥, 𝑘 ∥ ) plane, but rather simultaneously smears out
foreground power in both 𝑘⊥ and 𝑘 ∥ .

As a closing note, we provide some predictions for how effects
ignored in the first-order model could manifest in power spectrum
estimates. A simple conceptual extension of the first-order model is to
allow for higher-order coupling terms by considering the correlation
of re-radiated signals with each other (i.e., keeping the terms that were
discarded in the first-order treatment) and extending the model to
include multiple instances of re-radiation. Both of these extensions of
the formalism predict additional coupling power with complex delay
structure, some of which would survive the main-lobe filter. In effect,
extensions of the first-order model would predict that the coupling
effects extend to even higher 𝑘 ∥ modes than seen in Figure 10, and less
suppression in the regions that clearly benefited from the main-lobe
filter. Consequently, as experiments creep closer toward detecting the
cosmological 21-cm signal, analysts will need to employ increased
caution when interpreting power spectrum estimates, as untreated
higher-order coupling effects could potentially masquerade as the
cosmological 21-cm signal.

7 CONCLUSION

In this work, we analyze HERA Phase II data for features indica-
tive of mutual coupling between array elements. We compare HERA
Phase II data to simulations of the same array configuration and ob-
servational parameters (summarised in Table 1), using unpolarised
skies with diffuse and point-source emission. We find qualitative
agreement between the fringing and non-fringing coupling features,
with the brightest coupling features appearing at the order of a few
parts in 103 relative to the peak visibility amplitude. We find that the
coupling features predicted by the first-order re-radiative coupling
model systematically under-predict the amplitude of the coupling
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Figure 10. Comparison of simulated power spectrum estimates averaged over the LST 0–2.4 hour field, only including baselines with an East-West projection
longer than 15 meters. The group of four cylindrical power spectra in the upper portion of the figure show: foregrounds in the upper left; 21-cm signal in the
upper right; foregrounds with first-order coupling in the bottom left; a coupled signal that has been fringe-rate filtered in the bottom right. The black lines
indicate the ‘wedge cut’ that was used when forming spherically averaged power spectra, where only modes above the black line were included in the averaging.
The bottom panel shows the spherically averaged spectra obtained from the upper four panels, alongside the forecast sensitivity for the full ∼140 nights of data
from the sixth HERA observing season. This figure shows that first-order mutual coupling effects contaminate the EoR window; in other words, modes that
would otherwise be dominated by the cosmological 21-cm signal are obscured by mutual coupling. Fringe-rate filtering helps mitigate the effects of mutual
coupling and recovers a substantial portion of the EoR window, but it does not solve the problem entirely. This is most clearly seen in the spherically averaged
spectra, where the transition to the 21-cm dominated region occurs at 𝑘 ∼ 0.95 ℎ Mpc−1 for the coupled case, 𝑘 ∼ 0.8 ℎ Mpc−1 for the filtered case, and
𝑘 ∼ 0.6 ℎ Mpc−1 for the uncoupled case.

features, which may either come from errors in the beam model at
the horizon or may be indicative of the re-radiative mechanism be-
ing sub-dominant to other coupling mechanisms. In Section 5, we
described a fringe-rate filtering strategy designed to mitigate this
type of coupling, and found in Section 6 that the proposed fringe-
rate filtering scheme helps ameliorate the issue, but does not com-
pletely remove coupling signatures. Given the good qualitative agree-
ment between the simulated coupling features and systematic effects
seen in the data, we posit that it may be possible to further miti-
gate mutual coupling by reparametrising the coupling coefficients as
X𝑖 𝑗 = A𝑖 𝑗 exp(𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝜏𝑖 𝑗 ) and fitting for A𝑖 𝑗 .

We found that the main-lobe fringe-rate filtering technique dis-
cussed in Section 5.2 helps mitigate the effects of mutual coupling.
We assessed the efficacy of this filtering scheme by simulating first-
order coupling, applying a main-lobe fringe-rate filter to the sim-

ulated data, and comparing power spectrum estimates between the
filtered and unfiltered simulation data. We found that the simulated
coupling features completely dominated the EoR window, and that
applying the main-lobe fringe-rate filter recovered a modest fraction
of the EoR window lost to coupling. We thus conclude that the main-
lobe fringe-rate filter certainly helps alleviate the issues posed by
mutual coupling, but improved mitigation techniques are required to
realise the full potential of HERA. Compounding this with our find-
ings that the simulated coupling is roughly an order-of-magnitude
fainter than what is seen in the data accentuates the issue: mutual
coupling poses a serious threat to a densely packed array’s ability to
detect the cosmological 21-cm signal, and better removal techniques
need to be developed in order to deal with this problem.

In closing, although mutual coupling is a significant issue that
needs to be addressed, the situation is not beyond salvaging. New
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mitigation and subtraction techniques are currently being developed,
and the filtering techniques proposed here only scratch the surface
of what is possible. More general parametrisations of the coupling
may provide a promising route to gaining increased suppression of
coupling features, and it is possible that signal processing techniques
used in other applications, such as adaptive filters, could serve as
useful mitigation tools. Since the first-order coupling model, which
is computationally cheap relative to full electromagnetic simulations,
predicts coupling features that are in very good qualitative agreement
with what is seen in the data, analysts may use first-order coupling
simulations to test their mitigation techniques without needing to
tackle up-front all of the additional challenges that come with real
data. In addition to finding software-based solutions, next-generation
interferometers designed to detect the 21-cm signal from CD and the
EoR can address this with hardware-based solutions by carefully
designing their arrays so that coupling features are naturally sup-
pressed, and some upcoming experiments have already begun taking
this approach (Saliwanchik et al. 2021; MacKay 2023). Alternatively,
another approach is to better understand the hardware as-is by map-
ping out the coupled beam through a data-driven approach, as is done
by CHIME (CHIME Collaboration et al. 2022). The current situation
is challenging, but there is hope on the horizon.
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SOFTWARE AND DATA AVAILABILITY

The data products used in this analysis may be requested via email
from the authors. Information on the calibration and LST-binning
routines are found in HERA Memo 124 (Dillon et al. 2023). Visibility
data was managed using pyuvdata8. Inpainting and fringe-rate filter-
ing was performed using tools available in hera_cal9. Power spec-
trum estimation was performed using tools available in hera_pspec.
Visibility simulation was performed with matvis10 (Kittiwisit et al.
2023) using wrappers provided by hera_sim. A demonstration of
how to apply the first-order coupling formalism to interferometric
visibility data is provided in a tutorial notebook in the hera_sim
repository.
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APPENDIX A: WORKING THROUGH THE FIRST ORDER
COUPLING MODEL

We examine the case of a three-element array in order to gain intuition
for the first-order mutual coupling equations. Figure A1 shows the
array layout. In Section A1, we explicitly compute Equation 2.20 for
the example array, starting with the electric fields incident upon each
antenna. The three-element array is also instructive for understanding
the behavior of coupling in delay and fringe rate space, as the small
number of elements allows us to isolate the power from each coupled
antenna. Section A2 quickly reviews the delay and fringe rate trans-
forms, and simulates first-order coupling for the three antenna array
using a toy visibility model.

A1 A Worked Example of the Coupling Equation

In this section, we will examine the coupling in the visibility for the
baseline formed by antennas 1 and 2 in Figure A1. The visibility is
formed by correlating the voltages produced by each antenna’s signal
chain, vtot

1 and vtot
2 , which gives

V(1)
12 =

〈
vtot

1
(
vtot

2
)†〉
. (A1)

We will insert Equation 2.4 into the above equation and explicitly
evaluate all of the resulting terms for the three element array shown
in Figure A1.

As described in Section 2.3, mutual coupling occurs because a
part of the incident electric field on each antenna is re-radiated to
other antennas. vtot

1 and vtot
2 therefore contain terms which corre-

spond to both the sky signal and the re-radiated signal from mutually
coupled antennas. Equation 2.13 describes the form of the electric
field re-radiated from antenna 𝑗 into antenna 𝑖, E′

𝑖 𝑗
(n̂). Making the

substitution in Equation 2.23, and taking 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 , E′
𝑖 𝑗

takes the form

E′
𝑖 𝑗 (n̂) =

𝑖Γ

Ωp

𝑒2𝜋𝑖𝜈𝜏𝑖 𝑗

𝑢𝑖 𝑗
𝛿D (n̂ − b̂𝑖 𝑗 )J(b̂ 𝑗𝑖)†

∫
4𝜋

J(n̂′)E 𝑗 (n̂′)dΩ′,

(A2)

where 𝑢𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑏𝑖 𝑗/𝜆 is the baseline length in units of wavelengths.
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Figure A1. The layout for the 3-element array we will consider, as well as
the re-radiated electric fields from each antenna. Antenna 1 is located at (0,
0) meters, antenna 2 at (50, 0) meters, and antenna 3 at (0, 100) meters.

Antenna 1 will receive re-radiated sky signal from antenna 2, E′
12, as

well as antenna 3, E′
13 , in addition to its own incident sky signal E1.

Likewise, antenna 2 will observe contributions from both antenna 1,
E′

21, and antenna 3, E′
23, in addition to its own sky signal E2. The re-

radiated fields and their propagation paths are labeled in Figure A1.
The complete form of the E-field measured by both antennas are thus

Etot
1 (n̂) = E1 (n̂) + E′

12 (n̂) + E′
13 (n̂),

Etot
2 (n̂) = E2 (n̂) + E′

21 (n̂) + E′
23 (n̂).

(A3)

Etot
1 and Etot

2 will be read out of their respective signal chains as
voltages according to Equation 2.4, with E𝑖 replaced with Etot

𝑖
. For

antennas 1 and 2, the voltages v1 and v2 are

vtot
1 = ℎ0

∫
4𝜋

J(n̂)
(
E1 (n̂) + E′

12 (n̂) + E′
13 (n̂)

)
dΩ,

vtot
2 = ℎ0

∫
4𝜋

J(n̂)
(
E2 (n̂) + E′

21 (n̂) + E′
23 (n̂)

)
dΩ.

(A4)

We now perform the integral over solid angle dΩ. We can substitute
v𝑖 after integrating the first term in both equations. This is the voltage
which antenna 𝑖 would have measured in the absence of any mutual
coupling. The presence of the delta function in Equation A2 just picks
out the n̂ = b̂𝑖 𝑗 term when computing the integral for the re-radiated
electric field terms. The equations for the voltages then become

vtot
1 = v1 + 𝑖Γ

Ωp

𝑒𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝜏21

𝑢21
ℎ0J(b̂12)J(b̂21)†

∫
J(n̂′)E2 (n̂′)dΩ′

+ 𝑖Γ

Ωp

𝑒𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝜏31

𝑢31
ℎ0J(b̂13)J(b̂31)†

∫
J(n̂′)E3 (n̂′)dΩ′,

(A5)

vtot
2 = v2 + 𝑖Γ

Ωp

𝑒𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝜏12

𝑢12
ℎ0J(b̂21)J(b̂12)†

∫
J(n̂)E1 (n̂)dΩ′

+ 𝑖Γ

Ωp

𝑒𝑖2𝜋𝜈𝜏32

𝑢32
ℎ0J(b̂23)J(b̂32)†

∫
J(n̂)E3 (n̂)dΩ′ . (A6)

The above equations contain terms of X as in Equation 2.24. We
again make use of Equation 2.4 when taking the integral over dΩ′.
The resulting voltages measured by antenna 1 and antenna 2 are

vtot
1 = v1 + X12v2 + X13v3,

vtot
2 = v2 + X21v1 + X23v3.

(A7)

This form of the voltages makes it easier to identify coupled vis-
ibilities in the full equation for V(1)

12 = ⟨vtot
1 (vtot

2 )†⟩. We emphasize
again here that the coupling is caused by copies of the electric field
being re-radiated. Keeping only terms to first order, we correlate the
voltages to obtain the following expression for V(1)

12

V(1)
12 =

〈
v1v†2

〉
+

〈(
X12v2

)
v†2

〉
+

〈(
X13v3

)
v†2

〉
+

〈
v1

(
X21v1

)†〉 + 〈
v1

(
X23v3

)†〉
= ⟨v1v†2⟩ + X12⟨v2v†2⟩ + X13⟨v3v†2⟩ + ⟨v1v†1⟩X

†
21 + ⟨v1v†3⟩X

†
23

= V(0)
12 + X12V(0)

22 + X13V(0)
32 + V(0)

11 X†
21 + V(0)

13 X†
23. (A8)

This is Equation 2.20, evaluated explicitly for our 3-antenna model.
Inserting Equation A5 and Equation A6 into Equation A1 directly
gives a form of the coupled visibilities that matches Equation 2.17
and Equation 2.19.

A2 Understanding Delays and Fringe-Rates

Now we examine the behavior of mutual coupling in our 3-element
array to gain intuition for the model in fringe-rate versus delay space.
Recall that interferometric visibilities are a two-dimensional mea-
surement𝑉 (𝜈, 𝑡). The delay transform is the Fourier transform along
the 𝜈-axis, and the fringe-rate transform is the Fourier transform
along the 𝑡-axis.

Given a frequency spectrum for a single integration, 𝑉 (𝜈)
��
𝑡
, we

get the delay spectrum when we take the Fourier transform along
frequency:

�̃� (𝜏)
���
𝑡
=

∫
𝑉 (𝜈)

���
𝑡
𝑒−2𝜋𝑖𝜈𝜏d𝜈. (A9)

Although 𝑡 and 𝜏 both have units of time, they are operating on vastly
different timescales and should be thought of independently (Liu
& Shaw 2020); differences in adjacent times 𝑡 are of order tens of
seconds, while differences in adjacent delays 𝜏 are of order tens of
nanoseconds. Likewise, by taking the Fourier transform of the time
stream for a single frequency channel 𝑉 (𝑡)

��
𝜈
, we get the fringe-rate

transform of the visibility for a single frequency channel:

�̃� ( 𝑓 )
���
𝜈
=

∫
𝑉 (𝑡)

���
𝜈
𝑒−2𝜋𝑖 𝑓 𝑡d𝑡. (A10)

Though 𝜈 and 𝑓 both have units of frequency, it is again important
to note that they operate on vastly different scales and should be
thought of independently; differences in adjacent frequencies 𝜈 are
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Figure A2. Left: The sky-only visibilities for our toy visibility model. Right: A simulation of the first order mutual coupling for baseline (1, 2). The coupling
pictured here is described by the coupling equation Equation A8. The sky signal observed by the baseline resides in the brightest peak centred at zero delay.
With such a small number of antennas, we can clearly see the power from each coupled visibility residing in separate regions of fringe-rate versus delay space,
as predicted by Equation 4.5.

typically of order hundreds of kHz, while differences in adjacent
fringe-rates 𝑓 are typically of order tens of μHz. We also point out
that Equation A8, and its generalized counterpart Equation 2.20,
are equations for mutual coupling for visibilities which have not
undergone a delay transform. Since the coefficients are frequency-
dependent, but not time-dependent, taking the delay transform of
Equation 2.20 yields a convolution in delay space.

We evaluate Equation A8 for the array shown in Figure A1. The
zeroth-order visibilities are produced using a toy visibility model
which is designed to approximately mimic the behavior of fore-
grounds in fringe-rate versus delay space via

𝑉𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑒
−Δ𝜏 (𝜈−𝜈0 )2

𝑒𝑖2𝜋
𝜈
𝑐
|b𝑖 𝑗×𝝎⊕ | . (A11)

We use Δ𝜏 = 200 ns, which is approximately consistent with obser-
vations. We again use the frequency range 145–165 MHz, and take
𝜈0 = 155 MHz. The coupling constants are calculated with a uniform
beam.

Figure A2 shows the both the contributing zeroth-order visibilities
and 𝑉 (1)

12 . We see that the zeroth-order visibilities are centred at
zero delay and at fringe-rates predicted by Equation 4.3. In the plot
of 𝑉 (1)

12 , the coupled visbilities appear at their original fringe-rate,
but are shifted in delay space by the time-of-flight of the coupled
radiation. For this reason, the coupling from the autocorrelations,
𝑉
(0)
11 and 𝑉 (0)

22 , appear symmetrically about zero delay. These are
the points predicted by Equation 4.5. As we add more antennas, the
power from the coupled antennas start to overlap and produce the
continuous structures that we see in the HERA data in Section 4.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by the author.

MNRAS 000, 1–19 (2024)


	Introduction
	Revisiting First-Order Coupling
	Zeroth-Order Visibilities
	The Scattered Field
	First-Order Coupled Visibilities
	Coupling Coefficients
	Simulation of Mutual Coupling

	HERA Phase II Observations and Simulations
	Data Description
	Simulation Description

	Evidence of First-Order Mutual Coupling in HERA Data
	Data-to-Model Comparison
	The Structure of Coupling in Delay and Fringe Rate Space
	The Amplitude of Coupled Visibilities

	Mitigating Mutual Coupling with Fringe-Rate Filters
	Notch Filter
	`Main-Lobe' Filter
	Application to Simulations

	Effects of Mutual Coupling on Power Spectrum Estimation
	Conclusion
	Working Through the First Order Coupling Model
	A Worked Example of the Coupling Equation
	Understanding Delays and Fringe-Rates


