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Gridless Parameter Estimation in Partly Calibrated
Rectangular Arrays

Tianyi Liu, Sai Pavan Deram, Khaled Ardah, Martin Haardt, Marc E. Pfetsch, and Marius Pesavento

Abstract—Spatial frequency estimation from a mixture of noisy
sinusoids finds applications in various fields. While subspace-
based methods offer cost-effective super-resolution parameter
estimation, they demand precise array calibration, posing chal-
lenges for large antennas. In contrast, sparsity-based approaches
outperform subspace methods, especially in scenarios with lim-
ited snapshots or correlated sources. This study focuses on
direction-of-arrival (DOA) estimation using a partly calibrated
rectangular array with fully calibrated subarrays. A gridless
sparse formulation leveraging shift invariances in the array
is developed, yielding two competitive algorithms under the
alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) and succes-
sive convex approximation frameworks, respectively. Numerical
simulations show the superior error performance of our proposed
method, particularly in highly correlated scenarios, compared
to the conventional subspace-based methods. It is demonstrated
that the proposed formulation can also be adopted in the fully
calibrated case to improve the robustness of the subspace-based
methods to the source correlation. Furthermore, we provide a
generalization of the proposed method to a more challenging
case where a part of the sensors is unobservable due to failures.

Index Terms—Gridless DOA estimation, multi-dimensional
harmonic retrieval, joint sparsity, multiple measurement vectors,
partly calibrated arrays, shift-invariance, ADMM

I. INTRODUCTION

D
IRECTION-OF-ARRIVAL (DOA) estimation methods
like MUSIC [1] and ESPRIT [2], [3] are recognized for

their sensitivity to fluctuations and uncertainties in the array
geometry [4] and necessitate an accurate array calibration
[5]. As arrays grow larger, calibration becomes increasingly
challenging. Partly calibrated arrays (PCAs) have been intro-
duced to address this issue, involving the division of the array
into fully calibrated subarrays with uncertain phase relations
between them [6], [7].

Recently, several DOA estimation methods for PCAs have
been developed [2], [7]–[9]. Search-free subspace-based meth-
ods, such as ESPRIT [2], RARE [7], [10] and the algorithm
proposed in [11], can be employed for PCAs with identical
subarrays. Several above methods have also been extended
to PCAs with arbitrary subarray geometries in a search-
based manner [8], [9]. For example, a spectral search-based
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extension of RARE is proposed in [9]. However, subspace-
based methods typically suffer from performance degradation
in difficult scenarios, e.g., in the cases with highly correlated
source signals and/or a limited number of measurements. To
address those challenges, sparsity-based methods have been
explored for PCAs [12], [13]. In [14], the authors employ
a grid-based sparse model and estimate DOAs by solving a
block- and rank-sparse optimization problem. Whereas grid-
based methods may suffer from basis mismatch due to the
spectrum discretization, a gridless sparse method, termed shift-
invariant SPARROW (SI-SPARROW), is introduced in [15] for
PCAs, avoiding the sampling over the field-of-view (FOV).
Despite the promising error performance demonstrated by the
above sparse methods even in challenging scenarios, they both
assume a uniform linear subarray structure, limiting DOA
estimation to the azimuth direction. The extreme case with
only a single snapshot in PCAs is studied in [16], and a
novel method that achieves an enhanced angular resolution is
proposed by exploiting the approximate orthogonality of the
source signals after a transformation.

In this paper, we extend the SI-SPARROW formulation
in [15] to the case of a partly calibrated rectangular array
(PCRA) with fully calibrated subarrays and unknown inter-
subarray displacements, which allows DOA estimation in both
azimuth and elevation directions. Although, for notational
simplicity, the SI-SPARROW formulation is presented for a
PCRA of identical subarrays, it can readily be applied to more
general array geometries by employing other shift invariances
and/or including virtual unobservable sensors as described
in Section VI. Given the solution of the SI-SPARROW for-
mulation, a multidimensional ESPRIT-like method based on
the simultaneous Schur decomposition [17] is then provided
to finally recover and automatically pair the azimuth and
elevation DOAs. Numerical simulations demonstrate the ro-
bustness of our proposed method with respect to the source
correlation, compared to the conventional partly calibrated
DOA estimation methods, where the ESPRIT-like methods
are performed on the sample covariance matrix. Moreover,
in contrast to the SDP reformulation approach in [15], we
develop two competitive algorithms under the ADMM frame-
work and the successive convex approximation (SCA) frame-
work, respectively, for the established SI-SPARROW problem.
Both proposed algorithms can be parallelized and exhibit a
significantly reduced computation time with the increase of the
number of snapshots and the array size, compared to the SDP
implementation. In practical scenarios, the customized parallel
algorithms become indispensable as the SDP implementation
is computationally unattainable. In addition, we show by the
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simulations that the SI-SPARROW formulation can also be
employed in the fully calibrated case to improve the robustness
of the subspace-based methods, e.g., MUSIC, to the source
correlation. Furthermore, we provide a generalization of the
SI-SPARROW method to a more challenging case where part
of the sensors are unobservable due to failure.

The paper is organized as follows. Section II introduces the
partly calibrated array signal model and the shift-invariance
properties. In Section III, the SI-SPARROW formulation for
DOA estimation in a PCRA is established. In Section IV
and V, we devise competitive algorithms for the SI-SPARROW
problem under the ADMM framework and the SCA frame-
work, respectively. We further provide a generalization of the
SI-SPARROW method to the case with unobservable sensors
in Section VI. Simulation results are presented in Section VII,
followed by concluding remarks in Section VIII.

Notation: We use x, x, and X to denote a scalar, column
vector, and matrix, respectively. The kth entry of a vector x
is denoted by xk and the (k, l)th entry of a matrix X is xk,l.
For any x ∈ C, x∗ denotes its complex conjugate. The sets of
M ×M Hermitian and positive semidefinite (PSD) Hermitian
matrices are denoted by S

M and S
M
+ , respectively. The M×M

identity matrix is denoted by IM , and 0 and 1 represent a zero
matrix and all-ones matrix, respectively. The symbols (·)T,
(·)H, and (·)−1 denote the transpose, Hermitian transpose, and
inverse, respectively. The trace operator is written as tr(·) and
‖·‖F is the Frobenius norm.

For a real-valued function f(X) with complex arguments
X ∈ C

M×N , the gradient ∇Xf(X) with respect to X is
defined as an M × N matrix with the (k, l)th entry being
2∂f(X)

∂x∗

k,l

based on the Wirtinger derivative operators ∂
∂x

and
∂

∂x∗ [18]. Moreover, the Hessian of a real-valued quadratic
function f with respect to a complex-valued vector x ∈ CN ,
denoted by∇2

xf(x), is defined in a compact form as an N×N
matrix with the (k, l)th entry being 2 ∂2f(x)

∂x∗

k
∂xl

such that, for
both real and complex arguments, the real-valued quadratic
function f can be written as the quadratic Taylor series at any
xo in a unified form f(x) = f(xo) + ℜ

(
∆xH∇xf(x

o)
)
+

1
2∆x

H∇2
xf(x

o)∇x with ∆x = x− xo.

II. SIGNAL MODEL

Consider an Mx×My PCRA, as shown in Fig. 1, composed
of Px × Py identical subarrays of Lx × Ly sensors with
Mx = PxLx, My = PyLy . Let M = MxMy be the total
number of sensors in the PCRA. The unknown intersubarray
displacement between the first and the pth subarray along
the x-axis (resp., y-axis) is denoted by ∆x

p (resp., ∆y
p),

while δxl (resp., δyl ) is the known relative position of the
lth sensor in the x-axis (resp., y-axis) within each subarray.
Additionally, we assume that NS narrowband far-field source
signals impinge from distinct unknown DOAs with different
azimuth and elevation angles, denoted by φi ∈ [−180◦, 180◦)
and θi ∈ [0◦, 90◦], respectively, for i = 1, . . . , NS. Each
direction (φi, θi) can be equivalently represented by a pair
of spatial frequencies in the two dimensions defined as

µx
i = π cos(φi) sin(θi) and µy

i = π sin(φi) sin(θi), (1)

δx2 δx3 δx2 δx3

∆x
2

δx2 δx3

∆x
3

δy2

δy2
∆y

2

x

y

Fig. 1. Example of a PCRA composed of 3×2 subarrays with 3×2 sensors
per subarray.

respectively. The spatial frequencies of the NS sources are
summarized in µ=[(µx)T, (µy)T]T with µx=[µx

1 , . . . , µ
x
NS

]T

and µy=[µy
1 , . . . , µ

y
NS

]T. Let Y ∈CM×N be the measurement
matrix where the (m,n)th entry ymn is the output at sensor
m in time-slot n. The measurement matrix is modeled as

Y = A(µ)Ψ +N , (2)

where the matrix Ψ ∈ CNS×N contains the source waveforms
with ψi,n being the waveform from source i at time instant
n. The matrix N ∈ CM×N comprises noise entries inde-
pendently and identically distributed according to CN (0, σ2

n).
Furthermore, A(µx,µy) ∈ C

M×NS is the matrix collecting
the NS steering vectors of the 2D array as

A(µ) =
[
a(µx

1 , µ
y
1) . . . a(µx

NS
, µy

NS
)
]
, (3)

where a(µx
i , µ

y
i ) ∈ CM is the array-dependent steering vector

in the direction of source i. For the considered PCRA, the
array steering vector in the direction (µx, µy) is expressed as

a(µx, µy) = ax(µ
x)⊗ ay(µ

y), (4)

where ax(µ
x) ∈ C

Mx and ay(µ
y) ∈ C

My are defined as

ax(µ
x) = [1, . . . , ejµ

xδxLx , ejµ
x∆x

2 , . . . , ejµ
x(∆x

Px
+δxLx

)]T,

ay(µ
y) = [1, . . . , e

jµyδ
y
Ly , ejµ

y∆y
2 , . . . , e

jµy(∆y
Py

+δ
y
Ly

)
]T.

In other words, the steering vector contains the sensor re-
sponses sorted by vectorizing the 2D array along the y-axis.

In the following, we introduce the shift-invariance properties
of the array. Toward this goal, we define the selection matrices

Jx
p = ePx,p ⊗ ILx

⊗ IPy
⊗ ILy

, p = 1, . . . , Px, (5a)

Kx
l = IPx

⊗ eLx,l ⊗ IPy
⊗ ILy

, l = 1, . . . , Lx, (5b)

Jy
p = IPx

⊗ ILx
⊗ ePy,p ⊗ ILy

, p = 1, . . . , Py, (5c)

K
y
l = IPx

⊗ ILx
⊗ IPy

⊗ eLy,l, l = 1, . . . , Ly, (5d)

to assign sensors to various shift-invariant groups, where
eP,p = [0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0]T is the P -dimensional basis
vector with the pth entry being one and all the other entries
being zero. As depicted in Fig. 2, by the operation Jx

p
Ta

(resp., Jy
p
Ta), the responses of all subarrays at the pth position

in the x-axis (resp., y-axis) are selected. Similarly, Kx
l and

K
y
l are used to select all sensors at the lth position in the

x-axis and y-axis, respectively, within the subarrays. Then the
shift-invariance properties of the steering matrix are given as

(Jx
p )

T
A(µ)=(Jx

1 )
T
A(µ)Φ(∆x

pµ
x), p=2, . . . , Px, (6a)

(Kx
l )

T
A(µ)=(Kx

1 )
T
A(µ)Φ(δxl µ

x), l=2, . . . , Lx, (6b)
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Jx
1 Jx

2 Jx
3

J
y
1

J
y
2

(a)

Kx
1 Kx

2 Kx
3

K
y
1

K
y
2

(b)

Fig. 2. Different shift-invariant groups for the PCRA in Fig. 1: The shift-
invariant groups that involve the intersubarray displacements are indicated
in (a), whereas the shift-invariant groups that involve the intrasubarray
displacements are indicated in (b).

(Jy
p )

T
A(µ)=(Jy

1 )
T
A(µ)Φ(∆y

pµ
y), p=2, . . . , Py, (6c)

(Ky
l )

T
A(µ)=(Ky

1 )
T
A(µ)Φ(δyl µ

y), l=2, . . . , Ly, (6d)

where Φ(x) = Diag(ejx1 , . . . , ejxN ) ∈ CN×N for a vector
x ∈ RN . Also, it is straightforward to see that each single
sensor forms a shift-invariant group regardless of the array
configuration, and this shift-invariance property is written as

eTM,mA(µ) = eTM,1A(µ)Φ
(
(∆x

p + δxk )µ
x
)
Φ
(
(∆y

q + δyl )µ
y
)

(7)
for p = 1, . . . , Px, q = 1, . . . , Py , k = 1, . . . , Lx, l =
1, . . . , Ly and m = ((p− 1)Lx + (k − 1))My+(q−1)Ly+l.
Additional shift invariances can be exploited if other array
topologies are given, such as shift-invariances with overlap-
ping groups or centro-symmetry. For simplicity, in this paper,
we limit our discussion to the example of the PCRA in Fig. (1).
Furthermore, we remark that the shift-invariance properties
in (6) and (7) can naturally be applied to a steering matrix
constructed according to (3) with any set of frequencies µ.

Remark 1: Since the sensor displacements δxl and δyl are
known, the shift-invariance equations in (6b) and (6d) can be
used to estimate the spatial frequencies µ by the 2D-ESPRIT
methods in [17], [19], [20], with automatic pairing.

III. SPARSE SIGNAL FORMULATION

This section begins with an introduction to an equivalent
sparse representation of the measurement model in (2) ob-
tained by sampling the FOV and the state-of-the-art SPAR-
ROW formulation [13] constructed on the grid-based sparse
model. To address the challenge that the intersubarray dis-
placements are unknown, a gridless relaxation of the SPAR-
ROW formulation is proposed by using the shift-invariance
properties in (6) of the considered array.

A. Grid-Based Sparse Formulation for Fully Calibrated Ar-

rays

In the following, the classic grid-based sparse formulation
for the DOA estimation problem is introduced. This formu-

lation requires the full calibration information and does not
exploit any shift-invariance properties in the array.

We define a sparse representation for the model in (2) as

Y = A(ν)X +N , (8)

where A(ν) ∈ CM×K is an overcomplete dictionary con-
structed according to (3) by sampling the field-of-view inK ≫
NS directions with spatial frequencies ν = [(νx)

T
, (νy)

T
]T,

where νx = [νx1 , . . . , ν
x
K ]T and νy = [νy1 , . . . , ν

y
K ]T, and

X ∈ CK×N is designed to be a sparse representation of
the waveform matrix Ψ. Specifically, provided that the true
frequencies µ are contained in the frequency grid, i.e.,

{(µx
i , µ

y
i )}NS

i=1 ⊂ {(νxk , νyk )}Kk=1, (9)

then X = [x1, . . . ,xK ]T admits a row-sparse structure, which
has only NS nonzero rows xT

k corresponding to the waveforms
of the NS sources. For simplicity, in the rest of the paper, the
dictionary is referred to as A = A(ν). Based on the sparse
model in (8), the DOA estimation problem can be formulated
as the well-known convex mixed-norm minimization

minX∈CK×N
1
2‖Y −AX‖2F + λ

√
N‖X‖2,1, (10)

where λ > 0 is the regularization parameter and

‖X‖2,1 =
∑K

k=1‖xk‖2
is the ℓ2,1-norm. Since we are only interested in recovering
the DOAs, the mixed-norm minimization problem (10) can be
equivalently reformulated as the SPARse ROW-norm recon-
struction (SPARROW) problem [13]

minS∈DK
+

tr
(
(ASAH + λIM )−1R̂

)
+ tr(S) (11)

with the sample covariance matrix R̂= Y Y H/N . The solu-
tions X̂ and Ŝ of problems (10) and (11), respectively, are
related by

Ŝ = 1√
N
Diag(‖x̂1‖2, . . . , ‖x̂K‖2).

Compared to problem (10), problem (11) has a reduced
variable size and the DOAs are equivalently indicated by the
nonzero diagonal entries of S. Problem (11) can be further
reformulated as a semidefinite program (SDP), which can be
solved by a generic solver based on interior-point methods,
e.g., MOSEK [21]. Alternatively, a customized algorithm for
problem (11) based on coordinate descent is devised in [13],
which is more scalable than the SDP implementation in the
case of large array sizes.

However, the grid-based formulation (11) has two draw-
backs. First, the on-grid assumption (9) is often impractical
due to the limited grid size, leading to spectral leakage and
basis mismatch [22], [23] in the recovered signal. Second,
constructing the dictionary A requires complete array calibra-
tion, whereas our scenario assumes unknown intersubarray dis-
placements. Therefore, in the following, we develop a gridless
approach by relaxing the grid-based SPARROW problem (11).

B. Gridless Shift-Invariant Formulation

A straightforward gridless extension of problem (11) is
jointly learning a dictionary A in the array manifold, i.e.,

min
S∈DK

+ ,A∈AK
tr
(
(ASAH + λIM )−1R̂

)
+ tr(S), (12)
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where AK={A(ν) |ν∈ [−π, π]2K , (νxi , νyi ) 6=(νxj , ν
y
j ) ∀i, j=

1, . . . ,K, i 6= j} is the array manifold with K distinct
DOAs. However, Problem (12) cannot be easily solved and
the construction of the array manifold still requires complete
array calibration. To relax problem (12), we first reformulate it
by introducing a slack variable. As the steering vectors contain
unit-modulus entries, it holds that

tr(ASAH) =
∑M

i=1 si,i
∑M

j=1|ai,j |2 =M tr(S).

With a slack variable Q, problem (12) can be equivalently
written as

min
S∈DN

+ ,A∈AK ,Q∈SM+

M tr
(
(Q+ λIM )−1R̂

)
+ tr(Q) (13a)

s.t. Q = ASAH, (13b)

where S
M
+ denotes the set of M × M positive semidefinite

Hermitian matrices. The objective function in the reformu-
lation (13) depends only on variable Q whose structure is
specified by the dictionary-based constraint (13b). Also, the
trace-term tr(Q) in (13a) promotes rank-sparsity of Q as it
is equivalent to the nuclear norm of Q for Q � 0 [24]. From
the reformulation (13), one may immediately obtain a simple
gridless relaxation by discarding the dictionary-specific struc-
tural constraint (13b). This is equivalent to relaxing the array
manifold AK to be the complete space CM×K , consequently
yielding inferior accuracy on the estimated DOAs.

To improve estimation accuracy, we further introduce sev-
eral structural constraints on Q in place of the dictionary-
based constraint (13b), using the shift-invariance properties of
elements inAK . Applying the shift-invariance properties in (6)
to the dictionary A(ν), we can obtain the following identity:

(Jx
p )

T
QJx

p = (Jx
p )

T
ASAHJx

p

= (Jx
1 )

T
AΦ(∆x

pν
x)S

(
Φ(∆x

pν
x)
)H
AHJx

1

= (Jx
1 )

T
ASAHJx

1 = (Jx
1 )

T
QJx

1 ,

for p = 2, . . . , Px. The same identity can be extended to the
other shift-invariance groups stated in (6) and (7), which leads
to the following set of structural constraints:

(Jx
p )

T
QJx

p = (Jx
1 )

T
QJx

1 , p = 2, . . . , Px, (14a)

(Kx
l )

T
QKx

l = (Kx
1 )

T
QKx

1 , l = 2, . . . , Lx, (14b)

(Jy
p )

T
QJy

p = (Jy
1 )

T
QJ

y
1 , p = 2, . . . , Py, (14c)

(Ky
l )

T
QK

y
l = (Ky

1 )
T
QK

y
1 , l = 2, . . . , Ly, (14d)

qii = q11, i = 2, . . . ,M. (14e)

The structural constraints (14) essentially require that, for
any pair of shift-invariant sensor groups, the corresponding
submatrices in Q are identical. Thus, the constraints (14)
define a subspace of M×M Hermitian matrices, denoted by

T M = {Q ∈ S
M | Q satisfies the constraints in (14)}. (15)

Let f(Q) denote the objective function in (13a), i.e.,

f(Q) =M tr
(
(Q+ λIM )−1R̂

)
+ tr(Q). (16)

Replacing the dictionary-based constraint (13b) by the struc-
tural constraints (14) leads to the following gridless shift-
invariant SPARROW (SI-SPARROW) problem:

minQ∈SM+ ∩T M f(Q). (17)

In the original problem (13), Q is designed to span the same

subspace as the corresponding steering matrix A. Hence, the
solution Q̂ of problem (17) can effectively substitute the
sample covariance matrix R̂ in the 2D-ESPRIT mentioned in
Remark 1 in Section II to estimate the spatial frequencies in
a search-free manner.

Furthermore, in the special case where the subarrays and the
sensors within each subarray are uniformly placed in the two
dimensions, respectively, additional shift invariances can be
used and this leads to a multilevel Toeplitz structural constraint
onQ. In this case, when the rank r of solution Q̂ is sufficiently
low, Q̂ can be uniquely factorized to the form in (13b) with
r distinct DOAs, which is known as Vandermonde decom-
position. Some sufficient conditions for the existence of the
Vandermonde decomposition of multilevel Toeplitz matrices
and a constructive method for finding the decomposition are
provided in [25]. For simplicity, the SI-SPARROW problem
in (17) is formulated for a PCRA with identical subarrays.
However, our proposed method is not restricted to a specific
array geometry since a problem formulation similar to (17)
can be readily obtained for more general array geometries by
reconstructing the shift-invariant subspace T M in (15) based
on the shift invariances in the given array.

Similar to the grid-based formulation in (11), problem (17)
can be equivalently written as a SDP problem

min
Q∈SM+ ∩T M ,TN∈SN+

M
N

tr(TN ) + tr(Q) (18a)

s.t.

[
TN Y H

Y Q+ λIM

]
� 0 (18b)

by using the reformulation technique in [13] and solved by an
interior-point solver. Note that the positive semidefiniteness
of TN is enforced by the PSD constraint (18b). In [13], the
authors also present an alternative SDP reformulation

min
Q∈SM+ ∩T M ,TM∈SM+

M tr(TMR̂) + tr(Q)

s.t.

[
TM IM
IM Q+ λIM

]
� 0,

(19)

where the dimension of the semidefinite matrix constraint
depends only on the number of sensors M . Hence, problem
formulation (19) is preferable for the oversampled case, i.e.,
N > M , and (18) is preferable otherwise. However, as
demonstrated in the numerical results in Section VII, the above
SDP implementations become computationally intractable in
the case with a large number of sensors M , due to the large di-
mension of the semidefinite matrix constraints. Hence, inspired
by the coordinate descent implementation in [13] for the grid-
based SPARROW (11), we develop in the following section
an efficient iterative algorithm for solving the SI-SPARROW
problem (17) under the ADMM algorithmic framework.

C. Alternative Expression for Shift-Invariant Subspace

Before presenting the algorithms for solving (17), we first
introduce an alternative expression for the elements of the
shift-invariant subspace T M . The structural constraints (14)
essentially require the identity between the submatrices in Q
corresponding to any pair of shift-invariant sensor groups. This
means that any matrix Q ∈ T M can be equivalently expressed
by introducing a reduced set of independent variables. For a
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matrix Q ∈ T M , let q = [q1, . . . , qI ]
T ∈ CI be a vector that

contains all the I independent variables in the upper triangle
of Q such that each entry of Q contains either one variable
in q or its complex conjugate. In particular, let q1 be the
independent variable on the main diagonal of Q, which is
real-valued since Q is Hermitian. Furthermore, define

Ωi =
∂Q

∂qi
∈ {0, 1}M×M , for i = 1, . . . , I, (20)

as the indicator matrix for the independent variable qi. The
matrix Ωi has a one in the entries of Q occupied by qi and
a zero elsewhere. The entries of Q occupied by the complex
conjugate of qi are then indicated by ΩT

i for i = 2, . . . , I . In
summary, any matrix Q ∈ T M can be expressed as

Q = q1Ω1 +
∑I

i=2

(
qiΩi + q∗iΩ

T

i

)

with q1 ∈ R and qi ∈ C, i = 2, . . . , I. (21)

Based on the expression in (21), the function f , in the subspace
T M , can be regarded as a function dependent only on q.
Hence, the notations f(Q) and f(q) are used interchangeably
in this paper when only elements of T M are considered.

D. Multi-Invariance Multidimensional ESPRIT

As mentioned in Remark 1 in Section II, the shift-invariance
equations in (6b) and (6d) with the known sensor displace-
ments δxl and δyl within each subarray can be used to estimate
the spatial frequencies by the multidimensional ESPRIT (MD-
ESPRIT) method that is implemented by the simultaneous
diagonalization or Schur decomposition [19], [26]. Similar
to the conventional approach where the MD-ESPRIT method
is performed on the sample covariance matrix R̂, the MD-
ESPRIT method can be employed to further recover the spatial
frequencies from the matrix Q̂ reconstructed by the proposed
SI-SPARROW formulation in (17).

However, the MD-ESPRIT method can only consider a
single shift-invariance equation in each dimension. To utilize
all the shift-invariance equations in (6b) and (6d) that involve
the known sensor displacements δxl for l = 2, . . . , Lx and
δyl for l = 2, . . . , Ly, we extend the MD-ESPRIT method by
performing the following two steps. First, the original MD-
ESPRIT method is applied to an approximate problem where
each shift-invariance equation is considered to be a virtual
dimension. Specifically, the diagonal matrices Φ(δxl µ

x) and
Φ(δxkµ

x) (resp., Φ(δyl µ
y) and Φ(δykµ

y)) in two different
equations in (6), i.e., l 6= k, are treated as independent. The
MD-ESPRIT method recovers the diagonal matrices

Φ(δxl µ
x)=Diag

(
ejµ

x
1δ

x
l , . . . , ejµ

x
NS

δxl
)
, l=2, . . . , Lx,

Φ(δyl µ
y)=Diag

(
ejµ

y
1δ

y

l , . . . , e
jµy

NS
δ
y

l
)
, l=2, . . . , Ly.

(22)

The entries of the recovered diagonal matrices in (22) can be
used to reconstruct the 1D subarray steering vectors corre-
sponding to each frequency to be estimated, defined as

vx(µx
i ) = [1, ejµ

x
i δ

x
2 , . . . , ejµ

x
i δ

x
Lx ]T,

vy(µy
i ) = [1, ejµ

y
i
δ
y
2 , . . . , e

jµy
i
δ
y

Ly ]T,
(23)

for i = 1, . . . , NS. Then, with the known sensors displace-
ments δxl and δyl within each subarray, the recovery of the
frequencies can be performed independently from each re-
constructed 1D steering vector in (23) by a single-source

Algorithm 1: ADMM Algorithm for SI-SPARROW.

Input: Sample covariance matrix R̂, indicator matrices
{Ωi}Ii , regularization parameter λ > 0,
tolerances εabs, εrel > 0

1 Initialize Q(0),Z(0),U (0), t← 0;
2 while not converged do

3 Update Q(t) by solving (27a) using Algorithm 2;
4 Z(t+1) ← PSM+

(
Q(t+1) +U (t)

)
;

5 U (t+1) ← U (t) +Q(t+1) −Z(t+1);
6 t← t+ 1;

7 return Q(t)

recovery method, e.g., the deterministic maximum likelihood
(DML) estimator via a simple 1D grid search in the general
case, or the search-free root-MUSIC in the special case where
the sensors in each subarray are placed uniformly in each
dimension, respectively. Note that, in the single-source case,
the DML estimator reduces to the conventional beamformer.
The method described above is referred to as multi-invariance
multidimensional ESPRIT (MI-MD-ESPRIT) in this paper.

IV. ADMM FOR SHIFT-INVARIANT SPARROW

In this section, we use the ADMM algorithmic framework to
solve the SI-SPARROW problem (17). The choice of ADMM
is motivated by the fact that problem (17) can be easily
solved when only one of the two kinds of constraints, i.e.,
either the PSD constraint or the shift-invariance constraints,
needs to be fulfilled. Specifically, the ADMM framework
is employed to decompose the problem such that, in each
subproblem, only one of the constraints needs to be fulfilled.
We assume that the sample covariance matrix R̂ is positive
definite. This assumption is required to ensure the convergence
of the solution approach for the primal subproblem in ADMM,
which will be introduced later. In the undersampled case,
i.e., N < M , where the sample covariance matrix is always
rank deficient, a small positive diagonal loading onto the
sample covariance matrix is performed before solving (17),
i.e., replacing R̂ by R̂+ ιIM with a small ι > 0.

To apply the ADMM framework, we first write problem (17)
as the following equivalent formulation:

min
Q∈T M ,Z∈SM

f(Q) + g(Z) (24a)

s.t. Q−Z = 0 (24b)

Q+ λIM ≻ 0, (24c)

where g is the indicator function of the PSD cone SM+ , i.e.,

g(Z) = 0 for Z ∈ S
M
+ and g(Z) = +∞ otherwise. (25)

In the reformulation (24), by introducing an auxiliary variable
Z, the shift-invariance constraints (14) are separated from the
PSD constraint Q � 0 so that the two types of constraints
can be addressed alternatively. As a necessary condition of
Q = Z � 0, the constraint (24c) is redundant. However, it is
required to ensure the convexity of the primal subproblem in
ADMM that is introduced in (27a), since f is convex only in
the subset where Q+ λIM ≻ 0.
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Algorithm 2: SCA Algorithm for the Q-update.

Input: Q̄, indicator matrices {Ωi}Ii , λ > 0, tolerance
η > 0

1 Initialize Q(0), l ← 0;
2 while not converged do

3 Compute q̃(l) according to (35) and (36);
4 Compute Q̃(l) from q̃(l) according to (21);
5 Compute step size α(l) by Armijo rule described in

Section IV-A2;
6 Q(l+1) ← Q(l) + α(l)(Q̃(l) −Q(l));
7 l← l + 1;

8 return Q(l)

The augmented Lagrangian of problem (24) is [27]

Lρ(Q,Z,U) = f(Q) + g(Z) + ρ
2‖Q−Z +U‖2F, (26)

where ρ > 0 is the penalty parameter and U ∈ SM is the dual
variable scaled by 1/ρ. Note that L0 denotes the unaugmented
Lagrangian. Let Q(t),Z(t),U (t) be the value of primal and
dual variables at iteration t. The scaled form of ADMM for
problem (24) consists of the following steps in each iteration:

Q(t+1) = argmin
Q∈T M

f(Q) + ρ
2‖Q−Z(t) +U (t)‖2F

s.t. Q+ λIM ≻ 0, (27a)

Z(t+1) = PSM+

(
Q(t+1) +U (t)

)
, (27b)

U (t+1) = U (t) +Q(t+1) −Z(t+1). (27c)

The projection onto the PSD cone S
M
+ , denoted by PSM+

, can
be calculated by discarding the components with negative
eigenvalues in the eigenvalue decomposition (EVD) of the
argument [28]. The subproblem for the Q-update (27a) is
convex. Define Q̄(t) = Z(t) − U (t). The subproblem (27a)
can be viewed as a proximal mapping from Q̄(t), which, in
contrast, has no closed-form solution. Hence, in Section IV-A,
we develop an efficient iterative algorithm for solving sub-
problem (27a) based on the successive convex approximation
(SCA) framework with separable quadratic approximation.

The main steps of the ADMM algorithm for problem (17)
are outlined in Algorithm 1. The convergence of ADMM is
established under the following conditions [27, Sec. 3.2]:

1) the epigraphs of f and g in (24) are both closed
nonempty sets;

2) the unaugmented Lagrangian L0 has a saddle point, i.e.,
the strong duality holds.

The above conditions can be readily verified for the considered
convex problem (24). Strong duality holds for problem (24) as
Slater’s condition is satisfied [29, Sec. 5.2.3 and Sec. 5.4.2].

A. Successive Convex Approximation for the Q-update

Since the subproblem for the Q-update (27a) is convex, a
global optimum can be efficiently obtained by using the SCA
framework [30] with separable quadratic approximation. For
simplicity, the ADMM iteration index t in Q̄(t) is omitted and
the objective function in (27a) is denoted by

h(Q) = f(Q) + ρ
2‖Q− Q̄‖2F, (28)

as we discuss only the Q-update subproblem in a single
ADMM iteration. In each iteration, we first construct a sep-
arable quadratic approximation for h by exploiting the shift-
invariance structure of Q specified by the constraints in (14).
To obtain an approximate problem that can be decomposed
and solved in parallel, we minimize the quadratic approximate
function in a relaxed domain of problem (27a) with the positive
definiteness constraint discarded. The solution of the quadratic
approximate problem indicates a descent direction of the
original function h. Then, variableQ is updated in this descent
direction with a suitable step size that ensures sufficient
decrease of h and positive definiteness of Q + λIM for the
intermediate iterates. An Armijo-rule-based backtracking line
search is employed to efficiently find the step size.

In the case where R̂ ≻ 0 , the term tr
(
(Q + λIM )−1R̂

)

in f plays the role of a barrier for the set {Q ∈ SM |
Q + λIM ≻ 0}, i.e., both its function value and gradient
tend to +∞ when the variable Q approaches the boundary
of the set from the interior. In this case, the exclusion of the
positive definiteness constraint in (27a) from the approximate
problem does not impact the convergence of the proposed
algorithm. In particular, the proposed algorithm is ensured to
converge to a global optimum of the convex problem (27a)
as it satisfies the regularity conditions of the SCA framework
in [30]. In contrast, the above convergence guarantee does
not hold in the undersampled case, i.e., N ≤M , where R̂ is
always rank deficient. Hence, as mentioned at the beginning of
Section IV, in the undersampled case, a small positive diagonal
loading onto the sample covariance matrix is required before
solving the gridless SPARROW problem (17). Moreover, the
proposed algorithm can also be viewed as a variant of diagonal
approximation to Newton’s method [31], which is shown to
have an asymptotically quadratic convergence rate.

1) Separable Quadratic Approximation: Using the expres-
sion in (21), we design a convex quadratic approximation
for the Q-update subproblem (27a) that is separable in the
independent variables q. To this end, we first present the
expressions for the gradient and quadratic Taylor expansion of
f . When only the Hermitian structure of Q, and not the shift-
invariance structural constraints, is considered, the gradient of
f in (24) with respect to Q is given by

∇Qf(Q) = −M(Q+ λIM )−1R̂(Q+ λIM )−1 + IM , (29)

and the gradient of h with respect to Q is

∇Qh(Q) = ∇Qf(Q) + ρ
(
Q− Q̄

)
. (30)

Let Q(l) be the approximate solution for problem (27a) in
the lth iteration and q(l) be the corresponding values for the
independent variables q. The quadratic Taylor expansion of f
around Q(l) can then be expressed as

f(Q)≈f(Q(l))+tr
(
∇Qf(Q

(l))∆
)
+M tr

(
V∆R̃∆

)
, (31)

where ∆ = Q−Q(l), V = (Q(l)+λIM )−1, and R̃ = V R̂V .
The details of the computation of the gradient and quadratic
Taylor expansion of f are provided in Appendix A.

Departing from Newton’s method, which iteratively ap-
proximates the original objective function h directly by its
quadratic Taylor expansion, to construct an approximate prob-
lem that can be decomposed and solved in parallel, we adopt
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the following separable quadratic approximation:

h̃(l)(q) = h(q(l)) +
∑I

i=1
ℜ
(
∇∗

qi
h(q(l))(qi − q(l)i )

)

+
∑I

i=1
1
2∇2

qi
h(q(l))

∣∣qi − q(l)i

∣∣2, (32)

which preserves only the diagonal entries of the Hessian of h
with respect to the independent variables q at the current point
q(l). From the results in (30) and (31), the partial gradient and
Hessian of h with respect to an independent variable qi can
be calculated by the chain rule of differentiation as

∇qih(q
(l)) = 2 tr

(
ΩT

i · ∇Qh(Q
(l))

)
and (33a)

∇2
qi
h(q(l)) = 2

(
M tr

(
R̃(ΩT

i V Ωi+ΩiV Ω
T

i )
)
+ ρ‖Ωi‖2F

)

(33b)
for i = 2, . . . , I . Recall that the matrix Ωi defined in (20)
indicates the entries ofQ occupied by the independent variable
qi. For the real-valued variable q1 on the diagonal of the matrix
Q, the factor of two in (33b) and (33a) needs to be removed.

Then the following separable approximate problem is con-
structed at the lth iteration:

q̃(l) = argminq∈CI h̃(l)(q) s.t. q1 ≥ −λ, (34)

where, as aforementioned, the positive definiteness constraint
in (27a) is relaxed to a trivial separable bounding constraint.
Problem (34) can be decomposed into I independent sub-
problems. Each subproblem depends exclusively on a single
variable in q and, hence, can be solved in parallel. Specifically,
each subproblem is a univariate convex quadratic program,
which admits the following closed-form solution:

q̃
(l)
i = q

(l)
i −

∇qih(q
(l))

∇2
qi
h(q(l))

for i = 2, . . . , I. (35)

Recall that all diagonal elements of the matrix Q are identical
and real-valued, which are represented by the independent
variable q1. With the bounding constraint in (34), the solution
of the subproblem involving q1 is given by

q̃
(l)
1 = max

{
−λ, q(l)1 −

∇q1h(q
(l))

∇2
q1
h(q(l))

}
. (36)

The matrix Q̃(l) corresponding to q̃(l) is then computed
according to (21), which, unfortunately, may not satisfy the
positive definiteness constraint in (27a). Therefore, the fol-
lowing line search is performed to obtain the next iterate in
the feasible set of problem (27a) based on the solution Q̃(l).

Define ∆(l) = Q̃(l) − Q(l). The difference ∆(l) is a
descent direction of the original objective function h due to the
consistency of the gradient at the current point Q(l) between
h and the separable quadratic approximation h̃(l). Thus, the
following update rule can be applied:

Q(l+1) = Q(l) + α(l)
∆

(l) (37)

with a suitable step size α(l) ∈ (0, 1] that ensures a sufficient
decrease of the original objective function h and the positive
definiteness of Q(l+1)+λIM . Moreover, when Q̃(l) = Q(l), a
stationary point of h̃(l) is achieved, which is also a stationary
point and global optimum of the original function h due to
the gradient consistency [30, Thm. 1].

2) Step Size Computation for the Q-update subproblem:

The Armijo-rule-based backtracking line search can be em-
ployed to find a suitable step size for the update in (37) at a

low computational cost. In the Armijo rule, we successively try
step sizes α ∈ {β0, β1, . . .}, i.e., a geometric sequence with a
constant decrease rate 0 < β < 1, until we find the smallest
k ∈ N with α = βk such thatQ(l)+α∆(l) satisfies the positive
definiteness constraint in (27a), i.e., Q(l)+α∆(l)+λIM ≻ 0,
and the following sufficient decrease condition:

h
(
Q(l) +α∆(l))

)
≤ h(Q(l)) + ασtr

(
∇h(Q(l))H∆(l)

)
, (38)

where 0 < σ < 1. The positive definiteness can be verified
while we compute the Cholesky decomposition that is required
for the matrix inversion in the objective function evaluation.
The computational cost in the step size computation is domi-
nated by the Cholesky decomposition (costs n3/3 flops). Ad-
ditionally, we remark that, if we adopt the standard convention
in convex analysis that h(Q) is defined as +∞ for allQ not in
the feasible set of problem (27a), which is known as extended-
value extension [29], then condition (38) implicitly enforces
the positive definiteness of Q(l) + α∆(l) + λIM .

3) Stopping Criterion for the Q-update subproblem: Pro-
vided that R̂ ≻ 0, a feasible point q is a global optimal
solution of the convex problem (27a) if and only if it satisfies
the stationarity condition ∇qh(q) = 0. Thus, Algorithm 2
for solving the Q-update subproblem (27a) in an ADMM
iteration is terminated when the gradient at the lth iteration
is sufficiently small, i.e., with a given tolerance η > 0,

‖∇qh(q
(l))‖2 ≤

√
Iη. (39)

Finally, the proposed SCA-based algorithm for the Q-
update subproblem (27a) is outlined in Algorithm 2. As for
the initialization, the variable Q is simply initialized to be the
current value Q(t) in the ADMM iteration.

B. Initialization

Provided that the sample covariance matrix R̂ is posi-
tive definite, the objective function f(Q) = M tr

(
(Q +

λIM )−1R̂
)
+ tr(Q) in (17) is convex in the set {Q ∈ SM |

Q + λIM ≻ 0} and, hence, has a unique minimum point,
which can be obtained by solving the stationarity condition

∇Qf(Q) = 0 for Q+ λIM ≻ 0 (40)

with ∇Qf given in (29). That is, the relaxed problem

Q̂1 = argminQ∈SM f(Q) s.t. Q+ λIM ≻ 0 (41)

admits the closed-form solution

Q̂1 =
√
MR̂

1
2 − λIM , (42)

which is obtained from the stationarity condition in (40).
Due to the noise in the measurements, Q̂1 is not guaranteed

to be PSD and satisfy the shift-invariance constraints. There-
fore, we then solve the following relaxation to (24):

Q̂2 = argminQ∈T M f(Q) s.t. Q+ λIM ≻ 0, (43)

where the auxiliary variable Z used to enforce the positive
semidefiniteness of Q is discarded. The relaxed problem (43)
can be viewed as an instance of the Q-update subprob-
lem (27a) with the penalty parameter ρ = 0. Hence, prob-
lem (43) can be solved by Algorithm 2 with an initialization
Q(0) = PT M (Q̂1) + ιIM , where ι ≥ 0 is chosen to
ensure the positive definiteness of Q(0)+λIM . The projection
onto set T M is easily implemented by averaging the entries
corresponding to the same independent variable.
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If the solution Q̂2 of (43) is PSD, then it is also the optimal
solution of problem (24) and there is no need to perform the
ADMM iterations in (27). This also implies that the dual opti-
mal solution Û for (24) is all zero. Otherwise, Q̂2 is chosen to
be the initial value Q(0) for the ADMM iterations. Variables
Z and U are then initialized to be Z(0) = PSM+

(Q(0)) and

U (0) = Q(0) − Z(0), respectively.

C. Stopping Criterion for the ADMM

In the ADMM Algorithm 1, the primal and dual residuals
at the tth iteration are defined as

Γ
(t)
pri = Q(t)−Z(t) and Γ

(t)
dual = −ρ(Z(t)−Z(t−1)), (44)

respectively. A global optimum of problem (24) is achieved if
and only if both Γ

(t)
pri and Γ

(t)
dual vanish. Therefore, as suggested

in [27], a reasonable stopping criterion for Algorithm 1 is that
the primal and dual residuals must be small, i.e.,

‖Γ(t)
pri ‖F ≤ εpri and ‖Γ(t)

dual‖F ≤ εdual, (45)

where εpri > 0 and εdual > 0 are the tolerances for the
primal and dual residuals, respectively. Those tolerances can
be chosen by using an absolute and relative criterion, such as

εpri =Mεabs + εrel ·max
(
‖Q(t)‖F, ‖Z(t)‖F

)
,

εdual =Mεabs + εrel · ‖ρU (t)‖F,
(46)

where εabs > 0 is an absolute tolerance and εrel > 0 a relative
tolerance, and the variable size is also taken into account.

D. Choice of Penalty Parameter ρ

The choice of the penalty parameter ρ in ADMM in practice
has a strong impact on the convergence rate and is a demand-
ing task. As an extension to the classical ADMM algorithm,
different penalty parameters ρ(t) can be adaptively chosen for
each iteration so that the performance is less dependent on the
initial choice of the penalty parameter. The following scheme
is recommended in [27, Sec. 3.4.1]: given ρ(0),

ρ(t+1) =





τ incrρ(t) if ‖Γ(t)
pri ‖F > κ‖Γ(t)

dual‖F and t ≤ tmax,

ρ(t)/τ decr if ‖Γ(t)
dual‖F > κ‖Γ(t)

pri ‖F and t ≤ tmax,

ρ(t) otherwise,
(47)

where κ > 1, τ incr > 1, τ decr > 1, and tmax > 0 are
tuning parameters. The penalty parameter ρ is fixed after tmax

iterations in order to ensure the convergence [32], [33]. Note
that, as U represents the dual variable scaled by 1/ρ, it must
be rescaled when ρ is updated.

V. SUCCESSIVE CONVEX APPROXIMATION FOR

SHIFT-INVARIANT SPARROW

As discussed in Section IV, the convergence of the ADMM
Algorithm 1 requires the positive semidefiniteness of the
sample covariance matrix R̂. Hence, in the undersampled case,
where R̂ is always rank deficient, a small positive diagonal
loading onto R̂ is performed, which, however, may result in a
degradation of the estimation quality. On the other hand, the
SDP approach based on the reformulation in (19) or (18) relies
on an efficient general-purpose SDP solver, which often has
high hardware requirements and implementation costs. Thus,

Algorithm 3: SCA Algorithm for SI-SPARROW.

Input: Sample covariance matrix R̂, indicator matrices
{Ωi}Ii , regularization parameter λ > 0,
tolerances εabs, εrel > 0

1 Initialize Q(0), t← 0;
2 while not converged do

3 Compute Q̃(t) by solving the approximate
problem (50) using ADMM algorithm;

4 Compute step size α(t) by Armijo rule;
5 Q(t+1) ← Q(t) + α(t)(Q̃(t) −Q(t));
6 t← t+ 1;

7 return Q(t)

in this section, by switching the inner and outer iterations in
Algorithm 1, we develop an alternative algorithm for the SI-
SPARROW problem (17) with guaranteed convergence that
does not require the positive semidefiniteness of the sample
covariance matrix and can be implemented on relatively low-
cost hardware. In particular, we apply the SCA framework
directly on the SI-SPARROW problem (17), where a descent
direction of the function f in (17) in the intersection SM+ ∩T M

is obtained by solving a quadratic approximate problem and
then the backtracking line search is employed to update
the variable Q along the descent direction with a suitable
step size that ensures sufficient decrease of f . Nevertheless,
unlike Algorithm 2 for the Q-update subproblem in (27a), the
quadratic approximation for the original problem (17) cannot
be solved in closed form since the variable Q is required to
be in both the PSD cone SM+ and the shift-invariant subspace
T M . Hence, the ADMM framework is used to iteratively solve
the quadratic approximation in an inner loop by separating the
PSD constraint from the shift-invariance constraints.

Similar to the approximation in (32), to obtain an approxi-
mate problem that can be solved in parallel at a low computa-
tional cost, we construct the separable quadratic approximation

f̃ (t)(q) = f(q(t)) +
∑I

i=1
ℜ
(
∇∗

qi
f(q(t))(qi − q(t)i )

)

+
∑I

i=1
1
2∇2

qi
f(q(t))

∣∣qi − q(t)i

∣∣2, (48)

which preserves only the diagonal entries of the Hessian of
the original function f in (17) with respect to the independent
variables q at the current point q(t). In (48), the partial Hessian
and gradient of f with respect to an independent variable qi
can likewise be calculated by the chain rule of differentiation
from the results in (29) and (31). They are expressed as

∇2
qi
f(q(t)) = 2M tr

(
R̃(ΩT

i V Ωi +ΩiV Ω
T

i )
)
, (49a)

∇qif(q
(t)) = 2 tr

(
Ω

T

i · ∇Qf(Q
(t))

)
, (49b)

with V = (Q(t) +λIM )−1 and R̃ = V R̂V for i = 1, . . . , I .
For the real-valued variable q1 at the main diagonal of ma-
trix Q, the factor of two in (49a) and (49b) needs to be
removed. Then the quadratic approximation for the original
SI-SPARROW problem (17) at the tth iteration reads as

Q̃(t) = argminQ∈SM+ ∩T M f̃ (t)(Q). (50)

Although the quadratic approximate function f̃ (t) is separa-
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ble in the independent variables q, problem (50), unfortunately,
cannot be solved in closed form due to the PSD constraint. Due
to the convexity of the original function f , the approximate
function f̃ (t) is a convex quadratic function. Thus, prob-
lem (50) can be viewed as a projection onto the intersection of
two convex sets, i.e., the PSD cone SM+ and the shift-invariant
subspace T M , which can be conventionally solved by the
alternating projection [34] that finds the projection onto the
intersection by alternately projecting onto each of the two sets.
On the other hand, the ADMM framework, when applied to the
projection problem in (50), reduces to the Dykstra’s alternating
projection [27], [35], which is shown to be far more efficient
than the classical alternating projection that does not use a
dual variable [36]. Hence, we employ the ADMM algorithm to
solve the quadratic approximate problem (50), which, similar
to (27), consists of the following steps in the lth inner-iteration:

Q(l+1) = argmin
Q∈T M

f̃ (t)(Q) + ρ
2‖Q−Z(l) +U (l)‖2

F
, (51a)

Z(l+1) = PSM+

(
Q(l+1) +U (l)

)
, (51b)

U (l+1) = U (t) +Q(l+1) −Z(l+1). (51c)

In contrast to (27), the Q-update subproblem in (51a) can be
solved in closed-form since problem (51a) is an unconstrained
quadratic program in the independent variables q. Moreover,
as the approximate function f̃ (t) is designed to be separable in
the independent variables q, problem (51a) can be decomposed
into I quadratic subproblems, each of which exclusively de-
pends on a single independent variable qi. Hence, the closed-
form solution of problem (51a) can be calculated in parallel
for each independent variable qi.

The convergence of the proposed Algorithm 3 is readily
established in the SCA framework [30]. Specifically, due to
the consistency of the gradient at the current point Q(t)

between the original objective function f and the quadratic
approximation f̃ (t), when Q̃(t) = Q(t), a stationary point of
f̃ (t) is achieved, which is also a stationary point and global
optimum of the original function f in the set SM+ ∩ T M .
Otherwise, define ∆(t) = Q̃(t)−Q(t). The difference ∆(t) is
a descent direction of f in the set SM+ ∩T M . Thus, the matrix
Q can be updated according to the rule

Q(t+1) = Q(t) + α(t)∆(t) (52)

with a suitable step size α(t) ∈ [0, 1] that ensures a sufficient
decrease of the original objective function f . The step size α(t)

can be obtained by an Armijo-rule-based back-tracking line
search similar to that described in Section IV-A. Nevertheless,
since the approximate solution Q̃(t) is found in the original
feasible set SM+ ∩ T M , the feasibility of the matrix Q(t+1) is
guaranteed by the convexity of the set SM+ ∩T M and does not
require additional verification.

Neither the subgradient of the extended-value extension of
the original function f nor that of the quadratic approximation
f̃ can be easily obtained at the boundary of the original
feasible set SM+ ∩T M . Therefore, in contrast to the evaluation
of stationarity in Section IV, we simply terminate Algorithm 3
when the change of Q is sufficiently small, i.e., with an
absolute tolerance εabs > 0 and a relative tolerance εrel > 0,

‖Q(t) −Q(t−1)‖F ≤Mεabs + εrel‖Q(t−1)‖F (53)

The proposed algorithm for problem (17) in the SCA frame-
work is outlined in Algorithm 3. The matrix Q is initialized as
Q(0) = PT M (Q̂1)+ιIM , where Q̂1 given in (42) corresponds
to the optimal solution of the relaxed problem (41) if the
sample covariance matrix R̂ is positive definite, and ι ≥ 0
is chosen to ensure the positive semidefiniteness of Q(0).

VI. GENERALIZATION TO UNOBSERVABLE SENSORS

In this section, we briefly introduce a generalization of the
SI-SPARROW method to the case where part of the sensors
are unobservable due to failure.

We consider the same PCRA of M sensors with the shift-
invariance properties in (6) as introduced in Section II. In
this section, we additionally assume that part of the sensors
are unobservable due to failure. In some other scenarios, the
unobservable sensors may be virtual sensors introduced for
exploiting additional shift-invariance properties. In particular,
let M ′ ≤ M be the number of observable sensors and
M′ = {i1, . . . , iM ′} denotes the set of the indices of the
observable sensors. Define the selection matrix

JM′ =
[
eM,i1 · · · eM,iM′

]
∈ R

M×M ′

. (54)

Then the matrix

Y ′ = JT

M′Y ∈ C
M ′×N (55)

contains the responses of the M ′ observable sensors in N
time-slots. To address the issue with unobservable sensors, a
simple modification of the SI-SPARROW method introduced
in Section III is to reconstruct or discard the part of the
shift-invariance constraints that involve the responses of the
unobservable sensors. This, however, leads to a significant
degradation of the estimation quality. Therefore, we introduce
a generalization of the SI-SPARROW method that, while
using only the measurements from the observable sensors, i.e.,
the matrix Y ′, for the data fidelity, preserves all the shift-
invariance properties stated in (6) in the complete array.

When only the measurements in the matrix Y ′ are taken
into consideration for the data fidelity, the DOA estimation
problem based on the sparse model in (8) is then formulated
as the following convex mixed-norm minimization problem:

minX∈CK×N
1
2‖Y ′ − JT

M′AX‖2F + λ
√
N‖X‖2,1. (56)

Similar to problem (10), problem (56) can be equivalently
rewritten as the following compact form:

min
S∈DK

+

tr
(
(JT

M′ASAHJM′ + λIM ′ )−1R̂′)+ tr(S) (57)

with R̂′ = Y ′(Y ′)H/N . Then we construct the following
gridless relaxation of problem (57) by replacing ASAH by a
matrix Q that preserves the shift-invariance properties in (14):

min
Q∈SM+ ∩T M

M tr
(
(JT

M′QJM′ +λIM ′)−1R̂′)+tr(Q). (58)

Likewise, problem (58) can be equivalently reformulated as an
SDP problem by the reformulation technique in Section III,
and then, solved by an interior-point solver. Alternatively, the
ADMM Algorithm 1 proposed in Section IV and the SCA Al-
gorithm 3 in Section V for the original SI-SPARROW problem
in (17) can be easily adapted for solving problem (58) with
unobservable sensors. The details of the solution approaches
for problem (58) are omitted due to space limitations.
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VII. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we conduct numerical experiments on syn-
thetic data to evaluate and analyze the performance of the
developed SI-SPARROW method for a PCRA. The complexity
of the SDP approach, the ADMM algorithm developed in
Section IV, and the SCA algorithm in Section V is also eval-
uated. The SDP reformulation is modeled by CVX [37], [38]
and solved by the efficient interior-point solver MOSEK [21].
As described in Section III-D, from the reconstructed matrix
Q̂, the spatial frequencies can be recovered by the MI-MD-
ESPRIT method that is implemented using the simultaneous
diagonalization or Schur decomposition [19], [26], given the
shift-invariance equations in (6b) and (6d) with the known
sensor displacements δxl and δyl within each subarray. The
estimation error of the proposed method is compared to that of
the conventional approach where the MI-MD-ESPRIT method
is performed on the sample covariance matrix R̂. Moreover,
since the centro-symmetric arrays are used in the simulations,
we also perform the multidimensional Unitary ESPRIT (MD-
Unitary-ESPRIT) [17], [20] on the sample covariance matrix
R̂. The MD-Unitary-ESPRIT method is also implemented
using the simultaneous Schur decomposition and employs only
a single shift-invariance equation in each dimension.

We remark that the proposed SI-SPARROW formulation
in (17) can also be applied to the fully calibrated case as
neither the intersubarray displacements ∆x

p and ∆y
p nor the

intrasubarray displacements δxl and δyl are involved in the
shift-invariance constraints (14) for the variable Q. Hence, as
a comparison, we also evaluate the proposed SI-SPARROW
method in the fully calibrated case where, from the solution
of SI-SPARROW, the frequencies are recovered by the MUSIC
method [1] with the knowledge of both the intersubarray and
intrasubarray displacements. Similarly, the performance of SI-
SPARROW in the fully calibrated case is compared to that
of the conventional approach where MUSIC is performed on
the sample covariance matrix. In the MUSIC method, the
frequencies are recovered by grid search over the 2D MUSIC
spectrum. The grid refinement strategy is used to reduce the
complexity of the 2D grid search. In particular, since the
stochastic Cramér-Rao Bound (CRB) [9], [39] is calculated
as a reference for the performance evaluation in both partly
and fully calibrated cases, the grid spacing in MUSIC is
successively refined around each estimated DOA until the
spacing is negligible compared to the fully calibrated CRB.
Additionally, the details of the derivation of the stochastic
CRB in the partly calibrated case for the estimation of the
spatial frequencies according to the signal model in (2) are
given in Appendix B.

The results are averaged over NR=1000 Monte-Carlo trials.
The estimated frequencies µ̂(n) = [µ̂x

1(n), . . . , µ̂
x
NS

(n)]T for
n = 1, . . . , NR are evaluated by the root-mean-square error
(RMSE) with respect to the ground-truth µ defined as

RMSE(µ̂) =

√√√√ 1
NSNR

NR∑

n=1

NS∑

i=1

|µ̂x
i (n)−µx

i |
2
wa+|µ̂

y
i (n)−µy

i |
2
wa,

where µ̂x
i (n) and µ̂y

i (n) denote the estimates of the frequencies
of source i in x-axis and y-axis, respectively, in the nth trial,

and |µ1 − µ2|wa = mink∈Z|µ1 − µ2 + 2kπ| denotes the wrap-
around distance between two frequencies µ1 and µ2. All the
experiments were conducted on a Linux PC with an Intel Core
i7-7700 CPU and 32 GB RAM running MATLAB R2023a.

In the simulations, we consider NS = 2 sources with spatial
frequencies µx = [0.5, 0.8]T and µy = [1.5, 1.2]T that follow
a zero-mean complex normal distribution with unit variance
and the correlation coefficient is denoted by ϕ. Furthermore,
the simulation scenario includes a PCRA consisting of 2 × 2
subarrays. Each subarray is a uniform rectangular array with
half-wavelength sensor spacing and, if not further specified,
each subarray contains Lx = 4 and Ly = 2 sensors in the
two dimensions, respectively. The intersubarray displacements
measured in half signal wavelength in the two dimensions
are set to be ∆x

2 = Lx + 49 and ∆y
2 = Ly + 49. Only

the sensor spacing within each subarray is known for the
frequency recovery. The SNR is calculated as 1/σ2

n.
Some algorithmic parameters are set as follows. Although

the normalized steering vector model is used in [15], the tuning
rule for the regularization parameter proposed in [15] can be
readily adapted to the unnormalized steering vector model
considered in this paper, which is λ =

√
Mσn(

√
M/N + 1).

However, in our simulations, to reduce the performance degra-
dation and the asymptotic bias that results from the ℓ2,1-
regularization, we reduce the regularization parameter λ to

λ = σn(
√
M/N + 1). (59)

In the ADMM algorithm, the adaptive varying scheme in (47)
for the penalty parameter ρ is used as it typically improves the
convergence in practice. The tuning parameters in (47) are cho-
sen as κ=10, τ incr=τ decr=2, τmax=50, and ρ0=1. Suitable
termination tolerances are selected for different algorithms so
that they achieve similar precisions on the estimation quality.
Specifically, both the absolute and the relative tolerance in (46)
for the termination of the ADMM Algorithm 1 are set to be
10−4, whereas, for the SCA Algorithm 3, the absolute and
relative tolerances are chosen to be 10−5.

A. Uncorrelated Source Signals

We first compare the error performance of the methods
in the case with uncorrelated source signals, i.e., with the
correlation coefficient ϕ = 0. The estimation errors of the
evaluated methods for various choices of SNR and the number
of snapshots are reported in Fig. 3. In the partly calibrated
case, as observed in both Fig. 3(a) and 3(b), when performed
on the sample covariance matrix R̂, both MI-MD-ESPRIT
and MD-Unitary-ESPRIT have the same threshold, which
is larger than that of SI-SPARROW. However, compared to
MI-MD-ESPRIT, MD-Unitary-ESPRIT shows superior esti-
mation quality in the threshold region. Moreover, all three
evaluated partly calibrated methods exhibit almost identical
estimation errors in the asymptotic region. Likewise, in the
fully calibrated case, in comparison to the MUSIC method per-
formed on the sample covariance matrix, the MUSIC method
performed on the solution of SI-SPARROW shows similar
threshold and asymptotic performance but has a slightly im-
proved estimation quality before the threshold. In addition,
it is somewhat surprising that, although more information is
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Fig. 3. Error performance for NS = 2 uncorrelated sources with spatial
frequencies µ

x = [0.5, 0.8]T and µ
y = [1.5, 1.2]T.

used in the considered fully calibrated methods, they provide
an error performance inferior to that of the partly calibrated
methods in the region where their RMSE has not achieved the
fully calibrated CRB.

B. Correlated Source Signals

We then evaluate the error performance of the methods
in the case with correlated source signals. In particular, the
correlation coefficient between the two sources is chosen to
be ϕ = 0.99. The estimation errors of the evaluated methods
for various choices of SNR and the number of snapshots are
likewise presented in Fig. 4.

We first compare the performance of the partly calibrated
methods. Similar to the conclusions in [3], Fig. 4 demonstrates
that, while standard ESPRIT, which is performed in MI-MD-
ESPRIT, admits a significant degradation of the estimation
quality in the case with correlated sources, the incorporation
of forward-backward averaging in Unitary-ESPRIT typically
leads to an enhanced error performance compared to standard
ESPRIT. As discussed at the beginning of this section, the
MD-Unitary-ESPRIT method can only consider a single shift-
invariance equation in each dimension. Therefore, unlike the
partly calibrated stochastic CRB, where all sensor displace-
ments δxl and δyl within each subarray are assumed to be
known, only one sensor displacement in each dimension is
utilized in the MD-Unitary-ESPRIT method. Thus, compared

SI-SPARROW + MI-MD-ESPRIT MI-MD-ESPRIT
MD-Unitary-ESPRIT SI-SPARROW + MUSIC
MUSIC CRB (partly calibrated)
CRB (fully calibrated)
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(a) RMSE vs. SNR for N = 5 snapshots
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(b) RMSE vs. the number of snapshots for SNR = 0 dB

Fig. 4. Error performance for NS = 2 sources with correlation coefficient
|ϕ| = 0.99, and spatial frequencies µ

x = [0.5, 0.8]T and µ
y = [1.5, 1.2]T.

to the previous scenario with uncorrelated sources in Fig. 3,
for correlated sources, MD-Unitary-ESPRIT possesses a sig-
nificant gap with respect to the partly calibrated CRB in
the asymptotic region due to the lack of calibration infor-
mation. On the other hand, SI-SPARROW outperforms MI-
MD-ESPRIT and MD-Unitary-ESPRIT in both asymptotic and
non-asymptotic regions, especially in difficult scenarios, e.g.,
in the case with low SNR and/or with a limited number
of snapshots. Moreover, since the proposed MI-MD-ESPRIT
method, which utilizes all the shift-invariance equations in (6b)
and (6d) that involve the sensor displacements within each
subarray, is performed on the solution of SI-SPARROW,
the RMSE of SI-SPARROW asymptotically converges to the
partly calibrated CRB. Nevertheless, SI-SPARROW exhibits
an asymptotic bias with the increase of the number of snap-
shots due to the utilization of ℓ2,1-regularization.

Similar to the partly calibrated case, in the fully calibrated
case, the MUSIC method performed on the solution of SI-
SPARROW exhibits a significantly improved error perfor-
mance and a considerably lower threshold, compared to MU-
SIC performed on the sample covariance matrix. However,
compared to the previous uncorrelated scenario in Fig. 3, in
Fig. 4, the SI-SPARROW method with MUSIC possesses a
larger gap with respect to the fully calibrated CRB for high
SNR and an asymptotic bias with the increase of the number
of snapshots, due to the utilization of ℓ2,1-regularization. In
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Fig. 5. Computation time for NS =2 sources with correlation coefficient |ϕ|=0.99, frequencies µ
x = [0.5, 0.8]T and µ

y = [1.5, 1.2]T, and SNR = 0 dB.

addition, similar to Fig. 3, it is observed in Fig. 4 that,
when performed on the solution of SI-SPARROW, the fully
calibrated MUSIC method is outperformed by the partly
calibrated MI-MD-ESPRIT method in the region where the
RMSE of MUSIC has not achieved the fully calibrated CRB.

C. Computational Complexity

Next, we compare the computational costs of the different
methods, in particular, the three solution approaches for the
SI-SPARROW problem in (17), in Fig. 5 with varying the
number of snapshots and the array size, respectively. In the
three solution approaches for the SI-SPARROW problem, i.e.,
the SDP approach via the MOSEK solver, and the proposed
ADMM Algorithm 1 and SCA Algorithm 3, suitable tolerances
for the algorithm termination are selected so that they achieve
similar precisions on the estimation quality. As discussed
in Section II, to reduce the computational cost in the SDP
implementation, the SDP reformulation (18) is employed in
the undersampled case, whereas the equivalent SDP reformu-
lation (19), whose constraint dimension is independent of the
number of snapshots, is chosen in the oversampled case. We
keep the scenario from the previous section with correlation
coefficient ϕ = 0.99. The complexity of both MI-MD-ESPRIT
and MD-Unitary-ESPRIT is dominated by the simultaneous
diagonalization (or Schur decomposition). Specifically, both
MI-MD-ESPRIT and MD-Unitary-ESPRIT admit closed-form
solutions given the simultaneous diagonalization and, hence,
they have the lowest computational cost compared to the two
solutions approaches for SI-SPARROW. Also, it is observed
in Fig. 5(a) that, as a typical property of subspace-based
methods, the complexity of MI-MD-ESPRIT and MD-Unitary-
ESPRIT is widely independent of the number of snapshots. In
the undersampled case, the ADMM algorithm and the SDP
implementation for SI-SPARROW exhibit similar computa-
tional costs, which are lower than those of the SCA algo-
rithm. As analyzed in Section II, the complexity of the SDP
reformulation in (18), which is used in the undersampled case,
grows with the increase of the number of snapshots due to the
increase of the dimension of the semidefinite matrix constraint,
whereas in the oversampled case, due to the utilization of

the compact SDP reformulation in (19), the complexity of
the SDP implementation remains constant with respect to the
number of snapshots. In contrast, the complexity of both the
ADMM algorithm and the SCA algorithm decreases dramat-
ically with the increase of the number of snapshots since, in
the oversampled case, the positive semidefiniteness constraint
on Q in (17) often becomes redundant and only the solution
of the relaxed problem in (43) is required. In particular, both
of them have a significantly lower computational cost than the
SDP implementation in the oversampled case, and the ADMM
algorithm has the lowest computational cost.

Then, in Fig. 5(b), we vary the array size in the oversampled
case with N = 200 snapshots by varying the number of
sensors in each subarray in the x-axis Lx between 2 and 10,
whereas the number of sensors in the y-axis Ly is fixed at
2. As shown in Fig. 5(b), the computational costs of both
the SDP implementation and the ADMM algorithm for SI-
SPARROW increase at similar rates with respect to the array
size, which are higher than that of MI-MD-ESPRIT and
MD-Unitary-ESPRIT. In addition, the complexity of MUSIC
mainly depends on the grid size as a brute-force search over
the grid is required and, therefore, the running time of MUSIC
remains constant with respect to the variation of the number
of snapshots and the array size in Fig. 5.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we consider the 2D DOA estimation problem
from multiple measurement vectors (MMVs) using a partly
calibrated rectangular array (PCRA). In particular, we employ
a PCRA composed of identical subarrays where each subarray
is fully calibrated but the intersubarray displacements are as-
sumed to be unknown. Whereas the existing gridless methods
are restricted to the case of uniform and fully calibrated
array geometries, in this paper, we relax this requirement to
shift-invariant partly calibrated arrays. We present a gridless
sparsity-based method for the DOA estimation using the
considered PCRA based on the shift-invariant SPARROW (SI-
SPARROW) formulation proposed in [15] for the joint sparse
reconstruction from MMVs with a partly calibrated linear
array. Given the solution of the SI-SPARROW formulation,
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a multidimensional ESPRIT-like method based on the simul-
taneous Schur decomposition [17] is then provided to finally
recover and automatically pair the azimuth and elevation
DOAs. Numerical simulations demonstrate the robustness of
our proposed method to the source correlation, compared to
the conventional partly calibrated DOA estimation methods,
where the ESPRIT-like methods are performed on the sample
covariance matrix. Moreover, in contrast to the SDP reformula-
tion approach in [13] for the SPARROW problem, we develop
two competitive algorithms under the ADMM and successive
convex approximation (SCA) frameworks, respectively, for the
established SI-SPARROW problem. Both proposed algorithms
exhibit a significant reduction of the computation time with
an increase of the number of snapshots in the numerical
simulations, compared to the SDP implementation. In addition,
since no calibration information is involved in the gridless SI-
SPARROW formulation, this technique can also be used in the
fully calibrated case to improve the robustness of subspace-
based methods, e.g., MUSIC, to the source correlation. As
shown in the simulations, compared to MUSIC performed
on the sample covariance matrix, MUSIC performed on the
solution of the SI-SPARROW formulation has considerably
enhanced estimation quality for highly correlated sources.

APPENDIX A
FIRST- AND SECOND-ORDER TAYLOR EXPANSION OF f

IN (16)

In this section, we derive the gradient as well as the first-
and second-order Taylor expansions of the function f in (16).

We remark that, in this paper, we only discuss the gradient
of a real-valued function. The general definition of a gradient
given in Section I is derived from the first-order Taylor
expansion expressed with the Wirtinger derivatives. For a real-
valued function f with complex-valued arguments x, it holds

that
(

∂f
∂x

)∗
= ∂f

∂x∗ . Therefore, the first-order Taylor expansion
of f around a point xo is given by

f(x)≈f(xo)+
(

∂f(xo)
∂x

)T
(x−xo)+

(
∂f(xo)
∂x∗

)T
(x−xo)∗

=f(xo) + ℜ
((

2∂f(xo)
∂x∗

)H

(x− xo)

)
,

which implies that the gradient of f at xo is

∇xf(x
o) = 2∂f(xo)

∂x∗ . (60)

However, the expression of gradient in (60) cannot be
applied to the function f in (16) since the matrix Q admits a
Hermitian structure. Hence, to derive the gradient of f in (16)
with respect to a Hermitian matrix Q, we first establish the
first-order Taylor expansion of f . For a general unstructured
matrix Q ∈ CM×M , the function f is no longer real-valued
and its Wirtinger derivatives are given by [40]

∂f(Q)
∂Q

= −M
[
(Q+ λIM )−1R̂(Q+ λIM )−1

]T
+ IM ,

and ∂f(Q)
∂Q∗ = 0. (61)

With the above Wirtinger derivatives, the first-order Taylor
expansion of f around a given point Q(l) can be written as

f(Q) ≈ f(Q(l)) +
∑M

i=1

∑M
j=1

∂f(Q(l))
∂qi,j

(
qi,j − q(l)i,j

)

= f(Q(l)) + tr

((
∂f(Q(l))

∂Q

)T

∆

)
, (62)

where ∆ = Q − Q(l). When the matrix Q is limited to
be Hermitian, both terms in (62) become real-valued and the

second term is the standard inner product of
(

∂f(Q(l))
∂Q

)∗
and

∆ in the complex space. Hence, it can be identified that the
gradient of f with respect to a Hermitian matrix Q at Q(l) is

∇Qf(Q
(l)) =

(
∂f(Q(l))

∂Q

)∗

= −M(Q(l) + λIM )−1R̂(Q(l) + λIM )−1 + IM . (63)

Then, following the same procedure as in [29, Appendix
A.4.3], we can obtain the second-order Taylor expansion of f
in (17) around a given point Q(l) by first deriving the first-
order Taylor expansion of its gradient. For a point Q near
Q(l), define ∆ = Q −Q(l) and W = Q(l) + λIM . For the
gradient ∇Qf given in (63), its first-order Taylor expansion
around Q(l) can be expressed in (64) by using the first-order
approximation (I +A)−1 ≈ I −A for ‖A‖F being small.
Then the second-order Taylor expansion of f in (16) can be
obtained by integrating the first-order Taylor expansion of its
gradient, which leads to the following expression:

f(Q)≈f(Q(l)) + tr
(
∇Qf(Q

(l))∆
)

+ M
2 tr

(
(V∆R̃+ R̃∆V )∆

)

=f(Q(l))+tr
(
∇Qf(Q

(l))∆
)
+M tr

(
V∆R̃∆

)
(65)

with V = W−1 = (Q(l) + λIM )−1 and R̃ = V R̂V . The
last inequality in (65) comes from the cyclic property of trace.

APPENDIX B
STOCHASTIC CRAMÉR-RAO BOUND FOR PCRAS

In this section, we provide the details of the calculation of
the stochastic Cramér-Rao Bound (CRB) for the estimation of
the spatial frequencies µ in PCRAs under the signal model
given in (2), by following a line of analysis similar to that
in [9] for linear PCAs. For simplicity, the steering matrixA(µ)
in (2) is denoted by A in this section.

Consider the signal model in (2). The stochastic model,
also referred to as the unconditional model assumption
(UMA) [39], [41], assumes that the source waveforms Ψ are
stochastic. Specifically, the waveform vector ψn at each time
instant i.i.d. follows the Gaussian distribution

ψn ∼ CN (0,P ), (66)

where P ∈ C
NS×NS is the unknown source covariance matrix.

Then, each snapshot yn i.i.d. follows the Gaussian distribution

yn ∼ CN (0,R) with R = APAH + σ2
nIM . (67)

To derive the CRB, we first introduce the following decom-
position of the steering vectors. The components ax(µ

x) and
ay(µ

y) in (4) for a given direction (µx, µy) can be expressed
as the Kronecker products

ax(µx) = hx(µx,αx)⊗ vx(µx), (68a)

ay(µy) = hy(µy,αy)⊗ vy(µy), (68b)
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where the vectors vx(µx) ∈ CLx and vy(µy) ∈ CLy charac-
terize the nominal array response vectors, i.e., the calibrated
part of the array manifold, in the two dimensions, respectively.
They are defined in (23) with the known intrasubarray dis-
placements. On the other hand, the vectors hx(µx,αx) ∈ CPx

and hy(µy ,αy) ∈ CPy characterize the unknown perturba-
tions of the nominal array response, i.e., the uncalibrated
part of the array manifold, which depend on not only the
frequencies (µx, µy) but also the unknown array parameters
that are summarized in the vectors αx and αy for the two
dimensions, respectively. For the PCRA depicted in Fig. 1,
αx and αy contain the unknown intersubarray displacements
∆x

2 , . . . ,∆
y
Px

and ∆y
2 , . . . ,∆

y
Py

in the two dimensions, respec-
tively, and the vectors hx and hy can be expressed as

hx(µx,αx) = [1, ejµ
x∆x

2 , . . . , ejµ
x∆x

Px ]T, (69a)

hy(µy,αy) = [1, ejµ
y∆y

2 , . . . , e
jµy∆x

Py ]T. (69b)

To simplify the calculation of the CRB, we ignore the relations
in (69) and directly consider the entries of the vectors hx and
hy as the parameters to be recovered. For simplicity, we denote
hx(µx

i ,α
x) and h(µy

i ,α
y) as hx

i = [hx1,i, . . . , h
x
Px,i

]T and
h
y
i = [hy1,i, . . . , h

y
Py,i

]T. Note that, due to the decomposition
in (68), each vector hx

i or hy
i is only identifiable up to a

scaling constant. To avoid such a scaling ambiguity in the
calculation of the CRB, the first entries of the vectors hx

i

and hy
i are considered to be known and fixed at 1. Thus, we

summarize those unknown parameters in the following real-
valued 2NS(Px + Py − 1)× 1 vector:

η =
[
(µx)

T
, (µy)

T
, (ξx2 )

T
, . . . , (ξxPx

)
T
, (ζx2 )

T
, . . . , (ζxPx

)
T
,

(ξy2 )
T
, . . . , (ξyPy

)
T
, (ζy2 )

T
, . . . , ζyT

]T
, (70)

where

ξxp =[ℜ(hxp,1), . . . ,ℜ(hxp,NS
)]T and

ζxp =[ℑ(hxp,1), . . . ,ℑ(hxp,NS
)]T for p = 2, . . . , Px, (71)

ξyp =[ℜ(hyp,1), . . . ,ℜ(hyp,NS
)]T and

ζyp =[ℑ(hyp,1), . . . ,ℑ(hyp,NS
)]T for p = 2, . . . , Py. (72)

Under the UMA model in (67), the unknown parameters
of the problem include the entries of the vector η, the noise
variance σ2

n, and the entries of the source covariance matrix
P . However, as shown in [39], [41], only the parameters in
the vector η are involved in the calculation of the block of the
CRB matrix corresponding to the spatial frequencies µ, which
we are interested in. By concentrating the problem with respect

to the nuisance parameters, i.e., the noise variances σ2
n and the

source covariance matrix P , the entries of the inverse of the
2NS(Px +Py − 1)× 2NS(Px +Py − 1) η-block of the CRB
matrix, denoted by CRB(η), can be expressed as

[
CRB−1(η)

]
k,l

= 2N
σ2
n
ℜ
(
tr
(
U ∂AH

∂ηk
Π⊥

A
∂A
∂ηl

))
, (73)

where Π⊥
A = I −A(AHA)−1AH is the orthogonal projector

onto the orthogonal complement of the column space of the
steering matrix A and

U = PAHR−1AP = P (AHAP + σ2
nI)

−1AHAP . (74)

Omitting the intermediate calculations from (73), we can write
the η-block of the CRB matrix in a compact form as

CRB(η) = σ2
n

2N

[
ℜ
(
(DHΠ⊥

AD)⊙ (11T ⊗UT)
)]−1

, (75)

where

D =
[
Dµx ,Dµy ,Dξx

2
, . . . ,Dξx

Px
,Dζx

2
, . . . ,Dζx

Px
,

Dξ
y
2
, . . . ,Dξ

y
Py
,Dζ

y
2
, . . . ,Dζ

y
Py

]
, (76)

Dµx =

[
∂a(µx

1 ,µ
y
1)

∂µx
1

, . . . ,
∂a(µx

NS
,µ

y

NS
)

∂µx
NS

]
, (77)

Dµy =

[
∂a(µx

1 ,µ
y
1)

∂µ
y
1

, . . . ,
∂a(µx

NS
,µ

y
NS

)

∂µ
y

NS

]
, (78)

Dξx
p
=

[
∂a(µx

1 ,µ
y
1)

∂ξx1,p
, . . . ,

∂a(µx
NS

,µ
y
NS

)

∂ξx
NS,p

]
and

Dζx
p
=

[
∂a(µx

1 ,µ
y
1)

∂ζx
1,p

, . . . ,
∂a(µx

NS
,µ

y
NS

)

∂ζx
NS,p

]
= jDξx

p

for p = 2, . . . , Px, (79)

Dξ
y
p
=

[
∂a(µx

1 ,µ
y
1)

∂ξx1,p
, . . . ,

∂a(µx
NS

,µ
y

NS
)

∂ξx
NS,p

]
and

Dζ
y
p
=

[
∂a(µx

1 ,µ
y
1)

∂ζ
y
1,p

, . . . ,
∂a(µx

NS
,µ

y
NS

)

∂ζ
y

NS,p

]
= jDξ

y
p

for p = 2, . . . , Py. (80)

According to the model in (68), the derivatives can be calcu-
lated as in (81). The square root of the average of the diagonal
entries corresponding to the spatial frequencies µ in the CRB
matrix provides a lower bound for the RMSE in the estimation
of µ and it is, therefore, used as a reference for the estimation
performance evaluation in Section VII.
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