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Movable Superdirective Pairs: A Phase Shifter-Free
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Abstract—In this letter, we propose a novel Movable Superdi-
rective Pairs (MSP) approach that combines movable antennas
with superdirective pair arrays to enhance the performance of
millimeter-wave (mmWave) communications on the user side.
By controlling the rotation angles and positions of superdi-
rective antenna pairs, the proposed MSP approach maximizes
the received signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of multipath signals
without relying on phase shifters or attenuators. This approach
addresses the limitations of traditional superdirective antennas,
which are typically restricted to the endfire direction and suffer
from reduced scanning bandwidth and increased complexity. An
efficient algorithm based on alternating optimization and the
gradient projection method is developed to solve the non-convex
optimization problem of antennas’ joint rotating positioning.
Simulation results demonstrate that the MSP approach achieves
significant performance gains over fixed-position array (FPA)
employing Maximum Ratio Combining (MRC), while reducing
system complexity and hardware costs.

Index Terms—Millimeter-wave communications, superdirec-
tive antennas, movable antennas.

I. INTRODUCTION

Millimeter-wave (mmWave) communications offer signifi-
cantly higher data rates due to the abundant spectrum avail-
ability. However, mmWave channels suffer from severe path
loss [1], necessitating the use of highly directive antennas to
compensate for signal attenuation.

Superdirective antennas emerge as a promising solution,
capable of achieving an M2 directivity gain in the endfire
direction when the antenna spacing approaches zero [2]. De-
spite this advantage, superdirective antennas have several limi-
tations. Increasing the number of elements in such arrays leads
to heightened ohmic losses and greater sensitivity to excitation
coefficient inaccuracies [3], [4]. Additionally, achieving proper
impedance matching becomes more complex [5], and the ac-
tive port impedance varies with the excitation coefficients [6],
reducing the scanning bandwidth.

To mitigate these issues, recent literature has proposed the
use of superdirective pair structures [7]. Each superdirective
pair consists of two closely coupled elements, simplifying the
matching scheme and reducing ohmic losses and sensitivity
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issues. Simulations have demonstrated the effectiveness of this
configuration in enhancing communication energy efficiency.
Further advancements were made in [8], where a two-element
superdirective antenna array achieved a gain of 4.268 (con-
sidering matching and ohmic losses) at a spacing of 0.2λ.
However, these superdirective designs are limited to providing
high gain only in the endfire direction.

Moreover, mmWave radio frequency (RF) devices are ex-
pensive and introduce higher losses compared to their sub-
6 GHz counterparts [9]. Traditional beamforming techniques
that employ phase shifters and attenuators can further exacer-
bate these costs and losses.

Recently, movable antenna (MA) and six-dimensional mov-
able antenna (6DMA) have attracted significant interest as
they introduce new degrees of freedom in antenna manipu-
lation, aiding in the improvement of wireless communication
performance [10] [11]. In this letter, we propose a novel
approach that combines movable antennas with superdirective
pair arrays, termed Movable Superdirective Pairs (MSP). By
controlling the rotation angle and the y-axis position of the
superdirective pairs, we aim to maximize the received signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR) of multipath signals without the need for
phase shifters. The advantages of the proposed approach in-
clude the preservation of scanning bandwidth and the ability to
achieve high gain beyond the endfire direction, thus addressing
the limitations of existing superdirective designs.

The optimization of the rotation angles and positions con-
stitutes a highly non-convex problem. To tackle this challenge,
we develop an efficient algorithm based on alternating opti-
mization combined with gradient projection method. Simula-
tion results demonstrate the proposed movable superdirective
antenna pair approach achieves higher spectral efficiency than
fixed-position antenna (FPA) arrays even with Maximum Ratio
Combining (MRC).

Notations: Throughout this letter, scalars are denoted by
italic letters, e.g., a, vectors by boldface lowercase letters, e.g.,
a, and matrices by boldface uppercase letters, e.g., A. The
transpose and Hermitian transpose operators are represented
by (·)T and (·)H , respectively. The notation E[·] denotes
the expectation operator. The real and imaginary parts of a
complex number are denoted by Re{·} and Im{·}, respectively.
The Euclidean norm of a vector is denoted by ∥ · ∥.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. System Model
As illustrated in Fig. 1, we consider a wireless communica-

tion system where a base station (BS) equipped with N anten-
nas communicates with a receiver in a multipath environment.
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Fig. 1. Illustration of the MSP communication system.

The movable receive array consists of 2M elements, grouped
into M antenna pairs. Each pair can rotate by an angle θi
around its center point and move along the y-axis to position
yi. The intra-pair spacing dintra between the two antennas
within each pair is very small (approximately 0.2λ), resulting
in strong coupling and thus achieving superdirectivity. The
inter-pair spacing dinter between adjacent pairs is relatively
large (typically not less than 0.5λ) to reduce coupling between
antenna pairs, and the pairs are arranged along the x-axis.

The center position of the i-th antenna pair is given by

ric = [(i− 1)dinter, yi]
T . (1)

We define the relative position vector between the two anten-
nas within each pair as

∆r =
dintra
2

(
cos θi
sin θi

)
. (2)

The positions of the two antennas within the i-th pair are

rin = ric + (−1)n∆r, n = 1, 2. (3)

The steering vector for the i-th antenna pair in the direction
ϕ is defined as

ai(ϕ) = [ejkr
T
i1u(ϕ), ejkr

T
i2u(ϕ)]T , (4)

where k =
2π

λ
is the wave number, and u(ϕ) = [cosϕ, sinϕ]T

is the unit vector in the direction ϕ.
Considering mutual coupling between the two antennas

within each pair, the mutual impedance matrix of the i-th
antenna pair is given by

Z0 =

(
Zself Zmutual
Zmutual Zself

)
, (5)

where Zself = Rself + jXself is the self-impedance, and
Zmutual = Rmutual + jXmutual is the mutual impedance be-
tween the two antennas. Due to the sufficiently large inter-
pair spacing, mutual coupling between different antenna pairs
is negligible, rendering the total mutual impedance matrix

Z ∈ C2M×2M of the array block-diagonal, i.e.,

Z = diag (Z0, Z0, . . . , Z0) . (6)

To achieve maximum radiation in the end-fire direction θi,
the optimal excitation currents for each antenna pair under
mutual coupling are derived as [7]

i
opt
i =

√
2Pt

ãH(θi) (Re{Z0})−1 ã(θi)
(Re{Z0})−1 ã∗(θi), (7)

where Pt is the total input power allocated to the antenna
pair. To ensure that the optimal excitation coefficients do not
change with the antenna pair position, we introduce the relative
steering vector for each antenna pair, defined as

ã(ϕ; θi) = [ejk∆rTu(ϕ), e−jk∆rTu(ϕ)]T . (8)

In [7], it has been proven that the amplitude of each excitation
coefficient needs to be equal. This characteristic allows the
antenna pair to be connected by a single cable with equal
amplitude excitation, simplifying the hardware design. The
phase difference between currents can be managed using para-
sitic components, while maintaining equal amplitudes ensures
efficient power utilization. The radiation pattern for the i-th
antenna pair is expressed in terms of the optimal currents as

Fi(ϕ; θi, yi) = aT
i (ϕ) i

opt
i , (9)

Substituting (7) into the above expression yields

Fi(ϕ; θi, yi) =

√
2Pt

aH
i (θi) (Re{Z0})−1 ai(θi)

aT
i (ϕ) (Re{Z0})−1 ã∗(θi),

(10)
indicating that the radiation pattern is influenced by mutual
coupling through (Re{Z0})−1.

B. Problem Formulation

We consider a multipath channel with L paths, where path
l has an angle of departure (AoD) θBS

l from the BS, and
an angle of arrival (AoA) ϕl at the receiver. The BS is
equipped with an N -antenna array and applies beamforming
using a fixed precoding scheme such as Zero Forcing (ZF).
This beamforming enhances the signal strength in specific
directions, resulting in an angle-dependent gain GBS(l). We
introduce a path-dependent loss coefficient βl, representing
propagation loss, shadowing, and small-scale fading effects.
The effective signal strength for path l is defined as:

Al = GBS(l)βl, (11)

Let x be the transmitted symbol with zero mean and
E(x2) = 1. The received signal at the i-th antenna pair, includ-
ing additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) ni ∼ CN (0, σ2),
is given by

si =

L∑
l=1

AlFi(ϕl; θi, yi)x+ ni. (12)

The total received signal combining all antenna pairs is

y =
M∑
i=1

si =

(
L∑

l=1

Al

M∑
i=1

Fi(ϕl; θi, yi)

)
x+

M∑
i=1

ni. (13)

Assuming the noise terms ni’s are independent and identically
distributed, the aggregate noise has power σ2

total = Mσ2.
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The signal power is

Psignal =

∣∣∣∣∣
M∑
i=1

L∑
l=1

Al Fi(ϕl; θi, yi)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (14)

We aim to maximize the SNR at the combiner output and
the optimization problem is formulated as follows:

(P1) max
{θi, yi}

SNR =

∣∣∣∣∣
M∑
i=1

L∑
l=1

Al Fi(ϕl; θi, yi)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

Mσ2
,

subject to θi ∈ [0, 2π), yi ∈ [ymin, ymax], ∀ i.

(15)

Remark: By controlling the rotation angles θi and the y-
axis positions yi of the antenna pairs, we can exploit the
superdirectivity effect achieved by the antenna pairs in the
endfire direction to enhance the overall array gain. This ap-
proach allows us to eliminate the dependence on phase shifters.
However, the radiation pattern expression Fi(ϕl; θi, yi) is quite
complex, with the optimization variables θi and yi located
inside exponential terms and coupled with each other. This
coupling leads to a highly non-convex optimization problem.

III. PROPOSED ALGORITHMS FOR (P1)

In this section, we propose algorithms to solve the optimiza-
tion problem (P1). Due to the coupling between the rotation
angles θi and the y-axis positions yi, directly optimizing
them jointly is complex. We employ an Alternating Optimiza-
tion (AO) algorithm combined with the Gradient Projection
Method (GPM) to iteratively optimize θi and yi.

A. Alternating Optimization Framework

The AO algorithm alternates between optimizing θi and yi:
1) Keeping yi constant, we optimize θi.
2) Keeping θi constant, we optimize yi.

In each step, we apply the GPM, which requires computing
the gradients of the objective function regarding θi and yi.

B. Gradient Computation

The key to GPM is computing gradients ∂Psignal

∂θi
and ∂Psignal

∂yi
.

1) Gradient with Respect to θi: We first compute the
gradient of Psignal with respect to θi.

The total received power is:

Psignal = |Stotal|2 = StotalS
∗
total, (16)

where

Stotal =

M∑
i=1

si =

M∑
i=1

L∑
l=1

Al Fi(ϕl; θi, yi). (17)

The gradient of Psignal with respect to θi is

∂Psignal

∂θi
=

∂

∂θi
(StotalS

∗
total) = 2Re

{(
∂Stotal

∂θi

)
S∗

total

}
. (18)

Since Stotal depends on θi through Fi(ϕl; θi, yi), we have:

∂Stotal
∂θi

=
∂si
∂θi

=

L∑
l=1

Al
∂Fi(ϕl; θi, yi)

∂θi
. (19)

Differentiating Fi(ϕl; θi, yi) with respect to θi yields

∂Fi(ϕl; θi, yi)

∂θi
=

∂aT
i (ϕl)

∂θi
(Re{Z0})−1 ã∗(θi). (20)

Each element of ai(ϕl) depends on θi through

[ai(ϕl)]n = ejkr
T
in·u(ϕl). (21)

Differentiating ai(ϕl) with respect to θi yields

∂ai(ϕl)

∂θi
= jk

 ∂(rTi1u(ϕl))

∂θi
ejkr

T
i1u(ϕl)

∂(rTi2u(ϕl))

∂θi
ejkr

T
i2u(ϕl)

 . (22)

Differentiating rin, n = 1, 2 with respect to θi yields

∂rin
∂θi

=
dintra
2

(−1)n
[
− sin θi
cos θi

]
. (23)

Thus,

∂(rTinu(ϕl))

∂θi
=

∂rin
∂θi

T

u(ϕl)

=
dintra

2
(−1)n

[
− sin θi cos θi

] [cosϕl

sinϕl

]
=

dintra

2
(−1)n sin(ϕl − θi).

(24)

Substituting back, we obtain:

∂ai(ϕl)

∂θi
= jk

dintra

2
sin(ϕl − θi)

[
−ejkr

T
i1u(ϕl)

ejkr
T
i2u(ϕl)

]
. (25)

2) Gradient with Respect to yi: Next, we compute ∂Psignal

∂yi
.

∂Stotal
∂yi

=
∂si
∂yi

=

L∑
l=1

Al
∂Fi(ϕl; θi, yi)

∂yi
. (26)

Since yi affects the y-coordinate of rin, we have:

∂Fi(ϕl; θi, yi)

∂yi
=

(
∂aT

i (ϕl)

∂yi

)
(Re{Z0})−1 ã∗(θi). (27)

Differentiating with respect to yi:

∂ [ai(ϕl)]n
∂yi

= jk sinϕl e
jkrTin·u(ϕl). (28)

Therefore,
∂Fi(ϕl; θi, yi)

∂yi
= jk sinϕl Fi(ϕl; θi). (29)

The gradient can thus be calculated as:

∂Psignal

∂yi
= −2k

L∑
l=1

Al sinϕl Im {Fi(ϕl; θi, yi)S
∗
total} . (30)

C. Adam Optimizer for Learning Rate Control

To efficiently update θi and yi, we utilize the Adam opti-
mizer [12], which adapts the learning rates for each parameter
based on the first and second moments of the gradients. This
method accelerates convergence and improves stability. For
each parameter θi, the Adam optimizer updates are as follows:

m
(k)
θi

= β1m
(k−1)
θi

+ (1− β1)
∂Psignal

∂θi
,

v
(k)
θi

= β2v
(k−1)
θi

+ (1− β2)

(
∂Psignal

∂θi

)2

,

m̂
(k)
θi

=
m

(k)
θi

1− βk
1

, v̂
(k)
θi

=
v
(k)
θi

1− βk
2

,

θ
(k+1)
i = θ

(k)
i − α

m̂
(k)
θi√

v̂
(k)
θi

+ ϵ
,

(31)
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Algorithm 1 Alternating Optimization for Problem (P1)

1: Initialization: Set initial θ
(0)
i and y

(0)
i within their feasible

ranges. Initialize the first and second moment estimates m
(0)
θi

=

0, v(0)θi
= 0, m(0)

yi = 0, and v
(0)
yi = 0.

2: repeat
3: Optimize θi with fixed yi:
4: for each i = 1, . . . ,M do
5: Compute ∂Psignal

∂θi
.

6: Update θi using the Adam optimizer.
7: Project θi onto the feasible set.
8: end for
9: Optimize yi with fixed θi:

10: for each i = 1, . . . ,M do
11: Compute ∂Psignal

∂yi
.

12: Update yi using the Adam optimizer.
13: Project yi onto the feasible set.
14: end for
15: until convergence
16: Output: Optimized θi and yi for all i.

and the update of yi is similar. Here, mθi and vθi are the first
and second moment estimates for θi, β1 and β2 are exponential
decay rates for the moment estimates, typically β1 = 0.9 and
β2 = 0.999, ϵ is a small constant to prevent division by zero
(e.g., ϵ = 10−8), and α is the learning rate. After each update,
variables are projected onto their feasible sets according to

θ
(k+1)
i ← θ

(k+1)
i mod 2π,

y
(k+1)
i ← min

(
max

(
y
(k+1)
i , ymin

)
, ymax

)
.

(32)

The proposed algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1. It
decouples the joint optimization of θi and yi by iteratively
fixing one set of variables while optimizing the other, which
facilitates convergence to a stationary point of the objective
function. However, due to the non-convex nature of the prob-
lem, convergence to a global optimum cannot be guaranteed.
The complexity per iteration is primarily dictated by the
gradient computations of Psignal with respect to θi and yi, and
the complexity order is O(ML).

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS
In this section, we present numerical simulations to evaluate

the performance of the proposed MSP approach. The simula-
tion parameters are set as follows: the intra-pair spacing is
dintra = 0.2λ, and the inter-pair spacing is dinter = 0.5λ. The
movable range along the y-axis for each antenna pair is con-
strained between ymin = −λ and ymax = λ. The noise power
is assumed to be σ2 = 1. The mutual impedance between two
isotropic antennas can be calculated as sinc(kdπ ), where d is the
antenna spacing [3]. Adjusting the positions along the y-axis
offers limited capability for phase compensation of incoming
waves along the x-axis. To mitigate this limitation, we set
the initial phase difference between adjacent antenna pairs to
π. This initial phase shift can be easily implemented using
microstrip lines. Furthermore, we assume that the AoA of the
incoming signals are confined to the x-y plane. To enhance the
performance of the optimization algorithm, the initial rotation
angles θi, for i = 1, . . . ,M , are set close to the angle of
the path with the largest amplitude. In the simulations, the
amplitudes of the multipath components Al are normalized
such that

∑L
l=1 |Al|2 = 1.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of initial and optimized patterns and array
configurations.

Fig. 2 illustrates the initial and optimized array patterns
and configurations. Specifically, for M = 8 antenna pairs, we
consider a multipath environment with three paths. The am-
plitudes and angles of the paths are given by [0.4, 0.85, 0.32]
and [115◦, 142◦, 161◦]. Fig. 2(a) and 2(b) show the radiation
patterns before and after optimization, while Fig. 2(c) and 2(d)
depict the corresponding antenna array configurations. From
Fig. 2(b), we observe that the optimized pattern exhibits
significant radiation intensities in the directions of the mul-
tipath components. This demonstrates the effectiveness of the
proposed algorithm in steering the superdirective gain towards
the desired signal paths.
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Fig. 3. Spectral efficiency comparison between the proposed
MSP structure and the FPA with MRC reception under differ-
ent numbers of antennas and paths.

In addition, we conduct a simulation to compare the spectral
efficiency of the proposed MSP structure with the FPA under
different numbers of antennas. In this simulation, the FPA
employs MRC beamforming at the receiver. For each number
of antenna pairs M , we simulate three different numbers of
multipath components: L = 3, 5, and 7. For each case,
we perform 100 random realizations of the path angles and
amplitudes, and calculate the average spectral efficiency. Fig. 3
shows the simulation results, where the spectral efficiency
is plotted against the number of antenna pairs M . It can
be observed that the proposed MSP structure consistently
outperforms the FPA by approximately 2 bit-per-second-per-
Hertz (bit/s/Hz) in spectral efficiency across different numbers
of antennas and paths. This improvement is attributed to the
capability of MSP to adjust antenna positions and orientations
to enhance the received signal strength in the directions of
the multipath components. It is noteworthy that the spectral
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efficiency curves in Fig. 3 exhibit minimal sensitivity to the
number of multipath components L. This insensitivity can be
attributed to the sparse nature of mmWave channels, where a
few dominant paths carry the majority of the signal energy.
The proposed MSP approach optimizes the antenna array
configuration to maximize the gain towards these dominant
paths. Moreover, the proposed MSP approach avoids the
insertion losses, typically around 5-6 dB, associated with phase
shifters required in the FPA. By eliminating these components,
the actual performance gain of the MSP would be even more
significant when considering practical implementation losses.

We then investigate the effect of the antenna movement
range along the y-axis on the average received SNR. Specif-
ically, we consider the movement range yi ∈ [−γ, γ], i =
1, · · · ,M , where γ varies from 0 to 1.5λ. We simulate the
MSP system with L = 5 and M = 10, 20, and 30. Fig. 4
illustrates the average SNR versus the normalized movement
range γ/λ for different numbers of antenna pairs. It can
be observed that for each number of antennas, the average
SNR increases as γ increases from zero. This indicates that
a larger movement range allows the antenna pairs to better
adjust their positions along the y-axis to maximize the received
signal power from the multipath components. However, when
γ reaches λ, the performance gain saturates, and the average
SNR no longer increases with further increases in the move-
ment range. The saturation of performance at γ = λ can be
attributed to the periodicity of the array factor with respect
to spatial displacement. Beyond a movement range of one
wavelength, the antenna pairs may be capable of covering the
entire spatial angle range necessary to capture the multipath
components effectively.

0 0.5 1 1.5 2
12

14

16
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20

22

Fig. 4. Average SNR versus normalized movement range γ/λ
for different numbers of antenna pairs M .

To further evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of the
proposed algorithm, we conduct simulations to compare its
runtime and performance with the Particle Swarm Optimiza-
tion (PSO) algorithm. As shown in Table I, the proposed
algorithm achieves computational times approximately two
orders of magnitude shorter than those attained by the PSO
algorithm. Specifically, for M = 20, the average runtime of
the proposed algorithm is 0.4233 seconds, which is signifi-
cantly less than the 22.9288 seconds required by PSO. When
M = 30, the proposed algorithm completes in an average of
0.5868 seconds, compared to PSO’s 45.1724 seconds. This
substantial reduction in runtime clearly demonstrates the high
efficiency of the proposed approach. In terms of performance,
the proposed algorithm not only maintains comparable av-
erage received SNR but even slightly outperforms the PSO
algorithm. For M = 20, the proposed algorithm attains
an average SNR of 18.4641 dB, slightly higher than PSO’s

17.9592 dB. When the number of antenna elements increases
to M = 30, the proposed algorithm achieves an average SNR
of 20.2608 dB, surpassing PSO’s 19.4728 dB. These results
indicate that as the number of antenna elements M increases
and the solution space becomes larger and more complex, the
performance advantage of the proposed algorithm over PSO
becomes more pronounced.
TABLE I. Comparison of algorithm performance for different
configurations

Configuration M=20, L=5 M=30, L=5

Algorithm Runtime (s) SNR (dB) Runtime (s) SNR (dB)

Proposed Algorithm 0.4233 18.4641 0.5868 20.2608
PSO 22.9228 17.9592 45.1724 19.4728

V. CONCLUSION

In this letter, we proposed an MSP approach that lever-
ages movable antennas and superdirective pairs to enhance
mmWave communication performance without the need for
phase shifters and attenuators. By optimizing the rotation
angles and positions of antenna pairs, the MSP approach
maximizes the received SNR in a multipath environment while
reducing system complexity and hardware costs. An efficient
algorithm based on alternating optimization and the Adam
optimizer was developed to solve the non-convex optimization
problem. Simulation results demonstrated that the proposed
MSP approach achieves higher spectral efficiency compared
to traditional FPA employing MRC. The MSP approach also
avoids the insertion losses associated with RF components,
further improving practical performance.
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