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Single-Source Localization as an Eigenvalue
Problem

Martin Larsson, Viktor Larsson, Kalle Åström, and Magnus Oskarsson

Abstract—This paper introduces a novel method for solving
the single-source localization problem, specifically addressing the
case of trilateration. We formulate the problem as a weighted
least-squares problem in the squared distances and demonstrate
how suitable weights are chosen to accommodate different noise
distributions. By transforming this formulation into an eigenvalue
problem, we leverage existing eigensolvers to achieve a fast,
numerically stable, and easily implemented solver. Furthermore,
our theoretical analysis establishes that the globally optimal
solution corresponds to the largest real eigenvalue, drawing
parallels to the existing literature on the trust-region subproblem.
Unlike previous works, we give special treatment to degenerate
cases, where multiple and possibly infinitely many solutions exist.
We provide a geometric interpretation of the solution sets and
design the proposed method to handle these cases gracefully.
Finally, we validate against a range of state-of-the-art methods
using synthetic and real data, demonstrating how the proposed
method is among the fastest and most numerically stable.

Index Terms—source localization, trilateration, global opti-
mization, generalized trust-region subproblem

I. INTRODUCTION

THE single-source localization problem has received a
considerable amount of attention due to its broad ap-

plication within areas such as GNSS positioning [1], wireless
networks [2], molecular conformations [3], robot kinematics
[4], and indoor positioning [5]. The problem consists of finding
an unknown receiver position using estimates of distances to
known sender locations, also called anchors or landmarks.
These distances are often acquired using approaches based
on Time Of Arrival (TOA), Received Signal Strength (RSS),
or Time Difference Of Arrival (TDOA). In all cases, some
signal, e.g., radio, sound, or light, is emitted from the senders
and received at the sought position, or vice versa.

In the case of TOA, the one-way propagation time of the
signal is measured, and knowing the propagation speed in the
medium, the distance traveled can be calculated. RSS instead
utilizes the fact that signals get attenuated in the medium,
and by modeling this attenuation, a distance measurement
can be derived from the received signal strength. Solving
the single-source localization problem for the cases of TOA
and RSS is called trilateration. TDOA is similar to TOA,
but the former features an additional unknown offset in the
distance measurement, typically due to unsynchronized clocks,
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Fig. 1: Three senders s1, s2, s3 and the maximum likelihood
solution x to the trilateration problem. The circles indicate the
corresponding distance measurements d1, d2, and d3.

that needs to be estimated. This fundamentally changes the
localization problem and is referred to as multilateration. In
this paper, we focus solely on trilateration.

The problem of trilateration can be formalized as having
m senders sj ∈ Rn, j = 1, . . . ,m, of known position
with distance measurements dj ∈ R to an unknown receiver
position x ∈ Rn. This can be modeled as

dj = ∥x− sj∥+ ϵj , (1)

where ϵj represents additive noise in the measurements. See
Fig. 1 for an example in 2D with three senders. Provided i.i.d.
Gaussian noise, the Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimator for
x is given by solving

minimize
x

m∑
j=1

(∥x− sj∥ − dj)
2. (2)

This is a nonlinear, nonsmooth, and nonconvex optimization
problem that can have multiple local minima. As a result,
proposed approaches have so far been limited to iterative
methods [6]–[10] or have relied on some form of relaxation
of the problem. Common for the iterative methods is that,
while they under some circumstances guarantee convergence
to a stationary point of (2), they do not guarantee conver-
gence to a global minimum and are thus dependent on a
reasonable initialization. A convex relaxation of the problem
was proposed in [11], where it was solved using Semidefinite
Programming (SDP), and another convex formulation was
given in [12], where the problem was solved using a variation
of the Convex-Concave Procedure (CCP) [13]. However, due

ar
X

iv
:2

50
2.

18
13

5v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 2

5 
Fe

b 
20

25



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON SIGNAL PROCESSING, VOL. 73, 2025 2

to these relaxations, there is no guarantee that the solution is
optimal in the original cost function (2).

A different approach is given by minimizing the error in the
squared distances

minimize
x

m∑
j=1

(∥x− sj∥2 − d2j )
2. (3)

This formulation has the benefit of being polynomial and
smooth, although, it lacks the statistical interpretation that (2)
has and gives higher influence to larger errors and distances.
To mitigate this, a weighting of the terms can be introduced
to better approximate (2) [14], [15]. This can be extended
further by employing an Iteratively Reweighted Least Squares
(IRLS) scheme that indeed converges to (2) [7], [16], or by
modifying the weights based on uncertainties in the sender
positions [17]. Common for these weighted approaches is that
they all assume Gaussian additive noise in the distances. A
more detailed comparison of the two cost functions (2) and
(3) can be found in [15], [18].

A solution to (3) was provided in [11], where they consid-
ered the equivalent problem

minimize
x,α

m∑
j=1

(α− 2xT sj + sTj sj − d2j )
2, (4)

under the constraint α = xTx. This is a Generalized Trust
Region Subproblem (GTRS) which was reduced to a sin-
gle equation in one variable and subsequently solved using
bisection. A closed-form approximate solution to (3) was
proposed in [19], where they introduced the artificial constraint∑

j ∥x − sj∥2 =
∑

j d
2
j , which is not satisfied in general,

resulting in suboptimal solutions. In the minimal case, when
m = n, an exact solution can be found and several closed-form
methods have been proposed [20]–[22]. Various linear meth-
ods have also been proposed, some of which are equivalent to
the unconstrained version of (4), see e.g. [23]–[26].

In this paper, we present a novel method for solving the
trilateration problem, specifically, the weighted version of (3),
by transforming it into an eigenvalue problem. Our main
contributions here are threefold. First, in Section II, we show
how to derive suitable weights to more closely approximate
(2), and in contrast to previous works, we demonstrate how our
approach generalizes to a wider range of noise distributions,
e.g., log-normal noise. Second, in Section III, we show that the
problem of finding the stationary points of the weighted cost
function (9) can be formulated as an eigenvalue problem, and
in particular, we prove that the global minimum corresponds to
the largest real eigenvalue of a certain matrix. Third, we treat
degenerate cases, where the trilateration problem has multiple
solutions, an area that has not received sufficient attention
in the literature. The proposed method is summarized in
Algorithm 2, and in Sections IV and V, we validate it against
several state-of-the-art methods on both real and synthetic
data. The material presented here is partially based on the
conference paper [27] and the manuscript [28, Paper VIII]1.

1The manuscript in [28] is an earlier unpublished version of this paper.

II. THE WEIGHTED COST FUNCTION

In the presence of noise, minimizing the cost function in
(3) is not the same as minimizing the one in (2). However,
with a suitable weighting of the terms, the former provides an
accurate approximation of the latter. We generalize this and
show how weights can be derived for a wider range of noise
distributions.

We start by introducing the residual functions

rj(x) = Ψj(∥x− sj∥2)−Ψj(d
2
j ), (5)

for j = 1, . . . ,m, where dj are noisy distance measurements
and Ψj(z) are normalization transformations differentiable at
z = d2j . Let r(x) ∈ Rm denote the residual vector with
elements rj(x). The idea is to choose Ψj(z) such that the
noise in the normalized measurements Ψj(d

2
j ) is Gaussian,

and, consequently, minimizing the residuals rj(x) in the least
squares sense yields an ML-estimate for x. Formally, we seek
to minimize

h0(x) = r(x)TPr(x), (6)

where P−1 ∈ Rm×m denotes the known covariance matrix of
r(x). Note that if P = I and we choose Ψj(z) = z, we get the
optimization problems in (3). Similarly, choosing Ψj(z) =

√
z

yields the problem in (2) provided dj ≥ 0.
Depending on Ψj(z), minimizing h0(x) can be a difficult

problem. We will therefore, in each residual rj(x), replace
Ψj(z) with its first order Taylor approximation at d2j .

Ψj(z) ≈ Ψj(d
2
j ) + Ψ′

j(d
2
j )(z − d2j ). (7)

Insertion into (5) yields the approximate residuals

r̃j(x) = Ψ′
j(d

2
j )
(
∥x− sj∥2 − d2j

)
. (8)

Naturally, this approximation becomes more accurate as d2j ap-
proaches ∥x−sj∥2, and in noiseless case, the approximation is
exact. Now, let W be a positive definite weighting matrix with
elements wij = Ψ′

i(d
2
i )PijΨ

′
j(d

2
j ). Note that W is constant

and does not depend on x. The cost function approximating
h0(x) can now be written as

h(x) =
1

4

m∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

wij(∥x− si∥2 − d2i )(∥x− sj∥2 − d2j ), (9)

where we have added a factor of 1/4 for later convenience.
This is the function for which the proposed method finds the
global minimum.

A. Different Noise Distributions

Different forms of measurement noise are accommodated by
finding suitable normalization transformations Ψj(z). For ex-
ample, when working with TOA measurements, the distances
dj are often modeled to contain Gaussian additive noise. In
this case, letting Ψj(z) =

√
z will cause Ψj(d

2
j ) = dj to be

Gaussian assuming dj > 0. The weighting in the approximate
residuals (8) is then given by

Ψ′
j(z) =

1

2
√
z
⇒ Ψ′

j(d
2
j ) =

1

2dj
. (10)
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In particular, if P = I, then W is diagonal with elements
wjj = 1/4d2j . The same weighting was derived in [14], and in
[15] it was shown to result in solutions reaching the Cramer-
Rao Lower Bound (CRLB) accuracy.

A different example is when radio RSS measurements are
used. Then the signal strength can be modeled using the log-
distance path loss model [29, Chapter 8], also known as the
one-slope model [30, Chapter 4.7], given by

Cj = (C0)j − 10ηj log10(∥x− sj∥) + ϵj , (11)

where (C0)j and ηj are known parameters and ϵj is zero
mean Gaussian noise. Given an RSS measurement Cj the
corresponding distance measurement dj can be calculated as

d2j = 10
(C0)j−Cj

5ηj = 10
−

ϵj
5ηj ∥x− sj∥2. (12)

Letting Ψj(z) = 5ηj log10(z), we get that Ψj(d
2
j ) is Gaussian

and the weighting in the approximate residuals (8) are given
by

Ψ′
j(d

2
j ) =

5ηj
d2j log 10

. (13)

Note that these weights are undefined when dj = 0. In
practice, this is not a problem as we can clamp dj to some
suitable small number, e.g., dj ← max(dj , 10

−3) for j =
1, . . . ,m.

B. Trilateration With Partially Known Receiver Position

In some scenarios, the receiver position might be partially
known, e.g., when noiseless Angle Of Arrival (AOA) mea-
surements are present. In 3D, a known azimuth angle could
confine the receiver to a vertical plane, while an additional
elevation angle could further confine it to a line. With a
suitable transformation, the restricted space can be aligned to
the axes resulting in partially known receiver coordinates. It
turns out that, modifying the cost function in (9) to allow for
this, reduces the trilateration problem to another one in a lower
dimension.

Assume that k coordinates of the receiver position are
known. We can then partition x into x′ ∈ Rn−k and
x′′ ∈ Rk, representing the unknown and known coordinates
of x, respectively. Correspondingly, we partition the sender
positions sj into s′j ∈ Rn−k and s′′j ∈ Rk. Given that
∥x − sj∥2 = ∥x′ − s′j∥2 + ∥x′′ − s′′j ∥2, we can rewrite the
approximate residuals in (8) as

r̃j(x) = Ψ′
j(d

2
j )
(
∥x′ − s′j∥2 − (d′j)

2
)
. (14)

where (d′j)
2 = d2j − ∥x′′ − s′′j ∥2. These residuals are on the

same form as (8) but over a lower dimension and can thus be
solved using the proposed method.

III. EIGENVALUE FORMULATION

In this section, we will derive a method for minimizing h(x)
in (9) by transforming the first-order optimality conditions
into an eigenvalue problem. We then prove that the global
minimizer can be extracted from the largest real eigenvalue.
We will also show how to handle degenerate cases, where
more than one global minimizer exists.

Differentiating h(x) and collecting the terms by degree
yields

∇h(x) =
m∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

wij(∥x− si∥2 − d2i )(x− sj) (15)

=

 m∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

wij

 (xTx)x (16)

− ((xTx)I+ 2xxT )

 m∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

wijsi

 (17)

+

 m∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

wij

(
2sjs

T
i + (sTi si − d2i )I

)x (18)

−
m∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

wij(s
T
i si − d2i )sj , (19)

where in (15) we exploited the symmetry of W.
To solve ∇h(x) = 0, we will simplify the gradient ex-

pression in three ways. First, note that the cost function is
homogeneous in wij , and since W ≻ 0, we can w.l.o.g.
assume that

∑
ij wij = 1. This removes the coefficient of

the third-order term. Second, similar to [19], by applying the
translation t =

∑
ij wijsi to the senders, i.e., sj ← sj− t, we

ensure that
∑

ij wijsi = 0, canceling the second-order term.
This does not change the problem as long as any solution x is
translated back accordingly. The gradient can now be written
as

∇h(x) = (xTx)x−Ax+ g, (20)

where A and g are given in (18) and (19), respectively. Third,
note that A is real and symmetric and can thus be diagonalized
by an orthogonal matrix Q. Letting y = QTx, we construct
the new cost function f(y) = h(Qy). Note that, minimizing
f(y) is equivalent to minimizing h(x), where the senders sj
have been rotated using Q. The gradient of f(y) now becomes

∇f(y) = (yTy)y −Dy + b, (21)

where D = QTAQ is diagonal and b = QTg. Furthermore,
let the elements of D be sorted such that D11 ≥ D22 ≥ · · · ≥
Dnn.

Solving for the stationary points is equivalent to solving the
n equations

(yTy)yk −Dkkyk + bk = 0, (22)

where k = 1, . . . , n. Multiplying the kth equation in (22) with
yk we get

(yTy)y2k −Dkky
2
k + bkyk = 0, (23)

which, naturally, are also satisfied at a stationary point. Letting
y2 = (y21 , y

2
2 , . . . , y

2
n)

T denote the vector of squared coordi-
nates, we use (23), (22) and the trivial equation yTy = 1Ty2

to form the eigendecomposition

(yTy)

y2

y
1

 =

D −diag(b) 0
O D −b
1T 0T 0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜M

y2

y
1

 , (24)



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON SIGNAL PROCESSING, VOL. 73, 2025 4

s1

s2

s3

x1x2

(a)

s1

s2

s3

x

(b)

Fig. 2: Two degenerate sender configurations. (a) When the
senders are collinear in 2D, there are two possible solutions,
x1 and x2. (b) When the senders are collinear in 3D, there
are infinitely many solutions located on a circle.

where O denotes the zero matrix, and 1 denotes a vector of
ones. Note that the matrix M does not depend on y, and any
stationary point y of f(y) corresponds to an eigenpair of M on
the form in (24). In the following section, we will investigate
the converse, i.e., how to extract all stationary points given the
eigenvalues of M.

A. Finding All Stationary Points

It is not necessarily the case that any eigenpair of M is
on the form in (24). However, to find all stationary points
it is sufficient to, for each eigenvalue, find all corresponding
eigenvectors on the form in (24). The approach for doing this
can be divided into two cases, depending on whether λI−D
is singular.

Proposition III.1. If λ is an eigenvalue of M and λI−D has
full rank, then y = −(λI −D)−1b is the unique stationary
point of f(y) satisfying λ = yTy.

Proof. Let v = (vT
1 ,v

T
2 , v3)

T be an eigenvector correspond-
ing to λ. If v3 = 0, then, from the definition of M,
(λI − D)v2 = 0 ⇒ v2 = 0 ⇒ (λI − D)v1 = 0 ⇒
v1 = 0 ⇒ v = 0, a contradiction. Consequently, we can
w.l.o.g. assume v3 = 1. Then v2 = −(λI − D)−1b and
v1 = −(λI − D)−1 diag(b)v2 = v2

2. From the last row of
M we get λ = vT

2 v2, and the eigenpair (λ,v) is on the form
in (24) with y = v2. Consequently, y is a stationary point of
f(y) satisfying λ = yTy. Uniqueness follows from the fact
that v is the unique eigenvector corresponding to λ.

The case when λI−D is singular we denote as a degenerate
case. As we will see, this corresponds to when the trilateration
problem is underdefined and has multiple, possibly infinitely
many, solutions. Let A+ denote the Moore-Penrose pseudo
inverse of A.

Proposition III.2. If λ is an eigenvalue of M, λI − D is
singular, and (λI − D)y = −b has a solution, then y =
yp+yh is a stationary point, where yp = −(λI−D)+b and
yh ∈ ker(λI−D) such that yT

hyh = λ− yT
p yp.

Proof. Due to the properties of the pseudo inverse yT
p yh = 0,

and the last constraint on yh then ensures that λ = yTy. The

s1

s2

s3

s4

Fig. 3: Degenerate case in the plane occurring when the
senders are evenly distributed on the unit circle and the
distance measurements are dj = 1.65 for j = 1, . . . , 4. The
blue circle with radius 0.85 indicates the solutions to (3), while
the four squares indicate the solutions to (2).

fact that y satisfies (λI − D)y = −b is then equivalent to
∇f(y) = 0, and y is a stationary point.

The geometric interpretation of Proposition III.2 is that,
provided λ is real and λ − yT

p yp ≥ 0, the stationary points
satisfying λ = yTy consists of a hypersphere centered at
yp with radius

√
λ− yT

p yp. Although embedded in Rn, the
dimension of the hypersphere is given by n−1−rank(λI−D).
In particular, when λI−D has rank n−1 there is still a finite
number of solutions (two). Strictly speaking, there is also a
finite number of solutions (one) when λ = yT

p yp regardless
of the rank.

Fig. 2 shows two degenerate cases resulting from the
senders not spanning the space. These types of sender con-
figurations will result in multiple global minima for any cost
being a function of ∥x−sj∥, e.g., (2), (3), and h0(x), unless a
global minimum exists in the affine subspace spanned by the
senders. In Fig. 2b, we have rank(λI−D) = n− 2 = 1, and
this rank persists if x becomes collinear with the senders, i.e.,
we have the scenario described above where λ = yT

p yp, and
a single unique solution exists.

A different type of degenerate case is shown in Fig. 3, where
the senders indeed span the space. Here, (2) has a finite number
of solutions while (3) has infinitely many. Given the slightly
shorter distance measurements dj = 1.5 for j = 1, . . . , 4, (2)
has a unique solution at the origin, while the solutions to (3)
still consist of a circle, this time with radius 0.5. Consequently,
there is no guarantee that the approximate cost h(x) and the
original cost h0(x) have the same number of solutions or even
both finitely many.

Note that Propositions III.1 and III.2 hold for complex
eigenvalues and complex solutions to ∇f(y) = 0. However,
in this work, we are only interested in the real solutions and
thus only need to consider the real eigenvalues of M.

B. Finding the Global Minimizer

The global minimizer of f(y) can be found by enumerating
all stationary points and evaluating the cost. However, this is
unnecessary, as the following two propositions show that the
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global minimum corresponds to the largest real eigenvalue of
M.

Proposition III.3. The point y is a global minimizer of f(y)
if and only if ∇f(y) = 0 and yTy ≥ D11. If yTy > D11,
then y is the unique global minimizer of f(y).

Proof. Minimizing f(y) is equivalent to the generalized trust
region subproblem

minimize
y,λ

1

4
λ2 − 1

2
yTDy + bTy, (25)

subject to
1

2
(yTy − λ) = 0,

where the Lagrangian is given by

L(y, λ, ν) = 1

4
λ2 − 1

2
yTDy + bTy +

1

2
ν(yTy − λ), (26)

and ν is the Lagrange multiplier. By [31, Theorem 3.2], (y, λ)
is a global minimizer if and only if it for some ν satisfies

∇yL(y, λ, ν) = −Dy + b+ νy = 0, (27)

∇λL(y, λ, ν) =
1

2
(λ− ν) = 0, (28)

∇2
y,λL(y, λ, ν) ⪰ 0 ⇔ νI−D ⪰ 0, (29)

and λ = yTy, which is equivalent to ∇f(y) = 0 and λ =
yTy ≥ D11. Uniqueness of the global minimizer is given
by [31, Theorem 4.1] when ∇2

y,λL(y, λ, ν) ≻ 0 ⇔ yTy >
D11.

Proposition III.4. For any global minimizer y of f(y), we
have λmax = yTy, where λmax is the largest real eigenvalue
of M.

Proof. From the definition of f(y), a global minimizer y must
exist, and from Proposition III.3, yTy ≥ D11. Since yTy is
an eigenvalue of M, we have λmax ≥ D11.

If λmax > D11, then y = −(λmaxI−D)−1b is a stationary
point satisfying λmax = yTy by Proposition III.1 and a unique
global minimizer by Proposition III.3.

If λmax = D11, then clearly any global minimizer y satisfies
λmax = yTy, or there would exist a real eigenvalue larger than
λmax.

When solving trilateration problems, we are often working
in 2D or 3D space, and M will have size 5×5 or 7×7, respec-
tively. For such small problems, it is computationally cheap
to calculate all eigenvalues, even though Proposition III.4
has shown that we are only interested in the largest real
eigenvalue. Nevertheless, there are efficient algorithms for
finding the eigenvalue with the largest real part, i.e., the
rightmost eigenvalue [32], [33], but for these to be applicable,
we first need to show that the largest real eigenvalue also is
the rightmost one.

Proposition III.5 (cf. [34][Theorem 3.4]). The rightmost
eigenvalue of M is real.

Proof. Assume for contradiction that λ = α + βi is the
rightmost eigenvalue of M, where α, β ∈ R, α ≥ D11, β ̸= 0
and i is the imaginary unit. Since λ = α − βi also is an

eigenvalue, we can assume β > 0. Then λI −D has full rank
and by Proposition III.1

λ−
n∑

k=1

b2k
(λ−Dkk)2

= λ− yTy = 0. (30)

However, Im(b2k/(λ−Dkk)
2) ≤ 0 for k = 1, . . . , n, implying

Im(λ − yTy) > 0. This is a contradiction, and λ cannot be
an eigenvalue of M.

C. Alternative Eigendecomposition

In the previous sections, we have worked with the matrix
D found by diagonalizing A. This diagonalization step can be
mitigated by instead of M considering the eigenvalues of

MA =

 A I 0
O A −g
−gT 0T 0

 . (31)

This matrix is similar to MD = P−1MAP, where

MD =

 D I 0
O D −b
−bT 0T 0

 , P =

Q
Q

1

 . (32)

Furthermore, using, e.g., Laplace expansion, we can show that
M and MD have the same characteristic polynomial. Conse-
quently, M, MD, and MA all share the same eigenvalues.
Because of this, the propositions from the previous sections
now naturally transfer to this new formulation using MA. In
particular, if λmax is the largest real eigenvalue of MA and
λmaxI−A has full rank, then the global minimizer of h(x) is
given by x = −(λmaxI−A)−1g.

It is worth noting that MA closely resembles the matrix
constructed in [34] for solving the Trust-Region Subproblem
(TRS). However, the problem considered here does not belong
to that class of problems, and consequently, their method
is not directly applicable. In a later work [35], the method
proposed in [34] was extended to the GTRS. However, ap-
plying their method would require the introduction of an
additional unknown corresponding to α in (4) and results in a
(2n+3)×(2n+3) generalized eigenvalue problem, as opposed
to the here proposed (2n+1)× (2n+1) ordinary eigenvalue
problem.

D. The Proposed Algorithm

The results from the previous sections now admit an algo-
rithm for finding the global minimizer of h(x). The simplest
version of the proposed method is shown in Algorithm 1, but
we will offer a few improvements resulting in the proposed
method in Algorithm 2.

While the formulation using MA in Section III-C avoids the
eigendecomposition of A, explicitly calculating D simplifies
calculations related to the degenerate cases, e.g., it is trivial
to find the rank, kernel, and Moore-Penrose pseudo inverse of
λI − D. Furthermore, we found that in our implementation
the eigendecomposition of M is faster to calculate than that
of MA, resulting in an overall faster solver.

Another issue with Algorithm 1 is that it does not handle
the degenerate cases. When rank(λmaxI − D) < n − 1,
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Algorithm 1 Simplified Trilateration
Input: Sender positions sj , distances dj , weights wij

Output: Receiver position x

1: Normalize weights: wij ← wij/
∑

ij wij .
2: Translate senders: sj ← sj − t, where t =

∑
ij wijsi.

3: Calculate A and g in (20).
4: Find largest real eigenvalue λmax of MA (31).
5: Find receiver position as x = −(λmaxI−A)−1g.
6: Undo translation: x← x+ t.

Algorithm 2 Trilateration
Input: Sender positions sj , distances dj , weights wij

Output: Receiver position(s) x
1: Normalize weights: wij ← wij/

∑
ij wij .

2: Translate senders: sj ← sj − t, where t =
∑

ij wijsi.
3: Calculate D and b in (21).
4: Find largest real eigenvalue λmax of M (24).
5: if rank(λmaxI−D) = n then
6: Solve for y using (33)-(34) and choose the sign in (34)

such that sgn(y1) = − sgn(b1).
7: else if rank(λmaxI−D) = n− 1 then
8: Solve for the two solutions y1 and y2 using (33)-(34).
9: else

10: The problem is ill-defined. Return nothing.
11: end if
12: Undo rotation: x = Qy.
13: Undo translation: x← x+ t.

there is almost always an infinite number of solutions, and
the problem is, for our purposes, ill-defined. However, when
rank(λmaxI −D) = n − 1, there are two solutions given by
(see Proposition III.2)

yk = − bk
λmax −Dkk

for k = 2, . . . , n, (33)

y1 = ±

√√√√λmax −
n∑

k=2

y2k. (34)

If λmaxI − D has full rank, a single solution is given by
Proposition III.1. However, when approaching a degenerate
case the numerical stability of y = −(λmaxI − D)−1b gets
worse. To avoid this, we always treat the problem as if the
rank is n − 1 and use (33)-(34) also in the nondegenerate
case. Only one of the two solutions is correct though, so we
choose the sign in (34) such that sgn(y1) = − sgn(b1). This
approach yields better numerical stability when transitioning
to and from degenerate cases. The improved proposed method
is summarized in Algorithm 2. Note that the rank check on
λmaxI − D is only used to determine whether one, two, or
no solutions should be returned. One could easily modify the
algorithm to never fail and always return one of the possibly
many global minimizers.

IV. EXPERIMENTS WITH SYNTHETIC DATA

In this section, we compare the proposed methods in
Algorithms 1 and 2 with several other methods from the

TABLE I: Execution time for several trilateration methods
from the literature.

Method Execution time
m = 4 m = 10 m = 100

Zhou [19] 6.1 µs 6.2 µs 7.3 µs
Linear 1.4 µs 1.7 µs 5.0 µs
Beck SDR [11] 5.1ms 15ms 130 s
Ismailova [12] 14ms 12ms 36ms
Adachi [35] 37 µs 40 µs 42 µs
Luke [6] 610 µs 300 µs 780 µs
Beck SFP [7] 570 µs 380 µs 2.7ms
Beck SR-LS [11] 21 µs 26 µs 34 µs
Proposed (Alg. 1) 31 µs 32 µs 35 µs
Proposed (Alg. 2) 19 µs 19 µs 23 µs

literature [6], [7], [11], [12], [19]. In addition, we include
a linear approach which is the unconstrained version of (4),
and one method solving (4) using the generalized eigenvalue
decomposition presented in [35]. To solve the SDP in [11] we
used Hypatia [36], and for the CCP in [12] we used Clarabel
[37] initialized with the mean sender position. All methods
have been implemented in Julia [38], and we share our code
at the end of the paper.

It should be noted that some of these methods minimize
the ML cost (2) and some minimize h(x) with the weights
wjj = 1/4d2j , wij = 0 for i ̸= j, as proposed in Section II-A.
However, Zhou [19] does not trivially allow for a similar
weighting and is minimizing the unweighted cost (3).

A. Execution Time

Comparing the execution time of the different methods is
not trivial as it depends on several factors such as termination
criteria, initialization, noise levels, number of senders, pro-
gramming language, and implementation choices not specified
in the papers. We have attempted to make the comparison fair
by adjusting termination criteria where possible to produce
errors in the order of 10−6. The proposed method has no such
options and will yield errors in the order of 10−15.

To perform the tests, synthetic data were generated con-
sisting of a single receiver x ∈ R3 and m senders sj ∈ R3

with coordinates drawn from the standard normal distribution
N (0, 1). The distance measurements were calculated without
any added noise. A benchmark was set up where each solver
was run 10 000 times or for a maximum total of 10 seconds,
each time with different synthetic data. The benchmark was
run on an AMD Ryzen Threadripper 3990X, and the resulting
median run times are shown in Table I for m = 4, 10, 100.

As can be seen, the proposed method is competitive con-
cerning execution time, being faster than all but the linear
one and Zhou [19]. Note also, as mentioned before, that
Algorithm 1 is not faster than Algorithm 2 even though it
avoids the eigendecomposition of A. Luke [6] and Beck SFP
[7] are slower when m = 4 compared to m = 10. A possible
explanation is that these iterative methods converge slower for
near-degenerate cases, which are more likely to occur when
m = 4. They also become slower when m = 100, which
is expected as they use all sender positions in their inner
iterations. In contrast to this, the proposed method quickly
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Fig. 4: Normalized errors in estimated receiver position for several trilateration methods over various amounts of noise. The
whiskers in the boxplot indicate the 1.5 IQR value and outliers are not shown.

reduces the data to A ∈ Rn×n and g ∈ Rn, where the sizes
only depend on the spatial dimension n and not the number
of senders m. Consequently, the proposed method maintains
an almost constant execution time over the number of senders.
One way to speed up the iterative approaches is to initialize
them with the linear solution. However, even for moderate
noise, this initialization becomes sufficiently inaccurate for
the solvers to remain slower than the proposed. The convex
relaxation methods, Beck SDR [11] and Ismailova [12], are
slower by several orders of magnitude. The former scales
horribly, possibly due to the number of unknowns growing
quadratically with the number of senders.

B. Gaussian Noise

To evaluate the proposed method over various amounts of
noise, a large set of synthetic datasets was constructed. The
positions for m = 10 senders and a single receiver in 3D
space were sampled from the standard normal distribution
N (0, I), after which distance measurements were calculated
and subsequently perturbed by zero-mean Gaussian noise with
a standard deviation of σ ∈ {0.001, 0.01, 0.1}. A total of
10 000 datasets were constructed per σ.

Fig. 4 shows the errors in the estimated receiver positions
normalized with the noise level σ for a range of trilateration
methods. The maximum likelihood (ML) estimate, found using
local optimization of (2), initialized at the ground truth receiver
position, is included for reference. As can be seen, most
of the methods performed similarly. For example, the mean
error of the proposed algorithms is within 1% of the ML
mean error. This illustrates that with suitable weights, the
cost function in (3) provides a good approximation of (2).
Zhou [19] and the linear method performed worse. The poor
performance of the former can be attributed to the assumption
of
∑

j ∥x − sj∥2 =
∑

j d
2
j made, which is generally not

true in the presence of noise. Not using the weighting in
Section II-A contributes as well, but not to the same extent.
Similarly, the linear method performs poorly because the
neglected constraint α = xTx in (4) is generally not satisfied
with noisy measurements. However, these methods may still
perform well in low-noise situations and remain attractive due

to being closed-form and fast. Contrary to this, Beck SDR [11]
and Ismailova [12] are less accurate than other methods while
also being significantly slower.

C. Degenerate Configurations

Some of the methods in the literature do not handle degen-
erate cases and become numerically unstable as we approach
such a scenario. In situations similar to that in Fig. 2a, there are
two possible solutions to the trilateration problem. Algorithm 2
and Zhou [19] return two solutions in this case, while the
remaining methods, if successful, only return one.

To investigate the numerical stability of the methods close
to a degenerate case, we generate m = 6 senders sj ∈ Rn for
j = 1, . . . , 6 and a single receiver x ∈ Rn with coordinates
sampled from N (0, 1). However, the x-coordinate of each
sender position is multiplied with a scaling factor. When this
scaling factor approaches zero the senders become coplanar
and a degenerate case occurs. The distance measurements are
calculated without any added noise.

Fig. 5 shows the median error in the estimated receiver
position and the success rate over 1000 trials for a range of
scaling factors. Success is defined as an error smaller than
10−6, and if a method returns two solutions, the solution
with the smallest error is used. As can be seen, Algorithm 2
yields errors close to machine precision over the entire range
of scaling factors. Due to the use of (33) and (34) also in
the nondegenerate case, there is no obvious transition where
the rank of λmaxI−D changes. All other methods performed
notably worse. In particular, Beck SR-LS [11], which is
otherwise competitive concerning execution time and accuracy,
gets progressively worse with smaller scaling factors. At a
factor of 10−7, the so-called “hard case” of the GTRS occurs
more often, which is not handled, and the method rapidly fails.
Adachi [35] is a general GTRS solver and should be able
to handle the “hard case”. However, the method is relatively
complicated, so we omitted this in our implementation for
simlicity. A complete implementation of the method should
be expected to accurately produce at least one solution. This
experiment also highlights a flaw in Zhou [19]. In general,
the method would perform similarly to Algorithm 2 for this
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(a) (b)

Fig. 5: (a) Median error in estimated receiver position and (b) success rate over 1000 trials for a range of scaling factors.
Success is defined as an error smaller than 10−6. The scaling factor is multiplied with the x-coordinate of each sender causing
them to become coplanar when the factor approaches zero.

type of scenario. Unfortunately, it is sensitive specifically
to the scaling in the x-coordinates done here. Algorithm 1
performs poorly with a peak error of more than 102 at the
scaling factor 10−6. This peak is due to the eigensolver,
and if M is used to find λmax instead of MA the algorithm
performs similarly to Zhou. The iterative approaches Luke [6],
Beck SFP [7], and Ismailova [12] would perform better with
a different initialization, particularly one that produces two
starting points corresponding to the two local minima of the
cost function in this scenario. The proposed method does
not require initialization and, consequently, no such design
decisions are necessary.

V. EXPERIMENTS WITH REAL DATA

To demonstrate the practicality of the proposed algorithm,
we will present a few results using RSS and Round-Trip
Time (RTT) measurements from ten Wi-Fi access points in
an office setting. Measurements of both types were gathered
at 18 test positions (see Fig. 6) using an Android smartphone.
The number of measurements m at each position varies due
to missing data and also depends on whether RSS, RTT, or
both types of measurements are used. Consequently, a suitable
reindexing of the senders sj for j = 1, . . . ,m is needed.

The RSS is modeled using the log-distance path loss
formula as in Section II-A, where we assume independent
zero-mean Gaussian noise with standard deviation σRSS =
5.0 dBm, i.e, ϵj ∼ N (0, 5) in (11). The parameters (C0)j
and ηj were estimated using linear least squares with mea-
surements and positions from separate datasets. The RSS
measurements Cj can then be converted to squared distance
measurements d2j using (12), and the weight matrix W be-
comes diagonal with elements

wjj =

(
5ηj

σRSSd2j log 10

)2

. (35)

RTT directly gives distance measurements dj similar to
TOA, and we assume independent zero-mean Gaussian noise

TABLE II: Mean positioning error over 18 positions in an
indoor office environment.

Proposed Proposed (W = I) ML

RTT 1.8m 3.0m 2.0m
RSS 3.3m 17m 5.3m
RTT+RSS 1.9m 12m 2.2m

with standard deviation σRTT = 1.0m, i.e., ϵj ∼ N (0, 1) in
(1). Similar to before, W becomes diagonal but with elements

wjj =
1

4σ2
RTT d

2
j

. (36)

The 18 test positions were estimated using the proposed
method (Alg. 2), with and without weighting, and a maxi-
mum likelihood estimate was found using local optimization
initialized at the ground truth. The resulting mean errors for
the different measurement types are shown in Table II. As can
be seen, the proposed method produced smaller errors than the
ML estimate. This is not to be expected in general but is also
not surprising for a small real dataset. The measurements could
benefit the proposed method by chance and the noise might not
be completely Gaussian. Note also that the errors are larger
in the unweighted case (when W = I). This is especially
prominent when RSS measurements are used, highlighting the
importance of suitable weights. Fig. 6 shows the estimated
positions using only RTT with the weighting. The proposed
and ML estimates are close compared to the error measured
against the ground truth. Consequently, for this data, the noise
has a greater impact on the positioning than the difference in
the cost functions (2) and (9).

VI. CONCLUSION

Trilateration is one of the fundamental problems in position-
ing and distance geometry with a wide range of applications.
Still, we have presented a novel solution to the problem,
not solely as a theoretical curiosity but as a competitive
practical algorithm. Leveraging existing eigensolvers, the pro-
posed method becomes fast, numerically stable, and easily
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Fig. 6: Estimated receiver positions x from the proposed
method (red) and the ML estimate (blue) together with the
ground truth positions (black) and ten senders (green) in an
indoor office environment using Wi-Fi RTT measurements.

implemented. The stability is further extended by the fact
that we handle degenerate cases, scenarios that indeed occur
in practice, especially when measurements are sparse. The
practicality and competitiveness of the proposed method have
been demonstrated using synthetic and real experiments, where
it is shown to be among the fastest and most accurate.

Trilateration is only one of the single-source localization
problems, and future studies could investigate similar eigen-
value formulations for multilateration and triangulation, a
work started in [27]. Fusing these problems into one common
formulation, allowing for a combination of measurement types,
would be an interesting problem. More work could also be
done to classify all nontrivial degenerate cases of (3), such as
the one in Fig. 3.
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