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Abstract—In this paper, we perform asymptotic analyses of
the widely used ESPRIT direction-of-arrival (DoA) estimator for
large arrays, where the array size /N and the number of snapshots
T grow to infinity at the same pace. In this large-dimensional
regime, the sample covariance matrix (SCM) is known to be
a poor eigenspectral estimator of the population covariance. We
show that the classical ESPRIT algorithm, that relies on the SCM,
and as a consequence of the large-dimensional inconsistency of
the SCM, produces inconsistent DoA estimates as N, T" — oo with
N/T — ¢ € (0,00), for both widely- and closely-spaced DoAs.
Leveraging tools from random matrix theory (RMT), we propose
an improved G-ESPRIT method and prove its consistency in
the same large-dimensional setting. From a technical perspective,
we derive a novel bound on the eigenvalue differences between
two potentially non-Hermitian random matrices, which may be
of independent interest. Numerical simulations are provided to
corroborate our theoretical findings.

Index Terms—Array signal processing, DoA estimation, ES-
PRIT, high-dimensional statistics, random matrix theory, sample
covariance matrix, subspace method.

I. INTRODUCTION

Direction-of-arrival (DoA) estimation is a fundamental task
in array signal processing with various applications, ranging
from radar, sonar, and wireless communications, to medical
imaging. Accurate DoA estimation enables systems to localize
sources, optimize resource allocation, and enhance signal qual-
ity in complex environments. Among the numerous methods
developed for DoA estimation, subspace-based methods such
as MUSIC and its variants, as well as the ESPRIT approach,
have gained significant popularity [[1]-[3]. Their effectiveness
and computational efficiency (compared to, e.g., maximum
likelihood estimators) have made them mainstays in modern
array signal processing.

Subspace-based methods such as MUSIC and ESPRIT
exploit the inherent orthogonality between the signal and noise
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subspace of the population covariance to estimate DoAs from
noisy observations. Since the population covariance is prac-
tically inaccessible, eigenspectral decomposition is performed
on the sample covariance matrix (SCM) of the received signals
to extract DoA information. When the number of snapshots
T is much larger than the array size N, the SCM provides
an accurate estimate of the population covariance, and the
statistical performance of, e.g., MUSIC [4], total least squares
ESPRIT [5], and least squares ESPRIT [6] has been well-
studied in prior work.

However, these subspace-based methods are known to suffer
from the so-called “threshold effect,” where their perfor-
mance degrades drastically when either the signal-to-noise
ratio (SNR) or the number of snapshots falls below a certain
threshold [7]]. This limitation has sparked renewed interest in
analyzing these methods in the regime of large arrays and
limited snapshots, where both NV and T grow to infinity at the
same pace, i.e.,

N, T — o0, N/T —ce(0,00),

a setting that models scenarios where large sensing arrays
acquire data within relatively short sampling durations.

With the progress of random matrix theory (RMT) over the
past decade, many methods in statistics, signal processing, and
machine learning have been revisited in the large-dimensional
regime, leading to novel insights and improved algorithms
tailored for large-dimensional data [§]], [9]. A key takeaway
from these developments is that when 7' is not much larger
than N, the SCM becomes a poor eigenspectral estimator of
the population covariance (see [9] and Section for a brief
review). In such cases, the sample eigenvectors/eigenspaces
are biased from their population counterparts. Consequently,
subspace methods cannot be expected to provide consistent
estimates of the true DoAs in scenarios where N,T are
both large and comparable. Notably, the empirically observed
“threshold effect” of these methods is a direct manifestation of
the phase transition behavior inherent in the large-dimensional
SCM eigenspace.

In the case of MUSIC, it has been shown in [[10] that despite
the eigenspectral inconsistency of the SCM in the large N, T
regime, MUSIC still provides consistent DoA estimates in
widely-spaced DoA scenarios (see Assumption [3| for a precise
definition), when above the phase transition threshold. How-
ever, for closely-spaced sources (see Assumption M), where
the separation between angles is of the order O(N 1), the
classical MUSIC approach fails to deliver accurate estimates.
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To address this limitation, a modified MUSIC algorithm, G-
MUSIC, was introduced by “correcting” the sample signal
subspace using RMT. G-MUSIC is guaranteed to provide N-
consisten{] DoA estimates in the large N,T regime [10]-
[13], making it particularly valuable in closely-spaced DoA
scenarios. Beyond these first-order analyses of MUSIC and
G-MUSIC, further research has explored the asymptotic prop-
erties of their Mean Square Errors (MSEs), by establishing
the second-order behavior of these estimators through Central
Limit Theorem (CLT), see for example [14]], [15].

In this paper, we analyze the equally popular subspace-
based DoA method ESPRIT [[16] (reviewed in Section in
this large array and limited snapshot regime, where ESPRIT
is also observed to suffer from the “threshold effect.” While
ESPRIT, like MUSIC, also relies on the SCM, it exploits the
rotational invariance property of the signal subspaces between
different subarrays using a (more intricate) least squares ap-
proach. This distinction makes prior analyses, such as those
in [LO]-[13] for MUSIC through eigenvector projections, not
directly applicable. Although it has been empirically observed
that ESPRIT outperforms MUSIC in certain cases [[L7] but not
in others [18], its theoretical analysis remains an open prob-
lem [19] due to its mathematically involved nature compared
to, e.g., MUSIC and G-MUSIC.

Our contribution is summarized as follows.

1) We prove in Theorem [2] that classical ESPRIT algo-
rithm yields inconsistent DoA estimates in the large-
dimensional regime as N,T — oo with N/T — ¢ €
(0,00), except in the special case of uncorrelated and
widely-spaced sources (Remark [3)).

2) We propose a novel G-ESPRIT method (Algorithm[2) and
demonstrate in Proposition [ that it provides consistent
DoA estimates in the same regime, for both widely-
and closely-spaced DoAs.

3) As part of our analysis, we establish a novel bound on
the eigenvalue differences between two non-Hermitian
matrices in Theorem [3] of Section MI-Bl which is of
independent technical interest.

Organization of the paper: The remainder of this paper is
organized as follows. In Section we present the system
model and review the classical ESPRIT algorithm. Addi-
tionally, we summarize some useful results from RMT on
the eigenspectral behavior of the SCM in the large N,T
regime. In Section we demonstrate the inconsistency of
classical ESPRIT in large-dimensional regime and provide
related discussions. In Section[[V] we introduce the G-ESPRIT
method, which addresses the large-dimensional inconsistency
of classical ESPRIT, and is shown to provide consistent esti-
mates of both widely- and closely-spaced DoAs. Simulation
results supporting our theoretical findings are presented in
Section [V] Finally, Section [VIl concludes the paper.

Notions: Upper-case and lower-case boldface letters denote
matrices and column vectors, respectively. The operators (-)T,

(-)*, and (-)" denote the transpose, conjugate, and Hermitian

'An estimator  is called N-consistent for 6 if N(§ — ) — 0 almost
surely as N, T — oo, see Remark [l] for a detailed discussion.
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Fig. 1: System diagram for DoA estimation. A far-field
signal with incident angle # impinges on a ULA of NV
sensors spaced d apart.

transpose, respectively. We denote R the set of real numbers
and C the set of imaginary numbers, respectively. For a matrix
A, we denote by tr(A) and det(A) its trace and determinant.
We use || - || to denote the Euclidean norm for vectors and
spectral/operator norm for matrices. diag(a) returns a diagonal
matrix with the elements in a as its main diagonal entries.
Additionally, I,, denotes n xn identity matrix and ® represents
the Hadamard matrix product. For a complex number z, we
use R[z], S[z], and arg(z) to represent the real and imaginary
parts, as well as the argument of z respectively. For a random
variable z, E[x] denotes its expectation. We use N (m, o2) for
the real Gaussian distribution with mean m and variance o2,
and say z follows a complex circular Gaussian distribution
and denote z ~ CN'(m,0?) if 2 = x + 1y with independent
x,y such that z ~ N (R[m],0?/2) and y ~ N (3[m],0?/2).
We use O(-) and o(-) notations as in standard asymptotic
statistics [20].

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we present the system model under study in
Section and revisit the ESPRIT algorithm in Section
In Section we review some results on the eigenspectra of
large sample covariance matrices as N,T — oo at the same
pace, to be used in the large-dimensional analysis of ESPRIT.

A. System Model

In this paper, we consider a uniform linear array (ULA) of
N sensors that receives K narrow-band and far-field source
signals with DoA 61,...,0k as shown in Figure Il The
received signal at time ¢t = 1,...,7 is given by

x(t) = Y4y a0k )sk(t) + n(t) € CV, (1)

with complex signal s (t) € C, and complex circular Gaussian
white noise n(t) € CV having i.i.d. CN(0, 1) entries. a(f) €
C¥ represents the steering vector of source k € {1,..., K}
at DoA 6y, given by@

aby) = [1, ¢, VDTN eCy. (2
This model can be rewritten in matrix form as
X=AS+N, A=Jal6),...,a(fx) € CV*E  (3)

with X = [x(1),...,x(T)] € CN*T the matrix of re-
ceived signals, A € CN*X the matrix of steering vectors,

2The normalization by v/N is made so that a(f}) is of unit norm. Here,
we use 0 for the DoA in the Fourier space as in [10], which is related to
the “physical” angle ¢y of the source wave via 0 = % sin(¢g ).



S = [s(1),...,s(T)] € CEXT the matrix containing source
signals, and random noise N = [n(1),...,n(T)] € CN*T
with identity power matrix. Then, the population covariance
of the received signal is given by

C = E[XX")/T = ASSHA" /T + E[NN"]/T

= APA" + 1y, (4)

where we denote the signal power matrix as P = SSH/T.
Note from that the population covariance C is highly
structured, in the sense that its top subspace relates to the
subspace spanned by the steering vectors a(fy), and thus
provides information of the desired DoAs 6. The eigenspace
associated with the K largest eigenvalues of C is referred
to in the literature as the “signal subspace” Ug. Since C
is not available in practical situations, subspace methods are
performed on the SCM constructed from 7' observations as

C = xXx"/T. (&)

B. The ESPRIT DoA Estimator

The ESPRIT method [21] relies on the following structure
of rotational invariance: For steering matrix A € CNV*K
defined in @) and J;, Jo € RV two selection matrices
that select n out of N rows of A with distance A > 1, that is

(6)

for e; the canonical vector of RY such that [e;]; = d;;. Note
that A is a Vandermonde matrix and satisfies

J1A diag{e*2%} K | = J,A.

J-1r = [eg, e 7en+5—1], J-zr = [ez+A, e aen+l+A71]a

)

While A is unknown, it follows from (@) that the top-K
subspace Ux € CN*K of C is the same as the subspace
spanned by the columns of AP~1/2, so that

Ux = AP /2M, (8)

for some invertible M € CX*X_ ESPRIT algorithm then
exploits the rotational invariance property of signal subspaces
spanned by the two subarrays selected by J; and J5. Combing
(@ with (8), the DoAs 6 can be written as the angles of the
kth complex eigenvalues of

& = (URINI,UK) 'O I I, Uk = 071 ®,,  (9)

assuming invertible ®; = UHKJ'l"JlUK € CKE*K_ While the
population signal subspace Ug is not practically available,
ESPRIT proposes to estimate the DoAs by replacing Ug in
(@) with the empirical estimate Uk obtained from the SCM
C, assuming that C is “close” to the population covariance
C in some sense. This leads to the ESPRIT DoA estimation
procedure summarized in Algorithm [I1

C. Eigenspectral Inconsistency for Large-dimensional SCM

ESPRIT relies on the assumption that the signal subspace
U g can be accurately estimated by Uy This is typically valid
when the number of observations 7' is much larger than the
array size N, making the sample covariance Ca good “proxy”
of population covariance C in the sense that ||C — C|| — 0 as

Algorithm 1 ESPRIT DoA estimation.

Input: Received signal X € CV*T number of sources K.

Output: Estimated DoA angles O, k € {1,...,K}.

1: Compute the SCM C = XXH /T as in @ to retrieve
Uk = [y,..., 0] € CV*K the estimated signal sub-
space composed of the top-K eigenvectors 0y, ...,0x €
CV associated to the largest K eigenvalues of C;

2: Define two selection matrices J1,Jo € R™*¥ as in (G)
that both select n among N rows with a distance A > 1;

3: Compute & = (URINT, Ug) ' URINI, Uy e CEXK,
for invertible [AI?{JIHJJAJK, and then the angles of \j, (‘i>),
the kth (complex) eigenvalue of &,

4: return 0, = arg(\,.(®))/A ke {1,...,K}.

T — oo for fixed N, by the law of large numbers. However, in
the case of large arrays and/or limited snapshots, where N and
T are of the same order of magnitude, C is not a consistent
estimator of C in a spectral norm sense. Consequently, we
should not expect that the top subspace Uk used in ESPRIT
is a good estimate of the true signal subspace Ug-.

In the following, we recall a few results from large-
dimensional RMT that provide precise eigenspectral charac-
terizations of SCM in the large N,T regime. We positive
ourselves under the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Large arrays and limited snapshots). As T' —
00, N/T — c€ (0,00), n/N — 7 € (0,1) and K fixed.

Assumption 2 (Subspace separation). Consider the eigen-

decomposition of APAH € CN*N in @) as

APAM = S8 N\ (APAM) - upull. (10)

Then, as N, T — oo, the top eigenvalues \(APAN) satisfy
MAPAMY) = 01 > . > A (APAMY) — 0 > Ve, (1)

where we recall ¢ = lim N/T in Assumption [l for ¢y the
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of the k-th source signal.

For the eigenspectral characterization of large (random
or deterministic) matrices, we define the empirical spectral
measure and its Stieltjes transform as follows.

Definition 1 (Empirical spectral measure). For a Hermitian
matrix X € CNXN_jts empirical spectral measure is de-
fined as the normalized counting measure of the eigenvalues
A (X), ..., 2N (X) of X,

1 N
X = 26Ai<x>, (12)

where §, represents the Dirac measure at .

Definition 2 (Stieltjes transform). For a probability measure
1 (e.g., an empirical spectral measure in Definition [I), its
Stieltjes transform m,,(z) is defined, for z € C\ supp(u), as

maz) = [ MY - L irqx(a)

t—z

13)

with Qx (z) = (X — 2Inx)~t € CV*N the resolvent of X.



The resolvent and Stieltjes transform provide convenient
access to the eigenspectral behavior of large random matrices.
We refer the interested readers to [9, Section 2] as well as
[22]], [23] for more discussions.

Under Assumptions Il and 2] we have the following results,
due to a sequence of previous efforts [24]—[27].

Theorem 1 (Eigenspectral characterization of large-dimen-
sional SCM [24]-[27]). Under the settings and notations of
Assumption [I} we have, for X € CN*T defined @) and as
N, T — oo with N/T — ¢ € (0,00) that, with probability
one, the empirical spectral measure in Definition[ll of the SCM
C = XxXxXH /T converges weakly to the Marcenko-Pastur law

V(@ —E )T (Ey —2)tde

p(dz) = (14 ¢ ) oo (z) + rcx

)

with B+ = (1 +/¢)? and ()t = max(x,0). And its
Stieltjes transform (see Definition Q) converges to m(z), the
unique Stieltjes transform solution to the Marcenko-Pastur
equation [24|]

zem?(2) — (1 —c— 2)m(z) + 1 =0. (14)
Moreover, let Assumption thold and denote 5\1 >0 > ;\N

the ordered eigenvalues of C with corresponding eigenvectors
ay,...,ay, we have

s 5\1: 1 61 144 > F < K
A o (L4t elis) > By, i< (19
E, = (1++/c)?, i>K

almost surely as N, T — oo. Also, for all deterministic
sequences of unit norm vectors a,b € CV, we have,

L—cli? |

H
il 2 b0, ke{l,...,K}, (16
Tttt T { b (16)

aaalb—

almost surely as N, T — oo, with u;, = ui,(APAM) in (10).

Theorem [ states that for N, T both large and comparable
with ratio ¢ = lim N/T, the eigenvalues of the SCM C,
instead of being close to those of its population counterpart
C = APA" + 1y in @), spread out on the interval [E_, E, ]
of length 4,/¢ > 0. Moreover, under the additional Assump-
tion 2] it is known that the largest eigenvalues of C (that are
due to the “signal” APAM) are guaranteed to “separate” from
those due to the random white noise. However, even in this
case, the empirical eigenvalues Ai of C are larger than the
population ones (i.e., 1 +¥¢;), by a quantity that is proportional
to ¢ = lim N/T, and eigenvectors iy, are biased estimate of
the population eigenvectors uy (APAM), in the sense that for
arbitrary deterministic a,b € C¥, the eigenspace ! is
biased by a factor of (1 —cl;,?)/(1 + c;") as in (I6).

Theorem [l can be proven using the so-called “Deterministic
Equivalent for resolvent” analysis framework. This approach
will be constantly exploited in the proof of our technical results
in this paper. We refer the interested readers to Section [B of
the appendix as well as [9, Chapter 2] for a detailed discussion
of this approach.

ITI. INCONSISTENCY OF ESPRIT FOR LARGE ARRAYS

In this section, we present our main result in Theorem [
on the large-dimensional inconsistency of classical ESPRIT
in Section The proof of Theorem [l relies on a novel
bound on eigenvalue difference between two matrices derived
in Section [I-Bl and is given in detail in Section

Built upon recent advances in RMT, we perform in this
section an in-depth analysis of the classical ESPRIT method
in Algorithm [1lin the large array and limited snapshot setting
of Assumption [l We show that, in general, classical ESPRIT
provides inconsistent estimates of the DoAs in the following
two scenarios: widely-spaced DoAs and closely-spaced DoAs,
defined respectively as follows.

Assumption 3 (Widely spaced DoAs). The DoAs 61, ...,0k
are fixed as N — oo, and they have angular separation much
larger than a beam-width 2w /N.

Assumption 4 (Closely spaced DoAs). The DoAs 01, ...,0k
are spaced with a “distance” of order O(N~1), that is
0 =6l =O(N"Y), ke{l,..., K}, (17)

for some 6 >0 as N — oc.

Remark 1 (/V-consistent estimator). In the case of closely-
spaced DoAs in Assumption 4] the DoAs are within a “dis-
tance” of order O(N~1). As such, for an estimate 0}, of the
true DoA 6, to be distinguished from other DoAs, one must
have an estimation error of order o(N~!). We say, in this
case, that the estimate 6, is N-consistent if N(ék —0p)—0
as N, T — oo, see also [10]. Note that this differs from the
widely-spaced DoA scenario in Assumption 3] in which case
we only need ék to be a consistent estimation of 6y, that is

6‘;@—91@—>038N,T—>OO.

Remark 2 (Widely versus closely-spaced DoAs). Under
Assumption [I| and in the case of widely-spaced DoAs in
Assumption we have, as N,n,T — oo at the same
pace that [[AHA — Ix|| = O(N™1), so that the steering
matrix A is (approximately for N large) the same as the
signal subspace U, and that both AHJlHJlA and AHJ'l"JQA
are asymptotically diagonal. On the contrary, in the case of
closely-spaced DoAs in Assumption @ AMA is no longer
asymptotically identity, and A"JHJ; A and A"JH'J,A are no
longer asymptotically diagonal. See Lemma[3in Section [A] of
the appendix for a detailed characterization of these quantities.

A. Large-dimensional behavior of ESPRIT

According to Algorithm the ESPRIT DoA estimates
depend on the angles of the eigenvalues of

& = (UHINT, Ug) 1O INI, U = 871 ®y,  (18)
where ‘i>, ‘i>1, &, are empirical estimates of their population
counterparts in (9).

In the following result, by studying the behavior of d,
we provide a precise large-dimensional characterization of
the classical ESPRIT method in the large array and limited
snapshot regime. The key idea and technical challenges to
prove Theorem [2] will be discussed in Section



Theorem 2 (Large-dimensional behavior of ESPRIT). Let
Assumptions [I| and 2 hold, let in addition either Assump-
tion B or Assumption E| hold, denote 01 the DoA estimate
obtained from the classical ESPRIT in Algorithm [l we have,
forke{l,...,K} and ), = arg(\,(®))/A that

A(fy, — 6) — 0, (19)

almost surely as N,T — oo, with \p(®) the kth largest
eigenvalue of ® = <I>f1<I>2 and

@, = diag(,/g)®1 diag(y/g) + 7 (Ix — diag(g)),

- 20
&, = diag(\/g) @2 diag(\/8), (20)
for /& = [\/91:-- .. /IK]" € RE with
1-— cﬁgQ
gk = 1+c£;1 € (0,1) (21

Theoreml tells us that in the large N, T regime, the estimates
‘I>1, <I>2, due to the large -dimensional inconsistency of C
discussed in Section [[I=C] are biased from their population
counterparts ®,, P, deﬁned in @), and connect instead to
®,, ®, in (20). As a direct consequence of Theorem 2] we
have, in the case of large arrays, that ESPRIT method diverges
from its original design discussed in Section and should
in general not be able to provide consistent DoA estimates in
neither widely- nor closely-spaced DoAs scenarios.

In the following, we discuss special cases where the
aforementioned large-dimensional inconsistency of classical
ESPRIT holds or, by chance, fails.

To start with, one may expect that in the limit of infinite
snapshots and/or high SNR, the large-dimensional corrections
in Theorem [T] vanish and, as a consequence, ESPRIT becomes
consistent. This is true per the following remark.

Remark 3 (Limiting cases: infinite snapshots or high SNR). In
the limit of infinite snapshots as ¢ = lim N/T — 0 or of high
SNR as £}, — 0o, one has gy — 1, so that & = &'y = P
and classical ESPRIT provides consistent DoA estimates.

Remark 4 (Limiting case: small subarray). While at first
sight of Theorem one may want to take the limit of
7 = limn/N — 0, so that the large-dimensional bias term
diag(,/g) in both ®; and @, could cancel out, rendering
classical ESPRIT consistent, this is not true. This is due to the
fact that under both Assumptions [3 and 4] one has ®; — 0
in the limit of 7 — 0 and ® = &, '®, is not well defined.

Beyond the limiting case discussed in Remark [3 classical
ESPRIT also holds consistency in the uncorrelated and widely-
spaced DoAs scenario, as in the following remark.

Remark 5 (Special case: widely-spaced DoAs with uncor-
related sources). For widely-spaced DoAs in Assumption 3
assume in addition that the sources are uncorrelated so that
P = SSM/T is (asymptotically) diagonal. In this case, it
follows from Remark [2] that the top-K subspace Uk is ap-
proximately the same as that spanned by the steering vectors,
and that @1 = 7L + O) | (N7}), @5 = 7 diag{e" 2%}/ | +
Oy.)(N~1), so that ® defined in (20) writes

$ = diag(y/g) diag{e'*" 11, diag(v/8) + Oy (N7,

for g a real vector. As such, ® has the same eigenvalue angles
as @, and that §;, — 0, — O almost surely. Classical ESPRIT
thus provides consistent DoA estimation in this setting.

Beyond the special cases discussed in Remarks [3] and [3]
where the classical ESPRIT estimates ék obtained from Al-
gorithm [l are “lucky” enough to be consistent, it can be
shown that ék in general deviates from the true DoA 6y
in the large N,T regime. We provide in the following two
examples: widely-spaced DoAs with correlated sources and
closely-spaced DoAs with equal power sources.

Remark 6 (Special case: widely-spaced DoAs with correlated
sources). In the case of widely-spaced DoAs in Assumption 3
consider a general scenario where the sources are correlated
with generic P = SSH/T. This is in contrast to the uncorre-
lated source setting in Remark 5} Denote P = UpLUY the
eigen-decomposition of P, it then follows from Lemma [3] in
Section IEI of the appendix that ®; = Ul';',AHJlHJlAUp +
O”L| = 7Ig + O (N~') and similarly that ®; =
d1ag{em9 K, Up + Oy (N1, so that

@ = diag(g)Up diag{e'*%}¥_ Up diag(g) + Oy (N 71).

As such, @ has, in general, its eigenvalues different from
those of ®. This, by Theorem[2] leads to inconsistent ESPRIT
estimates such that arg(\,(®))/A — 60 - 0 as N, T — oc.

It can be checked, in the case of K = 2 sources with
different DoAs Af; # Afs + mmr for positive integer m, that
the classical ESPRIT estimates cannot be consistent unless
Up = I, that is, when the two sources are uncorrelated. See
Section in the appendix for a detailed exposition of this
counterexample.

Remark 7 (Special case: closely-spaced DoAs with equal
power sources). In the case of closely-spaced DoAs in As-
sumption 4] we consider K = 2 sources with 6 = 61 + a/N
for some o > 0, and assume uncorrelated signals with
equal powers, that is, P = Iy. It can be checked that
classical ESPRIT is not N-consistent in this case, that is
N(arg(Ae(®))/A—6;) - 0 as N,T — oo, see Section [C=B
in the appendix for a detailed proof.

B. A novel bound on eigenvalue difference

In this section, we present the proof of Theorem 2l The ma-
jor technical challenge in characterizing the large-dimensional
behavior of ESPRIT in Algorithm [I] lies in the fact that the
corresponding DoA estimates, which are the angles of the
complex eigenvalues of the K-by- K random matrix & defined
in (I8), depend on the entries of two strongly dependent
random matrices ‘i>1 and ‘i>2 in a non-trivial manner. In
addition, the off-diagonal complex entry of &, in (I8), for
i # 7, is given by
n+l—1

Z egHAﬁiﬁ;-'em,

m=4~

(2], = 031 Jo0, = 22)
and cannot be handled using standard RMT techniques. The
same holds true for [®4];;, the off-diagonal entries of ®;.
Indeed, standard RMT and contour integration techniques



provide direct access to the following bilinear forms in the
large N,T — oo limit,

(23)

for a,b € CV of bounded norm, see for example [9, Sec-
tion 2.5]. This thus provides access to (limits of) the diagonal
entries of <i>1 and <i>2, but not their off-diagonal entries.

To resolve this technical challenge, we introduce the follow-
ing bound on the eigenvalue difference between two (possibly
non-Hermitian) matrices, using the products of their entries
with indices forming a circle.

Theorem 3 (Eigenvalue approximation between two matrices).
For two matrices A, B € CEX*E_if for any m-node cycle of
indices 1 <11 < ... < iy < K, the entries of A, B satisfy,
for some ¢ € (0,1) that

[ Aivin Aigiy - - Aiypiy = Biyin Bigiy - - Biyin| <€, (24)
then, the eigenvalues of A, B satisfy
Me(A) = A(B)| < C Ve, kefl,... K}, (25)

for some constant C > 0 that only depends on K and the
value of max{max; ; |A;;|, max; ; | Bi;|}.

Proof of Theorem 3l To prove Theorem 3] we work on the
characteristic polynomials of A and B. It is known, e.g., from
[28] that the characteristic polynomial of A € CK*X writes

det( Mg —A) = \NE—S1 (AN (1)K Sk (A), (26)

for Sk (A) the sum of all k-by-k principal minors of A, with
S1(A) = tr(A) and Sk(A) = det(A). Note that this is a
polynomial (of A\) of degree K, and it suffices to evaluate its
coefficients (i.e., the sum of principal minors).

Consider one of the k-by-k principal minors of two matrices
A and B, denoted by A[Zy] and B[Zy], respectively, with
ordered indices Zy : 1 < 43 < ... < i < K, we have, by
definition of principal minor, that

|A[Zy] — B[Zy]|

= > _sign(o) | I] 4jo» — 11 Bioti)

JELy JEL

< | IT 4oy = 11 Bion | (27)
o |jELk JETy
where we denote o: {i1,... ik} — {i1,...,9%} the permu-

tations of the index set Zj; as in [28 Section 0.3.2] (that are
k! distinct permutations). It is known that every permutation
o of a finite set can be uniquely decomposed into a product
of disjoint cycles (and the uniqueness is up to the order of the
cycles), see for example [29]. See Example [1]in Section |Al of

the appendix for an example of such decomposition. Then, it
follows from that

|A[Zy] — B[Zy]|
<> I 4ieih = T Biot
o |jELy JETLy

p
IT A A

=1

where we decompose every o into 1 < p < k disjoint circles
of possibly different lengths. Since we assume that (24) holds
for any m-node cycle (of indices), we have

|A[Z) - B[] <> pPte < klpte,

p
11 B> Biniir|
-

indices form an m;-node circle

(28)

where we denote p = max{max; ; |A;;|, max; ; | Bi;|}.
As such, for the k-th order coefficient of the characteristic
polynomial of A and B as in (26), we have

51(A) - 5u(B)| = [S11)_, Az - BT

<(%)

for some constant C'x that only depends on p and K. This,
together with the following quantitative control on the roots
of a polynomial, concludes the proof of Theorem O

nax (|A[Zx] = B[Zy]|) < Cke,

Theorem 4 (Continuity of roots of a polynomial, [30, The-
orem 5]). Let f(z) be a polynomial of degree K with only
simple roots. For every € > 0, there exists § > 0 such that if
the polynomial g(z) is a d-deformation of f(z), that is, their
coefficients a; and b; satisfy |a; — b;| < 6,7 € {1,...,K},
then g(z) has only simple roots and for every root ry of f(z),
there exists a root r, of g(z) such that |ry—r,| < C'6Y/5 < ¢
Sor some C' > 0 that depends only on the coefficient and K.

C. Proof of Theorem

Here, we present the detailed proof of Theorem[2] following
the same line of arguments as that of Theorem 3l The major
difference is that, to prove Theorem [2l we need to evaluate
the eigenvalues of the product of two matrices b = ‘iﬁl‘ig
as in (I8), as opposed to the single matrix (A) in Theorem 3

Following the idea of Theorem Bl we provide, in the
following result, characterization of the diagonal entries of
‘i>1, <i>2 and the product of the off-diagonal entries, when their
indices form a circle.

Theorem 5 (Large-dimensional characterization of &, and
®3). Under the same settings and notations of Theorem 2} we
have, for ®,, ®4 defined in (18), that

1) their diagonal entries satisfy, for k € {1,...,K},
[ @1k — [@1]kr = 0, [®o]ur — [Baler — 0, (29)

almost surely as N, T — oo, for ®1, ®, defined in 20);
2) forindices1 < ki1 < ... < ky, < K that form an m-node
cycle, denote My, = I3y or 3131, € {1,...,m},



so that the off-diagonal entries [il]kikj or [ég]kikj of
D, &,y can be uniformly written as ﬁ',;'iMkj ug,, we have

zpklv"')k - ’ijhn ok T 0, (30)
. N —1 A~
with Vi, ...k, = uk Mk1uk1(H =1 U-E Mknl J+1)’
" — H
Uk oo = glukkalukl(H_]ZI gﬁluijk].Huij)

almost surely as N, T" — oo.
Proof of Theorem 3 See Section [C-C of the appendix. O

Theorem I3 provides, in the large-dimensional regime of As-
sumption[I] characterizations of the diagonal entries of b, b,
and any product of their off-diagonal entries when their indices
form a circle. Using Theorem [5] we have the following result
for the product of the off-diagonal entries of b = <i>1_1<i>2,
again when their indices form a circle.

I:emma 1 (Large-dimensional characterization of <i>). For ‘i>
® defined in Theorem 2] and any m-node cycle of indices
1< <. <ty < K, the entries of ®, ® satisfy

(D515 [®inis - - [Rlinin — [@lirin [Bigis - [@liuiy — 0,
almost surely as N, T" — oo.
Proof of Lemma [l See Section of the appendix. O

With Lemma [I] at hand, we then have, for any k-by-
k principal minors of ® and ®, denoted respectively as
q)[Ik], q)[Ik] that

|D[Z] — (]|

= Zsign(c) H [‘i)]jd(j) -

JELy

p
=> H s -+ |
o |i=1

indices form an m;-node circle

I1®l00)

JE€Ly
p

- H[(i]jljz s [é]jmijl

]]mijl

— 0,

almost surely as N,T — oo. Furthermore, the k-th order
coefficient of the characteristic polynomial of & and ®
satisfies | Sy (®)— Sy (®)| — 0. This, together with Theorem/4],
concludes that A\(®) — A(®) — 0 and thus the proof of
Theorem [21

IV. CONSISTENT DOA ESTIMATION WITH G-ESPRIT

We have seen in Theorem [2] and the discussions thereafter
that classical ESPRIT in Algorithm [lis, in general, incapable
of providing consistent DoA estimates in the large array
and limited snapshot regime. In this section, we present
an improved approach: the generalized ESPRIT (G-ESPRIT)
method that fixes the large-dimensional inconsistency of clas-
sical ESPRIT in this regime.

The G-ESPRIT method is as simple as classical ESPRIT, but
with the large-dimensional “bias” terms of latter consistently
estimated and removed. Precisely, it follows from Theorem 2]

3Note that wkl ,,,,, k,, 18 nothing but the product of off-diagonal entries of
P, Py defined in Q0).

that the top subspace Uk of SCM contains add1t10nal large-
- ——k_ defined

in 2I). These quantities, for known dimension ratio N /T,
can be consistently estimated from the SCM per the following
result.

dimensional bias terms (in @) of the form ¢, =

Lemma 2 (Consistent estimates of gi). Under Assump-
tions [Il and 2 let Ay be the kth largest eigenvalue of SCM
C, gy be defined in 1), k € {1,...,K}, and
N j—2

— 4

~ Tk
9k = —N 71> (3D

1+ X,

~ A ~ 2
with {y, = %(}\k—l—%—i—\/()\k —1- %) _

that ék—ﬁk — 0 and gx, — gr, — 0 almost surely as N, T — oo.

4X). We have

Proof of Lemma 2l Under Assumptions [I] and [ it follows
from Theorem[I]that the k-th largest eigenvalue A, of SCM C
satisfies )\k — 1+ +cl+]f’“ almost surely as N, T — oo. In-
verting the expression and using continuous mapping theorem,
we have that fk — ¢, — 0. By definition of g; and continuous
mapping theorem, we conclude the proof of Lemma o

Lemma [2| provides consistent estimates of the bias terms
in classical ESPRIT. These estimates, combining with The-
orem 2] lead to the G-ESPRIT DoA estimation procedure
summarized in Algorithm ] with the following guarantee.

Proposition 1 (Consistent DoA estimation with G-ESPRIT).
Let Assumptions [I] and 2] hold, let in addition either Assump-
tion B3] or Assumption W] hold, denote 0, the true DoAs, we
have, for k € {1,..., K} and 89 = arg(\e(®©))/A that

ABS —6;,) — 0, (32)

almost surely as N,T — oo, with Ak () the kth largest
eigenvalue of ®¢ = (®§)~1®F with

d¢ = diag(g'/?) (<I>1 — TIK) diag(g~'/?) + 71k,
®f = diag(g~"/*) @, diag(g~'/?),
12 =1/, ..., 1/VaK|T and gy as defined in (B1).

The proof of Proposition [1| follows from the almost sure
convergence of the estimates Ek and g in Lemma [2] and the
line of arguments in Sections M-8 and for Theorem 2}
and is omitted here.

A few remarks and discussions on Proposition[Ilare in order.

Remark 8 (Special case: G-ESPRIT for widely-spaced DoAs).
For widely-spaced DoAs in Assumption [3] it follows from
Remark [6] and Lemma [3] in Section [A] of the appendix that
®, is approximately diagonal with real diagonal entries, and
it thus suffices to “de-bias” ‘i>2 as

)@, diag(g~'/?), (34)

and that both \(®7 ®S)/A and A\ ($§)/A alone in fact
yield consistent DoA estimation.

(33)

Jorg

&5 = diag(g™"/

Proposition 1| tells us that the G-ESPRIT approach in
Algorithm [2] provides consistent DoA estimates in the large



Algorithm 2 The proposed G-ESPRIT DoA estimation.

Input: Received signal X € CV*T', number of sources K.
Output: Estimated DoA angles é,?, kef{l,...,K}.

1: Compute the SCM C = XXH/T to retrieve Uy =
[Q1,...,0x] € CN*K the estimated signal subspace
composed of the top-K eigenvectors 1y, ..., uxg € CV
associated to the largest K eigenvalues of C;

2: Define two selection matrices J1,Jo € R™*N as in (G)
that both select n among N rows with distance A > 1;

3: Compute ‘i>1, <i>2 using I:TK and J;,J> as in (18);

4: Compute ®C as in Proposition [1] and then the angles of
/\k(‘iG), the kth complex eigenvalue of &C,

5: return 0 = arg(\,(®9))/A k € {1,...,K}.

array and limited snapshot regime while the classical ESPRIT
in Algorithm [1| cannot. However, Proposition [1] alone provides
theoretical guarantees for G-ESPRIT in the widely-spaced
DoA (Assumption [3) but not in the closely-spaced DoA (As-
sumption M) setting. In the latter case, one needs N-consistent
estimator to separate closely-spaced DoAs, see our discussion
in Remark[T]above. This N-consistency can be shown under an
additional assumption on the subarray “distance” A as follow.

Corollary 1 (N-consistency of G-ESPRIT). Under the nota-
tions and settings of Proposition[l] assume in addition that the
subarray distance A satisfies that A/N converges in (0,1),
then, the G-ESPRIT estimates é,? are N-consistent, that is

NS —0y) =0, ke{l,...,K}, (35)
almost surely as N, T — oo.

Corollary [1] is a direct consequence of Proposition [1| and the
assumption that A is of order N A 1t shows that G-ESPRIT
in fact provides N-consistent DoA estimations in both widely
and closely-spaced DoA scenarios, with estimation errors of
order o(N~1). Typically, the estimation error is of order
O(N~3/2), as per the following remark.

Remark 9 (Precise estimation error for two DoAs). In the
case of K = 2 DoAs, under the same notations and settings
of Corollary [Il one has that

0F — 0, = O(N73/%), Eke{1,2}. (36)

See Section for a proof of this result. For K > 2, it
follows from Theorem ] that one has instead A(®“)—A\(®) =
O(N~YCK)) and ¢ — 6, = O(N 11/ 2K)),

V. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

In this section, we provide numerical simulations to
validate our theoretical analysis of classical ESPRIT in
Section [l and the proposed G-ESPRIT method in Sec-
tion Precisely, in Section [V-Al we provide simulations
on not-so-large N,T, to validate our asymptotic analysis

4As we shall see below in Section [V] taking a large subarray distance A
of order N leads to small MSEs that are empirically close to the theoretically
optimal Cramér—Rao Bound. The theoretical investigation of this observation,
however, needs second-order analysis (of the fluctuation) of ESPRIT and/or
G-ESPRIT estimators and is beyond the scope of this paper.

(as N,T — oo together) in Sections and for fi-
nite dimensional signals. Then, in Section we compare
the proposed G-ESPRIT approach to other DoA estimation
methods such as MUSIC and G-MUSIC [[14], as well as
to the (theoretically optimal) Cramér—Rao Bound (CRB).
Code to reproduce the results in this section is available at
https://github.com/zhengyuwang0/GESPRIT,

Remark 10 (On the choice of subarray size n and distance
A). Increasing the subarray size n expands the array’s ef-
fective aperture, leading to improved resolution and enhanced
performance of ESPRIT method. At the same time, the choice
of (n,A) in Algorithms [0 and 2] must satisfy n + A < N
and —7 < A@ < 7. Specifically, if the phase difference Afy
for different k£ exceeds 2, it will “wrap around” due to the
periodic nature of the phase, leading to a misinterpretation of
the true angles. Therefore, in the simulations in this section,
we choose, in the case of widely-spaced DoAs, and without
prior information about the DoAs, A = 1 to avoid this phase
ambiguity, and n = N — 1. In the closely-spaced DoA setting,
wesetn=N-—A,0<A <n7/0, and compare the MSEs
for different choices of (n,A) in Figure 2l We observe from
Figure [2] that n = 2N/3 and A = N/3 yields the minimum
MSE. This is consistent with the results in [31], and we stick
to these settings in the remainder of this section.

10-3

10~4

MSE
T T T
Ll

107°

40 50 60 70

w
o

Fig. 2: MSEs of classical ESPRIT as a function of subarrary
size n with n+ A =N, N =80, T = 160. The two
closely-spaced sources at DoA #; = 0 and 62 = 0.8 x 27r/N,
and the power matrix P = 2I,. Results are obtained by
averaging over 500 independent trials.

A. Validation of asymptotic theoretical results

We start by showing that the proposed asymptotic analyses
in Theorem [2] and Proposition [I] provide accurate predictions
on finite dimensional signals.

Figure [ compares the approximation errors ||& — &
for classical ESPRIT and ||®¢ — ®|| for the proposed G-
ESPRIT, in Theorem 2] and Proposition [1 respectively. We
see, in both widely-spaced (Assumption[3) and closely-spaced
(Assumptiond) scenarios, in the left and right plot of Figure 3
respectively, that as the array length N grows, the spectral
norm errors empirically decay at a rate of O(N~1/2), as in
line with Remark [9] above.

Figure 4| provides empirical support to our discussions
on the special case of widely-spaced DoAs with correlated


https://github.com/zhengyuwang0/GESPRIT
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Fig. 3: Approximation errors in spectral norm versus array
length N, for T' = 2N. Simulation results in blue are
obtained by averaging over 200 independent trials, versus
polynomial fit in red. Left: widely-spaced DoAs with
correlated sources at DoA 6; = 0 and 6, = /4, power
matrix P = (% %®), subarray size n = N — 1, and distance
A = 1. Right: closely-spaced DoAs (f; = 0 and

02 = 0.8 x 2w /N) having equal powers with P = 215,
n=2N/3,and A = N/3.

sources in Remark |6l Here, under the same setting as in the
left plot of Figure 3] we compare, in the left plot of Figure [4]
the DoAs estimates 6 from classical ESPRIT (as well as the
theoretical characterizations 6 given in Theorem[2), to 6% from
the G-ESPRIT method in Proposition [Il We observe that:

1) the theoretical characterization (0) perfectly matches the
classical ESPRIT estimate (é, that is observed to diverge
from the true DoAs 6); and

2) the proposed G-ESPRIT estimates S remove this bias.

In the right plot of Figure @ we compare the MSEs and
variances of both classical ESPRIT (é) and G-ESPRIT (éG)
estimates, as the array length IV increases, with a fixed ratio
N/T = 1/2. We observe that:

1) classical ESPRIT provides inconsistent DoA estimates,
with MSE much larger than the variance; and

2) G-ESPRIT provides consistent estimates and, in addition,
yields smaller variances than ESPRIT, but they are both
way above the Cramér—Rao Bound (CRBﬁ in this setting,
as a consequence of small A.

In Figure 3 we investigate the case of closely-spaced DoAs
with equal power as discussed in Remark[7] in the same setting
as the right plot of Figure Bl We observe that:

1) classical ESPRIT fails to distinguish two closely-spaced
DoAs with a distance of order O(N ~1); and

2) the proposed G-ESPRIT is NN-consistent in this setting,
with variance coinciding with the MSE.

To illustrate the “lucky” consistency of classical ESPRIT
in the case of widely-spaced DoAs from uncorrelated sources
discussed in Remark[3] we show, in Figure[6] the DoA estima-
tion results in the setting as in Figure @ but with power matrix
P = Ix. We observe that the classical ESPRIT estimates are
in agreement with those of G-ESPRIT, and are close to the true

SHere we compute thze Cramér—-Rao Bound for ULA according to [4, Theo-
rem 4.3] as CRB = ¢ {R [{D"(Iy — A(AHA)"'AM)D} 0 PT]} !

with D = [2200) . 2ali)] ¢ eNXT,

H A . ‘Qs ‘ ‘ —6— MSE[§]
: T ? . 1072 [ —%—  Var[d]
: 9 : - —6— MSE[6C]
E éG E (LH ——  Var[§¥]
: A 0 : 2 . - CRB
: : LU T
—wl—l .' - ! ! ! T L
0 T8« 0 500 1,000 1,500
0 Array length NV

Fig. 4: Left: comparison between DoA estimates 6 from
ESPRIT in blue, 8 from Theorem [ in green, ¢ from
G-ESPRIT of Proposition [ in red, and true DoAs 6 in
purple; in the same setting as in the left plot of Figure 3] for
N =80 and T = 160. Right: MSEs and variances of DoA
estimates for ESPRIT (é) and the improved G-ESPRIT
method (69), as a function of the array length N. Results
are obtained by averaging over 200 independent trials.

DoAs. In this case, both ESPRIT are G-ESPRIT are unbiased
estimators, having their MSEs coinciding with variances, but
much larger than the CRB, again of a consequence of small

A.

I |

P woa)

' 66 '

e o] *

_":—k—i‘_ ! ! | | i

0° 1.8° 3.6° 0 500 1,000 1,500
0 Array length N

Fig. 5: Left: comparison between DoA estimates 6 from
ESPRIT in blue, 8 from Theorem 2 in green, ¢ from
G-ESPRIT of Proposition [ in red, and true DoAs 6 in
purple; in the same setting as the right plot of Figure [3
Right: DoA estimation MSEs and variances of ESPRIT and
the improved G-ESPRIT methods as the array length N
increases. Results are obtained by averaging over 200
independent trials.

B. Comparison to other DoA approaches

In this subsection, we compare the performances of classical
ESPRIT in Algorithm [I the proposed G-ESPRIT in Algo-
rithm Bl to other popular DoA estimation methods such as
MUSIC [1], and G-MUSIC [10], [12].

Figure [ compares the MSEs of the aforementioned four
DoA estimation methods as a function of the (relative) signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR), in the case of widely-spaced DoAs
(Assumption [3) and under the same settings as in Figure @ In
this case, the subspace separation conditions in Assumption [2]
for the two sources are at relative SNR —5.2dB and —1.5dB,
and are marked as vertical dotted lines. Note interestingly that
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Fig. 6: Left: comparison between DoA estimates 6 from
ESPRIT in blue, 6 from Theorem 2 in green, ¢ from
G-ESPRIT of Proposition [ in red, and true DoAs 6 in
purple; in the same setting as the right plot of Figure 3
Right: DoA estimation MSEs and variances of ESPRIT and
the improved G-ESPRIT methods as the array length N
increases. Results are obtained by averaging over 200
independent trials. Note that all (averaged) MSE and
variance curves overlap in this setting.

a phase transition behavior can be observed for all subspace
methods. When the SNR exceeds the first phase transition
threshold, the MSE experiences a significant drop. Upon sur-
passing the second phase transition threshold, the G-ESPRIT
outperforms the classical ESPRIT method. This is an em-
pirical manifestation of the counterintuitive large-dimensional
behavior of SCM eigenspectral discussed in Theorem [Il We
observe in this widely-spaced DoA setting that both MUSIC
and G-MUSIC are close to the CRB, as in line with [[10], and
the improved G-ESPRIT outperforms the classical ESPRIT.
It should be noted, that as the SNR increases, there is still
a relatively large performance gap between ESPRIT and the
CRB. It appears that ESPRIT is sub-optimal in this setting,
as a consequence of the choice of small A = 1. To have a
theoretical grasp of this empirical observation, a second-order
behavior analysis is needed.

We then compare in Figure 8] the MSEs of four subspace
methods for closely-spaced DoAs in Assumptiond] and under
the same settings as in Figure[Sl The subspace separations for
two sources occur at relative SNR = —3.6dB and —1.5dB,
respectively, We observe that the classical MUSIC performs
poorly and has a relatively large MSE in this setting, in
accordance with the inconsistency proven in [[10]. Different
from the case of widely-spaced DoA in Figure [1l here the
proposed G-ESPRIT beats classical ESPRIT and gets close to
the CRB. We believe that this is due to the better choice of
large A = N/3.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we perform a large-dimensional analysis of
the classical ESPRIT DoA estimation method in the regime
of large arrays and limited snapshots, where the array length NV
and the number of samples 7" are both large and comparable.
Our study covers both widely-spaced and closely-spaced DoA
scenarios. We show that while classical ESPRIT is generally
inconsistent in these settings, this bias can be corrected using
the proposed G-ESPRIT approach.

10

100 MUSIC ||
—o— G-MUSIC
ESPRIT
—o— G-ESPRIT
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Fig. 7: Empirical MSEs for widely-spaced DoAs (with

61 = 0, 62 = 7/4) versus relative SNR (Rgng in dB), with
N =400, T =800, n =N — 1, A =1, and power matrix
P = Hsxmoo(2.08) Vertical dotted lines are the relative
SNR phase transition thresholds for the two sources. Results

are obtained by averaging over 200 independent trials.
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Fig. 8: Empirical MSEs for closely-spaced DoA (with

61 = 0,0 = 0.8 x 2 /N) versus relative SNR (Rgng in
dB), with N =400, T =800, n = 2N/3, A = N/3 and
power matrix P = % x 2I,. Vertical dotted line are the
relative SNR phase transition thresholds for the two sources.
Results are obtained by averaging over 200 independent

trials.

From a technical perspective, we establish a novel bound
on the eigenvalue differences between two possibly non-
Hermitian (random) matrices, which is of independent interest
to the RMT community. Numerical simulations validate the
consistency of G-ESPRIT and highlight its reduced variance
compared to classical ESPRIT — though a rigorous theoretical
characterization of this variance reduction is beyond the scope
of this paper.

It would be of future interest to extend the RMT analysis
framework in this paper to characterize the (e.g., CLT-type)
second-order fluctuation of both ESPRIT and G-ESPRIT, as
to assess quantitatively their performance gaps from the CRB.
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APPENDIX A
TECHNICAL LEMMAS

In this section, we prepare the readers with a few technical lemmas and examples.

Lemma 3 (Woodbury identity). For A € CP*P, U, V € CP*"™ such that both A and A + UVH are invertible, we have

(A+UVH1=A-1 AU, + VIA-IU)IVHAL

Lemma 4. For A € CP*" and B € C"*P, we have

ABA —21,) ' = (AB —zI,) *A,

for z € C distinct from zero and from the eigenvalues of AB.

Lemma 5 (Large-dimensional approximations involving steering matrix). Under the large-dimensional setting in Assumption[l]
we have, as N,n,T — oo at the same pace:

1) in the case of widely-spaced DoAs in Assumption [3] that,

2)

|AMA —Tk|| = O(N7), 37)

and

|ARIHI A — 71k = O(NTY)

IATITIA — 7 diag{e 2} | = O(N ),
with 7 = limn/N € (0,1), so that the steering matrix A is (approximately for N large) the same as Uk, the top-K

subspace of C, and that both A"JY I A and A"IN I, A are asymptotically diagonal; and
in the case of closely-spaced DoAs in Assumption 4 with K = 2 sources such that 03 = 61 + a/N for a > 0,

(38)

/2 o3 <%
ATA = me ;nc(%) T )} O,
where sinc(t) = sin(t)/t, and
1—e'>7

AT A = [1—:1‘” T O (N,
- s (39)
FetA6 1=e'™T L1AG

AHJ'{IJ?A = [1—e“” RN _;Zmeg + 0y (N71)=

so that the steering vectors are no longer orthogonal, and AHJYJ,1 A and ARIY Iy A are no long diagonal. In particular,
it can be checked that in this setting asymptotically as N, T — oo, A"A admits 1 + |sinc S| as eigenvalues, with
corresponding eigenvectors

ve =[e%,+1]T/V2. (40)

In particular, the approximation errors of both eigenvalues and eigenvectors (in an Euclidean norm sense) are of order
O(N~1Y), by Weyl’s inequality and Davis—Kahan theorem, respectively.

Proof of Lemma 3 1In the case of widely-spaced DoAs under Assumption 3] we have, per the definition of a(f;) in and
of J1,J5 in (@), that

N n . .
1 . ) N 1=7,
a(@l)Ha(G) = — el(kfl)(e,‘l*eq,) = 5(N71)(9~—91v) _elN(e'*%) 7 ] ]
’ N ; N - 11_el<ejj,9i) =O(N7Y, i#5;
and similarly
1 l+n—1 n ; —j
a(0,)"I"Ja00,) = — et (k=1)(8;-0:) _ ) N> =1Js
( ) 191 (]) N ; O(Nfl), z;éj,

HH 1 ! A0 o(k—1)(6,—0:) e B0 i = g
a(0,)"ITza(0;) = - > Bt — N
N &~ ON7Y), i#].

This concludes the proof of the first item of Lemma [3
In the case of closely-spaced DoAs in Assumption ] with K" = 2 sources such that 2 = 61 + a/N for @ > 0, we have

l+n—1 _
1 ez(@ l)a/N(l _ ewm/N) 1 — etoT
9 H HJ 9 = — l(k}—l)(@z—el) e — -1
a(6,)"JyJ a(b2) N ;;:g e N ca/V) — +O(N™h),
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by Taylor expansion with 7 = limn/N, and similarly

1_€ZOL

a(6)" I Jsa(6,) = A2 L O(NTY).

This concludes the proof of the second item of Lemma o

Example 1 (Circle decomposition of permutation). For example, the permutation written in two-line notation as

07146839725
146 8391 2 75

has the decomposition of one 6-node cycle, one 2-node cycle, and a 1-node cycle. Its cycle diagram is shown below.

T () e

9¢—3<—8

After deleting node 4 in the first row and deleting node 6 in the second row, the permutation becomes

16 839725
7714 8 391 2 75

which can be decomposed into a path from node 6 to node 4 and several disjoint cycles, as shown below.
1—4 6 7
() «a
9——3——8 2

APPENDIX B
DETERMINISTIC EQUIVALENT FOR RESOLVENT

In this section, we present the Deterministic Equivalent as a convenient technical tool to assess the asymptotic behavior of
(eigenspectral) scalar observations of large random matrices. We refer the interested readers to [9, Chapter 2] for a review.

Definition 3 (Deterministic Equivalent). For Hermitian random matrix Q € CN*N, we say a deterministic matrix Q € CN*N
is a Deterministic Equivalent of Q and denote

Q«+ Q, (41)

if for all deterministic matrices A € CN*N and vectors a,b € CN of unit spectral and Euclidean norm, respectively, we have

1 _ _

~ 1(AQ-Q) —0, a"(Q-Qb—0,
almost surely as N — oo.

Lemma 6 (First- and second-order Deterministic Equivalents for resolvent, [9, Theorem 2.4]). For random matrix Z € CNxT
having i.i.d. CN'(0,1) entries, 21,22 € C not eigenvalue of ZZ" /T and deterministic matrix B € CN*N of bounded spectral
norm, then, for the resolvent Q(z) = (ZZ" /T — 21y)71, the following deterministic equivalents hold

Q(Zl) < m(zl)IN,
Qe1)BQ(=2) ¢ mlz1)m(=2)B + (e, 22) 5 (B,

with
m?(z1)m?(z2)

14 cm(21))(1 + em(z2)) — em(z1)m(22)’
and m(z) the unique Stieltjes transform solution to the Marcenko-Pastur equation [24)] as defined in (I4) of Theorem [l In

m/ (z)m?(z) . _ m?(2)
Treminz With m'(2) = =y i—emoe

(42)

n(z1,22) = (

particular, for z1 = zo = z, we obtain n(z,z) =

Lemma 7 (Further Deterministic Equivalent results). For random matrix Z € CN*T having i.i.d. CN'(0, 1) entries, its resolvent
Q(z) = (ZZ" )T — 21x)~", and matrices J1, Jo defined in (@), the following Deterministic Equivalents hold

1
TZHQ(zl)JIJgQ(zg)Z < 0r,

1
TZHQ(ZI)JIJIQ(Z2)Z (21, 22)1I7,

where
m(z1)m(z2) + en(z1, 22)

(1 4+ em(z1))(1 4+ em(z2))

v(21,22) = T X (43)
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for c=1im N/T, 7 =limn/N, and 1n(z1, 22) defined in (@2).

Proof of Lemma [l The proof of Deterministic Equivalents generally comes in two steps:
1) approximation (in a spectral norm sense) of the expectation of the random matrix model of interest; and
2) concentration of trace and bilinear norms as in Definition [3] around the corresponding expectations.
Here, we provide detailed derivation of the first step for the results in Lemmal[7 the second concentration step is rather standard,
see [9, Chapter 2].
We evaluate the expectation +E[ZHQ(21)J]J1Q(22)Z], and that of +ZHQ(21)J{J2Q(22)Z can be derived similarly.
Consider the (i, 7)th diagonal entry of the expectation ~E[Z"Q(21)J{J1Q(22)Z] as

l 270 (2)JT 20) 2 ,l Zli-lQ*i(Zl)J-lrJlei(ZQ)Zi o
TE[ i Q(21)d1J1Q(22)zi] = TIE 0+ L Q)1+ LtrQ()) +o(1)
(2 T _(z ﬂmzlmZQ c lezﬂ
= QU Q)T gy Emle)ml) b en2)E gy ) 4o),

(14 £ tr Q(21))(1 + 7 tr Q(z2)) (L4 em(z1))(1 + em(22))

where we used in the second line the Woodbury identity in Lemma [3] (the rank-one case is known as the Sherman—Morrison
formula) to write

_ Q_iz; o Quizy
N l—l—%z;" _iZ; B 1+%trQ
for Q_; = (3 Do it x;x1 — 2Iy)~! independent of x; so that ||Q_; — Q|| = O(N~1), and then Lemma 6] in the last line.

j
For off-diagonal entries of %ZHQ(Z:[)JIJ:[Q(ZQ)Z, we write, for ¢ # j that by Lemmas [3] and [6] that

1 1 HQ_i(2)J1J1Q_; j 124Q_(21)J731Q_; j
FAQENITIQes = A BB ) 8 QB B,

T T (14 7trQ(z1))(1 + 7 tr Q(z2)) T (14 cm(z1))(1 4+ em(z2))
Note that x; still depends on Q_;, so we further write Q_; = (Q_;; + %zjzg')*l =Q_;; —
is independent of both x; and x;. Then,

Qz;

+o(1),

o(1).

H
Q_ij72;2;Q—ij

1+ 725Q_i;z;

for Q_;; that

T" 1+ cm(z1)

Nl HO
%Z? ~i(20)3131Q_j(22)z; = - <Q—ij(zl) _ Qolenlgein, Q_U(Zl)>
Q-ij(22) 722} Qi (22)

1+ em(z2)

x J1J (Q—ij(z2) — ) z; + o(1),

the expectation of which is zero for 7 # j by independence z;,z; and Q_;;. This concludes the proof of Lemma O

APPENDIX C
MATHEMATICAL PROOFS

In this section, we present the proofs of our technical results of Remark [6l Remark [7] and Theorem [3 in Section
Section and Section respectively.

A. Proof of Remark

To prove Remark [6] we propose to check, in the case of K = 2 sources with widely-spaced (see Assumption [3) DoAs
01 # 02 € (—7/2,7/2), that the classical ESPRIT estimates 0,0, from Algorithm [l cannot be consistent unless Up = I,
that is, when the two sources are uncorrelated.

To this end, recall from Remark [6] that for Up = [} 1112] € C2*2 the eigenvectors of P, it follows from Lemma 3] that

u21 U222
®; = UpA"JNI1AUp + O (N7!) = 7L + O (N71),
P, = U;‘,AHJ?JQAUP + O||.|| (N_l) = TUg diag{GZAei}iIilUp + OH'H (N_l),
so that by Theorem

= . H 1. AL\ 2 . —1

® = diag(\/g)Up diag{e'"*};_, Up diag(y/g) + O).;(N )
- |: g1(|’u.11‘281A91+|’U.21|281A92) \/M(UI1UI261A91+u;1u22elA02)i| + O (N_l)
T L VaTge (ulgui1 et fudoun1 €292)  go(Juia|2et 01 4 |ugs 2 et A02) Il .

1A91

As such, for any a € R, A\ = ae is an eigenvalue of @ if and only if it satisfies asymptotically the following quadratic

equation

A —tr(@)N +det(®) =¢, |e|]=O(NY). (44)
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This can be further written as
(A= (g1|un1]® + 92|U12|2)€ZA91) (A= (g1]u21|® + 92|U22|2)€1A92) = (g1 — g2)*|u12)?luge 2201 A2 ¢,

with g1, go defined in 1) of Theorem 2l By substituting A\ = ae**%, we obtain that the equation holds if the corresponding
real and imagery parts satisfy

(a = (g1]un]? + gz|ura|*)) acos(2A6,) — R[e]

= ((a = (g1|ur1|* + g2lu12]?)) (g1lu21|® + galuaz|?) + (g1 — g2)?|ur2|*|uza|?) cos(A (61 + 62)),

(a — (gl|ull|2 + 92|U12|2)) asin(2A6‘1) — 3[8]

= ((a— (g1lua1]* + g2lural?)) (grluar|? + goluaal?) + (91 — g2)*[ur2]?|uze|?) sin(A(f; + 62)).
Therefore, for any ; # 03 such that Afy # Afy + mm, a > 0 and m, A € N, @4) holds if and only if both equations
in (@3) are satisfied. It can be checked this is possible only when (g1 — g2)?|u12|*|usz|?> = O(N~1). Recall from @I) and
Assumption 2l that g1 # go > 0, so that one must have |uja||uge| = O(N _}/ 22. A similar conclusion can drawn by considering

Xy = be*™%2 and one can thus conclude that classical ESPRIT estimates 6, 6o from Algorithm [I] cannot be consistent unless
Up = I, that is, when the two sources are uncorrelated. This concludes the proof of Remark

(45)

B. Proof of Remark [/

To prove Remark[7] we propose to check, in the case of K = 2 sources with 3 = 6, 4+«/N for some « > 0, and uncorrelated
signals with equal power (i.e., P = I5), that the estimated DoAs él, 92 from classical ESPRIT are not IN-inconsistent (see
Remark 1) as N, T — ooc.

In this case, it follows from the second item of Lemma [3J that the nonzero eigenvalues of APAH = AAM are the same
as those of AHA and are (asymptotically up to an error of order O(N 1)) given by 1 =+ |sinc(a/2)], so that the subspace
separation condition in Assumption [2| becomes

|'sinc(a/2)] < 1 —+/c, (46)

and we will be working in this setting. Note in particular that we must have ¢ € (0, 1).
Recall again from the second item of Lemma [3] that the top two eigenvectors of APAM are approximately given by
Avy = Ales, +1]7//2, up to some error in Euclidean norm of order O(N~'). We thus have,

T ReT2)] aSlemo2)

PUZ | agleer2g) r - Rlemer2)

+ O (N7,

and

[(1)2]”_ :Teerl + (_1)i+152€za/2€zA91 + (_1)j+15167w¢/261A92 + (_1)i+jTezA92 + O(Nil),

1T
€

with the shortcuts 3, = 1__W , B2 = B7.
It follows from Theorem [2] that the DoA estimates given by classical ESPRIT are asymptotically given by the angles of the
complex eigenvalues of & = &~ 1&, defined in (20), the determinant of which is given by

det(®) =v1 21202 —py Lo v v €R, || = O(NTY),

where g; are defined in 1), h; = 1 — g1, and v1, vo defined as

T - 1 _
V= 9%93(72 - 5152)2 +(1=g1)(1 - 92)9192T4 +9192T2 72(91 + 92— 2g192) + M(e Z fBa4+e" 2 B)],
ﬁ ﬁ T 1 a _
vy = PEPUET N 2(1— g1)(1 — ga) + (91 + g2 — 20102) + 5 (g1 — 92)(eF B + €% 1)
det (‘I’l) 2

We now prove Remark [7] by contradiction: assume that \; = ae'% Ay = be'®%2 a,b € R are two eigenvalues of ®,
satisfying 62 = 61 + a/N, then we must have asymptotically

Mo = abe'D0reth02 = erh0igth0z ) o 47)

for some ¢ € R such that [¢| = O(N~1). This can be further simplified as
A A
(ab — 17)[sin(2A6,) COS(WO‘) + cos(2A0) sin(WQ)] = Q[e],

(ab — v1)[cos(2A64) COS(%) — sin(2A6,) sin(%)] + 19 = Re].
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The above equation holds if and only if

vp=ab+ONY, v=0N1). (48)
Let us now focus on the term . For any given & > 0, ¢ € (0,00), and 7 = limn/N € (0, 1), note that 3132 = |%|2 >0
(with equality if and only if cos(ar) = 1) so that v5 > 0 if and only if
1 10 _1a
T(1 = g1)(1 = g2) +7(g1 + 92 = 29192) + 5 (91 — g2)(e= Ba+ 72 1) > 0, (49)

which can be further reduced to
2 3
k(a,T,¢) =T (4 — csinc? (%)) + (sinc (%) s sin (% - ar)) <(c—|— 3) |sinc (%)’ — |sinc (%)’ ) >0, (50)
by substituting g; defined in and {1, ¢2. Note that the (partial) derivative of x(a, 7, c) with respect to 7 is given by
En(a, 7,¢) = 4 — csinc? (%) + 2cos (% - on') sinc (%)} (c+ 3 — sinc? (%)) .

For any o > 0 and 7 € (0, 1), it can be observed that 8%“(0‘77'7 ¢) is linear in ¢ € (0,1), with

.0 o . o . g

il_)r% EFL(CM,T, c) =4+ 2cos (5 - om') ‘smc (5)} (3 — sinc (5))

>4 —2 }sinc (%)} (3 — sinc? (%)) > 0,
0
fi o) = i (4 st () (1 200 (5 =) ane (3)]) =4

where we recall that |sinc(a/2)| < 1 — +/c. As such, we have that 8%/@(04,7', ¢) > 0 for all ¢ € (0,1), and k(«, 7, ¢) is thus
an increasing function of 7, so that

k(a, 7, ¢) > k(a,0,¢) =0, (51)

We thus conclude that the traditional ESPRIT is not /V-consistent in the case of closely-spaced DoAs with equal power sources.
This concludes the proof of Remark

C. Proof of Theorem[3]

Here we provide the detailed proof of Theorem [3l We first consider the diagonal entries and then the off-diagonal entries
of <i>1 and <i>2.
a) Diagonal entries of &, d,: Here, we would like to show that for ®;,®, and &1, P, defined in (I8) and 20)
respectively, we have

[él]kk - [‘I)l]kk — 0, [‘i)z]]gk — [‘i)z]kk — 0.

Let us start with the diagonal entries of the asymmetric matrix [‘i’g]kk = ﬁEJ IJ oy, for iy, the kth dominant eigenvector of
the SCM C = XXH /T First note that under the subspace separation condition in Assumption [2] it follows from Theorem [I]
that the top-K empirical eigenvalues M of C converge almost surely to different limits in the large N, T" limit. We thus have,
for 'y, a positively (i.e., counterclockwise) oriented contour circling around only the kth largest eigenvalue of C, that

1 2 1 1 -
a0, = tr (0,0l I0T0) = —— @ t(C—2Iy) "W Iode = —— ¢ tr | =ZZ" — Iy + VAV ) J13,4dz,
2m Jp, 2m Jp, T
where we used Cauchy’s integral formula in the second line, and X = AS + Z, P = SS" /T the signal power matrix, as well

as

V = [A %ZSH] E(CNXQK, A= |:I:FI: (]::'I;:| E(CQKXQK,

in the third line. We then get, by Woodbury identity in Lemma [3] that

I Jo0y, = —ﬁ tr(Q(z) — Q(z)V (A1 + VHQ(Z)V)’1 vHQ(2) I, dz
Iy
LI . (A" + V'*Q(z)v)’1 VHQ(2)IYT.Q(2)V dz,
2m Tk

where we recall the resolvent Q(z) = (ZZ" /T — 2I5)~! as in Definition 2] and use the fact that the term tr(Q(z)J] J2) has
no pole circled by I';. It is important to note that till now we have not used any (asymptotic) approximation in the large N, T
limit.
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We then use the deterministic equivalents for resolvent result in Lemma [6] to approximate this trace term, we start by
o . -1
approximating the block matrix (A™! + V*Q(2)V) " as

- -1 H H
(AL +VRQ(z) V) = {Hg,(é% Higz;] + oy (1), (52)
with )
() = U P,
H,(2) = (Ix + (2m(z) + )PAMA) | (53)
H;(z) = —m(2) A"AH,(2),
and
HH
VIQ(21)37192Q(22) V = m(zl)m(ZSLA T4 8§] + o (1)- (54)
Using these spectral norm approximations, we obtain
1A LAN BT TRES ﬁ tr(m?(2)H; (2) A"IY I, A) dz + o(1)
Tk
= % d tr <%(1N + (1 +zm(2)PA"A) P mZ(Z)AHJll-IJgA> dz + o(1)
2
= —% ) tr (%APAH(IN + (1+ zm(z)APAH)"TAPAH .m2(z)J?J2> dz +o(1)
= 1 tr (T1(2)Ta(z,2))dz + o(1),
2m T
where we define the shortcuts T1(z) and To(2) as
_ (am(z) + 1)? -1 -1

TQ(Zl, 22) = m(zl)m(ZQ)UHJlHJQU,

for (asymptotic) eigendecomposition APAH = ULU" + o (1) with diagonal L = diag{/1,...,¢x} € R¥*¥ containing
the eigenvalues and U = [uy,...,ux] € CV*K containing the associated eigenvectors, as in Assumption 2l Note here that
T (z) is diagonal, we have, by residue calculus, that

K 2
it = L 3 f (ot Unlel
Ty

H 1H
— x up, JyJougrdz + o1
6,;,1+1+zm(z) L (1)

2m
k=1

_ L Gttt
2m Jr, 0041+ 2m(2)
(z — Xp)(zm(2) + 1)?m(2) 6

x uf I Jougdz + o(1)

= — lim x ulINIou + o(1),
2 Ak é,;l—i—l—i—zm(z) f 12T ()
= L Cék2uHJHJ uy + o(1) = g [Pa]rx + o(1)
= Kk _ o) = o(1),
1 cékl kJd1da2ug 9k | P2 kk

for \;, the limiting spike position given in (I5) of Theorem[I] and g, defined in (1)) of Theorem 2l This allows us to conclude
that

[®2]kk — [®2]kk — 0, (56)

almost surely as N,T — oc.
Similarly, we evaluate the diagonal entries of ®; as
N N 1 _ -1
1A LAN PRTTRES 5 tr((A™ +V7Q(2)V)  VHQ(2)I1J1Q(2)V) dz,
Ty
for which we have
VIQUI QY — [T Cema AT o

0x ~(21, 22)P + oy (1), (57)
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using Lemmas [ and [7] for (z, 2) defined in (@3). We thus have

1 1
al Iy a, = — tr (Hl(z)(mQ(z)AHJ'l"JlA + ez, 2)AMA)) dz + — v(z, z) tr (Hs(2)P) dz + o(1),

e T 211 Tk
for which we have
1 1
— ¢ tr(Hi(2)(m?(2) A"IVI A + emn(z,2)AMA))dz = —— ¢ tr (T1(2)T3(z, 2)) dz
211 T 211 Tk
L—cli? oy cT
e NN (AN FRT
1+c€,;1 BT 03 + cly,
where we define the shortcut
T3 (21, 20) = m(21)m(z2)UNINIL U + ern(z1, 20)1k, (58)
for n(21, 22) defined in @2); as well as
1 1 _
— ¢ tr(Hs(2)7(2,2)P)dz = —=— ¢ m(2)y(z,2)tr (L7' + (1 + 2m(z))Ik) 'z
2m Jp, 2m Jp,
A mEeRe) e
21 Jp, (1+ cm(z))Q(ﬁlzl + 14 2m(2))
G
- b + c
Putting these together, we thus conclude that
1—cl? 1+¢,!
CHAT Y o k. HYT k
ayJ;Jity = —=uJ Jiug + o7 o(1),
kY141 1+c£;1k11k Tl ()
= gk[®1]kk + hi + o(1),
for gy, hy defined in 1) of Theorem 2l This allows us to conclude that
(®1]3k — [®1]1 — O, (59)

almost surely as N,T'—oco.
b) Off-diagonal entries of ®1, ®2: We now consider the off-diagonal entries, and in particular, those having their indices
forming a circle. Consider indices 1 < k£ < ... < k;, < K that form a cycle of length m and

My, = IWJ or Ty, e {1,...,m} (60)
Introducing the matrices My, , ..., My, allows us to evaluate, in a unified fashion, off-diagonal entries of <i>1, <i>2 as well as
their (arbitrary) products. Note in particular that
M| <1, (61)
and by (34), (37) and Lemma [6] that
Oy 1(21, 22)
H _ k,1(21, 22 K
ViQ(21)MQ(22)V = { 0 Oz, )| T oy (1), (62)
with 1
O 1(21,22) = m(Zl)m(Zg)AHMkA +n(z, ZQ)T tr(My) - AMA, (63)
and
0 for M, = J4J,,
Ora(er,22) =4 A (64)
7(21,22)P for Mkj = J1 J1.

Recall that the off-diagonal entries of &, and &, are respectively given by
[@ 1], = QL ITTuty,, [ Dok, = 0 I 20y, (65)

which can be written as the generic bilinear form involving My, € CNXN defined in (60), as

(@15, or [®o]y,, = 0 My, iy, (66)

In the form of (66), consider now the following product 1&;@17,,,,;% involving the off-diagonal entries of both <i>1 and <i>2,
with their indices 1 < k; < ... < ky,, < K forming a cycle of length m as

— nH o ~H o ~H ~
1/}]@17,”_’]67” = ukkal Ug, X ukle2uk2 X ... X ukmilemukm. (67)
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With the same arguments as for the diagonal entries, we get (68)), for Ty, , ..., ', positively (i.e., counterclockwise) oriented
contours circling around only the k1, ..., k,,th largest eigenvalue of C, respectively, where we used the approximation in (32),
and the fact that Q(z;) does not have pole enclosed by any of the contours I'x,, ... T . We thus get

p S . i
WVer s by = tr(Mkluklukl X Mk2uk2uk .. Mg, Gy, )

() £ A (HMkQ v ) w] e e

_ (L)m% 7{ ([ (z1) Ha(z 1)] |:®k1,1(2m721) Ok ]
27 Tk, 1) Hg(zl) OK @klyg(zm,zl)
m—1
Hl(ZiJrl) H ( ) le 1, l(Z’L;Z’LJrl) OK
X 11 {Hg(zwl) Mo )] [ o @ki+1,2(2i72i+1)]> dz1 ... dzm +0(1),
— ( ) % % (|:H1 Zl)le (Zmazl) H2(21)®k1,2(zm721):|
2m T, HY (21)O, 1(2m, 21) Hs(21)Op, 2(2m, 21)
m—1
Hi (2i41)Ok, 1 (2, 2zi41)  Ha(2i41)Ok, (2i72i+1)]
X a [Hg'(zzﬂ)@k;, (2i,zi41) Hsz(zir )91@;1, (21, 2is1) dzy ...dzm + o(1), (68)

To treat the product of block matrices in (68), we introduce the following result, on the (contour) integration over two dz;
and dz;+1 only.

Lemma 8. Given i € {1,...,m — 1}, we have, for the following product of three matrices that

i+1
7{ 7{ {Hﬁ(zjﬂ)@kjﬂ,l(zjvZj+1) H2(2j+1)®kj+172(zjaZj+1):| iz
r., Jr, H5 (2j41)Ok,41,1(2), 2541)  Ha(2j41)Onypy 2(25, 2541) ]

i+1 j=i—1
B X1(2im1, 2is Zig1, 2iv2)  Xo(Zio1, Zis Zig1yit2) Iy 1 69
= X (2 . o) Xu(z o Zi Zi+1+0||'||()7 (69)
F’%‘ Fki+1 3(Ri—1, %iy Zi+1, Zi4-2 4\Ri—1, %iy Zi414i+2

where

Xl(ziflyzi;ZiJrl;ZiJrQ) Hl(zz)gkl 1(2171,2’1')H1(Zz+1) kit1, I(Zuzerl)Hl(ZiJrQ) kito, 1(Zz+1;21+2)7
X2 (2i-1, 2is Zit1, zit2) = Hi(2:)Op, 1(2i-1, 20) H1 (2i41) Ok, 1 1 (20 2i41)Ha(2i42) O, 2(2i41, Zig2),
Xs(Zzel,Zi,Zz'H,ZiJrz) = H;(Zz)e)ki,l(zzflyZi)Hl(Zerl)@ kit1, 1(2 Zz+1)H1(Zi+2)®ki+2 1(Zz+1,2¢+2),
X4(2i-1, 20 i1, Zit2) = HY (20) O, 1 (i1, 20) Hi (2i41) Oy, 1 (2, 2i1 ) H1 (2i42) Ok, 0 1 (2i41, Ziga).-

Proof of Lemma 8l Consider the following product of three (having index ¢ — 1, ¢,7 4 1) two-by-two block matrices, for which
we evaluate only the integration with respect to z; and z;41,

(3

This will result in a two-by-two block matrix, each block is the sum of four matrices of the form

z+1
[ (ZJ+1)9k (255 2j41) g 2(241) Ok 225 Z01) | g

i1 i1 Z7+1 ekj+17 (Zj,Zj.H) (27+1)®kj+17 (Zj72j+1

f j{ HO  -HO - HOdz;dz;1, (70)
Fk Ty

i+1

for H = Hl,HQ,Hg,Hg and © = @1,@2.
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As an example, let us consider the following term, as one of the four terms in the sum of the (1,1) block. By definitions
of Hy,Hy and Oy ; in (33) and (63), respectively, we have

7{ % 2(2i) Oy, 2(zi— 17Zz)H;(Zi-i-l)@kHl,l(ZiaZi-‘,—l)Hl(2i+2)®ki+2,1(2i+17Zi+2)dzidzi-i-l
Fk Tk

i+1

7{ ]{ IK + (zim(z) + 1)PAHA) Y(zi—1, )P (IK + (zig1m(zig1) + 1)AHAP)_1AH
Fk Ty

i+1

1 zl m(z;
X (771(21-)171(zi+1)1\/11%+1 + (24, zi+1)f tr Mg, , - IN) +2méz Ij) (IK + (zigam(zit2) + 1)PAHA)

1
X PAH (m(2i+l)m(zi+2)Mki+1 =+ ’I](Zi+1 N Zi+2)f tr Mkw+1 . IN Zld21+1

% f IK + Zl (ZZ) + 1)PAHA) ’}/(Zifl, Zl)P (IK + (ZiJrlm(ZiJrl) + 1)AHAP)71 Fl (Zl', Zi41, ZrL’JrQ) dZidZiJrl
Fk Fk

i+1

H2(2:)Op; 2(zi—1,2:)HY (zi11)

where we introduce

Zigoam(zig2) + 1

1
T1(2i, 2ig1, zipe) = AP (TTL(Zi)7”l”L(Zi+1)Mki+1 + 77(21’721’4—1) tr My, -1 ) A
m(zit2)

-1 1
X (IK =+ (zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)PAHA) PAH (m(zi+1)m(zi+2)1\/[ki+l + 77(Zi+1, Zi+2)f tr Mki+1 . IN) A.

Note that T'y (2;, 2;+1, Zi+2) is a matrix polynomial that does not contain any pole (for z;, z;11 under evaluation). We thus have,
by Lemma @] and the (asymptotic) eigendecomposition APAH = ULU" + o.(1) with diagonal L = diag{/1,...,(x} €
REXE and U = [uy,...,ux] € CV*K as in Assumption 2]

% 7{ 2(21) Oy, 2(2i—1, 2)HY (2i41) Ok, 1 1(Zis Zig 1) H1(2i42) Oy n 1 (Zig1, 2ig2)d2zidzig1
Fk Iy

i+1

]{ f{ (zim(z;) + 1)PA" (I + (zym(z;) + 1)APAM) ™ Yy (2o, 2) (ziam(zig) + 1) APAM
Cr; STk

(IK =+ (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)APAH) API, (Zi, Zi41, zi+2)dzidzi+1
]{ 7{ (zim(2z;) + 1) (ziz1m(zig1) + Dy(zio1, 2) PAPU (Ix + (zim(z) + 1)L) L
Fk Ty

i+1
IK —+ Z»LJrlm(ZfLJrl) —+ I)L) UHAPF1 (Zi, Zit1, zi+2)dzidzi+1 —+ O””( )

K H
lounug)

?gk j{m (zim(2;) + 1) (zip1m(zip1) + 1)y(zi—1, z;) PAM Z T G T D (T G T D)

i1 n= 1

X APFl (Zz; Zi+1, Zi+2)dzl'dzi+1 + O||||( )

K
s . ‘ ‘ ‘ (z — \i)lpu,ut!
= lim (sz(zz) + 1)(21+1m(21+1) + 1) Zi—1, Zz Z 1 T Zz+1m(zz+1) n 1)6 )(1 T (zlm(zz) T 1)€n)

Z—))v;

Fki+1 =

x APT (2i, zit1, zit2)dziy1 + OH.H(l) = O||.||( ),

where we used residue calculus in the last line, with \; = 1+ /¢; + clHl the asymptotic position of the isolated eigenvalue

circled by I'y,, and the crucial observation that when integrating over le, the integrant does not contain pole circled by the
contour I'y, . This is due to the fact that Ty (24, Zi41, 2it+2) does not contain pole and the only pole ); is already enclosed

by I'y, and cannot be enclosed by I', ;.
Similarly, other terms containing Ha(2;)®, 2(2;—1, z;)HY (2;41), including

Ho(2)Op, 2(2i—1, 2)HY (2011) Oy 1 (20, 2i41)Ha(2i12) Ok, 15 2(2i1, 2i42),
H(2:)Ok, 1 (2i-1, 20)HY (2041) O,y 2(2i, 2ie1) HE (2i42) Ok, 1 (2i41, Zig2),
HY (2:) Ok, 1(2i-1, 2)Ha(2i41) Oy, 2(2i, 2i41)HE (2i42) Oy 5.1 (Zig 1, Zig2),

lead to matrices of vanishing spectral norm after contour integration.
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Following the same idea, we evaluate

j{ f Zz ®k 2(21 1, Zz)H3(Zl+l)®k i1, 2(217 Zerl)HQ (Zl+2)®k G2, 1(Zz+1, Zl+2)dzzdzz+1
Fk Fk

i+1

7{ 7{ IK + (zim(z;) + 1)PAHA) ! v(zi-1, zi)Pm(zHl)AHA (IK + (zir1m(zige1) + 1)PAHA)_1
Fk Tk

i+1

-1 1
X '7(21’7 Zi+1)P (IK + (zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)AHAP) AH (m(2i+1)m(zi+2)MkH1 + 77(2’1'4_1,2’1'4_2)? tr Mki+1 . IN> AdZidZH_l

7{ 7{ IK + (zim(z;) + 1)PAHA) Y(zi_1, z))Pm(zip1)AHA (IK + (zir1m(zig1) + 1)PAHA)_1
I, JT
Ky kit1 Hg(zi)(")ki,z(zi—l-,Zi)HS(Zi+1)

X Ta(2i, Zit1, Zi42)dzidzit1,
where

—1
I‘Q(Zi, Zi+1y ZZ'+2) = "y(ZZ, Zi+1)P (IK + (ZiJer(ZiJrQ) + 1)AHAP) AH

1
x (m(2i+1)m(2i+2)Mki+1 +(2i41, ziv2) 7 0 Mgy, - T ) A,

is a matrix polynomial that does not contain any pole (for z; and z;11). We thus get

7{ % 2(2i) Oy, 2(zi— 17Zz)Hs(Zerl)@le,z(Zi,Zi+1)H§(2i+2)@kH2,1(Zz'+17Zi+2)dzz'dzz‘+1
Fk Ty

i+1

- <2m> j’{ f{ (Tic + (zim(2:) + DPAMA) ™ (21, 2:)Pm(z01) AMA (I + (2ig1m(zi41) + )PARA)
Pry YThyyy
T2 (i, Zit1, zip2)dzidzip

(zim

]g ﬁ m(z:) + 1) (zis1m(zip1) + Dm(zi01)PAR (I + (zim(2;) + 1) APAR) "y (zi_1,2)APAFAPAF

i+1

(IK + (zlJrlm Zl+1 + 1)APAH) AI‘Q(ZZ', Zi+1y Z»L'JFQ)dZZ'dZiJrl

= <2m> ﬁk 7{1 m(z) + 1) (zigim(zig1) + D)m(zig1)y(zio1, 2) PAPU (I + (zim(2) + 1)L)_1 L?

kig1

(IK =+ (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)L) UHI‘Q(Zi, Zi41, zi+2)dzidzi+1
Z

]{ ﬁ; im(zi) + 1) (zigim(zip1) + 1)m(2zip1)7(2ie 1,zZ)PAH

i+1

K
€2un H
2(2i, zit1, zit2)dzidzigr = o) (1),
g 1+ Zz+1m(zl+l)+1)€ )(1+(sz(zz)+1)én) 2(2 Zi+1 Z+2) ZiAZi+1 o ||( )

where the last line follows the same line of arguments as for I'; above. Similarly, other terms containing
HQ (ZZ')@ki_VQ(Zifl, ZZ)Hg (Zi+1), including

Hl(Zi)@ki,l(Zzel,Zz‘)Hz( i )@klﬂ Q(ZhZi+1)H3(Zi+2)®ki+2,2(zi+laZi+2)7
Hj(2)Op, 2(zi—1, 2i) H3(2i41) O,y 2(2is 2ig1 ) H3(2i42) Oy 2(Zig 1, Ziga)s
HQ (Zi)G)ki,l(Ziflv Zi)Hz (Zi+1)®ki+1,2(zia Zi+1)H3(2i+2)®ki+2,2(zi+1a Zi+2)7

again lead to matrices of vanishing spectral norm after contour integration.
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We then consider

f % Zz ®k Z(Zz 1, Z’L)HQ (Z’L+1)®kl+1 1(217 Zz+1)H1(Zz+2)®k1+2 l(Z’L+17 Zz+2)dzzdzl+l
Fk T

i+1

]{ 7{ m(z;) A A (IK + (zim(z) + 1)PAHA)71 Y(zi—1, ;)P (IK + (zig1m(zig1) + 1)AHAP)71 AH
Fk Tk

i+1

1 Zivom(z; +1 -1
X (771(21-)7rL(zi+1)1\/11%+1 + n(zi, zi+1)f tr My, - IN> A% (IK + (zigam(zit2) + 1)PAHA)

1
X PAH ( Zz—l—l) (ZH_Q):NI}%Jrl + 77(214_1, ZH_Q) tr Mki+1 IN) Ad/ZidZi+1

f{ j{ m(z)APA (I + (zem(z) + )PAPA) ™ y(zi 1, 2)P (I + (z11m(zi 1) + 1)AHAP)
Fk Ty

i+1

H3(2i)Ok,; 2(zi—1,2:)HE (zi11)
X T'3(2i, Zig1, Zig2)dzidzip1

where

1 Zitom(z; +1
F3 (Zi, Zit+1, Zi+2) = AH (m(zi)m(zi+1)1\/[ki+l + 77(Zi, Zi+1) tr MkH»l -1 ) A+2’In§z—+z;
i+

-1 1
X (IK =+ (zi+2m(zi+2) =+ l)PAHA) PAH (m(2i+1)m(2i+2)Mki+l + n(ZiJrl, ZiJrQ) tr Mk1+1 . N) A

is a matrix polynomial that does not contain any pole (for z; and z;y1). We thus obtain

% 7{ 3(21) Oy, 2(zi—1, 2)HY (2i+1) Ok, 1 1 (205 Zig1) H1(2i42) Oy n 1 (Zig1, 2ig2)d2zidzig1
Fk Iy

i+1
j{ j{ m(z)APA (T + (zim(z) + DPAPA) " (21, 2)P (Ix + (ziim(zip1) + 1)APAP)
Cr; YTk
X F3 217 Zi+1, Zz+2)dzzdzz+l
7{ 7{ m(z) + DATAPAM (Ix + (zym(z;) + 1)APAH)_1 Y(ziz1, 2i)(zig1m(ziz1) + 1) APA
Cry JTky
(IK + ZZ+1m ZrLJrl) + 1)APAH) API‘g(ZZ, Zi+1y Z»L'JFQ)dZZ'dZiJrl
j{ j{ m(zi) + DAMUL (I + (zim(z) + D)™ y(2io1, 20) (zipm(zi) + 1L
Cr; YTk
IK + zH_lm Zz-i—l) + 1)L)_1 UHAPF3 (Zi, Zit1, zi+2)dzidzi+1
j{ j{ m(z) + 1) (zipam(zisn) + 1)7(zi-1, 2) A"
Fk Ty

i+1

K
ézun H
z:: 1+ (zig1m(ziz1) + 1)y, )(1 + (zim(z;) + 1)€,,) 3(zi, zin, 2iv2)dzmdzin = oy (1)
Similarly, other terms containing H3(z;)®x, 2(2i—1, zi) HY (2;41), including

H;(2)Ok; 2(2i—1, 2)HY (2i41) Oy 1 1 (25 2ig1 ) Ho(2i42) Ok, 5 2(2ig 1, Zi2),s
H;(2)Ok; 2(2i—1, 20)H3 (2i41) Oy sy 2(2is it 1)HE (2042) Oy 5 1 (2i4 1, 2ig2),

lead to matrices of vanishing spectral norm after contour integration.
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It remains to evaluate
% f Zz @k 2(21 luzz)H3(Zz+1)®k1+1 2(21721+1)H3(21+2)®k1+2, (Zz+1721+2)dzzdzz+1
Doy /T4

f{ f{ m(z)AMA (T + (zim(z) + DPAMA) 7 (21, 2)Pm(zip1)AMA (T + (zipm(zi1) + 1)PARA)
Try STk

1
Zl, Zit1 Pm(zz_,_g)A A (IK + (21+2m(zz+2) + 1)PAHA) ’Y(ZH_l, Zi+2)PdZidZi+1

% % Y(zim1s 2)m(zi41) (20 2ie1)M(Zis2)V (Zig1, Zipo) A (zim(z;) + 1) APAR
Fk Ty

i+1

(IK + (zm(z) + 1)APAH)’1 (zip1m(zis1) + 1)APAM (I + (zir1m(zig1) + 1) APAM) " APAM
(zigom(ziy2) + 1)APAH (Ix + (ziyam(zig2) + 1)APAY) ™' APdzdz

j! j! (i1, 2)mzie) Y (20 20 )Mz (s zie) (zm(z0) + D) (zam(zi0) + 1) (zam(zi2) + 1)
Ty, Fk1+1
x AMUL (I + (zim(z) + DL) 'L (Ix + (zisam(zip1) + VL) L2 (Ig 4 (zip2m(zise) + VL) UNAPdzdzi 40
7{ 7{ Y(ziz1, zi)m(zit1) 7 (20 zir1)M(2Ziv2) Y (Zit1, Ziv2) (zim(2i) + 1) (zipam(zie) + 1) (zizam(zig2) + 1)
Pk, ka+1
4 H
x AM Z £ttty APdzdzi 1 = o). (1).

= (14 (zigam(zir2) + D) (1 + (zigrm(zipa) + 1)) (1 + (zim(z) + 1))

Ignoring items of vanishing spectral norms in the resulting two-by-two block matrix, we conclude the proof of Lemmal[8 [

In the following, we ignore, for the sake of notational convenience, the arguments of X1, X9, X3, X4.
In Lemma [§] we treat the product of three matrices and the integral over z;, z;11. Consider now the product of four matrices
and its integral over z;, z;11 and z;yo. It thus follows from Lemma [§] that

z+2
f % % |:H|}|(Zj+1)®kj+l AZ5, Zj+1
Tr; JTh;y /T, ite j=io1 H2 (Zj+1)®kj+1 1\Zj5, Zj+1

i1 Fit2

( ) H2(2j+1)®k.+1 Q(Zjvzj+1):|

o d ld 7 d i
( ) HS(Zj+1)®kj+172(Zjvzj+1) zidzi11dzit2
[ 1 } |:H1(Zi+3) kiva1(Ziv2, Zivs)  Ha(zig3)Ok,, 2(2zit2, Zits)
X3 HY (2i43)Ok, 5.1 (2iv2, 2ziv3)  Ha(2i43)Or, 5. 2(2i42, 2it3)

[XlHl 2i43) Ok, 51 (Zit2, 2zit3) X1Haz(2i43)Ok,,, 2(2iv2, Zit3)
X3H1(2i43)Ok, 5.1(2i42, zi3)  XsHa(2i13)Ok, 4 2(Zi42, 2it3)

:| dz;dzi+1dzi4o + o) (1)

kito

:| dZidZi+1dZi+2 + ol (1),

i+3,

Where, similar to the proof of Lemma [§] we ignore all block matrices of vanishing spectral norm.
Repeating the above approximating procedure on (G8), we conclude that

Q/AJ ( ) 7{ 7{ ([Hl Zl)®k1 (Zm,Zl) Hz(Zl)@kl,z(Zm,Zl)]
ki,.oiskm 271 Ty, Th, H2 Zl)ekl, (zm,zl) H3(21)®k172(2’m721)

@k +1, 1(217 Zerl) H2(2i+1)®k-+1 2(21', Zi+1)
X ¢ it dzi...dzm, 1
H |: ®k1+1 1(Zu ZlJrl) H3 (Zi+1)®ki+172(zi7 ZiJrl) L Fm t O( )

() 7&1 (=

m m

2}) dzy ...dzm +0(1),
4

where

S

[1]

1=Hi(21)O,,1(2m, 21)

r
H;(z1)Ok, 1(2m, z1) (

Hl Zz+1)®k1+1, (27,727,+1 ) )
)

N
il
t\,J)—‘

Hl Zz+1 Oy, ir1,1 anerl Zm G')k (melvzm)v

w
| \

3"1!:1

—

HY (21)O%, 1 (2m, 21)

i
Il

=

2

3
|

H
=H3 (21)Ok, ,1(2m, 21) Hi(2i41)Ok,. 01 (20, 2it1) | H2(2m) Ok, 2(2m—1, 2m)-

[
Ny

Hl Zz-l—l 9k1+1, Ziy Zi41 )

I
=

2
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Then, we have

. dzm,

ﬁ\e\
[1
_|_
[x
=
IS
KN

3
L

—

<H1 21 @k1 Zm,Zl) H1(2i+1)®k1+1 1(Zi;Zi+l)> dzi...dzm,

N
Il
-

H1 (Zi41)Opyyy, 1(zz,zz+1)> H:(21)Ok,, 2(2m— 1,zm)> dz1...dzm,

=
[V}

H
(H2 21)Opk, 1(2m, 21)

% % <H1 (21)Ok, 1(2m, 21)
T, Th,,

m—2
Zm,Zl <H H1 Zz+1)®k1+1 1(Zz,Zz+1)> H2(Zm)@km,2(zm172m)Hg(Zl)> dzi...dzm,

=1

Hl(zHl)@;%H’ (Zi, Zi+1)> le . d Zm

@
Il
=

m—1
<H1 21)Ok, 1(Zm, 21) H Hi(2i41)Ok,,,, 1(zl,zl+1)> dzy ...dzm + o(1).
=1

<2m> fék fé

where we used in the last line the similar approximation as in the proof of Lemma
Expanding this product, we get

km

- z m(z1) +1 -1
Vs, = (2 ) f f amz) +1 (Ix + (z1m(z1) + )PA"A) ~ PAM (m(zl)m(zl)Mkl—i-
™ Tk, Tk, 21)
Zixim(z; +1 —1
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by residue calculus. This conclude the proof of Theorem

D. Proof of Lemma [I]

Define the set of indices Z,,, : 1 <43 < ... <, < K, and the permutations of 7, as o {i1y o yim} = {81,y dm -
Then, any off-diagonal entry [®@];,:, of ® can be rewritten as the following combination involving the product of the entries
of <I>1, <I>2 as

K
[@]ii, = > _[®7 ik [Pk (71)
k=1
K .
—1)atk . _ A “
=y )l dsign(@) [ [@1]pgl®lkis (72)
. det(‘I>1) ~ ; ,
k=1 g pEL;,q€T;,
where we use the adjugate matrix to represent the inverse ®; ! in the second line, with Z,, = Z,,\{k},Z; i = Lm\{i1}.

Note that the map ¢ : Ik — I can be obtained from o by deleting the vertex from node & to ¢;, and can thus be decomposed
into the product of several cycles and the open path from i; to k. See Example [T in Section [Al for a concrete example of such
decomposition. Under the same notations of Theorem [3 Equation can be written as
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where 1/;c1 represents the product of off-diagonal entries of ‘i>1, &, whose indices can form several disjoint circles, and 1/3?11.’1 i2)
represents the product of entries whose indices start from ¢; and end at ¢2. Then, we have
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where the indices of the elemen}s in these open paths are connected end to end, forming again circles. At this point, we
conclude that [®];,;,[®]i,i, - .. [®];,.:, can be expressed as a sum of products of a finite number of pairwise disjoint cycles
composed of elements of ®; and ®5. This, combined with Theorem [3 concludes the proof of Lemma [1l

E. Proof of Remark[9

Note that in the case of K = 2 DoAs, the two complex eigenvalues of &€ can be explicitly and compactly given by its trace
and determinant as Ay ($C) = 1 (tr (D) + \/‘51"2 HG) — 4det(‘i>G)>. It is known (see, for example [9, Section 2.7] and

Lemma [6] in Section [E]) that for random matrix Z € CN*" having i.i.d. CA(0,1) entries, its expected resolvent E[Q(z)] =

E[(ZZ" /T — z1x)~"] can be well approximated by the deterministic equivalent Q in a spectral norm sense |E[Q] — Q| =
O(N~'/2). This, together with Theorem[3] yields that tr(®%) = tr(®) 4+ O(N~'/2), det(®F) = det(®) + O(N~1/?), so that
As(9) = A (®) + O(N~1/2). (73)

Recall that Aég = arctan(i‘y[/\k(@G)]/S“E[/\(‘iG)]), a Taylor expansion allows us to conclude that AO¢ = Afy + O(N~1/2),
so that

05 — 6, = O(N~3/%), (74)
for a distance A of order N and K = 2.
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