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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 → ∞ with
N/T → c ∈ (0,∞), 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 N and T grow to infinity at the

same pace, i.e.,

N, T → ∞, N/T → c ∈ (0,∞),

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 [8], [9]. A key takeaway

from these developments is that when T is not much larger

than N , the SCM becomes a poor eigenspectral estimator of

the population covariance (see [9] and Section II-C 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 4), where

the separation between angles is of the order O(N−1), the

classical MUSIC approach fails to deliver accurate estimates.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2501.02746v1
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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 -

consistent1 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 II-A) 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 [10]–[13] for MUSIC through eigenvector projections, not

directly applicable. Although it has been empirically observed

that ESPRIT outperforms MUSIC in certain cases [17] 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 → ∞ with N/T → c ∈
(0,∞), except in the special case of uncorrelated and

widely-spaced sources (Remark 5).

2) We propose a novel G-ESPRIT method (Algorithm 2) and

demonstrate in Proposition 1 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 III-B, which is of

independent technical interest.

Organization of the paper: The remainder of this paper is

organized as follows. In Section II, 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 III, we demonstrate the inconsistency of

classical ESPRIT in large-dimensional regime and provide

related discussions. In Section IV, 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 VI concludes the paper.

Notions: Upper-case and lower-case boldface letters denote

matrices and column vectors, respectively. The operators (·)T,

(·)∗, and (·)H denote the transpose, conjugate, and Hermitian

1An estimator θ̂ is called N -consistent for θ if N(θ̂ − θ) → 0 almost
surely as N, T → ∞, see Remark 1 for a detailed discussion.

x1(t) x2(t) xN−2(t) xN−1(t) xN (t)

θ

d

Fig. 1: System diagram for DoA estimation. A far-field

signal with incident angle θ impinges on a ULA of N
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, In denotes n×n identity matrix and ⊙ represents

the Hadamard matrix product. For a complex number z, we

use ℜ[z], ℑ[z], and arg(z) to represent the real and imaginary

parts, as well as the argument of z respectively. For a random

variable x, E[x] denotes its expectation. We use N (m,σ2) for

the real Gaussian distribution with mean m and variance σ2,

and say z follows a complex circular Gaussian distribution

and denote z ∼ CN (m,σ2) if z = x + ıy with independent

x, y such that x ∼ N (ℜ[m], σ2/2) and y ∼ N (ℑ[m], σ2/2).
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 II-A and revisit the ESPRIT algorithm in Section II-B.

In Section II-C, we review some results on the eigenspectra of

large sample covariance matrices as N, T → ∞ 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 θ1, . . . , θK as shown in Figure 1. The

received signal at time t = 1, . . . , T is given by

x(t) =
∑K

k=1 a(θk)sk(t) + n(t) ∈ CN , (1)

with complex signal sk(t) ∈ C, and complex circular Gaussian

white noise n(t) ∈ CN having i.i.d. CN (0, 1) entries. a(θk) ∈
C

N represents the steering vector of source k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}
at DoA θk, given by2

a(θk) = [1, eıθk , . . . , eı(N−1)θk ]T/
√
N ∈ C

N . (2)

This model can be rewritten in matrix form as

X = AS+N, A = [a(θ1), . . . , a(θK)] ∈ C
N×K , (3)

with X = [x(1), . . . ,x(T )] ∈ CN×T the matrix of re-

ceived signals, A ∈ C
N×K the matrix of steering vectors,

2The normalization by
√
N is made so that a(θk) is of unit norm. Here,

we use θk for the DoA in the Fourier space as in [10], which is related to

the “physical” angle φk of the source wave via θk = 2πd
λ0

sin(φk).
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S = [s(1), . . . , s(T )] ∈ CK×T the matrix containing source

signals, and random noise N = [n(1), . . . ,n(T )] ∈ C
N×T

with identity power matrix. Then, the population covariance

of the received signal is given by

C ≡ E[XXH]/T = ASSHAH/T + E[NNH]/T

= APAH + IN , (4)

where we denote the signal power matrix as P ≡ SSH/T .

Note from (4) 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(θk), and thus

provides information of the desired DoAs θk. The eigenspace

associated with the K largest eigenvalues of C is referred

to in the literature as the “signal subspace” UK . Since C

is not available in practical situations, subspace methods are

performed on the SCM constructed from T observations as

Ĉ = XXH/T. (5)

B. The ESPRIT DoA Estimator

The ESPRIT method [21] relies on the following structure

of rotational invariance: For steering matrix A ∈ CN×K

defined in (3) and J1, J2 ∈ Rn×N two selection matrices

that select n out of N rows of A with distance ∆ ≥ 1, that is

JT

1 = [eℓ, . . . , en+ℓ−1], JT

2 = [eℓ+∆, . . . , en+ℓ+∆−1], (6)

for ei the canonical vector of RN such that [ei]j = δij . Note

that A is a Vandermonde matrix and satisfies

J1A diag{eı∆θk}Kk=1 = J2A. (7)

While A is unknown, it follows from (4) that the top-K
subspace UK ∈ CN×K of C is the same as the subspace

spanned by the columns of AP−1/2, so that

UK = AP−1/2M, (8)

for some invertible M ∈ CK×K . ESPRIT algorithm then

exploits the rotational invariance property of signal subspaces

spanned by the two subarrays selected by J1 and J2. Combing

(7) with (8), the DoAs θk can be written as the angles of the

kth complex eigenvalues of

Φ = (UH

KJH

1 J1UK)−1UH

KJH

1 J2UK ≡ Φ−1
1 Φ2, (9)

assuming invertible Φ1 ≡ UH

KJH

1 J1UK ∈ C
K×K . While the

population signal subspace UK is not practically available,

ESPRIT proposes to estimate the DoAs by replacing UK in

(9) with the empirical estimate ÛK obtained from the SCM

Ĉ, assuming that Ĉ is “close” to the population covariance

C in some sense. This leads to the ESPRIT DoA estimation

procedure summarized in Algorithm 1.

C. Eigenspectral Inconsistency for Large-dimensional SCM

ESPRIT relies on the assumption that the signal subspace

UK can be accurately estimated by ÛK . This is typically valid

when the number of observations T is much larger than the

array size N , making the sample covariance Ĉ a good “proxy”

of population covariance C in the sense that ‖Ĉ−C‖ → 0 as

Algorithm 1 ESPRIT DoA estimation.

Input: Received signal X ∈ CN×T , number of sources K .

Output: Estimated DoA angles θ̂k, k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}.

1: Compute the SCM Ĉ = XXH/T as in (5) to retrieve

ÛK = [û1, . . . , ûK ] ∈ C
N×K the estimated signal sub-

space composed of the top-K eigenvectors û1, . . . , ûK ∈
CN associated to the largest K eigenvalues of Ĉ;

2: Define two selection matrices J1,J2 ∈ Rn×N as in (6)

that both select n among N rows with a distance ∆ ≥ 1;

3: Compute Φ̂ = (ÛH

KJH
1 J1ÛK)−1ÛH

KJH
1 J2ÛK ∈ CK×K ,

for invertible ÛH

KJH

1 J1ÛK , and then the angles of λk(Φ̂),
the kth (complex) eigenvalue of Φ̂;

4: return θ̂k = arg(λk(Φ̂))/∆, k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}.

T → ∞ 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, Ĉ is not a consistent

estimator of C in a spectral norm sense. Consequently, we

should not expect that the top subspace ÛK used in ESPRIT

is a good estimate of the true signal subspace UK .

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 →
∞, N/T → c ∈ (0,∞), n/N → τ ∈ (0, 1) and K fixed.

Assumption 2 (Subspace separation). Consider the eigen-

decomposition of APAH ∈ CN×N in (4) as

APAH =
∑K

k=1 λk(APAH) · uku
H

k . (10)

Then, as N, T → ∞, the top eigenvalues λk(APAH) satisfy

λ1(APAH) → ℓ1 > . . . > λK(APAH) → ℓK >
√
c, (11)

where we recall c = limN/T in Assumption 1, for ℓk 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 ∈ CN×N , its empirical spectral measure is de-

fined as the normalized counting measure of the eigenvalues

λ1(X), . . . , λN (X) of X,

µX =
1

N

N∑

i=1

δλi(X), (12)

where δx represents the Dirac measure at x.

Definition 2 (Stieltjes transform). For a probability measure

µ (e.g., an empirical spectral measure in Definition 1), its

Stieltjes transform mµ(z) is defined, for z ∈ C\ supp(µ), as

mµ(z) =

∫
µ(dt)

t− z
=

1

N
trQX(z), (13)

with QX(z) = (X− zIN)−1 ∈ CN×N the resolvent of X.



4

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 1 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 1, we have, for X ∈ CN×T defined (3) and as

N, T → ∞ with N/T → c ∈ (0,∞) that, with probability

one, the empirical spectral measure in Definition 1 of the SCM

Ĉ = XXH/T converges weakly to the Marc̆enko-Pastur law

µ(dx) = (1 + c−1)+δ0(x) +

√

(x− E−)+(E+ − x)+ dx

2πcx
,

with E± = (1 ± √
c)2 and (x)+ = max(x, 0). And its

Stieltjes transform (see Definition 2) converges to m(z), the

unique Stieltjes transform solution to the Marc̆enko-Pastur

equation [24]

zcm2(z)− (1− c− z)m(z) + 1 = 0. (14)

Moreover, let Assumption 2 hold and denote λ̂1 > . . . > λ̂N
the ordered eigenvalues of Ĉ with corresponding eigenvectors

û1, . . . , ûN , we have

λ̂i →
{

λ̄i =
(

1 + ℓi + c 1+ℓi
ℓi

)

> E+, i ≤ K

E+ = (1 +
√
c)2, i > K

; (15)

almost surely as N, T → ∞. Also, for all deterministic

sequences of unit norm vectors a,b ∈ C
N , we have,

aHûkû
H

kb−
1− cℓ−2

k

1 + cℓ−1
k

aHuku
H

kb → 0, k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, (16)

almost surely as N, T → ∞, with uk ≡ uk(APAH) in (10).

Theorem 1 states that for N, T both large and comparable

with ratio c = limN/T , the eigenvalues of the SCM Ĉ,

instead of being close to those of its population counterpart

C = APAH + IN in (4), spread out on the interval [E−, E+]
of length 4

√
c ≫ 0. Moreover, under the additional Assump-

tion 2, it is known that the largest eigenvalues of Ĉ (that are

due to the “signal” APAH) are guaranteed to “separate” from

those due to the random white noise. However, even in this

case, the empirical eigenvalues λ̂i of Ĉ are larger than the

population ones (i.e., 1+ℓi), by a quantity that is proportional

to c = limN/T , and eigenvectors ûk are biased estimate of

the population eigenvectors uk(APAH), in the sense that for

arbitrary deterministic a,b ∈ CN , the eigenspace ûkû
H

k is

biased by a factor of (1− cℓ−2
k )/(1 + cℓ−1

k ) as in (16).

Theorem 1 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.

III. INCONSISTENCY OF ESPRIT FOR LARGE ARRAYS

In this section, we present our main result in Theorem 2

on the large-dimensional inconsistency of classical ESPRIT

in Section III-A. The proof of Theorem 2 relies on a novel

bound on eigenvalue difference between two matrices derived

in Section III-B, and is given in detail in Section III-C.

Built upon recent advances in RMT, we perform in this

section an in-depth analysis of the classical ESPRIT method

in Algorithm 1 in the large array and limited snapshot setting

of Assumption 1. 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 θ1, . . . , θK
are fixed as N → ∞, and they have angular separation much

larger than a beam-width 2π/N .

Assumption 4 (Closely spaced DoAs). The DoAs θ1, . . . , θK
are spaced with a “distance” of order O(N−1), that is

|θk − θ| = O(N−1), k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, (17)

for some θ > 0 as N → ∞.

Remark 1 (N -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 θ̂k of the

true DoA θk to be distinguished from other DoAs, one must

have an estimation error of order o(N−1). We say, in this

case, that the estimate θ̂k is N -consistent if N(θ̂k − θk) → 0
as N, T → ∞, see also [10]. Note that this differs from the

widely-spaced DoA scenario in Assumption 3, in which case

we only need θ̂k to be a consistent estimation of θk, that is

θ̂k − θk → 0 as N, T → ∞.

Remark 2 (Widely versus closely-spaced DoAs). Under

Assumption 1 and in the case of widely-spaced DoAs in

Assumption 3, we have, as N,n, T → ∞ at the same

pace that ‖AHA − IK‖ = O(N−1), so that the steering

matrix A is (approximately for N large) the same as the

signal subspace UK , and that both AHJH

1 J1A and AHJH

1 J2A

are asymptotically diagonal. On the contrary, in the case of

closely-spaced DoAs in Assumption 4, AHA is no longer

asymptotically identity, and AHJH

1 J1A and AHJH

1 J2A are no

longer asymptotically diagonal. See Lemma 5 in Section A of

the appendix for a detailed characterization of these quantities.

A. Large-dimensional behavior of ESPRIT

According to Algorithm 1, the ESPRIT DoA estimates

depend on the angles of the eigenvalues of

Φ̂ = (ÛH

KJH

1 J1ÛK)−1ÛH

KJH

1 J2ÛK ≡ Φ̂−1
1 Φ̂2, (18)

where Φ̂, Φ̂1, Φ̂2 are empirical estimates of their population

counterparts in (9).

In the following result, by studying the behavior of Φ̂,

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 III-C.
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Theorem 2 (Large-dimensional behavior of ESPRIT). Let

Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, let in addition either Assump-

tion 3 or Assumption 4 hold, denote θ̂k the DoA estimate

obtained from the classical ESPRIT in Algorithm 1, we have,

for k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} and θ̄k ≡ arg(λk(Φ̄))/∆ that

∆(θ̂k − θ̄k) → 0, (19)

almost surely as N, T → ∞, with λk(Φ̄) the kth largest

eigenvalue of Φ̄ = Φ̄−1
1 Φ̄2 and

Φ̄1 = diag(
√
g)Φ1 diag(

√
g) + τ (IK − diag(g)) ,

Φ̄2 = diag(
√
g)Φ2 diag(

√
g),

(20)

for
√
g = [

√
g1, . . . ,

√
gK ]T ∈ RK with

gk ≡ 1− cℓ−2
k

1 + cℓ−1
k

∈ (0, 1). (21)

Theorem 2 tells us that in the large N, T regime, the estimates

Φ̂1, Φ̂2, due to the large-dimensional inconsistency of Ĉ

discussed in Section II-C, are biased from their population

counterparts Φ1,Φ2 defined in (9), and connect instead to

Φ̄1, Φ̄2 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 II-A 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 1 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 c = limN/T → 0 or of high

SNR as ℓk → ∞, one has gk → 1, so that Φ̄ = Φ−1
1 Φ2 = Φ

and classical ESPRIT provides consistent DoA estimates.

Remark 4 (Limiting case: small subarray). While at first

sight of Theorem 2, one may want to take the limit of

τ = limn/N → 0, so that the large-dimensional bias term

diag(
√
g) in both Φ̄1 and Φ̄2 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 Φ1 → 0
in the limit of τ → 0 and Φ̄ = Φ̄−1

1 Φ̄2 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 = SSH/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 Φ1 = τIK +O‖·‖(N
−1), Φ2 = τ diag{eı∆θk}Kk=1 +

O‖·‖(N
−1), so that Φ̄ defined in (20) writes

Φ̄ = diag(
√
g) diag{eı∆θk}Kk=1 diag(

√
g) +O‖·‖(N

−1),

for g a real vector. As such, Φ̄ has the same eigenvalue angles

as Φ, and that θ̂k − θk → 0 almost surely. Classical ESPRIT

thus provides consistent DoA estimation in this setting.

Beyond the special cases discussed in Remarks 3 and 5,

where the classical ESPRIT estimates θ̂k obtained from Al-

gorithm 1 are “lucky” enough to be consistent, it can be

shown that θ̂k in general deviates from the true DoA θk
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 = UPLU
H

P the

eigen-decomposition of P, it then follows from Lemma 5 in

Section A of the appendix that Φ1 = UH

PA
HJH

1 J1AUP +
O‖·‖(N

−1) = τIK + O‖·‖(N
−1) and similarly that Φ2 =

τUH

P diag{eı∆θi}Ki=1UP +O‖·‖(N
−1), so that

Φ̄ = diag(g)UH

P diag{eı∆θi}ki=1UP diag(g) +O‖·‖(N
−1).

As such, Φ̄ has, in general, its eigenvalues different from

those of Φ. This, by Theorem 2, leads to inconsistent ESPRIT

estimates such that arg(λk(Φ̂))/∆− θk 9 0 as N, T → ∞.

It can be checked, in the case of K = 2 sources with

different DoAs ∆θ1 6= ∆θ2 +mπ for positive integer m, that

the classical ESPRIT estimates cannot be consistent unless

UP = I2, that is, when the two sources are uncorrelated. See

Section C-A 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 θ2 = θ1 +α/N
for some α > 0, and assume uncorrelated signals with

equal powers, that is, P = I2. It can be checked that

classical ESPRIT is not N -consistent in this case, that is

N(arg(λk(Φ̂))/∆− θk) 9 0 as N, T → ∞, 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 2. The ma-

jor technical challenge in characterizing the large-dimensional

behavior of ESPRIT in Algorithm 1 lies in the fact that the

corresponding DoA estimates, which are the angles of the

complex eigenvalues of the K-by-K random matrix Φ̂ defined

in (18), depend on the entries of two strongly dependent

random matrices Φ̂1 and Φ̂2 in a non-trivial manner. In

addition, the off-diagonal complex entry of Φ̂2 in (18), for

i 6= j, is given by

[Φ̂2]ij = ûH

i J
H

1 J2ûj =

n+ℓ−1∑

m=ℓ

eHm+∆ûiû
H

j em, (22)

and cannot be handled using standard RMT techniques. The

same holds true for [Φ̂1]ij , the off-diagonal entries of Φ̂1.

Indeed, standard RMT and contour integration techniques
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provide direct access to the following bilinear forms in the

large N, T → ∞ limit,

aHûiû
H

i b, (23)

for a,b ∈ CN of bounded norm, see for example [9, Sec-

tion 2.5]. This thus provides access to (limits of) the diagonal

entries of Φ̂1 and Φ̂2, 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 ∈ CK×K , if for any m-node cycle of

indices 1 ≤ i1 < . . . < im ≤ K , the entries of A,B satisfy,

for some ε ∈ (0, 1) that

|Ai1i2Ai2i3 . . . Aimi1 −Bi1i2Bi2i3 . . . Bimi1 | ≤ ε, (24)

then, the eigenvalues of A,B satisfy

|λk(A)− λk(B)| ≤ C K
√
ε, k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, (25)

for some constant C > 0 that only depends on K and the

value of max{maxi,j |Aij |,maxi,j |Bij |}.

Proof of Theorem 3. 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×K writes

det(λIK−A) = λK−S1(A)λK−1 . . .+(−1)KSK(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 λ) 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[Ik] and B[Ik], respectively, with

ordered indices Ik : 1 ≤ i1 < . . . < ik ≤ K , we have, by

definition of principal minor, that

|A[Ik]−B[Ik]|

=

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

σ

sign(σ)




∏

j∈Ik

Ajσ(j) −
∏

j∈Ik

Bjσ(j)





∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤
∑

σ

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∏

j∈Ik

Ajσ(j) −
∏

j∈Ik

Bjσ(j)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

, (27)

where we denote σ : {i1, . . . , ik} → {i1, . . . , ik} the permu-

tations of the index set Ik as in [28, Section 0.3.2] (that are

k! distinct permutations). It is known that every permutation

σ 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 A of

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

follows from (27) that

|A[Ik]−B[Ik]|

≤
∑

σ

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∏

j∈Ik

Ajσ(j) −
∏

j∈Ik

Bjσ(j)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

=
∑

σ

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

p
∏

i=1

Aj1j2 . . . Ajmi
j1

︸ ︷︷ ︸

indices form an mi-node circle

−
p
∏

i=1

Bj1j2 . . . Bjmi
j1

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

,

where we decompose every σ 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[Ik]−B[Ik]| ≤
∑

σ

ρp−1ε ≤ k!ρkε, (28)

where we denote ρ ≡ max{maxi,j |Aij |,maxi,j |Bij |}.

As such, for the k-th order coefficient of the characteristic

polynomial of A and B as in (26), we have

|Sk(A)− Sk(B)| =
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑(Kk)

|Ik|=k
|A[Ik]−B[Ik]|

∣
∣
∣
∣

≤
(
K

k

)

max
|Ik|=k

(|A[Ik]−B[Ik]|) ≤ CKε,

for some constant CK that only depends on ρ and K . This,

together with the following quantitative control on the roots

of a polynomial, concludes the proof of Theorem 3.

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 ε > 0, there exists δ > 0 such that if

the polynomial g(z) is a δ-deformation of f(z), that is, their

coefficients ai and bi satisfy |ai − bi| ≤ δ, i ∈ {1, . . . ,K},

then g(z) has only simple roots and for every root rf of f(z),
there exists a root rg of g(z) such that |rf−rg| ≤ C′δ1/K < ε
for some C′ > 0 that depends only on the coefficient and K .

C. Proof of Theorem 2

Here, we present the detailed proof of Theorem 2, following

the same line of arguments as that of Theorem 3. The major

difference is that, to prove Theorem 2, we need to evaluate

the eigenvalues of the product of two matrices Φ̂ = Φ̂−1
1 Φ̂2

as in (18), as opposed to the single matrix (A) in Theorem 3.

Following the idea of Theorem 3, we provide, in the

following result, characterization of the diagonal entries of

Φ̂1, Φ̂2 and the product of the off-diagonal entries, when their

indices form a circle.

Theorem 5 (Large-dimensional characterization of Φ̂1 and

Φ̂2). Under the same settings and notations of Theorem 2, we

have, for Φ̂1, Φ̂2 defined in (18), that

1) their diagonal entries satisfy, for k ∈ {1, . . . ,K},

[Φ̂1]kk − [Φ̄1]kk → 0, [Φ̂2]kk − [Φ̄2]kk → 0, (29)

almost surely as N, T → ∞, for Φ̄1, Φ̄2 defined in (20);

2) for indices 1 ≤ k1 < . . . < km ≤ K that form an m-node

cycle, denote Mkj
= JH

1 J2 or JH
1 J1, j ∈ {1, . . . ,m},
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so that the off-diagonal entries [Φ̂1]kikj
or [Φ̂2]kikj

of

Φ̂1, Φ̂2 can be uniformly written as ûH

ki
Mkj

ûkj
, we have

ψ̂k1,...,km
− ψ̄k1,...,km

→ 0, (30)

with ψ̂k1,...,km
≡ ûH

km
Mk1 ûk1(

∏m−1
j=1 ûH

kj
Mkj+1 ûkj+1),

ψ̄k1,...,km
≡ g1u

H

km
Mk1uk1(

∏m−1
j=1 gj+1u

H

kj
Mkj+1ukj+1 )

almost surely as N, T → ∞.3

Proof of Theorem 5. See Section C-C of the appendix.

Theorem 5 provides, in the large-dimensional regime of As-

sumption 1, characterizations of the diagonal entries of Φ̂1, Φ̂2

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 Φ̂ = Φ̂−1
1 Φ̂2,

again when their indices form a circle.

Lemma 1 (Large-dimensional characterization of Φ̂). For Φ̂,

Φ̄ defined in Theorem 2, and any m-node cycle of indices

1 ≤ i1 < . . . < im ≤ K , the entries of Φ̂, Φ̄ satisfy

[Φ̂]i1i2 [Φ̂]i2i3 . . . [Φ̂]imi1 − [Φ̄]i1i2 [Φ̄]i2i3 . . . [Φ̄]imi1 → 0,

almost surely as N, T → ∞.

Proof of Lemma 1. See Section C-D of the appendix.

With Lemma 1 at hand, we then have, for any k-by-

k principal minors of Φ̂ and Φ̄, denoted respectively as

Φ̂[Ik], Φ̄[Ik] that

|Φ̂[Ik]− Φ̄[Ik]|

=

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

σ

sign(σ)




∏

j∈Ik

[Φ̂]jσ(j) −
∏

j∈Ik

[Φ̄]jσ(j)





∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

=
∑

σ

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

p
∏

i=1

[Φ̂]j1j2 . . . [Φ̂]jmi
j1

︸ ︷︷ ︸

indices form an mi-node circle

−
p
∏

i=1

[Φ̄]j1j2 . . . [Φ̄]jmi
j1

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

→ 0,

almost surely as N, T → ∞. Furthermore, the k-th order

coefficient of the characteristic polynomial of Φ̂ and Φ̄

satisfies |Sk(Φ̂)−Sk(Φ̄)| → 0. This, together with Theorem 4,

concludes that λ(Φ̂) − λ(Φ̄) → 0 and thus the proof of

Theorem 2.

IV. CONSISTENT DOA ESTIMATION WITH G-ESPRIT

We have seen in Theorem 2 and the discussions thereafter

that classical ESPRIT in Algorithm 1 is, 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 ψ̄k1,...,km
is nothing but the product of off-diagonal entries of

Φ̄1, Φ̄2 defined in (20).

that the top subspace ÛK of SCM contains additional large-

dimensional bias terms (in Φ̄) of the form gk =
1−cℓ−2

k

1+cℓ−1
k

defined

in (21). These quantities, for known dimension ratio N/T ,

can be consistently estimated from the SCM per the following

result.

Lemma 2 (Consistent estimates of gk). Under Assump-

tions 1 and 2, let λ̂k be the kth largest eigenvalue of SCM

Ĉ, gk be defined in (21), k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, and

ĝk =
1− N

T ℓ̂
−2
k

1 + N
T ℓ̂

−1
k

, (31)

with ℓ̂k ≡ 1
2 (λ̂k−1− N

T +

√
(

λ̂k − 1− N
T

)2

− 4N
T ). We have

that ℓ̂k−ℓk → 0 and ĝk−gk → 0 almost surely as N, T → ∞.

Proof of Lemma 2. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, it follows

from Theorem 1 that the k-th largest eigenvalue λ̂k of SCM Ĉ

satisfies λ̂k → 1+ℓk+c
1+ℓk
ℓk

almost surely as N, T → ∞. In-

verting the expression and using continuous mapping theorem,

we have that ℓ̂k − ℓk → 0. By definition of gk and continuous

mapping theorem, we conclude the proof of Lemma 2.

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 2, with the following guarantee.

Proposition 1 (Consistent DoA estimation with G-ESPRIT).

Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, let in addition either Assump-

tion 3 or Assumption 4 hold, denote θk the true DoAs, we

have, for k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} and θ̂Gk ≡ arg(λk(Φ̂
G))/∆ that

∆(θ̂Gk − θk) → 0, (32)

almost surely as N, T → ∞, with λk(Φ̂
G) the kth largest

eigenvalue of Φ̂G = (Φ̂G
1 )

−1Φ̂G
2 with

Φ̂G
1 = diag(ĝ−1/2)

(

Φ̂1 − τIK

)

diag(ĝ−1/2) + τIK ,

Φ̂G
2 = diag(ĝ−1/2)Φ̂2 diag(ĝ

−1/2),
(33)

for ĝ−1/2 = [1/
√
ĝ1, . . . , 1/

√
ĝK ]T and ĝk as defined in (31).

The proof of Proposition 1 follows from the almost sure

convergence of the estimates ℓ̂k and ĝk in Lemma 2 and the

line of arguments in Sections III-B and III-C for Theorem 2,

and is omitted here.

A few remarks and discussions on Proposition 1 are 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 5 in Section A of the appendix that

Φ̂1 is approximately diagonal with real diagonal entries, and

it thus suffices to “de-bias” Φ̂2 as

Φ̂G
2 = diag(ĝ−1/2)Φ̂2 diag(ĝ

−1/2), (34)

and that both λk(Φ̂
−1
1 Φ̂G

2 )/∆ and λk(Φ̂
G
2 )/∆ alone in fact

yield consistent DoA estimation.

Proposition 1 tells us that the G-ESPRIT approach in

Algorithm 2 provides consistent DoA estimates in the large
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Algorithm 2 The proposed G-ESPRIT DoA estimation.

Input: Received signal X ∈ CN×T , number of sources K .

Output: Estimated DoA angles θ̂Gk , k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}.

1: Compute the SCM Ĉ = XXH/T to retrieve ÛK =
[û1, . . . , ûK ] ∈ CN×K the estimated signal subspace

composed of the top-K eigenvectors û1, . . . , ûK ∈ CN

associated to the largest K eigenvalues of Ĉ;

2: Define two selection matrices J1,J2 ∈ Rn×N as in (6)

that both select n among N rows with distance ∆ ≥ 1;

3: Compute Φ̂1, Φ̂2 using ÛK and J1,J2 as in (18);

4: Compute Φ̂G as in Proposition 1 and then the angles of

λk(Φ̂
G), the kth complex eigenvalue of Φ̂G;

5: return θ̂Gk = arg(λk(Φ̂
G))/∆, 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 4) setting. In the latter case, one needs N -consistent

estimator to separate closely-spaced DoAs, see our discussion

in Remark 1 above. This N -consistency can be shown under an

additional assumption on the subarray “distance” ∆ as follow.

Corollary 1 (N -consistency of G-ESPRIT). Under the nota-

tions and settings of Proposition 1, assume in addition that the

subarray distance ∆ satisfies that ∆/N converges in (0, 1),
then, the G-ESPRIT estimates θ̂Gk are N -consistent, that is

N(θ̂Gk − θk) → 0, k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, (35)

almost surely as N, T → ∞.

Corollary 1 is a direct consequence of Proposition 1 and the

assumption that ∆ is of order N .4 It 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 1, one has that

θ̂Gk − θk = O(N−3/2), k ∈ {1, 2}. (36)

See Section C-E for a proof of this result. For K > 2, it

follows from Theorem 4 that one has instead λ(Φ̂G)−λ(Φ) =
O(N−1/(2K)) and θ̂Gk − θk = O(N−1−1/(2K)).

V. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

In this section, we provide numerical simulations to

validate our theoretical analysis of classical ESPRIT in

Section III and the proposed G-ESPRIT method in Sec-

tion IV. Precisely, in Section V-A 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 ∆
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 → ∞ together) in Sections III and IV for fi-

nite dimensional signals. Then, in Section V-B, 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

∆). 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,∆) in Algorithms 1 and 2 must satisfy n + ∆ ≤ N
and −π ≤ ∆θ ≤ π. Specifically, if the phase difference ∆θk
for different k exceeds 2π, 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, ∆ = 1 to avoid this phase

ambiguity, and n = N−1. In the closely-spaced DoA setting,

we set n = N − ∆, 0 ≤ ∆ ≤ π/θ, and compare the MSEs

for different choices of (n,∆) in Figure 2. We observe from

Figure 2 that n = 2N/3 and ∆ = 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.

30 40 50 60 70

10−5

10−4

10−3

n

M
S

E

MSE

n = 2N/3

Fig. 2: MSEs of classical ESPRIT as a function of subarrary

size n with n+∆ = N , N = 80, T = 160. The two

closely-spaced sources at DoA θ1 = 0 and θ2 = 0.8× 2π/N ,

and the power matrix P = 2I2. 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 1 provide accurate predictions

on finite dimensional signals.

Figure 3 compares the approximation errors ‖Φ̂ − Φ̄‖
for classical ESPRIT and ‖Φ̂G − Φ‖ for the proposed G-

ESPRIT, in Theorem 2 and Proposition 1 respectively. We

see, in both widely-spaced (Assumption 3) and closely-spaced

(Assumption 4) 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


9

0 1,000 2,000

0.5

1

1.5

·10−2

Array length N

S
p

ec
tr

al
n

o
rm

er
ro

rs

‖Φ̂− Φ̄‖
0.16N−0.54

0 1,000 2,000

0.05

0.1

0.15

Array length N

‖Φ̂G −Φ‖
1.28N−0.53

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 θ1 = 0 and θ2 = π/4, power

matrix P = ( 2 0.8
0.8 2 ), subarray size n = N − 1, and distance

∆ = 1. Right: closely-spaced DoAs (θ1 = 0 and

θ2 = 0.8× 2π/N ) having equal powers with P = 2I2,

n = 2N/3, and ∆ = N/3.

sources in Remark 6. 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 θ̂ from classical ESPRIT (as well as the

theoretical characterizations θ̄ given in Theorem 2), to θ̂G from

the G-ESPRIT method in Proposition 1. We observe that:

1) the theoretical characterization (θ̄) perfectly matches the

classical ESPRIT estimate (θ̂, that is observed to diverge

from the true DoAs θ); and

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

In the right plot of Figure 4, we compare the MSEs and

variances of both classical ESPRIT (θ̂) and G-ESPRIT (θ̂G)

estimates, as the array length N 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 (CRB)5 in this setting,

as a consequence of small ∆.

In Figure 5, 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 3. 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 N -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 5, we show, in Figure 6, the DoA estima-

tion results in the setting as in Figure 4 but with power matrix

P = IK . We observe that the classical ESPRIT estimates are

in agreement with those of G-ESPRIT, and are close to the true

5Here we compute the Cramér–Rao Bound for ULA according to [4, Theo-

rem 4.3] as CRB = σ2

2N

{

ℜ
[{

D
H(IN −A(AH

A)−1
A

H)D
}

⊙P
T
]}

−1

with D = [
∂a(θ1)
∂θ1

, . . . ,
∂a(θK )
∂θK

] ∈ CN×T .

0 π/8 π/4

θ

θ̂

θ̄

θ̂G

θ

0 500 1,000 1,500

10−4

10−2

Array length N

M
S

E
s

MSE[θ̂]

Var[θ̂]

MSE[θ̂G]

Var[θ̂G]

CRB

Fig. 4: Left: comparison between DoA estimates θ̂ from

ESPRIT in blue, θ̄ from Theorem 2 in green, θ̂G from

G-ESPRIT of Proposition 1 in red, and true DoAs θ 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 (θ̂) and the improved G-ESPRIT

method (θ̂G), 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

∆.

0◦ 1.8◦ 3.6◦

θ

θ̂

θ̄

θ̂G

θ

0 500 1,000 1,500

10−9

10−7

10−5

Array length N

Fig. 5: Left: comparison between DoA estimates θ̂ from

ESPRIT in blue, θ̄ from Theorem 2 in green, θ̂G from

G-ESPRIT of Proposition 1 in red, and true DoAs θ 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 1, the proposed G-ESPRIT in Algo-

rithm 2, to other popular DoA estimation methods such as

MUSIC [1], and G-MUSIC [10], [12].

Figure 7 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 4. 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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0 π/8 π/4

θ

θ̂

θ̄

θ

θ̂G

0 500 1,000 1,500
10−10

10−7

10−4

Array length N

Fig. 6: Left: comparison between DoA estimates θ̂ from

ESPRIT in blue, θ̄ from Theorem 2 in green, θ̂G from

G-ESPRIT of Proposition 1 in red, and true DoAs θ 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 1. 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 ∆ = 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 Assumption 4, and under

the same settings as in Figure 5. 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 7, 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 ∆ = 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 lengthN
and the number of samples T 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.

−5 −2 0 5 10
10−9

10−6

10−3

100

Relative SNR RSNR (dB)

M
S

E

MUSIC

G-MUSIC

ESPRIT

G-ESPRIT

CRB

Fig. 7: Empirical MSEs for widely-spaced DoAs (with

θ1 = 0, θ2 = π/4) versus relative SNR (RSNR in dB), with

N = 400, T = 800, n = N − 1, ∆ = 1, and power matrix

P = RSNR

1.2 × ( 2 0.8
0.8 2 ). Vertical dotted lines are the relative

SNR phase transition thresholds for the two sources. Results

are obtained by averaging over 200 independent trials.

−5 −2 0 5 10

10−8

10−6

10−4

Relative SNR RSNR (dB)

M
S

E
MUSIC

G-MUSIC

ESPRIT

G-ESPRIT

CRB

Fig. 8: Empirical MSEs for closely-spaced DoA (with

θ1 = 0, θ2 = 0.8× 2π/N ) versus relative SNR (RSNR in

dB), with N = 400, T = 800, n = 2N/3, ∆ = N/3 and

power matrix P = RSNR

1.5 × 2I2. 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 ∈ C
p×p, U, V ∈ C

p×n such that both A and A+UVH are invertible, we have

(A+UVH)−1 = A−1 −A−1U(In +VHA−1U)−1VHA−1.

Lemma 4. For A ∈ Cp×n and B ∈ Cn×p, we have

A(BA− zIn)
−1 = (AB− zIp)

−1A,

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 1,

we have, as N,n, T → ∞ at the same pace:

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

‖AHA− IK‖ = O(N−1), (37)

and
‖AHJH

1 J1A− τIK‖ = O(N−1)

‖AHJH

1 J2A− τ diag{eı∆θi}Ki=1‖ = O(N−1),
(38)

with τ = 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 AHJH

1 J1A and AHJH

1 J2A are asymptotically diagonal; and

2) in the case of closely-spaced DoAs in Assumption 4 with K = 2 sources such that θ2 = θ1 + α/N for α > 0,

AHA =

[
1 eıα/2 sinc(α2 )

e−ıα/2 sinc(α2 ) 1

]

+O‖·‖(N
−1),

where sinc(t) = sin(t)/t, and

AHJH

1 J1A =

[

τ 1−eıατ

−ıα
1−e−ıατ

ıα τ

]

+O‖·‖(N
−1),

AHJH

1 J2A =

[

τeı∆θ1 1−eıατ

−ıα eı∆θ2

1−e−ıατ

ıα eı∆θ1 τeı∆θ2

]

+O‖·‖(N
−1),

(39)

so that the steering vectors are no longer orthogonal, and AHJH

1 J1A and AHJH

1 J2A are no long diagonal. In particular,

it can be checked that in this setting asymptotically as N, T → ∞, AHA admits 1 ± | sinc α
2 | as eigenvalues, with

corresponding eigenvectors

v± = [e
ıα
2 ,±1]T/

√
2. (40)

In particular, the approximation errors of both eigenvalues and eigenvectors (in an Euclidean norm sense) are of order

O(N−1), by Weyl’s inequality and Davis–Kahan theorem, respectively.

Proof of Lemma 5. In the case of widely-spaced DoAs under Assumption 3, we have, per the definition of a(θi) in (2) and

of J1,J2 in (6), that

a(θi)
Ha(θj) =

1

N

N∑

k=1

eı(k−1)(θj−θi) =

{
n
N , i = j,
eı(N−1)(θj−θi)

N
1−eıN(θj−θi)

1−eı(θj−θi)
= O(N−1), i 6= j;

and similarly

a(θi)
HJH

1 J1a(θj) =
1

N

ℓ+n−1∑

k=ℓ

eı(k−1)(θj−θi) =

{
n
N , i = j,

O(N−1), i 6= j;

a(θi)
HJH

1 J2a(θj) =
1

N

ℓ+n−1∑

k=ℓ

eı∆θjeı(k−1)(θj−θi) =

{
n
N e

−ı∆θi , i = j;

O(N−1), i 6= j.

This concludes the proof of the first item of Lemma 5.

In the case of closely-spaced DoAs in Assumption 4 with K = 2 sources such that θ2 = θ1 + α/N for α > 0, we have

a(θ1)
HJH

1 J1a(θ2) =
1

N

ℓ+n−1∑

k=ℓ

eı(k−1)(θ2−θ1) =
eı(ℓ−1)α/N (1− eıαn/N )

N(1− eıα/N )
=

1− eıατ

−ıα +O(N−1),
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by Taylor expansion with τ = limn/N , and similarly

a(θ1)
HJH

1 J2a(θ2) =
1− eıατ

−ıα eı∆θ2 +O(N−1).

This concludes the proof of the second item of Lemma 5.

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

σ =

[
1 4 6 8 3 9 7 2 5
4 6 8 3 9 1 2 7 5

]

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

1 4 6

839

7

2
5

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

σ =

[
1 6 8 3 9 7 2 5
4 8 3 9 1 2 7 5

]

which can be decomposed into a path from node 6 to node 4 and several disjoint cycles, as shown below.

1 4 6

839

7

2

5

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 Q̄ ∈ CN×N

is a Deterministic Equivalent of Q and denote

Q ↔ Q̄, (41)

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

1

N
tr(A(Q− Q̄)) → 0, aH(Q− Q̄)b → 0,

almost surely as N → ∞.

Lemma 6 (First- and second-order Deterministic Equivalents for resolvent, [9, Theorem 2.4]). For random matrix Z ∈ CN×T

having i.i.d. CN (0, 1) entries, z1, z2 ∈ C not eigenvalue of ZZH/T and deterministic matrix B ∈ CN×N of bounded spectral

norm, then, for the resolvent Q(z) = (ZZH/T − zIN)−1, the following deterministic equivalents hold

Q(z1) ↔ m(z1)IN ,

Q(z1)BQ(z2) ↔ m(z1)m(z2)B+ η(z1, z2)
1

T
tr(B)IN ,

with

η(z1, z2) =
m2(z1)m

2(z2)

(1 + cm(z1))(1 + cm(z2))− cm(z1)m(z2)
, (42)

and m(z) the unique Stieltjes transform solution to the Marc̆enko-Pastur equation [24] as defined in (14) of Theorem 1. In

particular, for z1 = z2 = z, we obtain η(z, z) = m′(z)m2(z)
(1+cm(z))2 with m′(z) = m2(z)

1−cm2(z)/(1−cm(z))2 .

Lemma 7 (Further Deterministic Equivalent results). For random matrix Z ∈ CN×T having i.i.d. CN (0, 1) entries, its resolvent

Q(z) = (ZZH/T − zIN)−1, and matrices J1, J2 defined in (6), the following Deterministic Equivalents hold

1

T
ZHQ(z1)J

T

1J2Q(z2)Z ↔ 0T ,

1

T
ZHQ(z1)J

T

1J1Q(z2)Z ↔ γ(z1, z2)IT ,

where

γ(z1, z2) = cτ × m(z1)m(z2) + cη(z1, z2)

(1 + cm(z1))(1 + cm(z2))
(43)
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for c = limN/T , τ = limn/N , and η(z1, z2) defined in (42).

Proof of Lemma 7. 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 Lemma 7, the second concentration step is rather standard,

see [9, Chapter 2].

We evaluate the expectation 1
T E[Z

HQ(z1)J
T
1J1Q(z2)Z], and that of 1

T Z
HQ(z1)J

T
1J2Q(z2)Z can be derived similarly.

Consider the (i, i)th diagonal entry of the expectation 1
T E[Z

HQ(z1)J
T
1J1Q(z2)Z] as

1

T
E[zHi Q(z1)J

T

1J1Q(z2)zi] =
1

T
E

[
zHi Q−i(z1)J

T
1J1Q−i(z2)zi

(1 + 1
T trQ(z1))(1 +

1
T trQ(z2))

]

+ o(1)

=
tr(Q−i(z1)J

T

1J1Q−i(z2))/T

(1 + 1
T trQ(z1))(1 +

1
T trQ(z2))

+ o(1) =
n
Tm(z1)m(z2) + cη(z1, z2)

n
T

(1 + cm(z1))(1 + cm(z2))
+ o(1) = γ(z1, z2) + o(1),

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

Qzi =
Q−izi

1 + 1
T z

H

i Q−izi
=

Q−izi

1 + 1
T trQ

+ o(1),

for Q−i = ( 1
T

∑

j 6=i xjx
H

j − zIN)−1 independent of xi so that ‖Q−i −Q‖ = O(N−1), and then Lemma 6 in the last line.

For off-diagonal entries of 1
T Z

HQ(z1)J
T

1J1Q(z2)Z, we write, for i 6= j that by Lemmas 3 and 6 that

1

T
zHi Q(z1)J

T

1J1Q(z2)zj =
1

T

zHi Q−i(z1)J
T

1J1Q−j(z2)zj

(1 + 1
T trQ(z1))(1 +

1
T trQ(z2))

+ o(1) =
1

T

zHi Q−i(z1)J
T

1J1Q−j(z2)zj
(1 + cm(z1))(1 + cm(z2))

+ o(1).

Note that xj still depends on Q−i, so we further write Q−i = (Q−ij +
1
T zjz

H

j )
−1 = Q−ij − Q−ij

1
T
zjz

H

jQ−ij

1+ 1
T
zH
j
Q−ijzj

for Q−ij that

is independent of both xi and xj . Then,

1

T
zHi Q−i(z1)J

T

1J1Q−j(z2)zj =
1

T
zHi

(

Q−ij(z1)−
Q−ij(z1)

1
T zjz

H

j Q−ij(z1)

1 + cm(z1)

)

× JT

1J1

(

Q−ij(z2)−
Q−ij(z2)

1
T ziz

H

i Q−ij(z2)

1 + cm(z2)

)

zj + o(1),

the expectation of which is zero for i 6= j by independence zi, zj and Q−ij . This concludes the proof of Lemma 7.

APPENDIX C

MATHEMATICAL PROOFS

In this section, we present the proofs of our technical results of Remark 6, Remark 7 and Theorem 5 in Section C-A,

Section C-B and Section III-C, respectively.

A. Proof of Remark 6

To prove Remark 6, we propose to check, in the case of K = 2 sources with widely-spaced (see Assumption 3) DoAs

θ1 6= θ2 ∈ (−π/2, π/2), that the classical ESPRIT estimates θ̂1, θ̂2 from Algorithm 1 cannot be consistent unless UP = I2,

that is, when the two sources are uncorrelated.

To this end, recall from Remark 6 that for UP = [ u11 u12
u21 u22

] ∈ C2×2 the eigenvectors of P, it follows from Lemma 5 that

Φ1 = UH

PA
HJH

1 J1AUP +O‖·‖(N
−1) = τI2 +O‖·‖(N

−1),

Φ2 = UH

PA
HJH

1 J2AUP +O‖·‖(N
−1) = τUH

P diag{eı∆θi}Ki=1UP +O‖·‖(N
−1),

so that by Theorem 2,

Φ̄ = diag(
√
g)UH

P diag{eı∆θk}2k=1UP diag(
√
g) +O‖·‖(N

−1)

=
[

g1(|u11|2eı∆θ1+|u21|2eı∆θ2 )
√
g1g2(u

∗

11u12e
ı∆θ1+u∗

21u22e
ı∆θ2 )

√
g1g2(u

∗

12u11e
ı∆θ1+u∗

22u21e
ı∆θ2 ) g2(|u12|2eı∆θ1+|u22|2eı∆θ2)

]

+O‖·‖(N
−1).

As such, for any a ∈ R, λ1 = aeı∆θ1 is an eigenvalue of Φ̄ if and only if it satisfies asymptotically the following quadratic

equation

λ2 − tr(Φ̄)λ+ det(Φ̄) = ε, |ε| = O(N−1). (44)
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This can be further written as

(
λ− (g1|u11|2 + g2|u12|2)eı∆θ1

) (
λ− (g1|u21|2 + g2|u22|2)eı∆θ2

)
= (g1 − g2)

2|u12|2|u22|2eı∆θ1eı∆θ2 + ε,

with g1, g2 defined in (21) of Theorem 2. By substituting λ = aeı∆θ1 , we obtain that the equation holds if the corresponding

real and imagery parts satisfy
(
a− (g1|u11|2 + g2|u12|2)

)
a cos(2∆θ1)−ℜ[ε]

=
((
a− (g1|u11|2 + g2|u12|2)

)
(g1|u21|2 + g2|u22|2) + (g1 − g2)

2|u12|2|u22|2
)
cos(∆(θ1 + θ2)),

(
a− (g1|u11|2 + g2|u12|2)

)
a sin(2∆θ1)−ℑ[ε]

=
((
a− (g1|u11|2 + g2|u12|2)

)
(g1|u21|2 + g2|u22|2) + (g1 − g2)

2|u12|2|u22|2
)
sin(∆(θ1 + θ2)).

(45)

Therefore, for any θ1 6= θ2 such that ∆θ1 6= ∆θ2 + mπ, a > 0 and m,∆ ∈ N, (44) holds if and only if both equations

in (45) are satisfied. It can be checked this is possible only when (g1 − g2)
2|u12|2|u22|2 = O(N−1). Recall from (21) and

Assumption 2 that g1 6= g2 > 0, so that one must have |u12||u22| = O(N−1/2). A similar conclusion can drawn by considering

λ2 = beı∆θ2 , and one can thus conclude that classical ESPRIT estimates θ̂1, θ̂2 from Algorithm 1 cannot be consistent unless

UP = I2, that is, when the two sources are uncorrelated. This concludes the proof of Remark 6.

B. Proof of Remark 7

To prove Remark 7, we propose to check, in the case of K = 2 sources with θ2 = θ1+α/N for some α > 0, and uncorrelated

signals with equal power (i.e., P = I2), that the estimated DoAs θ̂1, θ̂2 from classical ESPRIT are not N -inconsistent (see

Remark 1) as N, T → ∞.

In this case, it follows from the second item of Lemma 5 that the nonzero eigenvalues of APAH = AAH are the same

as those of AHA and are (asymptotically up to an error of order O(N−1)) given by 1 ± | sinc(α/2)|, so that the subspace

separation condition in Assumption 2 becomes

| sinc(α/2)| < 1−√
c, (46)

and we will be working in this setting. Note in particular that we must have c ∈ (0, 1).
Recall again from the second item of Lemma 5 that the top two eigenvectors of APAH are approximately given by

Av± = A[e
ıα
2 ,±1]T/

√
2, up to some error in Euclidean norm of order O(N−1). We thus have,

Φ1 =

[
τ + ℜ[e−ıα/2β1] −ıℑ[e−ıα/2β1]

ıℑ[e−ıα/2β1] τ − ℜ[e−ıα/2β1]

]

+O‖·‖(N
−1),

and

[Φ2]ij =τe
ı∆θ1 + (−1)i+1β2e

ıα/2eı∆θ1 + (−1)j+1β1e
−ıα/2eı∆θ2 + (−1)i+jτeı∆θ2 +O(N−1),

with the shortcuts β1 = 1−eıατ

−ıα , β2 = β∗
1 .

It follows from Theorem 2 that the DoA estimates given by classical ESPRIT are asymptotically given by the angles of the

complex eigenvalues of Φ̄ = Φ̄−1Φ̄2 defined in (20), the determinant of which is given by

det(Φ̄) =ν1e
ı∆θ1eı∆θ2 − ν2 + ε, ν1, ν2 ∈ R, |ε| = O(N−1),

where gi are defined in (21), hi = 1− g1, and ν1, ν2 defined as

ν1 = g21g
2
2(τ

2 − β1β2)
2 + (1 − g1)(1 − g2)g1g2τ

4 + g1g2τ
2

[

τ2(g1 + g2 − 2g1g2) +
τ(g1 − g2)

2
(e

ıα
2 β2 + e−

ıα
2 β1)

]

,

ν2 =
g1g2β1β2τ

det2(Φ̄1)

[

τ(1 − g1)(1− g2) + τ(g1 + g2 − 2g1g2) +
1

2
(g1 − g2)(e

ıα
2 β2 + e−

ıα
2 β1)

]

.

We now prove Remark 7 by contradiction: assume that λ1 = aeı∆θ1 , λ2 = beı∆θ2, a, b ∈ R are two eigenvalues of Φ̄,

satisfying θ2 = θ1 + α/N , then we must have asymptotically

λ1λ2 = abeı∆θ1eı∆θ2 = ν1e
ı∆θ1eı∆θ2 − ν2 + ε, (47)

for some ε ∈ R such that |ε| = O(N−1). This can be further simplified as

(ab− ν1)[sin(2∆θ1) cos(
∆α

N
) + cos(2∆θ1) sin(

∆α

N
)] = ℑ[ε],

(ab− ν1)[cos(2∆θ1) cos(
∆α

N
)− sin(2∆θ1) sin(

∆α

N
)] + ν2 = ℜ[ε].
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The above equation holds if and only if

ν1 = ab+O(N−1), ν2 = O(N−1). (48)

Let us now focus on the term ν2. For any given α > 0, c ∈ (0,∞), and τ = limn/N ∈ (0, 1), note that β1β2 = | 1−eıατ

−ıα |2 ≥ 0
(with equality if and only if cos(ατ) = 1) so that ν2 > 0 if and only if

τ(1 − g1)(1− g2) + τ(g1 + g2 − 2g1g2) +
1

2
(g1 − g2)(e

ıα
2 β2 + e−

ıα
2 β1) > 0, (49)

which can be further reduced to

κ(α, τ, c) ≡τ
(

4− c sinc2
(α

2

))

+

(

sinc
(α

2

)

− 2

α
sin
(α

2
− ατ

))(

(c+ 3)
∣
∣
∣sinc

(α

2

)∣
∣
∣ −
∣
∣
∣sinc

(α

2

)∣
∣
∣

3
)

> 0, (50)

by substituting gi defined in (21) and ℓ1, ℓ2. Note that the (partial) derivative of κ(α, τ, c) with respect to τ is given by

∂

∂τ
κ(α, τ, c) = 4− c sinc2

(α

2

)

+ 2 cos
(α

2
− ατ

) ∣
∣
∣sinc

(α

2

)∣
∣
∣

(

c+ 3− sinc2
(α

2

))

.

For any α > 0 and τ ∈ (0, 1), it can be observed that ∂
∂τ κ(α, τ, c) is linear in c ∈ (0, 1), with

lim
c→0

∂

∂τ
κ(α, τ, c) = 4 + 2 cos

(α

2
− ατ

) ∣
∣
∣sinc

(α

2

)∣
∣
∣

(

3− sinc2
(α

2

))

≥ 4− 2
∣
∣
∣sinc

(α

2

)∣
∣
∣

(

3− sinc2
(α

2

))

> 0,

lim
c→1

∂

∂τ
κ(α, τ, c) = lim

| sinc(α/2)|→0

(

4− sinc2
(α

2

))(

1 + 2 cos
(α

2
− ατ

) ∣
∣
∣sinc

(α

2

)∣
∣
∣

)

= 4,

where we recall that | sinc(α/2)| < 1 −√
c. As such, we have that ∂

∂τ κ(α, τ, c) > 0 for all c ∈ (0, 1), and κ(α, τ, c) is thus

an increasing function of τ , so that

κ(α, τ, c) > κ(α, 0, c) = 0, (51)

We thus conclude that the traditional ESPRIT is not N -consistent in the case of closely-spaced DoAs with equal power sources.

This concludes the proof of Remark 7.

C. Proof of Theorem 5

Here we provide the detailed proof of Theorem 5. We first consider the diagonal entries and then the off-diagonal entries

of Φ̂1 and Φ̂2.

a) Diagonal entries of Φ̂1, Φ̂2: Here, we would like to show that for Φ̂1, Φ̂2 and Φ̄1, Φ̄2 defined in (18) and (20)

respectively, we have

[Φ̂1]kk − [Φ̄1]kk → 0, [Φ̂2]kk − [Φ̄2]kk → 0.

Let us start with the diagonal entries of the asymmetric matrix [Φ̂2]kk = ûH

kJ
T

1J2ûk, for ûk the kth dominant eigenvector of

the SCM Ĉ = XXH/T . First note that under the subspace separation condition in Assumption 2, it follows from Theorem 1

that the top-K empirical eigenvalues λ̂k of Ĉ converge almost surely to different limits in the large N, T limit. We thus have,

for Γk a positively (i.e., counterclockwise) oriented contour circling around only the kth largest eigenvalue of Ĉ, that

ûH

kJ
H

1 J2ûk = tr
(
ûkû

H

kJ
H

1 J2

)
= − 1

2πı

∮

Γk

tr(Ĉ− zIN )−1JH

1 J2 dz = − 1

2πı

∮

Γk

tr

(
1

T
ZZH − zIN +VΛVH

)−1

JH

1 J2 dz,

where we used Cauchy’s integral formula in the second line, and X = AS+Z, P = SSH/T the signal power matrix, as well

as

V =
[
A 1

T ZS
H
]
∈ C

N×2K , Λ =

[
P IK
IK 0K

]

∈ C
2K×2K ,

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

ûH

kJ
T

1J2ûk = − 1

2πı

∮

Γk

tr(Q(z)−Q(z)V
(
Λ−1 +VHQ(z)V

)−1
VHQ(z))JH

1 J2 dz

=
1

2πı

∮

Γk

tr
(
Λ−1 +VHQ(z)V

)−1
VHQ(z)JH

1 J2Q(z)V dz,

where we recall the resolvent Q(z) = (ZZH/T − zIN )−1 as in Definition 2 and use the fact that the term tr(Q(z)JT

1J2) has

no pole circled by Γk. 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

approximating the block matrix
(
Λ−1 +VHQ(z)V

)−1
as

(
Λ−1 +VHQ(z)V

)−1
=

[
H1(z) H2(z)
HH

2 (z) H3(z)

]

+ o‖·‖(1), (52)

with

H1(z) =
zm(z) + 1

m(z)
H2(z)P,

H2(z) =
(
IK + (zm(z) + 1)PAHA

)−1
,

H3(z) = −m(z)AHAH2(z),

(53)

and

VHQ(z1)J
H

1 J2Q(z2)V =

[
m(z1)m(z2)A

HJH

1 J2A 0K

0K 0K

]

+ o‖·‖(1). (54)

Using these spectral norm approximations, we obtain

ûH

kJ
H

1 J2ûk =
1

2πı

∮

Γk

tr(m2(z)H1(z)A
HJH

1 J2A) dz + o(1)

=
1

2πı

∮

Γk

tr

(
zm(z) + 1

m(z)
(IN + (1 + zm(z)PAHA)−1P ·m2(z)AHJH

1 J2A

)

dz + o(1)

= − 1

2πı

∮

Γk

tr

(
(zm(z) + 1)2

m(z)
APAH(IN + (1 + zm(z)APAH)−1APAH ·m2(z)JH

1 J2

)

dz + o(1)

≡ − 1

2πı

∮

Γk

tr (T1(z)T2(z, z))dz + o(1),

where we define the shortcuts T1(z) and T2(z) as

T1(z) =
(zm(z) + 1)2

m(z)
L(L−1 + (1 + zm(z)))−1

T2(z1, z2) = m(z1)m(z2)U
HJH

1 J2U,

(55)

for (asymptotic) eigendecomposition APAH = ULUH + o‖·‖(1) with diagonal L = diag{ℓ1, . . . , ℓK} ∈ RK×K containing

the eigenvalues and U = [u1, . . . ,uK ] ∈ CN×K containing the associated eigenvectors, as in Assumption 2. Note here that

T1(z) is diagonal, we have, by residue calculus, that

ûH

kJ
H

1 J2ûk = − 1

2πı

K∑

k′=1

∮

Γk

(zm(z) + 1)2m(z)ℓk′

ℓ−1
k′ + 1 + zm(z)

× uH

k′J
H

1 J2uk′dz + o(1)

= − 1

2πı

∮

Γk

(zm(z) + 1)2m(z)ℓk

ℓ−1
k + 1 + zm(z)

× uH

kJ
H

1 J2ukdz + o(1)

= − lim
z→λ̄k

(z − λ̄k)(zm(z) + 1)2m(z)ℓk

ℓ−1
k + 1 + zm(z)

× uH

kJ
H

1 J2uk + o(1),

=
1− cℓ−2

k

1 + cℓ−1
k

uH

kJ
H

1 J2uk + o(1) = gk[Φ2]kk + o(1),

for λ̄k the limiting spike position given in (15) of Theorem 1, and gk defined in (21) of Theorem 2. This allows us to conclude

that

[Φ̂2]kk − [Φ̄2]kk → 0, (56)

almost surely as N, T → ∞.

Similarly, we evaluate the diagonal entries of Φ1 as

ûH

kJ
H

1 J1ûk =
1

2πı

∮

Γk

tr(
(
Λ−1 +VHQ(z)V

)−1
VHQ(z)JH

1 J1Q(z)V) dz,

for which we have

VHQ(z)JH

1 J1Q(z)V =

[
m(z1)m(z2)A

HJH

1 J1A+ cτη(z1, z2)A
HA 0K

0K γ(z1, z2)P

]

+ o‖·‖(1), (57)
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using Lemmas 6 and 7, for γ(z, z) defined in (43). We thus have

ûH

kJ
H

1 J1ûk =
1

2πı

∮

Γk

tr
(
H1(z)(m

2(z)AHJH

1 J1A+ cτη(z, z)AHA)
)
dz +

1

2πı

∮

Γk

γ(z, z) tr (H3(z)P) dz + o(1),

for which we have

1

2πı

∮

Γk

tr(H1(z)(m
2(z)AHJH

1 J1A+ cτη(z, z)AHA))dz = − 1

2πı

∮

Γk

tr (T1(z)T3(z, z))dz

=
1− cℓ−2

k

1 + cℓ−1
k

uH

kJ
H

1 J1uk +
cτ

ℓ2k + cℓk
,

where we define the shortcut

T3(z1, z2) = m(z1)m(z2)U
HJH

1 J1U+ cτη(z1, z2)IK , (58)

for η(z1, z2) defined in (42); as well as

1

2πı

∮

Γk

tr(H3(z)γ(z, z)P)dz = − 1

2πı

∮

Γk

m(z)γ(z, z) tr
(
L−1 + (1 + zm(z))IK

)−1
dz

= − 1

2πı

∮

Γk

cτ · m(z)(m2(z) + cη(z, z))

(1 + cm(z))2(ℓ−1
k + 1 + zm(z))

dz

=
cτ

ℓk + c
.

Putting these together, we thus conclude that

ûH

kJ
T

1J1ûk =
1− cℓ−2

k

1 + cℓ−1
k

uH

kJ
T

1J1uk + cτ
1 + ℓ−1

k

c+ ℓk
+ o(1),

= gk[Φ1]kk + hk + o(1),

for gk, hk defined in (21) of Theorem 2. This allows us to conclude that

[Φ̂1]kk − [Φ̄1]kk → 0, (59)

almost surely as N, T → ∞.

b) Off-diagonal entries of Φ̂1, Φ̂2: We now consider the off-diagonal entries, and in particular, those having their indices

forming a circle. Consider indices 1 ≤ k1 < . . . < km ≤ K that form a cycle of length m and

Mkj
= JH

1 J2 or JH

1 J1, j ∈ {1, . . . ,m}. (60)

Introducing the matrices Mk1 , . . . ,Mkm
allows us to evaluate, in a unified fashion, off-diagonal entries of Φ̂1, Φ̂2 as well as

their (arbitrary) products. Note in particular that

‖Mk‖ ≤ 1, (61)

and by (54), (57) and Lemma 6 that

VHQ(z1)MkQ(z2)V ≡
[
Θk,1(z1, z2) 0K

0K Θk,2(z1, z2)

]

+ o‖·‖(1), (62)

with

Θk,1(z1, z2) = m(z1)m(z2)A
HMkA+ η(z1, z2)

1

T
tr(Mk) ·AHA, (63)

and

Θk,2(z1, z2) =

{

0K for Mk = JH
1 J2,

γ(z1, z2)P for Mkj
= JH

1 J1.
(64)

Recall that the off-diagonal entries of Φ̂1 and Φ̂2 are respectively given by

[Φ̂1]kikj
= ûH

ki
JH

1 J1ûkj
, [Φ̂2]kikj

= ûH

ki
JH

1 J2ûkj
, (65)

which can be written as the generic bilinear form involving Mkj
∈ CN×N defined in (60), as

[Φ̂1]kikj
or [Φ̂2]kikj

≡ ûH

ki
Mkj

ûkj
. (66)

In the form of (66), consider now the following product ψ̂k1,...,km
involving the off-diagonal entries of both Φ̂1 and Φ̂2,

with their indices 1 ≤ k1 < . . . < km ≤ K forming a cycle of length m as

ψ̂k1,...,km
≡ ûH

km
Mk1ûk1 × ûH

k1
Mk2ûk2 × . . .× ûH

km−1
Mkm

ûkm
. (67)
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With the same arguments as for the diagonal entries, we get (68), for Γk1 , . . . ,Γkm
positively (i.e., counterclockwise) oriented

contours circling around only the k1, . . . , kmth largest eigenvalue of Ĉ, respectively, where we used the approximation in (52),

and the fact that Q(zi) does not have pole enclosed by any of the contours Γk1 , . . .Γkm
. We thus get

ψ̂k1,...,km
= tr(Mk1 ûk1 û

H

k1
×Mk2 ûk2 û

H

k2
. . .Mkm

ûkm
ûH

km
)

=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

(
m∏

i=1

Mki
Q(zi)V

[
H1(zi) H2(zi)
HH

2 (zi) H3(zi)

]

VHQ(zi)

)

dz1 . . . dzm + o(1)

=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

([
H1(z1) H2(z1)
HH

2 (z1) H3(z1)

] [
Θk1,1(zm, z1) 0K

0K Θk1,2(zm, z1)

]

×
m−1∏

i=1

[
H1(zi+1) H2(zi+1)
HH

2 (zi+1) H3(zi+1)

] [
Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1) 0K

0K Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)

])

dz1 . . . dzm + o(1),

=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

([
H1(z1)Θk1,1(zm, z1) H2(z1)Θk1,2(zm, z1)
HH

2 (z1)Θk1,1(zm, z1) H3(z1)Θk1,2(zm, z1)

]

×
m−1∏

i=1

[
H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1) H2(zi+1)Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)
HH

2 (zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1) H3(zi+1)Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)

])

dz1 . . . dzm + o(1), (68)

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

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

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

i+1∏

j=i−1

[
H1(zj+1)Θkj+1,1(zj , zj+1) H2(zj+1)Θkj+1,2(zj , zj+1)
HH

2 (zj+1)Θkj+1,1(zj , zj+1) H3(zj+1)Θkj+1,2(zj , zj+1)

]

dzidzi+1

=

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

[
X1(zi−1, zi, zi+1, zi+2) X2(zi−1, zi, zi+1,i+2 )
X3(zi−1, zi, zi+1, zi+2) X4(zi−1, zi, zi+1,i+2 )

]

dzidzi+1 + o‖·‖(1), (69)

where

X1(zi−1, zi, zi+1, zi+2) = H1(zi)Θki,1(zi−1, zi)H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)H1(zi+2)Θki+2,1(zi+1, zi+2),

X2(zi−1, zi, zi+1, zi+2) = H1(zi)Θki,1(zi−1, zi)H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)H2(zi+2)Θki+2,2(zi+1, zi+2),

X3(zi−1, zi, zi+1, zi+2) = HH

2 (zi)Θki,1(zi−1, zi)H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)H1(zi+2)Θki+2,1(zi+1, zi+2),

X4(zi−1, zi, zi+1, zi+2) = HH

2 (zi)Θki,1(zi−1, zi)H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)H1(zi+2)Θki+2,1(zi+1, zi+2).

Proof of Lemma 8. Consider the following product of three (having index i− 1, i, i+1) two-by-two block matrices, for which

we evaluate only the integration with respect to zi and zi+1,

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

i+1∏

j=i−1

[
H1(zj+1)Θkj+1,1(zj , zj+1) H2(zj+1)Θkj+1,2(zj , zj+1)
HH

2 (zj+1)Θkj+1,1(zj, zj+1) H3(zj+1)Θkj+1,2(zj , zj+1)

]

dzidzi+1.

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

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

HΘ ·HΘ ·HΘdzidzi+1, (70)

for H = H1,H2,H
H
2 ,H3 and Θ = Θ1,Θ2.
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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 H1,H2 and Θk,1 in (53) and (63), respectively, we have

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

H2(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H
H

2 (zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)H1(zi+2)Θki+2,1(zi+1, zi+2) dzidzi+1

=

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

(
IK + (zim(zi) + 1)PAHA

)−1
γ(zi−1, zi)P

(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)AHAP

)−1
AH

×
(

m(zi)m(zi+1)Mki+1 + η(zi, zi+1)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

)

A
zi+2m(zi+2) + 1

m(zi+2)

(
IK + (zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)PAHA

)−1

×PAH

(

m(zi+1)m(zi+2)Mki+1 + η(zi+1, zi+2)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

)

A dzidzi+1

=

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

(
IK + (zim(zi) + 1)PAHA

)−1
γ(zi−1, zi)P

(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)AHAP

)−1

︸ ︷︷ ︸

H2(zi)Θki,2
(zi−1,zi)HH

2(zi+1)

Γ1(zi, zi+1, zi+2) dzidzi+1

where we introduce

Γ1(zi, zi+1, zi+2) = AH

(

m(zi)m(zi+1)Mki+1 + η(zi, zi+1)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

)

A
zi+2m(zi+2) + 1

m(zi+2)

×
(
IK + (zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)PAHA

)−1
PAH

(

m(zi+1)m(zi+2)Mki+1 + η(zi+1, zi+2)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

)

A.

Note that Γ1(zi, zi+1, zi+2) is a matrix polynomial that does not contain any pole (for zi, zi+1 under evaluation). We thus have,

by Lemma 4 and the (asymptotic) eigendecomposition APAH = ULUH + o‖·‖(1) with diagonal L = diag{ℓ1, . . . , ℓK} ∈
RK×K and U = [u1, . . . ,uK ] ∈ CN×K as in Assumption 2,

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

H2(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H
H

2 (zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)H1(zi+2)Θki+2,1(zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

=

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

(zim(zi) + 1)PAH
(
IK + (zim(zi) + 1)APAH

)−1
γ(zi−1, zi)(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)APAH

×
(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)APAH

)−1
APΓ1(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

=

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

(zim(zi) + 1)(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)γ(zi−1, zi)PA
HU (IK + (zim(zi) + 1)L)

−1
L

× (IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)L)
−1

UHAPΓ1(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1 + o‖·‖(1)

=

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

(zim(zi) + 1)(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)γ(zi−1, zi)PA
H

K∑

n=1

ℓnunu
H

n

(1 + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)ℓn)(1 + (zim(zi) + 1)ℓn)

×APΓ1(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1 + o‖·‖(1)

= lim
z→λi

∮

Γki+1

(zim(zi) + 1)(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)γ(zi−1, zi)PA
H

K∑

n=1

(z − λi)ℓnunu
H
n

(1 + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)ℓn)(1 + (zim(zi) + 1)ℓn)

×APΓ1(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzi+1 + o‖·‖(1) = o‖·‖(1),

where we used residue calculus in the last line, with λi ≡ 1 + ℓi + c 1+ℓi
ℓi

the asymptotic position of the isolated eigenvalue

circled by Γki
, and the crucial observation that when integrating over zi+1, the integrant does not contain pole circled by the

contour Γki+1 . This is due to the fact that Γ1(zi, zi+1, zi+2) does not contain pole and the only pole λi is already enclosed

by Γki
and cannot be enclosed by Γki+1 .

Similarly, other terms containing H2(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H
H

2 (zi+1), including

H2(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H
H

2 (zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)H2(zi+2)Θki+2,2(zi+1, zi+2),

H1(zi)Θki,1(zi−1, zi)H
H

2 (zi+1)Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)H
H

2 (zi+2)Θki+2,1(zi+1, zi+2),

HH

2 (zi)Θki,1(zi−1, zi)H2(zi+1)Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)H
H

2 (zi+2)Θki+2,1(zi+1, zi+2),

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

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

H2(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H3(zi+1)Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)H
H

2 (zi+2)Θki+2,1(zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

(
IK + (zim(zi) + 1)PAHA

)−1
γ(zi−1, zi)Pm(zi+1)A

HA
(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)PAHA

)−1

× γ(zi, zi+1)P
(
IK + (zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)AHAP

)−1
AH

(

m(zi+1)m(zi+2)Mki+1 + η(zi+1, zi+2)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

)

Adzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

(
IK + (zim(zi) + 1)PAHA

)−1
γ(zi−1, zi)Pm(zi+1)A

HA
(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)PAHA

)−1

︸ ︷︷ ︸

H2(zi)Θki,2
(zi−1,zi)H3(zi+1)

× Γ2(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1,

where

Γ2(zi, zi+1, zi+2) = γ(zi, zi+1)P
(
IK + (zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)AHAP

)−1
AH

×
(

m(zi+1)m(zi+2)Mki+1 + η(zi+1, zi+2)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

)

A,

is a matrix polynomial that does not contain any pole (for zi and zi+1). We thus get

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

H2(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H3(zi+1)Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)H
H

2 (zi+2)Θki+2,1(zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

= −
(

1

2πı

)2 ∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

(
IK + (zim(zi) + 1)PAHA

)−1
γ(zi−1, zi)Pm(zi+1)A

HA
(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)PAHA

)−1

Γ2(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

(zim(zi) + 1)(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)m(zi+1)PA
H
(
IK + (zim(zi) + 1)APAH

)−1
γ(zi−1, zi)APAHAPAH

(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)APAH

)−1
AΓ2(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

= −
(

1

2πı

)2 ∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

(zim(zi) + 1)(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)m(zi+1)γ(zi−1, zi)PA
HU (IK + (zim(zi) + 1)L)

−1
L2

(IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)L)−1
UHΓ2(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

(zim(zi) + 1)(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)m(zi+1)γ(zi−1, zi)PA
H

×
K∑

n=1

ℓ2nunu
H

n

(1 + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)ℓn)(1 + (zim(zi) + 1)ℓn)
Γ2(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1 = o‖·‖(1),

where the last line follows the same line of arguments as for Γ1 above. Similarly, other terms containing

H2(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H3(zi+1), including

H1(zi)Θki,1(zi−1, zi)H2(zi+1)Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)H3(zi+2)Θki+2,2(zi+1, zi+2),

H2(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H3(zi+1)Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)H3(zi+2)Θki+2,2(zi+1, zi+2),

HH

2 (zi)Θki,1(zi−1, zi)H2(zi+1)Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)H3(zi+2)Θki+2,2(zi+1, zi+2),

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

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

H3(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H
H

2 (zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)H1(zi+2)Θki+2,1(zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

m(zi)A
HA

(
IK + (zim(zi) + 1)PAHA

)−1
γ(zi−1, zi)P

(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)AHAP

)−1
AH

×
(

m(zi)m(zi+1)Mki+1 + η(zi, zi+1)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

)

A
zi+2m(zi+2) + 1

m(zi+2)

(
IK + (zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)PAHA

)−1

×PAH

(

m(zi+1)m(zi+2)Mki+1 + η(zi+1, zi+2)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

)

Adzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

m(zi)A
HA

(
IK + (zim(zi) + 1)PAHA

)−1
γ(zi−1, zi)P

(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)AHAP

)−1

︸ ︷︷ ︸

H3(zi)Θki,2
(zi−1,zi)HH

2(zi+1)

× Γ3(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

where

Γ3(zi, zi+1, zi+2) = AH

(

m(zi)m(zi+1)Mki+1 + η(zi, zi+1)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

)

A
zi+2m(zi+2) + 1

m(zi+2)

×
(
IK + (zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)PAHA

)−1
PAH

(

m(zi+1)m(zi+2)Mki+1 + η(zi+1, zi+2)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

)

A

is a matrix polynomial that does not contain any pole (for zi and zi+1). We thus obtain

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

H3(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H
H

2 (zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)H1(zi+2)Θki+2,1(zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

m(zi)A
HA

(
IK + (zim(zi) + 1)PAHA

)−1
γ(zi−1, zi)P

(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)AHAP

)−1

× Γ3(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

m(zi)(zim(zi) + 1)AHAPAH
(
IK + (zim(zi) + 1)APAH

)−1
γ(zi−1, zi)(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)APAH

(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)APAH

)−1
APΓ3(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

m(zi)(zim(zi) + 1)AHUL (IK + (zim(zi) + 1)L)
−1
γ(zi−1, zi)(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)L

× (IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)L)
−1

UHAPΓ3(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

m(zi)(zim(zi) + 1)(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)γ(zi−1, zi)A
H

×
K∑

n=1

ℓ2nunu
H

n

(1 + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)ℓn)(1 + (zim(zi) + 1)ℓn)
APΓ3(zi, zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1 = o‖·‖(1).

Similarly, other terms containing H3(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H
H

2 (zi+1), including

H3(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H
H

2 (zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)H2(zi+2)Θki+2,2(zi+1, zi+2),

H3(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H3(zi+1)Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)H
H

2 (zi+2)Θki+2,1(zi+1, zi+2),

lead to matrices of vanishing spectral norm after contour integration.
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It remains to evaluate
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

H3(zi)Θki,2(zi−1, zi)H3(zi+1)Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)H3(zi+2)Θki+2,2(zi+1, zi+2)dzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

m(zi)A
HA

(
IK + (zim(zi) + 1)PAHA

)−1
γ(zi−1, zi)Pm(zi+1)A

HA
(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)PAHA

)−1

× γ(zi, zi+1)Pm(zi+2)A
HA

(
IK + (zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)PAHA

)−1
γ(zi+1, zi+2)Pdzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

m(zi)γ(zi−1, zi)m(zi+1)γ(zi, zi+1)m(zi+2)γ(zi+1, zi+2)A
H(zim(zi) + 1)APAH

(
IK + (zim(zi) + 1)APAH

)−1
(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)APAH

(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)APAH

)−1
APAH

× (zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)APAH
(
IK + (zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)APAH

)−1
APdzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

m(zi)γ(zi−1, zi)m(zi+1)γ(zi, zi+1)m(zi+2)γ(zi+1, zi+2)(zim(zi) + 1)(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)(zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)

×AHUL (IK + (zim(zi) + 1)L)
−1

L (IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)L)
−1

L2 (IK + (zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)L)
−1

UHAPdzidzi+1

= −
∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

m(zi)γ(zi−1, zi)m(zi+1)γ(zi, zi+1)m(zi+2)γ(zi+1, zi+2)(zim(zi) + 1)(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)(zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)

×AH

K∑

n=1

ℓ4nunu
H

n

(1 + (zi+2m(zi+2) + 1)ℓn)(1 + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)ℓn)(1 + (zim(zi) + 1)ℓn)
APdzidzi+1 = o‖·‖(1).

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

In the following, we ignore, for the sake of notational convenience, the arguments of X1,X2,X3,X4.

In Lemma 8 we treat the product of three matrices and the integral over zi, zi+1. Consider now the product of four matrices

and its integral over zi, zi+1 and zi+2. It thus follows from Lemma 8 that

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

∮

Γki+2

i+2∏

j=i−1

[
H1(zj+1)Θkj+1,1(zj , zj+1) H2(zj+1)Θkj+1,2(zj , zj+1)
HH

2 (zj+1)Θkj+1,1(zj , zj+1) H3(zj+1)Θkj+1,2(zj , zj+1)

]

dzidzi+1dzi+2

=

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

∮

Γki+2

[
X1 X2

X3 X4

] [
H1(zi+3)Θki+3,1(zi+2, zi+3) H2(zi+3)Θki+3,2(zi+2, zi+3)
HH

2 (zi+3)Θki+3,1(zi+2, zi+3) H3(zi+3)Θki+3,2(zi+2, zi+3)

]

dzidzi+1dzi+2 + o‖·‖(1)

=

∮

Γki

∮

Γki+1

∮

Γki+2

[
X1H1(zi+3)Θki+3,1(zi+2, zi+3) X1H2(zi+3)Θki+3,2(zi+2, zi+3)
X3H1(zi+3)Θki+3,1(zi+2, zi+3) X3H2(zi+3)Θki+3,2(zi+2, zi+3)

]

dzidzi+1dzi+2 + o‖·‖(1),

where, similar to the proof of Lemma 8, we ignore all block matrices of vanishing spectral norm.

Repeating the above approximating procedure on (68), we conclude that

ψ̂k1,...,km
=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

([
H1(z1)Θk1,1(zm, z1) H2(z1)Θk1,2(zm, z1)
HH

2 (z1)Θk1,1(zm, z1) H3(z1)Θk1,2(zm, z1)

]

×
m−1∏

i=1

[
H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1) H2(zi+1)Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)
HH

2 (zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1) H3(zi+1)Θki+1,2(zi, zi+1)

])

dz1 . . . dzm + o(1)

=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

([
Ξ1 Ξ2

Ξ3 Ξ4

])

dz1 . . . dzm + o(1),

where

Ξ1 = H1(z1)Θk1,1(zm, z1)

(
m−1∏

i=1

H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)

)

,

Ξ2 = H1(z1)Θk1,1(zm, z1)

(
m−2∏

i=1

H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)

)

H2(zm)Θkm,2(zm−1, zm),

Ξ3 = HH

2 (z1)Θk1,1(zm, z1)

(
m−1∏

i=1

H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)

)

,

Ξ4 = HH

2 (z1)Θk1,1(zm, z1)

(
m−2∏

i=1

H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)

)

H2(zm)Θkm,2(zm−1, zm).
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Then, we have

ψ̂k1,...,km
=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr (Ξ1 +Ξ4) dz1 . . . dzm

=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

(

H1(z1)Θk1,1(zm, z1)

m−1∏

i=1

H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)

)

dz1 . . . dzm

+

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

(

HH

2 (z1)Θk1,1(zm, z1)

(
m−2∏

i=1

H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)

)

H2(zm)Θkm,2(zm−1, zm)

)

dz1 . . . dzm

=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

(

H1(z1)Θk1,1(zm, z1)

m−1∏

i=1

H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)

)

dz1 . . . dzm

+

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

(

Θk1,1(zm, z1)

(
m−2∏

i=1

H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)

)

H2(zm)Θkm,2(zm−1, zm)HH

2 (z1)

)

dz1 . . . dzm

=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

(

H1(z1)Θk1,1(zm, z1)
m−1∏

i=1

H1(zi+1)Θki+1,1(zi, zi+1)

)

dz1 . . . dzm + o(1).

where we used in the last line the similar approximation as in the proof of Lemma 8.

Expanding this product, we get

ψ̂k1,...,km
=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr
(z1m(z1) + 1

m(z1)

(
IK + (z1m(z1) + 1)PAHA

)−1
PAH

(

m(z1)m(z1)Mk1+

η(zm, z1)
1

T
trMk1 · IN

)

A

m−1∏

i=1

zi+1m(zi+1) + 1

m(zi+1)

(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)PAHA

)−1
PAH

(

m(zi)m(zi+1)Mki+1

+ η(zi, zi+1)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

)

A
)

dz1 . . . dzm + o(1)

=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr
(z1m(z1) + 1

m(z1)
PAH

(
IK + (z1m(z1) + 1)APAH

)−1
APAH

(

m(zm)m(z1)Mk1

+ η(zm, z1)
1

T
trMki

· IN
)

×A

m−1∏

i=1

zi+1m(zi+1) + 1

m(zi+1)
PAH

(
IK + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)APAH

)−1
APAH

(

m(zi)m(zi+1)Mki+1

+ η(zi, zi+1)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

)

A
)

dz1 . . . dzm + o(1)

=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

(
z1m(z1) + 1

m(z1)
UL (IK + (z1m(z1) + 1)L)

−1
LUH

(

m(zm)m(z1)Mk1 + η(zm, z1)
1

T
trMk1 · IN

)

×
m−1∏

i=1

zi+1m(zi+1) + 12

m(zi+1)
UL (IK + zi+1m(zi+1) + 1L)

−1
LUH

(

m(zi)m(zi+1)Mki+1 + η(zi, zi+1)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

))

dz1 . . . dzm + o(1)

=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

(

z1m(z1) + 1

m(z1)

K∑

n=1

ℓ2nunu
H

n

1 + (z1m(z1) + 1)ℓn

(

m(zm)m(z1)Mk1 + η(zm, zi)
1

T
trMk1 · IN

)

×
m−1∏

i=1

(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)2

m(zi+1)

K∑

n=1

ℓ2nunu
H

n

1 + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)ℓn

(

m(zi)m(zi+1)Mki+1 + η(zi, zi+1)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

))

dz1 . . . dzm + o(1)

=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

(
(z1m(z1) + 1)2

m(z1)

ℓ21u1u
H

1

1 + (z1m(z1) + 1)ℓ1

(

m(zm)m(z1)Mk1 + η(zm, z1)
1

T
trMk1 · IN

)

×
m−1∏

i=1

(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)2

m(zi+1)

ℓ2iuiu
H

i

1 + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)ℓi

(

m(zi)m(zi+1)Mki+1 + η(zi, zi+1)
1

T
trMki+1 · IN

))

dz1 . . . dzm + o(1)

=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

(

m(zm)(z1m(z1) + 1)2ℓ21u1u
H

1

1 + (z1m(z1) + 1)ℓ1
Mk1

m−1∏

i=1

m(zi)(zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)2ℓ2iuiu
H

i

1 + (zi+1m(zi+1) + 1)ℓi
Mki+1

)

dz1 . . . dzm + o(1)
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=

(
1

2πı

)m ∮

Γk1

. . .

∮

Γkm

tr

(
m∏

i=1

m(zi)(zim(zi) + 1)2ℓ2i
1 + (zim(zi) + 1)ℓi

uiu
H

i Mki

)

dz1 . . . dzm + o(1)

=
m∏

i=1

lim
z→λi

m(zi)(zim(zi) + 1)2ℓi
ℓi + zim(zi) + 1

tr(uiu
H

i Mki
) + o(1)

= (g1 . . . gm)uH

km
Mk1uk1 × uH

k1
Mk2uk2 × . . .× uH

km−1
Mkm

ukm
= ψ̄k1,...,km

+ o(1),

by residue calculus. This conclude the proof of Theorem 5.

D. Proof of Lemma 1

Define the set of indices Im : 1 ≤ i1 < . . . < im ≤ K , and the permutations of Im as σ : {i1, . . . , im} → {i1, . . . , im}.

Then, any off-diagonal entry [Φ̂]i1i2 of Φ̂ can be rewritten as the following combination involving the product of the entries

of Φ̂1, Φ̂2 as

[Φ̂]i1i2 =

K∑

k=1

[Φ̂−1
1 ]i1k[Φ̂2]ki2 (71)

=

K∑

k=1

(−1)i1+k

det(Φ̂1)

∑

σ̃

sign(σ̃)
∏

p∈I′

k
,q∈I′

i1

[Φ̂1]pq[Φ̂2]ki2 , (72)

where we use the adjugate matrix to represent the inverse Φ̂−1
1 in the second line, with I ′

k ≡ Im\{k}, I ′

i1
≡ Im\{i1}.

Note that the map σ̃ : I ′

k → I ′

i1
can be obtained from σ by deleting the vertex from node k to i1, and can thus be decomposed

into the product of several cycles and the open path from i1 to k. See Example 1 in Section A for a concrete example of such

decomposition. Under the same notations of Theorem 5, Equation (71) can be written as

[Φ̂]i1i2 =

K∑

k=1

(−1)i1+k

det(Φ̂1)

∑

σ̃

sign(σ̃)
∏

p∈I′

k
,q∈I′

i1

[Φ̂1]pq[Φ̂2]ki2

=

K∑

k=1

(−1)i1+k

det(Φ̂1)

∑

σ̃

sign(σ̃)ψ̂cl · ψ̂op

(i1,i2)
,

where ψ̂cl represents the product of off-diagonal entries of Φ̂1, Φ̂2 whose indices can form several disjoint circles, and ψ̂op

(i1,i2)
represents the product of entries whose indices start from i1 and end at i2. Then, we have

[Φ̂]i1i2 [Φ̂]i2i3 . . . [Φ̂]imi1

=

K∑

k=1

(−1)i1+k

det(Φ̂1)

∑

σ̃1

sign(σ̃1) . . .

K∑

k=1

(−1)im+k

det(Φ̂1)

∑

σ̃m

sign(σ̃m)ψ̂cl · ψ̂op

(i1,i2)
ψ̂op

(i2,i3)
. . . ψ̂op

(im,i1)

=

K∑

k=1

(−1)i1+k

det(Φ̂1)

∑

σ̃1

sign(σ̃1) . . .

K∑

k=1

(−1)im+k

det(Φ̂1)

∑

σ̃m

sign(σ̃m)
∏

ψ̂cl
i ,

where the indices of the elements in these open paths are connected end to end, forming again circles. At this point, we

conclude that [Φ̂]i1i2 [Φ̂]i2i3 . . . [Φ̂]imi1 can be expressed as a sum of products of a finite number of pairwise disjoint cycles

composed of elements of Φ̂1 and Φ̂2. This, combined with Theorem 5, concludes the proof of Lemma 1.

E. Proof of Remark 9

Note that in the case of K = 2 DoAs, the two complex eigenvalues of Φ̂G can be explicitly and compactly given by its trace

and determinant as λ±(Φ̂G) = 1
2

(

tr(Φ̂G)±
√

tr2(Φ̂G)− 4 det(Φ̂G)

)

. It is known (see, for example [9, Section 2.7] and

Lemma 6 in Section B) that for random matrix Z ∈ CN×T having i.i.d. CN (0, 1) entries, its expected resolvent E[Q(z)] =
E[(ZZH/T − zIN )−1] can be well approximated by the deterministic equivalent Q̄ in a spectral norm sense ‖E[Q]− Q̄‖ =
O(N−1/2). This, together with Theorem 3, yields that tr(Φ̂G) = tr(Φ)+O(N−1/2), det(Φ̂G) = det(Φ)+O(N−1/2), so that

λ±(Φ̂
G) = λ±(Φ) +O(N−1/2). (73)

Recall that ∆θ̂Gk = arctan(ℑ[λk(Φ̂G)]/ℜ[λ(Φ̂G)]), a Taylor expansion allows us to conclude that ∆θGk = ∆θk +O(N−1/2),
so that

θ̂Gk − θk = O(N−3/2), (74)

for a distance ∆ of order N and K = 2.
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