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Abstract—In this paper, we propose a movable antenna (MA)-
enabled frequency-hopping (FH) multiple-input multiple-output
(MIMO) radar system and investigate its sensing resolution.
Specifically, we derive the expression of the ambiguity function
and analyze the relationship between its main lobe width and the
transmit antenna positions. In particular, the optimal antenna
distribution to achieve the minimum main lobe width in the
angular domain is characterized. We discover that this minimum
width is related to the antenna size, the antenna number, and
the target angle. Meanwhile, we present lower bounds of the
ambiguity function in the Doppler and delay domains, and show
that the impact of the antenna size on the radar performance
in these two domains is very different from that in the angular
domain. Moreover, the performance enhancement brought by
MAs exhibits a certain trade-off between the main lobe width
and the side lobe peak levels. Therefore, we propose to balance
between minimizing the side lobe levels and narrowing the
main lobe of the ambiguity function by optimizing the antenna
positions. To achieve this goal, we propose a low-complexity
algorithm based on the Rosen’s gradient projection method, and
show that its performance is very close to the baseline. Simulation
results are presented to validate the theoretical analysis on the
properties of the ambiguity function, and demonstrate that MAs
can reduce the main lobe width and suppress the side lobe levels
of the ambiguity function, thereby enhancing radar performance.

Index Terms—ambiguity function, frequency-hopping, MIMO
radar, movable antenna, radar sensing.

I. INTRODUCTION

The emergence of frequency hopping (FH) multiple-input
multiple-output (MIMO) radar has garnered significant interest
from both industry and academia, thanks to its enhanced
capabilities compared to other MIMO radar waveform modal-
ities [1]]. In FH-MIMO radar, the total bandwidth is divided
into many sub-bands, and only a subset of them are used
at a time. The sub-bands used at each antenna randomly
varies over time [2], which leads to some major advantages,
such as better security and enhanced anti-jamming capability.
Specifically, the FH technology leverages confidential FH
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patterns to identify available frequencies, thereby presenting a
significant challenge for eavesdroppers to intercept FH-based
radar signals [3]], and it is difficult for conventional jammers
to perform frequency tracking and inject interference on this
kind of signal [4]. Besides, adopting the FH strategy incurs
negligible sensing performance degradation, as compared to
using full bandwidth signals [5]]. Currently, the application of
FH-MIMO radar has garnered considerable attention in the
field of dual-function radar and communication (DFRC) or
integrated sensing and communication (ISAC) system [6], as
FH-MIMO radar can incorporate information into the fast-
time subpulses within a pulse repetition interval (PRI), thereby
achieving a high data rate [/]. Therefore, FH-MIMO radar
holds great promise in diverse applications such as enhancing
target detection accuracy in complex electromagnetic envi-
ronments, improving anti-interference and anti-interception
capabilities in military surveillance, enabling high-resolution
imaging for remote sensing, and contributing to more reliable
and efficient wireless communication networks [3]-[7].

FH code and waveform design are two critical factors af-
fecting the FH-MIMO radar and communication performance,
thus they have been thoroughly investigated recently in the
literature [8]-[15)]. In [8], a simulated annealing algorithm
was proposed to optimize the FH code in order to reduce
the side lobe levels of the ambiguity function. In [9], the FH
code was optimized by reducing the block coherence measure
of the sensing matrix with less computational complexity.
However, most coherence values are too small, which cannot
be measured accurately in practical applications. Therefore, a
design criterion based on FH radar coincidence imaging was
investigated in [10]], focusing on minimizing the difference
between the correlation matrix of the dictionary matrix and
an identity matrix. Moreover, a game theory framework was
studied in [[1L1]] to achieve better sensing performance via joint
design of the FH code and amplitude matrices. As the deploy-
ment of FH-MIMO radar in DFRC systems becomes more
prevalent, the integration of communication functionality may
adversely impact the radar’s sensing capabilities. To mitigate
these effects, several optimization methods were proposed to
optimize the FH matrices in DFRC systems [12]—[15].

In terms of transmit waveforms, the geometry of the antenna
array is an important factor that determines the system perfor-
mance. Recently, several sparse arrays have been proposed to
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increase the degrees of freedom (DoFs) of MIMO radar, e.g.,
the minimum redundancy arrays (MRASs) [16]], coprime arrays
[L7] and nested arrays [[18], etc. In [19], the authors proposed
to use an MRA in monostatic MIMO radar systems, and it
was demonstrated that the MRA attains excellent performance
in the rejection of main lobe interference. In [20], a nested
MIMO system was exploited to estimate the directions of
arrival (DOAs) of some uncorrelated and coherent targets,
where a sparsely located uniform linear array (ULA) was
deployed at the receiver. However, the DoFs provided by
irregular antenna array was not fully utilized in the above
mentioned works as the antenna spacing therein is fixed after
being manufactured, which limits their capability to adapt to
different task requirements.

With the increasing demand for communication capacity
in the next-generation wireless communication systems, op-
timizing the geometry of the antenna array for better commu-
nication performance has also garnered widespread interests
[21]-[28]. For example, a fluid antenna system (FAS) was
proposed to further explore the DoFs in the spatial domain
by changing the antenna position more flexibly [21]-[24]. By
using conductive fluids as materials for antennas, the receive
antenna position can be switched freely among all candidate
ports over a fixed-length line, and thus the signal with the
highest signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) can be received [21]. A
fluid antenna multiple access (FAMA) scheme was proposed
in [22]] to support multiple transceivers with a single fluid
antenna at each mobile user. By selecting the positions of
the fluid antennas at different users, the favorable channel
condition with mitigated interference can be obtained. In
[23]], the design of position index modulation (PIM) for FAS
was proposed to decrease the bit error rate (BER) while
taking advantage of the rate gain in index modulation. The
performance of physical layer security (PLS) in fluid antenna-
aided communication systems under arbitrary correlated fading
channels was investigated in [24], and it demonstrated that
applying fluid antenna to physical layer security can offer
higher security and reliability compared to traditional antenna
systems. In summary, it was shown in [21]—[24] that changing
the antenna positions can efficiently improve the wireless
channel capacity and physical layer security.

Recently, a new MIMO communication system enabled by
movable antennas (MAs) was proposed in [25] and [26] to
reshape the MIMO channel matrix between the transceivers,
such that more spatial DoFs can be exploited for enhancing
the channel capacity. Specifically, by connecting the MAs
to RF chains via flexible cables, the MA positions can be
adjusted by controllers in real time, such as stepper motors
or servos [29]-[31]. In [27], a general channel estimation
framework for MA systems by exploiting the multi-path field
response channel structure was proposed that can estimate the
complete CSI between the Tx and Rx regions with a high
accuracy. The MA-aided wideband communications employ-
ing orthogonal frequency division multiplexing (OFDM) in
frequency-selective fading channels was investigated in [28]],
which outperformed conventional systems with fixed-position
antennas (FPAs) under the wideband channel setup. Using
MA array to enhance sensing capabilities in wireless sensing

and ISAC systems has also garnered significant attention
[32]-[34]. A wireless sensing system using MA array was
proposed in [32], where the authors proposed to optimize
the antenna positions to minimize the Cramér-Rao bound
(CRB). In [33], a joint beamforming design and MA position
optimization problem was considered, and an alternating opti-
mization (AO) algorithm that combines semidefinite relaxation
(SDR) and successive convex approximation (SCA) techniques
was proposed to tackle this problem. In [34], the authors
investigated the resource allocation problem in ISAC systems
exploiting MAs, and chance constraints were introduced and
integrated into the sensing quality of service (QoS) framework
to precisely control the impact of dynamic radar cross-section
(RCS) variations.

Although there have been numerous studies on the appli-
cation of MAs in the field of communication and wireless
sensing dominated by communication waveforms, the use
of MA array in FH-MIMO radar systems remains relatively
scarce, and it is not clear how MAs can improve its sensing
performance and to what extent. Motivated by the above,
we propose an MA-enabled FH-MIMO radar system in this
paper and investigate the optimization of the MAs’ positions
to enhance the performance of the ambiguity function. The
main contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

« First, to evaluate the potential of MA in improving the
MIMO radar resolutions, we analyze the relationship
between the antenna positions and main lobe width of the
ambiguity function in the angular domain. The optimal
antenna distribution for achieving the minimum main lobe
width is identified, which is shown to be related to the
antenna size, the antenna number and the target angle.
Different from the angular domain, we present lower
bounds of the ambiguity function in the Doppler and
delay domains, which unveil that when the antenna size
is sufficiently large, further increasing it will not pro-
vide additional radar performance gain. These analytical
results demonstrate that compared to the Doppler and
delay domains, optimizing the MA positions exhibits a
more remarkable enhancement on the radar resolution
performance in the angular domain.

e Second, we propose to achieve a good tradeoff between
main lobe width and side lobe peak levels for the am-
biguity function in these three domains by optimizing
the MA positions, and an optimization problem is for-
mulated accordingly. The considered problem is highly
non-convex and thus very difficult to solve. To tackle this
problem, we propose an efficient algorithm based on the
Rosen’s gradient projection method (RGPM), which is
able to achieve comparable performance as the baseline
but with much lower computational complexity.

o Third, we show that the proposed system has two major
advantages over traditional FH-MIMO radar systems.
First, the proposed system, with the aid of MAs, achieves
an ambiguity function with lower side lobe levels and nar-
rower main lobe width in the angular, Doppler and delay
domains, indicating enhanced sensing resolution. Second,
by flexibly adjusting the antenna positions, the radar can



b4
v

O O O

@ @ Movable Antennas

( RFChain | [ RF Chain | ( RF Chain |

Fixed Antennas
( RF Chain | [ RF Chain |

T T T

S e

‘ Radar Signal Processing

‘ Radar Signal Processing ‘

Transmitter

Fig. 1. Proposed MA-enabled FH-MIMO radar system.
achieve improved performance in various tasks, e.g., if
better resolution of target angles (velocity or distance) is
required, the antenna positions can be adjusted to improve
the performance of the ambiguity function in the angular
(Doppler or delay) domain.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section
IT describes the considered MA-enabled FH-MIMO radar
system model and the corresponding ambiguity function. In
Section III, we analyze the relationship between the ambiguity
function and the antenna positions. In Section IV, we propose
a low complexity algorithm to solve the antenna position op-
timization problem. Section V provides the numerical results
and discussions. Finally, we conclude this paper in Section VI.
Notations: Scalars, vectors and matrices are respectively
denoted by lower/upper case, boldface lower case and boldface
upper case letters. For an arbitrary matrix A, AT, A* and
A* denote its transpose, conjugate and conjugate transpose
respectively. || - || denotes the Euclidean norm of a complex
vector, and || denotes the absolute value of a complex scalar.
[] represents the round-up operator. For a complex number
x, R{z} denotes its real part and Zz denotes its angle. I
and 0 denote an identity matrix and an all-zero vector with
appropriate dimensions, respectively. C"*™ denotes the space
of n X m complex matrices.

II. SIGNAL MODEL
A. MA-Enabled FH-MIMO Radar System

As shown in Fig. [l we consider an MA-enabled FH-
MIMO radar system equipped with a colocated transmitter
and receiver, which are comprised of linear arrays with M;
and M, antennas, respectively. Since the transmit antenna
array is the primary factor that affects the ambiguity function,
we assume that the transmit antennas are movable while
the receive antenna positions are fixed with half wavelength
spacing for ease of analysis [8]. Each MA is attached to
an electrical machinery, such that the interval between two
adjacent antennas can be dynamically adjusted [26]. Let d; ;
(dri), 1 < i < My —1(1 <4 < M, —1) denote the
interval between the (i — 1)-th and i-th transmit (receive)
antenna and define d;o = 0, d, 0 = 0, d,; = %,i eM, =
[1,2,---, M, — 1]. Then, the transmit antenna position vector
can be denoted by x; = [v40,Z¢1, * ,Te0,—1]7, Where

Receiver

Teo = 0 and Ttm = Z;ZO dt,i,m e M; 4 [1, 2, ,Mt—l].
Similarly, the receive antenna position vector can be expressed
as X, = [Tr.0,%r1, " ,Tr.—1]), Where 2,0 = 0 and
Trm = %m, m € M,. Accordingly, the steering vectors
of the transmit and receive antenna arrays are respectively
given by a(xt, CY) — [1, ejo";EtJ sino¢7 . ,ejz%mt,Mt,l sin a|T'
and b(x,,a) = [I,e/™sne ... im(Mr—1)sine|T " where )
denotes the signal wavelength and « is the steering angle of
the array.

Consider a target at (7,0,0), where 7 denotes the delay
corresponding to the target range, © is the Doppler frequency
of the target and 6 € [—7, J] represents the direction angle
of the target. Then, the received signal can be represented by

yio.0(t) = a(x:,0)" d(t — 7)b(x,,0)e”>™ +n(t), (1)

where @(t) = [po(t), ¢1(t). - pr—1 (D)7, n(t) =
[no(t),n1(t), - ,nar, —1(H)]T, ¢m(t) represents the FH
waveform transmitted from the m-th transmit antenna and
nm(t) denotes the Gaussian noise received by the m-th receive
antenna.

As the FH waveform, the pulse width T, is divided into
@ sub-pulses of width A; = Ty, /@ each [35]. Therefore, the
m-th FH waveform during each pulse can be further expressed

as [8]]
Q-1

om(t) = D TR s(t — gAy), )

q=0

where ¢, , € K is the FH code with K £ {1,2,--- K}
being the set of available hops, A represents the frequency
hopping interval and s(t) represents the pulse function which

is defined as
1, 0<t<Ay,

s(t) = {07 otherwise. )
Note that the waveforms in an FH-MIMO radar system are
required to be orthogonal for zero Doppler and zero delay
(see [8]), thus the condition ¢, g # ¢im.q, Vg, m 7% m' must be
satisfied during each sub-pulse that comprises the radar pulse.
This implies that the transmit antenna number M, that can
be employed is upper bounded by the hop number Q. In this
paper, our main focus is to investigate the radar performance
enhancement brought by MA, and the FH code is designed by
adopting the method presented in [13].



B. Ambiguity Function

For conventional single-input multiple-output (SIMO) radar
systems, the following ambiguity function is usually employed
to characterize the radar resolution performance [36]:

|

where u(t) denotes the radar waveform. This two-dimensional
function indicates the matched filter output at the receiver in
the presence of Doppler mismatch v and delay mismatch 7.
Such a concept is then extended to MIMO radar systems
in [37]. Based on these existing works, we introduce the
definition of ambiguity function in the considered MA-enabled

FH-MIMO radar system in the following.

Specifically, the receiver is designed to capture the tar-
get signal using a matched filter with assumed parameters
(7',0',0"), where 6’ € [-7, Z]. The reference signal of the
matched filter is defined as gz o ¢/(t) 2 a(x,0) p(t —
#)b(x,,0")ei2™'t thus based on the received signal model
given in (), the matched filter output can be expressed as

*(t+ 7)™ dt|, )

+oo
/ & o0 0 (Dys.00(t)dt

- M,.—
< n=0
—+ o0
T(w’,@,@’,w’w/ e,

—o0

1
6‘127\'(21 0 dpyisin 0—=3770 0 TIsmB)) )

o (On(t)dt,

where

T(+,7',0,0,6,6")

]Mt 1M—1

LYY [

m=0 m’/=0

) j2m(o—20 )tdt

7) P (t — (6)

]277(21 0 d¢,isin0—=3" Od”sme)/x

In (@, v+,5,0(t) represents the received signal reflected from
the target at (7,0,0), g+ s ¢/(t) represents the reference
signal of the matched filter, and fj;: gL o o (D)y+.0,0(t)dt
represents the coherent integration process between the re-
ceived and reference signals in the matched filter. The
first term on the right-hand side of (3) denotes the co-
herent integration result between the echo and reference
signals, while fj:oo gf,ﬁ,)@,(t)n(t)dt denotes the coherent
integration result between the reference signal and the
noise. In (&), ¢, (t — 7)e2m0tdte?m (3o deisin0)/A repre-
sents the echo signal transmitted by the m-th transmit an-

tenna and reflected by the target at (7,0,0), and ¢F ,(t —

71)ed2m 0"t tei2m (3o dri sin ') /X represents the reference sig-
nal transmitted by the m/-th transmit antenna with assuming
parameters (7/,9’,6’). From (@) and (@), we can observe
that there is a strong coupling effect between the radar’s
transmit MA array and the radar waveform, while the receive
antenna array appears as an independent multiplier term that
is in general unrelated to the radar waveform. Therefore, we

define the ambiguity function in the proposed MA-enabled
FH-MIMO radar system as

x(7,v,0,0"
I\/It 1 Me—1
£ / (t)ms (¢ + 7)™ dt )
m=0 m’/=0
]277( Lode,ising—=>1" dtlSIHQ )//\

which indicates how the waveforms ¢,,(t)’s and the transmit
MA array affect the angular, Doppler and range resolutions ]
Since the ambiguity function represents the radar’s ability
to distinguish between echo signals under two sets of target
parameters in the absence of noise [37] the impact of noise
on the matched filter output, i.e., f 2 o0 (t)1(2)dt, has
been neglected in (@). Then, by substltutmg the FH waveform
in @) into x(7,v,0,6"), we can obtain the following new form
of the ambiguity function:

x(7,v,0 9/)
My—1
Z Z X (T—(d' = @) A, v—=(Comrgr — Cmq) D)
m,m’=0 q,q'= (8)
e]27rAf(cm,q7cm q/)th —j2nAge,,, a7

92 (X ilo di,isin(9) 327 o d.i sin(6’ ))/A

where
Ayg )
X" (,v) é/ s(t)s(t —|—7')672”tdt
0
Acr]
] D gine (oA Irl)), Irl< A,

= Ay
0, otherwise.

©)

It is observed from (8) that the ambiguity function x (7, v, 6, §’)
is in the form of the sum of several complex numbers, and
the antenna positions will affect the phase of each complex
number, thereby influencing the main lobe width and side
lobe levels, which will ultimately reflect on the radar perfor-
mance. Besides, from (9), we can see that the FH code not
only affects the phase of each complex number but also its
amplitude. Thus, both the antenna distribution and FH code
will impact the ambiguity function. However, as the influence
of the FH-code on the radar system performance has been
investigated before in [8], [13]] while the relationship between
the ambiguity function and antenna distribution is still not
clear. Therefore, in this paper, we will focus our discussion
on the latter in this work. The FH code design follows the
approach in [13].

III. AMBIGUITY FUNCTION ANALYSIS

In this section, we theoretically analyze the relationship
between |x(7,v,0,0")| and the transmit antenna positions in
d = [di1, - ,dia,—1]7 across the angular, Doppler and
delay domains. First, we identify the optimal antenna distri-
bution that minimizes the main lobe width of the ambiguity

'As observed from (7)), the angular ambiguity is related to dt,; sin6 and
dy isin@’, where i = 0,1, -+ , My —1. This implies that it cannot be simply
characterized by the spatial frequency mismatch §p, where 6 £ sing —
sin §’. Consequently, we retain the use of 6 and 6’ to describe the angular
ambiguity throughout this work.



function in the angular domain. A closed-form expression of
the minimum main lobe width is presented as a function of
the target angle, antenna size and antenna number. Second,
we observe that the Doppler frequency offset and time delay
error affect both the phase and amplitude of the terms in
x(1,v,0,0"), which is very different from the angle error that
only affect the phase of them. This poses significant challenges
to obtain the optimal antenna distribution that achieves the
minimum main lobe width in the Doppler and delay domains.
Therefore, we investigate the lower bounds of the ambiguity
function in these two domains, and some useful insights are
obtained accordingly.

A. Angular Domain

In order to analyze the characteristics of the ambiguity
function in the angular domain, we assume that the target’s
distance and velocity are accurately estimated, i.e., 7 = 0 and
v = 0, and focus on x(0,0,6,0") which can be expressed as

x(0,0,0, 0’)
M—1

=2 Zx

m,m’'=0 q,q'=

q q At7 (Cm’,q' - C”MZ)Af)

(10)

6J27rAf(cm,q Cm’,q’ JaAt

2T (ST dyi sin(0) = 72 doi sin(6)) /A

As can be seen from (I0) the phase information of the last
exponential term is a linear combination of d;;sinf and
di;isin®’, i € M,, thus, we can infer that the antenna
distribution has a strong impact on the angular resolution of
the considered system. Further, based on the orthogonality of
the FH-MIMO radar waveform, the angular domain ambiguity
function in (I0) can be simplified to

Me—1

Z I 2m(sin 0—sin 0") 57 dy i/x

m=0

x(0,0,6,0") = 1)

According to the definition of the ambiguity function, narrower
main lobe width usually implies higher resolutions of the
radar system. Therefore, we aim to derive the optimal antenna
distribution that achieves the minimum main lobe width B,,,;,,
of |x(0,0,0,60")|, and investigate the impacts of the transmit
antenna number My, the transmit antenna size L and the target
direction angle 6 on B,,;,. The main results are given in the
following theorem.

Theorem 1. For a given L, letting 7 = 0,v = 0, the optimal
antenna distribution d* that achieves the minimum main lobe
width (defined as the distance between the first two null points)
is given by

A2, i=1,2---, {(Mt - 2)/2]
dii=14 )2, i= {Mt/zw +1, {Mt/2-‘ +2, M, — 1.
L— (M, —2)\/2, i= [Mt/zw
(12)

This minimum main lobe width has a closed-form expression,
which is

Bmin = i ing + 2

min = arcsin | sin AL/ — M, +2

9 (13)
— arcsin <51n0 — m) .
Proof. Let Af, denote the angle error within the main lobe
width, and define x4 (0, Af,) as the ambiguity function in the
angular domain with the antenna distribution d, i.e.,

Mi—1
Ixa(0,802)|2 | > am(d, Aba)|, (14)
m=0
where a,,(d, Af,) £ /2™ ¥m(dA0) py — 0 1, M; — 1
and
Ym(d, AB,) = 27 (sin 6 — sin(0 + Ab,,) Zdt i/ A (15)

To prove that d* achieves the minimum main lobe width, it is
equivalent to demonstrating that for any antenna distribution d,
the inequality |xqa(0, A6,)|> |xa= (6, A, )| holds. Due to the
symmetry of |xq(6, Ab,)|, we will focus on the case A, <0
first, while the detailed proof for the case Af, > 0 is omitted
for brevity. Besides, as the proof process depends on whether
M; is even or odd, we will divide it into two cases based on
the parity of M;.

For the case when M, is even, we further divide the proof
process into the following two steps: (1) since xa(6,A6,)
can be viewed as the summation of M; unit vectors with
different directions in the two-dimensional space, we propose
to construct a proper Cartesian coordinate system (CCS)
for ease of comparing the magnitudes of yq(#,Af,) and
xax (0, Af,), then we obtain the x-axis and y-axis components
of xa(f,A8,), denoted by xa(0,A6,), and xa(6,A6,),,
respectively, as well as xa- (6, A0,), and xa- (0, A8,)y; (2)
we prove that for any antenna distribution d, the inequal-
ities |xa(€,AOq)z|> |xa-(0,A0,)z| and |xa(0, Ab,)y|>
Ixa~ (0, Ab,),| hold, which further lead to |xa(6,A6,)|>
|Xd* (95 Aoa”

In the first step, since the choice of the origin and y-axis
direction in the CCS affects the analysis of |xx (0, Abg)wl,
x € {d,d*}, w € {x,y}. We propose to select an appropriate
origin and positive y-axis direction such that |xa- (6, Afg).|=
0 is satisfied. This allows us to simplify the analysis and we
only need to compare |xa (0, Ab,)y| and |xa- (0, Aby)y|. To
determine such an origin and direction, we analyze the key fac-
tor that affects the value of |yqa= (0, A8,)|, i.e., ¥m(d*, Ab,).
Since 1, (d*, Af,) is a special case of ¥, (d,Ad,), it
suffices to analyze 1.,(d, Af,). Then, due to the facts that
di; > %,z’ € M; and Z?ito_l di; < L, it is straightforward
to see that ¢,,(d, Ad,),m =0,1,---, M; — 1 should satisfy
m(d, Ab,) € [P (AD,), pmaT(Af,)], where

'™ (Do) = mm(sin 0 — sin(0 + A0,)) (16)

and

Pm** (Aba)
L M —1- (17

27 (sin 6 — sin(6 + Af, ))()\ f)’
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Fig. 2. Illustration of a,, distribution for m = 0,1,--- , My — 1.

which represents the minimum and maximum achievable val-
ues of ¥, respectively. By substituting d* into (I7), we have

Ym(d”, Aba)
e (AGL), m=0,1,---, (M, —2)/2 (18)
T\ WreT(AG,), mo= M2, M /241, My —1°
Next, based on (I6), (I7) and (I8), it follows that
(A, AGa - (d*, AG,
Pm( ) + Unze—m( ) (19)

= Yag,2(d™, Aba) + Yag, 21 (d”, Ab),

which implies that under the antenna distribution d*,
am/(d*, Ab,,) and apg, —p—1(d*, Ab,),m =0,1,--- , My — 1
are symmetric with respect to y; = ayy, s2(d*, Ab,) +
an, j2—1(d*, A, ). Therefore, we can construct a CCS using
the common intersection of a,,(d*, Af,),m =0,1,--- , M;—
1 as the origin and the direction of y; as the posi-
tive y-axis, as shown in Fig. QI (a). As a,,(d*,Ad,) and
ang,—m—1(d*, Ab,),m =0,1,--- , My—1 are symmetric with
respect to the y-axis, we have

am(d*7 Aga)z + akftfmfl(d*7 Aga)z = 07 (20)

where a,,(d*, Af,).. and aps, —m—1(d*, Ab,), represents the
x-axis components of a,,(d*, Af,) and aps, —m—1(d*, Ab,),
respectively. This implies that |xq~ (6, Af,).|= 0. Therefore,
Ixa (0, ABo)z|> |xar (0, Ab, )| holds for any d.

Next, we derive the explicit expressions of xa (6, Af,), and
Xa- (0, A8,),, and compare their values. Since d; o = 0, we

can obtain from (13 that 1o (d, Ab,) = 1ho(d*, Ab,), which
means that ag(d, Af,) = ap(d*, Ad,) holds for any d. Let
B denote the angle between ag(d*, Af,) and the positive x-
axis, then the angle between a,,(d, Af,),m =0,1,--- , M;—
1 and the positive x-axis can be obtained as p,,(d, Af,) =
Ym(d, Aby) + B. Thus, xa(0, A6,), and xa- (0, A6,), can
be expressed as

Me—1

Xa(0,A02)y = > sin(pm(d, Aba)), @21)

and

Xa= (0,A0a)y = Y sin(pm(d”, Aba)),

m=0

(22)

respectively. Based on 2I) and (22), we can infer that for
any m € My, if sin(pn,(d, Ab,)) > sin(pn, (d*, Abd,)) is
satisfied, then |xa (0, AOy)y|> |xa- (6, Ab,),| must hold. To
prove this, we resort to the monotonicity of sin(p,,(d, Af,))
on pu(d,A0) € [Emn(AG,) + B,0men(Ad,) + ]
Besides, since a,,(d*,Af) and aps,—m—1(d*,Ab),m =
0,1,---,M; — 1 are symmetric with respect to the y-axis,

the analysis for the case of m € {1,2,---, % — 1} is similar
to that of m € {%, % +1,---, M; — 1}. Therefore, we will

only focus on the former case in the following.

According to (I8), we can see that a,(d*, Afd,),m €
{1,2,--- ,% — 1} are all located on the right hand
side of the y-axis, which means that p,,(d* Af,) =
Ymin(AG,) + B < I, for all m € {1,2,---, i —
L} If Yet(Al,) + B < §, then sin(p,(d, Ab,)) is a
monotonically increasing function of p,,(d, Af,). Therefore,
sin(pp, (d, Ab,)) > sin(p,,(d*, Ab,)) holds for any d. Con-
versely, if %% (Af,) + 8 > 7, then sin(p,,(d, Af,)) first
increases with p,,(d, Ad,) in pp,(d, Ab,) € [P (A0,) +
B, %], and then decreases with p,,(d, Af,) in py,(d, Af,) €
[5:¥m®(Ab,) + B]. Therefore, to determine the minimum
value of sin(pp,(d, Ab,)) in pn(d,A8,) € [ (Ab,) +
B, (Af,) + ], the values of sin(y7"(Af,) + () and
sin(y**(Af,) + ) are required to be compared. How-
ever, directly perform the above comparison using alge-
braic methods is very difficult, therefore, we propose to
use sin(Yy*?, 1 (Af,) + ) as an intermediate variable to
simplify the comparison process. Specifically, based on (I9),
sin(Y™(A0,) + B) = sin(Yy**, 1 (Ab,) + 3) must be
satisfied. Meanwhile, it can be observed that ¢y™* =, >
Ymer > T when m € {1,2,---, %t — 1}, which implies
that sin(¢7%% + ) > sin(y™™ + 3) holds. Thus, when
pm(d, A0,) € [Ymm(AG,) + 8,97 (Af,) + ], the mini-
mum value of sin(p,,(d, Ad,)) is sin(yp™"(Ab,) + (), and
for any d, sin(pm,(d, Aby) + B8) > sin(pm,(d*, Ab,)) holds
for all m € {0,1,--- ,% — 1}. Similarly, we have that for
any d, sin(pm, (d, Ab,)+8) > sin(p,, (d*, Ab,)) holds for all
m e {%, % +1,---, M;—1}. Therefore, when M is even,
Ixa(8, Ab8,)|> |xa= (0, Ab,)| holds for any d that satisfies the
condition d; ; > %,z’ € M; and Zij\i};l dyi < L.

For the case when M; is odd, a similar approach can be
applied to show that d* achieves the minimum main lobe
width, however, some modifications are required as will be



explained in the following. First, we can see that, in this case,
(18) becomes

Ym (d*, Ab,)
Ym (Aea)v m=0,1,---, t2 (23)
1/JZLLM(A9(L)7 :Mt+17M7"'7Mt_1
2 2
from which we can further obtain
1/1m (d*7 Aea) + wl\/ft*m(d*7 Aeﬂ) (24)
= Y —3)2(d", Aba) + ar, 41)/2(d", Aba),
when m € My, m # Mf{l, and
Yrt—1)/2(A0a) + U1 /2 (A0a) 25)
= Y(ar,-3)/2(d", Aba) + P(ar,+1)/2(d”, Aba).
The equality in @4) means that a,,(d*,Af,) and
ant,—m—1(d*,Ab,),m € A are symmetric with respect
to

d", Aba) + a(ar,41y/2(d, Aba),

where A £ {m|m = 0,1,---, My — 1,m # (M, —
1)/2}. In addition, according to (23), ¢’(V(ai-1/2(A0a)+5)
and ¢/ (V(a1,~1)/2(80)F8) are also symmetric with respect
to yo. Therefore, we utilize the intersection point of
am(d*, A0,),m = 0,1,--- , My — 1 as the origin and the
direction of y, as the positive y-axis to construct a CCS in
this case, as illustrated in Fig. 2] (b).

It is observed from Fig. 0 (b) that a,(d*,Ad,) and
ap,—m—1(d*, A8,),m € A are symmetric with respect to
12, Which is similar to the case when M; is even. Therefore,
the following argument can be similarly proved based on the
proof for the even M; case: when |xa(6, Af)| achieves its
minimum value,

am(d, AbB,) = am(d*, Ab,),

M; -1 @7
2

will be satisfied. Then, we only need to prove that for any d

that satisfies the condition @), |xa (6, A8.)|> |xa~ (6, Ab,)]

will be satisfied.

Y2 £ acar,—3)/2( (26)

m=0,1,--- My —1,m #

To derive the expressions of |xa(6,A0,)] and
Ixa-(0,A0,), we first analyze xq(0,A0,), and
Xax (0, Ab,)., which can be respectively written as

Mi—1
Xa(0,A00), = > cos(pm(d, Aba)), (28)
m=0
and
M1
Xa+ (0, A0a)s = > cos(pm(d”, Aba)). (29)
m=0

Since a,,(d*, Ab,) and apy, —p—1(d*, AG,) (for m # Me=1)
are symmetric with respect to y2, we have

cos(pm(d”, Aba)) + cos(pr,—m—1(d", Aba)) =0,

for al m € {0,1,...,M; — 1},m # . Thus,
when d satisfies @7), @8) and can be simplified to
Xa(t, Aba)z = cos(p(ar,—1)/2(d, Aba)) and xa- (6, Aba)r =
cos(p(ar,—1y/2(d*, AB,)). Then based on the expressions

(30)

Mi—1
2

A A 1
-z d =T~ d, .=

P
nl ’5 0 M,12]
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Fig. 3. Illustration of the optimal MAs’ positions for minimum main lobe
width.

of xa(f,A60,), and xqa-(0,A0,), given in 2I) and 22),
)|

Ixa(6, Ab,)| and |xqa-(0, Af,)| can be expressed as
Ixa (6, Aba)|
=1+ 2( > sin(pm(d, Aea)> sin(p -1 (d, Ad,))
meA 2 (€20)
2
+ <Zsin(pm(d7 Aﬁa)>
meA
and
[Xa- (6, Aba)]
=1+ 2( > sin(pm(d”, Aaa)> sin(par,—1 (d*, A,))
meA 2 (32)
2
+ ( Zsin(pm(d*7A0a)> .
meA

When the antenna distribution d satisfies (27), (31) can be
rewritten as

|Xd(97 A9(1)|
=1+ 2( > “sin(pm(d”, A&a)> sin(p a1 (d, Afa))

meA

+ < > sin(pm(d”, Aaa)> y

meA

(33)

From and (33D, it follows that to compare |xaq(60, Af,)|
and |xa-(0,A0,)|, we need to evaluate the values of
sin(p(ar,—1y/2(d, Ab,)) and sin(p(az,—1y/2(d*, Ab,)). Sim-
ilar to the case when M; is even, we can obtain that
for any antenna distribution d, sin(p(az,—1)/2(d, Ab,)) >
sin(p(ar,—1)/2(d*, Af,)) holds. Thus, we have [xq (0, Af,)|>
Ixa= (0, Af,)|, which implies that d* minimizes the main lobe
width when M; is odd.

Based on the above analysis, we conclude that the proposed
antenna distribution d* is optimal for minimizing the main
lobe width of the ambiguity function. The first null point of
the ambiguity function Af,; can then be obtained by setting
Olxa- (0. 0 o 9+A9‘“)‘ = 0, and the detailed proof is omitted
here for brev1ty This completes the proof. o

Theorem [I] demonstrates that to minimize the main lobe
width, the MAs should be partitioned into two groups as shown
in Fig. Bl which is defined as minimum main lobe width
distribution (MMLWD). Also, several key observations can
be obtained. First, we can see that B,,;, decreases as L/
increases and as M, and |0| decrease. With the increasing of
L/\, the performance gain growth will gradually decrease,
which means that employing an antenna array with excessive
large dimension may not be very cost-efficient. Then, based
on the relationship between B,,;, and My, it can be observed
that a smaller antenna number could actually lead to narrower
main lobe width in practical applications. But the side lobe



performance in this case cannot be guaranteed. Therefore, in
practice, the value of M; should be properly chosen to achieve
a good balance between main lobe and side lobe performance.
Finally, from (I3), we can infer that the best angular resolution
of the considered system is achieved at § = 0.

B. Doppler and delay Domains

Different from the angular domain, the relationship between
the ambiguity function and the antenna distribution in the
Doppler and delay domains are more complex since it is very
difficult to simplify the impact of FH code on the ambiguity
function, as can be observed in (§). This implies that it is
difficult to derive the specific antenna distribution that achieves
the minimum main lobe width in these two domains. However,
by analyzing (8), we discover that lower bounds exist for the
ambiguity function, which correspond to the performance of
the considered MA-enabled MIMO radar system under ideal
conditions, and they can be used as a theoretical underpinning
for enhanced radar performance through antenna distribution
optimization. The main results are given in the following
theorems.

Theorem 2. For a given v, assuming that L is sufficiently
large, and the target’s range and direction angle are accu-
rately estimated, i.e., T = 0 and 0 = 0', a lower bound of the
ambiguity function in the Doppler domain, denoted by x*(v)
(i.e., x*(v) < |x(0,v,0,0)]) is given by

(o) = | Mysinc(vA)|—Z"(v),
X0 = 0, otherwise

| Misinc(vAg)[> Z* (v)

)

(34)
where
Mi—1 Q-1
= Z Z [sinc(vAt — em,q + Cm/ q)]- (35)
m,m’=0 =0
m#m/’
Proof. Please refer to Appendix [Al O

Theorem 3. For a given T, assuming that L is sufficiently
large, and the target’s velocity and direction angle are ac-
curately estimated, i.e., v = 0 and 0 = 0', the lower bound
of the ambiguity function in the delay domain x%(T) (i.e.,
x4(7) < |x(7,0,0,0)|) is given by

TdT—EdT, Y4 |> 24(r
Xd(T)_{| M=), MOEEE g
0, otherwise
where
M1 Q-1
X" ( DAL, (Cmyg — Cm,g ) AF)
,;o Z o (37)
efj2frAfcm’q/T
and
M1
E Z Z IX"(r @) Asy(Cmg = Cmig ) Af)]-
m,m’=0q,q'=0
m;ém/
(38)

Proof. Please refer to Appendix O

Theorems [2] and [3] are very useful, as they establish lower
bounds of the ambiguity function in the Doppler and delay
domains, respectively. In Theorem implies that an
increase in the signal bandwidth will result in a larger main
lobe width of the ambiguity function in the Doppler domain.
Besides, in Theorem 3, based on the definition of x"(7,v)
given in (9), it can be inferred that as Ay increases, the main
lobe width of X" (T — (¢’ — @)Ay¢, (¢m,g — Cmr,q)Af) With
respect to 7 decreases. Consequently, a larger Ay results in
a reduction in the main lobe widths of |Y¢(7)| and Z%(7),
thereby leading to a further contraction of the main lobe width
of x%(7). This implies that increasing the signal bandwidth
reduces the main lobe width of the ambiguity function in
the delay domain. Furthermore, Theorems [2] and [3] reveal
that, under the assumption of a sufficiently large L, both
x*(v) and x%(7) become independent of the antenna size L,
which is mainly due to the periodic nature of the antenna
distribution’s influence on the ambiguity function, as captured
by €72 m.m’ 0 (d)_ This result indicates that performance of the
ambiguity function in these two domains will not improve as L
increases if L is very large, which is different from the results
observed in the angular domain. Furthermore, we observe that
the performance gain of the MAs in both domains is minimal
when 6 = 0. This is because, when 6 = 0, we can observe that
eI2™Jm.m’,0(d) = 1 which implies that ¢/2™/m.m".6(4) becomes
a constant that is independent of the antenna distribution d.
Finally, the derived lower bounds can serve as performance
benchmarks for the optimization of antenna distribution, as
discussed in the next section.

IV. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND PROPOSED ALGORITHM

In this section, we formulate an optimization problem of the
antenna distribution d to achieve a more balanced performance
between the main lobe and side lobes. Then, a low-complexity
GPRM-based algorithm is proposed to address this problem.

A. Problem Formulation

First, we illustrate in Fig. @ a numerical example of the
MMLWD given in based on the simulation setup in
Section V, and we set L = 9\, § = 0 and M; = 8. As can
be observed, the MMLWD is able to effectively reduce the
main lobe width as compared to an equally spaced antenna
array with half wavelength spacing; however, its side lobe
peak is very high and close to the main lobe peak, which
will deteriorate the angular resolution and anti-interference
capabilities of the proposed system. Motivated by this, in this
subsection, we formulate an optimization problem to strike a
balance between main lobe and side lobe performance in the
angular/Doppler/delay domains.

In the angular domain, the main lobe peak of the am-
biguity function is achieved when the parameters of the
matched filter and the target are well matched, where we have
x(0,0,6,0) = M, by using (IT) and assuming 7 = 0, v = 0.
Therefore, we need to eliminate the peaks in |x(0,0,6,6)],
which are not in the line {0,0,6,6}. This can be done by
imposing a cost function which puts penalties on these peak
values [[8] and forces the energy of the ambiguity function
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Fig. 4. Ambiguity function in the angular domain.

|x(0,0,6,0")| to be evenly spread. Similar to the angular
domain, it is necessary to mitigate the peaks in |x(7,0, 6, 6)]
and |x(0, v, 8, 0)|, which correspond to the Doppler and delay
domains, respectively. Generally, the following optimization
problem can be formulated:

Indin fi(d) (39)
M;—1
st Y dii <L, (3%h)
i=1
A
dt,i2§7221727"'7Mt_17 (@b)
where j = 1,2,3 and
+2
/ / x(0,0,0,6")|>de’ de, (40)
+f’7710/l'
/ / x(0,v,0,0)|*dvds, 41)
fmam
+QAt
/ / (7,0,6,0)|°drds, (42)
QAL

represent the objective functions in the angular, Doppler
and delay domains, respectively. In practice, however, these
objectives may be required to be optimized simultaneously.
Thus, we propose to use the weighted sum of f;(d),j =1,2,3
as the objective function and problem (39) can be transformed
into

mln fa(d Zaﬂf] (43)
M;—1
sty dii <L, @3h)
i=1
A
dt,i2§7i:1727"'7Mt_1 )

where «; is the weight coefficient corresponding to the j-th

objective function and «’s are enforced to satisfy 23:1 aj =
1.

B. Proposed Algorithm

Problem (43) is highly non-convex and challenging to
solve due to the integral operations in its objective function.
Moreover, |x(0,0,0,60)|%, |x(7,0,6,0")|2, and |x(0, v, 0,0")|*
are generally exponential functions with respect to the antenna
positions in d, which are also very difficult to handle. In
existing works, meta-heuristic algorithms, such as the sim-
ulated annealing and genetic algorithm (GA), are usually
employed to solve such kind of problems , as in [8]] and [38].
While these methods yield satisfactory performance, their high
computational complexity renders them unsuitable for real-
time applications in the considered system, where dynamic
adjustments of the antenna positions are crucial for attaining
different resolutions in the angle, Doppler, and delay domains.
Thus, we propose a low-complexity algorithm based on the
RGPM to effectively solve problem (39), and we choose GA
as the baseline.

To proceed, we first transform the complex integral-based
objective function into a more manageable form based on
summation, facilitating the subsequent gradient calculation
process. Specifically, we apply the Riemann sum method
to approximate f;(d)’s, and the corresponding approximated
functions can be expressed as follows:

= 3 ST (0,06, 6,700 56

44)
i1=042—=0

d) = Z Z|X(O,Ui3, i 11)| AvAb, (45)
i1=04i3=0

d) = Z Z|X(Ti47076‘i179i1)|2ATA9, (46)

i1=044=0
where |x(7,v,6,0')|? is partitioned into ni, na, and ns
equal-length segments along the angle, Doppler, and delay
dimensions, respectively. For the angular domain, we define
A= I ANY S L0, = —T+i1A0and 0], & —F+isAY.
Similarly, we define Av £ 2-72’”‘—2‘”, Vis 2 —fnaz + i3Av,
Ar 2 2988 and 1, £ —~QAT + iy At for the Doppler and
delay domains. According to the Nyquist Sampling Theorem
[39], to reduce the impact of the above approximation on
the ambiguity function, the sampling intervals must satisfy
A < arcsin(2), Av < 74—, and AT < QKA . Consequently,
n1, ny and ns should satlsfy ny > Bii:n’ ne > 4fmazlw,
and nz > 4QAtK Ay. In addition, to reduce the complexity
of calculating f(d) £ Z?:l a; fj(d), due to the dependence
of |x(7,v,6,6')|? on d, we reformulate |x(7,v,6,0')|? using
Euler’s formula, as detailed in Appendix

Next, based on the above transformations, we
address  problem  (39) by iteratively = minimizing
f(d) along its negative gradient direction, i.e.,

7 _ _9f(d) af(d) af(d
—Vf(d) __[8d<t,07 adi,l ,adt,LtUT’ where
af(d) df1(d) 9f2(d) 9f3(d)
= . 47
dde M 0d, " 0d, 04, Y



To obtain %ﬁ—@, we should compute the derivatives

01x(0,0,0:1,05,) 1 8|x(Tig 0,05, ,04;)|? X (0,v14,04, ,04,)
, : » and B ,

the d(ft(eilrﬂréd derivationsaartét provided in Appenditi(t

After each gradient descent iteration, d* (k denotes the
iteration index) must remain within this region. As the feasible
region of problem is determined by (43h) and (3b), we
introduce a projection matrix P* based on RGPM, which is
given by

and

PF =1 (M%) (M*(M")T) "M, (48)

where M* represents the active boundary constraints of d”.
Specifically, if d* lies strictly within the feasible region, then
MPF is an empty matrix, which indicates that all inequality
constraints are strictly satisfied, with none of them holding as
an equality. To obtain M* when d* is on the boundary, we
first equivalently rewrite the constraints of (39) as AdF - b,
where A = [I;—llX(Mt,l)} and b = [%I(Mt,l)xl;—L}.
If d* lies on the boundary of the feasible region, we can
decompose A and b into two parts, known as the active
and inactive parts, i.e., A = [A1;Az] and b = [by;by],
where A1dF = by defines the active constraints (i.e., those
satisfied with equality), and A,d* = b, defines the inactive
constraints. Consequently, we set M¥ = A to represent the
active boundary constraints in the current iteration.

Once MF is determined, the next step is to compute
the step size w®, which plays a crucial role in accelerating
the proposed algorithm. To ensure efficient convergence, we
determine the step size w® in each iteration by solving the
following optimization problem:

min  f,(d" — WPV f,(a")) (49)
st. Ay(dF — PRV F,(dR)) =0, (@%h)
wh > 0. (@3b)

To solve this problem, we employ the Armijo rule [40], which
is effective in adaptively selecting an appropriate step size
w” that satisfies the convergence criteria. After obtaining an
appropriate value of w”, we update d in the direction of the
negative projected gradient, i.e.,

d" = d" — PRV L (d). (50)

Note that the proposed algorithm converges under the fol-
lowing conditions: (1) when d* is within the feasible re-
gion, then ||[PVf,(d*)|| = 0 should be satisfied; (2)
when d* is on the boundary, then |PVf,(d*)| = 0 and
(MMT)IMV f,(d*) > 0 should be satisfied.

To summarize, the proposed RGPM-based algorithm is
provided in Algorithm 1, and we analyze its computational
complexity as follows. The primary complexity of Algorithm
1 arises from calculating the gradient V f,(d"), whose com-
plexity is on the order of O(M?Zn? + M?nins + MZnins).
Thus, the overall complexity of Algorithm 1 is O(K M?n? +
K MP2ning + KMP2nin3). In contrast, the complexity of a
GA for problem is O(GNPM#n?3 + GNPMZnins +
GNPMthlng) [41], where GG, N, and P denote the iteration
number, population size, and chromosome length, respectively.
To ensure convergence of the GA algorithm for solving this

10

Algorithm 1: Proposed RGPM-based Algorithm

1 Input: Maximum iteration number K, threshold 7', and step
size w. Initialize: d°, k& = 0;

2 while k£ < K do

3 k<« k+1;

4 Obtain M* based on Ad* > b;

5 Calculate P* according to (48);

6 if |[P*Vf,(d)|| < T then

7 if M* is an empty matrix then

8 | Break;

9 else

10 u* = (M*(M*")T)"'M*V £, (d¥), obtain the

minimum element in u” via v} = min(u");

11 if uf > 0 then

12 | Break;

13 else

14 Update M* by removing the j-th row in

MP* and go to step 5;

15 end

16 end

17 else

18 Obtain w” by solving @9);

19 Calculate d*** from (30);

20 end
21 end
22 Output: d

problem, we typically set G on the order of 102, N and P on
the order of 10. However, the proposed algorithm can achieve
comparable performance with K on the order of 102, thus
the proposed algorithm is computationally more efficient than
GA.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

This section presents numerical results to validate our
theoretical analysis on the minimum main lobe width and
lower bounds of the ambiguity function, and evaluate the
proposed algorithm’s effectiveness in enhancing the MIMO
radar performance. In our simulations, we consider an MA-
enabled FH-MIMO radar system where the transmitter is
equipped with M; = 8 MAs and the receiver employs a
conventional ULA with M, = 8 antennas, spaced at half-
wavelength intervals. The minimum distance between the MAs
is set as % The system operates in the X-band with a center
frequency of f. = 8.2GHz and bandwidth B = 8MHz. The
PRI is set to Tp = 20us and the pulse width is T',, = 6us. The
FH code design follows the approach in [13]. For Algorithm
1, the convergence threshold and maximum iteration number
are set to 7' = 1072 and K = 150, respectively. Other system
parameters are as follow unless otherwise specified: L/\ = 7,
Q =6, K=8, Ay = 1IMHz, Ay = 18, fmae = 10MHz,
and a sampling frequency of fs = 160MHz.

First, in Fig. Bl we validate our theoretical analysis of the
relationship between B, L/A, My, and 6 as derived in Sec-
tion [[IIzAl We evaluate the main lobe width of the ambiguity
function in the angular domain under the optimal antenna
distribution for different values of L/X\, M, 0, and
compare the results with those obtained from (I3). The results
show a strong agreement between the theoretical predictions
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and the numerical simulations for the minimum main lobe
width, which validates that the expression in (I3)) is accurate.
This expression can therefore serve as a practical reference for
system design under various antenna configurations.

Next, we examine the lower bounds of the ambiguity
function in both the Doppler and delay domains, as illustrated
in Fig.[6l As discussed in Section[[I[=B] the term €727 7m.m’.o(d)
exhibits a periodic behavior, thus to simulate such a behavior,
we set dy; € [%, %], which ensures that /2™/m.m’.0(d) hag
periodic variations. By discretizing {d, ;} with a step size of
0.2X\ and 0.6\ and iterating through all possible values of
{d,:}, we obtain the simulated lower bound of the ambiguity
function. It can be observed from Fig. |6 that the main lobe
width of the theoretical lower bound is narrower than that of
the simulated lower bound, and their gap decreases as the step
size decreases, which validate the accuracy of our theoretical
analysis on Theorems 2 and 3.

Fig. [7 illustrates the impact of the antenna size L on the
objective function values in the Doppler and delay domains.
It is seen that the objective function reaches a stable value
when L exceeds 4.8\ in the Doppler domain and 10.6\ in
the delay domain, which is consistent with the discussion in
Section =Bl This phenomenon suggests that increasing the
antenna size too much does not yield additional performance
gains.
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In Fig. Bl we illustrate the convergence behavior of the
proposed RGPM-based algorithm by plotting the objective
function value versus the number of iterations with a; = 0,
as = 0 and a3 = 1. From Fig. 8l we can observe that
the objective function value decreases monotonically and
converges to a stable value after about 50 iterations.

In Fig. O we investigate the radar performance gain pro-
vided by MAs in the angular domain, where we set oy = 1,
ag = 0, ag = 0. Here, we compare the proposed algorithm
with the GA [41] and two benchmark antenna configurations:
(1) the equidistant scheme with d; ; = %,i =1,2,--- ,My—1
that the existing system follows [7], and (2) the MMLWD
scheme as specified in (I2)). From Fig. [0l we observe that both
the proposed algorithm and GA achieve narrower main lobe
widths and lower side lobe levels than the equidistant scheme.
Additionally, the main lobe width attained by the proposed
algorithm is very close to the theoretical bound achieved by the
MMLWD scheme (given in (I3)), but the side lobe levels of
the former is much lower than the latter. These results suggest
that the proposed algorithm is able to effectively balance the
main lobe and side lobe performance, achieving near-optimal
performance with low complexity.

Fig. [0 and Fig. [Tl illustrate the ambiguity function in the
Doppler and delay domains, under different antenna distribu-
tions, where we set (ai; = 0, ao = 1, a3 = 0), and (a7 = 0,
as = 0, az = 1), respectively. As mentioned in Section
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when 6 = 0, the MAs provide minimal performance gain in
the Doppler and delay domains. Therefore, we focus on the
performance gain achieved by the MAs when 6 = 7. Here,
we compare the proposed algorithm with the GA, and the
equidistant scheme with d;; = %,z’ =1,2,---,M; — 1 and
the lower bound proposed in Section [II-Bl are regarded as
benchmarks. From Fig. we observe that both the proposed
algorithm and GA achieve significantly lower side lobe levels
than the equidistant scheme with comparable main lobe width.
This suggests that the proposed algorithm can improve the
side lobe performance significantly in the Doppler domain
with low complexity. Meanwhile, we can see that the main
lobe width, both after optimization and under equidistant
distribution, shows a noticeable deviation from the proposed
lower bound. This discrepancy is primarily due to the relatively
loose nature of the proposed lower bound. Additionally, in
Fig. [[11 we can see that both the proposed algorithm and
GA achieve much lower side lobe levels than the equidistant
scheme with the same main lobe width, which is very close to
the lower bound. These observations indicate that optimizing
the antenna distribution has a limited effect on enhancing
the main lobe performance of the ambiguity function in the
Doppler and delay domains. However, it plays a significant
role in improving its side lobe characteristics.

In Fig. we investigate the detection probability P; under
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a constant false alarm probability Pr, = 0.01%. Here, we
compare the proposed algorithm with the equidistant scheme
with d;; = %,z’ = 1,2...,M; — 1, and both systems employ
the same FH code. As we can see, the proposed algorithm
achieves higher detection probability than the equidistant
scheme. This implies that optimizing the antenna distribution
can also improve the detection performance of the FH-MIMO
radar system.

Finally, we explore the tradeoff among the objective func-
tions in the angular, Doppler, and delay domains by varying
the weight parameters, and the results are shown in Fig.
[[3] where higher temperature means larger f3(d) and vice
versa. First, we can see that as f1(d) decreases, f1(d) also
decreases. This implies that optimizing the antenna distribution
can improve the properties of the ambiguity function in
the delay and angular domains simultaneously. However, we
also observe that as fo(d) decreases, both f5(d) and f1(d)
will increase. This phenomenon indicates that the sensing
resolution in the Doppler domain is in conflict with those
in the delay and angular domains. Therefore, in practice,
optimizing the distribution of the MA array to enhance the
velocity resolution performance of FH-MIMO radar for target
detection inevitably requires a tradeoff by compromising the
resolution performance in terms of target range and angle.
This suggests that to address various sensing requirements,
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the weight parameters corresponding to f;(d), j = 1,2,3
should be properly adjusted to achieve a balanced performance
across different domains. Such a limitation underscores the
inflexibility of uniformly spaced fixed antenna arrays, as
their rigid configuration fails to accommodate the varying
sensing requirements, making it challenging to achieve better
performance across diverse sensing domains.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a novel MA-enabled FH-MIMO
radar system to improve the radar performance by exploiting
the DoFs offered by antenna position optimization. In par-
ticular, we analyzed the relationship between the main lobe
width of the ambiguity function in the angular domain and the
antenna distribution. The expression of the theoretically mini-
mum main lobe width was derived as a function of the target
direction angle, the antenna size and antenna number. Also, the
optimal antenna distribution to achieve this minimum width
was identified. Concurrently, we established lower bounds for
the ambiguity function in the Doppler and delay domains.
To balance the main lobe and side lobe performance, we
formulated an optimization problem for antenna distribution
optimization and proposed a low-complexity RGPM-based
algorithm to address it. Numerical results showed that the
ambiguity function of our proposed system has lower side
lobe levels and narrower main lobe width than that with
conventional FPAs, and the accuracy and effectiveness of the
proposed analysis and algorithm were also demonstrated.

Future research may consider the following aspects: 1.
extending our research to a more general case where both
transmit and receive antennas are movable; 2. designing MA-
enabled DFRC/ISAC systems based on FH-MIMO radar; 3.
designing an adaptive and reconfigurable hardware architec-
ture that supports MA-enabled DFRC/ISAC systems.

APPENDIX
A. Proof of Theorem 2
By assuming 7 = 0 and 6 = ¢’, the ambiguity function (8]
can be simplified to
M,—1
x(0,v,0,60) = Z Fom,my ()€ 2T Tm om0 (),

m,m’=0

(51
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where

Tmmeo(d) 2 (Y dii = dii)sin6)/A, (52)
i=0 i=0
and we define that
Q-1
’im,m’ (U) é Z ejﬂ’ém,m/’q(U)Sinc(emﬂn/ﬂ(’[})), (53)
q=0

we define that €, (V) = VA, — g + Cmrg. When
m = m/, we have €y mq(v) = vA,, which means
that rq1(v)el?™10o(d) = g, (v)el?™/iio(d) | where @ =
1,2,--+,M; — 1. Then, (&I} can be further simplified to

x(0,0,0,0) = g, o(d) + M;e?>™Alsinc(vAt), (54)
where
M,—1 ‘
Suo(d) = Z K/m)m,(v)eJQTFJm,m/,g(d)' (55)
m,m’=0
m#m/’

Next, based on the triangle inequality and assuming that L is
large enough, we obtain

X(0,v,0,0)[> [Misinc(vAt)| |y 0 (d)], (56)

where the equality holds if and only if the phases of ¢, o(d)
and M;e/?™"Atsinc(vAt) are opposite. From (56), it is seen
that the lower bound of |x(0,v,6,6)| depends on the maxi-
mum value of [g, ¢(d)|. Besides, from (33), we can see that
Gp.0(d) is the sum of M? — M, complex numbers, and its
maximum value can be obtained by resorting to the following
triangle inequality

[swo(d)]
Mi—1 Q-1
< 37 Sjerm e a®sine (e, g (v))e? o 0@

m,m’=0 q=0
m##m/
Mi—1 Q-1

= > > lsinc(emm q(v)]=E"(v).

m,m’=0 ¢=0
m##m/

(57
Therefore, when |M;sinc(vAt)|> Z*(v), |x(0,v,0,0)|>
| Msinc(vAt)|—=*(v) holds, otherwise, we have x*(v) = 0.
This thus completes the proof.

B. Proof of Theorem 3

By assuming v = 0 and 6 = ¢’, the ambiguity function (8]
can be simplified into

X(T7 O’ 95 9)
M+—1 Q-1
- Z Z X' (7= (0 =) Ar, —(cmg — ema)Ar) (58)
m,m’'=0 q,q'=0
e*jQﬂ'Ame/’q/TejQﬂ’Jynﬂn/’g(d)'

Then, we can see that when m = m/, Jy, m/ 0(d) = 0 holds,
which implies that when m = m/, the antenna distribution
will not affect ambiguity function. Therefore, depending on



whether m is equal to m’ or not, we transform (38) into

x(7,0,0,0) = A%(7) + Y¢(7), where
A(r)
M—1 —
Z Z X q q)At; (Cm q — Cm/,q )Af) (59)
m,m’=0q,¢'=
m#m/’

e—jZTrAfcm/ q’Tej27TJm,m’,9(d)_

Next, we can see from (39) that the magnitude and phase
of AY(7) are determined by the antenna distribution, while
Y4(7) is a constant. Based on the triangle inequality and
assuming that L is large enough, the minimum value of
|x(7,0,0,0)| is attained when Y<(7) and A¢(7) are opposite,
ie, x(,0,0,0) |T4(7)|—|A%(7)|. Then, the maximum

value of |A?(7)| can be obtained via
[AY(7))|
M—1
<> le —(@ =) A, (Cmsg— Cmrg) D)
m,m’=0q,q'=0
m#m/’
ejQTer’m/’e(d)eijﬂ'Ame/,q/T| (60)
Z le (@' =) A, (emg— cmr g ) Ay
m,m’=0¢,9'=0
m#m/’
==%(7).
Therefore, we can obtain that when |Y9(7)|> Z9(7),
Ix(7,0,0,0)|>  |Y7)|-Z%(r). Otherwise, we have

Ix(7,0,6,0)|> 0. This thus completes the proof.

C. The formulation of |x(7,v,0,0")|?

We define the component of x(7,v,6,0") along the x-
axis as x(7,v,0,6'), and along the y-axis as x(7,v,0,6),.

According to the Pythagorean theorem, we have
X(7,0,0,0") "= Xx(7,,0,6'); + x(7,0,0,0');,  (61)
where
x(7,v,0 9')
P
Z Z (' =) A, v—(Conrgr — Cma)Ag)  (62)
m,m’=0 q,q'=
COS(Cm,m/,q,q' (h))
and
x(7,v,0, 0')
P
Z Z (¢ =) A, v—(Conrgr — Cma)Ag)  (63)
m,m’=0 q,q’=0
Sin(Gmn,m/ ,q,¢' (),
and we define that h £ [1,v,60,60',d", m]”
At—|’7’| .
—t - <
e(r,0) & A, sinc(v(Ac—|7]), |7I< A¢ R

0, otherwise
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and
Cm,m’,q,q’ (h)
é7"'('”_ (Cmrqr — Cma)Ar) (At _T"‘(‘ZI_Q)At)

— 27 A e o7+ 27(D  drisin(0) = diisin(0'))/A.
=0 =

(65)
D. The expression of W
According to the rule of partial derivatives, we have
AYP /
8|X(T7 v, 07 0 )l =92 X(T7 v, 07 ol)x 5X(7'7 v, 97 0 )95
8dtyz adt,z
ox( 6,60") (66)
X T7 v7 )
+ X(T7 v, 97 9/)9 Twy> )
where
5X(7'7 v, 97 9,)95
adt T
M1
==y Z (¢ =) A, v—(cmrg — cma)Ds)  (67)
m,m’=0 q,q’=0
. 8C'm,m/7 s '(h)
SIN (G g9’ (D)) Tj:
and
aX(T7 v, 97 9/)y
8dt x
M—1
= > Z (4 =) A, v—(Cmrgr — Cma)As)  (68)
m,m’=0 q,q'=

8Cm,m’,q,q’ (h) .

c08(Cm,m? q,¢' (h)) 0d

9, m q,q’ (1)

From (63)), we can obtain that can be expressed

as
Km0 _ (e, m)sin ) — 1, m)sin @)/, (69)
t,x
where ) S
, TZ>2m
v(:c,m)é{o cem’ (70)
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