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Abstract—Accurate knowledge and control of the phase center
in antenna arrays is essential for high-precision applications
such as Global Navigation Satellite Systems (GNSS), where even
small displacements can introduce significant localization errors.
Traditional beamforming techniques applied to array antennas
often neglect the variation of the phase center, resulting in
unwanted spatial shifts, and in consequence, localization errors.
In this work, we propose a novel beamforming algorithm, called
Phase-Center-Constrained Beamforming (PCCB), which explic-
itly minimizes the displacement of the phase center (Phase Center
Offset, PCO) while preserving a chosen directional gain. We
formulate the problem as a constrained optimization problem and
incorporate regularization terms that enforce energy compactness
and beampattern fidelity. The resulting PCCB approach allows
for directional gain control and interference nulling while sig-
nificantly reducing PCO displacement. Experimental validation
using a simulated GNSS antenna array demonstrates that our
PCCB approach achieves a fivefold reduction in PCO shift
compared to the PCO shifts obtained when using conventional
beamforming. A stability analysis across multiple random initial-
izations confirms the robustness of our method and highlights the
benefit of repeated optimization. These results indicate that our
PCCB approach can serve as a practical and effective solution
for decreasing phase center variability.

Index Terms—GNSS, beamforming, controlled radiation pat-
tern antenna, CRPA, phase center offset, PCO, phase center
variation, PCV.

I. INTRODUCTION

ANTENNA arrays are an important factor in many indus-
trial communication applications. Through the coherent

processing of multiple spatially diverse antennas, significant
benefits can be brought to the communication fidelity. Indeed,
various famous algorithms such as Bartlett beamforming and
MVDR beamforming allow increasing the selectivity of the
antenna system in order to suppress noise and interferences
[1], and high-resolution angle-of-arrival estimation techniques
have been developed such as the famous MUSIC algorithm
[1]. Over the years, antenna arrays have found their way in a
wide range of applications, such as low-power communication
[2], [3], [4], Radar [5] and telecommunication [6], [7].

When moving towards high-resolution GNSS applications
(with localization accuracies in the centimeter or millimeter
range), the location of the so-called phase-center of the re-
ceiving antenna plays a crucial role. Accurate knowledge of
the so-called Phase Center Offset (PCO), and Phase Center
Variation (PCV) is necessary when moving towards high-

resolution GNSS implementations. The PCO is the location
of a virtual point in the coordinate system of the antenna
which best represents the spatial phase response of an point-
like receiver [8], whereas the PCV is the virtual deviation of
the PCO to explain the deviation of the phase response in a
certain spatial direction.

Given the fact that the PCO and PCV of the receiving
antenna are crucial aspects in high-resolution GNSS im-
plementations, special care must be taken when designing
beamforming algorithms for GNSS. Typically, this special care
is taken through the implementation of rigorous calibration
methods [9] which quantify the PCO and PCV under various
beamforming conditions, that can subsequently be used to
implement corrections on the pseudo-range measurements of
the GNSS system [10]. This calibration procedure, however, is
a tedious process requiring anechoic chamber measurements,
which cannot always be carried out in practice. In this paper,
we therefore propose a novel beamforming algorithm, called
Phase-Center-Constrained beamforming, which adjusts the set
of weights of the beamformer to minimize the PCO and PCV
of the antenna array under arbitrary beamforming conditions.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. First, we
will introduce the signal model and notation of the array
antenna. Next, we derive the PCCB algorithm to calculate the
weightvector that minimizes the PCO/PCV, after which we
provide experimental validation of the approach. We conclude
the paper with a discussion of the results, and point towards
future directions for improvement of the PCCB method.

II. INTROUCTION OF SIGNAL MODEL

Without loss of generality, we assume a planar sensor array
of N elements, located in the YZ plane of the coordinate
system of the problem (see figure 1). From direction ψ, a
plane wave source with wavelength λ originates and impinges
onto the array. We can define the azimuth angle θ and elevation
angle φ as shown in figure 1. The coordinates of the sensors
are in the form

[
0 py pz

]T
. As is typical in array signal

processing, we calculate a steering vector of the array [1],
steered in direction ψ as follows:

v⃗(ψ) = e
2·π·i

λ (ψY +ψZ) (1)
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Fig. 1. Coordinate system of the planar antenna array used in the PCCB
formulation. The array is positioned in the YZ-plane, with incoming plane
waves defined by azimuth angle θ and elevation angle φ. Sensor positions
are denoted by grey circles, and the wave propagation direction is indicated
by the vector S. The PCO is indicated by a black circle, and the PCO norm
by a red line.

where v⃗(ψ) has dimensions [N × 1] (one complex value for
each sensor element), and where the position and direction
dependent components ψY and ψZ are calculated as:

ψy(n) = sin(θ) · cos(φ) · py(n)
ψz(n) = sin(φ) · pz(n)

(2)

for the n-th sensor element. We can combine all the steering
vectors in the steering matrix V as follows:

V =
[
v⃗(ψ1) v⃗(ψ2) · · · u⃗(ψN )

]
(3)

This steering matrix has dimensions [N ×K] where K is the
number of sampled directions. Typically, this spatial sampling
is performed using a uniform sampling on the sphere with the
constraint of constant solid angle [11]. We can then define the
unit-norm direction vectors u⃗(ψ) which point in direction ψ.
We are now ready to introduce the PCCB algorithm.

III. DERIVATION OF THE PCCB ALGORITHM

Let us consider a desired ”look direction” ψ, from which
we want to receive a signal. We then can define the location
of the Phase Center Offset as follows [12], [13]:

P⃗c ·
u⃗(ψ)

∥u⃗(ψ)∥
=

λ

2π
∆φ(ψ) (4)

where ∆φ(ψ) is the phase angle of the complex directivity
pattern of the array antenna in direction ψ. We continue with
defining a direction matrix D and phase vector Φ as:

D =

 u⃗(ψ1)
T

...
u⃗(ψK)T


K×3

, Φ =

∆φ(ψ1)
...

∆φ(ψK)


K×1

(5)

with matrix sizes [K×3] for matrix D and [K×1] for vector
Ψ. We can express the phase center P⃗c using D and Ψ as
follows:

D · P⃗c =
λ

2π
Φ ⇒ P⃗c =

λ

2π
D−1Φ (6)
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Fig. 2. Comparison of beamforming results between Conventional Beamform-
ing (CBF) and the proposed Phase-Center-Constrained Beamforming (PCCB)
for four selected steering directions (indicated by red dots). The directivity
patterns are shown on a linear scale using a Lambert Azimuthal Equal Area
projection. The corresponding Phase Center Offset (PCO) norm is indicated
above each plot, demonstrating a significant reduction in PCO for PCCB while
preserving directional gain.

Now, consider a beamformer with weights w, which gives the
complex directivity pattern B(ψ) as:

Bw(ψ) = wH · V (7)

The goal of the PCCB algorithm is to find the optimal w
which minimizes the PCO, while still maintaining a main-lobe
in B(ψ) in the desired look direction ψD. When analyzing the
formulation, we see that Ψ is dependent on w, as it depends
on the complex directivity pattern B(ψ). We define the norm
of the PCO as γ:

γ = ∥P⃗c∥22 (8)

From here, we can more accurately define the phase differ-
ences ∆φ(ψ) as:

∆φ(ψ) = ̸ Bw(ψ) = ̸ wHV (9)

where ̸ c stands for the angle-operator, extracting the phase
from the complex number c.

To solve the PCCB algorithm, we cast the following opti-
mization problem:

min
w

∥P⃗c(w)∥22 s.t. wH v⃗(ψd) = 1 (10)

In this problem, we try to minimize the L2-norm under the
constraint that the gain of the beamformer in the direction
ψd is equal to 1. We can rewrite this problem using earlier
definitions, yielding:

min
w

∥D−1 · Φ(w)∥22 (11)

in which we can replace D−1 with Ω for notational consis-
tency:

min
w

∥Ω · Φ(w)∥22 (12)

Using the matrix expansion of the squared L2-norm, we get
the following expression:

min
w

ΦT · ΩT · Ω · Φ (13)
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which can be reduced for notational brevity by using S =
ΩT · Ω into:

min
w

ΦT · S · Φ (14)

In principle, we can combine equation 14 with the con-
straint wH v⃗(ψd) = 1, and solve this using a constrained
Sequential Quadratic Programming (SQP) approach. However,
when one would implement this approach, the risk exists
that the beampattern Bw(ψ) shows excessive gain into other
directions than the desired look direction ψd, as the constraint
wH v⃗(ψd) = 1 only constraints the gain to be equal to 1 in
direction ψd, and does not constrain the pattern in any other
way. To overcome this, we take inspiration from the approach
followed in the Minimum Variance Distortionless Response
(MVDR) beamformer, where the overall signal intensity is
minimized. In what follows, we detail these regularization
techniques, and expand the linear constraints to accommodate
nulling into directions of jammers or interfering sources.

Linear constraints: We expand the original constraint
wH v⃗(ψd) = 1 into a constraint matrix C and a response vector
g as follows:

wHC = g, (15)

in which we can express gain and (first-order) nulling con-
straints as follows:

C = [v⃗(ψd) v⃗(ψn)], g = [1 0]T (16)

to implement a gain of 1 into direction ψd and a null in
direction ψn.

Regularization through energy regularization: to avoid
the excessive gains of the beampattern in unwanted directions,
we minimize the overall energy of beampattern Bw(ψ) by
having a regularization term representing the squared L2-norm
of the beampattern:

Je =
1

N
wHV V Hw (17)

which penalizes excessive energies in Bw(ψ). Note that we
add in a scaling factor 1

N in which N is the number of sensor
elements.

Original Beampattern Fidelity: The final regularization
term used is the least-squares difference of the normalized
beampattern made with the steering vector of the desired
directions ψd and the resulting beampattern for weights w=

Jb =

∥∥∥∥ Bd(ψ)

∥Bd(ψ)∥
− Bw(ψ)

∥Bw(ψ)∥

∥∥∥∥2
2

(18)

in which we can define the desired beampattern Bd(ψ) as:

Bd =
1

L

L∑
l=1

v⃗(ψd,j) · V (19)

for the L directions of interest to which we set a gain of 1 in
g. Including these constraints and fidelity terms, we now cast
the final functional J as follows:

Jt(w) = ΦT · S · Φ+ λeJe + λbJb (20)

with λe and λb being parameters deciding on the degree of
regularization. We can then plug this equation into our final
optimization problem:

w∗ = argmin
w
Jt(w), s.t. wH · C = g (21)

This problem can be solved using constrained sequential
quadratic programming. However, many implementations do
not work well with complex constraint functions. Therefore,
we expand the constraint terms by splitting the real and
imaginary parts:

Γr = Re{wHC − g}, Γi = Im{wHC − g} (22)

Stacking these constraints yields:

Γ =
[
Γr Γi

]T
(23)

Thus, the final form of the optimization is expressed as:

w∗ = argmin
w
Jt(w), s.t. Γ = 0⃗ (24)

This is the problem we use for the remainder of the paper. We
set λe = 10 and λb = 0.1, as this yielded the best results in
our experimentation.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL VALIDATION

To validate the proposed PCCB algorithm, we simulated
a GNSS antenna array of 9 elements, divided onto a square
grid with spacing of 7cm in both dimensions (see figure 1).
We simulated the system on the L1 frequency band of GNSS
(1575.42MHz), and used a standard patch antenna model for
the elements. We performed a set of experiments in which
we chose a desired steering direction ψd, and calculated the
weights using optimization problem 24. We solved the prob-
lem using the Matlab 2024a implementation of constrained
SQP, with random initializations for the solution. We repeated
the random initialization 50 times, and solved the problem
until convergence with a step size tolerance of 1 ·10−9. Using
the obtained weights as well as the weights obtained from the
steering vector into the desired direction ψd, we calculated
the PCO using equation 6. Using these raw measurements,
we performed several analyses, which we will detail in the
following subsections.

A. Beamforming results versus PCO norm

As a first validation of the implemented PCCB approach, we
show the resulting beampatterns of the PCCB approach and
compare it to the beampatterns obtained using Conventional
Beamforming (CBF). In figure 2 we show the beampatterns
for four chosen directions ψd, indicated by the red dot in the
figure. The plots are on a linear scale, and shown using a
Lambert Azimuthal Equal Area projection. Above each of the
plots, we indicate the norm of the PCO coordinate (which is
a point in 3D space, see figure 1). From this plot, it becomes
clear that the norm of the PCO is reduced by a factor 5, while
still retaining comparable spatial filtering to the spatial filtering
obtained from the CBF approach.
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Fig. 3. Statistical analysis of the Phase-Center-Constrained Beamforming (PCCB) algorithm across multiple random initializations and steering directions. (a)
shows the projection of the Phase Center Offset (PCO) locations onto the XY and YZ planes. Blue dots represent the PCOs obtained from PCCB across 50
random initializations per steering direction, while red crosses indicate the PCOs resulting from Conventional Beamforming (CBF). Directivity patterns for
selected steering directions are shown below the corresponding projections. (b) shows the histogram of the PCO norms across all 50 runs for each steering
direction, comparing PCCB (blue) with CBF (orange). (c) shows the histogram of the PCO norms for the best (i.e., lowest PCO norm) solution among the
50 random initializations for each steering direction, again comparing PCCB (blue) with CBF (orange). Finally, (d) shows the boxplots of PCO norms as
a function of the steering range (SR), which groups steering directions by their angular distance from boresight. The plot shows that PCCB maintains a
consistently low PCO norm across the entire steering range, with no significant degradation at larger steering angles.

B. Analysis of PCCB Stability

The proposed PCCB approach is a numerical non-linear
optimization problem, involving complex constraints. These
problems are inherently non-convex, and can therefore suffer
from local minima, and excessive dependence on the initial
conditions of the solution. As stated before, we ran the
optimization algorithm 50 times for each steering direction
ψd, to analyze the variability of the found solution. A first
glimpse into the statistics of the PCCB algorithm can be seen
in figure 3, panel a). Here, we show the projection of the
PCO onto the XY and YZ planes, both for the CBF approach
(red cross) as well as for the PCCB approach (blue dots). A
significant spread can be seen in the found PCO coordinates,
indicating the potential of the presence of local minima in the
optimization functional Jt. The directivity patterns of chosen
directivity ψd are shown below the projections for reference.
Panels b) and c) show the histograms of the PCO norms,
both for the conventional beamforming (orange) as well as
for the PCCB approach (blue). Panel b) shows the PCO
norms for all runs and steering directions, panel c) shows the
histogram of the PCO norms where the ’best’ solution of the
50 runs for each steering direction was chosen. In both cases,
the PCO norm obtained using PCCB is significantly lower
compared to the norms obtained from CBF, and the norm
where the ’best’ solution was chosen is even further reduced
compared to the complete run. This indicates the usefulness
of random initialization of the algorithm, and solving the SQP
problem multiple times. Finally, panel d) shows the boxplot
of the PCO norm for various regions of the directivity pattern,
indicated by the opening angle SR. No significant difference
in PCO norm can be observed for increasing steering angles
more towards the periphery, which is especially interesting for
GNSS applications where satellites can occupy the full sky

above the antennas.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper we introduced a novel approach to beam-
forming which takes into account the location of the phase
center of the complete antenna beampattern, which we called
Phase-Center-Constrained Beamforming (PCCB). The PCCB
algorithm is designed to minimize the Phase Center Offset
(PCO) displacement in antenna arrays, which is particularly
relevant for high-precision GNSS applications. Experimental
validations demonstrated that PCCB significantly reduces the
PCO compared to conventional beamforming methods, achiev-
ing approximately a fivefold improvement while maintaining
comparable spatial filtering performance. Stability analyses
highlighted the algorithm’s susceptibility to local minima,
caused by the nonlinear cost function that is being optimized.
This susceptibility emphasizes the benefit of multiple random-
ized initializations to achieve consistently optimal solutions.
Importantly, PCCB showed robust performance across vari-
ous steering directions, including peripheral angles, which is
particularly valuable in GNSS scenarios where uniform sky
coverage is essential.

In future research, we will focus on further improving the
numerical stability of the algorithm, and investigate more
deeply the possible constraints that can be provided to the
algorithm. Furthermore, more advanced solving methods for
the SQP problem should be investigated which are less sus-
ceptible to the local minimal in the cost surface.

DISCLAIMER

The content of the present article reflects solely the authors’
view and by no means represents the official ESA view.
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