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Abstract—At THz frequencies, the radiative near-field distance
can be sufficiently large to matter in real deployments. Existing
near-field formulas are often understood in a simple way: as the
link distance decreases, the propagation regime is expected to
change only once, i.e., from far field to near field. This paper
shows that this intuition can fail for an elevated access point
with downward tilt serving a ground user moving along the
ground. Along such a path, the link distance and the viewing
angle change together, so the near-field to far-field transition may
take place more than once, creating an unexpected far-near-far
transition. In this paper, we derive analytical conditions for when
this transition occurs for tilted ULA-to-point and UPA-to-point
scenarios and compute the corresponding transition point(s) on
the ground. Numerical results validate the analysis and further
show that this behavior depends strongly on the deployment
geometry and can also arise at lower frequencies.

I. INTRODUCTION

Terahertz (THz, 300GHz–3THz) communications have at-
tracted considerable interest due to the large available band-
width and the possibility of realizing highly directive antenna
arrays [1]. In such systems, typically operating in line-of-
sight, the so-called “radiative near-field zone” can become
sufficiently large to matter over practical link distances [2].
The size of the near-field zone determines the range of sepa-
ration distances between the nodes where conventional plane-
wave modeling and far-field beam steering remain accurate (far
field), and where distance-dependent wavefront effects must be
taken into account (radiative near field) [3].

The derivation of the near-field distance—the boundary
condition separating the radiative near field from the far field—
has been extensively studied in the literature to date. Starting
from the classical Fraunhofer criterion based on a phase-
error threshold [4], prior works have derived near-field dis-
tances for different array architectures, such as uniform linear
arrays (ULAs) and uniform planar arrays (UPAs) [5], [6],
and for direction-dependent settings, including off-boresight
cases [7]–[9]. Alternative definitions based on power unifor-
mity, beam-focusing, spatial multiplexing, and capacity have
also been investigated in [3], [10]–[12], among other works.

Despite the diversity of different criteria and studies on this
topic, one observation remains consistent across the majority
of related work on near-field distance derivation – an explicit
or an implicit assumption that, if a user equipment (UE) moves
toward the access point (AP), the switch from far-field zone
to near-field zone happens only once over the UE trajectory.
In other words, there is a borderline 3D separation distance

rF, where all the UE–AP separation distances r > rF can
be classified as far field, while all shorter AP–UE distances
r ≤ rF belong to the near field zone. However, as we
demonstrate and analyze in the present paper, this observation
doesn’t always hold in practical deployment configurations.

In practical deployments, instead, a UE often moves along
the ground relative to an elevated and tilted (e.g., downtilt)
AP, as in Fig. 1. In such a configuration, the 3D link distance
r and the beam angle α vary simultaneously with the ground
distance. As a result, since the near-field distance boundary
condition is also angular-dependent [8], [9], [13], there could
be more than one point along a straight UE trajectory, where
the conditions change from far field to near field and vice
versa (see Fig. 1). This effect leads to a non-trivial far-near-
far propagation transition studied in this paper.

Motivated by the above-mentioned gap, this paper studies an
array-to-point link and considers different AP antenna downtilt
angles and height differences between the AP and the UE. We
develop a mathematical framework for such a scenario and
investigate how the propagation regime changes as the UE
moves along the ground toward the AP. Then, for both ULA-
to-point and UPA-to-point configurations, we analytically de-
rive the conditions under which a far-near-far transition occurs
and compute the corresponding transition point(s). Numerical
results quantify how the transition depends on the deployment
geometry and the carrier frequency, highlighting the setups
where such a non-binary transition may and may not occur.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider a downlink scenario in which the UE is,
for simplicity, modeled as an electrically small receiver. As
illustrated in Fig. 1, O is the origin of the ground coordinate
system. The AP is located at height hAP, and the UE is located
at height hUE ≤ hAP. Let d ≥ 0 denote the 2D horizontal
ground distance of the UE from O. The corresponding 3D
AP-UE link distance and beam angle are denoted by r(d) and
α, respectively. Two AP array configurations are considered.
In Case 1, the AP is equipped with a tilted ULA with
aperture length D and N antenna elements. In Case 2, the
AP is equipped with a tilted UPA with side length D and
N × N antenna elements. In both cases, the AP has a fixed
downtilt by an angle β ∈ [0, π/2) with respect to the vertical
direction [14].
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Fig. 1: System model for the tilted ULA-to-point/UPA-to-point geometries.
Case 1 is analyzed in Section III-A, while Case 2 is analyzed in Section III-B.

III. ANALYSIS

In this section, we first analyze the ULA-to-point and UPA-
to-point cases to characterize the propagation-regime transi-
tion, and then compute the corresponding transition point(s).

A. ULA-to-Point Case

We first consider Case 1 in Fig. 1, where the AP is equipped
with a vertical N×1 ULA of length D. Using the phase-error-
based near-field distance in [9], where φ denotes the phase-
error threshold (e.g., φ = π/8 under the classical Fraunhofer
criterion), the corresponding ULA near-field distance can be
formulated as a function of the beam angle:

rF(α) =
πD2

4λφ
cos2(α− β). (1)

To determine the ground transition point(s) dF,1 and dF,2, we
solve for the locations where the actual link distance equals the
near-field distance. Using the geometric relation in Fig. 1, the
link distance equals r(α) = h/sinα, where h ≜ hAP − hUE

Therefore, the transition points satisfy r(α) = rF(α), which
can be rewritten as

4λφ

πD2
h = sinα cos2(α− β) ≜ HL(α, β). (2)

The number of transition points is equal to the number of
intersections between the horizontal line 4λφ

πD2h and the curve
HL(α, β) over α ∈ [0, π/2]. This intersection behavior is gov-
erned by the shape of HL(α, β), which can be characterized
through its monotonicity and stationary points. In particular,
its partial derivative with respect to α is

∂HL(α, β)/∂α = cos(α− β)G(α, β), (3)

where

G(α, β) ≜
3

2
cos(2α− β)− 1

2
cosβ. (4)

Since cos(α − β) > 0 for α, β ∈ (0, π/2), the sign of
∂HL(α, β)/∂α is fully determined by the sign of G(α, β).
Solving G(α, β) = 0 yields the unique stationary point

α⋆
L =

β

2
+

1

2
cos−1

(
cosβ

3

)
, (5)

which implies that, for any fixed β, HL(α, β) is increasing
with α on (0, α⋆

L) and decreasing with α on (α⋆
L, π/2). Hence,

for any fixed β, HL(α, β) attains its unique maximum over
α ∈ (0, π/2) at α = α⋆

L, given by

Hmax
L (β) = HL(α

⋆
L, β) = sinα⋆

L cos
2(α⋆

L − β). (6)

We define the two ULA regime-transition height thresh-
olds as hL,1(β;φ) ≜ πD2

4λφHL

(
π
2 , β

)
= πD2

4λφ sin2 β and
hL,2(β;φ) ≜ πD2

4λφHmax
L (β), which divide the AP-height range

into three regions corresponding to the near-to-far, far-near-far,
and only-far propagation patterns.

Since HL(0, β) = 0, HL

(
π
2 , β

)
= sin2 β, and HL(α, β)

attains its unique maximum Hmax
L (β) at α⋆

L, three cases may
arise. Along the ground trajectory, we write r(d) ≜ r(α(d))
and rF(d) ≜ rF(α(d)), where α(d) = tan−1(h/d).

First, if 0 < h < hL,1(β;φ), then the equation r(α) =
rF(α) admits a unique solution, denoted by α2 ∈ (0, α⋆

L). Let
dF = h cotα2. Then, along the ground trajectory, we have
r(d) ≤ rF(d) for 0 ≤ d ≤ dF and r(d) > rF(d) for d >
dF. Therefore, dF = h cotα2 is the unique ground transition
point: the link is in the near-field regime for 0 ≤ d ≤ dF and
in the far-field regime for d > dF.

Second, if hL,1(β;φ) < h < hL,2(β;φ), then the equation
r(α) = rF(α) has two distinct solutions, denoted by α1 > α2.
The resulting ground transition points are dF,1 = h cotα1 and
dF,2 = h cotα2, which satisfy dF,1 < dF,2. In this case,

r(d) > rF(d), 0 ≤ d < dF,1 (far field),
r(d) ≤ rF(d), dF,1 ≤ d ≤ dF,2 (near field),
r(d) > rF(d), d > dF,2 (far field).

(7)

Therefore, as d increases, the link undergoes an unexpected
far-near-far transition.1

Finally, if h > hL,2(β;φ), then the equation r(α) = rF(α)
has no solution over α ∈ (0, π/2). Equivalently, r(d) > rF(d)
for all d ≥ 0, which means that the link remains in the far-field
regime for all UE locations on this trajectory.

Based on the above case-by-case analysis, the propagation-
regime transition along the ground can be classified as

Pattern(h) =


near-to-far, 0 < h ≤ hL,1(β;φ),

far-near-far, hL,1(β;φ) < h ≤ hL,2(β;φ),

only-far, h > hL,2(β;φ).

(8)

1Note that the 3D link distance r(d) =
√
d2 + h2 increases monotonically

with d. Hence, this far-near-far transition is caused not by an inconsistent 3D
vs. 2D distance evolution (if the UE would e.g., move closer to the AP in 2D
plane but further away in the 3D plane), but rather by the joint variation of
the 3D link distance, r, and the angle-dependent near-field distance, rF.



Under the conventional φ = π/8 phase difference crite-
rion [4], the two thresholds reduce to hL,1(β) = 2D2

λ sin2 β

and hL,2(β) =
2D2

λ Hmax
L (β), where Hmax

L (β) is given in (6).
For a fixed UE height hUE, the above classification can be

equivalently rewritten in terms of the AP height as

Pattern(hAP) =


near-to-far, hUE < hAP ≤ hAP

L,1(β),

far-near-far, hAP
L,1(β) < hAP ≤ hAP

L,2(β),

only-far, hAP > hAP
L,2(β),

(9)

where hAP
L,1(β) ≜ hUE+hL,1(β) and hAP

L,2(β) ≜ hUE+hL,2(β).

B. UPA-to-Point Case

We now proceed with analyzing Case 2 (UPA-to-point
geometry) in Fig. 1. The analysis, in general, follows similar
steps to the one above for the ULA case, but with the UPA
near-field distance given by a more complex equation [9]:

rF(α) =
πD2

4λφ

[
1 + cos2(α− β)

]
. (10)

Using the same geometric relation as in the ULA case, the
transition condition r(α) = rF(α) can be rewritten as

4λφ

πD2
h = HP(α, β) ≜ sinα

[
1 + cos2(α− β)

]
. (11)

Similar to the ULA case, the number of transition points
is determined by the shape of HP(α, β) over α ∈ (0, π/2).
Differentiating (11) with respect to α gives

∂HP(α, β)

∂α
= cosα

[
1+ cos2(α− β)

]
− sinα sin

(
2(α− β)

)
.

(12)
The stationary condition ∂HP(α, β)/∂α = 0 becomes

tanα =
1 + cos2(α− β)

sin
(
2(α− β)

) . (13)

Let t = tan(α−β) and b = tanβ, then (13) is equivalent to
Fb(t) ≜ bt3 + t2 + 4bt − 2 = 0. Since α ∈ (0, π/2), the
feasible domain is t ∈ (−b, cotβ). Over this interval, F ′

b(t) =
3bt2 + 2t + 4b > 0, and hence Fb(t) is strictly increasing.
Moreover, Fb(−b) < 0 and Fb(cotβ) > 0, which implies
that Fb(t) admits a unique root, denoted by t⋆. Therefore,
HP(α, β) has a unique maximizer α⋆

P = β + arctan t⋆, with
the maximum value

Hmax
P (β) = HP (α⋆

P, β) =

(
t⋆ cos β+sin β

)
((t⋆)2+2)

(1+(t⋆)2)3/2
. (14)

As in the ULA case, we define the two UPA regime-
transition height thresholds as hP,1(β;φ) ≜ πD2

4λφHP

(
π
2 , β

)
=

πD2

4λφ

(
1 + sin2 β

)
and hP,2(β;φ) ≜ πD2

4λφHmax
P (β).

Since HP(0, β) = 0, HP(π/2, β) = 1 + sin2 β, as in the
ULA case, one, two, or no intersection may occur, which
correspond to the near-to-far, far-near-far, and only-far prop-
agation patterns along the ground, respectively. Hence, the
propagation-regime transition can be classified as

Pattern(h) =


near-to-far, 0 < h ≤ hP,1(β;φ),

far-near-far, hP,1(β;φ) < h ≤ hP,2(β;φ),

only-far, h > hP,2(β;φ).

(15)

Similarly, for the conventional choice φ = π/8, the
two thresholds reduce to hP,1(β) = 2D2

λ

(
1 + sin2 β

)
and

hP,2(β) =
2D2

λ Hmax
P (β), where Hmax

P (β) is given in (14).
For a fixed UE height hUE, the above classification can be

equivalently rewritten in terms of the AP height as

Pattern(hAP) =


near-to-far, hUE < hAP ≤ hAP

P,1(β),

far-near-far, hAP
P,1(β) < hAP ≤ hAP

P,2(β),

only-far, hAP > hAP
P,2(β),

(16)

where hAP
P,1(β)≜ hUE+hP,1(β) and hAP

P,2(β)≜ hUE+hP,2(β).

C. Computation of Transition Points

Once the propagation-regime transition pattern is identi-
fied, the corresponding 2D ground AP–UE distance transition
point(s) can be obtained by first solving the intersection
equation in α and then mapping the resulting angle solution(s)
to the ground distance via d = h cotα. To present both the
ULA-to-point and UPA-to-point cases in a unified form, define
Ψ(α) ≜ H(α, β) − 4λφ

πD2h, where H(α, β) denotes HL(α, β)
for the ULA case and HP(α, β) for the UPA case. The
transition points are then determined by the roots of Ψ(α) = 0.
Although neither (2) nor (11) admits a closed-form solution in
general, H(α, β) is unimodal over α ∈ (0, π/2) and attains its
unique maximum at α⋆, where α⋆ = α⋆

L for the ULA case and
α⋆ = α⋆

P for the UPA case. Hence, Ψ(α) is strictly increasing
on (0, α⋆) and strictly decreasing on (α⋆, π/2), so its root(s)
can be computed by bisection on the corresponding interval(s).

For the near-to-far case, Ψ(0) < 0 and Ψ(α⋆) > 0, so
Ψ(α) = 0 has a unique root α2 ∈ (0, α⋆), yielding the
transition point dF = h cotα2.

For the far-near-far case, Ψ(0) < 0, Ψ(α⋆) > 0, and
Ψ(π/2) < 0, so Ψ(α) = 0 has two roots: α2 ∈ (0, α⋆)
and α1 ∈ (α⋆, π/2). The corresponding transition points are
dF,1 = h cotα1 and dF,2 = h cotα2, with dF,1 < dF,2.

For the only-far case, Ψ(α) < 0 for all α ∈ (0, π/2), and
thus no ground transition point exists.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, the analytical results for the far-near-far tran-
sition are numerically elaborated. Unless otherwise specified,
we set the UE height to hUE = 1.5 m [15], adopt the classical
phase criterion φ = π/8, and use f = 300 GHz (i.e., λ = 1
mm) and D = 0.1 m as the default system parameters.

We first illustrate the analytically predicted transition pat-
terns through Fig. 2, which plots the exact maximum phase
difference along the ground trajectory. The value is computed
using the exact geometry-dependent maximal phase-error ex-
pressions for the ULA-to-point and UPA-to-point cases [9].
Recall that differences above π/8 correspond to the radiative
near field, whereas smaller values correspond to the far field.
The figure shows ULA-to-point and UPA-to-point examples
for a typical downtilt angle β = 12◦ [16]. The ULA case
with hAP = 5 m and the UPA case with hAP = 24 m both
exhibit two threshold crossings, corresponding to a far-near-
far transition. By contrast, the UPA case with hAP = 15 m



Fig. 2: Maximum phase difference versus ground distance d for representative
ULA-to-point and UPA-to-point cases.

Fig. 3: Comparison of the propagation-regime transition for ULA-to-point and
UPA-to-point cases as a function of the aperture length D.

(a) ULA-to-point case (b) UPA-to-point case

Fig. 4: Propagation-regime transition patterns for the ULA-to-point and UPA-to-point cases.

shows a conventional near-to-far transition, whereas the ULA
case with hAP = 15 m remains in the far field over the shown
range. These exact phase-difference curves therefore confirm
all three analytically predicted transition patterns from Sec. III.

We proceed with Fig. 3, exploring how the propagation-
regime transition depends on the AP length D and the AP
height hAP. The far-near-far behavior appears only when
hAP lies between the two thresholds hAP

L,1(β)/h
AP
P,1(β) and

hAP
L,2(β)/h

AP
P,2(β), while the near-to-far and only-far patterns

occur below and above this interval, respectively. For a given
aperture D, this far-near-far window is generally wider for the
ULA case than for the UPA case, and it appears at lower, more
practical AP heights. As D increases, both thresholds move
rapidly upward. This indicates that a larger aperture shifts the
transition window to higher AP heights. Hence, the relevance
of the far-near-far effect in THz systems depends not only on
the array aperture, but also on the AP deployment height.

Fig. 4 shows how the downtilt angle β affects the regime
transition. Fig. 4a shows how the downtilt angle β affects

the regime transition in the ULA-to-point case. The lower
and upper height thresholds increase monotonically with β,
which means that the far-near-far transition window shifts
upward as the downtilt becomes larger. Fig. 4b shows that
the same behavior also appears in the UPA-to-point case,
where the lower and upper height thresholds likewise increase
monotonically with β. Therefore, increasing the downtilt does
not change the three-region structure, but mainly changes
where the transition occurs in terms of the AP height. This
also implies that, for a fixed deployment height, varying β may
shift the operating point across different propagation regimes,
e.g., from only-far to far-near-far, or further to near-to-far.

Fig. 5 further illustrates the projected transition distance(s)
for representative ULA-to-point and UPA-to-point cases versus
the AP height hAP and the carrier frequency f . In Fig. 5a,
two representative downtilt angles, β = 12◦ and β = 20◦, are
considered [16]. As predicted by the transition-region analysis,
two projected transition distances, dF,1 and dF,2, coexist in the
far-near-far regime. As hAP increases, dF,1 moves outward



(a) Versus AP height hAP (b) Versus carrier frequency f

Fig. 5: Projected transition distance(s) for representative ULA-to-point and UPA-to-point cases versus (a) AP height hAP and (b) carrier frequency f .

while dF,2 moves inward, so that the near-field interval along
the ground gradually shrinks and eventually disappears. Fig. 5b
shows that this behavior is not limited to 300 GHz: two
projected transition points already exist over a broad frequency
range below 300 GHz in the shown examples. As f increases,
dF,1 moves toward the AP, whereas dF,2 extends to a larger 2D
ground distance, which indicates an expansion of the near-field
interval along the ground. Hence, the far-near-far behavior is
not exclusive to the extreme THz regime, but may also arise
at lower frequencies under certain geometric configurations.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we characterized the propagation regime (far
field to near field) transition along a practical UE ground
trajectory in mobile THz communications with tilted AP
arrays. For both ULA-to-point and UPA-to-point links, our
analysis showed that, due to the coupled variation of the link
distance and the beam angle, the propagation regime along
the ground does not always change monotonically and may
instead exhibit a complex far-near-far transition. Numerical
results further demonstrated that the existence and location of
multiple far-field-to-near-field and near-field-to-far-field tran-
sition points depend strongly on the deployment geometry.
These findings challenge the prevailing view that there is
always a single separation distance between the far field and
near field in mobile THz communications. The results also
show that: (i) the effect is more profound for ULA arrays
than UPA arrays; and (ii) this effect is not exclusively present
in THz systems, but may also arise at lower frequencies (e.g.,
millimeter wave). The developed framework and the numerical
results may facilitate more informed deployment choices in
future millimeter wave/THz wireless communication systems,
such as AP placement and downtilt configuration.
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