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ABSTRACT

Radar systems typically employ well-designed determinis-
tic signals for target sensing. In contrast to that, integrated
sensing and communications (ISAC) systems have to use ran-
dom signals to convey useful information, potentially causing
sensing performance degradation. In this paper, we define
a new sensing performance metric, namely, ergodic linear
minimum mean square error (ELMMSE), accounting for the
randomness of ISAC signals. Then, we investigate a data-
dependent precoding scheme to minimize the ELMMSE,
which attains the optimized sensing performance at the price
of high computational complexity. To reduce the complexity,
we present an alternative data-independent precoding scheme
and propose a stochastic gradient projection (SGP) algorithm
for ELMMSE minimization, which can be trained offline by
locally generated signal samples. Finally, we demonstrate the
superiority of the proposed methods by simulations.

Index Terms— Integrated sensing and communications
(ISAC), deterministic-random tradeoff, random signals.

1. INTRODUCTION

Recently, the International Telecommunication Union (ITU)
has recognized integrated sensing and communications (ISAC)
as one of the six key usage scenarios for 6G, marking the con-
tinuous progression of ISAC from concept to practice [1]. By
reusing wireless resources, ISAC may deploy ubiquitous
sensing ability over existing networking infrastructures in a
low-cost manner [2–4]. Among various approaches to im-
plement ISAC, utilizing communication signals for sensing
holds the most promising potential [5–7]. To convey com-
munication information, ISAC signals should be random,
e.g., capacity-achieving Gaussian signals [8, 9]. Conversely,
radar systems prefer deterministic signals, e.g., constant-
modulus signals, which may offer improved sensing per-
formance. This contradictory conflict leads to the so-called
deterministic-random tradeoff (DRT) in ISAC systems [10].

Despite the random nature of ISAC signals, most of previ-
ous studies aiming for ISAC signal design treat the sample co-
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variance matrix of transmit signals as if they were determinis-
tic [11–13], under the assumption that the data frame is suffi-
ciently long. Those approaches overlooked the DRT, making
them akin to infinite-frame-length approximations. However,
such approximations may not be reliable in practical scenar-
ios. For instance, in massive multiple-input multiple-output
(MIMO) systems, the base station may be equipped with mas-
sive antennas, and the signal sample covariance matrix con-
verges to its statistical counterpart only when the frame length
is much larger than the antenna number. To alleviate the resul-
tant huge computational and signal processing overheads, one
has to perform sensing by leveraging short frames, where the
law of large numbers no longer holds and the data random-
ness cannot be neglected . This motivates our investigation in
this paper.

Specifically, we consider sensing with random signals in
MIMO ISAC systems, where the transmitter aims to estimate
the target impulse response (TIR) matrix by using random
information-carrying communication signals. To characterize
the sensing performance in this practical scenario, we define
a new performance metric, namely, ergodic linear minimum
mean-square-error (ELMMSE), which is defined as the aver-
age estimation error over random signal realizations. Then,
we reveal the performance disparity between deterministic
and random signals for sensing, drawing on Jensen’s inequal-
ity. Subsequently, we present a data-dependent precoding
strategy and a stochastic gradient projection (SGP) algorithm
to minimize the ELMMSE. Finally, our simulations under-
score the performance degradation linked to random signals
in sensing, and offer guidance for practical design in scenar-
ios with limited coherent frame lengths.

2. SYSTEM MODELING

We consider a MIMO ISAC system with the base station (BS)
deployed with Nt transmit antennas and Nr receive anten-
nas, where the target sensing is implemented over a coherent
processing interval consisting of L snapshots in a monostatic
setup. The echo signals at the ISAC receiver are denoted by

Ys = HsX +Zs, (1)

where X ∈ CNt×L is the sensing signal matrix, Hs ∈
CNr×Nt is the TIR matrix to be estimated, and Zs ∈ CNr×L
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denotes an additive noise matrix with each entry following
CN (0, σ2

s). In what follows, we commence by sensing with
deterministic signals.

2.1. Sensing With Deterministic Training Signals

Let SD ∈ CNt×L denote a deterministic training signal sat-
isfying (1/L)SDSH

D = INt . The sensing signal matrix is
X = WSD, where W ∈ CNt×Nt represents the precoding
matrix to be optimized. Then, the celebrated linear minimum
mean-square-error (LMMSE) estimation of Hs is

ĤLMMSE = Ys

(
XHRHX + σ2

sNrIL
)−1

XHRH , (2)

where RH = E[HH
s Hs] represents the statistical correlation

matrix of the channel with E[·] denoting the statistic expec-
tation. The resulting estimation error is [14]

JLMMSE = tr
[(

R−1
H +

L

σ2
sNr

WWH
)−1]

. (3)

Accordingly, the LMMSE-oriented design is to solve the de-
terministic optimization problem:

min
W

JLMMSE s.t. W ∈ A, (4)

where A = {W ∈ CNt×Nt | ∥W ∥2F ≤ P} denotes the fea-
sible region and P is the power budget. Let RH = QΛQH

denote the eigenvalue decomposition of RH . The optimal
precoding matrix is known to be the following water-filling
solution [14]:

W opt
LMMSE =

√
σ2
sNr

L
Q
[(

µ0INt −Λ−1
)+] 1

2
, (5)

where (x)+ = max(x, 0) and µ0 is a constant that is deter-
mined based on ∥W opt

LMMSE∥2F = P .

2.2. Sensing With Random Communication Signals

In contrast to conventional radar systems, ISAC systems have
to employ random communication signals for sensing. In this
paper, we consider random signaling for ISAC systems. Let
S = [s(1), . . . , s(L)] ∈ CNt×L denote the transmitted ISAC
signal, where each column is independent and identically dis-
tributed (i.i.d.) with zero mean and covariance INt . It is worth
noting that the following assumption is commonly seen in the
existing works [11–13],

1

L
SSH ≈ E[s(l)sH(l)] = INt , l = 1, . . . , L, (6)

where L ≫ Nt is assumed such that the approximation holds.
However, this assumption cannot always be satisfied, espe-
cially when the BS does not have the ability to accumulate
sufficiently long frames. To this end, one needs to take the
randomness of the ISAC signals into account when design-
ing the precoding matrix. More severely, the sensing perfor-
mance may be randomly varying due to the random signaling.
As a consequence, it may not be appropriate to use the con-
ventional estimation metric relying on the instantaneous real-
ization of signals. Therefore, we define a new ELMMSE to

measure the average sensing performance over random signal
realizations, which is expressed as

JELMMSE = ES

{
tr
[
(R−1

H +
1

σ2
sNr

WSSHWH)−1
]}

. (7)

In this paper, we aim to minimize the average sensing perfor-
mance under random signaling, which is modeled by 1

min
W

f(W ) ≜ JELMMSE s.t.W ∈ A. (8)

Proposition 1: Random ISAC signals lead to ELMMSE
that is no lower than the LMMSE based on the deterministic
signals, i.e., LMMSE serves as a lower bound of ELMMSE.

Proof: By applying the Jensen’s inequality to ELMMSE,
we have the following relationship

JELMMSE

(a)

≥ tr
[(
R−1

H +
1

σ2
sNr

ES

{
WSSHWH})−1

]
(b)
= tr

[(
R−1

H +
1

σ2
sNr

XXH)−1
]
=JLMMSE, (9)

where (a) holds due to the convexity of JELMMSE with respect
to WSSHWH , and (b) holds when S or WS is determin-
istic. This completes the proof. □

Remark 1: We notice that the Jensen’s inequality in (9)
tends to be tight with L going to infinity. In light of Propo-
sition 1, we show the asymptotic performance of random
signals in Fig. 1, precoded by the water-filling precoder given
in (5), indicating that the assumption in (6) is not always reli-
able. It also justifies the use of ELMMSE instead of LMMSE
as the performance metric or design objective under random
signaling, since minimizing the LMMSE only minimizes the
lower bound of the ELMMSE instead of the exact value.
This observation motivates us to present efficient ELMMSE-
oriented precoding solutions for solving problem (8) in the
next section.
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Fig. 1: The asymptotic performance of random signals.

3. ELMMSE-ORIENTED PRECODING

3.1. Data-Dependent Precoding
We first take the stochastic approximation into account by N
samples of random ISAC signals, written as

f(W ) ≈ 1

N

N−1∑
n=0

f̂(W ;Sn), (10)

1In general, W can be designed depending on random signal realization
S. This thus leads to two different designs of W , which remains unchanged
and changes adaptively based on the instantaneous value of S, referred to as
data-independent and data-dependent designs in our paper, respectively.



where f̂(W ;Sn) = tr[(R−1
H + 1

σ2
sNr

WSnS
H
n WH)−1] and

Sn denotes the n-th transmitted data realization. Observe that
each Sn is known to both the transmitter and sensing receiver
due to the monostatic sensing setup. Then the precoding ma-
trix W can be seen as a function of S over different data
realization indices n, written as W (Sn). Therefore, based on
(10), problem (8) is approximated as

min
{W (Sn)}Nn=1

1

N

N−1∑
n=0

f̂(W (Sn);Sn) s.t. W (Sn) ∈ A. (11)

Consequently, the precoding matrix can be optimized succes-
sively with given Sn over different data realization n, which
is called data-dependent precoding. Then this problem is de-
composed following N parallel deterministic sub-problems:

min
Wn

f̂(Wn;Sn) s.t. Wn ∈ A, (12)

where we define Wn ≜ W (Sn) for notational convenience.
Although problem (12) is non-convex, we propose to solve it
using the successive convex approximation (SCA) algorithm
2. Let us first approximate the objective function by its first-
order Taylor expansion as

f̂(Wn;Sn) ≈ f̂(W (t)
n ;Sn)

+ ⟨∇f̂(W (t)
n ;Sn), (Wn −W (t)

n )⟩, (13)

where ⟨A,B⟩ represents the inner product of A and B,
W

(t)
n ∈ A denotes a given feasible point, and ∇f̂(·) repre-

sents the gradient of f̂(·), calculated by

∇f̂(W (t)
n ;Sn) = −

1

σ2
sNr

A−2
n W (t)

n SnS
H
n , (14)

where An = R−1
H + 1

σ2
sNr

W
(t)
n SnS

H
n (W

(t)
n )H .

At the t-th iteration of the SCA algorithm, we solve the
following optimization problem:

min
Wn

g(Wn) ≜ ⟨∇f̂(W (t)
n ;Sn), (Wn −W (t)

n )⟩

s.t. Wn ∈ A. (15)

We observe that problem (15) is convex and can be solved
by off-the-shelf numerical tools like CVX [16]. We denote
the solution to problem (15) as W ′

n ∈ A. We observe that
g(W ′

n) ≤ 0, since g(W (t)
n ) = 0, which indicates that (W ′

n−
W

(t)
n ) represents a descent direction for the (t + 1)-th itera-

tion. Therefore, we can update the precoding matrix by mov-
ing along this direction with a certain step size δ(t), i.e.,

W (t+1)
n = W (t)

n + δ(t)(W ′
n −W (t)

n ), δ(t) ∈ [0, 1]. (16)

The SCA algorithm for solving (12) is summarized in Al-
gorithm 1. By solving a series of parallel sub-problems (12),
we obtain the set of data-dependent precoding matrix tailored

2We have derived the optimal solution with closed form in [15] and read-
ers are referred to [15, Sec. III-A] for details.

for each Sn, denoted by W = {W ⋆
1 , . . . ,W

⋆
N}. Accordingly,

the ELMMSE may be calculated as

JELMMSE =
1

N

N−1∑
n=0

f̂(W ⋆
n ,Sn). (17)

Remark 2: The data-dependent precoding represents the
performance lower bound of (11). Notice that W needs to be
designed sequentially for different realizations of transmitted
random signals. This, however, results in high computational
complexity in practical scenarios. This motivates us to har-
ness the popular SGP algorithm with lower complexity, where
a single data-independent precoding matrix is employed for
all data realizations, as detailed below.

Algorithm 1 SCA Algorithm for Solving (12).

Input: Sn,RH , P,N, σ2
s , Nt, Nr, L, tmax, ξ < 0.

Output: W ⋆
n = W

(t)
n .

1: Initialize the precoding matrix W
(t)
n , r = t.

2: Initialize the random ISAC signal set S = {S1, . . . SN}.
3: repeat
4: Solve the convex Problem (15) to obatin W ′

n ∈ A .
5: Update W (t+1)

n = W (t) + δ(t)(W ′
n −W (t)), where

the step δt can be set by applying the exact line search.
6: Update t = t+ 1.
7: until g(W (t)

n ) ≤ ξ or t = tmax.

Algorithm 2 SGP Algorithm for Solving (8).

Input: RH , P,N, σ2
s , Nt, Nr, rmax, ϵ.

Output: W .
1: Initialize the precoding matrix W (r), r = 1.
2: Initialize the random signal set S = {S1, . . . SN}.
3: repeat
4: Generate D(r) and calculate ∇̂f(W (r),S(r)).
5: Update W (r+1) = ProjA

(
W (r) − η(r)∇̂f(W r)

)
.

6: Update r = r + 1.
7: until The increase of the objective value is below ϵ or

r = rmax.

3.2. SGP-Based Data-Independent Precoding

To seek for a data-independent precoder, we resort to the
stochastic gradient descent (SGD) algorithm, which yields
a solution with only one or mini-batch samples in each it-
eration, reducing computational complexity. At the r-th
iteration, the precoding matrix W is updated as

W (r+1) ←W (r) − η(r)∇̂f(W (r)), (18)

where W (r) denotes the precoding matrix in iteration r, η(r)

represents the step size, and ∇̂f(W (r)) is the gradient ob-
tained from a local randomly generated mini-batch sample set
D(r), calculated by

∇̂f(W (r)) =
1

|D(r)|
∑

S∈D(r)

∇f̂(W (r);S). (19)



In order to adhere to the transmit power budget, we pro-
pose to utilize the SGP algorithm, where we project W (r+1)

onto the convex feasible region A, i.e.,

ProjA(W ) =

{
W , if W ∈ A,
W

√
P

∥W∥2
F
, Otherwise.

(20)

Following the iteration format in (18) and the projection step
in (20), we are now ready to introduce the proposed SGP al-
gorithm to solve (8), as detailed in Algorithm 2.

Table 1: Parameters in Simulations.
Parameter Value Parameter Value Parameter Value
Nt 64 Nr 32 N 100
σ2
s 0 dBm P 30 dBm ξ −0.1

tmax 30 rmax 2000 ϵ 10−5

4. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we demonstrate the numerical results of the
proposed methods. If not otherwise specified, the transmit
SNR is defined as LP/σ2

s . The simulation parameters are
listed in Table 1. For the SGP method, we set the number
of mini-batch samples as |D(r)| = 10. The eigenvalues of
RH represent the spatial channel correlation, which follow a
uniform distribution on the interval [1, 10] in the simulation.
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Fig. 2: Convergence examples of proposed algorithms.

In Fig. 2, we set the frame length L = 32 and trans-
mit SNR = 30 dB to show the convergence of our proposed
algorithms in Section 3. In Fig. 2(a), we illustrate the conver-
gence of our proposed SCA algorithm for one of the parallel
sub-problems (12) within 30 iterations. In Fig. 2(b), we show
the convergence of our proposed SGP algorithm, which can
be implemented offline based on the locally generated random
signal samples, and the step size is set as η(r) = 10/(10 + r)
to guarantee the convergence [17]. It is observed that SGP
converges quickly within tens of iterations.

In Fig. 3, we compare three precoding schemes, namely,
classical water-filling, SGP, and data-dependent precoding.
Notably, the SGP algorithm outperforms the classical water-
filling scheme in both cases with L = 32 and L = 64.
This is attributed to two key factors. When L = 32, the
rank-deficient nature of the signal (see Fig. 3(a)) causes an
error floor in the water-filling scheme, rendering it subop-
timal even for deterministic signals. Secondly, the inher-
ent randomness of signals in ISAC scenarios is disregarded

by the classical water-filling scheme. Moreover, the data-
dependent precoding achieves the best performance, lever-
aging precise knowledge of transmitted data. Nevertheless,
adapting data-dependent precoding for varying data real-
izations requires complex redesigns, incurring significant
complexity. Fortunately, a data-independent precoder can
be implemented offline through the SGP, with a favorable
performance-complexity tradeoff.
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Fig. 3: Performance comparison among different schemes versus
transmit SNR.
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Fig. 4: Performance comparison between deterministic and random
signals versus the transmit SNR.

In Fig. 4, we show the resultant estimation error by trans-
mitting random (communication) and deterministic (training)
signals, with an increasing SNR. All the curves of random
signals are obtained by SGP. It is observed that with the in-
creasing frame length, the average sensing performance is
asymptotically close to the LMMSE using deterministic sig-
nals since the randomness of the signals is decreased. How-
ever, there is still a performance gap between using determin-
istic and random signals, already represented by Jensen’s in-
equality.

5. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced a new performance metric,
namely, ELMMSE, to assess the performance of employing
random signals for target sensing. We first revealed that there
is a certain performance gap between deterministic and ran-
dom signals used in sensing, a revelation enabled by Jensen’s
inequality. Then, we shed light on the precoding matrix de-
sign while taking the randomness of the transmit signals into
account. To minimize the predefined ELMMSE, we proposed
a data-dependent precoding approach and a data-independent
SGP scheme, respectively. Finally, simulation results indi-
cated the superiority of our proposed design schemes. In
ISAC systems, we ascertain the necessity of accounting for



randomness when utilizing random ISAC signals for sensing,
particularly for scenarios with short frame lengths.
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