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Abstract—Data-carrying reference signals are a type of refer-
ence signal (RS) constructed on the Grassmann manifold, which
allows for simultaneous data transmission and channel estimation
to achieve boosted spectral efficiency at high signal-to-noise ratios
(SNRs). However, they do not improve spectral efficiency at low
to middle SNRs compared with conventional RSs. To address this
problem, we propose a numerical optimization-based Grassmann
constellation design on the Grassmann manifold that accounts for
both data transmission and channel estimation. In our numerical
optimization, we derive an upper bound on the normalized mean
squared error (NMSE) of estimated channel matrices and a
lower bound on the noncoherent average mutual information
(AMI), and these bounds are optimized simultaneously by using a
Bayesian optimization technique. The proposed objective function
outperforms conventional design metrics in obtaining Pareto-
optimal constellations for NMSE and AMI. The constellation
obtained by our method achieves an NMSE comparable to
conventional non-data-carrying RSs while enabling data trans-
mission, resulting in superior AMI performance and improved
spectral efficiency even at middle SNRs.

Index Terms—Channel estimation, Grassmann manifold, man-
ifold optimization, noncoherent multiple-input multiple-output
(MIMO) communication.

I. INTRODUCTION

Global mobile data traffic is on a continuous upward trend
and is expected to grow approximately threefold between 2024
and 2029 [1]. Within this growth, the share of 5G new radio
(NR) is expected to increase, accounting for 75% of the total
by 2029 [1]. In 5G NR, five types of reference signals (RSs)
are implemented, enabling accurate channel estimation and
tracking. Among them, the demodulation RSs can account for
up to approximately 30% of the overall transmission signals
[2]. For example, in a high-mobility scenario such as a bullet
train with a travel speed exceeding 300 km/h, the channel
changes extremely rapidly over time [3]. In such scenarios,
frequent channel estimation is required, which increases the
proportion of RSs and could potentially lower spectral effi-
ciency.

Reducing RSs is one of the main approaches to improving
spectral efficiency effectively. Known methods include a semi-
blind method that reduces RSs through iterative channel esti-
mation [4], a blind method that estimates the channel without
RSs [5], and a superimposed pilot method that embeds RSs
into data symbols [6]. All these methods detect data on the
basis of the estimated channel, and such communication is
referred to as coherent communication. When the channel
changes rapidly, improving channel estimation accuracy is
crucial for enhancing spectral efficiency [7].

Another approach to improving spectral efficiency is nonco-
herent communication, which does not require channel estima-
tion. Well-known enablers include unitary space-time modula-
tion [8, 9], differential coding [10–12], and methods based on
the Grassmann manifold [13]. A key game-changer here uses
reference signals derived from unitary space-time codewords
[14], making it possible to perform channel estimation and
data transmission simultaneously. Building on this concept,
RSs on the Grassmann manifold have been proposed [15].
These data-carrying RSs (DC-RSs) can potentially replace the
conventional RSs in classical training methods and boost spec-
tral efficiency at high signal-to-noise ratios (SNRs). However,
at low to middle SNRs, conventional RSs can still offer higher
spectral efficiency as DC-RSs become less advantageous when
the proportion of coherently detected data symbols increases.
This improvement can also be achieved even in high-mobility
scenarios [16].

In noncoherent communication using the Grassmann man-
ifold, information is assigned to its subspaces. Because mul-
tiplying a space-time codeword on the manifold by a channel
matrix does not change its subspace, the point on the manifold
remains the same, allowing for simultaneous data and channel
estimation. Designing a constellation on the Grassmann man-
ifold is known as the Grassmann subspace packing problem
[17]. Although the principle of maximizing the minimum dis-
tance between subspaces appears straightforward, this problem
is highly challenging. Over the years, numerous Grassmann
constellation design methods have been introduced [18–26].

Generally, construction methods fall into two categories:
algebraic construction and numerical optimization. A represen-
tative algebraic approach is exponential map (Exp-Map) [18,
19]. More recently, the remarkable Cube-Split [24] and Grass-
Lattice [25] constellations have been proposed for single-input
multiple-output (SIMO) scenarios, achieving higher minimum
distances. These algebraic methods are appealing because they
enable the design of low-complexity detectors.

By contrast, numerical optimization-based approaches in-
clude methods that maximize the minimum distance between
codewords [20, 23] or minimize an upper bound on the pair-
wise error probability (PEP) [26]. Another notable technique
integrates numerical optimization with algebraic construction
[22], combining the strengths of both methods. Unlike purely
algebraic approaches, numerical optimization makes it possi-
ble to obtain constellations tailored to any desired objective
function, allowing flexible setting of parameters such as the
numbers of transmission bits and time slots, and facilitating
straightforward extension to multiple-input multiple-output
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(MIMO) scenarios. Ideally, directly optimizing performance
metrics such as channel estimation accuracy and average mu-
tual information (AMI) would yield a desirable constellation.
However, Monte Carlo simulations are required for these
calculations, and it is impractical to use them as the objective
in numerical optimization. Consequently, appropriate closed-
form objective functions are required for practical numerical
optimization.

Against this background, we propose a numerical optimiza-
tion approach to designing the Grassmann constellation that
maximizes the total AMI in communication using DC-RSs,
and its maximization leads to maximizing spectral efficiency.
Here, the total AMI is defined as the sum of (1) the AMI
obtained from non-coherent detection when DC-RSs are trans-
mitted and (2) the AMI obtained from coherent detection,
using the channel estimated from the DC-RSs, when data
symbols are transmitted subsequently. The contributions of this
paper are as follows.

1) We clarify that the total AMI of communication with
DC-RSs depends only on three factors: the channel
estimation accuracy of DC-RSs, the noncoherent AMI,
and SNR. From this relationship, it is shown that by
simultaneously optimizing the channel estimation ac-
curacy and the noncoherent AMI of DC-RSs, we can
maximize the total AMI of communication, which is
valid regardless of the SNR.

2) We propose an objective function that enables the si-
multaneous optimization of the channel estimation ac-
curacy and the noncoherent AMI from DC-RSs, both
of which have a fundamental trade-off. In this process,
a Bayesian optimization technique is used to efficiently
search for good parameters. We demonstrate that the
standard design metric is not suitable for optimizing the
total AMI of communication. To address this problem,
we derive an upper bound for the normalized mean
squared error (NMSE) of estimated channel matrices,
and a lower bound for the noncoherent AMI, proposing
a new objective function that optimizes these bounds.

3) We demonstrate that constellations on the Pareto front
for NMSE and noncoherent AMI can be obtained effi-
ciently by using the proposed objective function, and
the constellation obtained through the proposed opti-
mization method achieves better performance in terms
of channel estimation accuracy and total AMI than all
the conventional Grassmann constellations. Moreover,
the results show that the proposed method achieves
performance equal to or better than that of the classical
training method using conventional RSs across all SNRs,
indicating the effectiveness of using DC-RSs for all
SNRs.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
section II, we review conventional channel estimation methods
and evaluation metrics of coherent communication. In sec-
tion III, we introduce conventional construction methods for
Grassmann constellations, evaluation metrics of noncoherent
communication, and conventional DC-RSs. In section IV, we
present the proposed objective functions and optimization

method. Then, in section V, we evaluate the performance
of the constellation obtained using the proposed optimization
method. Finally, in section VI, we conclude this paper.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

In this section, we describe the channel model assumed
in this paper as well as a conventional channel estimation
method. NMSE is used as a metric of channel estimation
accuracy, and AMI as a metric of maximum information rate
that can be conveyed successfully in channel-coded scenarios.
We also review the NMSE of estimated channel matrices and
the coherent AMI assuming channel estimation errors.

A. Channel Model

We consider a MIMO system with M transmit antennas
and N receive antennas. The channel model is quasi-static
Rayleigh fading, where the channel matrix H ∈ CM×N re-
mains constant for T time slots and each element of H follows
CN (0, 1). A space-time block code (STBC), S ∈ CT×M ,
satisfies the power constraint E[∥S∥2F] = T . The received
symbol Y ∈ CT×N is given by

Y = SH+ σvV, (1)

where each element of V ∈ CT×N follows CN (0, 1), and the
SNR is defined as SNR = 10 · log10(1/σ2

v) [dB].

B. Conventional Channel Estimation and Data Detection

In coherent scenarios, the channel matrix is estimated by
using known RS, and data is detected on the basis of the
estimated channel. Owing to its low complexity nature, the
training method is used in typical communication standards.
Let T = Tp denote the number of time slots for the RS, and
assume that the RS P ∈ CTp×M is known at both the receiver
and the transmitter. At the receiver, the channel is estimated
using the known RS P and the received signal Y. In the zero-
forcing (ZF) case, the estimated channel Ĥ is obtained using
the pseudo-inverse matrix P+ = (PHP)−1PH, whereas in the
case of minimum mean square error (MMSE) estimation, it is
obtained using a weight matrix, i.e., [15]

Ĥ =

{
P+Y (ZF)
(PHP+ σ2

vIM )−1PHY (MMSE)
. (2)

The receiver performs maximum likelihood detection using
Ĥ, and the estimated symbol Ŝ is given by

Ŝ = argmin
S∈S

∥Y − SĤ∥2F, (3)

where S represents a codebook of space-time codewords.
Although maximum likelihood detection enables optimal sym-
bol estimation, the computational complexity increases expo-
nentially with the number of transmission bits. In practice,
MMSE equalization is a standard method to detect symbols
independently because of its low computational complexity.
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C. Channel Estimation Accuracy

Channel estimation accuracy is evaluated from the dif-
ference between the actual channel and estimated channel
matrices, with NMSE used as the metric. To prevent the
increase in NMSE at low SNRs, the estimated channel Ĥ is
normalized as H̄ = Ĥ/αc, where αc =

√
E[∥Ĥ∥2F]/(N ·M).

Using this normalized estimated channel H̄, we express NMSE
as

NMSE = 10 · log10(σ2
e ) [dB], (4)

and

σ2
e =

E[∥H̄−H∥2F]
E[∥H∥2F]

. (5)

Here, we model the channel estimation error by using the
Gauss-Markov uncertainty model from [27]. The estimated
channel H̄′, which includes an error, is given by [15]

H̄′ =
√
1− β2

cH+ βcE, (6)

where E ∈ CM×N is an error matrix with each element
following CN (0, 1). The parameter 0 ≤ βc ≤ 1 represents
the uncertainty of H̄′, where βc = 0 means that the estimated
channel and the actual channel are completely identical. From
(5) and (6), the relationship between NMSE and βc can be
respectively written as

σ2
e =

E[∥H̄′ −H∥2F]
E[∥H∥2F]

= 2 · (1−
√
1− β2

c ), (7)

and

βc =

√
1−

(
1− σ2

e

2

)2

. (8)

D. Coherent AMI with Channel Estimation Errors

Let us consider a codebook S with the cardinality |S| =
2Bd , and each codeword Si ∈ CTd×M of S conveys Bd bits.
According to the system model (1), the received symbol is
represented as Yi = SiH + σvV. Here, the coherent AMI
with channel estimation errors is given by [15, 28]

Rd =
Bd

Td
− 1

Td|S|
EH̄′,V

 |S|∑
i=1

log2

(∑|S|
j=1 p(Yi|Sj , H̄

′)

p(Yi|Si, H̄′)

) ,

(9)

where [15]

p(Y|S, H̄′) =
1

(π(σ2
v + σ2

e ))
NTd

exp

(
−∥Y − SH̄′∥2F

σ2
v + σ2

e

)
,

(10)

and [15]

p(Yi|Sj , H̄
′)

p(Yi|Si, H̄′)
= exp

(
−zi,j + zi,i
σ2
v + σ2

e

)
. (11)

Here, zi,j can be calculated as [15]

zi,j ≃ ∥(Si −
√
1− β2

cSj)H+
√
σ2
v + β2

cV∥2F. (12)

III. NONCOHERENT COMMUNICATION BASED ON
GRASSMANN CONSTELLATION

In this section, we describe communication based on Grass-
mann constellation. First, we define the Grassmann manifold
and introduce representative Grassmann constellations. Next,
we explain noncoherent detection using the representative
Grassmann constellation and review the method for calculating
AMI in noncoherent communication. Finally, we describe the
conventional DC-RSs, which use noncoherent communication
for channel estimation, and methods to improve its channel
estimation accuracy.

A. Grassmann Manifold

For nonnegative integers k and n ≥ k, the Grassmann
manifold G(n, k) represents the set of all k-dimensional sub-
spaces in an n-dimensional space. In this paper, we define
the Grassmann manifold as a quotient space of the Stiefel
manifold by the k × k unitary group:

U(k) = {U ∈ Ck×k | UHU = Ik}. (13)

The Stiefel manifold S(n, k) is the set of all n×k orthonormal
basis matrices and is represented by

S(n, k) = {S ∈ Cn×k | SHS = Ik}. (14)

Here, let the equivalence relation ∼ signify that subspaces
are equal. In the Stiefel manifold, the set of matrices that are
equivalent under this relation is denoted by

[S] = {S1 ∈ S(T,M) | S1 ∼ S}. (15)

Operations on the Stiefel manifold that leave the subspace
unchanged are equivalent to multiplication by a unitary matrix
from the right. Thus, when represents the subspace of the
Grassmann manifold with an orthonormal basis, the Grass-
mann manifold can be defined as

G(n, k) = S(n, k) / U(k) = {[S] | S ∈ S(n, k)}. (16)

When using points on the Grassmann manifold as codewords,
we set n = T and k = M , i.e., each subspace representing a
codeword. Later, a Grassmann codebook is denoted by X =
{Xi ∈ G(T,M) | i = 1, · · · , 2Bg}.

B. Conventional Grassmann Constellation

We introduce conventional construction methods for the
Grassmann constellation, including Exp-Map, which is based
on exponential mapping, Grass-Lattice, an algebraic construc-
tion for SIMO, and a method for maximizing the minimum
distance through numerical optimization.

1) Exp-Map [18, 19]: Using the matrix exponential, we
can represent any point on the Grassmann manifold as

X =

[
exp

(
0 Ci

−CH
i 0

)]
IT,M , (17)

where IT,M = [IM×M 0M×(T−M)]
T and Ci ∈ CM×(T−M)

is an arbitrary matrix. One method for constructing the con-
stellation is to map QAM symbols to Ci, for example. The
constellation generated by exponential mapping is character-
ized by its high channel estimation accuracy [15].
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2) Grass-Lattice [25]: The construction of Grass-Lattice in
SIMO is based on a mapping M from a unit hypercube to the
Grassmann constellation. The unit hypercube is the Cartesian
product of the interval (0, 1) taken 2(T − 1) times, and the
interval (0, 1) is evenly divided into 2Bl equal segments. Thus,
the bit length of Grass-Lattice is Bg = 2(T − 1)Bl. The
mapping M consists of three mappings, written as

M = M3 ◦M2 ◦M1. (18)

First, in M1, points on the unit hypercube are mapped to
the complex Gaussian distribution CN (0, 1). Next, M2 maps
points following a complex Gaussian distribution to the unit
sphere. Finally, the points on the unit sphere are mapped onto
the Grassmann manifold through M3. For the open interval
(0, 1), it is necessary to define a lower bound αl and an upper
bound 1− αl. It can be optimized for performance, and [25]
provides the optimal αl for specific parameters.

3) Manifold Optimization for Maximizing Minimum
Chordal Distance (Mopt-MCD) [20, 24]: Maximizing the
minimum distance between symbols can improve the symbol
error rate (SER) in coherent codes. By appropriately defining
the distance, we can also improve the SER of noncoherent
codes [20]. Here, we consider chordal distance as a distance
metric for the Grassmann constellation [24]. The chordal
distance dc(Xi,Xj) between two codewords is given by [24]

dc(Xi,Xj) :=
√
M − ∥XH

i Xj∥2F. (19)

The constellation obtained by maximizing the minimum
chordal distance (MCD) demonstrates the best performance
in terms of noncoherent AMI [15]. From (19), the MCD
can be maximized by minimizing the maximum value of
∥XH

i Xj∥2F. The max function can be approximated by using
the log-sum-exp function to make it a differentiable function,
enabling continuous optimization on the manifold [29]. Thus,
the problem of maximizing MCD can be represented as
minimizing the metric fMCD, written as [15]

fMCD := log

|X |−1∑
i=1

|X |∑
j=i+1

exp

(
∥XH

i Xj∥2F
ϵ

)
, (20)

where ϵ is a smoothing constant.

C. Noncoherent Detection

Noncoherent detection can be performed without using
channel state information (CSI). The Grassmann constellation
satisfies orthonormality, and each subspace is distinct. Utiliz-
ing this property in communication allows for codewords that
are invariant under multiplication by the channel matrix.

A Grassmann codeword X with time slot length T = Tg

is transmitted according to the system model (1), where X
satisfies XHX = IM . Since E[∥X∥2F] = M , to satisfy
E[∥S∥2F] = Tg, we set S =

√
Tg/MX. The generalized likeli-

hood ratio test (GLRT) receiver can estimate the codeword by
maximizing the likelihood without CSI and is given by [30]

X̂ = argmax
X∈X

∥YHX∥2F, (21)

where X̂ denotes an estimated symbol.

Conventional RS

DC-RS

 data bits

 timeslots  timeslots

 data bits

 data bits

Fig. 1. Example of conventional RS and DC-RS structures [15].

D. Noncoherent AMI of Grassmann Communication

Let Bg be the number of transmission bits of a Grassmann
constellation, and noncoherent AMI is calculated by the Monte
Carlo simulation of [24]:

Rg =
Bg

Tg
− 1

Tg|X |
EH,V

 |X |∑
i=1

log2

(∑|X |
j=1 p(Yi|Xj)

p(Yi|Xi)

) .

(22)

In multi-antenna scenarios, the conditional probability
p(Yi|Xj) in (22) can be calculated as [15, 20]

p(Y|X) =
exp(−∥Y∥2F/σ2

v + ∥YHX∥2F/σ2
v/
(
1 + σ2

vM/Tg

)
)

πTgNσ
2TgN
v (1 + 1/σ2

v/M · Tg)
MN

.
(23)

Then, we express p(Yi|Xj)/p(Yi|Xi) = exp(ηi,j) in (22).
Here, ηi,j can be expressed as [15]

ηi,j =
∥YH

i Xj∥2F − ∥YH
i Xi∥2F

σ2
v (1 + σ2

vM/Tg)
. (24)

Using ηi,j , we can write (22) as

Rg =
Bg

Tg
− 1

Tg|X |
EH,V

 |X |∑
i=1

log2

|X |∑
j=1

exp(ηi,j)

 . (25)

E. Data-Carrying Reference Signal

The channel can be estimated from the estimated symbol X̂
obtained through noncoherent communication using DC-RS.
Assuming X = X̂, we can obtain the estimated channel Ĥ
by multiplying

√
M/TgX̂

H from the left side of the received
symbol Y, written as [15]

Ĥ =

√
M

Tg
X̂HY = X̂HXH+ σvV

′ = H+ σvV
′, (26)

where V′ =
√

M/TgX̂
HV. This enables DC-RS to estimate

the channel while simultaneously transmitting data. When
X̂ ̸= X, DC-RS cannot estimate the channel accurately, lead-
ing to a degradation in channel estimation accuracy compared
with conventional RS.
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An example of communication using conventional RS and
DC-RS is shown in Fig. 1 [15]. In this example, an RS is
transmitted for Tp or Tg time slots, followed by coherent
symbols transmitted for Td time slots. The transmitted Bd

bits of coherent symbols are detected on the basis of the
channel estimated by the RS. Although conventional RS
carries no information, DC-RS conveys an additional Bg of
information. Therefore, it is possible to increase the amount
of information transmitted within a frame; however, since the
channel estimation accuracy of conventional RS is superior, an
evaluation of the actually conveyed information is necessary.

F. NMSE Minimization by Unitary Matrices

In [15], a method was proposed to minimize the NMSE
of DC-RSs. By considering symbol estimation errors, we can
expand E[∥Ĥ−H∥2F] as [15]

E[∥Ĥ−H∥2F] = σ2
v

M2N

Tg
+

2

|X |

|X |−1∑
i=1

|X |∑
j=i+1

pi,jE[∥Di,j∥2F],

(27)

where Di,j = (XH
j Xi − IM )H and pi,j denotes the PEP.

The multiplication of the Grassmann constellation by a unitary
matrix does not change their subspace, thus having no effect on
the average power or the chordal distance between codewords.
Using this property, we can formulate the NMSE minimization
problem as [15]

minimize
{U1,··· ,U|X|}

|X|−1∑
i=1

|X |∑
j=i+1

∥∥IM −UH
i X

H
i XjUj

∥∥2
F

Re[det(IM −XH
i XjXH

j Xi)]

s.t. Ui ∈ U(M), ∀ i = {1, · · · , |X |}.
(28)

IV. PROPOSED TOTAL AMI OPTIMIZATION METHOD

In this section, we propose an optimization method for
the total AMI of communication with DC-RSs. We derive
objective functions for optimizing the NMSE of estimated
channel matrices and noncoherent AMI, and we propose a
method that uses a convex combination to optimize these
functions simultaneously.

A. Problem Formulation

We assess the achievable spectral efficiency of communi-
cation with DC-RSs, referred to as the total AMI, which is
composed of coherent AMI and noncoherent AMI. According
to (9) - (12), coherent AMI depends solely on SNR and the
NMSE of estimated channel matrices. Hence, the total AMI
depends only on a constructed Grassmann codebook X and
SNR. Here, we define the total AMI as

RT(X , σ2
v) = TgRg + TdRd, (29)

and its maximization problem can be formulated as

maximize
X={X1,··· ,X|X|}

RT(X , σ2
v)

s.t. Xi ∈ G(Tg,M), ∀ i = {1, · · · , |X |}.
(30)

To maximize the total AMI, DC-RSs should be optimized
for both noncoherent AMI and NMSE. However, Monte
Carlo simulations are computationally intensive, making it
challenging to directly optimize performance metrics such as
AMI and NMSE themselves. Additionally, there is a trade-
off between noncoherent AMI and NMSE, and optimizing the
total AMI requires a dedicated simultaneous optimization of
both metrics.

B. New Upper Bound for NMSE

As given in (28), the NMSE of estimated channel matri-
ces can be minimized via a unitary transformation without
changing the subspace. That is, the optimization of (28) does
not change the chordal distance, implying that AMI and
SER are maintained. In contrast, this article optimizes the
constellation itself to maximize the total AMI. By optimizing
the relationship between subspaces, it is possible to achieve
a lower NMSE. If we use (28) as an objective function
to minimize the NMSE of estimated channel matrices by
optimizing the constellation itself, the minimization problem
can be reformulated into

minimize
X={X1,··· ,X|X|}

|X|−1∑
i=1

|X |∑
j=i+1

∥∥IM −XH
i Xj

∥∥2
F

Re[det(IM −XH
i XjXH

j Xi)]

s.t. Xi ∈ G(Tg,M), ∀ i = {1, · · · , |X |}.
(31)

If we were to use (31) as an objective function, the PEP
would be minimized at the same time because (31) includes
weighted coefficients of PEPs. This is not an issue if only
NMSE minimization is considered, but our method simul-
taneously maximize noncoherent AMI. The problem here is
that there is a positive correlation between PEP and nonco-
herent AMI, whereas NMSE and noncoherent AMI have a
negative correlation. Hence, the PEP minimization leads to
improvements in both NMSE and noncoherent AMI within the
convex combination, thereby reducing the degrees of freedom
for optimization. By excluding the weighted coefficients of
PEPs from the NMSE objective function, we can optimize
NMSE with greater freedom, yielding a constellation that has
better total AMI.

To avoid the above issue, we instead use an upper bound
of PEP. The upper bound of (27) is transformed into

E[∥Ĥ−H∥2F]

≤ σ2
v

M2N

Tg
+

2

|X |

(
max
i̸=j

pi,j

) |X |−1∑
i=1

|X |∑
j=i+1

E[∥Di,j∥2F].

(32)

Thus, we can define a new objective function fNMSE as

fNMSE :=

|X |−1∑
i=1

|X |∑
j=i+1

∥∥IM −XH
i Xj

∥∥2
F
, (33)

where the minimization of fNMSE is equivalent to that of (32).
In this paper, we propose fNMSE as the objective function for
minimizing NMSE in the problem of maximizing the total
AMI.
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When only fNMSE is minimized, the NMSE performance of
the optimized constellation is equivalent to that of the training
method. However, this occurs only when all codewords satisfy
XH

i Xj = IM , meaning that all codewords are identical. This
is equivalent to the receiver having prior knowledge of the
transmitted codeword, resulting in no information. Therefore,
to maximize the total AMI of DC-RSs, it is necessary to
consider not only the NMSE but also the noncoherent AMI.

C. New Lower Bound for Noncoherent AMI

Maximizing the MCD leads to the maximization of nonco-
herent AMI. However, in this paper, we consider the simulta-
neous optimization of two performance metrics in a trade-off
relationship, namely, NMSE and noncoherent AMI; in other
words, we attempt to optimize both objectives. Accordingly,
we derive a new objective function that is related to the
noncoherent AMI, leading to a flexible maximization of the
total AMI.

The noncoherent AMI can be obtained from (25), but
transforming the Monte Carlo integration in closed form is
a challenging task. Here, we instead derive a lower bound
for the noncoherent AMI and maximize it. First, by applying
Jensen’s inequality to (25), we obtain the lower bound of
the noncoherent AMI that requires Monte Carlo simulations,
which is given by

Rg ≥ Bg

Tg
− 1

Tg|X |
log2

|X |∑
i=1

|X |∑
j=1

EH,V [exp(ηi,j)] . (34)

In particular, by using the Maclaurin expansion at low SNRs,
we can expand EH,V [exp(ηi,j)] as

EH,V [exp(ηi,j)] ≃ EH,V [1 + ηi,j ] , (35)

where

EH,V [ηi,j ] =
EH,V

[
∥YH

i Xj∥2F
]
− EH,V

[
∥YH

i Xi∥2F
]

σ2
v (1 + σ2

vM/Tg)
,

(36)

and EH,V

[
∥YH

i Xj∥2F
]

can be written as

EH,V

[
∥YH

i Xj∥2F
]

= EH,V

[
∥(XiH+V)HXj∥2F

]
= EH,V

[
Tr
{(

(XiH+V)HXj

) (
(XiH+V)HXj

)H}]
= EH,V

[
Tr
{
(XiH+V)HXjX

H
j (XiH+V)

}]
+VHXjX

H
j XiH+VHXjX

H
j V
}]

= E1 + E2 + E3 + E4. (37)

We calculate the expectation of each term. For the first term,
since the expectation of each element of HHH is 1 under the
assumption of Rayleigh fading, E1 is given by

E1 = EH,V

[
Tr
{
HHXH

i XjX
H
j XiH

}]
= Tr

{
XH

i XjX
H
j Xi

}
= ∥XH

i Xj∥2F. (38)
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Fig. 2. Relationships between noncoherent AMI and objective functions.

Next, for the second and third terms, since V and H are
independent, E2 and E3 are respectively given by

E2 = EH,V

[
Tr
{
HHXH

i XjX
H
j V
}]

= 0, (39)

and

E3 = EH,V

[
Tr
{
VHXjX

H
j XiH

}]
= 0. (40)

Finally, for the fourth term, since the expectation of each
element of VVH is σ2

v, E4 is given by

E4 = EH,V

[
Tr
{
VHXjX

H
j V
}]

= σ2
v∥Xj∥2F

= Mσ2
v. (41)

Consequently, EH,V [ηi,j ] of (36) can be simplified into

EH,V [ηi,j ] =
∥XH

i Xj∥2F +Mσ2
v − (∥XH

i Xi∥2F +Mσ2
v)

σ2
v (1 + σ2

vM/Tg)

=
∥XH

i Xj∥2F − ∥XH
i Xi∥2F

σ2
v (1 + σ2

vM/Tg)

=
∥XH

i Xj∥2F −M

σ2
v (1 + σ2

vM/Tg)
, (42)

and the lower bound of noncoherent AMI is written as

Rg ≥ Bg

Tg
− 1

Tg|X |
log2

|X |2 +
|X |∑
i=1

|X |∑
j=1

∥XH
i Xj∥2F −M

σ2
v (1 + σ2

vM/Tg)

 .

(43)

Therefore, by using the symmetric relationship of Xi and Xj ,
maximizing this lower bound is equivalent to minimizing a
new objective function:

fSCD :=

|X |−1∑
i=1

|X |∑
j=i+1

∥XH
i Xj∥2F, (44)

which is referred to as the sum of chordal distances (SCD).
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The relationship between the noncoherent AMI and the
objective functions fMCD and fSCD is shown in Fig. 2. Here,
we set parameters as (M,Tg, Bg) = (1, 4, 8), and SNRs as
−10, 0, 10 and 20 dB. As shown in Fig. 2, both objective
functions are sharply correlated with the noncoherent AMI in
a wide range of SNRs. Although fMCD has conventionally
been used as a standard objective function to maximize the
noncoherent AMI, we combine fNMSE to maximize not only
the noncoherent AMI but the total AMI. Thus, we demonstrate
the advantages of using fSCD over fMCD via the performance
comparisons in Section V.

D. Total AMI Optimization Method
In the previous sections, the new objective functions fNMSE

and fSCD were obtained. As mentioned earlier, there is a
trade-off between the NMSE of estimated channel matrices
and noncoherent AMI. Thus, to maximize the total AMI,
these objective functions must be optimized in a dedicated
manner. For this multi-objective optimization problem, we pro-
pose optimizing a convex combination of objective functions
to obtain constellations on the Pareto front for the NMSE
and noncoherent AMI. Letting fC and fR be the objective
functions for the NMSE of estimated channel matrices and
noncoherent AMI, which is an upper bound for effective data
rate, respectively, the total AMI maximization problem for a
given ratio α ∈ [0, 1] can be represented by the minimization
problem as follows:

X ∗ = argmin
X

αfC + (1− α)fR. (45)

In our comparisons, we use fC as fNMSE and evaluate the
difference between fR = fMCD and fR = fSCD. In this
minimization problem, the optimal value of α depends on
parameters such as the number of time slots Tg and trans-
mission bits Bg. For example, in the slot configuration given
in Fig. 1, when the proportion of bits in the coherent code is
larger than that in the noncoherent code, the contribution of
NMSE to the total AMI becomes greater, making a relatively
large α optimal. Therefore, we also have to optimize α for a
parameter set. For each α, we perform manifold optimization
on (45) using Mopt. The total AMI is then calculated for the
constellation obtained through optimization, and this serves as
the score for each α. Hence, the problem of maximizing the
total AMI with respect to α at a given SNR is expressed by

maximize
α

RT(X ∗, σ2
v)

s.t. α ∈ [0, 1].
(46)

To efficiently search for the optimal α, we employ an
algorithm known as the tree-structured Parzen estimator (TPE)
[31], a type of Bayesian optimization. In TPE, the results of the
objective function are divided into a set L of α that yield good
scores and a set G of those that do not, then the probability
density functions l(α) for L and g(α) for G are constructed
by kernel density estimation. From these probability density
functions, the α of the next trial is selected as follows:

α = argmax
α

l(α)

g(α)
. (47)

Algorithm 1 Proposed total AMI optimization algorithm.
Input: Objective functions fC, fR, and RT(X ∗, σ2

v), SNR σ2
v,

the number of trials No

1: for each trial t = 1 to No do
2: Construct l(α) and g(α) from prior trial results.
3: Select α by calculating (47).
4: Optimization by calculating (45) using Mopt yields X ∗.
5: Calculate total AMI RT(X ∗, σ2

v).
6: Record the score for α as RT(X ∗, σ2

v) .
7: end for
8: return α and corresponding X ∗ that maximizes

RT(X ∗, σ2
v).

Output: Optimal α and X ∗

The optimization algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1.
In line 2, the probability density functions are constructed by
kernel density estimation. In line 3, for the first few trials,
random values of α ∈ [0, 1] are selected to construct the
probability density functions. For each trial, (45) is optimized
on selected α, and the total AMI of the obtained constellation
is the score. By repeating this trial, we can obtain the optimal
α using the TPE algorithm.

V. PERFORMANCE COMPARISONS

In this section, we demonstrate the performance advantage
of the constellation obtained through the proposed optimiza-
tion method. Here, the numbers of time slots and bits for the
Grassmann constellation were set to Tg = 4 and Bg = 8,
respectively. In the calculation of the total AMI for the
optimization, SNR was set to 10 dB and the number of time
slots for the data symbols was set to Td = 10 where each
data symbol is 16QAM. For the construction by using our
proposed optimization method, we used Optuna [32], which
supports TPE, to search for the optimal value of α.

A. Advantages of fSCD over fMCD

First, we compare the optimization objective functions
fR = fMCD and fSCD in (45). For the optimization of the
constellation in this comparison, the numbers of transmit and
receive antennas were set to (M,N) = (1, 1). Accordingly,
Bd = 40, resulting in a total of Bg+Bd = 48 bits transmitted.
Here, in the case of (fC, fR) = (fNMSE, fMCD), we set ϵ of
(20) as 10−4 to ensure that the contributions of each objective
function are balanced, as there is a large difference between
the maximum values of fNMSE and fMCD.

First, Fig. 3 shows the results of the total AMI comparison
of the constellations, which were obtained through each trial
of the proposed algorithm. An upper bound, which was
obtained using the constellations optimized over a sufficient
time by selecting α at equal intervals, is shown in the figure.
As shown in Fig. 3, the results obtained using fSCD were
better than those obtained using fMCD in terms of the total
AMI. Furthermore, the search using fSCD was stable and
demonstrated the effective exploration of α. The reason why
optimization using fMCD was less effective is demonstrated
in the next performance comparison.
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Fig. 4. Optimization progress of noncoherent AMI and NMSE.

In Fig. 4, we compared the progress of optimization in
terms of noncoherent AMI and the NMSE of the estimated
channel matrices. For each constellation, the optimization was
performed using random α values, and the optimization trajec-
tories and convergence points were plotted. For optimization
using fSCD, it can be observed that constellations were ob-
tained on the Pareto front with respect to the trade-off between
noncoherent AMI and NMSE. In contrast, with fMCD, the
optimization either barely progressed or became excessively
biased towards NMSE, resulting in a polarized outcome. Thus,
Pareto-optimal constellations were rarely obtained, making
fMCD unsuitable as an optimization objective function.

B. Comparisons of Chordal Distances

On the basis of the above results, we will now present
the performance of the proposed constellation, which was
obtained through optimization using the proposed objective
function fSCD. Here, we compare the chordal distance of

the proposed constellation with those of the conventional
Grassmann constellations, such as Exp-Map, Cube-Split, and
Mopt-MCD, which maximizes the MCD. The chordal distance
distributions of the proposed constellation and conventional
constellations for (M,Tg, Bg) = (1, 4, 8) are shown in Fig. 5,
where Exp-Map was constructed by combining different bits
such as Bg = 4 + 2 + 2. Although algebraically constructed
constellations such as Exp-Map and Cube-Split had discrete
distributions, the other constellations, which were obtained
through numerical optimization, exhibited continuous dis-
tributions. The proposed constellation, although inferior to
Cube-Split and Mopt-MCD in terms of the minimum chordal
distance, showed similar peaks to Exp-Map, which excels
in channel estimation accuracy, suggesting that optimization
including NMSE had been achieved.

We also evaluated the MCD for each Bg with the number
of time slots fixed at Tg = 4, as shown in Fig. 6. Here,
we compared the constellations obtained through algebraic
constructions: Exp-Map, Cube-Split, and Grass-Lattice. For
Exp-Map and Grass-Lattice, Bg = 6 and 12 are the original
configurations, whereas for Cube-Split, Bg = 8 is the original
configuration; the other constellations were constructed by
combining different bits. Thus, for (M,Tg, Bg) = (1, 4, 8),
Cube-Split achieved good MCD. Grass-Lattice is expected to
perform better with larger values of Tg. As shown in the fig-
ure, the constellations derived through algebraic constructions
varied in MCD performance based on parameters, with the
corresponding performance changed. By contrast, Mopt-MCD,
which maximizes MCD through numerical optimization, con-
sistently achieved optimal performance, suggesting flexibility
across parameters. As a reference, we also plotted the MCD
of the proposed constellation for Bg = 8. It performed bad
in terms of MCD than the others because it was optimized
to maximize the total AMI rather than MCD. To investigate
the advantages of the proposed constellation, we evaluated
how much channel estimation accuracy and total AMI were
improved in the following simulations.

C. Comparisons of NMSE and total AMI

Here, we compare the NMSE of estimated channel matri-
ces and the total AMI of the constellation obtained by the
proposed optimization method with those of the conventional
Grassmann constellations and training method. The parameters
were set to (Tg, Bg) = (4, 8), and comparisons were made for
(M,N) = (1, 1) and (M,N) = (2, 2). In addition to Mopt-
MCD, we also compared a constellation further optimized
using unitary matrices, as described in (28). We refer to this
conventionally optimized constellation [15] as Mopt-NMSE.
For the training method, we set Tp = 4, used QPSK symbols
for the RS, and calculated the total AMI as TdRd. Addition-
ally, in the case of (M,N) = (2, 2), the number of bits for
the coherent codes was Bd = 80, meaning that the proportion
of information contained in the coherent codes became larger
than that of (M,N) = (1, 1).

First, the NMSE comparison results are shown in Fig. 7. The
results indicated that the proposed constellation significantly
reduced NMSE compared with the conventional constellations.
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(a) Exp-Map.
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(b) Cube-Split.
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(c) Mopt-MCD.
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(d) Proposed constellation.

Fig. 5. Distribution of chordal distances with (M,Tg, Bg) = (1, 4, 8).
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Fig. 6. MCD comparison for increasing Bg with (M,Tg) = (1, 4).

Unlike conventional unitary matrix optimization, the proposed
method optimized the subspace itself, achieving a higher
channel estimation accuracy than any of the conventional
constellations. Total AMI requires both channel estimation
accuracy and noncoherent AMI, and we next show the extent
to which this NMSE optimization improves the total AMI.

Next, the total AMI comparison results are shown in
Fig. 8. These results indicated that the proposed constellation
achieved superior performance across all SNRs compared with
the conventional constellations. Although the conventional
constellations failed to achieve improved spectral efficiency
over training methods at middle SNRs, the proposed con-
stellation surpassed the performance of the training method.
Moreover, the proposed constellation achieved performance
equal to or better than the conventional constellations at high
SNRs. In particular, for (M,N) = (2, 2), the improvement
at middle SNRs was substantial. With an increased number
of antennas, the contribution of coherent AMI to the total
AMI increased, which heightened the impact of NMSE and
resulted in a better total AMI than those obtained using the
conventional constellations. Therefore, the proposed method
can be considered an effective approach to improving spectral
efficiency, especially when the proportion of the coherent
codes increases.

Finally, Fig. 9 shows the comparison results of the total
AMI in the Rician channel model Y = H′X + σvV, where
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Fig. 7. NMSE comparison with (Tg, Bg) = (4, 8).

H′ =
√
K/(K + 1) · exp (−2πj · d/λ) +

√
1/(K + 1)H in

the case of 5GHz carrier frequency. Here, we set d = 100m
and λ = 0.06m, and the K-factor of the Rician channel model
is varied from −10 to 30 dB. The parameters were set as
(M,N) = (1, 1) for simplicity, and the constellation obtained
by the proposed method is the one optimized in the Rayleigh
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Fig. 8. Total AMI comparison with (Tg, Bg) = (4, 8).

fading channel model. The comparison was performed with an
SNR of 10 dB. This figure shows that the proposed constella-
tion showed the best performance regardless of the K-factor
of the Rician channel model, whereas the performance of the
other constellations and training method varies with the K-
factor. We confirmed that the same trends were observed for
the parameters of M, N, and SNR. Therefore, our proposed
constellation can be effective for any channel model in general.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we proposed a design method for the Grass-
mann constellation via a numerical optimization, which si-
multaneously optimizes channel estimation accuracy and data
transmission. In the numerical optimization, we derived an
upper bound for the NMSE of estimated channel matrices
and a lower bound for noncoherent AMI, and simultaneously
optimized them by using a Bayesian optimization technique.
The proposed objective functions demonstrate an advantage in
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Fig. 9. Total AMI comparison upon increasing K-factor in Rician channel.

total AMI optimization over conventional functions in terms of
enabling the acquisition of constellations on the Pareto front of
NMSE and noncoherent AMI. The constellation obtained us-
ing the proposed objective function significantly outperforms
conventional Grassmann constellations in terms of channel
estimation accuracy, thereby achieving superior performance
in terms of the total AMI and allowing for improved spectral
efficiency at middle SNRs compared with conventional RS.
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