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MIND: Maximum Mutual Information Based
Neural Decoder

Andrea M. Tonello and Nunzio A. Letizia

Abstract—We are assisting at a growing interest in the devel-
opment of learning architectures with application to digital com-
munication systems. Herein, we consider the detection/decoding
problem. We aim at developing an optimal neural architecture
for such a task. The definition of the optimal criterion is a
fundamental step. We propose to use the mutual information
(MI) of the channel input-output signal pair, which yields to the
minimization of the a-posteriori information of the transmitted
codeword given the communication channel output observation.
The computation of the a-posteriori information is a formidable
task, and for the majority of channels it is unknown. Therefore,
it has to be learned. For such an objective, we propose a novel
neural estimator based on a discriminative formulation. This
leads to the derivation of the mutual information neural decoder
(MIND). The developed neural architecture is capable not only
to solve the decoding problem in unknown channels, but also
to return an estimate of the average MI achieved with the
coding scheme, as well as the decoding error probability. Several
numerical results are reported and compared with maximum
a-posteriori and maximum likelihood decoding strategies.

Index Terms—Channel decoding, statistical learning, mutual
information, MAP, machine learning, neural networks.

I. INTRODUCTION

In digital communication systems, data detection and de-
coding are fundamental tasks implemented at the receiver. The
maximum a-posteriori (MAP) decoding approach is the opti-
mal one to minimize the symbol or sequence error probability
[1], [2]. If the channel model is known, the MAP decoder can
be realized according to known algorithms, e.g., BCJR algo-
rithm [2]. For instance, for a linear time invariant channel (LTI)
with additive Gaussian noise, the decoder comprises a first
stage where the channel impulse response is estimated. Then,
a max-log-MAP sequence estimator algorithm is implemented.
The decoding metric is essentially related to the Euclidean
distance between the received and hypothesized transmitted
message filtered by the channel impulse response [1]. The task
becomes more intriguing for channels that cannot be easily
modeled or that are even unknown and for which only data
samples are available. In such a case, a learning strategy turns
out to be an attractive solution and it can be enabled by recent
advances in machine learning for communications [3]–[5].

In this paper, we derive a neural architecture for optimal
decoding in an unknown channel. We propose to exploit the
mutual information (MI) of the input-output channel pair as
decoding metric. The computation of the MI is a formidable
task and it is unknown in many instances. Therefore, the
MI has to be learned, which can be done in principle with
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neural architectures [6]–[10]. However, they are not directly
deployable since in the problem at hand the decoder has a
more specific task: it has to learn and minimize the a-posteriori
information − log2 (pX|Y (x|y)) of the transmitted codeword
x given the observed/received signal vector y. The direct
estimation of the a-posteriori information becomes then the
objective. Such an estimation is possible by directly learning
the conditional probability density function (pdf) pX|Y (x|y)
with a new estimator that exploits a discriminative model
referred to as mutual information neural decoder (MIND).
MIND allows not only to perform the decoding task, but also
to return an estimate of the channel achievable rate and of the
decoding error probability.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II presents
the decoding approach principle. Section III describes the
core idea about MIND. Section IV discusses two practical
neural architectures. Section V explains how MIND can be
exploited to estimate both the achievable rate and the decoding
error probability. Numerical results for different scenarios are
reported in Section VI. Finally, the conclusions are drawn.

II. MUTUAL INFORMATION DECODING PRINCIPLE

The considered communication system comprises an en-
coder, a channel, and a decoder. The encoder maps a message
of k bits into one of the M = 2k encoded messages of n (not
necessarily binary) symbols. The uncoded message is denoted
with the vector b, while the coded message with the vector
x belonging to the set Ax. Thus, the code rate is R = k/n
bits per channel use. The channel conveys the coded message
to the receiver. Without loss of generality, we can write that
the received message is y = H(x,h,n), where the channel
transfer function H implicitly models the channel internal state
h including stochastic variables, e.g. noise, n. For instance, for
an LTI with additive noise, we obtain y = h ∗ x + n, where
∗ denotes convolution.

The aim of the decoder is to retrieve the transmitted
message so that to minimize the decoding error, or equivalently
to maximize the received information for each transmitted
message. Indeed, if we consider the mutual information of the
pair (y,x), with joint pdf pXY (x,y), and marginals pX(x)
and pY (y), this can be written as

i(y;x) = i(x)− i(x|y) (1)

where i(x) = − log2 pX(x) is the information of the trans-
mitted message and i(x|y) is the a-posteriori information
(residual uncertainty observing y) [11]. It follows that for
each transmitted message, the mutual information is maxi-
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mized when the a-posteriori information is minimized. The
a-posteriori information is given by

i(x|y) = − log2 pX|Y (x|y) = − log2

pXY (x,y)

pY (y)
(2)

so that the decoding criterion becomes
x̂ = arg min

x∈Ax

i(x|y) = arg max
x∈Ax

log2 pX|Y (x|y) (3)

which corresponds to the log-MAP decoding principle [1], [2].
To compute the a-posteriori information, we need to know

the a-posteriori probability pX|Y (x|y). If the channel transfer
function can be modeled, the decoder is realized according to
known approaches. In fact, the a-posteriori probability is ex-
plicitly calculated as pX|Y (x|y) = pY |X(y|x)pX(x)/pY (y),
i.e., from the conditional channel pdf, the coded message a-
priori probability and the channel output pdf. However, for
unknown channels and sources, we have to resort to a learning
strategy as explained in the following.

III. DISCRIMINATIVE FORMULATION OF MIND
In the following, we show that it is possible to design a

parametric discriminator whose output leads to the estimation
of the a-posteriori information. The optimal discriminator is
found by maximizing an appropriately defined value function.
Before describing the proposed solution, it should be noted
that generative adversarial networks (GANs) [12] deploy a
discriminator D implemented by a neural network. It is used to
distinguish if a sample is an original one coming from real data
or a fake one generated by the generator G. The adversarial
training pushes the discriminator output D(a) towards the
optimum value [12] D∗(a) = pdata(a)/(pdata(a) + pgen(a)),
where pdata(a) is the real data pdf and pgen(a) is the pdf
of the data generated by G. The output of the optimal
discriminator D∗(a) can be used to estimate the pdf ratio
pgen(a)/pdata(a) = (1−D∗(a))/D∗(a).

Now, the idea is to design a discriminator that estimates the
probability density ratio pXY (x,y)/pY (y) and consequently
the a-posteriori information as shown in (2). The following
Lemma provides an a-posteriori information estimator that
exploits a discriminator trained to maximize a certain value
function. At the equilibrium, a transformation of the discrim-
inator output yields the searched density ratio.

Lemma 1. Let x ∼ pX(x) and y ∼ pY (y) be the chan-
nel input and output vectors, respectively. Let H(·) be the
channel transfer function, in general stochastic, such that
y = H(x,h,n), with h and n being internal state and noise
variables, respectively. Let the discriminator D(x,y) be a
scalar function of (x,y). If JMIND(D) is the value function
defined as

JMIND(D) = E(x,y)∼pU (x)pY (y)

[
|Tx| log

(
D
(
x,y

))]
+ E(x,y)∼pXY (x,y)

[
log

(
1−D

(
x,y

))]
, (4)

where pU (x) = 1/|Tx| describes a multivariate uniform
distribution over the support Tx of pX(x) having Lebesgue
measure |Tx|, then the optimal discriminator output is

D∗(x,y) = argmax
D
JMIND(D) =

pY (y)

pY (y) + pXY (x,y)
, (5)

and the a-posteriori information is computed as

i(x|y) = − log2

(
1−D∗(x,y)

D∗(x,y)

)
. (6)

Proof. From the hypothesis of the Lemma, the value function
can be rewritten as

JMIND(D) =

∫
Tx

∫
Ty

[
|Tx|pU (x)pY (y) log

(
D(x,y)

)
+ pXY (x,y) log

(
1−D(x,y)

)]
dx dy (7)

where Ty is the support of pY (y). To maximize JMIND(D),
a necessary and sufficient condition requires to take the
derivative of the integrand with respect to D and equating
it to 0, yielding the following equation in D

|Tx|pU (x)pY (y)

D(x,y)
− pXY (x,y)

1−D(x,y)
= 0. (8)

The solution of the above equation yields the optimum dis-
criminator D∗(x,y) since: pU (x) = 1

|Tx| and JMIND(D∗) is
a maximum being the second derivative w.r.t. D a non-positive
function.

Finally, at the equilibrium,

pX|Y (x|y) =
pXY (x,y)

pY (y)
=

1−D∗(x,y)

D∗(x,y)
, (9)

therefore the thesis follows.

IV. PARAMETRIC (NEURAL NETWORK) IMPLEMENTATION

The practical implementation of MIND is realized through
a neural network-based learning approach. That is, the dis-
criminator D(x,y) with input (x,y) is parameterized by a
neural network. In a first phase, training of the discriminator
is performed via optimization of (4). Training consists of trans-
mitting repeatedly all coded messages such that at equilibrium
the a-posteriori information i(x|y) is estimated. Then, in the
testing phase, decoding can take place for each received new
message y by minimizing the a-posteriori information. While
the testing phase can be of moderate complexity depending
on the neural network dimension, the training phase is more
complex since no assumption on the channel and source
statistics is made. In the following, we propose two different
architectures and implementations of Lemma 1.

A. Unsupervised Approach
The value function in (4), as it stands, requires the dis-

criminator to be a scalar parameterized function which takes
as input both the transmitted and received vector of samples
(x,y). The resulting architecture is presented in Fig.1. Such
formulation is general and can be applied to any coding
scheme. In fact, to learn the parameters of D, it is sufficient
during training to alternate the input joint samples (x,y) with
marginal samples (u,y), where u are realizations of a mul-
tivariate uniform distribution with independent components,
defined over the support Tx of pX(x). Then, during the testing
phase, decoding is accomplished by finding x that minimizes
(6), for all possible coded messages x. This method can be
thought as an unsupervised learning approach since no known
labels are exploited in the loss function for the training process.
Hence, the objective is to implicitly estimate the density ratio
in (5). Since in practical cases, the coded message x has
discrete alphabet, another architecture is proposed below.
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Fig. 1: Unsupervised discriminator architecture and relative value
function. Input is fed with paired samples from the joint distribution
while the output consists of a single probability ratio value.

B. Supervised Approach
It is possible to deploy a discriminator architecture that

receives as input only the channel output y. Indeed, if
the channel input has discrete nature, e.g., x belongs to
the alphabet Ax = {x1,x2, . . . ,xM} with pdf pX(x) =∑

xi∈Ax
PX(xi)δ(x− xi), then also the multivariate uniform

pdf in Lemma 1 reads as pU (x) =
∑

xi∈Ax
PU (xi)δ(x− xi),

with PU (xi) = 1/M . Thus, the value function in (4), or its
Lebesgue integral expression in (7), can be decomposed as a
sum of independent elements for every input codeword xi, for
i ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, as follows

JMIND(D) =

M∑
i=1

Ji(D), (10)

where

Ji(D) = Ey∼pY (y)

[
log

(
D
(
xi,y

))]
(11)

+ PX(xi)Ey∼pY |X(y|xi)

[
log

(
1−D

(
xi,y

))]
.

Writing (11) with Lebesgue integrals and following the proof
of Lemma 1, it is simple to verify that the discriminator which
maximizes (10) has to maximize all terms Ji(D), and this
happens for

D∗(xi,y) =
pY (y)

pY (y) + PX(xi)pY |X(y|xi)
=

1

1 + PX|Y (xi|y)
,

(12)
where PX|Y (xi|y) is the probability mass function of X|Y .
Now, it is more convenient from an implementation perspec-
tive to define an M -dimensional discriminator vector
D̄(y) := [D(x1,y), . . . , D(xM ,y)] = [D1, . . . , DM ]. (13)

In fact, the expectations in (11) can be rewritten as

JMIND(D) = Ey∼pY (y)

[
log
(
D̄(y)

)
· 1̄T

M

]
(14)

+
∑

xi∈Ax

PX(xi)Ey∼pY |X(y|xi)

[
log
(
1− D̄(y)

)
· 1̄M (xi)

T

]
,

where 1̄M = [1, 1, . . . , 1] is a vector of M unitary elements
and 1̄M (xi) is the one-hot code of x defined as

1̄M (xi) := [0, . . . , 0, 1︸︷︷︸
i-th position

, 0, . . . , 0]. (15)

Finally, the supervised architecture (see Fig.2) value function
assumes the following vector form

JMIND(D) = Ey∼pY (y)

[
log
(
D̄(y)

)
· 1̄T

M

]
(16)

+ Ex∼pX(x)Ey∼pY |X(y|x)

[
log
(
1− D̄(y)

)
· 1̄M (x)T

]
.

Fig. 2: Supervised discriminator architecture and relative value
function. Input is fed with the received channel samples while the
output consists of multiple probability ratio values.

The new expression (16) possesses the label information in the
scalar product with the one-hot positional code and therefore
can be treated as a supervised learning problem.

By comparing the M discriminator outputs D∗i = D∗(xi,y)
in (12), the final decoding stage implements

x̂i = arg max
i∈{1,...M}

log2

1−D∗i
D∗i

= arg min
xi∈Ax

i(xi|y), (17)

thus, MIND aims at finding the codeword xi which minimizes
the residual uncertainty i(xi|y) after the observation of y.

V. ESTIMATION OF ACHIEVED INFORMATION RATE AND
DECODING ERROR PROBABILITY

Dealing with an unknown channel, a relevant question is
the estimation of the information rate achieved with the used
coding scheme. MIND can be exploited for such a goal. In
fact, the normalized average mutual information (in bits per
channel use) is given by [11]

In(X;Y ) =
1

n
(H(X)−H(X|Y )) (18)

whose computation requires the entropy of the source H(X)
and the conditional entropy H(X|Y ):

H(X) = Ex∼pX (x)[i(x)] = −
∑

xi∈Ax

PX(xi) log2 PX(xi) (19)

H(X|Y ) = −Ey∼pY (y)

[ ∑
xi∈Ax

PX|Y (xi|y) log2 PX|Y (xi|y)
]
.

(20)
The discriminator in MIND, for a given coding scheme, returns
an estimate of the a-posteriori probability mass function values
PX|Y (xi|y) = (1−Di)/Di ∀i = {1, . . . ,M}, therefore (20)
can be directly computed. About (19), it is worth mentioning
that the source distribution can be obtained using Monte Carlo
integration from the a-posteriori probability obtained with
MIND by averaging over N realizations yj of Y as follows

PX(xi)
N→∞
=

1

N

N∑
j=1

PX|Y (xi|yj). (21)

Similarly,

H(X|Y )
N→∞
= − 1

N

N∑
j=1

∑
xi∈Ax

PX|Y (xi|yj) log2 PX|Y (xi|yj).

(22)
MIND can also be used to estimate the decoding error

probability Pe. Indeed,

Pe = 1− P [x = x̂] = 1− Ey∼pY (y)[PX|Y (x = x̂|y)], (23)
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a) b)

Fig. 3: a) Symbol error rate for a 4-PAM modulation with non-
uniform source distribution over an AWGN channel. Comparison
among the optimal MAP decoder, MaxL decoder, MIND decoder and
the estimated probability of error provided by MIND. b) Estimated
source and conditional entropy (top) and estimated average mutual
information (bottom) using MIND.

a) b)

Fig. 4: a) Symbol error rate for a 4-PAM modulation with uniform
source distribution over a non-linear channel affected by additive
Gaussian noise. Comparison among MaxL decoder with no CSI,
MaxL decoder with perfect CSI, MIND decoder and the estimated
probability of error. b) Estimated source and conditional entropy (top)
and estimated average mutual information (bottom) using MIND.

where the probability PX|Y (x = x̂|y) comes from the deci-
sion criterion maxxi

PX|Y (xi|y) which is the instantaneous
probability of correct decoding. Hence,

Pe
N→∞

= 1− 1

N

N∑
j=1

max
xi∈Ax

PX|Y (xi|yj). (24)

In the next section, we compare MIND to other well-known
decoding criteria in scenarios for which an analytic solution
is available. Furthermore, thanks to the network ability to
estimate the a-posteriori probability, the average input-output
mutual information is also reported.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

The assessment of the proposed decoding approach is done
by considering the following three representative scenarios: a)
Uncoded transmission of symbols that are produced by a non-
uniform source over an additive Gaussian noise channel; b)
Uncoded transmission in a non-linear channel with additive
Gaussian noise; c) Short block coded transmission in an
additive Middleton noise channel.

Details about the architecture and hyper parameters of the
neural networks are reported in the GitHub repository [13].

A. Non-uniform Source

To show the ability of the decoder to learn and exploit
data dependence at the source, we firstly consider 4-PAM
transmission with symbols xi ∈ {−3,−1, 1, 3} and mass
function given by a non-uniform source p(x) = [(1 −
P )/2, P/2, (1 − P )/2, P/2], with P = 0.05. It should be
noted that data dependence at the source can be either created
with a coding stage from a source that emits i.i.d. symbols,
or intrinsically by the source of data traffic having certain
statistics, as in this case. In Fig. 3a the symbol error rate is
shown. MIND is compared with the optimal MAP decoder
that knows the a-priori distribution of the transmitted data
symbols pX(x) and with the maximum likelihood (MaxL)
decoder that only knows the Gaussian nature of the channel
and assumes a source with uniform distribution. Moreover, the

estimated Pe is also shown. In Fig. 3b, the source entropy,
the conditional entropy and the average achieved mutual
information, as estimated by MIND, are reported and com-
pared with the ground truth numerically obtained. It is worth
noticing that the average mutual information increases with
the SNR, or alternatively, the residual uncertainty introduced
by the channel decreases. In addition, the estimated source
entropy tends to stabilize around its real value given by
−P log2(P/2)− (1− P ) log2((1− P )/2).

B. Non-linear Channel

As a second example, we consider 4-PAM uncoded trans-
mission with uniform source distribution over a non-linear
channel with additive Gaussian noise. The objective of this
experiment is to show the ability of MIND to discover such
a channel non-linearity. In particular, the channel introduces a
non-linearity (for instance because of the presence of non-
linear amplifiers) modeled as yk = sign(xk)

√
|xk| + nk,

where k denotes the k-th time instant. Fig.4a demonstrates
how the MIND decoder manages to implicitly learn the non-
linear channel model during the training phase and effectively
use such information during decoding. A comparison with
the MaxL decoder with and without perfect channel state
information (CSI) knowledge is also conducted. Results show
that MIND exhibits performance close to optimality. Fig. 4b
illustrates both the behaviour of the entropies and the average
mutual information as function of the SNR.

C. Additive Non-gaussian Noise Channel

Lastly, and perhaps as most interesting example, we con-
sider a short block coded transmission over an additive non-
gaussian channel. The aim is to assess the ability of MIND
to learn and exploit the presence of non-gaussian noise. In
particular, we suppose that the noise follows a truncated
Middleton distribution [14], also called Bernoulli-Gaussian
noise model, so that at any given time instant k it is obtained
as nk = (1 − εk)n1,k + εkn2,k where n1,k ∼ N (0, σ2

b ) is a
zero-mean Gaussian random variable with variance σ2

b and
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a) b) c)

Fig. 5: Bit error rate and mutual information of a short block coded transmission in an additive Middleton noise channel: a) Repetition code;
b) Hamming code; c) Convolutional code.

n2,k ∼ N (0, Bσ2
b ) is also a zero-mean Gaussian random

variable but with variance B times larger. Instead, εk is a
Bernoulli random variable with probability of success P .
The pdf of the noise samples is then given by pN (nk) =
(1 − P )N (0, σ2

b ) + PN (0, Bσ2
b ). Assuming that the noise

model is known and that BPSK symbols are transmitted,
two decoding strategies can be devised. The first, denoted
with MaxL Middleton, uses maximum likelihood decoding
with the known conditional pdf p(y|x) = pN (y − x). The
second strategy is a genie decoder that knows the outcome
of the Bernoulli event for every time instance. That is, it
knows whether a received sample is hit by Gaussian noise
with variance σ2

b or Bσ2
b . A third decoding strategy is offered

by MIND that learns the channel statistics. We distinguish
among three different types of codes: a) a binary repetition
code with length 5; b) a (7, 4) Hamming code; c) a rate 1/2
convolutional code with memory 2 and block-length 18. For
each of them, the bit error rate (BER) obtained with the genie,
the MaxL Middleton and the MIND decoders is reported. The
parameter B was set to 5 in all the experiments involving
Middleton noise, wherein we also set P = 0.05. Fig.5 shows
the gain provided by the neural-based decoder scheme over the
classical maximum likelihood one that exploits the Middleton
distribution. With MIND, the BER performance gets closer to
the genie decoder. Fig.5 also reports an estimate of the average
mutual information provided by MIND.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, MIND, a neural decoder that uses the mutual
information as decoding criterion, has been proposed. Two
specific architectures have been described and they are capable
of learning the a-posteriori information i(x|y) of the codeword
x given the channel output observation y in unknown chan-
nels. Additionally, MIND allows the estimation of the achieved
information rate with the used coding scheme as well as the
decoding error probability. Several numerical results obtained
in illustrative channels show that MIND can achieve the
performance of the genie MAP decoder that perfectly knows
the channel model and source distribution. It outperforms

the conventional MaxL decoder that assumes the presence of
Gaussian noise.

REFERENCES

[1] J. Proakis, “Digital communications,” 4th ed. New York, NY: McGraw-
Hill, Inc., 2001.

[2] L. Bahl, J. Cocke, F. Jelinek, and J. Raviv, “Optimal decoding of linear
codes for minimizing symbol error rate (corresp.),” IEEE Transactions
on Information Theory, vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 284–287, 1974.

[3] T. O’Shea and J. Hoydis, “An introduction to deep learning for the
physical layer,” IEEE Transactions on Cognitive Communications and
Networking, vol. 3, no. 4, pp. 563–575, Dec 2017.

[4] E. Nachmani, E. Marciano, L. Lugosch, W. J. Gross, D. Burshtein,
and Y. Beery, “Deep learning methods for improved decoding of linear
codes,” IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing, vol. 12,
no. 1, pp. 119–131, Feb 2018.

[5] S. Dorner, S. Cammerer, J. Hoydis, and S. t. Brink, “Deep learning
based communication over the air,” IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in
Signal Processing, vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 132–143, Feb 2018.

[6] M. I. Belghazi, A. Baratin, S. Rajeshwar, S. Ozair, Y. Bengio,
A. Courville, and D. Hjelm, “Mutual information neural estimation,” in
Proceedings of the 35th International Conference on Machine Learning,
ser. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, vol. 80. Stock-
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