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Abstract—Different from data-oriented communication sys-
tems that primarily focus on how to accurately transmit every
bit of data, task-oriented semantic communication systems only
transmit the specific semantic information required by down-
stream tasks, strive to minimize the communication overhead
and maintain competitive tasks execution performance in the
presence of channel noise. However, it is worth noting that in
many scenarios, the transmitted semantic information needs to
be dynamically modified according to the users’ preferences in
a conversational and interactive way, which few existing works
take into consideration. In this paper, we propose a novel cross-
modal editable semantic communication system, named Editable-
DeepSC, to tackle this challenge. By utilizing inversion methods
based on StyleGAN priors, Editable-DeepSC takes cross-modal
text-image pairs as the inputs and transmits the edited informa-
tion of images based on textual instructions. Extensive numerical
results demonstrate that our proposed Editable-DeepSC can
achieve remarkable editing effects and transmission efficiency
under the perturbations of channel noise, outperforming existing
data-oriented communication methods.

I. INTRODUCTION

Shannon and Weaver [1], [2] first proposed the mathematical
formulation of a general communication system and divided
the goals of communication into three levels, i.e., transmission
of the symbols, transmission of the semantic information
behind the symbols, and effects of the semantic information
transmission. In the past decades, most of the traditional
communication systems were designed for the first level of
goals, namely to reduce bit error rate (BER) or symbol error
rate (SER) as much as possible. In traditional communications,
well-known source coding methods (e.g., JPEG [3], Huff-
man [4]) efficiently collaborate with commonly used channel
coding methods (e.g., RS [5], LDPC [6]) and have obtained
excellent data recovery effects through noisy channels.

Recently, with the rapid development of deep learning
techniques, Deep Neural Networks (DNN) are increasingly
applied in communication systems. By adopting an end-to-end
training scheme, DNN integrate multiple physical layers and
overcome many inherent drawbacks in conventional commu-
nication systems. Bourtsoulatze et al. [7] proposed Deep Joint
Source-Channel Coding (DeepJSCC), which does not suffer
from the cliff effect and exhibits a graceful performance decline
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curve as the channel SNR varies while the traditional methods
behave in the opposite way. All these communication methods
mentioned above, whether implementing DNN or not, can be
classified as data-oriented communication methods [3]–[8].
Data-oriented communications aim to completely recover the
transmitted data at the receiver side, regardless of the users’
usage about the data. But obviously, different downstream
tasks require different types of semantic information from the
original data, which should be encoded and transmitted with
different importance. Reconstructing every part of the original
data equally will undoubtedly waste the limited bandwidth.

Contrary to data-oriented communications, semantic com-
munications are often task-oriented, only transferring the
semantic information suitable for downstream tasks. As a
result, task-oriented communications can exploit much more
of the scarce bandwidth to transmit task-related information,
thus realizing better tasks execution effects. Xie et al. [9],
[10] contributed several profound semantic communication
works, concerning single-modal text translation tasks, multi-
modal Visual Question Answering (VQA) tasks, etc. Weng
et al. [11] explored the semantic communication problems
from the perspective of speech tasks. These task-oriented
communication methods dived down into different modalities
or practical scenarios, achieving superior tasks execution per-
formance compared with data-oriented methods.

However, few existing methods take into consideration that
the transmitted semantic information needs to be dynamically
adjusted according to the users’ requirements in many sce-
narios. For example, in many famous social platforms (e.g.,
Facebook, Instagram), before transmitting their own photos
to the remote servers, users often wish to flexibly edit the
original multimedia data according to their personal needs,
such as adding smile to a face or altering the transparency of
eyeglasses. Furthermore, such personal requirements can be
fulfilled by providing dialogues to enable a more conversa-
tional and interactive experience. Handling the semantic com-
munication problems under these widely applicable scenarios
is surely of great significance.

Therefore, we propose a novel cross-modal editable seman-
tic communication system, i.e., Editable-DeepSC, to fill this
gap. As shown in Figure 1, Editable-DeepSC leverages Gen-
erative Adversarial Networks (GAN) inversion methods [12]–
[15] to encode the input images into the latent space based
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Figure 1: The overall architecture of our proposed Editable-
DeepSC. Our model mainly consists of the cross-modal codecs
and the Semantic Editing Module.

on StyleGAN [16] priors. Meanwhile, the textual instructions
are also encoded to guide the editing process. Since the
image semantic information has been fully disentangled in the
StyleGAN latent space, fine-grained editings can be realized
through directly modifying the latent codes via the Semantic
Editing Module, even under extreme channel conditions.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider a cross-modal text-driven image editing sce-
nario, which is illustrated in Figure 1. The input image SI is
first transformed into a latent representation, i.e.,

EI = SEI(SI ;α), (1)

where SEI(·;α) denotes the Image Semantic Encoder with
the parameters α.

Similarly, the corresponding instructive sentence ST is also
encoded by the Text Semantic Encoder SET (·;β) with the
parameters β:

ET = SET (ST ;β). (2)

To acquire the edited latent code EI′ , the multi-modal
embeddings EI and ET are then sent into the Semantic Editing
Module M(·, ·; γ) with the parameters γ:

EI′ = M(EI , ET ; γ). (3)

The edited semantic information EI′ (also denoted as X)
is then transmitted through the physical channels. We enforce
an average transmission power constraint on X:

1

k
· ||X||22 ≤ P, (4)

where k is the length of X and P is the power constraint.
Following the previous work [7] in this research field, the

Channel Bandwidth Ratio (CBR) can be defined as:

ρ =
k

H ×W × C
, (5)

where H , W , and C represent the image’s height, width, and
color channels. Smaller ρ indicates better compression.

The transmitted signals are usually corrupted by the channel
noise. Consequently, only the disrupted forms of the edited
semantic information can be detected at the receiver side, i.e.,

Y = h ∗X +N, (6)

where Y (also denoted as ÊI′ ) represents the received edited
semantic information, h denotes the channel coefficients, and
N denotes the Gaussian noise, whose elements are indepen-
dent of each other and have the same mean and variance.

Finally, ÊI′ can be mapped back to the vision domain so
as to get the edited image anticipated by the sender, i.e.,

ŜI′ = SDI(ÊI′ ; θ), (7)

where SDI(·; θ) indicates the Image Semantic Decoder with
the parameters θ. Note that only the edited images are ul-
timately required, and thus the Text Semantic Decoder is
unnecessary in our model.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Implementation Details of the Model

Our model mainly consists of the cross-modal codecs and
the Semantic Editing Module. EI and ET are sent to the
Semantic Editing Module, which will iteratively update EI

until the predicted degree output by the pre-trained attribute
predictor matches with the expected degree.

1) Image Semantic Encoder & Decoder: We leverage the
GAN inversion methods based on StyleGAN priors to design
SEI(·;α). To be specific, given an input image SI , a random
vector z is first initialized in the StyleGAN latent space. The
random vector z is then fed into the pre-trained StyleGAN
Generator G so as to generate an initial image Ig = G(z).
The distortion J(z) between SI and Ig is calculated as:

J(z) = λinv ·MSE(SI , Ig) + LPIPS(SI , Ig). (8)

The distortion J(z) is measured from both the pixel level and
the perceptual level, balanced by the hyper-parameter λinv . In
this paper, we adopt the MSE loss for the pixel level distortion
and the LPIPS loss [17] for the perceptual level distortion. To
obtain the latent code that perfectly suits the original image,
we can minimize J(z) and update z by iteratively performing
the gradient descent until convergence:

zt+1 = zt − η∇ztJ(zt). (9)

As for the Image Semantic Decoder, i.e., SDI(·; θ), we send
ÊI′ to the StyleGAN Generator to recover the edited image.

2) Text Semantic Encoder: We utilize the Long Short-Term
Memory (LSTM) [18] network to encode the textual instruc-
tions. The original texts are tokenized into words or subwords
according to the dictionary before being sent to the LSTM
network. The ultimate text encodings will contain the semantic
information needed for editing, e.g., the attribute of interest,
the direction of editing, and the degree of modification.
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Figure 2: The working procedure of the Semantic Editing Module in our proposed Editable-DeepSC. The expected degree of
the attribute, e.g., the length of the bangs, will be computed according to the given encodings EI and ET . We model the
Semantic Field Function to exert minor modifications on EI . By comparing whether the predicted attribute matches with the
target attribute after each refinement on EI , fine-grained editings can ultimately be realized.

3) Semantic Editing Module: Figure 2 depicts how the
Semantic Editing Module comes into effect. The expected
degree of the attribute, e.g., the length of the bangs, will first
be computed according to the given encodings EI and ET by
the Target Attribute Computation unit. We also utilize fully
connected networks to model the Semantic Field Function,
which can exert minor modifications on EI and obtain z′.
Since we leverage the inversion methods to extract vision
features as shown in (9), the semantic information in the
StyleGAN latent space can be sufficiently disentangled, which
means that fine-grained editings on the attribute of interest
can be realized by iteratively shifting the latent code, without
influencing other unrelated attributes. As shown in Figure 2,
the Semantic Field Function takes EI , ET , and z′ as the
inputs [EI , ET , z

′] to decide how to move z′ at this round of
iteration. After each round of movement, z′ is delivered to the
StyleGAN Generator G to reconstruct an intermediate image,
which will be further sent to the pre-trained attribute predictor
P in [19] to check whether the anticipated requirement is
satisfied. The predicted degree of the intermediate image
calculated by P will be compared with the expected degree.
Once they match with each other, the iteration will stop and
the Output Determination unit will treat z′ as the output EI′ .
Otherwise, the latent code will continue to iteratively make
small movements until the target is reached or the maximum
number of iterations is exceeded.

B. Training Strategy
The attributes of the image for editing, e.g., bangs, eye-

glasses, smiling, are quantified as [a1, a2, ..., ai, ..., am], where
the value of ai (1 ≤ i ≤ m) indicates the degree of each
attribute. To train the Semantic Field Function for the i-th
attribute, we set the target degree of the i-th attribute to be
(ai + 1) so that the model can learn how to perform fine-
grained editings on each attribute. The predictor loss Lpred

can be calculated by adopting the cross-entropy loss:

Lpred = −
m∑
i=1

u∑
j=0

bij · log(pij), (10)

where bij ∈ {0, 1} is the one-hot representation of the
expected attribute degrees, pij is the output of the pre-trained
attribute predictor P on the edited image, and u is the
maximum value of ai.

We also leverage the identity preservation loss Lid to
better keep the original facial identity. We use ready-made
facial recognition model to extract the features. The extracted
features for facial recognition should be as similar as possible:

Lid = ||F (Ia)− F (Ib)||1, (11)

where Ia, Ib are the images after and before the editing, and
F (·) is the pre-trained face recognition model [20].

The discriminator loss Ldisc is also adopted to ensure the
fidelity on the generated images:

Ldisc = −D(Ia), (12)

where D(·) is the output of the discriminator. Finally, the total
loss can be calculated as:

L = λpred · Lpred + λid · Lid + λdisc · Ldisc, (13)

where λpred, λid, and λdisc are the weight factors. We utilize
the total loss L to train the Semantic Editing Module M(·, ·; γ)
through the noisy channels.

C. Evaluation Metrics

To fairly evaluate the editing performance, we utilize several
quantitative metrics, namely SSIM [21], LPIPS [17], and FID
[22]. Higher SSIM values indicate better structural similarity
between the edited images and the original images. Smaller
LPIPS and FID values represent better perceptual preservation.
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Figure 3: Quantitative comparison of different methods on cross-modal language-driven editing tasks. Note that ↑ indicates
that the higher the better and ↓ indicates that the lower the better.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

We conduct the following experiments on CelebA-Dialog
dataset [19], a famous visual-language facial editing dataset.
We test the performance of our proposed Editable-DeepSC
on cross-modal language-driven editing tasks. We compare
Editable-DeepSC with classical data-oriented communication
methods. The data-oriented approaches will respectively en-
code, transmit and recover the images and the corresponding
textual instructions, after which the images and the texts will
be encoded again and sent to the Semantic Editing Module to
acquire the edited images at the receiver side.

To evaluate the performance of data-oriented methods on
cross-modal language-driven editing tasks, we adopt the fol-
lowing transmission schemes:

• DeepJSCC (text error-free). DeepJSCC [7] is utilized
for image transfer. As for the text, we assume that the
transfer is error-free, which means that the reconstructed
sentences are identical to the original ones.

• JPEG-LDPC (text error-free). JPEG [3] is utilized for
image source coding and LDPC [6] is utilized for image
channel coding. Text transfer is assumed to be error-free.

• DeepJSCC-Huffman-RS. DeepJSCC [7] is utilized for
image transfer, Huffman [4] is utilized for text source
coding, and RS [5] is utilized for text channel coding.

• JPEG-LDPC-Huffman-RS. JPEG [3] is utilized for im-
age source coding, LDPC [6] is utilized for image channel
coding, Huffman [4] is utilized for text source coding, and
RS [5] is utilized for text channel coding.

The quantitative performance of different approaches on
cross-modal language-driven editing tasks is presented in Fig-
ure 3. We can conclude that Editable-DeepSC achieves better
SSIM performance than data-oriented methods at almost all
the circumstances of SNR, only worse than the approach
DeepJSCC (text error-free) under the noise levels of −6
dB, −3 dB, and 0 dB. However, the method DeepJSCC (text
error-free) is simulated based on the assumptions that the
text transmission is error-free, which rarely happens in the
communications via noisy channels. As for the FID and LPIPS
performance, Editable-DeepSC behaves better than all the
data-oriented methods mentioned above under all the tested

Table I: Compression effectiveness of different communication
methods for image transmission, measured by CBR.

Method CBR (↓)

DeepJSCC 0.083333
JPEG-LDPC 0.048709

Editable-DeepSC 0.010417

cases of SNR. These results demonstrate that Editable-DeepSC
can achieve remarkable editing effects in terms of fidelity
and quality, outperforming data-oriented methods. Besides,
we observe that the performance of JPEG-LDPC (text error-
free) and JPEG-LDPC-Huffman-RS decreases rapidly when
the SNR is below 6 dB, which is consistent with the fact that
traditional communications suffer greatly from the cliff effect.

Figure 4 illustrates the qualitative comparison between
different communication approaches at the noise level of 6
dB. DeepJSCC-Huffman-RS and JPEG-LDPC-Huffman-
RS are unable to perform the anticipated editings because
the instructive sentences have been severely damaged during
the transmission process. Although DeepJSCC (text error-
free) and JPEG-LDPC (text error-free) manage to change
the smiles, their effects are not as vivid and natural as those
achieved with Editable-DeepSC.

Table I shows the compression effectiveness of different
image transmission methods from the perspective of CBR
defined in (5). Editable-DeepSC only utilizes around 12.5%
of DeepJSCC method’s CBR and around 21.4% of JPEG-
LDPC method’s CBR, yet it still achieves extraordinary edit-
ing effects and outperforms data-oriented methods. Editable-
DeepSC not only performs satisfying editings, but can also
considerably save the transmission bandwidth.

In summary, Editable-DeepSC can achieve more realistic
and satisfying editing effects than data-oriented methods
while significantly saving the communication overhead. This
is because data-oriented methods encode the original texts
and images at the sender side, transmit them via the noisy
channels, recover them at the receiver side, and encode them
again so as to perform the pragmatic tasks at the receiver
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side, which will increase the data processing procedures and
consequently result in information loss. The theory behind this
is the well-known Data Processing Inequality1 in information
theory, which means that the semantic mutual information will
decrease during the data processing procedures.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose Editable-DeepSC, a novel cross-
modal editable semantic communication approach, to tackle
the communication challenge under dynamic editing scenarios
in a conversational and interactive way. We leverage the GAN
inversion methods based on StyleGAN priors to extract the
image features in a disentangled way. We further introduce
the Semantic Editing Module to perform fine-grained editings
by iteratively updating the latent codes under the guidance
of textual instructions. Extensive simulation results prove that
Editable-DeepSC can achieve superior performance compared
to data-oriented methods in terms of editing effects and
transmission efficiency.
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