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Abstract—Semantic communication, when examined through
the lens of joint source-channel coding (JSCC), maps source
messages directly into channel input symbols, where the mea-
sure of success is defined by end-to-end distortion rather than
traditional metrics such as block error rate. Previous studies have
shown significant improvements achieved through deep learning
(DL)-driven JSCC compared to traditional separate source and
channel coding. However, JSCC is impractical in existing com-
munication networks, where application and network providers
are typically different entities connected over general-purpose
TCP/IP links. In this paper, we propose designing the source
and channel mappings separately and sequentially via a novel
multi-level reliability interface. This conceptual interface enables
semi-JSCC at both the learned source and channel mappers
and achieves many of the gains observed in existing DL-based
JSCC work (which would require a fully joint design between the
application and the network), such as lower end-to-end distortion
and graceful degradation of distortion with channel quality. We
believe this work represents an important step towards realizing
semantic communications in wireless networks.

Index Terms—Semantic communications, joint source-channel
coding, wireless networks

I. INTRODUCTION

Semantic communication has received significant interest
in recent years [1]–[5]. The concept originated from Shannon
and Weaver’s seminal work [6], which focuses on accurately
conveying the “meaning” of the source message rather than
precisely reconstructing transmitted bits. The majority of pub-
lished work on semantic communication propose to realize this
concept through joint source-channel coding (JSCC). JSCC in-
tegrates source coding with channel coding, directly mapping
each source message to a channel codeword. This approach
contrasts with traditional communication system design, which
has historically employed separate source and channel coding
steps. Theoretically, it has been shown that JSCC can achieve
lower end-to-end distortion than separate source and channel
coding in the finite blocklength regime [7], which is relevant
to practical communication systems.

To date, the majority of work approaching semantic com-
munications through JSCC typically employs an autoencoder
architecture with an untrainable channel between the encoder
and decoder. The encoder learns a latent representation of the
source that is resilient to channel distortions. This technique
has been successfully applied and evaluated across various
domains such as image [8], video [9], text [10], [11], gen-
erative applications [12], and image classification [13], and
it has demonstrated security against eavesdroppers [14]–[16].
Furthermore, challenging channel conditions, such as multiple

access channels, can be addressed this way using state-of-the-
art deep learning (DL) architectures [17], [18].

While DL-driven JSCC has shown promise, its imple-
mentation faces practical challenges within general-purpose
TCP/IP communication networks. These networks are funda-
mentally designed to accommodate traffic from diverse sources
through a modular architecture, where application and network
providers are typically distinct entities. Under this current
framework, applications often reside in cloud data centers and
communicate with end devices (i.e., application consumers)
over multiple wireline hops, with the final hop being wireless.
This wireless link typically comprises either a mobile cellular
connection between a base station and the device or a WiFi
link between an access point and the device. The application
compresses the source data using a chosen codec, packaging it
into blocks of bits that are then packetized and transmitted over
the network. Conventionally, wireline hops over optical fiber
links are treated as lossless, and the last wireless hop is viewed
as the bottleneck link requiring optimization. The primary
objective is typically to maximize the utilization of the wireless
link, assuming unlimited resources for the wireline links.
Consequently, JSCC focuses on optimizing for the wireless
channel.

Another important challenge of employing JSCC over to-
day’s networks is the impracticality of sending real-time
Channel State Information (CSI), such as signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR), of the wireless channel back to the source. In fact,
base stations or access points, serving as intermediate network
nodes, may not even be aware of the application’s source
address. Directly sending source data to the base station for
JSCC processing is also infeasible. This would necessitate
the base station becoming a destination node for the source,
terminating the TCP/IP connection, and then creating a new
connection to the device with the base station as the source
node. Apart from lacking scalability, this approach requires the
source application to disclose its data to the base station. As a
result, tackling semantic communications involving JSCC over
current communication networks is a challenging problem that
we address in this paper.

In our model, both the application provider and network
provider aim to control the design of their coding schemes
independently, without requiring a synchronized training pro-
cess. Thus, we consider the design of DL-driven source and
channel codecs separated via a novel binary interface. This
binary interface serves to decouple the design of source and
channel codecs using a shared guideline, rather than direct
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Fig. 1. Diagram illustrating how application and network providers can
interoperate by adhering to the proposed binary multilevel reliability interface,
eliminating the need for direct communication or synchronization, and thus
realizing the benefits of JSCC in practice.

communication or joint design, Fig. 1. We term the mapping
from the source to the binary codeword as “source mapping”
and the mapping from the binary codeword to channel input
symbols as “channel mapping”. The source mapper learns to
partition the content based on the reliability of bit locations,
assigning less information to unreliable bit locations and more
to reliable ones. On the other hand, the channel mapper learns
to adjust the channel distribution to match that for which the
source mapper is trained.

In our setup, to conform to the binary interface, the source
mapper is trained independently for a channel comprising
multiple noisy bit pipes, each with a distinct bit-flipping
probability, referred to as the “multi-level bit error rate (BER)
medium” henceforth. This modeling acts as an implicit, logical
medium for conveying the relative importance of each bit to
the channel mapper. This effectively trains the source mapper
to function as a binary JSCC without real-time information
about the wireless channel. Our proposed approach can be
readily implemented in communication networks by packe-
tizing the source bits corresponding to each reliability level,
with the header indicating the level index. The BER values
corresponding to the different levels can be standardized or
communicated by the source to the network before the start
of the session. After training the source mapper and demapper,
we freeze them and proceed to train the channel mapper
and demapper. This training utilizes the distortion observed
from the source demapper over a wireless channel to map
the source codeword to channel input symbols and vice versa.
To illustrate the concept, we focus on additive white Gaussian
noise (AWGN) channels in this paper. By updating the weights
of the channel mapper and demapper using the application
distortion measure, the channel mapper learns to align the
AWGN channel distribution with the multi-level reliability
medium for which the source mapper is trained.

The current setup bears similarity with two types of existing
work: communication over relay channels and unequal error
protection (UEP). Existing research on semantic communica-
tion over relay channels has been investigated over multiple
wireless links, e.g., [19], [20], to leverage spatial diversity for
enhanced resource allocation. However, in these approaches,
the mapping from source bits to channel symbols still occurs at
the source, raising practical concerns. UEP has been employed
as part of JSCC for video transmission, as seen in [21],

[22]. However, these methods are typically tailored to specific
video codecs, and their performance is constrained by the
protocol’s flexibility. Some recent work also considers the
problem of digital semantic communication, as evidenced by
[23]; however, none fully satisfy the requirements outlined in
this paper regarding applicability to current communication
networks.

To summarize, the primary contributions of this paper are:
1) We introduce a multi-level BER interface as an abstrac-

tion of the underlying channel, enabling the source to
learn a binary JSCC that adheres to a wide range of
channel conditions. The proposed multi-level BER inter-
face also acts as an abstraction of the source indicating
multiple levels of importance.

2) As a beneficiary of the proposed scheme, we devise
a two-step training process: The source mapper and
demapper undergo training over the multi-level BER
medium. Then, the channel mapper and demapper are
trained by querying the source demapper. The proposed
scheme, which we call Split DeepJSCC, achieves lower
end-to-end distortion and exhibits graceful degradation
of distortion with varying channel quality.

Our proposed scheme differs from source coding with suc-
cessive refinement or multi-level source coding found in the
literature (e.g., [24]–[28]) as it involves joint source-channel
coding at two distinct locations in the network, without the
need for a joint design. One location directly accesses the
source data, while the other accesses the channel.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider the problem of wireless image transmission
over an AWGN channel,1 where the source and channel are
separated by a binary interface, as depicted in Fig. 1. Both
the application provider and network provider aim to control
the design of their coding schemes independently, without
requiring a synchronized training process.

Let the image x ∈ {0, ..., 255}H×W×C be encoded by a
source mapper f : {0, ..., 255}H×W×C 7→ {0, 1}M into a
binary format, where H , W , and C represent the image’s
height, width, and color channels, respectively (C = 3 for
RGB images). A channel mapper h : {0, 1}M 7→ CK then
maps the output of the source mapper, denoted as u = f(x),
to K complex channel input symbols z = h(u). We impose
an average transmit power constraint P̄ , such that

1

K

K∑
i=1

|zi|2 ≤ P̄ , (1)

where zi is the i-th element of the vector z. The channel input
symbols z are then transmitted through an AWGN channel
W : CK 7→ CK , such that y = W (z) = z + n, where n ∼
CN(0, σ2IK×K) is an independent and identically distributed
(i.i.d.) complex Gaussian vector.

1Note that this framework is applicable to more general wireless channels,
including fading channels and channels with memory or feedback.



At the receiver, a channel demapper q : CK 7→ {0, 1}M
maps the channel output y to a binary vector v, so that
v = q(y). Finally, a source demapper g : {0, 1}M 7→
{0, ..., 255}H×W×C maps the binary vector v to an estimate
of the source image x̂ = g(v). The key difference between the
proposed setup and the traditional separate source and channel
coding problem lies in our focus on achieving the best possible
reconstruction x̂ for a given number of channel uses K, rather
than optimizing the accuracy of the received bits v and the
reconstruction x̂ separately. In the above problem formulation,
we define the channel SNR as follows,

SNR = 10 log10

(
P̄

σ2

)
dB. (2)

We further define the bandwidth compression ratio (BCR),
denoted by ρ, as

ρ =
K

H ×W × C
· (3)

The quality of the received image is measured by peak
signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR),

PSNR(x, x̂) = 10 log10

(
A2

MSE(x, x̂)

)
dB, (4)

where A is the maximum value taken by each element of x
(255 for an 8-bit RGB pixel), and MSE(x, x̂) = ||x− x̂||22 is
the mean-squared error (MSE) between the original image x
and the reconstruction x̂.

III. PROPOSED SOLUTION

In this paper, we address the problem outlined in Sec.
II via parameterizing the source mapper and demapper and
channel mapper and demapper, using deep neural networks
(DNNs). Specifically, the image x is mapped to a binary
representation u = fθ(x) using a non-linear encoder fθ :
{0, ..., 255}H×W×C 7→ {0, 1}M , where θ denotes the DNN
weights. Similarly, the channel mapper hψ : {0, 1}M 7→
CK maps u to the channel input z, the channel demapper
qϕ : CK 7→ {0, 1}M maps the channel output y to the
binary vector v, and the source demapper gη : {0, 1}M 7→
{0, ..., 255}H×W×C maps v back to the source domain x̂.

The primary challenge in using DNN to parameterize each
of the aforementioned functions is the non-differentiability
of mapping real-valued vectors to binary vectors. To address
this issue, we propose a two-step training process, employing
variational learning techniques in each step to cast the binary
mapping as a generative process. To this end, during the
training process, the source mapper (resp., channel demap-
per) is considered a probabilistic encoder p(u′|x,θ) (resp.,
p(v′|y,ϕ)), with outputs drawn from independent Bernoulli
distributions, where the function fθ(·) (resp., qϕ(y)) indicates
the probability of the corresponding bit being 1. Once trained,
these probabilistic encoders are replaced with their determin-

Fig. 2. Diagram depicting training process of the source mapper and
demapper. The blue boxes are trainable components of the architecture.

istic maximum likelihood versions to become binary encoders
via an element-wise rounding operation, i.e.,

u = argmax
u′

p(u′|x,θ) = ⌊fθ(x)⌉,

v = argmax
v′

p(v′|y,ϕ) = ⌊qϕ(y)⌉.
(5)

A. Training Source Mapper and Demapper

We first train the source mapper fθ and demapper gη with
a multi-level BER medium in between. Utilizing the trained
source codec, images are mapped to binary representations,
and noisy binary representations are mapped to reconstructed
images. We ensure that the binary representation conforms to
the multi-level BER interface by modeling the medium as a
series of N << M parallel binary symmetric channels (BSCs)
with different error probabilities, conveying the expected reli-
ability level for each group of M/N bits to the source mapper.
In other words, let {wi(·, ϵi)}Ni=1 represent N independent
BSCs with error probability ϵi, defined as

wi(u, ϵi) =

{
u⊕ 1, w.p. ϵi,
u, w.p. 1− ϵi,

(6)

where ⊕ denotes the binary (modulo 2) addition operation.2 A
diagram illustrating the training process for the source codec
is shown in Fig. 2.

We now formulate the representation learning of u. With-
out loss of generality and for simplicity, we assume M is
divisible by N . Let w̄(·, ϵ) = [w1(·, ϵ1), . . . , wN (·, ϵN )] and
û = w̄(u, ϵ) be the output of the multi-level BERs medium.
Here, the first M/N bits pass through w1, the second M/N
bits pass through w2, and so forth. The JSCC objective for
training the source mapper is to identify θ∗, such that

θ∗ = argmax
θ

I(x; û|θ).

The function I(·; ·) outputs the mutual information between
two random variables.

2We intentionally use different notation for the deployment channel W (·)
and the medium w̄(·, ϵ) used for training the source codec.



By the definition of the mutual information and since x does
not depend on θ, we have

θ∗ = argmax
θ

H(x)−H(x|û,θ) = argmax
θ

−H(x|û,θ)

= argmax
θ

ExEû∼p(û|x,θ) [log p(x|û,θ)] ,

where p(x|û,θ) is the true posterior – representing the
posterior probability over all possible images x given the
received noisy codeword û and the encoder’s parameter θ.
This posterior represents the best possible decoder. Since the
posterior distribution is intractable to evaluate and use for
optimization, we instead use a variational posterior approxima-
tion parameterized by η as p̃(x|û,θ,η). This approximation
acts as a probabilistic decoder for û, as proposed in, e.g.,
[29], [30]. Thus, maximizing the tractable likelihood leads
to an approximation of the best decoder. Consequently, the
joint process of training the source mapper and demapper is
formulated as,

θ∗,η∗ = argmax
θ,η

ExEû∼p(û|x,θ) [log p̃(x|û,θ,η)] .

Hence, the objective for the training process is,

L = ExEû∼p(û|x,θ) [log p̃(x|û,θ,η)] .

To mitigate the variance of the stochastic approximation
p̃(x|û,θ,η), we adopt the multi-sample technique proposed
in, e.g., [31], [32], wherein we replace the approximation with
its average from J > 1 instances. This modification results in
the following adjusted loss function,

L ≈ ExEû1:J∼p(û1:J |x,θ)

log 1

J

J∑
j=1

p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)

 .

Here, û1:J represent J samples independently drawn from
p(û|x,θ), thus p(û1:J |x,θ) =

∏J
j=1 p(û

j |x,θ). We then
replace the first expectation with an empirical average over
a source dataset D to obtain a Monte Carlo objective, as
LJ = 1

|D|
∑

x∈D LJ(x), where

LJ(x) ≜ Eû1:J∼p(û1:J |x,θ)

log 1

J

J∑
j=1

p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)

 . (7)

Next, we focus on LJ(x) and derive its gradients with
respect to θ and η to optimize the source code’s parameters
using the Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) method. It is
demonstrated in Appendix A that,

∇θLJ(x)=Eû1:J

[
L̂(û1:J)∇θ log p(û1:J |x,θ)

]
(8)

+Eû1:J

 J∑
j=1

cj(û
1:J)∇θ log p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)

 ,

∇ηLJ(x)=Eû1:J [

J∑
j=1

cj(û
1:J)∇η log p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)], (9)

where û1:J ∼ p(û1:J |x,θ). The helper functions cj(û1:J) and
L̂(û1:J) are given below below,

L̂(û1:J) ≜ log
1

J

J∑
j=1

p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η),

cj(û
1:J) ≜

p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)∑J
i=1 p̃(x|ûi,θ,η)

·
(10)

Estimating ∇θLJ(x) in (8) is known to be challenging
in practice, particularly when the latent space is discrete.
This difficulty arises mainly due to the coefficient L̂(û1:J)
appearing in the first summation, because (i) the gradients
for all J samples are multiplied by the same coefficient,
neglecting their individual importance, and (ii) the coefficient
can potentially be unbounded, leading to unstable training. In
[33], it is proposed to replace L̂(û1:J) with L̂(ûj |û−j) in a
variational autoencoder structure to address these issues. The
resulting objective is referred to as the variational inference
for Monte Carlo objectives (VIMCO) estimator, and it will be
employed in our paper,

∇θLJ(x) = Eû1:J

 J∑
j=1

L̂(ûj |û−j)∇θ log p(ûj |x,θ)


+ Eû1:J

 J∑
j=1

cj(û
1:J)∇θ log p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)

 .

The adjustment L̂(ûj |û−j) is a function of û−j , denoting
all samples in û1:J except for ûj , and it is defined as follows,

L̂(ûj |û−j) ≜ L̂(û1:J)

− log
1

J

∑
i ̸=j

p̃(x|ûi,θ,η) +m(x|û−j ,η),

where m(x|û−j ,η) = exp
(

1
J−1

∑
i ̸=j log p̃(x|ûi,θ,η)

)
.

Next, the expectations are replaced with their one-sample
realizations,

∇θLJ(x) ≈
J∑

j=1

L̂(ûj |û−j)∇θ log p(ûj |x,θ)

+

J∑
j=1

cj(û
1:J)∇θ log p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η),

∇ηLJ(x) ≈
J∑

j=1

cj(û
1:J)∇η log p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η),

(11)

where û1:J ∼ p(û1:J |x,θ).
The final step involves modeling log p(ûj |x,θ) and

log p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η). We remind that the probabilistic encoder
p(û|x,θ) is related to the source mapper fθ, where fθ(x)
produces the mean of independent Bernoulli random variables
representing the bits of u, and we employ the sigmoid ac-
tivation function to ensure that fθ(x) falls within the range
[0, 1]M . The distribution p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η) is related to the source
demapper gη , where û represents the noisy version of u.



Fig. 3. Diagram illustrating the training process of channel mapper and
demapper. The green boxes are trainable parts of the architecture.

Lemma 1: The log likelihood log p(û|x,θ) can be formu-
lated as,

log p(û|x,θ)

=

N∑
i=1

iM/N∑
j=(i−1)M/N+1

ûj log(fθ(x)j(1− 2ϵi) + ϵi)

+

N∑
i=1

iM/N∑
j=(i−1)M/N+1

(1− ûj) log((1− ϵi) + fθ(x)j(2ϵi − 1)),

log p̃(x|û,θ,η) ≈ −||x− gη(û)||22.

The proof appears in the Appendix B.
Using Eqns. (11) and Lemma 1, each epoch of training

the source mapper fθ and demapper gη can be described as
follows,

θ := θ +
1

|D|
∑
x∈D
∇θLJ(x),

η := η +
1

|D|
∑
x∈D
∇ηLJ(x).

(12)

B. Training Channel Mapper and Demapper

After training the source mapper fθ and demapper gη , we
freeze their weights and replace the the probabilistic encoder
p(u|x) with the deterministic maximum likelihood (ML) esti-
mator as described in (5). We then proceed to train the channel
mapper and demapper as another variational learning problem,
with an AWGN channel in between. A diagram illustrating this
setup is shown in Fig. 3.

The channel mapper maps the codeword u = ⌊fθ(x)⌉ to 2K
channel input symbols in z = hψ(u), and then consecutive
values are paired to form K complex-valued symbols by
mapping elements of each pair to the real and imaginary parts
of a complex symbol. To ensure that the channel input symbols
meet the average power constraint, we perform normalization
as

zi ←
√

KP̄

zHz
zi, (13)

where zi is the i-th value in z and zH is the Hermitian
transpose of z.

The normalized channel input symbols z are then trans-
mitted across an AWGN channel WTrain, and the received

value y = WTrain(z) is passed to the channel demapper qϕ.
We model the channel demapper using the same stochastic
formulation as for training the source mapper to achieve
a binary representation for the output while mitigating the
non-differentiability issue. That is, we model the conditional
distribution (probabilistic decoder) p(v|y) as

p(v|y) =
M∏
j=1

qϕ(y)
vj
j (1− qϕ(y)j)

1−vj , (14)

where gϕ(y)j denotes the j-th output of qϕ(y), and we use the
sigmoid activation function to ensure that qϕ(y) falls within
the range [0, 1]M .

We note that qϕ(y) resembles a traditional channel decoder,
where the output of the decoding algorithm is typically a
soft decision (a probability) that each bit is either a 0 or
1. However, in contrast to a traditional channel decoder, our
priority is not exact reconstruction of u. Instead, we train
hψ(u

′) and qϕ(y) using the distortion observed at the image
demapper gη so that the channel mapper and demapper learn
to encode the image codeword u based on the application
objective. This allows the channel mapper and demapper to
be semantically aware while being decoupled from the source
mapper and demapper.

We highlight that unlike the multi-level BSC medium, the
AWGN channel is differentiable. Therefore, we directly learn
the representation v at the output of qϕ(y), by treating the
composition qϕ ◦Wσ ◦hψ as a single generative model. More
specifically, the training objective is LJ = 1

|D|
∑

x∈D LJ(x)
for a source dataset D, where

LJ(x)≜Ev1:J∼p(v1:J |⌊fθ(x)⌉,ψ,ϕ)

log 1

J

J∑
j=1

p̃(x|vj ,θ,η)

 .

We use the VIMCO [33] method again to estimate the gradient
of the loss function with respect to ψ and ϕ.

∇ψ,ϕLJ(x)

= ∇ψ,ϕEv1:J∼p(v1:J |⌊fθ(x)⌉,ψ,ϕ)

log 1

J

J∑
j=1

p̃(x|vj ,θ,η)


=

∑
v1:J

∇ψ,ϕp(v
1:J |⌊fθ(x)⌉,ψ,ϕ)[log

1

J

J∑
j=1

p̃(x|vj ,θ,η)]

= Ev1:J

[
L̂(v1:J)∇ψ,ϕ log p(v

1:J |⌊fθ(x)⌉,ψ,ϕ))
]

≈
J∑

j=1

L̂(vj |v−j)∇ψ,ϕ log p(v
j |⌊fθ(x)⌉,ψ,ϕ).

(15)



We have

L̂(v1:J)= log
1

J

J∑
j=1

p̃(x|vj ,θ,η),

L̂(vj |v−j)=L̂(v1:J)

− log
1

J

∑
i̸=j

p̃(x|vi,θ,η) +m(x|v−j ,θ,η),

m(x|v−j ,η)= exp

 1

J − 1

∑
i ̸=j

log p̃(x|vi,θ,η)

 .

We remind from Lemma 1 that

log p̃(x|v,θ,η) ≈ −||x− gη(v)||22.

Lemma 2 quantifies the term p(v|⌊fθ(x)⌉,ψ,ϕ).
Lemma 2: The likelihood p(v|u,ψ,ϕ) can be formulated

as fallows,

p(v|u,ψ,ϕ) =

En

 M∏
j=1

qϕ(hψ(u) + n)
vj
j (1− qϕ(hψ(u) + n)j)

1−vj

 ,

where n ∼ CN(0, σ2
TrainIK×K) is an i.i.d. complex Gaussian

vector with dimension K.
The proof appears in the Appendix C.

This will complete the derivations to update the parameters
of the channel mapper and demapper using the SGD method,

ψ := ψ +
1

|D|
∑
x∈D
∇ψLJ(x),

ϕ := ϕ+
1

|D|
∑
x∈D
∇ϕLJ(x).

(16)

We call the proposed design where the source code and
channel code are trained independently using our introduced
binary interface as Split DeepJSCC.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we provide a comprehensive overview of
the training methodology employed, the selected hyperparam-
eters, the architectures of the DNN models utilized, and the
numerical outcomes obtained.

A. Training details

We utilize the CIFAR10 dataset [34], which comprises
60,000 images sized 32 × 32 × 3. The dataset is partitioned
into training, validation, and evaluation sets in a 0.8 : 0.1 : 0.1
ratio. The DNN architectures for the source mapper fθ,
demapper gη , channel mapper hψ , and demapper qϕ are de-
picted in Fig. 4 and 5, consisting of cascaded layers of residual
blocks and attention blocks. In these architectures, C denotes
the number of output channels for convolutional operations,
such as those within a residual block. The detailed descriptions
of the constituent blocks can be found in CompressAI library
[35] and the relevant publications, e.g., [36]–[38].

As described in Section III, we first train the source mapper
and demapper using a series of parallel BSCs (multi-level BER
medium) to learn a binary JSCC codeword per image. We
consider N = 10 BSCs with ϵ1 = 0.4, ϵN = 0.001, and

ϵi =
ϵ1(

ϵ1
ϵN

)(i−1)/(N−1)
, i = 2, ..., N − 1. (17)

A plot of the BSC error probabilities is depicted in Fig. 6.
The other hyperparameters we used for training are J = 100
for the number of VIMCO samples and M = 10,000 for the
output dimensionality of the source mapper.

While there are various methods for selecting parameters
of the multi-level reliability interface, we chose those in
(17) for the following reasons: For the last reliability level,
corresponding to 1,000 bit locations, we set ϵN = 0.001
to ensure at least one bit error on average, preventing the
source mapper from assuming perfect reliability. Given ϵ1, the
intermediate levels were set to maintain a fixed ratio between
consecutive parameters. This configuration makes the first
reliability level determine the channel’s capacity for training
the source mapper.

In the second stage of training, we freeze weights of the
source mapper and demapper (θ, η), and train the channel
mapper and demapper weights (ψ, ϕ) using the distortion
observed from the source demapper gη . In both stages, we
use the Adam optimizer [39] with an initial learning rate of
10−5, which is scheduled to reduce by a factor of 0.8 if the
validation loss does not improve for 2 consecutive epochs.
We also implement an early stopping policy, terminating each
stage if no improvement in the validation loss is observed after
4 epochs.

B. Numerical results on Split DeepJSCC

We begin by describing the two baselines used for com-
parison in our study. The first baseline corresponds to a
conventional digital scheme, where the source and channel
codes are individually optimized for rate-distortion and block
error rate (BLER) objectives, respectively. In this setup, we
employ BPG, the current state-of-the-art image compression
algorithm, for the source code [40]. For the channel code,
we utilize 5G low density parity check (LDPC) codes [41],
targeting short blocklengths of 512 and 768 bits. The second
baseline is deep joint source-channel coding (DeepJSCC) [8],
which directly maps the source image to channel symbols
without an intermediate bit mapping stage. We remind that
DeepJSCC does not conform to the modularized design of
current communication networks, where the source and chan-
nel are separated by a TCP/IP packet network. However, it
still serves as a reference point to gauge the performance of
our proposed solution relative to a less constrained setting. To
ensure a fair comparison, we use the same architecture for
DeepJSCC as the source mapper and demapper depicted in
Fig. 4, with adjustments made to the number of channels in the
last convolutional layer of the encoder to maintain consistency
in the number of channel uses across all schemes.



Fig. 4. DNN architectures used for source mapper (fθ) and demapper (gη).

Fig. 5. DNN architectures for channel mapper (hψ) and demapper (qϕ). The two arrows that merge into one represent the concatenation operation.
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Fig. 6. The parameters of the multi-level BER medium used for training the
source codec.

Fig. 7 presents the results for ρ = 1/24 and 1/48, cor-
responding to K = 128 and K = 64, respectively. The
proposed Split DeepJSCC, trained with SNRTrain = 20 (dB),
demonstrates superior performance compared to the separate
source and channel coding baseline across all tested SNRs.

This advantage is more pronounced when the bandwidth is
more constrained (i.e., ρ = 1/48), as expected, since the
benefits of JSCC are more significant in this scenario. Ad-
ditionally, we observe a graceful degradation of image quality
with decreasing channel quality, a typical characteristic of
DeepJSCC schemes, despite our separate design of the source
and channel codecs.

Another interesting observation is that Split DeepJSCC,
when trained for higher SNR values, outperforms models
trained for those specific lower SNRs. This is different from
findings in other DeepJSCC works in the literature, such
as [8], where models trained at a particular SNR tend to
outperform those at other SNRs. This phenomenon could be
a consequence of the training of the source codec with the
multi-level BER medium, which generates a codeword with
hierarchical order. Different segments of the binary codeword
are coded at varying rates, contributing to different aspects
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Fig. 7. Comparison between Split DeepJSCC and digital baselines: ρ = 1/24
for the top figure and 1/48 for the bottom figure.

of image fidelity. When trained at high SNR, the channel
mapper learns to allocate resources among all the different
hierarchies in the codeword, resulting in graceful degradation
as SNR decreases. This difference in behavior highlights the
robustness and adaptability of Split DeepJSCC across varying
channel conditions.

To obtain results under ρ = 1/24 and 1/48, there is no need
to train two separate pairs of source mapper and mapper. The
channel mapper and demapper can be independently trained
for each SNR and K, allowing the application layer to design
a source code capable of adapting to a wide range of channel
conditions. In this setup, the network operator has the freedom
to design its channel code independently. The primary role of
the channel mapper and demapper is then to adjust the channel
distribution to closely align with what the source codec has
been trained for. This separation of responsibilities between the
source and channel components enables for greater flexibility
and adaptability in the overall system design.

In Fig. 8, we compare Split DeepJSCC with DeepJSCC [8].
Introducing the constraint for the source codec to be separately
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Fig. 8. Comparison between Split DeepJSCC and DeepJSCC schemes under
ρ = 1/24.

designed from the channel codec while allowing them to be
aware of a shared binary interface, leads to a performance
degradation, as expected. However, our approach brings the
semantic communication closer to reality.

In Fig. 9, we calculate the empirical BER at the output
of the channel demapper (v) relative to the input of the
channel mapper (u). We observe that the channel mapper and
demapper have learned to achieve BER for each subchannel in
a pattern that follows the BERs assigned to those subchannels
in the multi-level interface. This suggests that the channel
mapper and demapper have prioritized bits designed to have
a greater impact on the distortion. The substantial difference
between the empirical BERs in each subchannel and their
training values demonstrates not only the resilience of the
proposed source codec to errors but also the leniency of the
requirement for the network to achieve the expected BER in
each subchannel. In practice, although achieving the expected
subchannel BER is beneficial, a worse BER does not lead to a
significant degradation in performance at the application level.
This characteristic underscores the practicality of Split Deep-
JSCC as a framework for deploying semantic communication
on existing communications infrastructure.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we explored the concept of semantic commu-
nications within the constraints imposed by today’s communi-
cation network infrastructure. Unlike prior work, we consid-
ered the constraint that both the source and network operators
should have the freedom to design their coding schemes
independently. To enable this, we proposed a multi-level BER
binary interface that abstracts the underlying channel, enabling
the source to learn a semi-JSCC codec robust to channel varia-
tions. Once the source code is independently crafted, we train a
pair of channel mapper and demapper to map the source bits to
channel symbols and vice versa, following the interface BER
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Fig. 9. Empirical BER between u and v, for SNRTrain = 20dBand ρ =
1/24, compared to the predefined ϵi from the binary interface.

expectations. This approach not only allows separate design of
the source and channel codes, requiring only the source loss to
train the channel mapper, but also enables the channel code to
be semantically aware, aligning its performance metric with
that of the source. The results from the proposed solution,
which we call Split DeepJSCC, demonstrate its ability to
fulfill the constraints of current communication infrastructure,
making its deployment feasible. Additionally, it achieves many
of the benefits observed in prior work that does not adhere to
the constraints outlined in this paper, including lower end-
to-end distortion and graceful degradation of distortion with
declining channel quality. With this contribution, we take a
significant step towards realizing semantic communications in
modern communication networks.
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APPENDIX

A. Gradient Analysis for loss function in Eqn (7)

The targeted loss function is rewritten below,

LJ(x) ≜ Eû1:J∼p(û1:J |x,θ)

log 1

J

J∑
j=1

p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)


We first identify the gradient of LJ(x) with respect to θ,

∇θLJ(x) = ∇θ
∑
û1:J

p(û1:J |x,θ)

log
1

J

J∑
j=1

p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)


=

∑
û1:J

∇θp(û1:J |x,θ)

log
1

J

J∑
j=1

p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)


+

∑
û1:J

p(û1:J |x,θ)∇θ

log
1

J

J∑
j=1

p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)


=

∑
û1:J

∇θp(û1:J |x,θ)

log
1

J

J∑
j=1

p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)


+

∑
û1:J

p(û1:J |x,θ)
∑J

j=1∇θp̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)∑J
i=1 p̃(x|ûi,θ,η)

.

By means of the helper functions L̂(û1:J) and cj(û
1:J)

defined in Eqn (10), and since ∇θΓ(θ) = Γ(θ)∇θ log Γ(θ)
for any differentiable function Γ, we have

∇θLJ(x) =
∑
û1:J

∇θp(û1:J |x,θ)L̂(û1:J)

+
∑
û1:J

p(û1:J |x,θ)
J∑

j=1

cj(û
1:J) log p(û1:J |x,θ).

Thus,

∇θLJ(x) =
∑
û1:J

p(û1:J |x,θ)∇θ log p(û1:J |x,θ)L̂(û1:J)

+
∑
û1:J

p(û1:J |x,θ)
J∑

j=1

cj(û
1:J)∇θ log p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)

= Eû1:J

[
L̂(û1:J)∇θ log p(û1:J |x,θ)

]
+ Eû1:J

 J∑
j=1

cj(û
1:J)∇θ log p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)

 ,

where û1:J ∼ p(û1:J |x,θ).
The gradient of LJ(x) with respect to η, takes a similar

form. However, since p(û1:J |x,θ) does not have dependencies
on η, the first term vanishes,

∇ηLJ(x) = Eû1:J

 J∑
j=1

cj(û
1:J)∇η log p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η)

 .

https://arxiv.org/abs/1312.6114
https://arxiv.org/abs/1401.4082
https://arxiv.org/abs/1509.00519
https://arxiv.org/abs/1406.2751
https://arxiv.org/abs/1602.06725
https://arxiv.org/abs/1511.06281
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/CVPR42600.2020.00796
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/CVPR42600.2020.00796
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2016.207
https://arxiv.org/abs/1412.6980


B. Proof of Lemma 1
Since the bits in u are independent Bernoulli random

variable, with the means being the outputs of the source
mapper fθ, we have

p(uj = u|x,θ) =

{
fθ(x)j u = 1

1− fθ(x)j u = 0.

Here, fθ(x)j denotes the jth output of fθ(x). Each element
in û is a noisy version of the corresponding element in u. In
fact, p(ûj = uj) = 1 − ϵ⌊(j−1)N/M⌋+1 and p(ûj ̸= uj) =
ϵ⌊(j−1)N/M⌋+1. Therefore,

p(ûj = 1|x,θ) = p(uj = 1|x,θ)(1− ϵ⌊(j−1)N/M⌋+1)

+ p(uj = 0|x,θ)ϵ⌊(j−1)N/M⌋+1

= fθ(x)j(1− ϵ⌊(j−1)N/M⌋+1)

+ (1− fθ(x)j)ϵ⌊(j−1)N/M⌋+1

and p(ûj = 0|x,θ) = 1 − p(ûj = 1|x,θ). Since ûj is a
Bernoulli random variable,

p(ûj |x,θ) = p(ûj = 1|x,θ)ûj (1− p(ûj = 1|x,θ))1−ûj .

Further, by design, p(û|x,θ) =
∏M

j=1 p(ûj |x,θ). Thus,

p(û|x,θ) =
N∏
i=1

iM/N∏
j=(i−1)M/N+1

(fθ(x)j(1− ϵi) + (1− fθ(x)j)ϵi)
ûj

((1− fθ(x)j)(1− ϵi) + fθ(x)jϵi)
1−ûj

=

N∏
i=1

iM/N∏
j=(i−1)M/N+1

(fθ(x)j(1− 2ϵi) + ϵi)
ûj

((1− ϵi) + fθ(x)j(2ϵi − 1))
1−ûj .

Finally,

log p(û|x,θ)

=

N∑
i=1

iM/N∑
j=(i−1)M/N+1

ûj log(fθ(x)j(1− 2ϵi) + ϵi)

+

N∑
i=1

iM/N∑
j=(i−1)M/N+1

(1− ûj) log((1− ϵi) + fθ(x)j(2ϵi − 1))

(18)

As for log p̃(x|ûj ,θ,η), we assume the pixels in x take
a fully factorized Gaussian distribution. Thus, maximizing the
Gaussian likelihood (to approximate the best decoder) turns to
minimizing the MSE between the the decoder’s reconstruction
and the real image, i.e.,

log p̃(x|û,θ,η) ≈ −||x− gη(û)||22. (19)

C. Proof of Lemma 2

The decoded codeword corresponds to M independent
Bernoulli random variables with the parameters corresponding
to the output nodes of the channel demapper. Thus, j-th
bit of the decoded codeword is vj = 1, with probability
qϕ(hψ(u) + n)j , and vj = 0 otherwise, j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}.
Then, by considering the independence of these M random
variables, the lemma is concluded.
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