arXiv:2401.16569v1 [cs.LG] 29 Jan 2024

Autoencoder-Based Domain Learning for Semantic Communication with Conceptual Spaces

Dylan Wheeler, Balasubramaniam Natarajan Kansas State University Manhattan, Kansas, USA Emails: dylan84@ksu.edu, bala@ksu.edu

This work has been submitted to the IEEE for possible publication. Copyright may be transferred without notice, after which this version may no longer be accessible.

Abstract—Communication with the goal of accurately conveying meaning, rather than accurately transmitting symbols, has become an area of growing interest. This paradigm, termed semantic communication, typically leverages modern developments in artificial intelligence and machine learning to improve the efficiency and robustness of communication systems. However, a standard model for capturing and quantifying the details of “meaning” is lacking, with many leading approaches to semantic communication adopting a black-box framework with little understanding of what exactly the model is learning. One solution is to utilize the conceptual spaces framework, which models meaning explicitly in a geometric manner. Though prior work studying semantic communication with conceptual spaces has shown promising results, these previous attempts involve hand-crafting a conceptual space model, severely limiting the scalability and practicality of the approach. In this work, we develop a framework for learning a domain of a conceptual space model using only the raw data with high-level property labels. In experiments using the MNIST and CelebA datasets, we show that the domains learned using the framework maintain semantic similarity relations and possess interpretable dimensions.

Index Terms—semantic communication, machine learning, conceptual spaces, autoencoder

I. INTRODUCTION

When we pause to take a look at the global state of connectivity and communication, we find ourselves in the midst of an ever-growing tidal wave of flowing information. As stated in the first page of the Ericsson Mobility Report [1]: “As global mobile network data traffic continues to grow, with a compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of around 25 percent projected through 2028, smart network modernization becomes imperative.” While this statement makes clear the challenges looming before us, it also hints at the common sentiment that the use of artificial intelligence (AI) and machine learning (ML) is a clear path forward toward addressing these challenges. These technologies have even begun to make their way into the mobile network standardization process [2].

This sentiment has led to an explosion of interest in the notion of semantic communication. This paradigm shift leverages increased intelligence at various points in the communication chain to improve efficiency and performance. This is accomplished by focusing on the goal of accurately conveying meaning, rather than focusing solely on the goal of accurately transmitting symbols, as was initially suggested by Shannon and Weaver [3]. For example, consider a speaker telling a listener, “I drove a car down the road.” In contrast, the speaker could have said “I operated an automobile in such a way that it traversed along the path specifically designated for such a purpose.” These two statements are essentially identical from a semantic view, though the first uses fewer words and is thus more efficient from a technical standpoint.^1

While the intuitive benefits of optimizing for semantic communication are readily seen, realizing these benefits from an engineering standpoint has proven to be a challenge. A plethora of different approaches have been put forth in the literature in recent years, with each having their own strengths and weaknesses [4]–[6]. This stark diversity of ideas stems from a general lack of agreement on how to answer the question: how do we technically define and work with the concept of meaning? To address this difficult topic, in our previous works [7], [8], we have proposed the use of conceptual spaces (CSs), which are geometric-based models that can be used to organize and quantify meaning, originally put forth by cognitive scientist Peter Gärdenfors [9], [10]. Semantic communication with conceptual spaces (SCCS) can be both efficient and robust, while modeling meaning at an abstract level independent of the modality of communication.

One of the primary challenges of the proposed SCCS approach is obtaining the CS model. In our prior works, these models were hand-crafted using domain knowledge, after which a ML model used supervised learning to determine how to map raw data to the CS. This approach has two major drawbacks. First, the hand-crafted design of the CS is not scalable and depends on the knowledge of the designer. Second, ground-truth CS coordinate labels are required to train the semantic encoder, and obtaining this data can be difficult and costly. To address these shortcomings, in this work we propose a method of learning the domains of a CS in a partially supervised manner using a modified neural architecture based on the concept of an autoencoder. This approach removes the hand-crafted aspect and automates the CS design, requiring only high-level property labels for training, rather than finegrained CS coordinate labels.

A. Related Work

A multitude of ideas on how to approach the challenge of semantic communication have emerged over the last few

1Note that though this example uses speech/text, this notion is modalityindependent; similar semantically-equivalent-but-technically-distinct examples can be thought of for image-based communication, for instance.

years. Some take an information-theoretic approach and seek to extend Shannon’s original work in a similar manner [11]. Others aim to capture meaning by way of knowledge graphs, which can then be used to facilitate semantic communication [12]. However, the most popular approach by far has been to integrate deep learning (DL) technologies into the communication system, which can then learn semantic representations and effective communication strategies [13]. Although these early approaches have demonstrated success in improving communication in one way or another, they also have some shortcomings. DL-based systems lack interpretability, both in the operation of the components and the characteristics of the semantic representations. Moreover, there is no consensus on a framework for explicitly modeling and working with meaning, often leading to modality-specific systems and metrics [14]. A common framework that is generally applicable across modalities and applications is required if we are to realize the practical benefits of semantic communication.

We advocate for such a framework in our previous studies [7], [8], where we introduce the use of the CS model for semantic communication. SCCS offers an interpretable, modality-independent method for modeling meaning in which semantic elements can be compared and differences in meaning can be quantified. In [7], we briefly introduce the framework and carry out some preliminary experiments, demonstrating the potential of the approach. In [8], we lay a solid theoretical foundation for SCCS and derive some upper bounds on the probability of a semantic error under the SCCS framework. We perform extensive experiments and compare our approach to the common DL-based end-to-end learning approach, demonstrating improved performance. As previously mentioned, however, both of these works involve hand-crafting the CS model, which is a major drawback with regards to ease of implementation and scalability.

Closely related to the problem of learning a CS model is the problem of feature learning or representation learning, where the goal is to extract meaningful patterns from data, usually in a lower-dimensional space. Some approaches to this problem include probabilistic models, manifold learning, and autoencoders [15]. As a simple example, the well-known principal component analysis (PCA) technique can be viewed as a particular example of all three of these methods [15]. However, these approaches are not directly applicable to the problem CS learning, as the learned dimensions often times lack interpretability and can be intractable.

B. Contributions

To address the limitations outlined above, in this work we introduce an autoencoder-based technique for conceptual space (CS) learning. The key idea is to utilize semantic regularization based on the geometric structure of the learned representations and the semantic similarity derived from that structure to engender the key properties of a conceptual space in the learned space. Here, we focus on learning a single domain of a conceptual space and plan to build on this approach in future work. In short, our contributions include:

• A novel approach to learning a domain of a CS model based on the autoencoder architecture. The modified architecture includes a maximum-similarity property classifier module to add semantic regularization.

• An iterative algorithm to learn the semantic properties and the model mapping raw data to the semantic domain.

• Experimental results using the MNIST and CelebA datasets to demonstrate that the proposed framework learns semantically consistent property regions and interpretable quality dimensions.

II. PROBLEM DEFINITION In this work we focus on the problem of learning a single domain of a CS model, which we refer to as domain learning. To formally define the problem, we first provide general definitions of CS components initially presented in [8].

Definition 1 (Quality Dimension). A quality dimension is a set of scalar values quantifying some quality of an idea or object. Denoted by Q, specific values along a quality dimension are denoted by q, such that q ∈ Q.

Definition 2 (Domain). A domain D is a set that is constructed from the Cartesian product of integral quality dimensions, i.e.,

D = ×^Nn=1 Qn. A point within a domain is specified by a

column vector of quality values q = ( q_1 q_2 · · · q_N )_′ . Definition 3 (Property). A property P of a single domain D is defined as a convex subset of that domain, i.e., P ⊂ D where, for λ ∈ [0, 1] and any p_1, p_2 ∈ P, λp_1 + (1 − λ)p_2 ∈ P.

Quality dimensions are the building blocks of CS models. Integral quality dimensions form a domain, where two qualities are said to be integral if a value on one dimension cannot be assigned to an object without giving it a value on the other, e.g., hue and brightness of color [9]. Properties are then defined as regions within a domain, where the convexity requirement ensures that if two points represent a given property, all points in between also represent that property.

As a geometric entity, it is natural to think of a semantic distance or distortion metric on a domain. Here we consider a particular case of the general semantic distortion presented in [8] with only a single domain.

Definition 4 (Semantic Distortion). Semantic distortion is a function δ mapping two points in the domain D to the nonnegative real line, i.e., δ : D × D → R_+ .

Moreover, we define the notion of semantic similarity, which acts on the semantic distortion to yield a measure of similarity between two points in the CS. In [9], it is suggested that a Gaussian function could be used to transform semantic distance to similarity; we adopt this function here.

Definition 5 (Semantic Similarity). Semantic similarity maps semantic distortion to the interval (0,1], with 0 representing total dissimilarity and 1 representing identity. Formally, we have σ : R_+ → (0, 1] such that, σ(d_{ij} ) = e^{−cd2ij} , (1)

Fig. 1: Semantic similarity vs. semantic distortion.

where d_{ij} is the distortion between two points q_i and q_j and c is a tunable parameter.

We see that the similarity is 1 when d_{ij} is 0 and approaches 0 as d_{ij} approaches infinity. Similarity will remain approximately 1 for small distortion values, begin to quickly decrease as distortion continues to increase, and eventually become approximately 0 for large distortion values. The parameter c can be used to “shrink” or “stretch” this function, such that the similarity function is more or less sensitive to small changes in distortion, as shown in Figure 1.

At the outset, we assume that we are given a dataset with two components. First, the dataset contains samples of the raw data to be communicated, i.e., the input to the semantic encoder in a typical semantic communication setup. Second, it contains semantic property labels for each data sample. Note that these labels contain no information about the property regions as defined in Definition 3, and only specify which property the data possesses. Further, in this work we assume that the quality dimensions to be learned are continuous intervals that lie in Euclidean space such that Q ⊂ R and D ⊂ R^N where N is the number of dimensions in the domain. As such, we take the semantic distortion function to be the Euclidean distance function, i.e.,

δ(q_i, q_j ) = ‖q_i − q_j ‖_2 = N∑ n=1 ( q^{(n)}_i − q^{(n)}_j

)_2 . (2)

Given these data and assumptions, our objective is to employ ML to learn a CS domain describing the semantics of the data. Thus, the quality dimensions will be characterized by the dimensions that the network learns to map the data to. To validate the quality dimensions of the CS domain, we require them to be interpretable. Furthermore, we require that semantically similar properties be located closer in the space than semantically dissimilar properties. Instead of learning the property regions themselves, we can take these regions to be the corresponding Voronoi regions formed using the semantic distortion function and a set of P property prototypes P = {p_i}^P_{i=1}, where p ∈ D [8], [9]. Thus, specifying the property regions is equivalent to specifying the coordinates of each prototype point in the domain, and all we need to learn are these prototype points. To summarize, we have three requirements for the result of the domain learning process: R1. A model mapping data to interpretable dimensions.

Fig. 2: Architecture of the domain learning network.

R2. A set of distinct points defining the property regions. R3. Semantically consistent similarities between properties.

III. PROPOSED APPROACH

To address these challenges, we propose an autoencoderbased approach as shown in Figure 2. The architecture contains three primary modules: the encoder, the decoder, and the classifier. The encoder and decoder modules are the same as in a traditional autoencoder. The central innovation is the addition of the property classifier module, which provides a kind of semantic regularization to the network while learning. The details of each module are outlined below.

A. Encoder Module

The encoder takes the input and reduces the dimensionality to produce an output vector q, which is a lower-dimensional representation of the input data x. This module consists of traditional neural network layers, which can vary depending on the input data type. For example, the encoder can comprise many dense layers for typical vector-shaped input data, or convolution layers for three-dimensional image data. At the output of the encoder, a dense layer with no activation is included to reduce the features to the domain dimensionality.

B. Decoder Module

The task of the decoder module is to reconstruct the input data using the output of the encoder module. In the domain learning task, the decoder module is responsible for ensuring that similar data samples are mapped closer together within the CS domain. The intuition is that if two inputs x, x^′ are similar, the decoder will require similar representations q, q^′ in order to recover the original inputs x and x^′. Structurally, the decoder module is built to mirror the encoder module, with layers that expand the dimensions reduced by layers of the encoder. To measure the quality of the reconstructed output x̂, we define the reconstruction loss term ℓ_r as the mean squared difference between the input and reconstructed data,

ℓ_r(x, x̂) = 1 M M∑ m=1 (x_m − x̂_m)^2. (3)

Fig. 3: Architecture of the encoder and decoder used in the experiments.

C. Classifier Module

The classifier module is the key element of the domain learning architecture. This module takes as inputs the encoded representation q and a list of prototypes {p_j }^J_{j=1} that describe the prototypical properties within the domain. First, the semantic distortion between q and each prototype is computed, yielding a J × 1 vector d of distortion values. The semantic similarity is then computed for each of the distortion values, the result of which is another J ×1 vector s. Finally, a softmax operation is performed on s to get a classification vector ĉ, which is passed to the loss function. Note that the classifier module does not contain any trainable layers.

The classifier module acts as a maximum-similarity decoder mapping a given domain representation to the property within the domain for which it is the most similar. As the properties basically encode the difference in meanings between the input data samples, this module ensures that the encoded representations are separated in the space according to their different meanings. Furthermore, unlike a basic classifier network, the output classification is entirely dependent on the similarity between the property prototypes and the domain representation. This ensures that notions of semantic distortion and semantic similarity are well-represented within the learned domain.

There are two loss terms associated with the classifier module. First, the classification loss seeks to train the network to produce classification vectors ĉ which are close to the true c representing the correct properties, which are one-hot encoded vectors. Categorical cross-entropy is used for this loss term,

ℓ_c(c, ĉ) = − J∑ j=1 c_j log(ĉ_j ). (4)

Second, we need to ensure that the distances between representations in the space are reasonable, i.e., the similarities take on meaningful values. For example, in Figure 1, for the c = 1 curve, any distortions greater than approximately 2.25 will yield a similarity of essentially zero. Thus, we include a distortion-regularization term which penalizes large distortions between an encoded representation and the prototypes of the properties to which it does not belong. This ensures that the space does not “blow up” and that the regions remain relatively close together. We achieve this with the function

ℓ_d(d) = 1 J − 1 ∑ j≠j^∗ 1 k_1 d^{k2}_j , (5) where j^∗ denotes the index of the true property, and k_1 and k_2 are hyperparameters that can be used to adjust the range of distortion values that are penalized.

D. Putting it Together: Domain Learning Algorithm Combining equations (3)-(5), the loss function used to train the domain learning architecture is defined as

L(x, x̂, c, ĉ, d) = αℓ_r(x, x̂) + βℓ_c(c, ĉ) + λℓ_d(d) (6)

where α, β and λ are hyperparameters that can be tuned to balance the terms of the loss function. This loss is used with backpropagation to tune the parameters of the encoder and decoder while learning the domain. However, recall that computing d requires the set of prototypes {p_j }^J_{j=1}, which are one of the aspects of the domain which we are trying to learn and do not have a priori knowledge of at the start. Therefore, we propose an iterative algorithm to learn both the dimensions of the domain and the property prototypes in a joint manner; this algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Domain Learning Require: α, β, λ, μ, M, B, J, {p_j }^J_{j=1} = 0 1: for each epoch i in {1, 2, . . . , E} do 2: for each batch m in M random batches do 3: if i is 1 then 4: L ←^1_B ∑_B b=1 αℓ_r(x_b, x̂_b) + λℓ_d(d_b) 5: else 6: L ←^1_B ∑_B b=1 αℓ_r(x_b, x̂_b) + βℓ_c(c_b, ĉ_b) + λℓ_d(d_b) 7: end if 8: Perform batch update with backpropagation 9: end for 10: Encode MB random samples to obtain {q} 11: for each property j in {1,2,. . . ,J} do 12: q_j ← mean({q : q possesses property j}) 13: p^{(i)}_j ← q_j if i = 1, else μp^{(i−1)}_j + (1 − μ)q_j 14: end for 15: end for 16: return Encoder, decoder and prototypes {p_j }^J_{j=1}

First, the number of batches M and batch size B used for training on each step of the algorithm is set. Then the encoder and decoder are trained for one step with the parameter β set to 0; this is equivalent to training a vanilla autoencoder on MB samples of the input data with some distortion regularization. For this first step, prototypes are set to the zero vector 0 to

(a) Basic classifier network. (b) Basic autoencoder network. (c) Proposed domain learning approach.

Fig. 4: The learned representations of the validation samples of the MNIST dataset for (a) a basic classifier (b) a basic autoencoder and (c) the proposed domain learning framework.

keep the autoencoder-learned features centered at the origin. To initialize the prototype points, M batches are then passed through the encoder to obtain MB encoded representations. The representations that correspond to property j are then averaged to obtain the initial prototype point for that property. With the initial properties set, the network is then trained over another M batches using the full loss function, after which the prototypes are updated in the same manner that they were initialized, with the one difference that a parameter μ ∈ [0, 1] is used to “mix” the old prototypes with the new ones. This process repeats for a fixed number of epochs, denoted by E.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS We use image data in our experiments, as images contain semantics that are easy to identify and interpret and have wellestablished architectures for encoding and decoding, such as convolutional neural networks (CNNs). Note that the proposed approach is not exclusive to images, and other modalities can be used with an appropriate model architecture.

The architecture of the encoder and decoder is shown in Figure 3. The encoder uses four convolutional layers, each followed by batch normalization and relu activation. The first convolutional layer has F filters, a kernel size of 7 × 7 and a stride of 2, halving the input dimensions. The second layer has F filters with a 5 × 5 kernel and stride of one. The third and fourth layers both use 2F filters with 3 × 3 kernels, while the third layer uses a stride length of 2. The resulting tensor is reshaped to a single vector, which is then passed through a dense layer with no activation to obtain the encoded domain representation. The decoder is a mirror image of the encoder, using transposed convolutional layers to “undo” the convolutional layers of the input. Experiments are performed using Tensorflow, and the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.0002 is used to train the networks. For each experiment, the batch size B is set to 32, the number of batches M used to train each epoch is 250, and the number of epochs is 75.

A. Experiment 1: MNIST

We use the MNIST dataset as a starting point. The MNIST dataset contains 70,000 28x28x1 black-and-white images of handwritten digits from 0-9, split into 60,000 training images and 10,000 test images [16]. Thus, we have H = 28, W = 28, and C = 1. As the MNIST dataset is relatively simple, we choose F = 16 for encoder/decoder filter parameter. For the loss function hyperparameters, we choose α = 5, β = 1 and λ = 1 so that the three loss terms take on a similar range of values during training. The prototype mixing parameter is chosen to be μ = 0.75 to encourage smooth updates. For the scaling parameters in equation 5, we use k_1 = 50 and k_2 = 5.

We set the dimension of the encoded representations to N = 2. In addition to the domain learning model, we also train a basic classifier (encoder only, with a single dense classifier head layer) and a basic autoencoder (encoder and decoder only). Figure 4 shows the learned feature spaces for the three approaches. In Figure 4a, we see that the classifier learns to map the different digits to distinct regions, but the semantic similarity is not captured, e.g., 4 and 9 are very similar, but their regions are separated by 6 which is not similar to either. For the autoencoder features shown in Figure 4b, the similarity is captured, but the properties are not distinct, e.g., 4, 7, and 9 are all mapped to approximately the same region of the space. In Figure 4c, we see that similar properties are indeed mapped closer to each other (e.g., 4 and 9, and 3 and 5) and that each property has a distinct region within the space.

These results show that the proposed approach is able to satisfy R2 and R3. However, the axes are not very interpretable. This is due to the nature of the input data; what numerically quantifiable quality makes a 4 similar to a 9 but different than a 3? What is “in between” a 4 and a 6? In order to learn continuous dimensions about which the semantics of the data vary, the data must share such a continuous quality.

B. Experiment 2: CelebA

Next, we utilize the CelebA dataset for domain learning. The dataset contains approximately 200,000 color images of celebrity faces [17], which we resize to 112x112x3. The labels contain 40 binary attribute annotations, such as male/female or “has blonde hair”/“does not have blonde hair”. We select two attributes to form our property labels, namely, male/female and smiling/not smiling, due to the attributes being evenly represented (in contrast to “has gray hair”, which has far more negative samples than positive). In this experiment, we increase the filter parameter to F = 32, set α = 1, β = 2, λ = 1, and μ = 0.75, while k_1 and k_2 are the same.

Figure 5 shows the learned features of the “face” domain, where we again choose N = 2. We see that as in the case

Fig. 5: The learned representations of the validation samples of the CelebA dataset, and decoded representations at the edge of the domain. The domain encodes smiling/not smiling primarily along the x-axis and female/male primarily along the y-axis.

of MNIST, the model learns property regions that are both distinct and accurately characterize the semantic similarity between properties. For example, the center of the “female, not smiling” property region is closer to the centers of the “male, not smiling” and “female, smiling” regions than that of the “male, smiling” region. This again demonstrates how the proposed framework satisfies R2 and R3.

Further, the learned dimensions of the domain are indeed interpretable, satisfying R1. It holds that moving from left to right on the x-axis corresponds to decreasing the amount of smiling, regardless of male or female. Similarly, moving from the bottom up on the y-axis corresponds to transitioning from female to male faces, regardless of whether the face is smiling. This is seen on the border of Figure 5, which shows decoded representations at the extreme points on edge of the domain. These images are generated directly from the selected domain coordinates, i.e., no real images were used to create them. This illustrates a powerful feature of the proposed autoencoderbased framework, namely, that the decoder module can be used to interpret the learned dimensions.

Finally, note that the encoded representations require far less bits as opposed to the raw images themselves. As only two floating-point values are used to encode the semantics of the images, only 2 × 32 = 64 bits are required to convey the relevant meaning, rather than the 112×112×3×8 = 301, 056 bits (before compression) required to transmit the raw image. This corresponds to a rate reduction of over 99%, illustrating the gains that are possible using semantic communication.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose a method for learning a domain of a CS model, to reduce the reliance of SCCS on handcrafted semantic models. The proposed framework is based on the autoencoder architecture, with an added property classifier module to provide semantic regularization during training. We set out to show that the proposed method learns distinct property regions that preserve semantic similarity relations, and that the learned dimensions of the domain are interpretable. Experimental results confirmed that the framework is indeed capable of meeting these requirements of CS learning.

There are multiple directions of future research that can build off of this work. First, the most obvious step forward involves expanding to the learning of a complete CS model with multiple domains. Second, only linear dimensions and Euclidean semantic distortion were considered here, while CS models can be more general. How to handle general dimensions and distances is an interesting challenge. Finally, the framework is generally not limited to images, which were chosen for their ease of interpretability. It would be interesting to see how the framework behaves given other modalities to learn on, such as text and audio.

REFERENCES

[1] Ericsson, “Ericsson Mobility Report,” Jun. 2023, Available:

https://www.ericsson.com/en/mobility-report. (visited on 11/07/2023). [2] X. Lin, “Artificial Intelligence in 3GPP 5G-Advanced: A Survey,” 2023. arXiv: 2305.05092 [cs.NI].

[3] C. E. Shannon and W. Weaver, The Mathematical Theory of Communication. Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1949.

[4] Q. Lan, D. Wen, Z. Zhang, et al., “What is Semantic Communication?

A View on Conveying Meaning in the Era of Machine Intelligence,” Journal of Communications and Information Networks, vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 336–371, 2021.

[5] S. Iyer, R. Khanai, D. Torse, et al., “A Survey on Semantic Communications for Intelligent Wireless Networks,” Wireless Personal Communications, vol. 129, no. 1, pp. 569–611, Nov. 2022.

[6] D. Wheeler and B. Natarajan, “Engineering Semantic Communication:

A Survey,” IEEE Access, vol. 11, pp. 13 965–13 995, 2023. [7] D. Wheeler, E. E. Tripp, and B. Natarajan, “Semantic Communication With Conceptual Spaces,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 27, no. 2, pp. 532–535, 2023.

[8] D. Wheeler and B. Natarajan, “Knowledge-Driven Semantic Communication Enabled by the Geometry of Meaning,” 2023. arXiv: 2306.02917 [eess.SP].

[9] P. Gärdenfors, Conceptual Spaces: The Geometry of Thought. Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2000.

[10] P. Gärdenfors, The Geometry of Meaning: Semantics Based on Conceptual Spaces. Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2014.

[11] S. Ma, W. Qiao, Y. Wu, et al., “Task-Oriented Explainable Semantic Communications,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 22, no. 12, pp. 9248–9262, 2023.

[12] Y. Xiao, Y. Liao, Y. Li, et al., “Reasoning over the Air: A Reasoningbased Implicit Semantic-Aware Communication Framework,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, pp. 1–1, 2023, Conference Name: IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications.

[13] Z. Qin, H. Xie, and X. Tao, “Mem-DeepSC: A Semantic Communication System with Memory,” in ICC 2023 - IEEE International Conference on Communications, 2023, pp. 3854–3859.

[14] T. M. Getu, G. Kaddoum, and M. Bennis, “Making Sense of Meaning:

A Survey on Metrics for Semantic and Goal-Oriented Communication,” IEEE Access, vol. 11, pp. 45 456–45 492, 2023.

[15] Y. Bengio, A. Courville, and P. Vincent, “Representation Learning: A Review and New Perspectives,” IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, vol. 35, no. 8, pp. 1798–1828, 2013.

[16] L. Deng, “The MNIST Database of Handwritten Digit Images for Machine Learning Research [Best of the Web],” IEEE Signal Processing Magazine, vol. 29, no. 6, pp. 141–142, 2012.

[17] Z. Liu, P. Luo, X. Wang, and X. Tang, “Deep Learning Face Attributes in the Wild,” in Proceedings of International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), Dec. 2015.