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Abstract

High-throughput screening technology has facilitated
the generation of large-scale drug responses across hun-
dreds of cancer cell lines. However, there exists signif-
icant discrepancy between in vitro cell lines and actual
tumors in vivo in terms of their response to drug treat-
ments, because of tumors comprise of complex cellu-
lar compositions and histopathology structure, known
as tumor microenvironment (TME), which greatly in-
fluences the drug cytotoxicity against tumor cells. To
date, no study has focused on modeling the impact of
the TME on clinical drug response. This paper pro-
posed a domain adaptation network for feature disen-
tanglement to separate representations of cancer cells
and TME of a tumor in patients. Two denoising autoen-
coders were separately used to extract features from cell
lines (source domain) and tumors (target domain) for
partial domain alignment and feature decoupling. The
specific encoder was enforced to extract information
only about TME. Moreover, to ensure generalizability
to novel drugs, we applied a graph attention network
to learn the latent representation of drugs, allowing us
to linearly model the drug perturbation on cellular state
in latent space. We calibrated our model on a bench-
mark dataset and demonstrated its superior performance
in predicting clinical drug response and dissecting the
influence of the TME on drug efficacy.

Introduction
The advancement of high-throughput drug screening tech-
nologies has facilitated the generation of large-scale drug re-
sponse datasets, such as the GDSC (Wanjuan et al. 2013; Io-
rio et al. 2016) and CCLE (Barretina et al. 2012) databases.
These repositories contain a wealth of information on bulk
RNA-seq and drug sensitivity spanning thousands of tumor
cell lines and hundreds of drug molecules. While a couple of
studies have proposed to predict the drug responses of cell
lines in vitro (Geeleher, Cox, and Huang 2014), with consid-
erable predictive power, the ultimate goal in clinical practice
is to identify the response of tumors in vivo to drug treatment
and provide actionable options for personalized medicine.
However, existing computational methods with good perfor-
mance for in vitro drug sensitivity often perform poorly in

Copyright © 2023, Association for the Advancement of Artificial
Intelligence (www.aaai.org). All rights reserved.

predicting in vivo drug response (Kurilov, Haibe-Kains, and
Brors 2020). The discrepancy can be largely attributed to the
significant difference between cell line and actual tumors in
patients. In contrast to cultured cells in vitro, tumor cells in
patients always interact with their surrounding environment
to form a specific tumor structure having complex cell com-
position and carcinogenic functions, known as the tumor mi-
croenvironment (TME) (Hanahan and Coussens 2012). The
TME plays a pivotal role in tumor proliferation, progression,
and metastasis, and also exerts a significant impact on drug
efficacy (Wu and Dai 2017). Consequently, the straightfor-
ward application of in vitro prediction models to in vivo
situations often results in inferior performance. Therefore,
there is an urgent need for the development of computational
methods that can accurately predict actual tumor drug re-
sponse.

(Cell lines) (Tumors) 

Figure 1: Illustrative flowchart of the conventional domain
adaptation for clinical drug response prediction

Some studies have been proposed to predict the response
of cancer patients to specific drug treatment. For instance,
Geeleher et al (Geeleher, Cox, and Huang 2014) firstly re-
moved batch effects between cell lines and tumors, and
then utilized the cell line biomarkers to predict tumor drug
response. Some works transformed transcriptomic profiles
into signaling pathway activities for interpretable modeling
of drug response (Chawla et al. 2022). However, these meth-
ods have not considered the discrepancy in data distribution
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between in vitro and in vivo expression profiles. To miti-
gate this issue, transfer learning has been employed to pre-
dict in vivo drug response. For example, Mourragui et al.
(Mourragui et al. 2019) leveraged domain adaptation to ex-
tract common features between preclinical and patient tu-
mors for drug response prediction. The TRANSACT model
(Mourragui et al. 2021) employed kernel methods to cap-
ture common linear and nonlinear molecular processes in
vitro and in vivo that is helpful for drug response predic-
tion. AITL (Sharifi-Noghabi et al. 2020) utilized adversar-
ial domain adaptation and multi-task learning to solve the
domain bias problem. He et al. (He et al. 2022) applied do-
main separation network to capture common and domain-
specific features from cell line and tumor transcriptomic pro-
files, which separated the drug response signals from con-
founding factors and achieved significant progress in pre-
dicting tumor drug response. Sharifi et al. (Sharifi-Noghabi
et al. 2021) adopted multi-source domain adaptation to align
features extracted from multiple cell lines and patients for
drug response. TCRP (Ma et al. 2021) exploited few-shot
learning to fine-tune a pre-trained model on cell line tran-
scriptomic data using only a few patient drug response sam-
ples. The domain adaptation methods focus on extracting
domain-invariant features between the source domain (cell
lines or xenograft data) and the target domain (actual tumor),
thereby transferring the knowledge learned in source domain
with sufficient training data to the target domain, as shown in
Figure 1. However, the actual tumor drug response in vivo is
influenced by many factors, including the tumor microenvi-
ronment, which is a crucial factor that is often overlooked by
existing models. As a result, simply aligning the transcrip-
tomic features between tumors and in vitro cell lines through
domain adaptation could just yield limited performance.

In this paper, we proposed Drug2TME, a deep learning
framework devoted to estimate the impact of the TME on
clinical drug response. We employed a domain separation
network to decouple the tumor feature into two parts: cancer
cells and TME. In particular, two denoising autoencoders,
referred to as the common encoder and specific encoder,
were used to extract two orthogonal features from tumor
transcriptomic data (target domain). By aligning the cancer
cell feature to cell line (source domain) via domain adap-
tation, the specific encoder was enforced to extract infor-
mation only about TME. Moreover, for model generaliz-
ability to novel drugs, we applied a graph attention net-
work to learn the latent representation of drugs, allowing
us to linearly model the drug perturbation on cellular state
in latent space. We evaluated our model on both patient-
derived tumor xenograft cell (PDTC) and tumor patient drug
responses, and the experimental results demonstrate its su-
perior performance in predicting clinical drug response and
dissecting the influence of the TME on drug efficacy.

We believe this work has at least three contributions as
below:

• As far as our knowledge, this is the first deep learning
framework proposed to model the impact of tumor mi-
croenvironment on drug response.

• Rather than mechanistic modeling, we leverage feature

disentanglement and partial domain adaptation to dis-
sect the information of tumor microenvironment from
transcriptomic profiles, which enable us to independently
quantify its role in the response to drug treatment.

• We evaluated Drug2TME on both patient-derived tumor
xenografts (PDTX) and patients samples, and the experi-
mental results demonstrated that the proposed model can
effectively improve the prediction performance of drug
response.

Related Works

Domain Adaptation

Domain adaptation is a subfield of transfer learning that
focuses on improving the model generalizability when the
source and target domains have different data distributions.
By uncovering the domain-invariant feature, domain adap-
tation enables the transfer of knowledge learned from a
source domain with abundant labeled data to a target do-
main that may lack sufficient labeled data. One-step deep
domain adaptation methods (Wang and Deng 2018) have
been widely applied in computer vision and have achieved
remarkable success, which are mostly based on feature
alignment, including discrepancy-based methods (Tzeng et
al. 2019; Long et al. 2015; Long et al. 2017; Pan et al.
2019; Lee et al. 2019), adversarial-based methods (Ganin
and Lempitsky 2015; Zhao et al. 2018; Long et al. 2018;
Chen et al. 2019; Cao et al. 2019; You et al. 2019), and
reconstruction-based methods (Ghifary et al. 2016; Bous-
malis et al. 2016). In this work, we applied domain adap-
tation to align the features between cell lines and tumors.

Feature Disentanglement

Feature disentanglement is a unsupervised learning tech-
nique that separates the underlying factors for more ro-
bust and interpretable models (Bengio, Courville, and Vin-
cent 2013; Ridgeway and Mozer 2018). Feature disentan-
glement based methods for solving DA problem have been
widely used in computer vision (Bousmalis et al. 2016;
Cai et al. 2019; Peng et al. 2019; Saito et al. 2019). Inspired
by the feature disentanglement, we decouple the tumor tran-
scriptomic profile into two independent features, tumor cells
and tumor microenvironment, which thereby allow us to es-
timate their influences on drug response separately.

Drug Response Prediction

As accurate prediction of clinical drug response is indeed
a crucial step towards precision medicine, several meth-
ods have been proposed to predict drug response, including
multi-task learning (Sharifi-Noghabi et al. 2020), adversar-
ial learning (Dincer, Janizek, and Lee 2020), and few-shot
learning (Ma et al. 2021). Our method is mostly related to
CODE-AE (He et al. 2022) that combined domain adapta-
tion with feature decoupling to predict the response of can-
cer patients to specific drug.



Methods
Overview of Drug2TME framework
As a tumor was composed of two parts: cancer cells and
the tumor microenvironment, the tumor bulk transcriptomic
data was actually a mixture of signals from these two com-
ponents. To explicitly model the impact of tumor microenvi-
ronment on drug efficacy, we proposed a cross-domain fea-
ture disentanglement framework, as shown in Figure 2. A
domain separation network was introduced to separately en-
code the transcriptomic features that respectively correspond
to cancer cells and TME, referred to as CanCell feature and
TME feature. Next, the CanCell feature was aligned to the
cell line feature via domain adaptation and compulsively or-
thogonal to TME feature, so that the TME feature was sep-
arated from cancer cells and contains only the information
about tumor microenvironment. In the first training stage,
the domain separation network and domain adaption were
simultaneously trained so that a source domain classifier Fc

is fit to predict cell line drug response. In the second stage,
all trainable parameters were frozen except another predic-
tor regarding TME feature Ft was trained so that the sum-
mation of Fc and Ft on target domain was fit to the cancer
drug response. Moreover, to improve model generalizability
to unseen drugs, we introduced a pre-trained drug encoder
and fused it with gene expression features to predict the re-
sponse of cells and tumor patients to new drugs.

Cell line and drug encoders
To encode the cell line feature, a denoising autoencoder
was used to map their transcriptional data to low dimen-
sional representations in a latent space. The expression pro-
files standing for cellular state served as the input of the
encoder, and the decoder endeavored to recover them. For-
mally, assume that we had the expression profiles of cell
lines Xc = {x(c)

i }Nc
i=1, in which Nc represented the number

of cell lines. The encoder Ec mapped the cell line expression
profiles x(c)

i to a latent representation z
(c)
i , while the decoder

D tried to recover the input data, x̂(c)
i = D(Ec(x

(c)
i ). The

mean squared error was used as the reconstruction loss of
the autoencoder:

L(c)
reco =

1

Nc

Nc∑
i=1

∥∥∥x(c)
i − x̂

(c)
i

∥∥∥2 (1)

The encoder and decoder were fully or densely connected
neural networks with rectified linear unit (ReLU) activation
between layers. The dimension of z was in effect the net-
work information bottleneck.

To model the phenotypic perturbation of drugs acting
on cells, we used a encoder to map drug molecules to the
same latent space. Specifically, the SMILE of the drug was
converted into a graph, which was fed into a graph atten-
tion network (GAT) to obtain the drug feature. Denote by
Xd = {x(d)

i }Nd
i=1 , the molecular graphs converted from drug

SMILES descriptors, in which Nd was the number of drugs.
The GAT encoder mapped the drug x

(d)
i to the representa-

tion z
(d)
i in the latent space same to mapped transcriptional

data. In our practice, we used the GAT encoder pre-trained
with attention-wise masked graph contrastive learning in re-
cent study (Liu et al. 2022). Once we mapped the expression
profiles and drug perturbations to the same latent space, we
could formulate the drug efficacy by following the linear ad-
ditivity model like chemCPA (Hetzel et al. 2022). Compared
with one model for one drug methods, our model could pre-
dict the response of any combination of cell line drugs and
patient drug combinations.

Domain separation for tumor feature
disentanglement
A domain separation network was used to decouple the tu-
mor expression profiles into two independent features. De-
note by Xt = {x(t)

i }Nt
i=1 the expression profiles of tumors,

where Nt was the number of tumor samples. Two encoders,
the common encoder Ec (shared parameters with cell line
encoder) and private encoder Et, took the expression pro-
files as input and outputted two embeddings, z(tc)i and z

(ts)
i

respectively. For feature disentanglement, we required z
(tc)
i

and z
(ts)
i were orthogonal to each other so that each embed-

ding did not contain any information about each other. For
this purpose, we defined the loss function as below:

Ldiff =

Nt∑
i=1

∥∥∥z(tc)i .z
(ts)
i

∥∥∥2
F
, (2)

where ∥.∥2F was the squared Frobenius norm.

Meanwhile, we required that the combination of z(tc)i and
z
(ts)
i contains enough information to recover the original

signal. In practice, both the target domain and the source do-
main transcriptional profiles were reconstructed by a shared
decoder, so we just computed the mean value z̄(t)i = (z

(tc)
i +

z
(ts)
i )/2 instead of concatenation and then took it as the in-

put of the decoder D. We required that x̂(t)
i = D(z̄

(t)
i ) was

as close to x
(t)
i as possible. Therefore, we defined the recon-

struction loss from decoupled tumor feature as below:

L(t)
reco =

1

Nt

Nt∑
i=1

∥∥∥x(t)
i − x̂

(t)
i

∥∥∥2 (3)

Partial domain adaptation
To formulate the tumor microenvironment feature, we per-
formed partial domain adaptation between cell line and tu-
mor expression profiles. Specially, the embedding z

(tc)
i ex-

tracted from tumor expression profile was aligned to the cell
line embedding z

(c)
i , such that the common encoder Ec was

enforced to extract the common feature between tumor and
cell line. It is of importance to note that because the domain
separation network made the decoupled tumor features or-
thogonal, the embedding z

(ts)
i encoded by the private en-

coder Et captured all the information except for tumor cells,
which was referred to as the TME feature.
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Figure 2: Illustrative architecture of the proposed Drug2TME method for modeling the impact of tumor microenvironment on
drug response

We tested two typical methods for domain adaptation,
maximum mean discrepancy (MMD) and adversarial learn-
ing. The MMD method measured the distance between
the means of the two distributions in a reproducing kernel
Hilbert space (RKHS), and was widely used to align the dis-
tributions of the source and target domains. Given the Gaus-
sian kernel function k(), we defined the MMD loss function
as below:

Lsim =
1

N2
c

Nc∑
i,j=1

k
(
z
(c)
i , z

(c)
i

)
+

1

N2
t

Nt∑
j=1

k
(
z
(tc)
j , z

(tc)
j

)

− 2

NcNt

Nc,Nt∑
i,j=1

k
(
z
(c)
i , z

(tc)
j

)
(4)

For adversarial domain adaptation, we adopted the
domain-adversarial neural network (DANN) (Ganin and
Lempitsky 2015). For this purpose, a domain classifier and
a gradient reversal layer were applied to the extracted fea-
tures from both cell line and tumor expression profiles. The
domain classifier tried to maximize its accuracy in distin-
guishing the feature domains, while the feature encoder was
trained to confuse the domain classifier as much as possible.
The adversarial training was implemented via the gradient
reversal layer. Denote by di and d̂i the true and predicted
domain label (cell line or tumor) of z(c)i and z

(tc)
i , the loss

function of the domain classifier was defined as

Lsim =

Nc+Nt∑
i=1

(di log d̂i + (1− di) log (1− d̂i)) (5)

Interpretable modeling of tumor drug response
When the expression profiles and drugs were mapped to the
same latent space, the drug perturbation on cell viability was

often assumed to follow linear additivity in the latent space
so that interpretable model could be established (Hetzel et
al. 2022). Given the cell line embedding z

(c)
i and the drug

embedding z
(d)
j , their linear summation was fed into a fully

connected network to predict the effect of drugs on cell vi-
ability. Denote by Fc(·) the predictor, we got the predicted
drug response ŷij = Fc(z

(c)
i + z

(d)
j ) upon drug j exerted to

cell line i. Let yij was the actual response, we used cross-
entropy loss to optimize the predictor:

L(c)
cls = −

Nc∑
i=1

Nd∑
j=1

[yij logŷij + (1− yij)log(1− ŷij)] (6)

Upon the drug response prediction task, the common en-
coder was enforced to extract the features relevant to drug
response.

For tumor, we modeled the impact of two partial features
on the drug efficacy independently. On the one hand, due to
the domain adaptation, the aligned tumor feature z

(tc)
i con-

tained domain-invariant information about tumor cells re-
sponse to drug treatment. Therefore, the trained predictor
Fc could be directly used to predict the drug response of
tumor cells. Similarly, the summation of tumor embedding
z
(tc)
i and the drug embedding z

(d)
j were fed into Fc, and the

output Fc(z
(tc)
i + z

(d)
j ) represented the partial response to

drug treatment. On the other hand, to evaluate the impact
of tumor microenvironment on drug efficacy, we introduced
another fully connected network Ft(), referred to as TME
predictor, which took the summation of the TME embed-
ding z

(ts)
i and drug embedding z

(d)
j as input. As a result, the

value Ft(z
(ts)
i + z

(d)
j ) represented another partial response

to drug treatment. As a whole, we supposed that the drug re-



sponse of a tumor patient was the linear summation of these
two partial response. The linear additivity made our model
interpretable to further quantitatively evaluate the role of tu-
mor microenvironment in response to drug. Assume that the
true response of patient i to drug j was rij , and the predicted
response was r̂ij=Fc(z

(tc)
i +z

(d)
j )+Ft(z

(ts)
i +z

(d)
j ), we used

cross-entropy as the loss function:

Lpred = −
Nt∑
i=1

Nd∑
j=1

[rij logr̂ij + (1− rij)log(1− r̂ij)] (7)

The training of our model was consisted of two stages. In
the first stage, the expression profiles of both cell lines and
tumors, and the drug sensitivity of cell lines, were taken as
input to train the autoencoder of the source domain, the fea-
ture separation network of the target domain, as well as the
domain adaptation and the predictor in the source domain.
As such, the full objective of the first stage was defined as
below:

L1 = L(c)
reco + L(t)

reco + Lsim + Ldiff + L(c)
cls (8)

In the second stage, the parameters of all encoders and
cell line predictors were frozen except for the TME predic-
tor. The TME predictor was trained using the clinical drug
responses of tumor patients, namely, the loss function of the
second stage L2 = Lpred was minimized.

Evaluation Experiments
Construction of Benchmark Datasets
The drug sensitivity of cell lines was obtained from the Ge-
nomics of Drug Sensitivity in Cancer (GDSC) project (Wan-
juan et al. 2013; Iorio et al. 2016). The GDSC project con-
tained a wealth of data about the growth responses of vari-
ous cancer cell lines to a range of therapeutic agents. These
responses were quantified using the Area Under the drug re-
sponse Curve (AUC), which represented the fraction of the
total area under the drug response curve between the highest
and lowest screening concentrations. For each drug of inter-
est, we first identified all cell lines for which correspond-
ing drug sensitivity data was available, as measured by the
AUC metric. Subsequently, we divided the drug sensitivity
data for these cell lines into two distinct categories: respon-
sive (sensitive) and non-responsive (resistant). The threshold
was determined by calculating the average AUC value for all
available cell-line drug sensitivity upon this drug.

For target domain, two different datasets were used:
patient-derived tmor xenograft cells (PDTC) from BCaPE
biobank (Oscar 2016) and tumor patients from TCGA
database (Weinstein et al. 2013). PDTXs were pre-clinical
models of cancer where tumor tissue from a patient was
implanted into an immunodeficient mouse, allowing for the
growth and study of human tumors in vivo. The PDTCs in
short-term culture retained tumor heterogeneity and tumor
microenvironment, making them a useful agents for can-
cer drug screening and the potential discovery of molecu-
lar mechanisms of therapy response. PDTCs were exposed
to a range of drugs to obtain model drug response data, in-
cluding half maximal inhibitory concentration (IC50) and

area under the dose response curve of a drug. A total of
1,503 responses from 20 PDTC samples on 94 drugs were
collected. Similarly, we binarize the PDTC drug responses
based on the AUC values using the threshold provided by
BCaPE database. The tumor patient samples came from the
TCGA database, with transcriptomic profiles of 9,728 pa-
tients collected. The clinical drug responses of the patient
samples were collected from clinical metadata, with com-
plete response and partial response patients categorized as
responders and patients with clinically progressive and sta-
ble diseases marked as non-responders.

The expression profile of each sample was used to com-
pute the pathway activity using the Gene Set Variation
Analysis tool (GSVA) (Hänzelmann, Castelo, and Guinney
2013). The C2 curated gene sets obtained from the Molecu-
lar Signatures Database were used for pathway activity cal-
culation. The SMILE descriptors of all drugs were down-
loaded from the PubChem database (Swain 2014) and then
converted into molecular graphs, which were used as input
of the GAT encoder.

For domain adaptation, each tumor sample was paired
with cell lines within the same cancer type. For example,
a patient diagnosed with lung cancer would be paired with
lung cancer cell lines. As a result, we created a benchmark
dataset to evaluate the performance of the proposed method.
The detail of the dataset was listed in Table 1.

Table 1: The benchmark dataset for performance evaluation

Dataset (domain) #CT #Sample #Drug #Pairs
GDSC (source) 23 585 209 123,852
PDTC (target) 1 20 94 1,503
TCGA (target) 23 1,249 130 2,733

1 #CT: Number of cancer types.
2 Sample could be cell lines and PDTXs or patients.

Performance Evaluation on PDTC Drug Response
The paired dataset of cell lines (source domain) and patient-
derived tumor cells (PDTCs) (target domain) was divided
into the training set and test set in 8:2 ratio. The perfor-
mance of the model was evaluated using the Area Under
the Receiver Operating Characteristic (AUROC) value. For
the cell line drug response, the learned features and predic-
tor yielded an average AUROC value of 0.85 for 94 distinct
drugs, indicating that the trained model effectively captured
features relevant to drug response. Then we directly aligned
the expression profile features of the source domain and the
target domain to obtain domain-invariant features, referred
as Baseline, which yielded an average AUROC of 0.72 for
predicting drug response in the target domain.

Moreover, by integrating the predictions from both the
CanCell feature and the TME feature, our Drug2TME model
achieved an AUROC value of 0.81, which was significantly
better than that achieved by the baseline domain adaptation
method. Since Drug2TME is the first method designed to
model the effect of the TME feature on drug response, there
is no method for straightforward comparison. To benchmark
our method, we compared it to CODE-AE (He et al. 2022),



which was the currently state-of-the-art drug response pre-
diction method through cross-domain disentanglement and
adaption. CODE-AE built 50 different single drug models
and reported AUROC values on PDTC data, from which the
mean AUROC 0.7 can be derived. Obviously, our method
achieved better performance than CODE-AE on the PDTC
data.

Model ablation
We further performed model ablation experiments to val-
idate the contribution of TME features to precise predic-
tion of drug response. If only the aligned CanCell feature of
PDTC samples was taken as input to the cell line predictor
for PDTCs drug response prediction, the aligned cancer cell
features achieved 0.74 AUROC value. As shown in Table 2,
it was slightly higher than baseline, but significantly lower
than our method Drug2TME (CanCell+TME feature). This
not only demonstrated the effectiveness of domain-adapted
features in predicting drug response in target domain, but
also fully confirmed that the decoupled TME features are
beneficial for improving the accuracy of drug response pre-
diction for PDTC samples.

Table 2: AUROC values achieved by Baseline and
Drug2TME on PDTC dataset

Method PDTCs
Baseline 0.72
Drug2TME (CanCell feature) 0.74
Drug2TME (CanCell feature+TME feature) 0.81

Performance Evaluation on Patient Drug Response
The primary objective of this study was to validate the ca-
pacity of Drug2TME to predict the drug response of tumor
patients. Due to the complexity of factors involved in the
clinical drug response of tumor patients and the scarcity
of clinical data, most existing models considered only a
few drugs. Our study was the first to explore the impact of
the tumor microenvironment on large-scale drug response.
To benchmark the performance of our method, we imple-
mented the Baseline model shown in Figure 1, where the
tumor expression profile was aligned to the cell line feature
as a whole without feature disentanglement. The domain-
adapted feature was then input into the predictor Fc to pre-
dict tumor drug response. On the TCGA patient cohort, the
Baseline model achieved an AUROC value of 0.58. For com-
parison, when the first-stage training of Drug2TME was
completed, we also tested the decoupled CanCell feature for
drug response prediction and obtained only a 0.55 AUROC
value.

For intuitive explanation, we used the UMAP tool
(McInnes, Healy, and Melville 2018) to perform dimen-
sionality reduction and displayed the data distribution of
the transcriptional profiles of cell lines and tumors, domain-
adapted features with and without feature disentanglement.
As shown in Figure 3, the original transcriptional profiles
were clustered into a few clusters according to tumor type,

with cell lines (source domain) and tumors (target domain)
separately distributed. The straightforward domain adapta-
tion between cell lines and tumors led to an aligned but ab-
normal data distribution (Figure 3b). As expected, the de-
coupled feature of tumors resulted in significant separation
between cancer cell and TME features. When tumor fea-
ture decoupling and partial domain adaptation were per-
formed simultaneously, the decoupled cancer cell features
were well-aligned with cell line features(Figure 3c,d).

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 3: UMAP visualization of the expression profiles
and learned features. (a) The transcriptional profiles of cell
lines and tumors. (b) Overall domain-adapted feature be-
tween cell lines and tumors. (c) Decoupled tumor features
and cell line features. (d) Decoupled tumor features with do-
main adaptation to cell line features.

However, the performance of the baseline model was very
low, suggesting that the response of real tumors to drug treat-
ment is influenced not only by cancer cells but also by var-
ious factors associated with the tumor microenvironment.
Therefore, we restricted the usage of patient labels to test
the model performance upon a small set of labeled samples
in the target domain. Meanwhile, we paid attention to the
balance between the CanCell and TME feature predictions
would also be affected by the amount of target-domain la-
bels used for training.Therefore, we incrementally increased
the percentage of patient samples used to train the TME pre-
dictor from 1% to 30% and combined the two predictors to
estimate the drug response of the remaining patients. The
results, presented in Table 3, demonstrated that even when
only 1% of patient data is used for training, the model’s pre-
dictive power improves by 3%. As the number of patient



samples used for training increases, the performance im-
proves significantly. When 30% of patient samples are used
for training, the AUROC value reaches 0.72, representing
a substantial improvement over the baseline model. These
results indicate that tumor feature decoupling and combina-
tion of the impact of both cancer cells and the TME on drug
response can achieve better performance.

Table 3: Performance increased with percent of TCGA pa-
tients used to train TME predictor

Percent of training patients AUROC AUPRC
0% 0.55 0.62
1% 0.61 0.79
5% 0.66 0.78
10% 0.67 0.80
20% 0.70 0.81
30% 0.72 0.80

Quantifying the Impact of TME on Drug Response
Upon completion of the second stage of training, the predic-
tion of tumor drug response comprises two components: the
cancer cell predictor and the TME predictor. Based on the
linear additive assumption, we combined these two compo-
nents linearly to approximate the actual drug response, en-
abling us to separate and interpret the impact of the tumor
environment on drug response. As illustrated in Figure 4, it
is evident that for some patients, the predicted score is inac-
curate when only cancer cell features are utilized. However,
incorporation of the output of the TME predictor brings the
final result (blank line) closer to the actual clinical outcome
(red asterisk mark).
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Figure 4: The predicted scores of 40 TCGA patients derived
from cancer cell predictor and TME predictor, respectively.

Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a domain adaptation network for
feature disentanglement to separate representations of can-
cer cells and the tumor microenvironment of a tumor in

patients. The model is calibrated on a benchmark dataset
and demonstrates superior performance in predicting clin-
ical drug response and dissecting the influence of the tumor
microenvironment on drug efficacy. To our best knowledge,
this is the first study to quantitatively estimate the role of
tumor microenvironment in the response to drug treatment.
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