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Abstract

Phenotype-based screening has attracted much attention for
identifying cell-active compounds. Transcriptional and pro-
teomic profiles of cell population or single cells are informa-
tive phenotypic measures of cellular responses to perturbations.
In this paper, we proposed a deep learning framework based
on encoder-decoder architecture that maps the initial cellular
states to a latent space, in which we assume the effects of drug
perturbation on cellular states follow linear additivity. Next,
we introduced the cycle consistency constraints to enforce
that initial cellular state subjected to drug perturbations would
produce the perturbed cellular responses, and, conversely, re-
moval of drug perturbation from the perturbed cellular states
would restore the initial cellular states. The cycle consistency
constraints and linear modeling in latent space enable to learn
interpretable and transferable drug perturbation representa-
tions, so that our model can predict cellular response to un-
seen drugs. We validated our model on three different types
of datasets, including bulk transcriptional responses, bulk pro-
teomic responses, and single-cell transcriptional responses to
drug perturbations. The experimental results show that our
model achieves better performance than existing state-of-the-
art methods.

Introduction
Notwithstanding target-based drug discovery has made sub-
stantial advancements in recent years, intervention of a spe-
cific target (protein or RNA) by compounds has been insuffi-
cient in establishing the systematic correlation with organism-
level therapeutic effects or side effects. Consequently, the fail-
ure rate of leading compounds generated from target-based
screening to approved drugs remains high. As such, there has
been a renewed interest in phenotypic drug discovery for the
identification of cell-active compounds.

Transcriptional profiles serve as a robust and informative
phenotypic measure of cellular responses to perturbations.
Large-scale compendia have been established to examine the
drug-induced phenotypic alterations across cancer cell lines,
including large-scale pharmacologic perturbation studies and
cell viability measurements upon different drug treatments.
For example, the L1000 platform [24] has been developed
for high-throughput profiling of mRNA responses of cancer
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cell lines to diverse perturbations. In parallel, proteomic re-
sponses of cancer cell lines to a diverse array of clinically rel-
evant drugs have also been generated using the reverse-phase
protein arrays (RPPAs). The cancer perturbed proteomics at-
las (CPPA) profiled large-scale drug responses of more than
200 clinically relevant proteins that covered major targets
for cancer therapy [29]. Transcriptional and proteomic pro-
filing reflect the multi-level regulatory state transition upon
external perturbations, providing sound measurements of cel-
lular response that greatly facilitate phenotype-based drug
screening.

The single-cell RNA sequencing (scRNA-seq) can identify
subtle changes in gene expression and tumor heterogeneity at
single-cell resolution, which is important for distinguishing
distinctive effects of certain perturbation on cell subpopula-
tions and identifying cellular subsets resistant to specific drug.
For example, sci-Plex [23] uses nuclear hashing to quantify
global transcriptional responses to thousands of independent
perturbations at single-cell resolution. The single-cell profil-
ing enables interrogation of phenotypic heterogeneity at a
level which has been hitherto inaccessible. However, these
high-throughput screening technologies is still limited rela-
tive to the vast combinatorial landscape of all cell type (cell
number)-perturbation pairs. Therefore, computational model
trained on the observed experimental data to predict cellular
responses within various cellular contexts is of great impor-
tance.

In particular, the model capacity to predict cellular re-
sponses to unseen perturbations [27], particularly useful
for drug repurposing, may have significant medical implica-
tions. This requires the model to effectively capture the intri-
cate interactions between chemical components and cellular
molecules that may intrigue cascade biochemical reactions
and eventually drive the transition of molecular phenotype.
The cellular response to drug perturbation is controlled by
underlying biological network, and the cellular state transi-
tion is actually nonlinear. To build an interpretable model,
we assume the effects of drug perturbation on cellular states
follow linearly additive rule. Based on this assumption, we
introduced the cycle consistency constraints to enforce that
initial cellular state subjected to drug perturbations would
produce the expected cellular responses, and, conversely, re-
moval of drug perturbation from the perturbed cellular states
would restore the initial cellular states. The cycle consistency
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constraints and linear modeling enable to learn interpretable
and transferable drug perturbation representations, so that our
model can predict cellular response to unseen drugs. We vali-
dated our model on three different types of datasets, including
bulk transcriptional drug responses, bulk proteomic drug re-
sponses and single-cell drug responses. The experimental
results show that our model achieves better performance than
existing state-of-the-art methods.

We think this work has at least three contributions as be-
low:

• To our best knowledge, we are the first to introduce cycle
consistency loss into learning cellular responses to drug
perturbations, which enables our model to learn expres-
sive and transferable drug representations.

• We model the cellular response from two opposite per-
spectives, requiring the model to simultaneously predict
the cell state transitions from unperturbed state (control)
to perturbed state (treatment) and vice versa, which en-
force the encoder networks to capture the essential feature
of drug perturbations to cellular state.

• We not only evaluate the proposed model on both bulk and
single-cell transcriptional responses, but also introduce a
proteomic drug response dataset to evaluate our model.
The experimental results on these benchmark datasets
demonstrate the superior performance of our model. To
our best knowledge, this is the first to apply proteomic
data to evaluate prediction model of cellular response to
novel drug perturbation.

Related Works

Predicting cellular response to perturbation

Some computational methods have been developed to predict
cellular responses to perturbations. Among them, mechanis-
tic modeling has been leveraged to predict cell viability or the
abundance of specific proteins. While these models are pow-
erful at interpreting interactions, they typically require longi-
tudinal data, which is often unavailable in practice. Further-
more, most mechanistic models do not scale well to genome-
wide measurements or high-dimensional scRNA-seq data,
making them less suitable for predicting high-dimensional
responses. However, thanks to the development of deep learn-
ing technology in recent years, this tool has been increasingly
applied in the analysis and interpretation of scRNA-seq data
[9, 13].

Some machine learning methods that have been proposed
for predicting cellular responses to drug treatments. These
methods include deep variational autoencoder [10], kernel-
ized Bayesian matrix factorization [17], matrix factoriza-
tion with similarity regularization [6], convolutional neural
network [28]. These methods leverage different techniques
such as imputing drug response through low embedding
of multiple genes [20], incorporating prior knowledge of
pathway-drug associations [3], leveraging mutational signa-
tures [19, 1], and using gene expression data for prediction
[22, 7].

Linear model in latent space
The linear additive model in the latent space is widely used
in deep learning for interpretability. Specifically, these mod-
els use matrix factorization techniques or deep generative
models to predict drug response using linear models in a
low-dimensional latent space representation. CPA [14] and
chemCPA [8] are most related to our work, as they combine
the interpretability of linear models with the flexibility of
deep-learning approaches for single-cell response modeling.
Although these models generate easy-to-interpret embed-
dings for drugs and cells, their accuracy is still insufficient to
drive drug discovery.

Cycle consistency
Cycle consistency is a concept used in many computer vi-
sion problems that involve processing multiple entities. It is
a way of seeking global agreement by enforcing consistency
between local relationships. One common way of enforcing
cycle consistency is through the use of a cycle consistency
loss, which is a type of loss function that encourages for-
ward and backward consistency between mappings. It was
first proposed in CycleGAN [31]. In this essay, Cycle consis-
tency refers to the property that the image output by the first
generator can be used as input to the second generator, and
the output of the second generator should match the original
image. The reverse is also true. This reduces the space of
possible mapping functions and helps to ensure that the map-
pings are consistent with each other. We are the first to apply
cycle consistency in predicting cellular responses to drug
perturbation, which enable our model to learn informative
and transferable drug perturbation features within various
cellular contexts.

Domain adaptation
Domain adaptation refers to the process of adapting a model
from the source domain to the target domain, where the data
distributions of the source and target domains are different.
For general domain adaptation methods, they can be classi-
fied into methods based on domain distribution differences
[25, 4, 2], adversarial learning-based methods [26, 18, 12],
reconstruction-based methods [30], and sample generation-
based methods [21]. In predicting drug response, domain
adaptation can be used to solve the problem of data distribu-
tion mismatch. For example, knowledge learned from bulk-
seq data can be transferred to scRNA-seq data or patient data
to predict drug response in single cells or patients [5, 15, 16]
which has important clinical significance.

Cycle-consistent linear modeling
Encoder-decoder architecture
We employ an encoder-decoder architecture to integrate the
linear model and cycle-consistent constraints to predict cel-
lular drug response. For simplicity, we refer to the proposed
method as cycleCDR. Figure 1 shows the illustrate diagram of
our proposed learning framework. The molecular signatures
standing for cellular state serve as the input of an encoder,
which maps the cellular features of control samples into a



latent space. The decoder endeavors to yield expected cel-
lular states, depending on the embedding to be decoded is
unperturbed or perturbed by drugs in the latent space.

Formally, we define the encoder as Fθ, which maps the cell
state x ∈ Rm to an l-dimensional latent vector z ∈ Rl. The
decoder is defined as Gφ that convert the latent vector into
output space. Denote by x and y the initial (untreated cells)
and perturbed cellular state (treated cells), and z represents
the mapped latent representation whose dimension is equal to
the size of autoencoder bottleneck layer. Our encoder/decoder
networks are fully or densely connected neural networks with
rectified linear unit (ReLU) activation function, θ and φ are
the learnable parameters of the encoder and decoder. First, we
require that the encoder-decoder architecture functions as an
autoencoder to map the input molecular signatures to latent
vector, and then recover the input signals. We optimize their
parameters to minimize the reconstruction loss as follows:

Lreco =
N∑
i=1

||xi −Gφ(Fθ(xi))||22 (1)

The encoder converts the cellular states into low-
dimensional but informative representations in the latent
space. More importantly, in the latent space we can linearly
model the cellular respose to drug perturbation (see Subsec-
tion ).

Drug perturbation encoder
The graph attention network (GAT) was used to encode the
drug perturbation into representation in the latent space. We
used the SMILES of the drug to obtain the molecular graph
M =< V,E >, where V is the set of nodes (atoms) and E
is the set of edges (chemical bonds). Assuming that hi is the
embedding of node i and W is a learnable weight matrix, the
attention score αij between node i and its first-order neighbor
node j can be calculated using the following equation:

αij =
exp(elu(aT (Whi,Whj)))∑

k∈N (i) exp(elu(a
T (Whi,Whk)))

(2)

where a is a learnable vector, elu is the exponential linear
unit activation function, and N (i)represents the first-order
neighbor of node i. The attention score αij was actually the
softmax normalized message between node i and its neigh-
bors. Once the attention scores were computed, the output
feature of node i was computed by aggregating its neighbor
features weighted by corresponding attention scores:

hi = σ(aiiWhi +
∑

j∈N(i)

αijWhj) (3)

where σ(.) is the ReLU activation function.

Linear modeling in latent space
Inspired by linear model in latent space, we assume that the
effect of drug perturbation on cellular states follow the linear
additivity in the latent space. Given that the cell state and
drug disturbance are mapped to the same latent space, we
construct a linear and easy-to-interpret model of the cellular

drug response. Assuming that the j-th drug is mapped to hj
via the drug perturbation encoder, the drug-induced cellular
response in the latent space is defined as:

z
(+)
ij = zi + hj (4)

in which z
(+)
ij represents the perturbed cellular state of the

i-th cell by j-th drug in the latent space. Assuming that the
actual cell state induced by the drug is yij , the decoder Gφ

should yield ŷij = Gφ(zi + hj) that approximates to yij as
close as possible.

Based on the linear additivity, the cellular response to drug
perturbation can be modeled from the opposite direction. By
subtracting the drug representation in the latent space, the
drug effect should be removed and the perturbed cellular
state could be restored to the perturbation-free state. Assume
the encoder Fθ′ maps the actual cell response yij to a vector
z′ij = Fθ′(yij) into the common latent space, elimination of
the drug interference can be directly subtracted by hj . The
restored representation of cellular state in the latent space
can be defined as:

z
(−)
ij = z′ij − hj (5)

where z
(−)
ij represents the latent representation of the i-th

cell type (single cell) eliminating the perturbation of the j-th
drug. Accordingly, another decoder Gφ′ is used to map z

(−)
ij

back to the cellular state that should be as close as possible
to xi.

For scenarios with paired data (unperturbed vs. perturbed),
we use the mean squared error loss function as below:

LMSE =
1

N ∗K

N∑
i=1

K∑
j=1

[(yij −Gφ(zi + hj))
2

+(xi −Gφ′(z′ij − hj))
2]

(6)

The first term corresponds to loss in predicting the drug-
perturbed cellular state from the initial state, while the second
term corresponds to the loss in restoring the initial state from
the drug-perturbed cell state.

However, for single-cell transcriptional response to drug
perturbation, we lose the one-to-one correspondence of indi-
vidual cells before and after drug treatment, because the cell
body is destroyed in the single-cell RNA sequencing assay.
Therefore, we leverage adversarial learning to align the data
distribution between two domains (unperturbed state vs. per-
turbed state). In this situation, the decoder Gφ functions as a
generator that produces the perturbed cellular states. We in-
troduce a discriminator Dψ to distinguish between actual and
generated cellular responses. The adversarial loss is defined
as follows:

LGAN (Gφ, Dψ, X, Y ) = Eψ[logDψ(yij)]

+Eφ,θ[log(1−Dψ(Gφ(zi + hj)))]
(7)

where the generator Gφ tries to produce cellular re-
sponse Gφ(zi + hj) that look similar to actual response,
while Dψ aims to distinguish between generated sam-
ples and real samples. Gφ aims to minimize this ob-
jective against an adversary Dψ that tries to maximize
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Figure 1: The illustrative diagram of our learning framework. Our model consists of two autoencoders, and they collaboratively
learn and mutually improve each other’s predictive performance. The effect of drugs on cell state is linear model in the latent
space so that our model is interpretable.

it, i.e., minGφ maxDψ LGAN (Gφ, Dψ, X, Y ). Correspond-
ingly, another discriminator Dψ′ is introduced to distinguish
the actual initial state from generated cell states by Gφ′ , and
adversarial loss is defined as follows:

LGAN (Gφ′ , Dψ′ , Y,X) = Eψ′ [logDψ′(xi)]

+Eφ′,θ′ [log(1−Dψ′(Gψ′(z′ij − hj))]
(8)

Cycle-consistent loss
Although adversarial learning-based domain adaption could
align the data distribution of source domain and target do-
main, but a encoder network has adequate capacity to map a
specific set of cellular states to any random permutation of
cells within the target domain. Any of the learned mappings
can induce an output distribution that matches the target dis-
tribution. Thus, adversarial losses alone cannot guarantee
that the learned function can map an individual input xi to
a desired output yi. To further reduce the space of possible
mappings, we require that the learned mapping functions
should be cycle-consistent.

Formally, the initial cellular state xi is mapped to the a
drug-perturbed state ŷij by drug j, which should be used to

restore the initial state. We thus require xi
Gφ(Fθ(xi)+hj)−−−−−−−−−−→

ŷij
Gφ′ (Fθ′ (ŷij)−hj)−−−−−−−−−−−→ x̂i ≈ xi. Correspondingly, the per-

turbed cellular state is mapped to an unperturbed state that
should be mapped to the corresponding perturbed state,

namely, we require yij
Gφ′ (Fθ′ (yij)−hj)−−−−−−−−−−−→ x̂i

Gφ(Fθ(x̂i)+hj)−−−−−−−−−−→
ŷij ≈ yij . Thus, we define the cycle-consistency loss func-
tion as follows:

Lcyc =
N∑
i=1

(xi − x̂i)
2 +

N∑
i=1

K∑
j=1

(yij − ŷij)
2 (9)

Full objective
For the transcriptional or proteomic responses measured on
cell population, we have the paired data so that we define a
relatively simple objective function as below:

L = Lreco + LMSE (10)

For the single-cell cellular response to drug perturbation,
we have no paired data and thus define the full objective
function as:

L = Lreco + LGAN + λLcyc (11)

in which LGAN = LGAN (Gφ, Dψ, X, Y ) +
LGAN (Gφ′ , Dψ′ , Y,X), λ is the tradeoff parameter
standing for the importance of cycle consistence constraints.
In addition, similar to Taigman et al. [49], we regularize
the generator produce nearly an identity mapping when
real samples of the target domain (perturbed) are provided
as the input to the generator. The identity loss is defined
as Lidentity =

∑N
i

∑K
j (Gφ(Fθ(y)) − y)2| and implicitly

used in the full objective.
The two autoencoders included in our model function col-

laboratively and mutually promote their predictive perfor-
mance. In our ablation experiments, we attempted to use a
single autoencoder for the cycle consistence leaning, namely
Fθ = Fθ′ and Gφ = Gφ′ , and found that their performance
is comparative. We also evaluated the ablated model perfor-
mance without reconstruction loss, as well as the ablated
model only adversarial loss alone by removal of cycle consis-
tency loss.

Evaluation experiments
Experimental settings
All the encoders and decoders for gene expression profiles
were implemented using a multi-layer MLP with Relu acti-
vation function and batch normalization. The discriminator
used in adversarial learning is implemented using a multi-
layer MLP to distinguish the domain of the gene expression
profile. The dimension of the bottleneck layer was set to 128.
The drug molecular graph encoder comprised of two layers
of GAT with an additional fully connected layer to adjust the
embedding dimension. The multi-head attention mechanism
was applied to the first layer and the number of heads was set
to 10. The global max pooling over the node-level features is
used to obtain the graph embedding. The parameters of the



GAT encoder are initialized using the pretrained model based
on attention-wise masked graph contrastive learning [11].
The hyperparameter λ is set to 10 that used in cycleGAN
[31].

To evaluate the performance of our model to predict cel-
lular responses to drug perturbations, we use the coefficient
of determination r2 as an evaluation metric. For the eval-
uation of transcriptomic response prediction, we compute
the r2 score and explained variance (EV) over all genes to
evaluate the performance in predicting transcriptome-wide
response. Besides, since the expression levels of most genes
in the perturbed cells remains similar to their control state,
the performance metrics based on all genes are high but does
not reflect the true predictive capacity of a model. In contrast,
the differentially expressed genes (DEGs) can more faithfully
reflect the actual effect of drug interference on cellular state.
Therefore, we also calculated the r2 and EV metrics based
on 50 most significantly differentially expressed genes.

Performance evaluation on bulk transcriptional
response
The L1000 dataset is a large collection of gene expression
profiles that measure the responses of human cell lines to
various compounds. It consists of approximately 1,400,000
gene expression profiles on the responses of about 50 human
cell lines to one of about 20,000 compounds across a range
of concentrations. We obtained data from the L1000 website,
and used only the expression profiles treated by 10µM drug
concentrations. The gene expression values of technical repli-
cates were averaged. As a result, we obtained drug response
expression profiles spanning 17,775 drugs and 42 cell line
types, including a total of 45,763 expression profiles over
978 landmark genes.
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Figure 2: Performance comparison of cycleCDR with the
baseline model and chemCPA method on L1000 bulk tran-
scriptional response dataset.

To benchmark our model performance, we constructed a
baseline model that directly calculates the r2 scores by dis-
carding all perturbation information. This baseline has been
also adopted by previous study [8]. Also, we compared our
model with another perturbation prediction model chemCPA.
Figure 2 shows the mean and median r2 scores obtained by
each model on the test set. Compared to the baseline and

chemCPA, our model achieved the highest r2 scores on all
genes and DEG set. The result strongly supports that our
model achieves the current state-of-the-art level. To visually
demonstrate the predictive ability of our model, we used
the UMAP method to visualize the actual gene expression
profiles and predicted gene expression profiles, as shown in
Figure 3 (a). It can be seen that our model’s predicted val-
ues are very close to the actual values, indicating that our
model effectively captures the effect of drug perturbation on
gene expression. Moreover, Figure 4 shows the explained
variance of the baseline and our model, Figure 3 (b) visualize
the boxplots of r2 scores regrading 10 drugs with the most
perturbed cellular responses in the test set. The boxplots are
grouped by drugs, and each group contains the prediction
results of the model for different cell lines under the same
drug perturbation.

Performance evaluation on proteomic response
Most molecular and targeted drugs achieve their pharma-
cological effects by affecting the function of proteins and
protein complexes. The CPPA portal provides a set of large-
scale proteomic expression levels measured by RPPA assays.
The CPPA dataset includes 549 clinically relevant protein
levels of 126 human cell lines perturbed by 99 drugs, which
enable us to evaluate our model in predicting the proteomic
response to drug perturbation.

We discard the data without dosage information and ob-
tained 1,760 drug-cell line combinations spanning 538 pro-
teins. The processed dataset were randomly divided into train-
ing (n=1,408), validation (n=246), and test (n=106) sets. As
the CPPA data contains the measured proteomic profiles upon
different drug dosage, we added an encoder for drug dosage
to convert the drug dosage into an embedding and perform
element-wise multiplication with the drug embedding. We
show in Figure 5 the achieved mean and median r2 and EV
metrics on the test set. Compared to the baseline model, our
model showed significant performance superiority.

Performance evaluation on single-cell
transcriptional response
The sci-Plex3 single-cell resolution transcriptome response
dataset has measured the transcriptional response of 3 human
cancer cell lines to 188 compounds through high-throughput
screening. For performance comparison, we used the sci-
Plex3 dataset processed by chemCPA to evaluate the pre-
dictive ability of the model. Figure 6 shows the mean and
median r2 scores of our model on the dataset. Compared to
both chemCPA with and without pretraining on L1000 bulk
data, our model significantly achieved better performance.
As shown in Figure 7, the UMAP visualization verified that
the predicted transcriptional profiles are very close to the
actual ones, indicating that our model can effectively cap-
ture single-cell transcriptional drug response. Figure 7 shows
the obtained r2 scores of three major cell lines upon drug
perturbations.

Model ablation
We first evaluate the effect of single autoencoder or dual au-
toencoder architecture on model performance. Table 1 shows
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Figure 3: Performance evaluation on L1000 bulk transctiptional response data. (a) UMAP visualization of predicted and actual
expression profiles of 2,289 test samples. (b) The boxplots of r2 scores regrading 10 drugs having the most number of perturbed
cellular responses included in the test set.
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Figure 4: Explained variance comparison of cycleCDR
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dataset.
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Figure 5: Performance evaluation on bulk proteomic response
dataset (CPPA).

model mean r2 (all) mean r2 (DEGs) median r2 (all)
Baseline 0.37 0.19 0.16
chemCPA 0.46 0.22 0.35
chemCPA+pretraining 0.69 0.47 0.79
cycleCDR 0.72 0.68 0.77

Figure 6: Performance comparison of on sci-Plex3 single-cell
transcriptional response dataset.

the results of model ablation experiments performed on the
sci-plex3 dataset. Although the dual autoencoder structure
can improve the performance, its improvement is relatively
weak. In addition, we also examined the effects of reconstruc-
tion loss and cycle consistence loss on the model separately,
and found that cycle consistence loss contributes significantly
to improve the model, especially for the prediction of DEGS.
Most interestingly, when using the single autoencoder the
combination usage of reconstruction loss and cycle consis-
tence loss actually reduces the performance of the model,
which may be caused by the limited expressive capacity of
single autoencoder.

Conclusion
In this paper, we proposed a novel deep network model to
learn cellular response to drug perturbations. We integrated
the cycle consistency loss and linear model in latent space
into a end-to-end learning framework, which enables our
model to learn expressive and transferable drug represen-
tations. We evaluate the proposed model on both bulk and
single-cell transcriptional responses, as well as a proteomic
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Figure 7: Performance evaluation on sci-plex3 single-cell transctiptional response data. (a) UMAP visualization of predicted and
actual expression profiles. (b) The boxplots of r2 scores regrading three cell lines.

Table 1: Performance evaluation of ablated models

Single AE Dual AE Reco Loss Cycle Loss mean r2 (all) mean r2 (DEGs)
✓ ✓ 0.53 0.61
✓ ✓ 0.54 0.63
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.58 0.67

✓ ✓ 0.65 0.59
✓ ✓ 0.66 0.66
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.72 0.68

drug response dataset. The experimental results on these
benchmark datasets demonstrate the superior performance of
our model.
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