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ABSTRACT

Identifying cerebral cortex layers is crucial for comparative
studies of the cytoarchitecture aiming at providing insights
into the relations between brain structure and function across
species. The absence of extensive annotated datasets typ-
ically limits the adoption of machine learning approaches,
leading to the manual delineation of cortical layers by neu-
roanatomists. We introduce a self-supervised approach to
detect layers in 2D Nissl-stained histological slices of the
cerebral cortex. It starts with the segmentation of individ-
ual cells and the creation of an attributed cell-graph. A
self-supervised graph convolutional network generates cell
embeddings that encode morphological and structural traits
of the cellular environment and are exploited by a community
detection algorithm for the final layering. Our method, the
first self-supervised of its kind with no spatial transcriptomics
data involved, holds the potential to accelerate cytoarchitec-
ture analyses, sidestepping annotation needs and advancing
cross-species investigation.

Index Terms— histology, brain, nissl, cytoarchitecture,
neuroanatomy, cerebral cortex, layers, cell-graphs, graph con-
volutional networks, graph representation learning, unsuper-
vised contrastive learning, clustering, community detection

1. INTRODUCTION

The exploration of mammalian brain cytoarchitecture unveils
the fundamental cellular organization that underlies animal
behavior, morphology, and evolution, thereby enabling the
formulation of robust hypotheses that elucidate the intricate
interplay between structure and function. Extensive com-
parative analysis of cytoarchitecture across a spectrum of
species or subjects, such as healthy vs. unhealthy, can pro-
vide profound insights into how animals have adapted to
their environments or shed light on the relationship between
brain structural changes and neurological dysfunctions in-
duced by diseases [1–3]. When focusing on the cerebral
cortex, renowned for its distinct layers, comparative cytoar-
chitecture studies typically factor in its laminar properties.
However, the scarcity of annotated datasets for both human

and non-human subjects has resulted in the identification
of layers being primarily a manual process carried out by
trained neuroanatomists. Few have addressed the challenge
of automatically layering histological images. [4] and [5]
propose a supervised approach, relying on the aforemen-
tioned limited labeled data. In line with our work, SpaGCN
[6], GraphST [7], CCST [8], and SpaceFlow [9] apply graph
self-supervised contrastive learning to spatial transcriptomics
(ST) data, leveraging the integration of gene expression with
spatial information at the cell or spot level.

This study aims to accelerate advancements in brain cy-
toarchitecture analysis by introducing a self-supervised au-
tomated method for identifying cortical layers. Importantly,
this method relies solely on information that can be derived
from 2D Nissl-stained histological slices, without hinging on
ST data. It starts with the instance segmentation of cells and
the creation of an attributed cell-graph (Section 2). A graph
neural network trained with a contrastive loss processes the
cell-graph to generate cell embeddings that encode morpho-
logical and structural traits of the cellular environment and
are input into a community detection algorithm to produce the
layering. Our approach was tested on an annotated dataset of
the auditory cortex of the bottlenose dolphin (Section 3) and
compared with relevant approaches (Section 4).

2. METHOD

2.1. Cell-Graph

To delineate individual neuronal cells, each Nissl-stained
histological slice is processed through NCIS [10], an in-
stance segmentation framework with a U-Net-like architec-
ture specifically designed for Nissl-stained images. An undi-
rected unweighted cell-graph [11] is thus built where each
cell corresponds to a node. Edges are established between
each cell and its k-nearest neighboring cells (k = 10). A
cell-graph is represented as G = (V,E), where V is the set
of cells with cardinality n, and E is the set of edges. Let
vi ∈ V denote a node and eij = (vi, vj) ∈ E denote an edge
pointing from vi to vj . The adjacency matrix A is a n × n
matrix with Aij = 1 if eij ∈ E, Aij = 0 otherwise.
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(a) Cortical layers (manual annotations) (b) Cell-graph (c) Laplace coordinate

Fig. 1: Intermediate steps of our method on a sample image. (a) Original image with manually annotated cortical layers (ground
truth). (c) 5-neighbours cell-graph for an image subset. (b) Laplace coordinate: dots represent cells’ centroid, colors indicate
the cells’ Laplace coordinate value. Streamlines orthogonal to all equipotential lines of the Laplace potential field are overlayed.

2.2. Cell Features

For each cell, a set of 29 morphological and topological fea-
tures is extracted, akin to [4].

Morphological features encompass measures of size and
regularity, including area, minor and major axes length,
perimeter, solidity, eccentricity, and roundness. A clustering
pipeline inspired by [12] and based on contours registration,
principal component analysis and spectral clustering, catego-
rizes each cell into one of four shapes modes recognizable a
posteriori as round, elliptical, triangular, or other. The cell
shape mode is incorporated as a feature.

Topological features are defined by constructing four dis-
tinct cell-graphs based on the Euclidean distance between
cells. Three of these graphs establish connections if cell-to-
cell distances are below preset thresholds of 50, 100, and
200 pixels. The selected topological features include degree,
degree centrality, betweenness centrality, closeness centrality,
and clustering coefficient. In the fourth graph, cells are linked
to their top-10 nearest neighbors. In this case the topolog-
ical features involve first and second-order statistics of the
distances from neighboring cells.

To assign a vertical coordinate to each cell coherent with
the location of the cell within the cortical region of interest,
we solve the Laplace’s equation for all pixels inside the cere-
bral cortex [13,14]. Formally, the Laplace equation is a partial
differential equation that describes the distribution of scalar-
valued potential fields within a region with prescribed bound-
ary conditions. In two dimension, the Laplace equation is
written as ∇2P = ∂2P

∂x2 + ∂2P
∂y2 = 0, where P is the potential

function, and ∇2 is the Laplace operator. Once the solution
for P is found, the cell’s vertical coordinate, which we re-
fer to as the Laplace coordinate, is determined by averaging
the value of the Laplace field inside the cell area. As shown
in Fig. 1c, the Laplace coordinate varies between 0 and 1,
according to the relative position of the cell between the the
inferior and superior boundaries.

With the addition of the cell feature matrix X ∈ Rn×d

with xi ∈ Rd, d = 29, representing the feature vector of cell
vi, our cell-graph becomes an attributed cell-graph.

2.3. Contrastive Learning with a GCN

Our objective is to learn an encoder, E : Rn×d × Rn×n →
Rn×d̂, such that E(X,A) = H = {h1,h2, ...,hn} represents
lower dimensional representations (embeddings) hi ∈ Rd̂ for
each cell vi ∈ V . These representations are used for our
downstream task, i.e., clustering via a community detection
algorithm. As an encoder, we use a Graph Convolutional Net-
work (GCN), which creates embeddings by repeatedly aggre-
gating the features of neighbor nodes [15], where the number
of repetitions depends on the number of layers (2 in our case).
The node-wise formulation for each layer is given by:

h
(j)
i = σ

(
Ω(j)T

∑
k∈Mi∪i

h
(j−1)
k

|Mi ∪ i|

)
, (1)

where σ is an activation function (e.g., ReLU or Parametric
ReLU), h(j)

i and Ω(j) are the output and parameters, respec-
tively, of layer j, j = 1, 2, for cell i, Mi = {u ∈ V |
(vi, u) ∈ E} is the neighborhood of node vi, and |S| denotes
the cardinality of set S. In this paper h(0)

i = xi and h
(2)
i = hi.

To enable a meaningful clustering of cell embeddings, we
consider a composite contrastive loss function that promotes
similarity among cells in the latent space when they meet spe-
cific similarity criteria in the original feature space: S1) Struc-
tural Similarity: cells’ surroundings exhibit similar proper-
ties; S2) Layer-wise Similarity: cells share similar Laplace
coordinate, indicative of a shared cortical layer. In general,
contrastive methods learn representations by pulling similar
(positive) instances closer together while pushing dissimilar
(negative) instances apart [16, 17]. If Pi and Ni are the sets
of positive and negative examples for a cell vi ∈ V the cell
embedding hi is optimized so that the similarity between hi

and hj is higher when vj ∈ Pi, while the similarity between
hi and hj is lower when vj ∈ Ni.

For S1, we apply the Deep Graph Infomax (DGI) ap-
proach [18] with the DGI binary cross entropy loss:

L1=
1

n

n∑
i=1

E(X,A)[logD(hi, s)]+E(X̃,A)[log(1−D(h̃i, s))]

(2)



Table 1: Performance on the identification of cortical lay-
ers with unsupervised (k-means, Leiden) and self-supervised
methods (GraphST, CCST, SpaceFlow, Lace - ours).

Method Input P R F1 ARI NMI

k-means [21] X 30.4 32.0 31.0 9.2 13.0
Leiden [22] X 26.2 34.4 29.6 3.8 6.5

GraphST [7] X,A 37.9 46.1 40.4 19.3 24.9
CCST [8] X,A 49.5 51.3 50.3 29.8 42.7
SpaceFlow [9] X,A 54.8 58 56.3 39.7 51.6

Lace (L = L1) X,A 52.6 57.1 54.5 37.3 49.2
Lace (L = L1 + 0.1L2) X,A 66.1 65.1 65.5 51.7 63.7

where X̃ is a corrupted feature matrix obtained by row-wise
shuffling X. This is equivalent to build a corrupted graph with
exactly the same nodes as the original graph, but shuffled lo-
cations. D is a discriminator implemented as a simple bilinear
function and s is a global summary of the graph, i.e., a read-
out vector given by the sigmoid of the mean of the representa-
tions of all the nodes in the graph. Given a cell, its embedding
hi and s form a positive pair, while its corresponding repre-
sentation from the corrupted graph h̃i and s form a negative
pair. The effect of L1 is to maximize the mutual information
between positive pairs, encouraging embeddings to encode
structural similarities of nodes in the whole graph [18].

For S2, we adopted the Normalized Temperature-scaled
Cross Entropy Loss (NT-Xent) [19, 20] in the general from
expressed in [17]:

L2=
−1

b · np

b∑
i=1

∑
vj∈Pi

log
e

sim(hi,hj)

τ

e
sim(hi,hj)

τ +
∑

vk∈Ni
e

sim(hi,hk)

τ

(3)

where sim(hi,hj) = (hi · hj)/ ∥hi∥2 ∥hj∥2 is the cosine
similarity, τ is a temperature parameter, and Pi is the set of
cells that share similar Laplace coordinate with cell vi. To
implement L2, a set B of b cells (where b = αn << n)
is randomly sampled with replacement from the entire cell
set at each training epoch. For each cell vj in B, the top
nP = αPb << b cells, characterized by the most simi-
lar Laplace coordinates, form Pi, while Ni is defined as a
random subset of nN = αN b < b cells sampled with re-
placement from the set B − Pi. In our experiments α =
1/50, αP = 1/10, αN = 6/10, τ = 0.1. L2 encourages
the embeddings of cells with similar Laplace coordinate to be
closer, while concurrently pushing apart the embeddings of
cells with differing Laplace coordinate.

Our overall loss is thus defined as L = L1 + λ2L2 where
L1 and L2 are in the form of Eq. 2 and 3, respectively, and
λ2 < 1 is a weight parameter. A new GCN is trained in-
dependently for each image, and the loss is minimized over
1000 epochs, establishing our setup as transductive.

2.4. Community Detection

A community detection algorithm is used to determine com-
munities corresponding to cortical layers. Initially, cell em-
beddings undergo processing through the UMAP algorithm
[23] to establish a connectivity matrix. This matrix reflects
the strength of connections between cells, with higher entries
indicating a greater similarity in their embeddings. Subse-
quently, cells are assigned to communities with the Leiden
algorithm [22], that maximizes the modularity score - a met-
ric that gauges the robustness of the network’s partition into
communities [24]. When the number of clusters is unknown,
the resolution parameter of the modularity score is typically
set to 1. In our case, the value that yields the expected number
of layers is found by letting the resolution vary in a range.

3. DATASET

We consider 15 Nissl-stained 40x histological slices of the au-
ditory cortex of Tursiops truncatus (bottlenose dolphin), with
6 cortical layers annotated by expert anatomists via GIMP. A
sample image is shown in Fig. 1a. Brain specimens origi-
nated from 20 stranded cetaceans stored in the Mediterranean
Marine Mammals Tissue Bank (University of Padova) with
decomposition and conservation codes of 1 and 2 [25].

4. RESULTS

We compared our proposed method against unsupervised and
self-supervised approaches from the literature. As unsuper-
vised baseline methods, we considered k-means clustering
[21] and the Leiden algorithm directly applied to the feature
matrix without any graph-based processing. In the realm of
self-supervised methods, our comparison included GraphST
[7], CCST [8], and SpaceFlow [9]. These methods share
similarities with our approach as they also employ transduc-
tive GCNs and self-supervised contrastive learning to iden-
tify spatial domains in human tissues. However, they were
designed for ST data. GraphST uses a 3-nearest neighbours
graph of spots, 1-layer GCN as the encoder, a symmetric
decoder, and a loss combining a feature matrix reconstruc-
tion loss and a DGI-like loss with local readout vectors in-
stead of global ones. CCST constructs a cell- or spot-graph
based on a distance threshold and applies a 3-layer GCN as
the encoder and the DGI loss. SpaceFlow creates an alpha-
complex-based cell- or spot-graph, exploits a 2-layer GCN
and a DGI loss with a spatial regularization that penalizes the
generation of close embeddings for cells or spots that are spa-
tially far from each other. To compare these methods with
ours, we replaced the ST gene counts matrix with the feature
matrix X described in Section 2.2 and we used a common
dimension of the embedding space equal to 20. All other pa-
rameters were kept consistent with the authors’ open-source
implementations, including the approach for creating A.



Ground Truth k-means Leiden GraphST CCST SpaceFlow Lace (ours)

Fig. 2: Qualitative results for the identification of cortical layers via unsupervised/self-supervised methods.

We evaluated the models’ performance with extrinsic
measures: BCubed precision, BCubed recall and BCubed F1
[26], Adjusted Rand Index (ARI), and Normalized Mutual In-
formation (NMI). BCubed precision (recall) looks at each cell
in a assigned (true) cluster and computes the average ratio of
cells in the same assigned (true) cluster that share the same
true (assigned) cluster. Ratios are averaged across cells. F1
is the harmonic mean of precision and recall. ARI scores the
similarity between two clusterings with values in the range
−1 (worse than random) - 1 (perfect similarity). NMI is the
normalized mutual information between two clusterings in
the range 0 (no agreement) - 1 (perfect agreement).

Table 1 displays the results, where our approach, abbre-
viated as Lace (Layer Analysis by Cell Embeddings), shows
superior performance compared to other methods across all
metrics when using the compound loss function (L = L1 +
0.1L2). Specifically, Lace achieves a F1 score of 65.5, an
ARI of 51.7, and an NMI of 63.7, indicating improvements
of 16.3%, 30.2%, and 23.5% respectively over SpaceFlow,
the leading method from the literature. Self-supervised meth-
ods outperform fully unsupervised methods like k-means and
Leiden, which cannot fully harness structural information and
exhibit poorly connected communities. Notably, when Lace
utilizes only the DGI-like loss function (L = L1), there is a
substantial decrease in performance, underscoring the signif-
icance of the effectiveness of the loss component L2.

Qualitative results are displayed in Fig. 2, with the expert
annotation in the first column. Note that annotations com-
prise 6 layers, however, due to layer IV’s discontinuity and
the rare cells forming it, we treat layers IV and V as a sin-
gle layer in the present work. It follows that only 5 commu-
nities/clusters appear in the qualitative results of the various

methods. All approaches perform better in separating layer
I, characterized by sparse, mostly round, or ellipsoidal cells,
compared to the other layers. Layer II, denser, and including
small pyramidal neurons, is generally identified, but there are
difficulties in keeping it consistently continuous and thin, as
indicated in the ground truth. The other three layers are more
challenging to delineate. The key to identification applied by
neuroanatomists lies in the presence of small to medium-sized
pyramidal neurons (layer III), large pyramidal neurons (layer
V), and multiform, middle-sized, comparatively sparser neu-
rons (layer V). Thanks to the tailored contrastive loss, Lace
provides a better clustering, but there is room for the improve-
ment of the depth of these layers.

5. CONCLUSIONS

This research introduces Lace, a self-supervised technique
to identify cortical layers in histological images of the cere-
bral cortex that applies a GCN to a cell-graph. With the aim
of facilitating comparative neuroanatomy studies and provid-
ing a principled, automated solution that may offer new in-
sights, we tested Lace on the auditory cortex of the bottlenose
dolphin, outperforming comparable self-supervised methods
from the literature. Lace’s key innovations lie in its reliance
on cell features extractable from Nissl-stained 2D histological
slices (no ST data involved) and in the introduction of a con-
trastive loss that promotes similar embeddings for cells with
similar heights within the gray matter. Future endeavors in-
volve conducting further experiments with varied configura-
tions and datasets and analyzing the contribution of different
features to the separation of layers. We also aim to explore
the incorporation of priors on layer heights.
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