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Abstract

Spatial transcriptomics data is invaluable for understand-
ing the spatial organization of gene expression in tissues.
There have been consistent efforts in studying how to ef-
fectively utilize the associated spatial information for re-
fining gene expression modeling. We introduce a class of
distance-preserving generative models for spatial transcrip-
tomics, which utilizes the provided spatial information to
regularize the learned representation space of gene expres-
sions to have a similar pair-wise distance structure. This
helps the latent space to capture meaningful encodings of
genes in spatial proximity. We carry out theoretical analysis
over a tractable loss function for this purpose and formal-
ize the overall learning objective as a regularized evidence
lower bound. Our framework grants compatibility with any
variational-inference-based generative models for gene ex-
pression modeling. Empirically, we validate our proposed
method on the mouse brain tissues Visium dataset and ob-
serve improved performance with variational autoencoders
and scVI [32] used as backbone models.
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1 Introduction

Spatial transcriptomic (ST) technologies enable the measure-
ment of expression levels of multiple genes systematically
throughout tissue space, deepening the understanding of
cellular organizations and interactions within tissues as well
as illuminating biological insights in neuroscience, develop-
mental biology, and a range of diseases, including cancer
[50]. An example of the ST technologies is Visium by 10x
Genomics, which enables the capture of whole transcrip-
tomes from tissue slices. However, Visium typically does
not have single-cell resolution [8]. This is also the case with
many other existing ST technologies, such as NanoString
GeoMx [11]. Therefore, it is necessary to develop further
approaches when inaccessibility to precise localization of
gene expression at the single-cell level becomes a critical
bottleneck in the analyzing process. Meanwhile, the data
generated is inevitably noisy, potentially complicating the
interpretation of spatial gene expression patterns.

Generative modeling provides a solution to these problems
by capturing precise representations from spatial transcrip-
tomic data with powerful deep neural networks. The process
of learning representations is to extract higher-level latent
variables that significantly reduce the data dimension while
retaining as much information as possible. The latent vari-
ables can be used for downstream analysis, such as clustering
or visualization to identify the cell types or subtypes, batch
correction, visualization, clustering, and differential expres-
sion [14, 32]. In the meantime, existing works have depicted
a positive correlation between gene expression and their rel-
ative spatial locations [21, 41]. It remains an open question
whether, in practice, we can integrate this idea into other
powerful deep generative learning frameworks to improve
modeling power.

In this paper, building upon various variational inference
models, we develop a novel generative learning method to ex-
tract coherent spatial-informative representation from data.
Our novelty lies in leveraging the cell-by-coordinate infor-
mation to directly modify the learned latent representations.
Specifically, the idea is to enforce their probabilistic encoders
to produce samples that preserve the pair-wise distance mea-
sure of the provided original spatial information. While sim-
ilar notions of representation learning have appeared in ex-
isting machine learning literature, none has yet established
a formal definition for the distant-preserving property. In
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our work, we provide a theoretical definition of distance-
preserving generative models. Furthermore, we establish a
formal connection between the distortion loss and our defini-
tion of the distance-preserving generative models, showing
that the upper distortion level is directly proportional to the
distortion loss. This allows us to treat the distance-preserving
generative learning problem as a constrained optimization
problem, with the original loss of the generative model as the
objective function, and the distortion loss as the constraint.
We further propose to relax this constrained optimization
problem into a regularized optimization problem, such that
the distortion loss can be easily implemented as a wrapper
to existing variational-inference-based generative models.
Lastly, our proposed method is applied to real-world datasets
such as the Visium dataset of fresh frozen mouse brain tissue
(Strain C57BL/6) with 10x Genomics obtained from BiolVT
Asterand. See Figure 1 for an illustration of the dataset. We
adopt Moran’s I and Geary’s C statistics [26] in our evalua-
tion, which reflects the spatial autocorrelation between the
latent representation and the gene locations. The experiment
results support that the methods that we have developed can
enhance the resolution and quality of spatial transcriptomic
data, facilitating more accurate mapping of gene expression
patterns at a near-single-cell level, reflected by the decreased
reconstruction error of the input testing Visium data.

Contributions. This paper makes several key contribu-
tions to the field of spatial transcriptomics analysis and un-
derstanding how to incorporate spatial information in gene
expression modeling:

1. We provide a rigorous and systematic formal definition
of distance-preserving generative models, which, to
our knowledge, has not yet been established in existing
literature.

2. We derive the distortion loss as an upper bound to the
distortion constant. This, to some extent, establishes
theoretical guarantees that the distortion loss is a valid
loss function for the purpose of enforcing the distance-
preserving property.

3. In practice, as our method is directly inspired by single-
cell spatial transcriptomics, we tailor the method to
be more user-friendly by suggesting the regularized
optimization, which also makes it directly compatible
with existing variational-inference-based deep genera-
tive modeling approaches, and can be easily applied
to real-world biological data analysis.

2 Related Works

This section summarizes some major works related to method-
ology and application. We defer some additional related
works in Appendix C.
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traditional machine learning, aside from considering only
the direct relationship between the input and output, these
models also consider the data’s geometric structure as part
of the learning objective. In particular, distance-preserving
is a relatively weaker notion compared to, for example, isom-
etry [6, 25, 49], which is mainly discussed in our work. [3]
introduced distance-preserving mappings in the field of un-
supervised domain mapping using GANSs. [24, 38] show that
enforcing the distance-preserving property is a convincing
way to learn meaningful mappings from face images to audio
domains, highlighting the real-world application potentials.
[7] enforced distance preserving in learning VAEs by formu-
lating it as the objective of a constraint optimization problem.
We also note that distance-preserving is also highly similar
to the invariance constraint [18, 34] that has been introduced
in adversarial learning.

Prior works that use similar designs of distance-preserving
loss have largely confined it to a heuristical act without pro-
viding further justifications or insights. In our paper, bridging
the mathematical definition of the bi-Lipschitz condition, we
formally define the notion of locality for generative mod-
els. We theoretically show how minimizing the previously
proposed loss helps minimize distortion.

Machine Learning in Spatial Transcriptomics. Spatial
transcriptomics data modeling has been of broad interest to
scholars in the field of machine learning. In particular, we
focus on statistical machine learning methods designed for
such task [51]. To capture spatial correlation exhibited from
the data, statistical models such as marked point process [15],
Gaussian process [42] and generalized linear spatial models
[41, 55]. A common theme of these methods is that they all
rely on constructing some notion of covariance matrix over
the spatial locations with cubic computational complexity,
which could be computationally inefficient. Notably, the sem-
inal work of scVI [32] stands closest to our work. They also
use variational inference to model data representations and
extend to a broad spectrum of downstream analysis such as
missing genes imputation [31]. However, their work does not
naturally extend to account for spatial information present
in the data explicitly. Recently, deep learning models such as
SpaCGN [21] and GLISS [54] are graph-based methods that
have been proposed to aggregate spatial information into
data modeling directly.

Our work differs from existing works in that it provides a
general variational representation learning perspective to-
wards modeling spatial transcriptomics data, where the spa-
tial information is incorporated into the model via a learned
isometric mapping. This makes our method both concise and
flexible compared to other existing methods.

3 Background

Geometry-grounded machine learning. Geometry-grounded In this section, we provide a brief review of the relevant

machine learning is a recently emerging topic. Compared to

variational inference framework.
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Figure 1. The 2D representations of cells of Mouse Brain Serial Datasets anterior 1 using UMAP[35] and their spatial locations,
colored by clustering results on the UMAP coordinates. The usual workflow first performs dimension reduction, ignoring the
spatial information, and then analyzes the gene expression patterns on the spatial domain.

VAE and CVAE. Variational autoencoder (VAE) [4] is a
popular type of generative model. Given data drawn from the
data distribution p(y), the goal of a VAE is to learn a latent
variable model that approximates the true data distribution

by:
DY) = / P (ul2)p(2)dz, )

where z is the latent variable, pg(y|z) is the parameterized
likelihood function of y given z, and p(z) is the prior dsitribu-
tion over z specified a priori. Training the model specified in
(1) is done by maximizing the evidence lower bound (ELBO)
of its likelihood function:

log py(y) = Ezvgy(z1y) log pg(ylz) — Dxr (qo(z|y)llp(2)) -

The derivation can be found in Appendix D. The loss of a
VAE is defined as the negative of the ELBO, and it can be
estimated by:
N
tyaE = Z —log py (yilzi) + Dxr. (qe(zilyd)llp(2:) . (2)
i=1
The model parameter 6 is learned by minimizing the loss
function in (2).

The posterior gg and likelihood pg can also be viewed as
random functions. Therefore, the learning outcome of a VAE
can be more compactly written as a probabilistic encoder
and decoder pair defined as:

fo:Y - Z,
g¢:Z—>y,

A conditional variational encoder (CVAE) [40, 46] is an
extension of VAE, where it consists of a set of encoder and

decoder pairs where their domains also include an additional
space of context information, written as:

fo: ¥YxC— Z,
g¢ZXC—)y

Other than that, the training procedure is basically identical
to VAE.

scVI (single-cell Variational Inference). scVI [32] is a
leading deep generative model for analyzing single-cell RNA
sequencing (scRNA-seq) data. It employs a CVAE architec-
ture to model gene expression patterns across individual cells.
In scVI, the input consists of gene expression counts for each
cell, while the model aims to learn a latent representation
that captures biological variability. The model accounts for
technical factors such as library size and batch effects, which
are treated as observed variables. Specifically, scVI uses the
normalized gene expression counts as the target variable,
with the library size included as a nuisance variable to be in-
ferred. Batch information, when available, is incorporated as
conditional information to help disentangle technical from
biological variability. This approach allows scVI to perform
various downstream tasks, including normalization, batch
correction, imputation, and dimensionality reduction, mak-
ing it a versatile tool for single-cell transcriptomics analysis.

4 Distance-preserving generative models

In this section, we will introduce a new class of distance-
preserving generative models for spatial transcriptomics
modeling analysis. The section is organized as follows: We
first provide the problem formulation, then we define the
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distortion constant of generative models (Definition 1). Then,
we propose a decomposable loss function named distortion
loss and prove that it upper bounds the distortion constant.
Next, we propose a masking procedure that provides flexibil-
ity in modifying the span of the neighborhood considered in
the distortion loss. Finally, we briefly summarize the entire
model architecture.

4.1 Problem formulation

Let y € Y denote the target attributes (gene expressions)
that we aim to model with generative models. Let s € S
denote the spatial information. We are given a set of spatial
transcriptomic data of size N:

D ={yisi}y,

where each entry corresponds to a cell. Our goal is to learn
a generative model from the data that extracts the latent
representation of the data. Specifically, we require that the
generative model consist of a probabilistic encoder-decoder
pair of parameterized random functions. Without loss of
generality, we assume that they take the following form:

fo:Y — Z,

96: <Y,
where we denote z € Z as the latent variable. To facilitate
theoretical analysis, we assume that the data in P is drawn
i.i.d. from some joint distribution over Y X Z. We hope to
efficiently utilize the spatial information s; that is present
in the dataset to refine our learned gene expression. An
illustration of the structure of the dataset is provided in
Figure 2.

gene expressiony spatial Information s

N cells

Figure 2. Illustration of the paired dataset D. Each row
corresponds to a different cell (N cells in total). The columns
on the left (blue squares) represent gene expression data (y)
for each cell, while the columns on the right (gray squares)
represent spatial information (s) associated with each cell.

4.2 Distance-preserving and distortion

To illustrate why distance-preserving is a helpful concept to
consider in generative modeling for spatial transcriptomics
modeling, let’s consider the following example. Cells that are
physically close to one another often originate from similar
tissue types. Consequently, these neighboring cells are likely
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to exhibit homogeneity in various attributes of interest, such
as biological functions and patterns of highly variable gene
expression. When applying representation-based generative
models to analyze such data, the goal is to learn latent repre-
sentations that serve as informative, high-level abstractions
of the underlying biological complexity. In spatial transcrip-
tomics, spatial information is inherently valuable and pro-
vides crucial context for understanding cellular behavior
and tissue organization. A well-designed generative model
should effectively incorporate this spatial information to
learn more accurate and biologically meaningful represen-
tations. By doing so, the model can capture not only the
gene expression profiles of individual cells but also the spa-
tial relationships and tissue-level patterns that are essential
for a comprehensive understanding of cellular function and
organization. This example underscores the potential of in-
tegrating spatial data with gene expression information to
enhance our ability to uncover biological insights and gener-
ate more robust, context-aware models of cellular systems.

To incorporate spatial information into learning a gen-
erative model, a useful practice is to directly enforce the
distance measure of the latent representation space to be
similar to the space where spatial information is drawn. In
the domain of studying deterministic embedding functions,
the distortion measure [10] is usually used to characterize
this property. Formally, let dx and dy denote the distance
metric defined in space X and Y. An embedding function
f + X — Y is an embedding of distortion L, if there ex-
ists some A > 0, such that for all x,x” € X, the following
condition hold:

My (x,x") <dy (y',y') < L-Adx(x,x), (3)

where y = f(x),y” = f(x”). Distortion is also known as the
bi-Lipshitz condition [33, 43]. L is also called the worst case
distortion [10]. Verbally, this property states that the out-
puts of the embedding function have pairwise distances that
are equal to the pairwise distances of its inputs up to some
scaling parameter L. Therefore, we collectively refer to the
functions that exhibit this property as distance-preserving
functions.

While the notion of distance-preserving functions has
been proposed, there has not yet been a rigorous mathemat-
ical definition that generalizes to generative models. This
generalization is non-trivial in the sense that (1) the posterior
network is a probabilistic function, which means that, unlike
deterministic functions, its output can only be accessed via
sampling, and (2) If the posterior distribution is supported
on an infinite space, then the above definition would be un-
informative. For example, in the worst case scenario, we
can always sample yy, y, from the posterior function such
that does not hold true, and (3) The generative model’s out-
put can be distance-preserving with respect to any other
contextual information, not only just the inputs. For exam-
ple, in spatial transcripts modeling, the spatial information
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Figure 3. Model architecture with vanilla VAE as its backbone. In the latent space, the distortion loss (fpjs) enforces distance
preservation between the spatial domain (s) and the latent space (z). The masking procedure encourages the distance-preserving
property locally, focusing on neighboring cells rather than all cell pairs.

is the contextual information that should be modeled for
distance-preserving, not the input of gene expression itself.
Based on these analyses, we formally extend the definition
of distance-preserving generative models, summarized as
follows:
Definition 1 (Distance-preserving generative models). De-
note the observation data tuple x := (y, s), wheres is the spatial
information of y. Denote Z as the latent space. For a generative
model with a probabilistic encoder:

f:¥Y -2z

if there exist some A > 0, such that the following condition
holds:

P(Ads(s,s’) <dz (z,2') <L-Ads(s,s)) > 1—¢, (4)
where the probability is taken with respect to the randomness
of the following generation process:

x5 % p(x), 2~ fay), 2~ foly), (5)
then we say that the generative model is a distance-preserving
generative model.

We call the smallest L that satisfies (4) as the distortion
constant, where we omit its dependency on ¢ when clear
from the context. Intuitively, L measures the dispersion of
the probabilistic decoder. If L is small, then the probabilistic
encoder has a high probability of generating samples such
that the distance structure of the provided spatial informa-
tion input is preserved in its outputs. In the context of spatial
transcriptomic, this corresponds to the extracted latent gene
expression to lie in a low-dimensional geometric space that
has a similar structure as their original spatial location.

4.3 Tractable learning

In this part, we wish to further derive a tractable learning
objective that can enforce the outlined properties in this
Definition 1. Specifically, define A as in (4), we show that
there exists a simple, decomposable loss function that can
do so:

Lois =E[ldz(z,2") = 1-ds(s, )], (6)
where the expectation is taken with respect to the generation
process outlined in (5). We call (6) the distortion loss.

Mathematically, we show that (6) can provably translate
into the upper bound of the distortion constant L defined
in Definition 1. Before we present this main result, we first
define some necessary notations in Lemma 2:

Lemma 2. For any given distribution defined on some space
X C R", given arbitrary0 < § < 1, there exist some 0 < M; <
M, < +o0, such that:

P(M; <ldx(x,x)| £ My) >1-6,

where x, x" are drawn i.i.d. from this distribution.

The proof of Lemma 2 is deferred to Appendix A. Lemma 2
can be applied to the spatial information variable s, s’, which
we assume are drawn i.i.d. according to the generative pro-
cess (5). This is used in proving the following main Theorem
of this paper:

Theorem 3. Let §, My, My be given from Lemma 2 applied
to the distribution of spatial information s. Let Lpsr be the
distortion loss defined in (6). Then the generative model defined
in 4.1 has distortion constant:
LM, ALos )

M1 Ale(l - 5)

Theorem 3 states that the upper bound of the distortion
constant of the generative model scales positively with the
distortion loss. Therefore, this means that we can expect that

™)
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Distance-Preserving Representation

Figure 4. Visualization of latent representation space obtained from scVI (left) and scVI regularized with distortion loss (right).
More isotropic and homogeneous ellipses indicate more distance-preserving.

minimizing Lps will enforce the probabilistic encoder of
the generative model to have a high probability of generating
samples that have similar distance structure as the spatial
information.

As a decomposable loss function, the distortion loss (6)
can be estimated in an unbiased fashion using Monte Carlo.
Given dataset:

(yirsi) ™ p(ys), i={1,...,N},

denote the latent representations mapped from each y; as
z;, we can simply compute the empirical distortion loss as
follows:

1
tors =~ ) Mz (znz) =2 ds(suspl. )

i#j

As A is not known, we set the variable A as a learnable pa-
rameter. (9) can then be minimized using gradient descent
algorithms.

We further comment on some practical aspects of imple-
menting the loss (6). While we have illustrated that neigh-
boring cells are homogeneous across patterns that may be
informative for learning latent representations, it is usu-
ally not the case that such patterns are shared across cells
of longer spatial distances. Intuitively, it may be helpful to
"mask” the cells that lie too far apart from each other and
only keep the isometry property to hold at a local scale for
better learning outcomes.

To encourage learning over just local scales, denote the
pairwise distance matrix of the latent space and the spatial
coordinates:

D, = [dz (2,21}, Ds = [ds(si 5],

Let Vy denote a prespecified set of edges between pairs of
spatial coordinates (s;, s;) contained in the dataset . Denote
the index matrix:

1 if (Si, Sj) ev,
Glsi-s)) '_{ 0 otherwise.
using We define the empirical masked isometric loss as:
- 1
fDIs=m||G®Dz—/1'G®Ds||1: (10)
where || - ||; denotes the entry-wise #; norm of matrices, and

© denotes the Hadamard product. The choice of V can be
specified with different methods. We recommend the use of
classification or clustering algorithms based on the spatial
coordinate matrix, such as K-nearest neighbors and K-Means,
as long as the V reflects a reasonable neighborhood of cells. It
is also hypothetically effective to adopt clustering algorithms
designed specifically for spatial transcriptomic analysis such
as SpaGCN [21] for constructing V.

4.4 General model

We aim to learn a generative model of the spatial transcrip-
tomic data that preserves the distance metric in its latent
representation space. This is illustrated in Figure 3, and can
be formulated as the following constrained optimization
problem:

min fVAE
0,61
s.t. fpis < ¢, A >0,

where #ax is the loss function of the backbone VAE model.
150 is defined in (10), c¢; is some arbitrary constant. There
are no explicit modeling restrictions of the backbone VAE
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Figure 5. Mean squared error (MSE) of scVi and VAE on 4 test datasets, with and without distance-preserving penalty, averaged
over 5 repeated trials. Enforcing distance-preserving property induces smaller reconstruction errors of log-normalized and

library-size-adjusted data.

model to choose from!. The constrained optimization prob-
lem above is expensive to solve, and we instead propose to
relax it into a regularized version:

minf := fyag + 0(?]315, (11)
0,0,1

where @ > 0 is the regularization coefficient. The regular-
ized objective function in 11 is easy to implement, and only
requires the distortion loss to be implemented as a wrapper
function to the original VAE loss. An illustration of the model
architecture is illustrated in Figure 3.

5 Experiments

In this section, we conduct experiments on spatial tran-
scriptomic data to validate our proposal. In this section,
we first describe our basic experimental setups. Second, we
show the main experiment results under our evaluation cri-
terion. Third, we comment on the properties of our proposed
method by showing the results of our sensitivity analysis.

5.1 Experiment setups

Data. We acquire 4 publically available Mouse Brain Se-
rial Datasets?, including anterior (A) and posterior (P), sec-
tion 1 and 2. The data are preprocessed using Seurat v5
[19] according to their tutorial®. The resulting data contain
~ 3000 spatial spots and p = 31053 genes. We only select
3000 highly variable genes to ensure model stability.

To construct training and test datasets, we use the gene
expression in the same region but from different sections as
training and test data (e.g. P1 as a training set and P2 as a
test set). The logic behind this is that we hypothesize that

For example, the original formulation, which is a standard VAE, can be eas-
ily extended to the CVAE setting. Let ¢ € C denote some context attributes.
Then, we define the encoder and decoder as follows:

fo:YxC—Z, gp:ZxC—-Y.
For instance, we can define the spatial information s as part of the context
attributes.

Zhttps://www.10xgenomics.com/datasets
3https://satijalab.org/seurat/articles/spatial_vignette

gene expressions from the same region are highly correlated
and should exhibit minor distribution shifts. Thus, we get
four pairs of training-test datasets. For brevity, we refer to
them by the name of the test dataset.

Model description. We test out our method using both
VAE and scVI as backbones. The VAE is set up with one
layer of dimension of 64 for both the encoder and decoder,
and the latent space dimension is set to 4. The data is pre-
processed by log-normalizing, adjusting for the library size
of the data, and extracting 256 principal components from
the raw data. The likelihood and prior of the VAE are all
set to be Gaussian. We set the weight of the KL term in the
loss function of VAE to 1072 (See Appendix F). The training
process is terminated if no improvement of over 10”2 has
been observed over 10 epochs. The regularization coefficient
is set to 50. For scVI, we adopt implementation from the de-
veloped Python package. The model is set with one hidden
layer of 128 dimension. The latent space is set to be of dimen-
sion 10. We do not transform the data here and we use the
negative binomial distribution to model the gene likelihood.
The training process is terminated after no improvement of
over 30 has been observed for 30 epochs. The regularization
coefficeint is set to 1.

For both models, the learning rate is set to 1073 All exper-
iments are run on NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4070Ti GPU. More
details of the network architecture of VAE are deferred to
Appendix F.

Evaluation protocals. We consider three measures to
evaluate and compare different models: reconstruction error
(MSE), Moran’s I statistics, and Geary’s C statistics, each
evaluated on the test dataset. Specifically, the reconstruction
error is the mean squared error of the reconstructed gene
expression values to the observed values, which quantifies
the capacity of the model. To evaluate whether the latent
representations exhibit an organized spatial expression pat-
tern, we used Moran’s I and Geary’s C, two commonly used
statistics to quantify the degree of spatial autocorrelation
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Table 1. Moran’s I and Geary’s C of the latent representation extracted by scVi and VAE on 4 test datasets, with and without
distance-preserving penalty, averaged over 5 repeated trials. Enforcing distance-preserving property induces stronger spatial

autocorrelations.

Method Moran’s I Geary’s C

A2 Al P2 P1 A2 Al P2 P1

. VAE  0.62(0.07) 0.55(0.05) 0.52(0.05) 0.52(0.03) 0.36(0.06) 0.41(0.03)  0.49(0.05) 0.43(0.03)
Distorted

scVI  0.43(0.03)  0.52(0.04)  0.37(0.02)  0.45(0.04)  0.57(0.03)  0.48(0.04)  0.62(0.02)  0.55(0.04)
Distance ~~ VAE  0.64(0.02) 0.60(0.03) 0.56(0.06) 0.49(0.06) 0.35(0.02) 0.37(0.02) 0.45(0.07) 0.46(0.05)
Preserving  scVI  0.45(0.04) 0.52(0.04) 0.43(0.02) 0.47(0.03) 0.55(0.05) 0.48(0.04) 0.57(0.02) 0.53(0.03)

Table 2. 10X Genomics Visium Sagittal mouse brain datasets
summary.

Dataset #genes #spots
P1 31053 3353
P2 31053 3293
Al 31053 2696
A2 31053 2825

[26]. Spatial autocorrelation can be positive or negative. Posi-
tive spatial autocorrelation occurs when similar values occur
near one another. Negative spatial autocorrelation occurs
when dissimilar values occur near one another. A more de-
tailed description of Moran’s I and Geary’s C statistics is
included in Appendix F.

5.2 Main experiment results

First, to intuitively illustrate that distortion loss regulariza-
tion helps enforce the distance-preserving property, we vi-
sualize the latent representation space extracted from the
training dataset. Following [49], we select random points
from the latent representations and plot their equidistance
plots, represented by purple ellipses. As can be seen from
the figure, the raw scVI model (left) produces highly het-
erogeneous and non-isotropic ellipses, indicating that its
learned representations are distorted. On the other hand, the
scVI model, regularized with our proposed distortion loss
(right), produces homogenous and isotropic ellipses, indi-
cating that the learned latent space preserves the original
distance structure of the gene expressions relatively well.
However, it should be noted that the magnitude of distor-
tion in latent space is not directly correlated with the model
performance.

Therefore, we further investigate the modeling power dif-
ferences, by evaluating the MSE of the reconstructed gene
expressions on the test dataset. Figure 5 shows the averaged
MSE of the vanilla model (gray, distorted) model compared
with its regularized counterpart (red, distance-preserving)

for both VAE and scVI. The average MSE of the distance-
preserving version induces lower MSEs on almost all the
test datasets. This indicates that the spatial information em-
bedded in the latent space, by enforcing it to have a similar
distance structure, can help the model learn more meaning-
ful embeddings, hence helping the model to better generalize
across different datasets.

While spatial autocorrelation has been partially depicted
in Figure 4, we would like to further numerically quantify
the spatial autocorrelation using Moran’s I and Geary’s C
statistics as we have mentioned before. As shown in Table 1,
we can see that the distance-preservation augmented VAE
and scVI models generally exhibit a higher spatial autocor-
relation compared to their vanilla (distorted) version. This
aligns with our intuitions and previous observations.

5.3 Regularization coefficient

We conduct further sensitivity analysis over our model’s
regularization coefficient « to see its effects on the average
MSE and the spatial correlation statistics. We use VAE as
the backbone model and A2 as the testing dataset, and we
evenly sample value from 0 to 200 to assign as our regular-
ization coefficient. The other training parameters are set to
be similar to the previous section. We plot the mean and
standard deviation over five random trials in Figure 6 for
each assigned regularization coefficient . We observe that
the MSE plot (left) demonstrates a non-convex trend when
increasing &, but all @ > 0 incurs a lower average MSE on the
test dataset than without regularization (& = 0). The spatial
autocorrelation plot (right) of Moran’s I and Geary’s C statis-
tics shows a relatively positive trend with respect to . This
indicates that a stronger distortion regularization can help
the model effectively incorporate more spatial information
into the latent representation.

As illustrated by the MSE plot (left) in Figure 6, incor-
porating more spatial information is not always helpful, as
excessive emphasis on minimizing the distortion loss may
hinder the model from placing enough attention towards
capturing the internal structure that the gene expression
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Figure 6. Sensitivity analysis of distance-preserving regularization strength in the performance.

itself exhibits. We suggest choosing the regularization pa-
rameter based on techniques such as cross-validation or prior
knowledge of the data modeling objective.

6 Discussion

Our work has only limited the scope of study to the vari-
ational autoencoders, but there are also other generative
models that have been incorporated into spatial transcrip-
tomics modeling. For example, diffusion model [2, 36] is an-
other popular state-of-the-art generative model class. Recent
works have developed new diffusion model architectures for
spatial transcriptomics modeling tasks [17], including spa-
tial transcriptomics prediction [23] and imputation [27]. One
may be interested in inspecting learning distance-preserving
representations from denoising diffusion models (DDMs)
[2, 36] under the setting of spatial transcriptomics modeling.
However, we note that an obstacle is that the representation
capability of a DDM is not necessarily the outcome of its gen-
eration capability. The work by Chen et al. [9] suggests that
the representation capability of DDM is mainly gained by
the denoising-driven process, not a diffusion-driven process.

While our work’s experimental evaluation has been lim-
ited in studying the reconstruction ability of the generative
model, which is a straightforward way of inspecting the
usefulness of latent representations, it is intriguing to know
how distance-preserving may benefit many other tasks such
as gene imputation or cell clustering.

Additionally, our sensitivity analysis has been confined to
studying the regularization coefficient hyperparameters. We
have also introduced the masking procedure at the end of
Section 4.3. It is left to explore how choosing different scales
of masking (e.g. the hyperparameter k in K-NN) or masking
procedure (using other clustering algorithms) would affect
the learning outcome. Some preliminary analyses have been
done on other works that study distance-preserving genera-
tive models, see e.g. [7].
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A Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. If X is a finite space or bounded space, then simply
take:

M; = inf dx(x,x"), My = sup dx(x,x").
xx'eX

x,x' eX

If X is an infinite space or an unbounded space, such as
X =R".In this case, since we know that the Euclidean space
R™ can be exhausted by a nested sequence of compact balls
centered at the origin:

+0o0
XCR"= UB(O, r),
r=1

where B(0,r) := {x € R" : dx(x,0) < r}. Therefore, by the
total probability property, we know that:

P(X) <P (O B(o, r)) =1 (12)

By the dominated convergence theorem:

R R
P (Rl_igloo L:Jl B(0, r)) = lim P (Ul B(0, r)) . 13)

By definition, given any 0 < § < 1, there exists some R’ > 0

such that:
R/
p (U B(0, r)) >1-34,
r=1

which implies:
P(-2R" < |dx(x,x")| <2R") >1-6.

Therefore, we can set M; = —2R’ and M, = 2R’. This con-
cludes the proof. O

B Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. Denote the following events:
A= {M < |dx(x,x")| < My},
B={Mdx(x,x")-C<dy(y,y) < Adx(x,x") +C}
C={Adx(x.x") <dy (y.y') <L-Adx(x.x")},

Using Markov’s Inequality, for any C > 0, we have:

L / ,
= 2 Bldy (3.y) - My (x.x)| 2 C).
Rearranging terms on both sides:
- Liso
C

<P(ldy(y,y') - Adx(x,x")| < C)

=P(ldy (3, y') - 4dx (x,x")| < )

=PAdx(x,x") - C <dy (y,y') < Adx(x,x") +C)

=P(8) (14)
If we set L to satisfy:

L=—"+ (15)

Zhou and Du

then it holds:

P(B|A) < P(C|A). (16)
Using the law of total probability and the results we have
derived, we can bound the probability of event C by:

P(C) = P(C|A)P(A) + P(C|A°)P(A°)
> P(B|A) (1 - )
>P(B) -6
>1- L150/C - 6.

The first line uses the law of total probability, the second
line uses (16) and Lemma 2, and the third line uses the law
of total probability and Lemma 2:

P(8) = P(B|A)P(A) +P(B|A)P(A),
<P(BIA)(1-6)+

and the fourth line uses (14). Set C = Liso/(e — §) and plug
it into (15), we have:

M, L1so
[=-24 =0
M1 * /1M1(E — 5)’
and:
PAdx(x,x") <dy (y,y') < L-Adx(x,x")) > 1—e.

This proves (L, ¢)-distortion as defined in Definition 1. The
distortion constant satisfies by definition (8). O

C Additional Related Works

Spatial Data Modeling. Autoencoders have been widely
utilized in the analysis of spatial data due to their power-
ful representation learning capabilities. Traditional autoen-
coders (AE) have been explored in several studies [28, 44].
For instance, SEDR [47] employs a deep auto-encoder net-
work to learn gene representations while incorporating a
variational graph auto-encoder to embed spatial information
simultaneously, highlighting the integration of spatial and
genetic data. The combination of autoencoders with graph
neural networks (GNNs) has also proven effective, as shown
in works by [16, 29, 30, 52, 53], where such models enhance
spatial data representation by leveraging graph structures.
Additionally, advanced probabilistic models like the hidden
Markov random field have been applied to spatial data, as
demonstrated by Giotto [12], which identifies spatial do-
mains using an HMRF model with a spatial neighbor prior.
This approach has been extended in studies like [48], further
showcasing the potential of probabilistic methods in spatial
data analysis.

Spatial Variational Autoencoders. Compared to the
aforementioned approaches, variational autoencoders (VAEs)
are recently attracting more attention in representation learn-
ing of single-cell data analysis [13, 14]. They are preferred
over traditional autoencoders because they provide a struc-
tured, continuous, and interpretable latent space that facili-
tates robust generative capabilities and handles uncertainty
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by explicitly modeling distributions. This results in more
meaningful data generation and easier manipulation of la-
tent features compared to traditional autoencoders, which
can then be used for data integration [13], trajectory in-
ference [14], etc. Furthermore, the study of VAEs lays the
groundwork for extending methodologies to other varia-
tional inference-based models, such as diffusion models and
variational graph autoencoders.

A series of works have been conducted to study the inter-
play of VAEs with spatial information in the data, and differ-
ent variants of spatial VAEs have been proposed. [5] enables
learning VAE models of images that separate latent variables
encoding content from rotation and translation. This can
be done by directly constraining them as part of the latent
space to be learned. [45] proposed to instead directly modify
the latent space from the standard multi-variate Gaussian
distributions to low-ranked matrix-variate normal distribu-
tions to allow for the better capturing ability of the spatial
information present in image data. [1] considered using VAE
to learn disentangled representations of spatial networks via
careful designs of the model structure and latent variable
factorization. They proposed a tractable optimization algo-
rithm to carry out variational learning. More recently, [39]
considered the setting of learning spatial Gaussian priors
via variational autoencoder. [22] combined graph variational
autoencoder with contrastive learning,.

However, a critical distinct difference to be noted is that
while most existing works studying spatial VAE aim to cap-
ture the representation of the spatial information, our work
aims to refine the representation learned by incorporating
the spatial information given as context. This is a different
but equally challenging task with broad applications in fields
where spatial information is easily accessible, such as spatial
transcriptomics data analysis.

D Deriving ELBO of VAE

Below, we present the derivation of lower bound for the log
probability density function (PDF) of VAE. To begin with, it
can be written as:

log fy(y) = log / po(1.2)dz,

where z is a latent random variable. This integral has no
closed form and can be usually estimated by Monte Carlo
integration with importance sampling, ie,

/pe(y’ 2)dz =Eag(py) [%

Here q(z|y) is the proposed variational distribution, where
we can draw sample z from this distribution given y and a.
Therefore, by Jensen’s inequality, we can find evidence lower
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bound (ELBO) of the conditional PDF:
po(y.2)
q(zly)

> Ezog(y) [10 p;((jj))]

Using Bayes rule, the ELBO can be equivalently expressed
as:

log fo(y) = logE.~q(|y) [

[ pe(y.2)
Sl e
[ po(ylz)pe(2)
et |98 )
(2)
=Ez~q(~\y> p(el ) +E.q(1y) [logpa(yl2)]

=~ Dxa(q(z[9)I1po(2)) + Exvg(1y) [log po(yl2)]

This concludes the derivation.

E KL Divergence

Lemma 4 (KL divergence of multivariate normals). Suppose
both p and q are the pdfs of multivariate normal distributions
Na(p1,21) and Ny(pz, X2), respectively. The Kullback-Leibler
distance from p to q is given by

|22

= _ D)D)
|Z | d+tr{ 1}

+ (2 — )" 55 (2 — )]

Dkr(pllq) = [

When X = dlag(al, . ..,02) and X5 = I, it reduces to
Dia(pllg) = -5 d+Zloga —Zo 2 = i3
Jj=1

Proof of Lemma 4. By definition, we have

Die.(pllg) = / [log(p(x)) — log(q(x))] p(x) dx

/ 11 12| 1(
2 %1% 2

+ G )T (- )| ) d

- )= (x - )

1. % 1 _
= g log 5 = g {ELG - ) (v = )T 277
+ 2Bl - )55 - )]
1. [ 1 1 _
=3 log ﬁ =5 tr {Ig} + 5(!—'1 =) 25 (1 — )

1
+ 5 tr{):z_lZl}

The last expression on the right-hand side translates to:

1 )y
= |log :22: d+ {2150} + (2 — 1) 25 (e — ) |
1
which finishes the proof. O
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F Additional Experiment Details

KL Weight. Adjusting for the KL weight makes the model
a f-VAE [20]. Specifically, its ELBO loss is defined as:

=B - Dxi(q(z|y)l|po(2)) + Ez—g(-1y) [log po(yl2)],

where f is a hyperparameter that controls the weight of the
KL term in the ELBO loss function. Intuitively, a larger KL
weight forces the VAE to confine to the prior distribution
more, and a smaller KL weight allows the VAE to focus more
on minimizing the reconstruction loss. In our experiments,
since Gaussian prior is a prohibitive assumption, we would
want to lower its weight to ensure that the extracted latent
representation is meaningful.

Network configuration of VAE. The neural network lay-
ers of the VAE model that we implemented using PyTorch
[37]. The hidden layer consists of a fully connected layer and
a LeakyReLU activation layer.

Moran’s I and Geary’s C. Moran’s I metric [26] is a cor-
relation coefficient that measures the overall spatial autocor-
relation of a dataset. Intuitively, for a given gene, it measures
how one spot is similar to others surrounding it. If the spots
are attracted (or repelled) by each other, it implies they are
not independent. Thus, the presence of autocorrelation indi-
cates the spatial pattern of gene expression. Moran’s I value
ranges from -1 to 1, where a value close to 1 indicates a clear
spatial pattern, a value close to 0 indicates random spatial ex-
pression, and a value close to -1 indicates a chessboard-like
pattern. To evaluate the spatial variability of a given gene,
we calculate the Moran’s I using the following formula,

- N 2 2 [wij (i = %) (xj - %) |

w 3 (= %)

where x; and x; are the gene expression of spots i and j, X
is the mean expression of the feature, N is the total number
of spots, w;; is the spatial weight between spots i and j
calculated using the 2D spatial coordinates of the spots, and
W is the sum of w;;. We select the k nearest neighbors for
each spot using spatial coordinates. Moran’s I statistic is
robust to the choice of k and is set at 5 in our analysis. We
assign w;; = 1 if spot j is in the nearest neighbors of spot i,
and 0 otherwise.

Geary’s C is another commonly used statistic for measur-

>

ing spatial autocorrelation. It is calculated as:
2
N-1 2i2j [Wij (x,- - x)) ]
2w 3 (xi = %)’

The value of Geary’s C ranges from zero to two, where zero
indicates perfect positive autocorrelation.

s

Marker gene expression latent representation. Figure
7 shows the gene expression levels of six marker genes ex-
tracted by VAE. For each gene in each panel, the left subplot
shows the gene expression levels in the spatial coordinates,

Zhou and Du

and the right subplot shows the 2D-UMAP of the latent rep-
resentation of the corresponding model. As we can see, the
cells are dispersed in the latent space. The olfactory bulb
region, with genes Calb2, Gng4, S100a5, and Febp7 enriched,
is well separated from other regions.
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Figure 7. Latent representation extracted from VAE trained on the Mouse Brain Serial Datasets anterior 1. The olfactory bulb
region, with genes Calb2, Gng4, S100a5, and Febp7 enriched, is well separated from other regions
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