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Individual cells exhibit substantial heterogeneity in protein abundance and activity, which is frequently re-
flected in broad distributions of fluorescently labeled reporters. Since all cellular components are intrinsically
fluorescent to some extent, the observed distributions contain background noise that masks the natural hetero-
geneity of cellular populations. This limits our ability to characterize cell-fate decision processes that are key
for development, immune response, tissue homeostasis, and many other biological functions. It is therefore
important to separate the contributions from signal and noise in single-cell measurements. Addressing this
issue rigorously requires deconvolving the noise distribution from the signal, but approaches in that direction
are still limited. Here we present a non-parametric Bayesian formalism that performs such a deconvolution
efficiently on multidimensional measurements, in a way that allows estimating confidence intervals precisely.
We use the approach to study the expression of the mesodermal transcription factor Brachyury in mouse

embryonic stem cells undergoing differentiation.

INTRODUCTION

The inherent stochasticity of biological processes leads
to substantial heterogeneity even among genetically iden-
tical cells in the same environment'™. The degree to
which this heterogeneity affects, or even dictates, cellular
decision-making in most situations is still an open ques-
tion. This issue is of paramount importance in processes
such as mammalian development, where hundreds (if not
thousands?) of distinct cell types (cell states) emerge
from a small number of identical undifferentiated cells®”.
Identifying the molecular mechanisms underlying these
cell-fate decision programs and their interplay with cel-
lular heterogeneity®? requires a rigorous quantification
of cellular states across large numbers of cells.

Flow cytometry enables monitoring the distributions of
abundances and activities of selected proteins for thou-
sands of cells at a time, using fluorescently labeled mark-
ers. Cells, however, have a non-negligible amount of
autofluorescence in the emission spectrum of most flu-
orescent probes (500 to 700 nm). This leads to a back-
ground noise that must be subtracted from the total sig-
nal emitted by fluorescently labeled cells!®, in order to
adequately relate the signal distribution provided by the
cytometer to the mechanisms regulating the expression
and/or activity of the protein of interest. Several stan-
dard methods exist for addressing this issue on a cell-
by-cell basis. One can use, for instance, additional flu-
orescence channels outside the emission spectrum of the
fluorophores serving as regressor variables'!'!2. Alterna-
tively, a second laser system can provide an independent
measurement of both signal and autofluorescence!®. Be-
yond issues of cost or accessibility, the effectivity of such
solutions is limited, because there is no guarantee that
autofluorescence from another channel, or from another
excitation source, is a good proxy for autofluorescence in
our channel of interest.

Commonly, rather than dedicating measurement re-
sources to assess autofluorescence, control measurements

of unlabeled cells are used to set a baseline of the signal
coming from the naturally present autofluorescent com-
ponents in the cell. This procedure, however, does not
lead to a quantitative determination of the distribution of
the signal coming ezclusively from the fluorescent probe.
Such quantitative assessment would require deconvolv-
ing the fluorescence distribution obtained in labeled cells
from the one produced by unlabeled cells. Here, we pro-
pose a non-parametric Bayesian approach to this decon-
volution problem, applicable to multichannel measure-
ments. The method is robust and efficient, requiring cell
numbers not larger than those typically considered in
standard flow cytometry runs, and gives natural confi-
dence intervals of the target distributions, which makes
it attractive for a variety of applications.

There is an extensive statistics literature addressing
the additive deconvolution problem'4. A common set
of deconvolution methods are kernel-based approaches,
such as those relying on Fourier transforms'® 2!, which
use the fact that in Fourier space, a deconvolution is sim-
ply the product of two functions. Two problems arise
from such methods that limit their applicability in prac-
tical cases. First, Fourier transforms (and other methods
that use orthogonal local bases, such as wavelets®?) are
not positive defined. Consequently, kernel-based meth-
ods lead to deconvolved pseudo-distributions with artifi-
cial features, which are hardly interpretable for practical
applications. Second, these methods usually lead to point
estimates, and therefore do not provide native confidence
intervals (i.e. without applying additional statistical ap-
proximations) that allow us to assess the quality of the
inferred target distribution.

A second class of deconvolution approaches are
likelihood-based methods?®, which estimate the un-
known target distribution using maximum likelihood
approaches. As in the case of kernel-based methods,
these approaches provide us with point estimates, and
usually assume exact knowledge of the noise distribu-
tion. Finally, a third class of methods involve Bayesian



inference?* 26, which does not require complete knowl-

edge of the noise distribution and naturally provides con-
fidence intervals of the estimates obtained. So far, how-
ever, these Bayesian methods have been applied to re-
peated measurements of the same individual entities that
are being monitored (in our case, cells), which is not a
realistic possibility in standard flow cytometry. Our non-
parametric Bayesian approach does not require repeated
measurements and retains all the above-mentioned ad-
vantages of Bayesian methods. We have implemented
the procedure in a Julia package available in GitHub
(https://github.com/dsb-lab /scBayesDeconv.jl).

The work is structured as follows. First, we intro-
duce the mathematical description of the additive con-
volution problem in the context of flow cytometry data,
and explain our proposed deconvolution method based
on non-parametric Bayesian models. Second, we validate
our method using synthetic datasets with known target
distributions, and compare its results to other existing
methods. Third, we further test our method in real flow-
cytometry data of mouse embryonic stem cells undergo-
ing differentiation. We test the dataset in two conditions.
Initially, we treat our cells with a low concentration of
a fluorescent dye (which masks the real flow-cytometry
signal and acts as an external noise), and validate our
method by deconvolving the noise coming from the dye
and comparing it to the control case where the dye was
not added. This offers evidence of the robustness of the
method in real applications while having a ground truth.
Additionally, we perform the deconvolution using several
channels from the dataset, to show the effectiveness of the
method in multichannel measurements, and comment on
the complementarity of our approach to other process-
ing steps common in analysis pipelines of flow cytometry
data. We conclude by discussing the limitations of the
method and possible ways to improve it in future work.

RESULTS
Theoretical definition of the problem

Consider a population of cells containing fluorescent
markers that label the abundances or activities (e.g.
phosphorylation states) of certain proteins of interest.
Flow cytometry measurements provide us with the dis-
tribution p.(C) of total fluorescence signal C emitted by
each individual cell in the population, as measured by
the flow cytometer detectors. These signals have two
components: the fluorescence T' emitted exclusively by
the target fluorophores that report on the proteins of
interest, and the autofluorescence ¢ emitted by cellular
components other than our fluorescent labels:

C=T+¢ (1)

If these two components are independent of one another,
the distribution p.(C) of the measured signal takes the

form of a convolution of the distributions of T" and &:
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Similarly to p., the distribution pe of the autofluores-
cence £ can be measured in the flow cytometer by using
unlabeled cells that are otherwise identical to the labeled
ones. On the other hand, the probability distribution of
T, pr, cannot be measured directly. Our goal is to ex-
tract (deconvolve) the distribution pr from the measured
distributions p. and p¢, considering that we only have a
finite set of samples (cells) of C and &.

In what follows, we first introduce the way in which
we describe the distributions involved in the problem.
Next we define the posterior distribution given by the
model and the data, and finally we discuss the methods
used to explore the parameter space for the deconvolution
problem.

Mixture model. The vast majority of real datasets (in-
cluding those generated in flow cytometry) result from
complex combinations of variables that cannot be ex-
plained in general with simple distributions. In order
to adapt flexibly to such conditions, we use mixtures of
probability distributions as our basis set. Any function
can be arbitrarily well approximated using an adequate
choice of basis functions, provided enough components
are included in the mixture. We can describe both the
target and the noise distributions by independent mix-
tures of K components:

p(z|g) = an (z]tby) (3)

where  is multivariate in the case of multichannel mea-
surements. w, denotes the weight of each base B(x|v,,)
in the mixture, and 4, represents its parameters (the
means and covariance matrices in the case of multivari-
ate normal distributions)?”. The sets of w,, and 1, are in
turn represented by the vector ¢ in what follows. Using
these basis functions, the distribution of the observed
signal C' can be described as a superposition of all the
convolutions between them:
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pe(cldr, de) = (BxB)(clyy . 45)  (4)

where (BxB) (c|¢n , ¢§) represents the convolution of two

basis distributions with parameters ng and wi, respec-
tively, and K7 and K¢ denote the number of bases used
in each of the two mixtures.

The choice of basis functions to describe our data is
crucial. We propose to use multivariate normal distri-
butions to describe the data. Normal distributions with
unknown mean and covariance have been shown to be
flexible enough to represent datasets with high qual-
ity, requiring less components than more rigid methods.
They have the additional advantage that its convolution



turns out to be another normal distribution with modi-
fied parameters®®. This last property is especially inter-
esting for deriving exact analytic results for the Bayesian
sampling process.

Posterior distribution and likelihood. Our goal is to
extract, starting from samples of the distributions of total
signal C' and noise &, the parameters of the distribution
of the target signal T'. Defining the problem in terms
of probability distributions leads very naturally to work
with Bayesian methods. According to Bayes’ rule, the
posterior distribution that represents the probability of
the parameters given the data is

p(6r, dele. €) o [p(elor, de)p(€lde) | [p(r)p(9e)]
()
where c ={¢;:i=1...N.}and £ ={& :i=1... N¢}
are the sets of observed samples of the total signal and
the noise, respectively, with N, and N¢ representing the
number of samples in each case.

The first bracket on the right-hand side of Eq. (5) is the
likelihood function, which corresponds to the probability
of the data given the parameters. Under the assumption
of independent and identically distributed (iid) observa-
tions, this function is given by

N Ne
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As can be seen, the information about the noise parame-
ters is contained in both datasets, while the information
about the target parameters only appears in the con-
volved data.

As shown in Eq. (5) above, the posterior distribution
can be estimated by multiplying the likelihood by the
prior distribution of parameter values. Since the datasets
required for a good deconvolution are large, the impact
of the prior distribution should be negligible. Therefore,
the posterior landscape is effectively described by (6),
and the prior distribution is only present in our approach
for formal and computational reasons. In any case, since
no prior information exists on the parameters that de-
scribe the noise and target mixture components, we im-
pose vague priors over the plausible set of parameters
(see Supplementary Sec. S4).

Sampling. The posterior distribution is a complex
multimodal (multi-peaked) object containing all the con-
figurations of the target and noise distributions that are
consistent with the observed data. A correct and efficient
exploration of this distribution is essential to set bounds
on the candidate models that explain the data. The
Bayesian model, as stated in Eq. (5), has no direct closed
form. Sampling from this model as stated would require
the introduction of complex sampling algorithms such
as Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)?® and nested
sampling?®. These sampling processes are computation-
ally very expensive and scale linearly with the sample
size, which in the case of flow cytometry datasets is of

the orders of tens to hundreds of thousands samples per
dataset.

In order to overcome these shortcomings, we propose
two approximations to the posterior distribution. The
first one decouples the inference of the noise and tar-
get distributions parameters as two independent prob-
lems (see Supplementary Section S2.1). The parameters
of the noise distribution can be fitted using well-known
mixtures of normal distributions, with the target being
described by a convolved mixture model. The second
approximation simplifies the sampling of the convolved
mixture model to enable sampling using standard Gibbs
sampling algorithms (see Supplementary Section S4.2).
The combination of both approximations allows the pos-
terior to be sampled using Gibbs sampling, which is an
efficient MCMC method of sampling from the posterior.

In addition to these approximations, we offer two alter-
native Bayesian mixtures, namely finite or infinite normal
mixture models3®. The latter approach has the added ad-
vantage over the former of not requiring fixing the num-
ber of basis functions to describe the data. However,
for most practical purposes, finite normal mixture mod-
els are able to fit the data with high accuracy and in a
more efficient manner regarding how the corresponding
algorithms work.

Analysis pipeline. Given the concepts and tools de-
scribed above, the analysis of the data is performed as
follows (Fig. 1). First, the distributions of the target and
autofluorescence signals are assumed to be described by
mixtures (top left panel in Fig. 1), as defined by Egs. (3)
and (4). The data measured experimentally correspond
to the autofluorescence signal (noise) and the total signal
of the labeled cells (which includes the autofluorescence),
as shown in the top right panel of Fig. 1. The mixture
assumption and the observed data samples allow us to
construct the posterior distribution (Eq. (5) and mid-
dle panel in Fig. 1) from the likelihood function defined
by Eq. (6) and the prior distributions discussed in the
Supplementary Sec. S4. The posterior distribution is a
function of the model parameters (weights of the mix-
tures and parameters of the basis functions). We next
explore (sample) the posterior distribution in parameter
space using the Gibbs sampling approximation (bottom
left panels in Fig. 1). This algorithm provides us with
a representative sampling of the parameters of the tar-
get distribution, which allows us to compute an average
of this distribution and its confidence interval (bottom
right panel in the figure).

Application to synthetic data

First, we benchmark the ability of our method to re-
cover the target distribution by using collections of syn-
thetic datasets. In those datasets, the target and noise
distributions are known, so we can compare the result of
the deconvolution against a ground truth. To do this,
we applied our method to the synthetic data described
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FIG. 1. Scheme of the deconvolution process. The signal and noise mixture distributions, together with the observed data (top
row), define the posterior distribution over the parameter space of the mixture, Eq. (6) (middle row). This distribution can
present multiple peaks, sometimes degenerate with respect to basis label exchange, each corresponding to a different mixture
description of the observed and target distributions. The red arrow in the Gibbs Markov Chain Monte Carlo sampling plot
(bottom left) represents an unlikely jump between two peaks separated by a relatively wide probability valley.

in Sec. . To prove the robustness of the implementa-
tion, we ran the test using four components, both for the
noise and target distributions. We also avoided check-
ing the full convergence of the algorithm manually. We
ran the algorithm in this suboptimal conditions to avoid
having to fine tune the specific parameters, which could
lead to positive bias favoring our method in comparison
with FFT-based approaches. We contrasted the results
of our method with those of a specific FFT approach
that does not require knowledge of the autofluorescence
distribution'®. Figure 2 shows a typical instance of the
deconvolution performance of the two methods. Panel (a)
shows in green the total (convolved) signal mimicking the
output of a flow cytometry experiment. In this synthetic
case, the signal is obtained by forward convolving a target
distribution with the characteristics given above, shown
in light blue in panels (b) and (c), with a noise (auto-
fluorescence) distribution, shown in magenta in the inset

of panel (a). The goal in this case is to recover (decon-
volve) the ground-truth target distribution (panels b and
¢ in Fig. 2) from the total and noise distributions (panel
a). Figures 2(b,c) show that our Bayesian deconvolution
method recovers the target distribution well. In compar-
ison, the FFT method leads to oscillatory components
in the deconvolution, and correspondingly to artefactual
negative values in the probability distribution. Addition-
ally, the Bayesian deconvolution method naturally pro-
vides a confidence interval, shown by the different sam-
ples (red lines) in panel (b) of Fig. 2.

For benchmarking purposes, we compared the de-
convolved distribution with the real target distribution,
which is known in this case, using the mean integrated
overlap (MIO), as defined in Supplementary Sec. S6. We
preferred this measure to the mean integrated squared er-
ror (MISE), which is commonly used in the deconvolution
literature for theoretical reasons'®19:20:22 since the MIO
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FIG. 2. Deconvolution instance for a target bimodal distribution (light blue in panels b and ¢) corrupted by a normally
distributed noise with a SNS = 2 (magenta distribution in the inset of panel a), applying the Bayesian Deconvolution method
(panel b) and the FFT method (panel ¢). The total distribution from which the noise is deconvolved is shown in green in panel
(a). The red lines in panel (b) depict samples of the Bayes fitting process. In this case, the noise distribution is a single normal
function with mean u® = 0 and standard deviation o® = 0.5, and the target is a mixture of two normal functions with means
u¥ = —0.43 and pd’ = 1.67, standard deviations af = US = 0.6, and weights w¥ = 0.8 and wi =0.2.

measure is easier to interpret, as it corresponds directly to
the absolute overlap of two probability distributions. We
also avoid more common measures of distribution dissim-
ilarity such as the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, since such
methods would underestimate the ability of FFT-based
methods to converge to the ground-truth deconvolution,
given that they lead to artifacts in the resulting distribu-
tions, as shown above.

Figure 3 compares the deconvolution efficiency of the
FFT-based method and our single-cell Bayesian deconvo-
lution approach, in terms of the MIO measure that quan-
tifies the similarity between the convolved distribution
and the real one. According to its definition (see Sup-
plementary Sec. S6), a MIO value of 1 corresponds to a
perfect overlap, while the measure is 0 when two distribu-
tions do not overlap at all. As can be seen in Fig. 3, the
single-cell Bayesian Deconvolution method outperforms
the Fourier-based method in almost all the cases consid-
ered, the difference being more substantial for high levels
of noise (small SNR, circles). In particular, the overlap
is never below 0.7 for the Bayesian methods, while it can
reach values near 0 in the FFT case depending on the
type of distributions involved, particularly for low sam-
pling numbers.

Additionally, it is worth noting that while the single-
cell Bayesian deconvolution method is able to reproduce
almost perfectly the target distribution (MIO close to 1)
for large enough dataset sizes, the Fourier-based method
always saturates to a suboptimal level even as the num-
ber of samples increases, even for low noise levels (large
SNR, crosses in Fig. 3). Qualitatively, this is due to the
oscillatory features in the distribution produced by the
noise during the deconvolution with the FFT method,
as a consequence of the oscillatory nature of the Fourier
basis functions. In general, it has been proved that in
FFT methods the convergence to the actual distribution
grows sublinearly with the sample size, with scaling de-
pendencies that make the method unfeasible for practi-
cal purposes'®19:25 Since Bayesian deconvolution makes
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FIG. 3. Similarity between the deconvolved and ground-

truth target distributions as expressed by the Mean Integrated
Overlap (MIO) for the two deconvolution methods (x and y
axis), at different sampling sizes for the synthetic datasets
described in Sec. , with SNR = 1 (circles) and SNR = 10
(squares).

use of local basis functions, more parsimonious solutions
can be obtained, preventing the degradation of the target
distribution due to the noise.

In addition to the direct comparison performed be-
tween FFT and Bayesian deconvolutions, we compared
the results of the deconvolution against a model that
simply fits the convolved data ignoring the convolution
problem. A condition to impose on any practical decon-
volution algorithm is that the result of the deconvolu-
tion is not worse than not doing the decomposition at



all. The results of this comparison can be observed in
Supplementary Figure S2. The results show that, while
the Fourier-based method generally tends to make worse
predictions than the null model (fitting without decon-
volution), the Bayesian approach consistently generates
results virtually as good as when the noise is negligible
(SNS=10), and improves systematically the distribution
in the high-noise case (SNS=1) over the null model. In
conclusion, the Bayesian method that we propose has
combined benefits, both qualitatively and quantitatively,
over other basis methods as FFT and consistently im-
proves the result (or at least not degrades the quality of
the distribution).

An experimental dataset with external noise

Next we applied our method to an experimental
dataset in which the noise distribution is unknown. To
generate a ground truth, we use cells with the Brachyury
reporter T/Bra:GFP in two media conditions (N2B27
supplemented with 3 pM CHIR99 and DMSO as con-
trol). At day 3, for each condition, one of the replicas
was treated with 20 nM Green CMFDA dye and incu-
bated for 3 min prior to flow cytometry, and the second
one was incubated for 3 min with N2B27 (see Methods).
Given that the dye incorporates in the cell cytoplasm and
its emission spectrum is similar to the one of GFP, the
dye acts as a noise source to the GFP signal coming from
the Brachyury reporter. Consequently, we have the fol-
lowing four conditions, with their potential outcomes in
terms of the signal measured in the FITC-A channel:

(cl) Control: Brachyury expression is minimal, and
the signal comes mainly from the intrinsic autoflu-
orescence of the cells.

(¢2) Control+CMFDA: Brachyury expression is min-
imal, and the signal comes mainly from the
CMFDA dye, plus intrinsic autofluorescence of the
cells.

(c3) CHIR99: Brachyury expression is upregulated,
and thus the signal contains both the T/Bra::GFP
reporter and the intrinsic autofluorescence of the
cells.

(c4) CHIR99+CMFDA: Brachyury expression is up-
regulated, and thus the signal contains both the
T /Bra::GFP reporter, the signal from the CMFDA
dye and the intrinsic autofluorescence of the cells.

The four signal distributions corresponding to these four
conditions are shown in Supplementary Fig. S3. We note
that the distribution of the signal coming only from the
dye cannot be measured independently, given the intrin-
sic autofluorescence of the cells. Moreover, the dye might
be absorbed differently depending on the state of the cells
(CHIR99 treatment), and the low concentration of the
dye (~ nM) might lead to significant cell-to-cell variabilty

on the absorbance of the dye. These features make it a
suitable dataset to test the robustness of our method.
We first used our method to deconvolve the signal of the
dye from the total signal observed in the experimental
conditions (c2), using condition (c1) to define the ‘noise’
distribution. The results of the deconvolution are shown
in Supplementary Fig. 4, which presents the dye distribu-
tion deconvolved from experimental conditions (c1) and
(c2). Once the dye distribution was obtained from the
deconvolution of conditions (cl) and (c2), we tested the
consistency of our approach by considering the dye sig-
nal as the noise in condition (c4). Deconvolving the dye
distribution from the one measured in (c4) should lead to
the distribution obtained in condition (¢3), which we can
measure experimentally and thus serves as the ground
truth in this case. The result can be seen in Fig. 4. Even
in this case, where we use a deconvolved dataset for a
second deconvolution, we observe that the inferred dis-
tribution resulting from our method is in good agreement
with the experimentally measured distribution in condi-
tion (¢3) (MIO = 0.81£0.04) and improves over the null
model that ignores the noise (MIO = 0.46 £+ 0.01).

Overall, this experiment shows that our method is ro-
bust even when our conditions (target and noise inde-
pendence) are not fully met, and over other fluctuations
present in real datasets.

Multidimensional distributions

Finally, we applied our method in a real flow cytome-
try dataset with multichannel detection. To that end, we
studied the expression of the mesodermal gene Brachyury
through a GFP reporter (T/Bra:GFP) in mouse em-
bryonic stem cells (see Methods). In this dataset, two
populations are expected to appear: a Brachyury nega-
tive population of pluripotent cells, and a positive pop-
ulation capturing the cells exiting from pluripotency to-
wards mesodermal fates. Cells were treated for 24h with
3 pM CHIR99 and 25 ng/mL Activin A to upregulate
Brachyury prior to flow cytometry on day 2 (see Meth-
ods). The signal of the GFP reporter was our target
signal, and it was acquired through the FITC-A channel.

In a normal flow cytometry dataset, the signal contains
the fluorescence emitted by GFP together with the aut-
ofluorescence emitted by the cells at the GFP frequency.
The effect of the autofluorescence over the T::GFP signal
(target) gives the erroneous impression that Brachyury is
expressed in the two populations, when looking directly
at the convolved data (light green dots in Figure 5). In
other words, it seems there is a non-zero basal expression
of the gene in the pluripotent population. When decon-
volving the data through the Bayes method, however,
the result shows that the pluripotent population peaks
actually around zero, as expected since these cells are
expected not to show any emission of Brachuyry, which
is confirmed by the absence of mRNA in the pluripotent
states3!.
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FIG. 4. Deconvolution of the CMFDA dye in condition c4 (N2B274+CHIR99+CMFDA). Overlaying the distributions we show
realizations of the Bayesian sampling process (red lines) for the three distributions (convolution (a), noise (b) and target (c))
obtained during the fitting. The convolved and target distributions (green and light blue, respectively) come from the real
data. The distribution of the dye (in magenta (b)) results from sampling the inferred dye distribution, as described in the text.

Similar problems of non-negative detection have been
reported in other highly autofluorescent populations, as
in the case of the false positive detection of MHCII in
microglia®?, and the false discovery of Foxp3 expressing
cell types that are not T cell lineages3?.

As can be observed from the other channels (See SSC-
A in Figure 5 and all the channels in Figure S5), the de-
convolution has an effect in removing the expected vari-
ance from all the other channels. The left variance may
be an effect of the spillover energy that the GFP fluo-
rophore has in the emission spectrum of other channels
as the contribution to broad-band channels as FSC and
SSC channels (see for example the effect in the FSC-A in
Figure 5). The use of deconvolved distributions in sin-
gle fluorophore samples could improve the estimation of
spillover coefficients for sample correction?.

In general, the Bayes deconvolution is straightfor-
wardly applicable to real multichannel datasets and its
results are consistent with the expected biological ob-
servations, showing a clear correction of defects coming
from the presence of autofluorescence in the detection
channels.

DISCUSSION

In this paper, we propose a Bayesian approach to
obtain flow-cytometry distributions of protein abun-
dance or activity convolved with a known source of
noise. The method, which relies on non-parametric
Bayesian techniques, is freely available as a Julia package
(https://github.com/dsb-lab/scBayesDeconv.jl) and can
be used in a straightforward manner in a purely com-
putational way, without the need of dedicated measure-
ment channels or additional laser sources. It only requires
measuring the fluorescently labeled and unlabeled cells
and, unlike previously proposed deconvolution methods,
it provides well-defined and robust probability distribu-
tions, described by mixtures of basis functions.

We measure the quality of the results obtained with
our method by comparing the deconvolved distributions
with known (ground-truth) target distributions using
synthetic data and ad hoc experiments with mouse em-
bryonic stem cells. We argue that the use of local basis
distributions to describe all the distributions involved in
the problem (both measured and unknown), and the cor-
responding use of a relatively small number of degrees
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FIG. 5. Two-dimensional scatter plot showing a sample of
the results of the autofluorescence in a multichannel system.
Light and dark green circles are samples of the data from the
real data and the fitted convolved distribution, respectively.
Light blue circles represent the results of the deconvolution
for the two channels. The black dots indicate the mean of the
low T:GFP cluster.

of freedom, leads to an efficient inference. Finally, the
Bayesian nature of the method gives rise to a set of can-
didate target probability distributions. This reflects the
natural indeterminacy present in any process corrupted
by noise. The ability to express indeterminacy in the
solutions is crucial for any real application of a decon-
volution algorithm. We further show that the method
is robust and consistent even under strong noise in real
datasets.

The approach that we propose here is applicable to
flow cytometry datasets with multiple channels, which
is the current outcome of modern flow cytometers. Fur-
thermore, the method is consistent with already well-
established methods for flow cytometry processing, such
as the calculation of spillover matrices and the reduction
of autofluorescence using additional channels for autoflu-
orescence regression, as discussed in the Supplementary
text (Section S1.2). In this sense, our deconvolution
approach could be applied to calculate corrected one-
fluorophore samples for the calculation of the spillover
coefficients, or it could be used after calculating the
spillover uncoupling with another method, in order to
remove the remaining sources of noise in the dataset.

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

A potential limitation of the algorithm is the comput-
ing time requirements. For K, mixture components of

the noise and K; components of the target, a single evalu-
ation of the likelihood function scales as O(K,, x K; x N),
where N is the number of measures in the Bayesian
model. The current finite mixture implementation is ca-
pable of dealing with datasets of 100000 cells with K,, = 4
and K; = 6 in about 10 minutes in a desktop with an i7
processor. This efficiency will be sufficient for most part
of the analysis, but can be a drawback for the analysis
of very large datasets when compared with non-Bayesian
methods. The computational time required by the infi-
nite mixture model depends strongly on the parameter
«, which governs the probability of generating new basis
functions, but in general this model is more than an or-
der of magnitude slower than its finite counterpart for the
same degree of complexity. Handling large datasets is a
well-established problem in Bayesian statistics, and some
lines of work have explored solutions to reduce this com-
putational cost, which might be worth exploring in the
context of the single-cell Bayesian deconvolution method
proposed here3>=37,

A second potential improvement of the method pre-
sented here would be to address the degeneracy under
label exchange characteristic of mixture models. Such
degeneracy may confound the convergence of the samples
to a stationary distribution and the use of the samples for
the discovery of clusters, as the same cluster may be as-
signed to different basis in different samples. A potential
solution to this problem would be the implementation of
label reassignment methods>®.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank the CRG Tissue Engineering Unit and the
UPF/CRG Flow Cytometry Unit for continuous sup-
port. This work was supported by the Spanish Ministry
of Science and Innovation and FEDER, under projects
FIS2017-92551-EXP and PID2021-127311NB-100, by the
“Maria de Maeztu” Programme for Units of Excellence in
R&D (grant CEX2018-000792-M), and by the Generali-
tat de Catalunya (ICREA Academia programme). GT is
supported by a FPU doctoral fellowship from the Span-
ish Ministry of Education and Universities (reference
FPU18/05091). D.O. acknowledges funding from Juan
de la Cierva Incorporacion with Project no. I1JC2018-
035298-1, from the Spanish Ministry of Science, Innova-
tion and Universities (MCIU/AEI).

METHODS
Synthetic data

For the target distribution we generated samples from
three distributions: symmetric bimodal, asymmetric bi-
modal and skew symmetric distributions (Supplementary
Fig. S1). This choice of distributions intends to capture
the features present in real datasets, such as the presence



of multiple peaks, different cluster sizes, and the gener-
ally non-Gaussian character of the data?>. As for the
noise, we generated a set of three different noise datasets
containing normal, skewed, and Student’s t distributions
(the last two of which exhibit fat tails) (Supplementary
Fig. S1), in order to test the flexibility of the method
against very dissimilar autofluorescence profiles. In or-
der to check the impact of the noise strength, the convo-
lutions between target and noise were generated at two
signal-to-noise ratios (SNR). In our context, we define
the SNR as the ratio between target and signal variances
for the whole dataset. We chose a case with negligible
noise (SNR = 10), and a difficult case where the noise
is of the same magnitude as the signal (SNR = 1). We
generated sample datasets of different sizes, with 100,
1000 and, 10000 samples. The high range of these val-
ues is representative of typical single-cell flow cytometry
experiments. The combination of the different target dis-
tribution types, noise distribution types, SNRs, and sam-
ple sizes generates a collection of 54 datasets with known
ground truth.

Flow cytometry

E14 mouse embryonic stem cells containing a knock-in
fluorescence reporter for the mesodermal transcription
factor Brachyury, T/Bra::GFP were used®®. Cells con-
taining the T/Bra::GFP reporter were cultured in ES-
Lif (ESL) medium (KnockOut Dulbecco’s Modified Eagle
Medium (DMEM) supplemented with 10% fetal bovine
serum (FBS), 1x Non-essential aminoacids (NEEA), 50
U/mL Pen/Strep, 1x GlutaMax, 1x Sodium Pyruvate,
50 pM 2-Mercaptoethanol and leukemia inhibitory fac-
tor (LIF)). Cells adhered to 0.1% gelatin-coated (Mil-
lipore, ES-006-B) tissue culture-treated 25 cm? (T25
Corning 353108) plates, and were passaged every sec-
ond day, as previously described?’. Cells were kept at
37°C with 5% CO,, and were routinely tested and con-
firmed to be free from mycoplasma. Flow cytometry ex-
periments were performed as follows: On day 1, cells
were trypsinized and seeded into gelatin-coated 6-well
plates (Corning, 353224) to a final density of ~ 105
cells/well in 3 mL ESL media. On day 2, the media
was replaced by first washing twice with 3 mL DPBSt/+
(Phosphate buffered saline containing Mg+t and Ca™*™t,
Sigma, D8662) and then adding NDiff227 media (N2B27)
(Takara Bio, #Y40002)%° with the appropriate combi-
nation of Brachyury activators (3 uM CHIR99, Sigma,
SML1046 and/or 25 ng/mL Activin A, Bio-Techne, 338-
AC-010). The same procedure was followed on day 3.
For the control conditions, the corresponding volume of
dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO) was added to the medium.
Flow cytometry data was acquired on day 2 or day 3,
depending on the type of experiment. For the extrin-
sic noise experiment, cells were incubated with 1 mL of
20 nM CellTracker Green (CMFDA, Thermofisher) for
3 min prior to trypsinization and flow cytometry. The

data was acquired using an LSRIIb flow cytometer, with
2 x 10* cells being analyzed per condition. DAPI la-
belling was used to discard death cells and debris. Fur-
thermore, cell doublets were discarded from the analysis.
The readout of protein expression (peak of the signal)
was obtained through the FITC-A channel. Measure-
ments were extracted using the FACSDiva software and
exported in a Python format for subsequent analysis.

Software

The software pipeline presented here, including
MCMC for finite and infinite normal mixtures, has been
implemented as a Julia package (scBayesDeconv.jl).
The source code, with manual compilation and in-
stallation instructions, as well as full documentation
and a notebook with examples of use, can be ob-
tained publicly from GitHub (https://github.com/dsb-
lab/scBayesDeconv.jl).
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S1 Biological statement of the problem

Flow cytometry provides us with measurements of a target signal 7" in large numbers of single cells.
The target signal is emitted by a fluorophore that reports on the abundance (or activity) of a protein of

interest within each cell. This signal is affected by autofluorescence (which can be considered a source



of noise) produced by elements of the cell other than the fluorophore. Due to the noise, the total signal

C measured by the device is not directly 7', but

C=T+¢ (S1)

S1.1 Deconvolving signal from noise

We are interested in the case in which we cannot measure both the signal C and the noise £ independently
in the same cell, and thus 7 in that cell cannot be calculated trivially via Eq. (S1). This limitation is
typical of flow cytometry experiments, in which cells can only be measured once. In this case, the only
information that can be extracted from the device consists of the distributions of the measured signal, p.,
and of the background noise by itself, pe (by measuring cells without fluorophore), over large populations
of cells (tens of thousands in a typical flow cytometry run). We can assume the samples to be independent

and identically distributed (iid).

If T" and ¢ and independent of each other, the distributions defined above are related to one another by
means of a convolution:

o0

pe(C) = /0 °°/0 pr(T) pe€) 6(C — (T + €)) de dT = / pr(C — €) pe(€) dE = (pr % pe)(C) (S2)

0

In what follows, we describe a method to extract the distribution p of the target variable 7" from the
observed distributions of C' and & via a deconvolution of Eq. (S2). The method is applicable to any

measurement technique that provides distributions of a signal affected by noise.

S1.2 Generalization to multichannel measurements

Flow cytometry systems have multiple detectors to measure light at different emission frequencies. This
allows to target different proteins in the same cell with different fluorophores, measuring their emission
at either the peak frequency (classical flow cytometry) or in a set of frequencies that define the emission
spectrum (spectral flow cytometry). Independently of the method, the emission of a fluorophore extends
over the spectrum, and hence it spills over the different channels. Considering the additive effect of the
emission of different fluorophore markers on the measured channels, equation (S1) can be more generally
stated as

Nt
ch=> tSir+&  k=1...Ng (S3)
j=1



where ¢y, t; and &, are realizations of the random variables C, T" and § defined in Eq. (S1) above. The
subindex j runs over the Nt fluorophores (one per target), and the subindex k runs over the N, channels
(so that &, represents the contribution of the autofluorescence to channel k). The terms Sj;, define the

spillover matrix S, that quantifies how the fluorophore signals are spread over all the measuring channels.

The spillover matrix can be estimated from single fluorophore controls by using regression methods [1].
To that end, one can perform control experiments in which only one fluorophore is present, and measure

the resulting signal in all the channels:
o) =2 Sk + (S4)

where the subindex j now corresponds to the only fluorophore present in the system, the superindex
()

(7) indicates that the experiments were performed in the single-fluorophore condition, and cﬂjC denotes a

total signal in channel k coming from cell ¢ when only the fluorophore j is present in the system. This set
(7)
ij

S, of the spillover matrix. However, if we focus for the moment on the channel that corresponds to our
(
ij
autofluorescence of that channel). This allows us to establish a set of linear regression problems whose

of equations is underdetermined, as we do not know neither the real target signal ¢:” nor the components

single fluorophore (k = j) and impose S;; = 1, we can write down that c ) ~ tg) (ignoring for now the
solution enables the estimation of the spillover matrix components for which we have single-fluorophore
controls:

Cz(i) ~ Cg)sjk + &k (S5)

The spillover coefficients S;;, can then be estimated using robust regression techniques that remove the

noise coming from outliers [1].

A similar method can be used to reduce the noise coming from the autofluorescence. To that end, one
can define an effective “fluorophore signal” ¢;, coming from the autofluorescence, with an associated
additional channel n not linked to a real fluorophore used in the sample. If the signal in this channel is
correlated with the emission of the autofluorescence & over the other channels, we can decompose the

autofluorescence signal at every channel k into a regression term and a noise term:

Cik =tinSnk + &, = k= Z tijSik + tinSnk + i, (S6)
J
The coefficients S, indicate how the autofluorescence signal is spread over the other channels. The
fluorophore signals and the autofluorescence “signal” can be grouped in a single term:
Np+1

k=Y tiSik+ & (S7)

=1



where now the sum over j also includes the autofluorescence signal. We can then calculate the spillover
coefficients with the method above, by using the additional channel n as an additional fluorophore
control” for the autofluorescence signal. We also note that writing the autofluorescence as a regression

problem in Eq. (S6) will lead in general to a reduction of the noise in all channels:
Var(&},) < Var(&) (S8)
Finally, to obtain the original signal, we can multiply Eq. (S7) by the inverse of the spillover matrix:
CSl=T+¢St=T+¢ (S9)

We emphasize that this method requires that the autofluorescence signal at the “noise channel” is suffi-
ciently correlated with its contribution at the other channels, which is not necessarily true a priori. Also,
Eq. (89) shows that the need to deconvolve the noise stands even after the application of the spillover
and autofluorescence corrections proposed in the literature. In fact, the deconvolution method that we
propose in this article is compatible with existing methods of autofluorescence correction such as the
regression method reviewed above, which can be performed before applying our method to the corrected

system (S9).

S2 Mathematical statement of the problem

Since we do not know the exact underlying distributions, we model them as potentially infinite mixtures
of normal basis functions. The Gaussian mixture models for the target and the noise distributions can be

represented as

Kr

ptlw” A"} AZTY) =Y WV (bl 2T) (S10a)
i=1
Ke

plElwt, {uh, {5)) = Y WiV (&lof ). (310b)
=1

where NV (x|p;, ¥;) denotes a normal distribution on the variable vector & (whose components are the
different measurement channels), with mean p; and variance X;. K7 and K¢ represent the number of
bases used to describe each distribution, w = {w; : i = 1... K} are their weights, and {u} = {p; :
i=1...K}and {¥} = {3; : i = 1... K} are their characteristic parameters. Note that we have
removed the subindices from the distributions of the target and the noise, since according to the mixture

representation, p and p¢ depend exclusively on the parameters defined above.



The mixture decomposition defined in Eqgs. (S10) allows for a flexible and robust representation of un-
known and generic distributions. Moreover, exploiting the fact that the convolution of two Gaussian

distributions is Gaussian, we have an analytical expression for the distribution of the total variable C:

K K¢
pleld”, 6) = > S wlwtN (e|ul + uf =T + 55 (s11)

i=1 j=1
where ¢ = {w!, u?, BT} and ¢¢ = {w¢, uf, 3¢} represent all the parameters of the target and noise
distributions, from which we can parametrize the distribution of the total measured signal. We note
that the combination of normal basis function A in Eq. (S11) above is invariant under changes in the
individual basis functions of 7" and &, provided the sums of means, u” + p¢, and variances, &7 + 3¢,

are constant.

As discussed in the main text, according to Bayes’ rule, the posterior distribution that represents the

probability of the parameters given the data is

p(@", ¢ l{eh 4€D)  [p({c}o”. ¢ p({EHD%)| [p(6°)p(eT)). (s12)

where {c} = {¢;:i=1...N.}and {{} = {§; : i = 1... N¢} represent the samples of the total signal
and noise, respectively, with the different components of ¢; and &; correspond to the different channels of
the cytometer. In Eq. (S12), the first bracket on the right-hand side corresponds to the likelihood, namely

the joint probability of observing the data given the parameters, which we can redefine as

N, Ne
£ =p({c}|o”, ¢*)p({€}|9°) = Hp(cmﬂ’, ) Hp(éﬂqsf), (S13)

The form of the likelihood (S13) breaks the symmetry between the target and noise signals, and thus lifts
the above-mentioned degeneracy between their parameters exhibited by Eq. (S11). The second bracket
in the right-hand side of Eq. (S12), in turn, corresponds to the prior distributions of all the parameters of

the problem, which we define in what follows.

S2.1 Approximated decomposition of the posterior into two separate problems

It is worth noting that the posterior distribution (S12) can be decomposed as follows:

p(o", % 1{c}.{&}) = p(¢"|#°, {c})p(¢*|{c}, {&}) (S14)

where we have removed the dependency of the noise signal in the first term of the right-hand side, since

only the total signal ¢ defines the parameters of the target distribution, as can be seen from the likelihood



(S13). The second term, on the other hand, is conditioned by both the noise and the total signal. Since we
usually have as much data for the noise signal {£} as for the signal of interest {c}, we can approximately
consider that the posterior distribution of the noise mixture parameter ¢°¢ is well represented by the noise

data alone:
p(o", ¢°{c}, {€}) ~ p(¢" [¢°, {c})p(¢°]{€}) (S15)

With this approximation, the problem can be decomposed in two separate subproblems: first, finding the
probability distribution of the parameters ¢¢ of the noise mixture; and second, finding the distribution of

the parameters ¢ of the convolution mixture, conditioned on the noise mixture parameters.

In the following section, we go over the mathematical details of the probability distributions that will

allow us to sample from the posterior distribution.

S3 Relevant probability distributions

In this section, we derive the main expressions that we need to sample our model. Our aim is to have a

self-contained derivation of the sampling process of the posterior of a Gaussian normal mixture.

S3.1 Multivariate normal distribution with unknown mean and error

Here we derive the main results of interest on multivariate normal distributions, which we will use when

sampling the posterior distribution using normal bases.

S3.1.1 Likelihood

The multivariate normal distribution for a set of independent identical samples (iid) {«} has the form,

} (S16)

where p is the mean and T is the precision parameter and 7 is the number of cells being measured. The

up to a scaling parameter,

N({z}; p, B) o det[r]"/* exp {—; [Z(w — )T (@i — p)

=1

precision parameter relates to the covariance matrix as

=31 (S17)



It is convenient to rearrange the distribution to make explicit the dependency of the summary statistics:

}
}

o det[r]"/? exp {—; [Z(ml — &) lr(xi—x) +n(@—p)lr(@— p)
o det[r]™/? exp {—; [nTr [S27] + n(z — p) (2 — p)) } (S18)

N({z}; 1, %) o< det[r]"/? exp {—; [Z(wz — ) (i — )

%

i

where the summary statistics are the mean,
1
xr = - g x; (S19)

and the covariance,

S2== (@i —a)(x —x)" (S20)

S3.1.2 Conjugate prior

A convenient prior for the multivariate distribution is a conjugate prior that allows us to obtain the analytic

form of the other distributions:

p(H|E) = N(p; po, koX) (S21)
p(B) =W (25 20, v0) (S22)

where YW1 is the inverse Wishart distribution. The hyperparameter g represents our confidence in the
estimation of the mean: the higher g is, the closer to the mean we will be.

The inverse Wishart distribution has the following shape, up to scaling terms:

det[x]()/2 ~Ti[=Xx1]/2

-1 .
WHX;2,v) x det[X](”ﬂ’"‘l)/Qe

(S23)

where p is the number of dimensions. The parameter 3 is the correlation matrix and v represents our

confidence in the estimation of the X correlation matrix.



S3.1.3 Posterior distribution

The posterior distribution will have the following shape:

p(p, BH{x}) o< p({z} e, Z)p(p] 2, Ko, po)p(X] 20, vo)

o det[r]™/? exp {—; [nTr [S27] + n(z — wlir(z - w)l } X
det[r]"/? exp {—; (ko — po) T (p — o) } det[7] 0 tPHD/2 exp {—; [Tr [ZOT]]} (S24)

We can use the posterior distribution to obtain different distributions of relevance.

S3.1.4 Conditional distribution: mean

Retaining the terms involving the mean p, the conditional distribution of the mean takes the form of a

multivariate distribution:

ol ) ocexp {3 [n@ ~ (e = )+ ralie o) (= o]
X exp {—; [—2(n&” + Kkopo) T + (n + ko)’ Tl }
o { =4 [(u= @) Fu- ]} < Nulf, ) (525)

where in the last step we completed the squares. This multivariate normal distribution has effective

parameters
. NTr+kK ~
— T T RoHo T=(n+kKo)T (S26)
n + Ko
where £ is a weighted version between the mean statistic and the prior mean, and 7 is an effective

precision parameter. The «q factor indicates how close we are from the prior mean.



S3.1.5 Conditional distribution: covariance

Retaining the terms involving the covariance matrix (and its inverse, the precision matrix), the conditional

distribution can be shown to take the form of an inverse Wishart distribution:

p(X[p, {z})

det[r] "ot/ exp {—; [nTr [S27] + n(@ — )" 7( — p) + ro(p — po) T (1t — o) + Tr [Zo7]] }

- det[T](n+uo+p+2)/2 exp {_; [Tr [(nSﬁT +n(x—p)(x— u)T + Ko — po)(pe — Mo)T + Zo) 7'” }

_ 1 - .
o det[r]PHPHD/2 exp {—2 {Tr [ETH } x W HZ|Z, 7) (S27)
where the effective parameters are
n=n+yy+1 (528)
2 =nS2 +n(@ — p)(@— p)" + kol — po) (1 — po)" + o (529)

In this last expression, it is worth noting that each term represents a different kind of uncertainty: the
first term is the uncertainty coming from the mean statistic, the second corresponds to the uncertainty
with which the mean statistic represents the actual mean, the third term is the uncertainty coming from

the prior mean, and the last term is the uncertainty coming from the prior itself.

S3.1.6 Marginal distribution: covariance

One additional distribution that we will need is the marginal distribution of the variance:

p(Eleh) = [ (S ullai)dn s [ deiir]?exp {-; (nTr [S27] + n(@ — )T (@ — ) }

el exp { = ol — i) = ) e 2 e L v )
o det[7]("HPoFPE2)/2 oxpy {—; [nTr [S27] + Tr [Zo7]] }
1
X /eXp —5 | ok - 110)" T (1 — o) + (T — p) (T — p) dps (S30)

(*)
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Reorganizing the elements in (%),

(%) = (ko + n)pl T — 20T T (kopo + n&E) + (nZ! T + KopoT 10) (S31)
= (p— )" F(p— @) - i+ (@8 TT + KopoT o), (S32)
(%)

where we have defined,

i = Koo + N (S33)
Ko +n
7 = (ko +n)T, (S34)

we can further regroup the part in (xx).

() = —n%uOTTpg —n2zTrz — 2m0nug7'§3 +n2zTrz + n%um’uo + nro®l TE + KON U0 T Lo
N Ko+ 1N
ron(ZXT& — 2p TE + poT o) Ko, T (=
= (& — po)" 7(T — po) (S35)
Ko +mn Ko +n

Inserting these terms

(32 ox detr) 22 oxp {10 (0824 3+ (o - )@ - o) ) 7] |
x { / exp {—; (=) 7 (p — ) } du} (S36)

now we can calculate the integral as a multivariate normal:

p(E{=z})

1 1
o det[r] ("o FPH2)/2 expy {—2 [Tr [(nSﬁ + 3o+ /ﬁ(,:(fn (x — po)(x® — ,LL())T) T:|:| } det[7] /2
o det[r] TP tPH/2 oxp {; {Tr [fh'” } x W H(Z|Z, 7) (S37)

where in the last step we use the fact that det 7 o« det 7 and the effective parameters of the inverse

Wishart distribution are

n=n+r1ry+1 (S38)
3 =nS?+ (& - o) (@ — po)T + 2
nS; + . (& = p10) (T — po)” + o (539)
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S3.1.7 Posterior predictive distribution

One last distribution of interest is the probability of a new data point given the already observed set of

observations:

p(yl{x}) = / / P, S)p(, Sl k) dpdS / / det[r](nHo+7+3)/2

1
xexp Q=5 | (=) Ty —p)+n(@— ' T(@ - p)+ro(k — po) T(1— po)
()
X exp {—; [Tr [(nSi + )7} } dpd> (S40)

We can rearrange the elements in (x), completing squares as we did when calculating the mean condi-
tional distribution (sectionS3.1.4):
(x) = n&’r@ + y" Ty + Kopd To — ATEN +(p — BT F (1 — ), (S41)
(+)

where we have retained all the terms involving 7 and g this time, as they are necessary for integrating

out. The effective parameters are now

it = na + Koto + Y (S42)
n+ro+1
T =(n+ko+1)T (S43)

We can further rearrange the terms in () to obtain an expression with the y in quadrature:

(+%) = n@l 1% + y Ty + Kopd THo — ———— (T + Kopo + y) T T(NT + Kopo + Y)
n+ kg + 1
1 T~ T T _ T
= P [(nar: TE+ Y TY + Koy THo) (N + Ko + 1) — (@ + Koo +y)” T(NT + Koo + y)]
1 “\T = T \T _
Tt ro+1 [n(y —&)" T(y — &) + ko(y — o) T(y — po) + nro(po — )" T(po — )]
. (n—f‘lﬁlo) ~\T oy (TLTISO +n"10) \T _
_n+/<eo+1(y Al ly =) + n+ Ko+ 1 (1o — 2)" 7(po — @)
=m’(y — @) r(y — @¥) + m' (po — )" 7 (po — 2) (S44)

where in the second to the third step we group by quadrature and complete squares to group the terms

with y, and then group by quadrature the terms on the left. The effective parameters are

_, _ (n + ropso) 0 ntro i) 545
nY = , m’ = , m- = (S45)
n + Ko n+rky+ 1 n+4+ kg +1
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We can now insert the obtained term in the original expression:

p(ol () o [ detfrfrmirida
exp {—; [mo(y _ ﬁy)TT(y —pY) +m! (o — :E)Tr(p,o —x)+Tr [nSgT} + Tr [EOTH } X
exp{ =5 (= @77~ )] | s

_ / det[] (V0P H/2 oxpy {; T [ZTH} x

[ / exp {—; [ — @) (0 — )] } du] A% (S46)

where the effective covariance has the form,

S =m(y— @)y — a")" +m'(mo — &) (po — )" +nS2+ % (S47)

The mean parameter in (S46) only appears in the term in brackets, so we can integrate it in a straightfor-

ward manner as a multivariate normal integral:

1 -
pul(e)) x [ aafri s exy {10 [5r]] b defr] 2z
1 ~
x [ detfr] 2 o {‘2 e =] } a% (348)
where det[7#] o det|[7]. The last integral is an inverse Wishart that we can integrate directly, leading to

p(yl{x}) o det[x]~ (o2 (S49)

We can now reorganize the effective covariance. If we define the matrix

~ 1
S = — (m' (1o — @) (1o — 2)" +nS% + X) (850)

we can rewrite the effective covariance X as

3= ((y— )y — @) 7+ 1) mox?, (S51)
Insert this expression in equation (S49) we obtain

p(yl{z}) o< det[((y — @¥)(y — )" 7Y +1) no2Y]
o det[(y _ ﬁy)(y _ ﬁy)T,f-y 4 ]I]*(n+l/0+1)/2 _ |1 + (y - ﬁy)Ti_y(y _ ﬁy)|f(n+uo+1)/2

(y — @) (079 (y — @) "2 = 15 (y; 1Y, 2V /) (S52)

| =

=1+

13



which is a multivariate T-distribution with

nKko

— + nK
M et T ™ T hreTr Pontmtlos (539
v — W (S54)
~ 1 _ _
= (m' (o — &) (po — )" +nS2 + ) (S55)

S3.2 Finite mixture distributions

We derive in this section the statistics relevant to mixture models.

S3.2.1 Likelihood

The likelihood of a finite mixture model with K components has the form

K

p({atl{ehw) =[] | D_win(=ile)) | (856)
i J

where the vector sets {} = {x; : i =1... N} and {¢p} = {¢; : j = 1... K} run over the number of

samples (cells) NV and the number of mixture components K, respectively (in what follows we use the

subindices 7 and j with those two distinct meanings)'. The set of parameters w are called the weights of

the mixture model, and p({x}|¢;) are the base distributions. We can extend this model to introduce a

set of hidden indicator variables {z}, defined as
Zij = 5]]€1 (857)

for some k; € {1, ..., K'}, and where d;; is the Kronecker delta. This variable basically tells from which
distribution p({x}|¢;) the variable came from. Using this set of hidden variables, our model (S56) can

be rewritten as

N K
p({e}, (=@} @) = [[]] pleily) e (58)

It is straightforward to see that, if we take the marginal distribution over the hidden variables, we recover

the original distribution:

N

K N K
p({x}l{s}w) = [T [ Dop(@i,zi = 1o w) | =TT | D p(@ild))w, (S59)
J i J

)

'"We remind the reader that the dimension of the vectors «; and ¢; is equal to the number of measurement channels.
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where only when the indicator variable is one of the corresponding term survives.

The use of indicator variables makes it possible to compute analytically the posterior distribution of the
mixture model, as the base distributions are now in product form. The hidden indicator variables are not

known, thus we will have to sample from them as well.

S3.2.2 Conjugate prior

A conjugate prior for the mixture model is
p(w|a) = Dirichlet(w|) (S60)

where the Dirichlet distribution has the form

K
Dirichlet(w|er) oc [ [ wi* ™ (S61)

()

The hyperprior parameters « are usually set to be symmetrical and to scale with the number of mixture
components:
a=a/K Vi (S62)

In this way, the prior distribution only depends on one hyperparameter « that indicates the strength from

the uniform weights.

S3.2.3 Posterior distribution
Putting together the likelihood and the prior distribution, the posterior of the mixture model is
K
. i K-—1
p({o},wl{z} {z}) < ]| (Hp(wmj)z”wf“) wi " p()), (S63)
j i

where the last term is the set of priors for each base distribution.

S3.2.4 Conditional distribution: weights

Taking the terms from the posterior that involve the weights:

K
pwi{z}) < ] (H wj”) wj.“/ K= _ Dirichlet(w|) (S64)
J

)

where ; = >, zi; + a.
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S3.2.5 Conditional distribution: indicator variables

As we already mentioned, the indicator variables are not known, so we have to sample from them too.
As we are considering identically independent samples, we can obtain the conditional distribution from

each indicator variable independently as
K
p(ci|lw, {p}, x;) x Hp(mi\cﬁj)zijw;” = Multinomial(z;; 1, {p(x;i|@;)w; };) (S65)
J

It is worth noting that the indicator will be sampled from a particular base distribution for the weights of

that base, but also by how well that sample lies inside the base distribution.

S3.2.6 Conditional distribution: base distribution parameters

Finally, because the base distributions are in product form due to the introduction of the indicator vari-

ables, the parameters of each base can be computed independently as

p(ojl{z}. {=}) oc p({z};10;)p(9]) (S66)

where {x}; represents the subsample of cells whose indicator variable belongs to the corresponding

mixture component.

S3.3 Infinite mixture distributions

In this section we define basic results from infinite Dirichlet processes (for an insightful tutorial see [2])

that allow us to consider infinite mixtures.

S3.3.1 Taking the infinite limit

In order to take the limit to infinite clusters, we need to remove the dependence from the number of
clusters in a mixture model. For that, we need to remove the dependence on the weights of our probability
distribution. Consider for the moment a basis distribution that is uniform in space. The joint probability

distribution conditioned on the priors would be

p({z}, wle) = p({z}w)p(w|e) (S67)

where the first term in the right-hand side is the likelihood of the indicator variables as in (S58), also

given in (S65), which is a multinomial distribution. The second term is the prior distribution of the

16



mixture distribution (S61), which is a Dirichlet distribution. From this expression, we can calculate the

marginal distribution of the indicator variables conditioned to the prior parameter:

p((zHa) = [ p({zHew)plwla)do = / I T ) s T

n}+o¢/K 1 . F(Oé) HJF(nJ+a/K)
a/K /H - I(a/K)X T(n+a/K)

(S68)

where the third equality makes use of the statistic n; = ). z;;. The integral can be identified as a

multinomial distribution without the scaling factor.

The expression above still contains explicitly the dependence on the number of components in the mix-
ture K, and thus its limit X — oo cannot be computed in a straightforward manner. To have a more
amenable expression, let us consider that we take out the sample [ and reassign it to a new cluster. The
probability of this sample to be assigned to any of the clusters, conditioned on all the other indicator

variables, is
Do) I T(nyutdnt+a/K)
p{z} 2 =1a)  T/BF T(nta/K)
. o M) [I;T(nyp+e/K)
p(p({z}]@) e e
r(n+a/K_1)HF(nj‘l+5jk+a/K) nk|l—|—a/K

I'(n+a/K) L(nj; +a/K) T nfa-1° (569)

p(a = 1{z}, ) =

where have made explicit the range of cells over which the samples {z} are taken in each case. To that
end, we define {2}y = {z}ic(1, i-1441,.m) a0 Ny = 3 icq 141, ) ij 1O refer to the subsets
that contain all elements except [. With this expression, it is straightforward to take the limit to infinite

components:
n—y

_ S70
n+aoa—1 ( )

Poo (21 = 1{2}-, ) = Kligloop(zlk =1{z}, o) =

We now have the probability that a sample is assigned to a base that has other indicator variables. Let us
now consider for the moment that we have K bases with assigned samples. The probability that a sample

is assigned to a new base will be:
K
Poo(Z i1 = 1z}, 0) = 1= poclzne = 1[{z}1, @)

j—l

n -1
= —Z oy ol o (S71)
n+aoa-—1 n+aoa—1 n+aoa—1

There is a non-zero probability that the cell will be assigned to a new base that was not populated before,

and the probability of populating this new cluster will depend on the hyperparameter c.
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S3.3.2 Adding a non-uniform basis

The results above have been derived considering a uniform basis distribution. In the most general case,
the basis will be non-uniform. From Eq. (S58) it is very easy to see that if we had a non-uniform
distribution, the corresponding term will drop out of the integral (S68). Proceeding in the same way as

before, all the terms in (S69) will cancel out, except p(z;|dy).

The probabilities of a new assignation will be

n—y
) =1 1 ) —p(x; S72
poo(zr = {z}-0 {@}, a) o =" p(il¢w) (S72)
for a basis with a populated sample and
(6%
o0 = 1{z}-1, {9}, ————p(xi|$’ S73
Pt = Uz} {91 0) o ——p(ai[g") (573)

for the creation of a new basis.

S3.3.3 Using the predictive posterior distribution

Similar way to the approach used in Sec. S3.1.7, we can directly predict the new outcomes in the case of

an infinite mixture as a function of already observed data.

The probabilities of a new assignation will be

n—y

Poo(zik = 1{z}-1, {9}, @) ox mp(mz|{x}k) (S74)
for a basis with a populated sample and
o
poo(zl,KH = 1{z}-, {0}, a) x mp(mi|¢0> (S75)

for a new basis.

S3.4 Modifications of the convolution distribution

Introducing indicator variables as indicated in S3.2.1, the convolution of two multivariate mixture distri-

butions like the one described by (S11) takes the form

N K¢ KT
p{a} {zH{¢' b {o"hw™) = [T TT TV (@iluss + wf . 55 + BF)70 (wiwh)5e - (S76)
ST

L)
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where the indicator variable is now 1 if the sample ¢ belongs to the noise base j and target base k.
Considering the approximation described in S2.1, the only sampling parameters that we have to go over
will be {¢T'}, the weights w” and the indicator variables z. The main challenge is that there is no close
form to group all the terms involving X7 in single effective distributions as the ones derived in S3.1. In
order to get a tractable expression, we would like to transform the convoluted covariances in such a way

that the following expression follows:
- -1
MES+2) ™ = (M + A)S] (S77)
for given matrices A, M. Isolating, A we obtain that

A=-ME+x)7'ss (S78)

Now, in most practical cases we can consider that the convoluted covariance will be close to the expected

covariance matrix, and we can approximate the expression above by
A~ —M7, 55, (S79)
where the effective expected covariance is
2k = kS + wo(@jk — po) (@5 — po)” + o (S80)

All the results derived in the preceding sections take into account this approximation:

p— pt +pb (S81)
IS SLANES 3 (S82)
= (1— 725" (S83)
Zij = Zijk (S84)

The weights of the target distribution (S3.2.4) will be computed using the sum over the samples for all

the noise samples
ng =Y ijzijk (S85)

Sampling from the mean and covariance parameters in the distribution needs, however, a closer look.
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S3.4.1 Prior distribution

In order for the prior to be conjugated, we have to scale the prior distribution in terms of the prior of the

noise distribution.

p(p|2) = N (1 po, K0X) (S86)
p(E) = WH(Z5 3, B, 1) (S87)

where the effective covariance is
s=xT43¢ (S88)

S3.4.2 Conditional distribution: covariance

If we focus the analysis in a single set of target parameters ¢y, the posterior probability of the variance

and the mean has the form

N Kg¢
p(@" {} A=} {z}) o [ [V (il + w25 + B2 p(u] 28 + Z)p(S5 + =) (S89)

L

In contrast with the case without convolution, the normal distributions cannot be grouped together in a
simple distribution that can be sampled by standard procedures. We can group the data coming from a

specific dataset,

—(njp+ro+1)/2 1r1= _
PO 16Y, (o), (=) ox ot (25 4+ 3) 0 o { D [mumf 4 5D} o0
where the variance is

S = njeSh + nje(@n — 5 — i) (@ — p& — )" + Kok — po) (pf — o) + Bo (S91)

Within the proposed approximation, we can now group all the different distributions:

e =Y Sl — ) (592)
J

and we can sample new covariance matrices for the target with the inverse Wishart distribution.

T ow Y ne+um+1) (S93)
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S3.4.3 Conditional distribution: mean

The mean distribution can be easily computed, regrouping all the terms in the following summary statis-

tics:

Fo= Y (njk + ko) (B5 + 2

J

i =35 [ (25 + =D (e + romo) |
j

and sampling from a multivariate normal,

pi ~ N (fu, 75) (S94)

S4 Hyperparameter selection

Our approach the has five hyperparameters:

* a: Determines how close we are from a uniform distribution of weights (finite mixtures), or the

potential of generating a new basis (infinite mixture).
* po: The center of the prior normal distribution pg.
* kgo: The confidence we have of being close to .
* 3y: The covariance of the prior normal distribution.

* vg: The confidence we have of being close to oy.

Flow cytometry applications have in general have large datasets, making the approach quite insensitive to
the choice of «, kg and vy, as the statistics will dominate the model. The choice of mean and covariance
matrix, however, depend on the data distribution. Appropriate estimators of these parameters are the
mean and the covariance matrix of the whole dataset. This imposes a soft-informative prior over the
region where the density should lie. In cases where the distribution has fat tails, the density prior can be
very flat because of the outliers, making it difficult for the algorithm to find the correct distribution as the
prior spreads over the basis components. In these cases, narrower prior covariance matrices can help to

fit the model correctly.
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S5  Gibbs sampling algorithms

In this section, we describe the algorithms to sample the noise distribution according to the approximation
described in S2.1.

S5.1 Efficient updating of summary statistics

Once we have computed the mean or the variance over a set of samples {x} and we add or remove a
single sample, it is possible to update the statistic without having to recompute the metric fully over the
new set, which in general will be more time-consuming as we will have to go over a sum over all the size

of the set.

If we remove a sample:

PR (595)
_  NGT; — T
gy = M (596)
J
S = W(anJZ + ;& —wiw] ) — T E] o (897)

J

On the other hand, if we add a sample:

nd =n; +1 (S98)
—add _ Tj T T
20 = e (S99)
J
s _ L g2 g aT L gl gnengT (S100)
i T add\"iRj T ET ] T T i %jadd

J
S5.2 Finite normal mixture distribution

The procedure in this case is as follows:

0 Initialize the parameters.

0.1 Initialize the indicator variables {z}: Assign to each cell one of the K normal distributions

using any initialization procedure (random assignment, k-means...).

0.2 Compute the statistics of each base:

1 1
L g . e 2 _ vl m BT
n; = E Zij Zj=— g 2T Sj = — E ZijLixk; — T;T;
(] J 1 J K3
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0.3 Initialize parameters of each base:

where n =} . n; is the size of the dataset.
1 Sampling. For N iterations do

1.1 Sample indicator variables as in S3.2.5. For each sample i:
1.1.1 Compute weights: w; = w;p(x;|@;).

1.1.2 Sample new indicator: z ~ Multinomial(1, w).

1.2 Sample weights as from S3.2.4. For each base j € 1,...K do

1.2.1 Compute nn: nj = » ., zj5 + a/ K
1.2.2 Sample new weights: w ~ Dirichlet(72)
1.3 Sample variances and mean. For each base j € 1,...K do

1.3.1 Compute summary statistics:

1 1
- - 5 Cm 2 _ P A
n; = E Zij Tj=— E 2T Sj = — g 2ijTiT; — Tj
1 J K3 J 1

1.3.2 Sample new covariance S3.1.5:

ﬁj:nj—l-yo—i-l

=T
L

X5 =187 4+ n;(@ — i) (@ — py)" + ol — po)(py — po)” + o

Ej ~ Wil(ﬁj, 2])
1.3.2 Sample new mean S3.1.4:

Nn;x; + Koo

B= n; + Ko

T= (nj + /i())'Tj
pj ~ N, %)
S5.3 Infinite normal mixture distribution

The approach in this case has the following steps:

0 Initialize the parameters.
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0.1 Initialize the indicator variables {z}: Assign to each cell one of the K normal distributions

using any initialization procedure (random assignment, k-means...).

0.2 Compute the statistics of each base:
_ 1 2 1 T = .1
7’Lj = sz wj = n—]ZZUa}L Sj = n—]Zzwmlmz —$j$j
(2 7 (2
0.3 Initialize parameters of each base:
1
- 2
Kj = T; ¥ =15 uﬁZEE:%
(2
where n = ) ; 1y 1s the size of the dataset.

1 Sampling. For N iterations, do

1.1 Reassign samples. For each sample i € {1,...,n}

1.1.1 Remove sample i. Consider sample z;; = 1.
If n; = 1 (the only sample assigned to that base distribution), remove the distribution
from the active basis.
Otherwise recompute the summary statistics for base distribution j removing one sample
as described in S5.1.

1.1.2 Compute weights (not-normalized) for reassigning the sample as described in sections
S3.3.2 and S3.1.7.
For the active bases j € {1,...K}.

njKROo

0_ _Mitho ml.:”rf‘ﬂo—i_nj"io

Tomj+ ko4 1 7 o mj+Ro+1

-y _ (nj& + Kopo) sv_ 1 1 _ T 2

) — / = —x —x S, + X

= = Lt o — @) o — ) 4, 24 )
n; ~ it ~

J— ts TR

wj =ty Y 2 7)

and for creating a new basis,
o
n+a—1

1.1.3 Sample new indicator: z/**’ ~ Multinomial(1, w).

7

WK+1 = N(%’Hgazg)

1.1.4 Update statistics.

If z;x+1 = 1 create a new basis distribution and assign new statistics to it,
N1 =1 Tyl =X S%Ci-l =0
else, update the statistics adding a term as described in S5.1.
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1.2 Sample basis parameters. For each basis j € {1, ..., K}:

1.2.1 Sample the weights S3.2.4:

nj =n;+ o w ~ Dirichlet(n)

1.2.2 Sample the covariance matrix S3.1.6:

Honj

. . T
MO (. T — »
Ko nj( J FLO)( J NO) 0

ﬁj:nj—i—uo—i—l 2]:715]24—
B~ WH(Z;, 1)
1.2.3 Sample the mean S3.1.4:

_ n;x; + Koo ~

. 3. =3 .
I nj + ko J i/ (nj + ko)

;i ~ N(fj, 35)

S5.4 Modifications to the convoluted distribution

The preceding algorithms are the sampling algorithms for non-convoluted finite and infinite mixture
sampling. The convoluted cases are exactly the same, but changing the equations with the modifications
described in section S3.4. In addition to this, it is necessary to add a step in the sampling loop to sample

new parameters from the already fitted noise distribution {¢§ }-

S6 Efficiency assessment

So far, the efficiency of deconvolution methods has been assessed using quantifiers applicable to point
estimates, which are the ones proposed in the literature to date. To compare the efficiency of our model
with previous methods that do not obey the positivity nor the normalization conditions, we can use the

Mean Integrated Squared Estimation (MISE) measure:

MISE = /Oo (ptrue(w) - pest(x))dey (S101)

—00
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where pye 1s the real target distribution and peg; is the point estimate of the deconvolved distribution.
This is the traditional measure of convergence, but it is hard to interpret as it only has a lower bound. To
address this issue, we introduce the mean integrated overlap (MIO):

1 o0
MIO=1— 2/ |Dtrue () — Pest(x)|dx (S102)

This measure has the property that it is bounded in the interval [0, 1] if the true and the estimated distribu-
tions are normalized, with O corresponding to the case of no overlap between distributions, and 1 to the
case of complete overlap. Values below zero can be obtained if the estimated distribution does not follow

the positivity requirement nor the normalization condition, as it is the case in FFT-based deconvolutions.
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Supplementary figures
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Figure S1: Synthetic target distributions (left) and noise distributions (top) and the resulting convolutions
for a SNR=2.
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Figure S2: Comparison between the deconvolved and ground-truth target distributions as expressed by
the Mean Integrated Overlap (MIO) for the Bayesian (left) and FFT (right) methods (x axis), with the

results of a null Bayesian model fitting directly to the convolved data (y axis), ignoring the noise.
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Figure S3: Flow cytometry distributions obtained in the four experimental conditions discussed in

Sec. II1.B of the main text.
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Figure S4: Flow cytometry distributions corresponding to the data conditions c2 (top panel in green) and
cl (middle panel in magenta) discussed in Sec. III.B. Overlayed on the distributions we show realizations
of the Bayesian sampling process (red lines) for the three distributions (noise, convolution and target)

obtained during the fitting.

30



Indo-1 (Violet)-A

' SSC-A
Mﬁ - |7 i
» >55C—H '

Figure S5: Scatter plot sections of the multichannel dataset. The top right triangle shows the autofluores-
cence distribution (orange) and samples from the fitting process (red). In the low left triangle we show
the convolution data (light green) and samples from fitted convolution (dark green) and the deconvolution

(light blue). In the diagonal, we show the 1D distributions of the convolved and deconvolved results.
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