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Abstract

Optical pooled screening (OPS) combines automated
microscopy and genetic perturbations to systematically
study gene function in a scalable and cost-effective way.
Leveraging the resulting data requires extracting biologi-
cally informative representations of cellular perturbation
phenotypes from images. We employ a style-transfer ap-
proach to learn gene-level feature representations from im-
ages of genetically perturbed cells obtained via OPS. Our
method outperforms widely used engineered features in
clustering gene representations according to gene function,
demonstrating its utility for uncovering latent biological re-
lationships. This approach offers a promising alternative to
investigate the role of genes in health and disease.

1. Introduction

Understanding the role of genes and their functional rela-
tionship in homeostasis and disease is a fundamental chal-
lenge in biomedical research. Typical approaches to study
gene function include introducing perturbations designed to
destroy or interfere with specific target genes. Advances
in experimentally performing gene perturbations are begin-
ning to enable genome-scale interrogation of gene function
for multiple cell types and disease states [13].

Automated microscopy is a powerful tool to record and
quantify the often subtle cellular responses and phenotypic
changes of gene perturbations, and can be combined with
markers such as CellPaint [1, 19] for unbiased phenotypic
profiling [2–4]. Conventionally, this has been done with ar-
rayed screening, where all cells in a well receive the same
perturbation; however, for large screens with millions of
wells, this can become prohibitively expensive.

Recently, Optical Pooled Screening (OPS) has emerged
as a cost-effective alternative to study gene function [14,
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15, 43, 46, 51]. Compared with arrayed screening, OPS
subjects cells to a pool of perturbations that are barcoded to
allow determining the specific perturbation a cell received,
greatly increasing the throughput and reducing the overall
cost. While this enables high perturbation throughput, a
caveat is that the resulting data is at single-cell level.

A central challenge of image-based perturbation stud-
ies is analyzing the enormous datasets that are generated,
in order to extract high-dimensional representations of cell
state that capture the biological effects of each genetic per-
turbation, while being invariant to numerous technical con-
founders. Traditional image processing methods approach
this problem by extracting a large set of predefined “engi-
neered” features, and then reducing dimensionality by re-
moving noisy and highly correlated features. Deep learning
is an increasingly popular alternative to engineered features,
and promises to scale with the rapidly increasing corpus of
recorded data [4, 31]; however, it may be more susceptible
to overfitting technical confounders in the data [29].

Recently, Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs)
have shown promise in addressing the impact of techni-
cal confounders on learned representations through the use
of style transfer. In [9], the authors used style transfer to
de-confound the training data, by generating images corre-
sponding to the missing elements of the batch-perturbation
experimental design matrix, and then train a deep learning
model on the expanded training set. In addition, the authors
of IMPA [39], further demonstrated the use of StarGAN v2
for generating realistic images for unseen perturbations, for
applications such as virtual screening.

Overall, we also find that style transfer [16] is a natu-
ral fit to the task of disentangling subtle perturbation effects
from more prominent but ultimately uninformative features
captured in images, such as the position of a cell within
a frame. Taking inspiration from these prior works, we
extend the IMPA model to extract representations of ge-
netic perturbations (referred to interchangeably as “style
codes”) from sets of cells by learning to transfer visual fea-
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Figure 1. Overview of the GRAPE model: GRAPE builds upon StarGAN v2, and like other GAN-based models is composed
of a generator and a discriminator, optimized with adversarial loss. In the GRAPE generation process, input image xi paired with its
corresponding genetic perturbation yi is passed through an encoder. A target gene (ytarget) is randomly selected, and its embedding is
transmitted to the generator’s decoder along with the encoded input, aiming to generate images reflecting the content of the input image xi

and perturbation responses of ytarget. The multihead discriminator takes the generated/real image xj with its corresponding generated/real
perturbation yj , backpropagating the loss from real vs fake classification through the respective head of yj . Our primary objective in this
work is to acquire effective representations for genetic perturbations from the trainable embedding layer. Finally, we assess the quality of
the representations using various evaluation metrics such as mAP and clustering metrics. For a thorough investigation, we also evaluated
and comapred different potential gene representations at positions . (Icons have been designed using images from Flaticon.com.)

tures between two images corresponding to different ge-
netic perturbations, while keeping the main image content
intact. The extracted style codes can be used downstream
to infer relationships between perturbed genes. We refer
to our method as GRAPE: GANs as Robust Adversarial
Perturbation Encoders. The model is depicted in Fig. 1.

We evaluate our learned gene embeddings based on their
ability to accurately predict known functional relationships
in ground truth biological datasets, and demonstrate su-
perior performance of GRAPE embeddings compared to
Gene2vec [12] and IMPA [39] in both clustering and re-
call. Moreover, our approach outperforms widely used en-
gineered features in clustering and demonstrates compara-
ble performance in recall of biological ground truth. Addi-
tionally, we curate and share a small biological ground truth
set, to spur further innovation in this space.

2. Related Work

2.1. Quantification of cellular phenotypes

The phenotypic responses of cells to perturbations are often
subtle and overlapping, making them difficult to distinguish
even for experts. Furthermore, datasets from perturbation
screens are generally prohibitively large for manual data
examination. An unbiased and scalable analysis therefore
requires extracting biologically informative features from
images of perturbed cells. A common approach is to em-
ploy a curated bank of engineered features known to cap-

ture biologically meaningful information. Such features in-
clude size and shape of cells and cellular sub-compartments,
as well as statistics and correlation of pixel intensity cor-
responding to relative amounts and distribution of stained
biomolecules. CellProfiler [7], a reference implementation
of this approach, includes a large selection of diverse fea-
tures useful for quantifying cellular phenotypes. In the con-
text of OPS, CellProfiler has been used to analyze a recent
whole genome-wide OPS study [43]. The authors demon-
strate that the obtained features cluster cells according to the
biological function of perturbed genes, enabling recovery of
gene interaction networks at the level of protein complexes
and larger scale pathways.

Traditional image processing methods, while extract-
ing low-level features, may fall short in capturing the en-
tirety of biologically relevant information recorded by au-
tomated microscopes [4, 44]. Deep learning-based com-
puter vision is increasingly used as an alternative. A few
recent OPS studies have compared the performance of en-
gineered and learned features in different contexts. Sivanan-
dan et al. [46] compare engineered features mimicking
CellProfiler with Vision Transformers (ViT) [11] pretrained
on ImageNet [10] or trained on the OPS screen using a
self-supervised objective (DINO) [6]. While all three ap-
proaches recover known gene interaction networks, the
learned features show higher similarity of functionally re-
lated phenotypes, with the self-supervised model outper-
forming supervised pretraining. These results are consis-
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tent with another study comparing the performance of en-
gineered and learned features to identify regulators of an-
tiviral response [5]. The engineered features were specifi-
cally designed to measure a protein translocation bioassay
reporting the cellular response to viral infection. Learned
features were extracted with a pretrained convolutional neu-
ral network and an autoencoder trained from scratch. No-
tably, both deep learning models outperformed the engi-
neered features, suggesting that they captured the bioassay
readout better than hand-crafted features or extracted addi-
tional information not covered by prior knowledge.

2.2. Style Transfer

The goal of style transfer is to mix two images, a content
image and a style reference image, to produce a new image
with the content of the content image and the style of the
reference image. In [16], Gatys et al. introduced a ground-
breaking approach to separate and manipulate content and
style in images using a pre-trained VGG model [45]. Their
method aligns the output image’s feature maps with the con-
tent image to preserve the content, and matches Gram matri-
ces (covariance matrices) of feature maps between the style
image and the output image to adopt the style.

In [34], the authors generalized the previous work by the-
oretically proving that matching the Gram matrices of fea-
ture maps is equivalent to minimizing the Maximum Mean
Discrepancy (MMD) [18] with the second order polyno-
mial kernel, and in doing so they re-imagined style trans-
fer as matching feature distributions between style and gen-
erated images. Furthermore, in [33], authors found that
Batch Normalization (BN) layer statistics could represent
style traits, and this led to Adaptive Instance Normaliza-
tion (AdaIN) [24], which is now used in popular GAN-
based [17] models like the styleGAN [26] and starGAN
model families [8, 9]. AdaIN takes feature statistics from a
style image and applies them to a content image, effectively
transferring the style of the reference image to the content
image. Therefore, the input to the AdaIN layers are mean
and variance embeddings and can be derived from an image
or a separate encoder like a neural network. StarGAN v2,
a widely adopted style transfer technique employing AdaIN
layers, trains a single encoder-decoder architecture capable
of transferring styles across various domains, such as demo-
graphic categories.

Recent advancements have demonstrated the applica-
tion of style transfer to the biological domain. Works like
IST [42] and IMPA [39] provide two diverse examples. IST
(Interventional Style Transfer) addresses out-of-distribution
generalization by generating counterfactual treatment re-
sponse predictions in control cells. It also paves the way
for future endeavors in causal representation learning. No-
tably, their advancements in the style transfer pipeline in-
volved incorporating skip connections between the encoder

Table 1. GRAPE embeddings excel across all clustering metrics
when compared to the baselines and perform comparably with en-
gineered features on the mAP metric.

Embeddings Clustering
mAP Purity NMI ARI

Random 0.104 0.257±0.02 0.310±0.02 0.000±0.01
Gene2vec 0.217 0.330±0.02 0.384±0.02 0.067±0.02
IMPA 0.328 0.446±0.02 0.478±0.02 0.145±0.02
Engineered 0.506 0.550±0.02 0.585±0.02 0.253±0.03
GRAPE 0.497 0.590±0.03 0.610±0.02 0.300±0.04

and decoder to uphold content preservation and implement-
ing multiple complementary losses to discourage pheno-
typic alterations.

IMPA (Image Perturbation Encoder) predicts cellular
morphological changes resulting from chemical and genetic
perturbations given a perturbation code and an image of
an unperturbed cell. The authors focus on generative per-
formance and extrapolation to unseen perturbations. To
that end, IMPA uses frozen, pre-trained perturbation em-
beddings (RDKit [32] and Gene2vec [12] for chemical and
genetic perturbations, respectively). Our work builds on
IMPA which is based on StarGAN v2, with modifications
to enable learning perturbation embeddings from scratch.

3. Methodology
3.1. Task Definition

The overarching goal of our model is to learn representa-
tions of optical pooled screening data that enable discov-
ery of novel relationships between genetic perturbations.
For the purpose of methods development, we evaluate the
performance of our method based on its ability to recover
known biological relationships between genes, with the un-
derlying assumption that unsupervised recovery of known
relationships is a good proxy for discovery of novel rela-
tionships.

3.2. Data Preprocessing

Images were first corrected for uneven illumination using
a retrospective flatfield correction [35]. Independently for
each channel, pixel intensities between 0.1 and 99.9 per-
centiles were rescaled and clipped to range [0,1]. Single-
cell images were obtained by cropping 96× 96 pixel image
patches around the cell coordinates included with the re-
leased phenotypic profiles. Pixel intensities were then nor-
malized by channel-wise z-scoring using the mean and stan-
dard deviation of the non-targeting control images from the
same experiment batch.

3.3. Model Architecture

Our model is a modified version of StarGAN v2 [9] and
IMPA [39], incorporating alterations to both the losses and



Figure 2. GRAPE generates realistic perturbation pheno-
types. Top: Style transfer from an input image (non-targeting)
to ANAPC7 (anaphase promoting complex subunit 7) and
SMARCA4 (SWI/SNF related, matrix associated, actin dependent
regulator of chromatin, subfamily a, member 4) gene knockouts.
Bottom: Distribution of five CellProfiler features most informative
for classifying perturbed and control cells.

the architecture. To train the GRAPE model, we utilize a
dataset consisting of pairs xi, yi

N
i=1, where each pair com-

prises a single-cell image and its corresponding perturba-
tion label. Our objective is to train a generator G capable of
producing an image that reflects the phenotypic responses
associated with a given target perturbation index z ∈ Z,
while retaining the content of the original image x, such
as cell orientation. Importantly, our ultimate goal is to learn
representations for each perturbation, unconfounded by nui-
sance features such as cell position, orientation, and techni-
cal batch effects.

Next, we discuss the modules within the GRAPE frame-
work, walking through Fig. 1 from left to right.

Gene Embedding Layer: We use a trainable embedding
matrix M where each of its rows represents a different ge-
netic perturbation. This matrix begins with random normal
initialization and undergoes updates throughout the training
process. With our dataset containing 107 genetic perturba-
tions, the matrix has a shape of (107×d). We chose a length
of 500 for d, representing the dimensionality of the genetic
representations. During the generation process, for a target
perturbation z ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 107}, we extract the zth gene
representation denoted as Mz (the zth row of matrix M ),
and subsequently feed it into the mapping network. After

training, we utilize this layer as our final gene embedding
for downstream evaluations.
Mapping Network: Given a latent code Mz , our mapping
network F generates a style code s = F (Mz). F consists
of an MLP with 3 layers in our model. We also explore
different architectures for F , such as an attention block, and
evaluate the impact of these design choices using ablation
studies.
Generator: The generator G comprises an encoder and a
decoder, and translates an input image x into an output im-
age x̂, capturing the phenotypic responses associated with
perturbation z. The encoder computes the latent content
from an image, using 3 downsampling and 2 intermediate
residual blocks [21, 22] with instance normalization [48].
The decoder consists of 2 intermediate and 3 upsampling
residual blocks utilizing Adaptive Instance Normalization
(AdaIN) [24]. The perturbation style code is provided to
G’s decoder by the mapping network F through F (Mz), or
by the style encoder E during cycle consistency check.
Discriminator: The discriminator D operates as a multi-
task discriminator [36, 38], featuring multiple output
branches. Each distinct branch, denoted as Dz , conducts
binary classification, determining whether an image x is a
real image of perturbation z or a fake image G(x, s) pro-
duced by G. The discriminator consists of three residual
blocks, followed by two convolutional layers. The output
channel of the final convolutional layer corresponds to the
number of perturbations.
Style Encoder: Given an image x and its corresponding
perturbation label y, our encoder E extracts the style code
ŝ = E(x). This block will help with the cycle loss dis-
cussed below. The style encoder is structured with three
residual blocks, followed by a convolutional layer and a
fully connected layer. We adapt the architecture of Star-
GAN v2 such that all parameters are shared between per-
turbations and there is only a single head.

3.4. Training Objectives

Adversarial Objective: During training, we randomly se-
lect a target perturbation index z ∈ Z, sample its embed-
ding vector from matrix M , and generate a target style code
s = F (Mz). The generator G takes an image x (with origi-
nal label y) and s as inputs and learns to generate an output
image G(x, s) via an adversarial loss:

Ladv = Ex,y[logDy(x)] +Ex,z[1− logDz(G(x, s))] (1)

Where Dy(·) represents the output of the yth branch of dis-
criminator D, and similarly, Dz(·) denotes another branch
output. The trainable matrix M and the mapping network F
learn to provide the style code s that has target perturbation
z’s response information, and G learns to apply s to gen-
erate an image G(x, s) that is indistinguishable from real
images of the perturbation z.



Figure 3. UMAP visualization of GRAPE representations (left), and engineered representations (right). Each dot represents a single gene,
and the color indicates its ground truth CORUM cluster label.

Cycle Consistency Objective: To ensure that the gener-
ated image G(x, s) retains the perturbation-invariant traits
(such as cell orientation) from its input image x, we im-
plement the cycle consistency loss [8, 28, 52]. This im-
portant loss enables us to isolate and emphasize solely the
perturbation-specific information contained within the style
codes and ultimately within the M matrix.

Lcyc = Ex,y,z[||x−G(G(x, s), ŝ)||1] (2)

where ŝ = E(x) is the estimated style code of the input
image x with original label y passed through the encoder
E.
Style Reconstruction: In our adaptation of the model
from StarGAN v2, we limit the application of style loss ex-
clusively to the cycle loss. Therefore, we restrict updates
solely to the style encoder for this purpose. Our goal here is
to ensure the alignment between the output of the style en-
coder for the generated image denoted as E(G(x, s)), and
the style code s.

Lsty = Ex,z[||s.detach() − E(G(x, s).detach())||1] (3)

Diversity Loss: In both StarGAN v2 and IMPA [39], a
diversity loss was included to encourage the generator to
produce diverse output images while maintaining the same
content image and style code. However, in our work, we
intentionally excluded both noise concatenation and the di-
versity loss. This decision stems from our primary focus,
which centers on learning style representations, specifically
related to genetic perturbations, rather than emphasizing the
overall generative performance.
Full objective: Our full objective can be written as fol-
lows:

min
M,G,F,E

max
D

Ladv + λcycLcyc + λstyLsty (4)

λsty and λcyc are hyperparameters for each loss term.

3.5. Implementation

Input images have dimensions of 96× 96 pixels and consist
of 4 channels. During training, the batch size is set to 256,
and we train the model for 100,000 iterations. To ensure
balanced representation, the data loader employs a weighted
sampler, sampling an equal number of cells per perturba-
tion in each iteration [39]. On a single A100 GPU, our im-
plementation in PyTorch [40] requires approximately three
days to train. During model training, we employ the non-
saturating adversarial loss [17] integrated with R1 regular-
ization [38] with γ = 1. We use an Adam optimizer [30]
with β1 = 0 and β2 = 0.99. For all modules including G,
D, M , F , and E, the learning rates and weight decays are
set to 0.0001. We initialize the weights of all modules using
He initialization [20]. Both λsty and λcyc hyperparameters
are set to 1.

3.6. Performance Baselines

We conducted a comparative analysis between embeddings
derived from our GRAPE model’s trainable gene embed-
ding layer and Gene2vec [12]. Additionally, we trained
IMPA [39] using our dataset (see Sec. 4.1) and following
the original paper. This involved obtaining genetic pertur-
bation embeddings by aggregating style embeddings from
the style encoder for 500 cells per perturbation.

We also utilized engineered features from [15], and cal-
culated perturbation embeddings by aggregating single-cell
profiles (after applying PCA) for the same set of cells used
to train GRAPE.

3.7. Evaluation Metrics

We evaluate whether gene embeddings learned by GRAPE
cluster according to known functional gene relationships.
Using CORUM protein complexes as ground truth, we ex-
pect that perturbing genes functioning in the same protein



Figure 4. Performance comparison between GRAPE representations and baselines for multiple clustering metrics (left: Normalized Mutual
Information, middle: Adjusted Rand Index, right: Purity) and for different numbers of clusters k. The ground truth number of clusters
is 14, denoted by a vertical line. The k-means algorithm was executed 100 times for each k, and the standard deviation is depicted as a
shaded envelope.

complex should yield similar phenotypes, and thus cluster
together in latent space. We selected two methods for eval-
uating the quality of our gene embeddings. The first method
is mean average precision (mAP) across nearest neighbors
for all genes [29]. Specifically, for a given query gene Q,
we rank other genes by cosine distance, labeling them as
1 if they share the same CORUM cluster as gene Q, and
0 otherwise. We compute the average precision and repeat
this process for all genes to derive the mAP.

The second set of metrics are based on clustering and
draw inspiration from [27, 37]. These metrics include the
Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) [25], Normalized Mutual In-
formation (NMI) [41], and Purity metric, each focusing on
different aspects of clustering. Purity evaluates the homo-
geneity of clusters, NMI quantifies the mutual dependence
between true class labels and cluster assignments, and ARI
assesses the similarity between true class labels and cluster
assignments while accounting for chance. We apply these
metrics to evaluate the concordance between predicted clus-
ter labels derived from k-means clustering and the ground
truth cluster labels from CORUM. Notably, we omitted
the negative control embeddings from evaluation, focus-
ing solely on perturbations with their corresponding CO-
RUM cluster labels. To ensure the robustness of our eval-
uation, we performed k-means clustering 100 times with
random initialization for all embeddings, including GRAPE
and baseline methods. We report average and standard de-
viation for each metric.

4. Experiments

4.1. Dataset

We leverage a recently published OPS study perform-
ing CRISPR knockout of 5000 essential genes in HeLa
cells [15]. The released data contains 4-channel images
of cells stained for biomolecular markers of DNA (DAPI),

DNA-damage (γH2AX), microtubules (α-Tubulin) and F-
actin (Phalloidin) with perturbation barcodes indicating the
perturbation each cell received, which were obtained by in
situ sequencing. The authors also released a processed phe-
notypic profile for each cell, generated using engineered
features derived from CellProfiler and other popular im-
age processing libraries [7, 49]. In their study, the authors
present a detailed analysis demonstrating that these pheno-
typic profiles cluster according to the biological function of
the perturbed genes. We consider the released data as rep-
resentative of what is achievable with engineered features
(except specifically using task-specific prior knowledge if
available), and thus an important baseline for our method.

For ground truth biological relationships, we use the
Comprehensive Resource of Mammalian Protein Com-
plexes (CORUM) [47]. It is a database of protein complexes
and the genes of their constituent proteins, covering diverse
biological processes such as cell adhesion and genetic in-
formation processing. It is widely used to evaluate the qual-
ity of phenotypic profiles, because proteins functioning to-
gether in the same protein complex are more likely to be
co-dependent, which provides a high confidence that their
perturbation should yield similar phenotypes. Most other
ontologies of biology include indirect and non-constitutive
interactions as well as antagonists and negative regulators,
which complicates their use for this specific task.

In our evaluations, we use a curated subset of CORUM
that excludes protein complexes with poor intersection with
the released perturbations and minimizes inter-cluster over-
lap [15]. From this set, we select 14 non-overlaping and
functionally diverse protein complexes, each containing at
least five genes. To avoid size-imbalance, we subset larger
protein complexes to at most ten genes. The resulting
dataset consists of 508,159 single-cell images of the follow-
ing 106 perturbations, to which we add the negative con-
trol perturbations without any known target in the human



Table 2. Ablation results indicate that the Gene Embedding Layer (Position 1) provides the best gene representations compared to alter-
native layers sampled from GRAPE (i.e., Position 2: after the mapping network; Position 3: after the style encoder). Adding an attention
layer does not improve model performance; however, improvements are observed when adding the cycle loss, detaching the style code in
the style loss, and utilizing an exponential moving average.

Clustering
Position Attention Layer Detached style Cycle Loss EMA mAP Purity NMI ARI

1 ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ 0.497 0.590 ± 0.03 0.610 ± 0.02 0.300 ± 0.04
2 ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ 0.395 0.530 ± 0.03 0.561± 0.02 0.231 ± 0.04
3 ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ 0.286 0.394 ± 0.02 0.445± 0.02 0.010 ±0.02
1 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ 0.441 0.540 ± 0.03 0.570 ± 0.03 0.244± 0.04
1 ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ 0.270 0.373 ± 0.02 0.422 ± 0.03 0.095 ± 0.02
1 ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ 0.221 0.421 ± 0.02 0.446 ± 0.02 0.131 ±0.02
1 ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.498 0.592 ± 0.03 0.620 ± 0.02 0.286 ± 0.04

genome (non-targeting): ADNP, AHCTF1, AKIRIN2, AMD1, ANKRD17, API5,

ATF7IP, ATMIN, ATP6AP2, ATP6V1H, ATRX, AURKB, BRPF1, BTAF1, BTF3L4, BUD13,

BYSL, C6orf15, CCNA2, CCNH, CCT4, CCT6A, CDK8, CDT1, CENPC, CENPH, CENPM,

CEP55, CHERP, CHRNG, CLPS, CNOT2, COG4, COG5, COG8, COPS4, COPS5, COPS6,

COQ7, CPOX, CTDNEP1, CXXC1, DDA1, DDX21, DDX39B, DIMT1, DNASE2, DRAP1,

E2F3, EED, EIF1, EIF3CL, EIF6, ELL, ELP3, ENSA, EPC2, EPS15L1, ERH, ESPL1, ESPNL,

EXOC1, EXOSC4, EXOSC6, EXOSC7, FAM32A, FARSA, FBL, FBXO21, FBXW11, FIBP,

FKBPL, FLOT1, FNTA, FOSL1, FURIN, GFM1, GINS1, GINS3, GNB1, GPS1, GPX4, GTF2A2,

GTF2B, GTF2E2, GTF3C1, ICMT, ILK, IMP3, IMPDH2, INO80, INTS1, INTS2, INTS6,

INTS12, IQCF1, IRF8, JUNB, KANSL3, KAT2A, KCTD10, KPNA6, KRTAP4-5, LAMTOR1,

LAMTOR3, LCN8, LDLR, LIN9, LMNB1, LPA, LSM3, LSM4, LSM6, LSM7, LTB, LUC7L3,

MARK2, MCM5, MCRS1, MED18, MED23, MEPCE, MOCS3, MRPS18A, MRPS18B, MRPS33,

MRPS35, MTBP, MTF1, MTOR, NACC1, NAMPT, NDUFB2, NEDD8, NFE2L1, NLE1, NMT1,

NOC4L, NOL11, NOP16, NOP58, NOS1, NPEPPS, NPLOC4, NUFIP2, NUS1, PARN, PCED1B,

PCF11, PDAP1, PDE4DIP, PFDN6, PHF23, PIP4K2A, PNO1, POLR1B, POLR2F, POLR2I,

POLR2J3, POLR3F, POMP, PPAT, PPIA, PPP1R10, PPP4R2, PPP6R3, PREB, PRELID1, PSMA5,

PSMB4, PSMD1, PSMD3, PSMD8, PSMD10, PSMD12, PSMD14, PSMG3, PWP1, QTRT1,

RAD51, RBM22, RICTOR, RNASEH2A, RNF214, ROMO1, RPL7, RPL7A, RPL10A, RPL18,

RPL35A, RPN1, RPS6, RPS17, RPS18, RPS24, RPS25, RPS28, RRM2, RRP15, RSL24D1,

RSU1, RTCB, RXRA, SCAF11, SETD2, SETDB1, SF3B1, SF3B3, SFSWAP, SKIV2L, SLC4A7,

SLC6A17, SLC7A6OS, SLC25A25, SLC25A28, SLC38A2, SLC39A10, SLTM, SLU7, SMC1A,

SMC3, SMG8, SMIM7, SMNDC1, SMU1, SNRNP70, SNRPA, SNRPE, SNUPN, SP3, SRP68,

SRRM2, STAG2, STX18, SUPT16H, SYMPK, TACC3, TADA3, TAF1A, TAF1B, TAF3, TAF10,

TAF12, TAMM41, TCP1, TEAD3, TFAP4, TFRC, THAP11, TIMELESS, TOPBP1, TOX4,

TRMT112, TSPYL5, TSSK2, TUBB, TUBB2A, TWISTNB, UBE2I, UBE2M, UCN, USP32,

WDR62, WRAP73, XYLT2, YPEL5, ZC3H4, ZFC3H1, ZFP36L2, ZMAT2, ZPR1, ZRANB2

4.2. Evaluation

Qualitatively, GRAPE generates realistic predictions of per-
turbed cells while preserving the overall context of the input
cell (Fig. 2). However, cellular phenotypes of different per-
turbations are often subtle and difficult to distinguish visu-
ally. To quantitatively evaluate generative performance, we
style-transfered 500 non-targeting control cells to each of
the perturbation styles and compared CellProfiler features
of non-targeting, perturbed and predicted images. Follow-
ing [39], we obtained the most informative CellProfiler fea-
tures by training a Random Forest classifier [23] to discrim-
inate non-targeting from real perturbed cells and comput-

ing permutation feature importance. The distributions of the
five most informative features show that style-transfer gen-
erates cells that are more similar to the target perturbation
than unperturbed input cells (Fig. 2).

As detailed in section 3.7, we compared learned em-
beddings obtained from the Gene Embedding Layer of
GRAPE, with baseline methods using three clustering eval-
uation metrics and a recall-based metric. To evaluate clus-
tering, we employ the k-means clustering algorithm with
the parameter k set to 14, the number of ground truth clus-
ters. Using the known ground truth CORUM cluster la-
bels, we then evaluate clustering performance using pu-
rity, Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) and Normalized Mutual
Information (NMI). GRAPE embeddings outperformed the
baselines (random features, engineered features, IMPA and
Gene2vec representations) across all three clustering met-
rics (see Tab. 1). To ensure a comprehensive analysis, we
assessed our embeddings and baseline methods across vari-
ous values of k in k-means clustering, although our dataset
inherently consists of 14 clusters with 106 genes. The re-
sults depicted in Fig. 4 indicate that GRAPE embeddings
outperform in all three metrics across all values of k.

Furthermore, we computed the mean Average Precision
(mAP) for 106 genes across both GRAPE representations
and other baseline methods. Tab. 1 shows that GRAPE
embeddings outperform most baselines and are competitive
with engineered features, the strongest baseline for this task.

For an additional visualization, refer to Fig. 3, which
showcases UMAP embeddings of GRAPE gene represen-
tations. The colors on the plot represent the ground-truth
CORUM cluster labels, demonstrating that gene perturba-
tions within the same CORUM structure cluster together in
the embedding space.

5. Ablations
We conducted numerous ablation experiments to test which
design choices are most important to GRAPE’s perfor-
mance. For a comprehensive overview of all ablation re-
sults, see Tab. 2.



Figure 5. Comparison of mean Average Precision (mAP) for
GRAPE representations, and GRAPE representation with an Ex-
ponential Moving Average (EMA) filter applied during the train-
ing process.

5.1. Attention

We explored whether self-attention could capture relation-
ships and clustering information among perturbations by in-
troducing a single self-attention block [50] before the map-
ping network and after the embedding layer. The results
demonstrate that the addition of this layer did not lead to
performance improvement for mAP or clustering metrics.

5.2. Alternative Gene Embeddings

There are multiple choices for where to extract gene embed-
dings from the StarGANv2 model to serve as our final gene
representations for downstream tasks. We evaluated three
options: (1) the gene embedding layer, (2) the style code
that is extracted by the mapping network and input to the
AdaIN layer, and (3) the style code that is extracted from
the generated images by the Style Encoder. See Fig. 1 for
the location of layers: .

Interestingly, each option is qualitatively different in how
the final gene representations are extracted. For option 1,
we simply extract the weights of the trained gene embed-
ding layer, whereas for option 2, we pass the learned gene
embeddings through the mapping network to generate a
style code per gene. In other words, options 1 and 2 do
not require any inference-time processing. In contrast, for
option 3 we must generate cell-level style codes by pass-
ing random samples through the GRAPE model, and then
aggregating the cell-level style codes returned by the Style
Encoder up to the perturbation level. To accomplish this,
we randomly select 500 cells per perturbation, and average
their cell-level style codes to create perturbation-level gene
embeddings. Notably, option 3 is most similar to the work-
flow employed by IMPA. We compare the performance of
each embedding choice after 100,000 training iterations us-
ing the mean Average Precision. Our results show that the

Gene embedding layer (option 1) outperformed the other
choices.

5.3. Exponential Moving Average

An interesting feature of our approach is that gene embed-
dings (and thus, genetic relationships) are extracted from
the data during training, and there is no final inference
step. However, when reviewing the training curves, we ob-
served strong fluctuations in overall performance towards
the end of training. These fluctuations introduce an un-
wanted sensitivity between the model performance and the
choice of stopping criteria. Similar weight fluctuations were
also observed by the authors of StarGAN v2, and they pro-
posed suppressing them with an exponential moving aver-
age (EMA) filter. Thus we apply an EMA filter every 2.5k
iterations with a gamma value of 0.5 and find that it both re-
duces sensitivity to the stopping criteria, and yields a slight
improvement in mAP (see Fig. 5).

5.4. Losses

We conducted experiments where we ablated different loss
functions to better understand their contribution to the train-
ing process. When omitting the cycle loss during training,
we observed a decrease in performance across all evalua-
tion metrics, including mAP. In another experiment, we ex-
tended the influence of the style loss beyond the style en-
coder by allowing it to affect the Generator and Embedding
Layer. In other words, we did not detach the style vector s
in the style reconstruction objective (see Equation 3). We
also noted a drop in performance in this scenario.

6. Discussion
In conclusion, our study demonstrated that style transfer
through generative modeling can be used to learn high qual-
ity representations of genetic perturbations from optical
pooled screening data. We observed a significant perfor-
mance improvement for all clustering metrics and competi-
tive performance for mean Average Precision, compared to
engineered features.

It is important to acknowledge a limitation in our study,
as we conducted training on a dataset comprising only 107
genes and approximately 500,000 images. We recognize
the potential for enhancing the model’s capabilities by ex-
tending the training to incorporate a broader range of per-
turbations. Future endeavors will focus on expanding this
research to encompass a more diverse array of genetic per-
turbations, aiming to further validate and generalize the ap-
plicability of our proposed approach.
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