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Abstract

Self supervised learning (SSL) is a machine learning paradigm where models learn
to understand the underlying structure of data without explicit supervision from
labeled samples. The acquired representations from SSL have demonstrated useful for
many downstream tasks including clustering, and linear classification, etc. To ensure
smoothness of the representation space, most SSL methods rely on the ability to
generate pairs of observations that are similar to a given instance. However, generating
these pairs may be challenging for many types of data. Moreover, these methods lack
consideration of uncertainty quantification and can perform poorly in out-of-sample
prediction settings. To address these limitations, we propose Gaussian process self
supervised learning (GPSSL), a novel approach that utilizes Gaussian processes (GP)
models on representation learning. GP priors are imposed on the representations,
and we obtain a generalized Bayesian posterior minimizing a loss function that
encourages informative representations. The covariance function inherent in GPs
naturally pulls representations of similar units together, serving as an alternative to
using explicitly defined positive samples. We show that GPSSL is closely related to
both kernel PCA and VICReg, a popular neural network-based SSL method, but
unlike both allows for posterior uncertainties that can be propagated to downstream
tasks. Experiments on various datasets, considering classification and regression
tasks, demonstrate that GPSSL outperforms traditional methods in terms of accuracy,
uncertainty quantification, and error control.

Keywords: Representation learning, kernel method, uncertainty quantification

1

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

09
32

2v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 1

0 
D

ec
 2

02
5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.09322v1


1 Introduction

Self supervised learning (SSL) aims to learn representations by understanding the structure

of data without supervision of labels. The representations learned by SSL have been

shown to be useful for many downstream tasks including unsupervised clustering, linear

classification, and object detection (Bachman et al. 2019, Misra & Maaten 2020, Caron

et al. 2020, Gidaris et al. 2021). Contrastive approaches such as SimCLR (Chen et al. 2020)

explicitly encode the idea that similar objects should have similar representations, and

dissimilar objects should have dissimilar representations. This is enforced by identifying

“positive pairs” of similar objects and “negative pairs” of dissimilar objects, and constructing

a loss that encourages similarity between positive pairs while penalizing similarity between

negative pairs. The positive pairs are generated by applying data augmentation techniques

such as blurring, rotating or cropping images; the negative pairs are typically random

pairings from the full dataset. A contrastive loss allows us to learn a joint embedding

architecture where the representations for a sample and its positive pair are close to each

other, while other negative samples are pushed away.

Conversely, non-contrastive learning methods have been proposed where only positive

samples are needed for training the representations, for example, BYOL (Grill et al.

2020), SimSiam (Chen & He 2021), and VICReg (Bardes et al. 2021). Instead of pushing

negative samples away, they encourage representations to be different for distinct subjects by

controlling the overall diversity of the representations, for example, through normalization,

stop-gradient operations, or information maximization. Of particular relevance to our

work, VICReg specifies a three-part loss: an invariance term that encourages positive pairs

to have similar representations; a variance term that encourages diversity by rewarding

high standard deviation of representations within a batch; and a covariance term that

decorrelates the variables for each representation. In general, these methods yield good

2



performance on representation learning. However, while these approaches no longer require

negative pairs, they still assume the availability of a data augmentation mechanism capable

of generating positive pairs. Such data augmentation techniques have been well explored

in image modeling, but are harder to define in other application areas such as time series

analysis or tabular data.

We avoid the need to specify positive pairs, by using a Gaussian process to enforce smoothness

of the representations. Here, the smoothness is derived from an appropriate kernel defined

on the space of observations; kernels can be specified for a wide range of objects, including

graphs, texts and tabular data. We combine our Gaussian process prior with a loss comprising

the variance and covariance losses from VICReg. This leads to a generalized Bayesian

posterior, which we can (approximately) infer using generalized variational inference.

The result is a conditional distribution over representations, rather than the single rep-

resentation obtained using standard SSL approaches. Incorporating uncertainty into our

representations allows us to propagate this uncertainty into downstream tasks, which we

show yields improved uncertainty estimation and better robustness. We show connections

to kernel PCA, and in doing so show that SSL methods such as VICReg are highly related

to kernel-based methods such as kernel PCA, complementing existing work on spectral

interpretations of SSL (Balestriero & LeCun 2022, Shwartz-Ziv et al. 2023).

1.1 Notation

The goal of SSL is to learn a mapping fz : X → RJ from some observational space X to

a low-dimensional representation space. When working with probabilistic SSL methods,

we will define a distribution over such functions, implying a predictive distribution over

representations for each observation. We let X = (x1, . . . , xN) denote our training set, and

Z = (z1, . . . , zN) denote the corresponding representations zi = fz(xi). We let z̄ = 1
N

∑
i zi
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be the mean representation, and let zj be the column of Z corresponding to the jth

dimension. We use x∗ to denote an observation not in our training set, and z∗ = fz(x∗) its

corresponding representation.

We let k(xi, xj) be a kernel function, and K(X, X) be the associated Gram matrix evaluated

on X × X.

1.2 Self-supervised learning

Our method follows in the traditions of contrastive and non-contrastive SSL, whereby

representational geometry is informed by knowledge about which observations are similar or

dissimilar. Contrastive learning approaches, such as SimCLR (Chen et al. 2020) and MoCo

(He et al. 2020), aim to increase the representation similarity of similar observations (positive

pairs), and decrease representational similarity of dissimilar observations (negative pairs).

Positive pairs are typically obtained by applying a distortion to a reference observation. In

an image setting, this might be via rotation or cropping (Chen et al. 2020). In a tabular

setting, we might add Gaussian noise (Bahri et al. 2021) or replace random features with

their mean or modal value (Ucar et al. 2021). Negative pairs are typically randomly sampled

from the dataset.

Non-contrastive methods, such as SimSiam (Chen & He 2021), DINO (Caron et al. 2021),

BYOL (Grill et al. 2020), and VICReg (Bardes et al. 2021), also encourage representational

similarity between positive pairs, but do not explicitly enforce representational dissimilarity

between negative pairs. Instead, they introduce alternative mechanisms designed to avoid

representational collapse, such as paired networks with stop gradients (Chen et al. 2020).

Our method is most closely related to VICReg (Bardes et al. 2021), which minimizes a loss

function ℓ = cIℓinv + cV ℓvar + cCℓcov with three terms: an invariance loss

ℓinv(Z, Z ′) = 1
N

||zi − z′
i||22, (1)
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where z′
i is the positive pair of zi, that encourages representations to be similar when input

data are close to each other; a variance loss

ℓvar(Z) = 1
J

J∑
j=1

max
(

0, γ −
√

Var(zj) + ϵ
)

, (2)

that encourages a high standard deviation between representations, encouraging differentia-

tion between representations; and a covariance loss

ℓcov(Z) = 1
N − 1

N∑
i=1

(zi − z̄) (zi − z̄)T , (3)

which shrinks the covariance between each dimension of the representation, preventing

information collapse due to correlated variables. Shwartz-Ziv et al. (2023) discusses a

connection between the VICReg objective and information-theoretic optimization, and

emphasizing its practical advantages over other SSL methods.

Most work on SSL, including the methods discussed above, learns a deterministic mapping

from observations to representations. A number of probabilistic variants have been proposed,

that yield a distribution over representations which can capture representational uncertainty.

Bootstrap Your Own Variance (BYOV, Turishcheva* et al. 2023) replaces the deterministic

neural networks in BYOL with Bayesian neural networks. VI-SimSiam (Nakamura et al.

2023) uses a variational inference-based approach to impose a distribution on the represen-

tational space. SimVAE (Bizeul et al. 2024) posits a generative model underlying positive

pairs, and uses variational inference to infer latent representations. Our work shares some

similarity with these methods in that we obtain a distribution over observations; however

unlike these approaches we do not rely on positive pairs to enforce similarity. Instead, we

assume the existance of an appropriate kernel. This makes methods like BYOV, VI-SimSiam

and SimVAE appropriate for high-dimensional data where a good augmentation model is

available, such as images. Meanwhile, our approach is better suited to lower-dimensional

representations where we do not have an obvious augmentation model but where similarities
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can be expressed via a kernel, such as tabular data and structured data such as text or

networks.

1.3 Gaussian Processes

The Gaussian process (GP) is a convenient and powerful prior distribution on functions,

f : X → R. Specifically, a GP is a collection of random variables {f(x) | x ∈ X } for which,

given any finite set of N inputs X = (x1, . . . , xN) the collection Z = (f(x1), . . . , f(xN))

has a joint multivariate Gaussian distribution. It is completely defined by its mean m(·)

and covariance functions k(·, ·), and the elegant marginalization properties of the Gaussian

distribution allow us to compute marginals and conditionals in closed form (see e.g., Williams

& Rasmussen 2006). The covariance function, or kernel, enforces smoothness of samples

from the Gaussian process and encodes assumptions about pairwise similarities of random

variables. Covariance functions can be defined for a wide range of data types, including

vectors in Rd (see e.g., Williams & Rasmussen 2006), text (Lodhi et al. 2002), and graphs

(Vishwanathan et al. 2010).

1.4 PCA and Kernel PCA

The SSL methods described above learn representations by enforcing data-driven similarity

and dissimilarity constraints. An alternative approach is to construct representations that

are informative about the original observations. For example, principal components analysis

(PCA) linearly projects observations into a series of uncorrelated variables, or principal

components.

Kernel PCA extends this idea to incorporate non-linear projections (Schölkopf et al. 1998).

Conceptually, kernel PCA projects observations to the reproducing kernel Hilbert space Φ

defined by a given kernel, performs PCA in this space, and projects the principal components
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back to the original space.

Other methods that fit this paradigm include variational autoencoders (Kingma & Welling

2014) and nonnegative matrix factorization (Lee & Seung 1999).

1.5 Generalized Bayes

Classical Bayesian inference posits a prior distribution over latent parameters, and a

likelihood model that describes how observations are generated given those parameters.

Bayes’ theorem then specifies the posterior distribution over parameters given the data.

Generalized Bayesian inference replaces the likelihood model with an arbitrary loss function

ℓ(x; θ) (Bissiri et al. 2016, Jewson et al. 2018, Knoblauch et al. 2019). We then obtain the

generalized posterior as p̃(θ|x) ∝ p(θ) exp{−ℓ(x; θ)}.

2 A Gaussian process-based self-supervised learning

algorithm

In this section, we propose a new SSL method based on Gaussian processes, that avoids the

need to specify either positive or negative pairs. Our approach, GPSSL, uses a Gaussian

process to encourage representational similarity, and simple variance-based losses to avoid

collapse. In Section 2.1 we describe our method, and discuss how we obtain an approximate

generalized posterior distribution over representations in Section 2.2. In Section 2.3.1, we

discuss the relationship between GPSSL and VIGReg, and in Section 2.3.2 we discuss

the relationship between GPSSL and kernel PCA, additionally providing insights into the

relationship between kernel PCA and other non-contrastive SSL methods.
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2.1 The GPSSL model

Given unlabeled data X = (x1, . . . , xN) ∈ X N , and a kernel function k : X × X → R+, we

wish to learn a (joint) distribution over representations z∗ ∈ RJ for arbitrary x∗ ∈ X —or

equivalently, a distribution over functions fz : X → RJ .

Following VICReg (Bardes et al. 2021), we aim to learn representations that are smooth

(c.f. VICReg’s invariance loss); that vary across X (c.f. VICReg’s variance loss); and which

have decorrelated dimensions (c.f. VICReg’s covariance loss). To ensure that the function

fz is smoothly varying with respect to x, we place a Gaussian process prior on fz,

fz(·) ∼ GP (m(·), k(·, ·)) ,

where we assume the mean function m(x) = 0 without loss of generality.

While we have defined a prior on fz, we do not have labels Y , so it is meaningless to define

a traditional likelihood p(Y |Z, X) and compute the standard Bayesian posterior. Instead,

we consider a generalized posterior taking the form p̃(fz | X) ∝ p(fz) exp{−ℓ(Z := fz(X))}.

We use a VICReg-like objective function for ℓ,

ℓ(Z) = cV ℓvar(Z) + cCℓcov(Z), (4)

with ℓvar and ℓcov defined in Equations (2) and (3) and with constants cV and cC deter-

mining their relative contributions. We exclude the invariance loss (Equation (1)) since its

contribution is captured by the GP priors, as we elaborate in Section 2.3.1.

2.2 Approximating the generalized Bayesian posterior

We approximate the generalized Bayesian posterior distribution p̃ using generalized vari-

ational inference (Knoblauch et al. 2019). Similar to variational inference for the clas-

sical Bayesian posterior, we approximate the generalized Bayesian posterior p̃(fz) ∝
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p(fz) exp{−ℓ(Z)} by finding the closest distribution within a variational family Q, such

that

q⋆(fz) = arg min
q∈Q

{
Eq(fz)ℓ(Z) + KL(q||p)

}
,

where ℓ(·) is the loss function described in Equation (4) and KL denotes the Kullback-Leibler

divergence.

Following Hensman et al. (2015), we augment our model with a relatively small set of

inducing points (Ux, Uz), such that [ZT UT
z ]T are samples from our Gaussian process

evaluated at [XT UT
x ]T . We then specify our variational family via a Gaussian distribution

over Uz. The generalized ELBO becomes

ELBO = −Eq(Uz)[ℓ(Z)]−KL (q(Uz)||p(Uz)) ≥ −Eq(Uz)
[
Ep(Z|UZ) [ℓ(Z)]

]
−KL (q(Uz)||p(Uz)) .

Note, this directly mirrors the standard ELBO in Hensman et al. (2015), with our loss ℓ

replacing the log likelihood. We estimate the expected loss using Monte Carlo samples.

2.3 Relationship to other models

In this section, we discuss the connection to two related approaches: VICReg (Section 2.3.1)

and Kernel PCA (Section 2.3.2).

2.3.1 The GP prior acts similarly to existing SSL invariance losses

As described in Section 2.1, GPSSL inherits the variance and covariance losses from VICReg

(Equations (2) and (3)), but does not include the invariance loss (Equation (1)). In fact,

unlike other contrastive and non-contrastive SSL methods, there is no explicit invariance

loss that looks at the similarity between an observation and its positive pair.

This is possible because the Gaussian process prior provides a similar inductive

bias to other SSL invariance losses. To see this, consider an augmented dataset
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X̃ = ((x1, x′
1), . . . , (xN , x′

N)) consisting of our original data X = (x1, . . . , xN), plus

generated positive pairs X ′ = (x′
1, . . . , x′

N). If we let

k(xi, xj) =


1 iff xj = x′

i, i.e., if xi and xj form a positive pair

0 otherwise,
(5)

then the log joint of Z under the Gaussian process prior takes the form

log p(Z) = const − 1
2ZT K−1Z.

Substituting in Equation (5), this can be interpreted as a loss of the form ∑N
i=1 zT

i z′
i. This is

a plausible SSL-like invariance loss; while we are not aware of any SSL methods that use an

unnormalized dot product loss, a normalized dot product loss is a fairly common invariance

loss in non-contrastive SSL, e.g. Chen & He (2021).

From this, we see that the GP prior performs a similar role to the positive pairs used in

VICReg and other SSL methods, and so we do not include positive pairs, relying instead on

the GP prior to enforce local smoothness in the representations. We note that if we use the

popular squared exponential kernel, samples from our GP will be infinitely differentiable.

Alternatively, a data-driven kernel such as the nearest neighbor Gaussian process (Datta

et al. 2016, Wu et al. 2022) would more explicitly capture the “positive pairs”-type intuition

that an observation’s representation should be similar to that of its nearest neighbors.

2.3.2 Connection to kernel PCA

As we have described above, GPSSL can be seen as a probabilistic, kernel-based variant of

VICReg. In this section, we show that GPSSL can also be thought of as an (approximate)

probabilistic variant of kernel PCA, providing a link between SSL methods such as VICReg

and kernel-based dimensionality reduction methods.

First, consider conducting kernel PCA with a given kernel k(xi, xj) = ϕ(xi)T ϕ(xj). Kernel
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PCA maps observations x ∈ X to a hidden embedding ϕ(x) ∈ Φ, performs PCA in the space

Φ, and projects the principal components down to X . The kernelized principal component

z∗ for test point x∗ is z∗ = ϕ(x∗)T v where v is the solution to

max
v∈Φ

1
N

vT ϕ(X)ϕ(X)T v, s.t. vT v = 1. (6)

W.l.o.g., we assume the data is centered in the hidden space, ∑N
i=1 ϕ(xi) = 0, otherwise an

augmentation of the kernel matrix is needed.

Now, consider using GPSSL to learn a one-dimensional representation, using the same

kernel k(·, ·). If we replace the variance loss in Equation (4) with a similar but less robust

alternative, Proposition 1 proves that there exists a value of cV for which the maximal point

of the generalized posterior is equivalent to the first principal component of kernel PCA.

Proposition 1. Let the number of dimensions J = 1, and replace the variance loss term in

Equation (4) with V (Z) = −Var(Z) = 1
N

(Z − z)T (Z − z). Then there exists a value of cV

for which the generalized posterior is maximized at the first kernel PCA component.

Proof. We can write the dual problem of Equation (6) as

max
λ, v

1
N

vT ϕ(X)ϕ(X)T v + λ − λvT v. (7)

The GP prior z ∼ GP(0, k(·, ·)) is equivalent to a linear model in the Hilbert space Φ,

z(x) = ϕ(x)T v, v ∼ N(0, I).

Maximizing the generalized posterior, we have

max
Z

p̃(Z | X) = max
Z

p(Z) exp{−ℓ(Z)} = max
v

p(v) exp{−ℓ(ϕ(X)T v)}

When J = 1, the covariance loss is equal to 0. Under the assumption that ∑N
i=1 ϕ(xi) = 0,
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we have Z = 0. The loss function ℓ(ϕ(X)T v) = Var(ϕ(X)T v), therefore,

max
v

p(v) exp{−ℓ(ϕ(X)T v)} = max
v

exp
{

c − 1
2vT v + cV

N
vT ϕ(X)ϕ(X)T v

}
= max

v

{
c − 1

2vT v + cV

N
vT ϕ(X)ϕ(X)T v

}
,

where c is the log normalizing constant of the Gaussian distribution. If λ = 1
2cV

, the

objective becomes

max
v

{
2cλ − λvT v + 1

N
vT ϕ(X)ϕ(X)T v

}
.

By comparison with Equation (7), the optimizer of the GPSSL posterior is equal to the first

component of kernel PCA, provided cV = 1
2λ∗ where λ∗ is the maximizer of Equation (7)

In the more general case of J > 1, the covariance term decorrelates the representations (to

an extent determined by the covariance loss weight cC). While we no longer have exact

equivalency to kernel PCA, this covariance loss performs a similar, albeit softer, role to the

vT v = 1 constraint in kernel PCA, which forces the representations to be orthogonal and

shrinks the covariance matrix of the representations to 0.

2.4 Using the resulting distribution over representations in down-

stream tasks

One important motivation for SSL methods is to construct “general purpose” representations

that can be used as inputs for downstream tasks—in particular, when we have a large

amount of unlabeled data with which to learn our representations, but few labeled data for

our downstream task. How can the distributions over representations, p̃(z∗|x∗), obtained

using GPSSL be used for downstream tasks?

The most straightforward option is to extract the mean of the distribution and use it
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analogously to representations obtained using deterministic SSL. We refer to this approach

in our experiments as “GPSSL-mean”.

While this approach may afford some robustness benefits over deterministic SSL methods,

a downstream analysis based on such a point estimate of fz does not incorporate the

uncertainty inherent in our representation learning. One of the benefits of using GPSSL

for representation learning is that it allows us to propagate uncertainty about our latent

representation into our downstream task, as

p(Y |X) =
∫
RJ×N

p(Y |Z)p̃(Z|X)dZ

≈
∑

i

p(Y |Z(i)),

where Z(i) iid∼ p̃(Z|X). We refer to this approach in our experiments as “GPSSL-full”.

3 Experiments

To explore the performance of GPSSL, we first qualitatively look at the representations

obtained on two synthetic datasets, before a quantitative analysis of the performance of

GPSSL representations in downstream tasks. We further demonstrate the performance of

GPSSL on relatively higher dimensional real datasets from UC Irvine Machine Learning

Repository (UCI) repository, including Breast Cancer (Wolberg et al. 1995), Dermatology

(Ilter & Guvenir 1998), Ecoli (Nakai 1996), and Mice Protein (Higuera et al. 2015) dataset.

We compare to VIGReg and kernel PCA, the two most similar methods.
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3.1 Experimental settings

Throughout, we set our representation dimension J = 5. For GPSSL and kernel PCA we

use a squared exponential kernel,

k(xi, xj) = σ2 exp
{

−1
2(xi − xj)T L−2(xi − xj)

}
,

where L = diag(l1, . . . , lD) contains the lengthscale parameters. We fix σ2 = 1, and set the

lengthscale to be the maximum pairwise distance between observations and their K nearest

neighbors. We select the value of K, plus the weights cV and cC and the learning rate,

based on the log-likelihood obtained on a validation set when using the representations to

predict class labels based on the learned representations, using logistic regression. In the

GPSSL variance loss ℓvar (Equation 2) we fix γ = 1 and ϵ = 1e − 7.

We modify VICReg for use with tabular data. For both the encoder and the expander

network, we use neural network with one hidden layer, with batch-normalization and ReLU

activations. For the encoder, we use a hidden layer of width 10; for the expander, we use a

hidden layer of size 5 (mirroring the size of our representations). We generate positive pairs

by adding Gaussian noise to the original data, whith standard deviation set to r times the

per-dimension dataset standard deviation. We select r ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3} and the learning

rate based on validation set accuracy, as before.

3.2 A qualitative look at GPSSL representations

We first consider learning representations for two-dimensional data generated from a known

model. In order to explore how representation uncertainty varies with the prevalence of

training data, we generate a dataset based on a quadrant-weighted pair of concentric circles.

We split the space into four quadrants, and generate 300 train/30 validation observations in

the top right quadrant; 100 train/10 validation observations in the top-left quadrant; and

50 train/10 validation observations in the bottom-left quadrant. Within each quadrant,

14



observations are sampled by selecting a radius from Uniform{0.5, 1}, uniformly selecting an

angle within the quadrant, and adding Gaussian noise with standard deviation 0.2. The

resulting dataset is shown in Figure 1.

For GPSSL, we fix cV = 50 and cC = 10. For the neighborhood size k for GPSSL and

kPCA, the learning rate for GPSSL and VICReg, the loss weights for VICReg, we use the

validation set to select a value from a small grid. Concretely, a Bayesian logistic regression

model is trained on 80% of the validation observations to predict the originating circle (see

Figure 1), to predict the originating circle, and the predictive log likelihood of the remaining

20% is used for hyperparameter selection.

Figure 1: Quadrant-weighted concentric circles used to train embeddings. Labels are shown

primarily for clarity; the training set labels are not used in training representations (but are

used to select hyperparameters using a small validation set).

In Figure 2, we show the embedding function learned using GPSSL. While the Gaussian

process’s kernels are aligned with Cartesian coordinates, it is able to combine dimensions

to capture the circular structure (best shown in Figure 2c, which shows the average L2
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(a) Mean of the representation function for each dimension.

(b) Standard deviation of the representation function for each dimension.

(c) Distance to reference. (d) Average standard deviation.

Figure 2: Visualizations of GPSSL-based embedding function, trained on quadrant-weighted

concentric circle data (Figure 1. Top two rows: Per-dimension mean and standard deviation.

Bottom left: L2 distance between mean embedding at plot location, and mean embedding

at (0, 0). Bottom right: average standard deviation (i.e., average of plots in Figure 2b).

distances between the five-dimensional mean embeddings shown in Figure 2a, and the mean

embedding at (0, 0)).

We also see how the standard deviation of the embedding distribution varies across the

space. In Figure 2b, we show that each dimension has lowest variance in the top right

16



quadrant (where there were 300 training observations), with variance decreasing as we move

counter-clockwise (as the number of training observations decreases to zero). This can be

seen more clearly in Figure 2d, which shows the average of the five plots in Figure 2b. Also

note that we have high variance as we move to the edges of the plot, away from the two

concentric circles used in training; this is appropriate as we have no information about the

distribution in these locations.

For comparison, Figure 3a and Figure 3c shows analogous embedding functions obtained

using kPCA. The mean per-dimension embeddings (Figure 3a), and the L2 distance to the

embedding at (0, 0) (Figure 3c), look similar to the plots for GPSSL in Figure 2. This

is not surprising: Both approaches are based on the same kernels, and have the same

mean representative power. In Figure 3b and Figure 3d, we show the analogous embedding

functions obtained using VICReg. Here, the representations obtained are more smoothly

varying, but are still able to capture the radial structure of the data to some extent.

While these representations seem comparable to the mean GPSSL representation (par-

ticularly in the case of kPCA), the kPCA and GPSSL representations do not have any

associated uncertainty, so we have no choice but to treat the embeddings in the bottom

right quadrant (where there was no training data) as equally confident as the embeddings

in the top right quadrant (which had the most training data).

3.3 Evaluating (distributions over) representations for down-

stream tasks

Next, we look at whether the representations learned using GPSSL are useful for downstream

tasks. We begin with a qualitative exploration in Section 3.3.1, continuing the concentric

circles example from Section 3.2. Then, we explore quantitative performance on several

tabular datasets in Section 3.3.2.
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(a) Five-dimensional representation obtained using kPCA

(b) Five-dimensional representation obtained using VICReg

(c) kPCA distance to reference. (d) VICReg distance to reference.

Figure 3: Visualizations of kPCA-based and VICReg-based representation functions, trained

on quadrant-weighted concentric circle data (Figure 1). Top row shows the five dimensions

of the kPCA-based representation. Middle row shows the five dimensions of the VICReg-

based representation. These are comparable with the GPSSL-based mean representation

in Figure 2a. Bottom row shows the L2 distance between the representation (left, kPCA;

right, VICReg) at the plot location, and the representation at (0, 0). These are comparable

with the GPSSL-based Figure 2c.
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3.3.1 Qualitative evaluation of performance on downstream tasks

Recall that in Section 3.2, we learned a distribution over representations based on unevenly

sampled data (Figure 1). We consider using this distribution over embeddings to build a

classification model using a small number of observations sampled from a related distribution.

Concretely, we sample 50 training observations and 500 test observations from a distribution

over (non-quadrant-weighted) concentric circles, with mean and standard deviation as in

Section 3.2. These datasets are shown in Figure 4.

(a) Training data (b) Test data

Figure 4: Train and test set for concentric circles downstream classification task.

We learn a Bayesian logistic regression model using the embedded training set. We consider

two versions: In GPSSL-mean, we use the mean embedding as our covariates. In GPSSL-

full, we treat the covariates as a random variable, and marginalize over their distribution

under the GPSSL embedding distribution. We do this by generating 100 samples from the

embedding distribution shown in Figure 2 and learning a Bayesian logistic regression for

each sample.

The resulting distributions are visualized in the first two columns of Section 3.3.1. We see

that both learned classifiers have similar mean predictions (top row). And, because we

19



have trained a Bayesian classification, both versions have associated uncertainties, even if

trained on a point estimate of the embeddings (bottom row). However, making use of the

full uncertainty in the embeddings leads to more meaningful uncertainty. If we look at the

first column of Section 3.3.1, where we use just the mean of the GPSSL representation, we

only have uncertainty around the boundary of the two classes. We remain confident in a

prediction of class zero even far from the data. Conversely, the second column, where we

use the full GPSSL distribution, we see much greater uncertainty as we move further from

the data distribution. This reflects uncertainty in the underlying representation,as shown in

Figure 2d.

The last two columns of Section 3.3.1 show the distribution over class probabilities obtained

using kPCA and VICReg-based representations. Since the kPCA representation is similar

to the mean of the GPSSL representation (as discussed in Section 3.2), the distribution over

class probabilities for kPCA (third column) looks similar to the GPSSL-mean-based class

probabilities. The mean prediction is reasonable, but we have unreasonably high confidence

as we move away from the data distribution. The VICReg-based distribution (forth column)

learns a much noisier classifier, a result of the smoother representations shown in Figure 3b

and Figure 3d.

In Figure 6, we show the risk-coverage curves of the mean function of the four classifiers,

evaluated on the 500 test observations shown in Figure 4. Risk-coverage curves evaluate

performance on a “selective classification” task, where if the maximum class probability is

above some threshold we assign that class, otherwise we decline to provide a class. The

risk-coverage curve plots the risk (i.e., the proportion of data points above the classification

threshold that are given erroneous classifications) vs the coverage (i.e., the proportion

of data points that are above the classification threshold), as we vary the classification

threshold. We see that the mean classifier obtained using GPSSL-full representations obtains
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Figure 5: Mean (top) and standard deviation (bottom) of the predictive distributions

obtained using Bayesian logistic regression on top of various representations of data (from left

to right, GPSSL-mean, GPSSL-full, kPCA, VICReg). Labeled training data is superimposed

over each plot (white and blue crosses; color indicates class).

the highest overall accuracy (i.e., the lowest risk at 100% coverage), and has the lowest area

under the risk-coverage curve (AURC), demonstrating the best overall utility in a selective

classification task.

3.3.2 Quantitative evaluation of performance on downstream tasks

Next, we evaluate the performance of GPSSL on four real datasets obtained from the UCI

repository: Breast cancer (Wolberg et al. 1995); Dermatology (Ilter & Guvenir 1998); Ecoli

(Nakai 1996); and Mice protein (Higuera et al. 2015).

In each case, we split the dataset into a training set (40% of observations; labels not

included), a validation set (20% of observations; labels included), and a test set (40% of

observations; labels to be predicted). We train our embedding models on the training set,

using a grid of hyperparameter values as described in Section A. We train a two-layer neural
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Figure 6: Risk coverage curve of GPSSL and the benchmark methods on circles data.

network classifier on 80% of the validation set, and use performance on the remaining 20%

to select hyperparameters. We then train a classifier on the full validation set based on the

corresponding representation function, and use it to predict the label on the test set

In Table 1, we look at quantitative performance on this test set. We report accuracy (based

on a 0.5 threshold), area under the curve of a receiver operating characteristic (ROC AUC),

and area under the risk-coverage curve (AURC, as described above). The best performance

is highlighted in bold font. The classifiers trained on the full distribution from GPSSL (i.e.,

GPSSL-full) yields the best performance in most cases, and in other cases is comparable

with the best-performing method. Of note, in all assessments, GPSSL-full outperforms

GPSSL-mean (which ignores the variance of the representations), indicating the value of

including uncertainty in representations.
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Breast Cancer Original VICReg kernel PCA GPSSL-mean GPSSL-full

Accuracy 0.965 0.891 0.969 0.956 0.974

ROC AUC 0.990 0.948 0.990 0.980 0.991

AURC 0.005 0.029 0.007 0.009 0.006

Dermatology Original VICReg kernel PCA GPSSL-mean GPSSL-full

Accuracy 0.958 0.917 0.965 0.882 0.965

ROC AUC 0.997 0.986 0.996 0.987 0.994

AURC 0.002 0.019 0.005 0.015 0.011

Ecoli Original VICReg kernel PCA GPSSL-mean GPSSL-full

Accuracy 0.859 0.726 0.822 0.822 0.881

ROC AUC 0.894 0.858 0.896 0.893 0.906

AURC 0.106 0.092 0.068 0.097 0.057

Mice Protein Original VICReg kernel PCA GPSSL-mean GPSSL-full

Accuracy 0.414 0.712 0.707 0.599 0.725

ROC AUC 0.855 0.945 0.952 0.895 0.960

AURC 0.630 0.166 0.156 0.294 0.078

Table 1: Comparison of classification performance on UCI datasets.
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4 Real data application

Next, we explore the use of GPSSL-based representations for analyzing spatial transcrip-

tomics (ST) data. Spatial transciptomics is an RNA sequencing technique that measures

gene expression across thousands of locations within an intact tissue slice, indexed by their

two-dimensional spatial coordinates (Ståhl et al. 2016, Zeira et al. 2022). Each location

could possibly contain 10-100 cells with mixed cell types. We are interested in predicting

the composition of cell types based on the spatially indexed RNA expression data.

Figure 7 shows our proposed pipeline, where we utilize GPSSL to learn representations for

each of the spot considering all features observed from ST data. We use Starfysh (He et al.

2022) to identify the spots that are almost pure in cell type and annotate the cell types

with known biomarkers. The analysis of cell type compositions for the rest of the spots

could be considered as a classification problem, taking representations learned from GPSSL

as features and cell types for the pure spots as labels. In the experiments, we use a Neural

Network classifier, including two linear layers with ReLU as an activation in between. A

semi-simulation study is conducted to evaluate the performance of the proposed pipeline,

and we apply this method on a breast cancer ST sample (Wu et al. 2021) for cell type

composition inference.

Figure 7: Pipeline of cell type identification on spatial transcriptomics data with GPSSL

for representation learning.
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4.1 Semi-synthetic study of cell type classification

Next, we design a semi-synthetic study to demonstrate the utility of GPSSL-based represen-

tations in ST data application. A simulated ST dataset is generated based on a Peripheral

Blood Mononuclear Cells (PBMC) dataset, freely available from 10X Genomics Lab (2020).

We first generate high-fidelity synthetic gene counts data with a simulator, scDesign2 Sun

et al. (2021), using the PBMC data as a reference. Four cell types including B cell, CD8 T

cell, Memory CD4 T cell, and Naive CD4 T cell, in the PBMC dataset are used as ground

truth in the semi-simulation study. Then we simulate the proportions of each cell types

across a grid of spots, based on the spatial coordinates. To simulate smoothly-varying

cell-type allocations, we sample four Gaussian process traces, and use a softmax function

to convert the values of these traces into a probability distribution at each location. The

simulated ST data is constructed by assigning single cells randomly based on the number of

cells and the proportion of cell types in each spot. The cumulative gene counts of each spot

is recorded as the ST data features. Figure 8 shows the simulated data colored by the true

celltypes, plotting with respect to gene expression TSNE scores and spatial coordinates in

two rows, respectively.

We apply our proposed GPSSL pipeline to this semi-synthetic dataset, and look at the

resulting cell type probabilities in Figure 9. Comparison with Figure 8 shows that we do a

good job of predicting the appropriate cell type, and that the classifier is less certain on

outlying observations.

Next, we compare performance with classifiers based on kPCA, VICReg, and the raw data.

VICReg and kPCA are implemented as in previous subsections. Table 2 shows the accuracy,

ROC AUC, and AURC of the resulting classifier. Since we have access to the generating

class probabilities, we also look at the mean squared error between the estimated (mean)

class probabilities and the true probabilities (denoted pMSE). Here, we see that the full
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version of our GPSSL pipeline, and the mean-representation-based version of our pipeline,

are consistently the best-performing methods, and that the full GPSSL pipeline performs

best at modeling the true underlying probabilities. Figure 10 shows the risk-coverage curve,

where GPSSL yields a good proportion of coverage controlling the risk of mis-classification.

Figure 8: Simulated true data colored by the dominated cell type. The spots are plotted

with respect to TSNE score of gene expression in the first row, and w.r.t. spatial coordinates

on the tissue in the second row.

4.2 An investigation of breast cancer cell-type composition

We investigate the cell type composition in a breast cancer sample (CID44971_TNBC)

from Wu et al. (2021) with RNA expression and spatial location observed at each spot,

together with histology images recorded. We apply archetype analysis using the Starfysh

method (He et al. 2024) to identify and annotate pure spots into different cell types. Figure

12 plots the breast cancer ST data after preprocessing, where labels 0-6 indicate identified

cell types for the pure spots and the label −1 denotes the unlabeled spots. We split the
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Figure 9: GPSSL result of estimating the probability of the four cell types. The two rows

are plotted w.r.t. TSNE score of the gene expression and spatial coordinates, repectively.

ST semi-synthetic Original VICReg kernel PCA GPSSL-mean GPSSL-full

Accuracy 0.922 0.906 0.928 0.919 0.931

ROC AUC 0.988 0.973 0.993 0.991 0.992

AURC 0.029 0.037 0.010 0.012 0.010

pMSE 0.021 0.027 0.019 0.027 0.014

Table 2: Evaluating test set predictions for GPSSL and competing methods, on a semi-

synthetic ST dataset.
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Figure 10: Risk coverage curves for the semi-synthetic ST dataset.

labeled data into training and validation set, and make inference on the cell types of the

rest of the spots with the proposed pipeline.

For computational reasons, we pre-process the gene expression data using PCA, and consider

only the first 20 principle components. We combine these with the 2D spatial coordinates

and the RGB values of the histology image to obtain input features for each spot. We

then use GPSSL to learn a 5-dimensional distribution over representations, integrating

the information from all three data features. Figure 13a shows the five dimensions of the

representations obtained, which reflect the structure of the data based on the features

observed. The standard deviation of representations (Figure 13b) is a summary of the

uncertainty in the representation learned, for example, on the edges of the data space where

less data points are observed, we have relatively high uncertainty. This uncertainty will also

be incorporated into the downstream analysis, in our case classification, and could serve as

part of the assessment for the risk of mis-classification.

In Figure 14, we show the result of the entire embedding and classification pipeline. inference

result on breast cancer data. The top row arranges the spots in terms of a TSNE embedding

of the gene expressions; the bottom row arranges the spots based on spatial coordinates. In
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the first column, we see the highest-probability class predicted by our pipeline. We can see

reasonable smoothness of the inferred cell types on both the gene expression and spatial

location space. The middle column shows the standard deviation of this highest-probability

class prediction. We see that the uncertainty of the dominant cell types increases when the

spots are location in between different cell types or on the edge of the feature space. We

can also report the probability of the spots being different cell types to convey a better

understanding of the cell type composition, for example, the probability of being cell type 3

as is shown in the last column in Figure 14.

Figure 11: Histology image of the breast cancer sample.

5 Discussion

We proposed Gaussian process self supervised learning that utilizes Gaussian processes on

representation learning, allowing for full Bayesian inference and uncertainty quantification.

We discussed the limitation of the current self supervised learning methods on certain data

types and tasks, facing the difficulty of generating data pairs. It is demonstrated that the

29



Figure 12: Breast Cancer data after preprocessing annotate with cell type labels 0-6. The

color grey denotes the unlabeled data. The first row is plotted respect to TSNE score of

the gene expressions, and the second row is plotted with respect to the spatial coordinates.

(a) Mean of the representation for each dimension

(b) Standard deviation of the representation for each dimension

Figure 13: The learned representation and their standard deviations.
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Figure 14: Analysis of breast cancer cell-type composition. Left hand column: highest

probability class assignment. Middle column: standard deviation of the probability of the

highest probability class. Right hand column: Probability of assignment to cell type 3. In

the top row, cells are arranged based on a TSNE embedding of the gene expression. In the

bottom row, cells are arranged based on spatial location (mirroring Figure 11).
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proposed GPSSL method tackles the problem by pulling representations of similar unit with

the covariance function in GP. We discussed the connection between GPSSL and kernel

methods and existing SSL approaches, and showed the benefits of using GPSSL in simulated

and real data examples.

We specifically recommend this GPSSL approach on tabular, graph and other datasets with

more structures. Other existing contrastive and noncontrastive learning methods might

still be favorable considering the cases where the generation of positive or negative pairs

of data is straightforward and highly informative. Under cases where the definition of

similar objects is not easily available, GPSSL could characterize the similarity through the

covariance function and the criterion could be tuned by the parameters in GPs.

Though generalized variational inference is implemented for GPSSL and techniques like

inducing points are used in GP regression, the computational feasibility of GPSSL is limited

based on the sample size. It can become computationally impractical when dealing with

a extremely large number of data points, due to the need to calculate and store a large

covariance matrix.

The radial basis function (RBF) kernel is utilized in the proposed methods and implemented

in the experiments. Extensions on different choices of the kernel in the GP model could be

investigated. Although the RBF kernel is very widely used and should work well in most

situations, a carefully crafted kernel will allow one to introduce for flexibility and effectively

learn representations for certain datasets.

6 Disclosure statement

The authors have no conflict of interest to declare.
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7 Data Availability Statement

Data used in experiments are publicly available at UC Irvine Machine Learning Repository

at https://archive.ics.uci.edu/. The public breast cancer dataset from Wu et al. (2021)

can be accessed in the Gene Expression Omnibus under accession number GSE176078.

Processed data is available at Github repository created by He et al. (2022) at https:

//github.com/azizilab/starfysh.
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A Additional experimental settings

For the experiments in Section 3, we explored different hyperparameter values for both

GPSSL and our comparison methods, using a classification task on a validation set to select

the best hyperparameters.

Qualitative circle experiments (section 3.2) For GPSSL, we varied the neighborhood

size K = ⌊N/k⌋ where N denotes the sample size and k ∈ {20, 50, 100} was used to select

the kernel lengthscale, and the learning rate (ℓ ∈ {0.01, 0.05, 0.001}). We fixed cV = 50 and

cC = 10. For kPCA, we varied the neighborhood size K = ⌊N/k⌋, k ∈ {20, 50, 100} used to

select the kernel lengthscale. For VICReg, we set cC = 1 and varied cV = CI ∈ {25, 50, 100}

(the original VICReg implementation used cV = cI = 25 and cC = 1 (Bardes et al.

2021)), and varied the learning rate ℓ ∈ and the amount of noise added to the positive

pairs (relative to the overall dataset set standard deviation), σ ∈ {0.1, 0.25, 0.5}. We

set the learning rate to 0.001 for the first 20 iterations, then varied the learning rate

ℓ ∈ {0.00001, 0.00005, 0.0001, 0.0005}.

UCI experiments (section 3.3.2 )

For GPSSL, we varied the neighborhood size K = ⌊N/k⌋ where N denotes the sample

size and k ∈ {5, 10, 20} was used to select the kernel lengthscale, and the learning rate

(ℓ ∈ {0.01, 0.05, 0.001}). We fixed cV = 50 and cC = 10. For kPCA, we varied the

neighborhood size K = ⌊N/k⌋, k ∈ {5, 10, 20} used to select the kernel lengthscale. For

VICReg, we set cC = 1 and varied cV = CI ∈ {25, 50} (the original VICReg implementation

used cV = cI = 25 and cC = 1 (Bardes et al. 2021)), and varied the learning rate ℓ ∈ and

the amount of noise added to the positive pairs (relative to the overall dataset set standard

deviation), σ ∈ {0.1, 0.25, 0.5}. We set the learning rate to 0.001 for the first 20 iterations,

then varied the learning rate ℓ ∈ {0.00001, 0.00005, 0.0001, 0.0005}.
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Semi-synthetic ST experiments (Section 4.1)

For GPSSL, we varied the neighborhood size K = ⌊N/k⌋ where N denotes the sample

size and k ∈ {20, 50, 100} was used to select the kernel lengthscale. We used learning rate

(ℓ = 0.01). We fixed cV = 50 and cC = 10. For kPCA, we varied the neighborhood size

K = ⌊N/k⌋, k ∈ {20, 50} used to select the kernel lengthscale. For VICReg, we set cC = 1

and varied cV = CI ∈ {25, 50} (the original VICReg implementation used cV = cI = 25

and cC = 1 (Bardes et al. 2021)), and varied the learning rate ℓ ∈ and the amount of

noise added to the positive pairs (relative to the overall dataset set standard deviation),

σ ∈ {0.1, 0.25, 0.5}. We set the learning rate to 0.001 for the first 20 iterations, then varied

the learning rate ℓ ∈ {0.00001, 0.00005, 0.0001, 0.0005}.

Breast cancer cell-type experiments (Section 4.2)

For GPSSL, we varied the neighborhood size K = ⌊N/k⌋ where N denotes the sample

size and k ∈ {20, 50, 100} was used to select the kernel lengthscale. We used learning rate

(ℓ = 0.01). We fixed cV = 50 and cC = 10.

Throughout, we trained GPSSL for 300 iterations and VICReg for 2000 iterations.
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B Additional results on UCI datasets

Figure 15: Breast cancer data in training, validation, and testing sets, plotted with respect

to TSNE scores.

Figure 16: Classification results on breast cancer data, comparing original data, VICReg,

kernel PCA, GPSSL-mean, and GPSSL-full.

Figure 17: Risk coverage curve of GPSSL and the benchmark methods on breast cancer

data.
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Figure 18: Dermatology data in training, validation, and testing sets, plotted with respect

to TSNE scores..

Figure 19: Classification results on dermatology data, comparing original data, kernel PCA,

VICReg, GPSSL-mean, and GPSSL-full.

Figure 20: Risk coverage curve of GPSSL and the benchmark methods on dermatology

data.
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Figure 21: Ecoli data.

Figure 22: Classification results on ecoli data, comparing original data, kernel PCA, VICReg,

GPSSL-mean, and GPSSL-full.

Figure 23: Risk coverage curve of GPSSL and the benchmark methods on ecoli data.
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Figure 24: Mice protein data.

Figure 25: Classification results on mice protein data, comparing original data, kernel PCA,

VICReg, GPSSL-mean, and GPSSL-full.

Figure 26: Risk coverage curve of GPSSL and the benchmark methods on mice protein

data.
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