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Abstract

Advances in digitizing tissue slides and the fast-paced progress in artificial intelligence, including deep

learning, have boosted the field of computational pathology. This field holds tremendous potential to

automate clinical diagnosis, predict patient prognosis and response to therapy, and discover new mor-

phological biomarkers from tissue images. Some of these artificial intelligence-based systems are now

getting approved to assist clinical diagnosis; however, technical barriers remain for their widespread clini-

cal adoption and integration as a research tool. This Review consolidates recent methodological advances

in computational pathology for predicting clinical end points in whole-slide images and highlights how

these developments enable the automation of clinical practice and the discovery of new biomarkers. We

then provide future perspectives as the field expands into a broader range of clinical and research tasks

with increasingly diverse modalities of clinical data.

Key points

• Supported by advances in artificial intelligence, curation of multi-institutional cohorts and the de-

velopment of high-performance computing, computational pathology is now reaching clinical-grade

performance for certain tasks.

• Artificial intelligence-based methods in computational pathology can be distinguished into methods

for predicting clinical end points from tissue specimens and assistive tools for clinical or research

tasks.

• Multiple instance learning is a rapidly growing paradigm for predicting clinical endpoints, such as

disease diagnosis and molecular alterations, from whole-slide images.

• Computational pathology can be used for automating tasks that pathologists already perform in daily

practice and for discovering morphological biomarkers for clinical outcomes of interest.

• Initiatives for collecting larger, well-curated, and multimodal datasets and advances in AI frame-

works are required for computational pathology applications to get closer to clinical adoption.
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1 Introduction

Advances in scanning systems, imaging technologies and storage devices are generating an ever-increasing

volume of whole-slide images (WSIs) acquired in clinical facilities, which can be computationally anal-

ysed using artificial intelligence (AI) and deep learning technologies. The digitization and automation of

clinical pathology, also referred to as computational pathology (CPath), can provide patients and clini-

cians the means for more objective diagnoses and prognoses, allows the discovery of novel biomarkers

and can help to predict response to therapy1. For example, developments in AI-assisted diagnosis and

automatic classification of haematoxylin and eosin (H&E)-stained WSIs can help to determine the origin

of a cancer of unknown primary2, grade prostate cancer on par with experienced pathologists3, predict the

prognosis of patients with colorectal cancer better than conventional cancer stages4 and detect lymph node

metastases in breast cancer5 (Fig. 1 (a)).

Institutions are now gathering massive repositories of digitized slides, either with the integration of

slide scanning into the routine workflow or by digitizing slide archives. The collection of large cohorts

on different disease models has also been supported by public efforts, such as The Cancer Genome Atlas

(TCGA) Program by the National Cancer Institute. The drastic reduction in computer storage costs and the

availability of more computationally capable processors — especially graphics processing units (GPUs)

— now allow laboratories to run large-scale studies based on thousands of samples. Moreover, building

on the success of computer vision6, AI and deep learning integration in CPath has advanced to such a de-

gree that deep learning can now be considered the central algorithmic component of most CPath systems.

These developments are major improvements for a field that began with simple statistical analyses of nu-

clear morphology in the 1960s7, 8 and that today aims to transform the clinical practice of pathology (Fig.

1 (b,c)). Pioneering works based on machine learning have shown that hand-crafted, human-interpretable

features (HIFs) extracted from regions of interest can be used to derive valuable diagnostic and prognos-

tic information9–11. These principles are now being scaled with deep learning, which can automatically

identify and extract relevant morphological features from high-dimensional input data.

Although mainly regarded as a tool to automate specific tasks to reduce inter-observer variability or

alleviate the burden on the pathologist, CPath can also help to discover new biomarkers12. For example,

through tissue analysis, AI can help to decipher different biological phenomena13 and identify new mor-

phological features relevant for diagnosis and prognosis14, 15. Beyond clinical settings, CPath can be used

for therapy and drug development16 by automating the identification of morphological changes in tissue

specimens upon drug exposure in preclinical and clinical trials.

Despite these advances, CPath has room to grow in pathology research and precision medicine.
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In particular, advances in computer vision research are continuously providing new methods to improve

CPath algorithms, for example, in representation learning with vision transformers17 and self-supervised

learning (SSL)18. Furthermore, the shift to precision medicine requires an ever-increasing number of

assays19, which has boosted the amount of data collected per patient that can be integrated into the CPath

workflow. For example, diagnosis is no longer solely based on the histological analysis of the tissue

but is also complemented by molecular and immunohistochemical assays. The emergence of multiplex

imaging20, spatially resolved genomic assays21 and 3D pathology22, among other methodologies, will only

accelerate this trend, providing new opportunities for multimodal integration.

Understanding how and to which AI frameworks the computational pathology community will con-

verge is crucial to anticipating future challenges. In this spirit, this Review aims to identify and consolidate

the major technical developments for WSI modeling. Moreover, we outline promising research areas fo-

cusing on building robust and generalizable representations of WSIs from large-scale, diverse, multimodal,

and privacy-preserving datasets.

2 Deep learning in CPath

The methodological contributions of deep learning in CPath can be distinguished into approaches for

predicting clinical end points, such as cancer subtype, patient survival or genetic mutations from WSIs,

and AI-based assistive tools to guide and provide support to pathologists and researchers, such as methods

for segmenting images or virtual staining (Fig. 2).

2.1 Tissue pre-processing

The digitization of histology slides consists of building a pyramidal structure of the tissue by representing

it as images at multiple magnifications (or resolutions), typically ranging from ×40 (∼ 0.25µm/pixel res-

olution) to ×5 magnification (∼ 2µm/pixel resolution). Before any AI algorithm is applied, the digitized

WSIs undergo tissue segmentation to remove background regions either by classical image processing

(such as image thresholding) or by a deep learning-based approach (such as segmentation networks23).

Due to the substantial dimensions of WSIs (a WSI can be up to 100,000× larger than an ImageNet sam-

ple of 256×256 pixels24), direct processing is computationally demanding. Consequently, it is common

practice to partition WSIs into small patches. With patching, CPath frameworks can adopt a divide-and-

conquer strategy, in which each patch is individually processed with a neural network, the results of which

can be further aggregated to yield a slide-level and/or patient-level outcome. At high magnification (for
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Figure 1: Caption next page.
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Figure 1: Applications, timeline of selected milestones and trends in computational pathology. a,
Overview of computational pathology (CPath) applications. b, Digital diagnostics and artificial intelli-
gence (AI) have made considerable progress over the past decades, laying the foundations for CPath to
make a clinical impact. The timelines include selected milestones that have substantially impacted CPath.
c, CPath shifted from traditional machine learning (ML) models based on small cohorts of regions of in-
terest (ROIs) to deep learning models trained on large, sometimes multimodal, multi-institutional cohorts
of whole-slide images (WSIs). Higher-dimensional pathology data, such as WSIs collected longitudinally
for each patient and 3D tissue images, are also expected to gain traction. The digitization of the pathol-
ogy workflow, abundant computational resources, public datasets and advances in AI and computer vision
have supported this transition. CPU, central processing unit; gene-seq, gene sequencing; GPU, graphics
processing unit; IHC, immunohistochemistry; MIL, multiple instance learning; MSI, microsatellite insta-
bility; TCGA, The Cancer Genome Atlas; TMA, tissue microarray.

example, ×40 or ×20), each image patch reveals granular information, such as nuclear morphology. How-

ever, only a small context is visible, which may limit the ability of a model to capture large contextual pat-

terns. Conversely, processing at lower magnifications (for example, ×10 or ×5) provides more contextual

information per patch, such as tissue architecture, although at the cost of reduced resolution. Therefore,

context and resolution need to be balanced based on the specific application; for example, certain cancer

subtyping tasks, such as lung carcinoma subtyping, can be performed at ×5 magnification with clinical-

grade accuracy, whereas genetic mutation prediction from a WSI usually requires ×20 magnification or

higher25.

2.2 Multiple instance learning on WSI

One of the main objectives of CPath is to predict disease-related clinical endpoints from WSIs – a task

referred to as WSI classification.

One way to address the computational bottleneck associated with the large WSI size and, in turn,

the large number of patches, is to reformulate slide classification as a patch-level supervised learning

classification task. This approach involves processing each patch using a feature extractor, such as a

convolutional neural network (CNN), to obtain a patch embedding. The resulting embedding is then passed

to a predictor for predicting the corresponding patch label. The labels can be provided by pathologists by

manually annotating regions of interest or by assigning the same label to all patches in the slide. After

patch classification, patch-level scores are combined using an aggregator to make a WSI-level prediction.

The aggregator can be non-parameterized, such as taking the average, maximum or majority voting, or

parameterized with an additional neural network. However, the patch-level supervision approach has

several limitations. First, obtaining manual annotations is time-consuming and cannot be easily scaled to
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thousands of WSIs. Moreover, the meaning of a patch label becomes ambiguous for applications such

as prognosis or therapy response prediction, for which pathologists have minimal a priori knowledge.

Intratumoural heterogeneity26, 27 further complicates assigning annotations even within the same tumour

region. Furthermore, assigning the same label to all patches in the WSI works if the region of interest

occupies most of the WSI25, 28. However, when only a fraction of the image is discriminative (for example,

lymph-node metastases), the patch-level labels become very noisy29 (Fig. 2 (a)).

Alternatively, WSI classification can be defined with multiple instance learning (MIL)30, 31, in which

a single supervisory label is provided to the set of patches constituting the WSI and only a subset of the

patches is assumed to correspond to that label (Fig. 2 (b)). This setting is also referred to as weakly

supervised learning because the number of patches is substantially larger than the number of supervisory

labels. MIL learns to map the set of patches to the labels in three steps: first, a feature extractor extracts

a low-dimensional embedding of each patch (for example, a 1,024-dimensional embedding); second, an

aggregator pools the patch embeddings to form a WSI representation; and third, the said representation

is mapped to the WSI label using a predictor. MIL differs from patch-level learning in that the WSI-

level label is no longer assigned to patches but to the set of patches constituting the WSI. The aggregator

can be a non-parameterized function, such as the average or maximum of the patch embeddings, or a

parametrized function, the most popular being the attention mechanism. In attention-based MIL2, 29, 32,

each patch is assigned an attention score based on the importance of its embedding towards rendering

the prediction, which is further used to derive an attention-weighted sum of the patch embeddings. One

advantage of attention-based MIL is that these attention scores can directly provide interpretable heatmaps

for qualitative morphological analysis.

However, because of the large number of patches per WSI, the entire set of WSI patches and the

entire network cannot be stored in GPU memory simultaneously. Therefore, MIL cannot readily learn the

feature extractor and the predictor in a joint manner. One solution to this problem is to pre-train the feature

extractor on an auxiliary task to pre-extract patch embeddings. By this approach, the aggregator and the

predictor operate on patch embeddings that are already compressed (for example, 1,024-dimensional em-

beddings compress 256 × 256 patches by a factor of around 200). In practice, the feature extractor can be

pre-trained on natural image datasets such as ImageNet24 (for example using a ResNet33), on histopathol-

ogy images with an auxiliary task34–36 or SSL37–39. Differently, engineering steps optimizing the available

memory by either accessing the host memory40 or using gradient checkpointing41, 42 can be used for joint

feature extractor and predictor training. Nonetheless, these strategies are complex and computationally

burdensome, so they have not been widely adopted so far. Another approach is to randomly sample a sub-

set of the WSI patches during training43, 44, under the assumption that relevant information gets sampled

each time.
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Overcoming computational constraints and adapting them to an increasingly wide range of CPath

tasks will continue to influence model design. Although a recent benchmark showed that patch-level train-

ing and MIL can perform similarly for a range of tasks45, such as tumour subtyping, we argue that MIL

methods will gain traction. First, the field is evolving towards more complex tasks with weak training

signals (such as survival prediction), for which patch-level supervision is not suitable. Second, new hard-

ware advances will eventually allow for the joint training of the feature extractor, aggregator and predictor

with the entire set of WSI patches in a simple, off-the-shelf manner, enabling MIL to incorporate more

contextual information.

2.2 Emergence of context-aware approaches

The methods discussed so far assume that the WSI patches are independent of each other and have no

access to contextual information besides what is in the patch. However, this view limits the incorporation

of long-range context required to model the tissue architecture46, especially in cases where the local cell

morphology alone cannot predict the target (for example, for therapy response prediction)47. Although

using lower magnifications would be a simple workaround, this strategy risks causing the user to miss

out on granular cellular details. To address this limitation, MIL methods could, with a dedicated neural

network, explicitly model the interactions between patch embeddings. This approach requires the con-

struction of a relational structure of embeddings — either as a graph or a sequence — and the application

of a network — either a graph neural network (GNN) or a transformer — that can integrate and model

the interactions between embeddings based on the specified structure. Alternatively, MIL methods can

implicitly incorporate context by aggregating patch embeddings from multiple magnifications.

Graph representations and graph neural networks. One way of representing interactions be-

tween the different patches is to use a graph48–50, in which patch embeddings represent nodes that are

connected via edges (Fig. 2 (c)). Connections (or edges) are generally defined based on a locality prin-

ciple according to which regions that are physically close to each other are more likely to interact and

should therefore be connected48, 49. For instance, a patch could be connected to its five closest neighbors

or to all its adjacent patches. A graph neural network (GNN)51 (a class of neural networks specifically

designed to learn on graph-structured data) is then learned to predict the target of interest from the graph.

In GNNs, patch representations are passed along edges using message passing (i.e., through a series of

linear and nonlinear activation operations) to capture local and global information from the TME jointly.

Contextualized node embeddings are then aggregated to form a WSI embedding. A GNN can be trained

on a graph with an arbitrary number of nodes and edges, which can be applied to any WSI dataset without

constraints on the size and shape of the tissue.
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Figure 2: Multiple instance learning for clinical end-point prediction on whole-slide images. All
methods take as input a set of patches extracted from a whole-slide image (WSI) at a fixed magnification
and learn to map it to a WSI-level clinical end point, such as cancer grade or subtype. a, Histology slides
are first digitized with a scanner as WSIs, which then go through segmentation and patching. b, For patch-
level supervision, each patch is assigned a label, either by using manual patch-level annotations or by
assigning the slide-level label to all patches. Patches are passed through a sequence composed of a feature
extractor, patch-level predictor and aggregator to produce a WSI-level prediction. c, In multiple instance
learning (MIL), a feature extractor extracts embeddings for all patches, which are then aggregated (without
including context) for WSI-level prediction. d,e, For context-aware MIL, the interactions between patch
embeddings (extracted with the feature extractor) are explicitly encoded using either a graph representa-
tion of patches processed with a graph neural network (part d) or a sequence representation of patches
processed with a transformer (part e).

Graph-based MIL approaches are not limited to working at the patch level and can also be used

to model nuclei (nodes) and interactions between nuclei (edges), a representation referred to as a cell-

graph48, 52–54. A cell embedding is often extracted around each nucleus to characterize its appearance. This

formulation resembles how biological systems interact, because the nuclear morphology and the cellular

interactions are explicitly encoded. A GNN is typically trained to map the cell-graph to a clinical end

point, analogous to patch-graph approaches. However, because the number of nuclei in a WSI can be very

high (up to several million), scaling to large tissue regions remains challenging55.

Sequence representations and transformers. Instead of restricting interactions to be based on

locality as done with GNNs, one can instead assume that all patches are interacting with each other, re-

gardless of their positions in the image (see Fig. 2 (d)). This is the core idea behind transformers17, 56.

Intuitively, for each patch embedding, a transformer assesses the importance of all other patch embed-

dings towards contextualizing its own representation, a concept known as self-attention. After a series of

self-attention operations, the set of patch embeddings gets aggregated into the final global context-aware

WSI embedding. Following the transformer terminology, all the patch embeddings are represented as a

sequence, with the position within the sequence indicating the spatial location of the patch in the WSI.

Conceptually, this can be seen as a generalization of GNN where all the patches would be connected to

each other (i.e., including global context) rather than being restricted to local connections only. However,

as the number of interactions is quadratic in the number of patches, this approach has high computational

requirements (both in terms of training time and GPU RAM). This limitation makes end-to-end training

with the current hardware even more complex. To reduce the computational burden, transformers with

lower computational complexity have been proposed by reformulating or approximating the interactions

between patches57, 58. Broadly, interactions between patches have also been implemented with recurrent

neural networks36, 59 or variants of transformers60.
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It remains unclear whether transformer-based approaches are better than graph-based approaches

with respect to predictive performance, robustness to domain shifts and generalization capabilities. On the

one hand, for applications in which the type of context is known a priori (for example, according to some

locality principle), graph representations mimic more closely the interaction between biological systems

and offer more control over the interactions between patches. On the other hand, transformers have a

lower inductive bias, so they impose fewer constraints on the network. Therefore, by learning the graph

connectivity with attention weights, transformers are more likely to afford the discovery of new long-range

contextual biomarkers.

Multiscale representations. Instead of including context at a single magnification, context can be

implemented by using multiscale representations of WSIs, for example, 5×, 10×, and 20× using a late-

fusion method4, 61, 62. This approach aggregates (for example, with concatenation or summation) WSI rep-

resentations of different magnifications or extracts concentric patches at multiple magnifications62. It must

be emphasized that these strategies are agnostic to the underlying MIL framework used. Alternatively, a

dedicated mechanism can be implemented to learn how to zoom into diagnostically relevant regions63–65,

in a similar manner to how a pathologist examines a diagnostic WSI, thereby reducing computation as a

result of not having to process all WSI patches at different magnification levels.

2.3 AI-based assistive tools

Deep learning in pathology has also been used for developing AI-based assistive tools that can extract

actionable objects and representations from WSIs for subsequent clinical or research use. These tools

have been mainly developed for tissue and nucleus segmentation, as well as for virtual staining.

Segmentation. An essential tool of CPath is to segment WSIs into different components, for exam-

ple, nuclei, glands or tissue regions. Segmentation is crucial for assisting clinical diagnosis by objectively

and quantitatively correlating the morphological traits of clinical outcomes. Segmentation can be either se-

mantic, in which the aim is to assign a morphological class label to each pixel, or it can consist of instance

segmentation, which additionally assigns an instance identifier to each object occurrence. Semantic seg-

mentation has mainly been used for epithelium versus stroma segmentation66, Gleason pattern detection67

or histological tissue segmentation68. Instance segmentation is instead used to segment nuclei69, glands70

and mitotic cells71, in which the delineation of each entity is important, for example, for measuring HIFs

from each cell and gland.

Most deep learning-based segmentation methods operate in a fully supervised setting, and, as such,
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require fine-grained pixel-level labels, which meticulously detail each entity or tissue in the image. Se-

mantic segmentation networks often use fully convolutional networks72 and U-Net73 architectures. Specif-

ically, a CNN encoder compresses the input (typically a tissue image patch) into a spatially aware embed-

ding, in which each element corresponds to a specific location in the original input and a symmetrical

CNN decoder expands and converts the embedding into a segmentation mask with a label assigned to each

pixel. These networks can be modified to transform the semantic segmentation output into instance seg-

mentation, either with a dedicated additional branch69 or by implementing post-hoc steps. Mask-regional

CNN74 can also be used for instance segmentation, in which an object detector is first applied to identify

objects in the image using a dedicated detection branch operating on latent embeddings. Each detected

object is then segmented by directly assigning a label and an instance identifier to each pixel.

Despite deep learning frameworks already achieving impressive performance in segmentation tasks,

the annotation process requires substantial resources and support from pathologists. To address this limita-

tion, dedicated annotation tools75, 76 or the human-in-the-loop approach to interactively correct the predic-

tions of the model77 have been introduced. Moreover, weakly supervised semantic segmentation pipelines

can segment images from large patches or even WSIs using coarse labels67, 68. However, their performance

remains inferior to their fully supervised counterparts. In parallel with H&E staining, segmentation meth-

ods are being applied to immunohistochemistry (IHC) and multiplex images, for example, for nuclei and

membrane segmentation20, 77–79.

Virtual staining. Virtual staining consists of transforming the appearance of an image with an al-

gorithm. Two applications exist in CPath: stain enhancement for correcting, normalizing and augmenting

stains, and stain transfer for converting the image from one stain/image modality into another. Because

of differences in tissue processing and digitizing protocols across institutions, WSIs often have different

appearances, which can negatively impact the performance of deep learning systems. Stain normalization

can be used to mitigate these biases and increase model performance and robustness to domain shifts80, 81.

Although stain normalization has traditionally dealt with stain-vector estimation82, 83, by mathematically

modelling pixel-to-pixel colour mapping, deep generative models can also be used to train a model to

generate an input image with the staining intensity of a reference dataset. Deep generative models can

also convert H&E frozen sections (generated via a fast procedure that may produce artefacts) into H&E

formalin-fixed paraffin-embedded sections (a slower procedure that is less affected by noise)84–86 — an

application that provides access to high-quality sections in a shorter time, for example, in surgical oper-

ations. Therefore, staining enhancement applications can enhance the reliability of deep learning models

and help pathologists by reducing visual variability between samples.

Stain transfer with deep generative models is also a promising direction to transform images from
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one staining or image modality into another, a particularly difficult task owing to the inherently different

imaging protocols between the two modalities. For example, images can be transferred from H&E staining

to IHC and multiplex images87, 88, and from ultraviolet microscopy to H&E89. Although these methods are

best trained on pairs of registered images in both domains, recently developed algorithms have enabled

the use of unpaired data90, 91, leading to a substantial simplification of data collection. Despite no con-

sensus existing on whether virtually stained images are clinically applicable92, we believe that, with rapid

advances in deep generative models, these images will have an increasing role in CPath.

2.4 Interpretable CPath

The ability to explain, justify and understand the decisions made by deep learning methods is essential to

establish a relationship of trust between AI systems and pathologists93 (Fig. 3). In particular, the inter-

pretability of deep learning methods requires the identification of important regions that provide insight

into the prediction. In clinical settings, these regions can then be used to ensure the reliability of the method

by comparing it with expert knowledge and serve as an indicator for the automatic selection of regions of

interest. In a research setting, the delineation of morphological features characterizing salient regions can

contribute to biomarker discovery. However, owing to the intrinsic complexity of the model, identifying

these regions and understanding the mechanism by which deep learning methods make a decision is not

always straightforward.

To overcome this limitation, feature attribution methods94, 95, e.g., based on gradient importance,

have been proposed. The central idea is to iteratively recover the deep features that have been most

activated by the neural network back to the input (e.g., up to the patch embeddings), thereby resulting

in a saliency map where each element of the input is assigned to a score that indicates how important

the element is for the prediction. Alternatively, attention-based methods can directly interpret the learned

attention weights as importance scores for explaining the prediction2, 13, 29, 96, 97. Although both methods

have primarily been applied to WSI classification systems, resulting in patch-level importance scores,

they can also work with patch classification (resulting in pixel-level scores) or cell-graph classification

(resulting in nucleus-level scores).

Despite these analyses providing valuable insights, high importance scores do not necessarily prove

the presence of a certain class, and researchers must qualitatively determine the reason for the selec-

tion of each region. As a potential solution, reformulation of MIL to derive patch-level predictions from

WSI-level label training has been proposed98. Another limitation is that these methods are constrained

to qualitative considerations; therefore, saliency maps with patch-level resolution cannot readily delineate
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Figure 3: Interpretability methods in computational pathology. A whole-slide image (WSI) is trans-
formed into a representation of interest, for example, a patch-graph or a cell-graph, and fed to a predictive
model — a non-interpretable deep learning model — for clinical end-point prediction. On the basis of the
prediction, qualitative (for instance, a saliency map) and quantitative (for instance, a tumour cell count)
interpretability analyses are performed. The choice of WSI representation dictates the resolution of inter-
pretability output, for example, patch (cell) inputs result in patch-level (cellular-level) importance scores.
a, Pipelines based on patch-level multiple instance learning (MIL) can use a qualitative interpretability
method, such as feature attribution, for constructing a saliency heatmap. b,c, A cell-graph representation
results in nucleus-level importance scores. d, With a patch-level label, pixel-level importance scores can
be computed. e, The qualitative analysis outcome is used for a quantitative study of the importance scores
to derive WSI or cohort-level insights about the model behaviour. H&E, hematoxylin and eosin; ROI,
region of interest.

the morphological features and nuclei responsible for a prediction. Consequently, quantitative morpholog-

ical characterizations, based on segmentation frameworks and HIFs derived from segmented entities, are

required to complement the interpretability analysis to ascertain findings11. These characterizations can be

achieved by studying glandular or nuclear morphological descriptors based on shape, size or chromaticity,

and graph-based topological descriptors based on density, dispersion or tissue architecture99.

Ultimately, the interpretation of a clinical prediction can include qualitative and quantitative con-

siderations resulting from the combination of saliency maps produced by deep learning-based prediction

methods and HIFs. A typical pipeline would first have a deep learning-based predictive model trained

for a certain predictive task, for example, for cancer grading. Next, saliency maps for test tissue images

would be produced from the predictions using an interpretability tool (such as attention-based saliency

map), providing the grounds for qualitative analysis. Finally, HIFs in important regions of the saliency

map would be computed and aggregated for quantitative morphological analysis within each WSI or co-

hort. Examples of this workflow include studying nucleus-level properties and interactions in important

patches2, 97, as in Fig. 3 (a,e), or in important nuclei of cell-graph representations100, as in Fig. 3 (b,e). This

general workflow is neither restricted to specific staining protocols, as in Fig. 3 (c,e), nor specific feature

attribution methods, as in Fig. 3 (d,e).

3 Public datasets and open-sourced codes

The aforementioned methodological advances have greatly benefited from initiatives to create public

datasets, either in the form of challenges or open data banks. Challenges are often proposed as com-

petitions on a well-defined task for which new methodological contributions are needed to advance the

field. Popular challenges have targeted mitosis detection in breast cancer101–103, the detection of breast

metastasis in lymph nodes (CAMELYON16, CAMELYON17)23, Gleason grading of prostate biopsies
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(PANDA)3, breast cancer subtyping (BACH)104, pan-cancer nucleus segmentation and classification105,

gland segmentation in colon images70, among others. In CPath, several of these challenges have become

reference datasets used to benchmark new methods. The scale of these challenges keeps increasing as the

field advances, e.g., from 400 WSIs in CAMELYON17 to more than 10,000 WSIs in PANDA, in just four

years.

In parallel, open data banks, where hospitals can add anonymized clinical data, have been developed.

As of today, the main resource remains The Cancer Genome Atlas Program (TCGA), which includes more

than 20,000 primary cancer cases spanning 33 cancer types with imaging, omics data, and patient infor-

mation. TCGA has been the main driver for defining new problem statements in CPath. Other initiatives

include the Clinical Proteomic Tumor Analysis Consortium (CPTAC), and the National Lung Screen-

ing Trial (NLST). Ongoing efforts aiming to build larger banks of pathology data include Big Picture106,

PathLake, UK Genomics Pathology Imaging Collection107, and the UK Biobank.

To enforce reproducibility and reduce boilerplate code in CPath, several open-source libraries and

software programs have been developed to ease the understanding of new publications and to speed up

the development of new methods108. Today, libraries and software can be used for efficient reading of

WSIs109, data visualization and annotation110, patching and deep feature extraction on WSIs96, 111, detec-

tion of tissue vs. background regions96, 111, stain normalization111, graph modeling112, and multimodal data

inputs113. For CPath models, efforts in publicly releasing the code and the trained model checkpoints, such

as semantic and instance segmentation networks114, attention networks96, and pre-trained image encoders

on histology images37–39, are also becoming the field standard. Because open-source libraries have an

inherent risk of not being maintained on a regular basis by their developers, a concerted community-level

effort to support them remains necessary in the future.

4 Clinical impact of CPath

Since its inception, CPath has pursued two primary and non-mutually exclusive goals: automating portions

of the routine clinical workflow and gaining new insights using data from that same workflow, sometimes

supplemented by additional data sources (Fig. 4).
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4.1 CPath for automation

CPath for automation seeks to recapitulate and augment morphologically well-defined tasks that patholo-

gists already perform, implicitly or explicitly, during their day-to-day work.

Cellular and tissue levels. Tasks that are tedious and subjective to significant interobserver variabilities

such as mitosis detection and counting35, 71, 102, 103, 115 and quantification of IHC88, 116–118 can be especially

attractive targets for researchers wishing to improve the practice of pathology. Instance segmentation of

structures, especially nuclei, is a common strategy for automation69, 119. An enormous variety of down-

stream analyses can be performed using the resulting output, such as cell-graph modeling for tissue grad-

ing and subtyping48, 52, 54, 100, automatically quantifying percentage of programmed death-ligand (PD-L1)

positive tumor cells120, or the detection of malignant white blood cells121.

Moving up a level in the biological hierarchy, the semantic segmentation of tissue structures have

been another popular application of CPath122, including epithelium and gland segmentation66, 123, 124, vessel

and nerve segmentation125, and prostatic adenocarcinoma gland segmentation126. As in the case of cell seg-

mentation, segmented tissues are often combined to form TME-level features99 and prognostic biomarkers,

such as tumor-stroma area ratio127 or tumor-infiltrating lymphocyte (TIL) assessment128. Both the cellular

and tissue-level segmented results could also be simultaneously considered. For instance, a histologic

grading system for Non-alcoholic fatty liver disease (NAFLD) and nonalcoholic steatohepatitis (NASH)

integrates features from the cellular level (liver cell injury and lobular inflammation) as well as the tissue

level (fibrosis), which benefit from the segmentation frameworks129, 130.

Whole slide level. AI-based classification of WSIs represents a very active field of study, offering sub-

stantial prospects for improving diagnosis and its reproducibility. These algorithms integrate information

from an entire slide, not just a single cell or region of interest, in a similar manner to how pathologists

must examine an entire slide to formulate a final diagnosis. These approaches can reduce the substantial

interobserver variability for some tasks, which, for example, is nearly 50% for atypia detection in breast

cancer112 and is inevitable despite multiple years of specialized training.

Grading, defined by the appearance of abnormal cells and tissues relative to their healthy counter-

parts, which is quantified by pathologists according to features such as gland morphology and nuclear

pleomorphism, is an essential aspect of the diagnosis of many diseases, including cancer. In particular,

Gleason grading of prostate cancer has been an area of intense focus in CPath owing to the large volume

of prostate cancer biopsies in many clinical practices and the high interobserver variability of the task.

Multi-institutional studies analysing thousands of samples can now achieve Gleason grading performance
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that is on par with or exceeds that of pathologists3, 131, 132. AI-assisted grading has also been applied to

other types of cancer, including gliomas133, colorectal carcinoma53, breast cancer134, among others, as

well as in heart61 and kidney135 allograft rejection.

Diagnosis in CPath is also often formulated as a subtyping problem, in which an algorithm aims

to classify cases within a group of diagnoses; for example, classifying lymph nodes based on the binary

presence or absence of metastases or identifying cases of non-smallcell lung cancer as adenocarcinoma

or squamous cell carcinoma. These tasks are often presented as multiclass classification problems in

which both patch-level supervision and MIL can be applied. Subtyping has been studied in a variety of

diseases, including colorectal cancer136, skin cancer137, gastric and colon cancers59, liver cancer138, breast

cancer48, 104, lung cancer57, 96, and the detection of lymph node metastases5, 23, 139, even predicting whether

a tumour is primary or metastatic and identifying its primary site, if metastatic2.

Applications built on the aforementioned techniques have the power to truly augment clinical prac-

tice in significant ways, especially in combination with AI models that can convert the appearance of the

tissue to the domain familiar to clinicians89, 140 or utilize alternative imaging techniques141. Applications

such as an AI-assisted augmented reality microscope142 and AI-based triaging tool to reduce patholo-

gist burden143 illustrate how clinical practice can be further enhanced. Finally, CPath tools can serve as

prescreening tools and reduce the number of follow-up tests, thereby reducing turnaround time to reach

the final diagnosis. For instance, the prediction of top primary candidate sites for metastatic cancer can

reduce the number of required IHC tests2. Differently, the microsatellite stability makers can be identi-

fied with high sensitivity, thereby helping prescreen colorectal cancer patients who do not require further

microsatellite instability (MSI) testing144.

4.2 CPath for discovery

Prognostication, molecular marker prediction and biomarker discovery use histology, genomics and other

data modalities to perform tasks that pathologists — and treating clinicians — do not, either because they

were never trained to do so or because these tasks mainly rely on the ability of deep learning to identify

connections in high-dimensional data, an ability that humans do not possess.

Prognosis. Prognostic models aim to predict the risk of disease progression, for example, by assessing

the risk of cancer recurrence and metastasis, and, ultimately, the probability of patient survival. Prognosis

prediction is particularly difficult because morphological correlates of prognosis are generally not well

understood. This can be explained by interpatient heterogeneity, which creates ambiguity and hinders the
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establishment of one-fits-all criteria; moreover, prognosis is the combination of multiple factors, such as

genetic markers, clinical traits such as age or comorbidities, and treatment response, only some of which

might be reflected in the tissue. Furthermore, the limited understanding of morphological correlates for

prognosis renders manual annotation of tissue challenging, making approaches that do not rely on manual

pixel annotations, such as MIL frameworks, attractive.

Owing to the complexity of prognosis, patients are often stratified into risk groups with substan-

tially different outcomes rather than being individually assigned an exact predicted survival. Several

pan-cancer and cancer-specific studies suggest that histological data can be pre- predictive of patient

survival4, 97, 145, 146, recurrence risk147–150, and risk of metastasis151, 152. In particular, some survival anal-

yses have shown that DL-based patient stratification presents better separation between risk groups than

existing well-known, prognostic biomarkers4, 13, such as clinical grade and stage. These advances have the

potential to enhance patient treatment and can help provide better-tailored therapies to each sub-cohort153.

Additionally, the comparison of histologic features and tissue composition of highly-attended regions of

different risk groups can further reveal prognostic biomarkers unbeknownst to pathologists154, 155, which

could potentially guide target identification for therapy development. For instance, in a rigorously-validated

colorectal cancer survival study4, a DL-based prognostic biomarker was able to stratify stage II and III pa-

tients into more fine-grained and distinct prognostic groups. This can guide the assignment of tailored

adjuvant treatment regimes, potentially leading to better patient outcomes compared to treating patients

based on traditional stages. Recent works emphasize the importance of long-range dependencies for prog-

nosis prediction to better capture tumor heterogeneity13, 49, 156, 157 by relying on graph representations and

GNN. While not clinical-grade, performance is expected to increase with larger cohorts and less noisy

prognostic endpoints.

Given that disease progression and therapy response are mainly governed by complex processes in-

volving different genotypic and phenotypic factors, prognostic research has increasingly included context

within WSIs158, 159 (for instance, by relying on graph representations) or using additional modalities159, 160.

Specifically, multimodal integration has involved histological (for example, patch embeddings and cell

features) and radiological (such as radiomics features) data, as well as the results of molecular assays

(such as copy number variation, mutation status and bulk RNA sequencing) and the evaluation of clinical

variables (such as age and sex)54, 97, 161. In a pan-cancer study97, for example, combining histopathological

data and molecular assay results improved the reliability of survival prediction in most of the investigated

cancer types, compared with using either modality alone. Similarly, combining IHC stains of different

immune cells improves prediction of risk of colorectal cancer relapse162.

Molecular profile prediction. The connection between histological and molecular assay data, such as
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IHC and bulk DNA sequencing data, is also being actively explored. Although the cost and complexity of

these assays continue to decrease, they are still expensive, time-consuming and not routinely conducted.

Therefore, models that can accurately predict these results, whenever possible, from the relatively cheap

and widely available H&E images, are attractive. Such models could also contribute to discovering new

morphological biomarkers that correlate with molecular alterations. Identifying these morphological traits

is important for developing new drugs and therapies as they reveal how targeted treatments affect tissue

morphology16. Several works have shown that molecular alterations affect cellular morphology and the

surrounding TME in specific ways163. For instance, histology slides can predict certain mutations, as

shown in pan-cancer28, 164 and disease-specific studies165, 166. Histology has also been shown to be pre-

dictive of gene expression167, MSI144, molecular subtypes168, PD-L1 status169, and protein expression170.

Novel biomarkers can be extracted by studying the morphology of regions that are responsible for pre-

diction, thereby providing a better understanding of the interactions between phenotype and genotype.

Most recent studies use slide-level molecular assay labels, a limitation of common bulk sequencing assays

that can only provide a WSI-level description, with both the patch-level supervision with assigned slide-

level signatures approach and the MIL approach used for learning. Recently, the increasing availability

of spatially-resolved sequencing technologies such as spatial transcriptomics has ignited interest in un-

derstanding the connections between specific histomorphologies and single-cell molecular profiles. Suc-

cessful prediction of spatial transcriptomic data171 and spatially-resolved protein expression via IHC172, 173

from H&E images opens up avenues for further studies in this area.

Therapeutic response prediction. CPath could also assist in predicting patient response to treatment.

For example, AI systems have been developed to predict response to immunotherapies174–176, targeted

therapy177, 178, and chemotherapy179. Because the assessment of therapeutic response relies on different

patient signatures, it is not surprising that many of these studies are multimodal in nature180, 181. However,

the difficulty in collecting large datasets remains a major challenge, often requiring retrospective analyses

of clinical trial data. Instead, models for mutation prediction from histology can be used as a surrogate, as

high tumour mutational burden and microsatellite instability might themselves be predictive of response

to therapies182.

5 Outlook and future directions

Despite remarkable advances in CPath, challenges and opportunities remain, which can be grouped into

advances related to data acquisition and processing, those related to building new AI methods183–187

(Fig. 5) and translational considerations for clinical deployment.
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5.1 Data outlook

Reaching the goal of precision medicine requires that increasingly different assays are carried out, each

with a finer spatial and temporal resolution, thereby drastically increasing the amount of data available

per patient. Not only does this trend complicate data collection but it also presents new methodological

challenges.

Case retrieval. Most practices have a searchable database of pathology reports, which are helpful

for many tasks, from finding how a patient’s previous pathology was signed out, to identifying cases of

rare diseases, to later examining their morphologies. These textual databases contain only a tiny fraction

of the information on the slides that led to the creation of those pathology reports, especially in practices

that do not include microscopic descriptions. Tools that would allow pathologists to search the images

themselves unlock a host of other possibilities188, 189, such as simplification of the finding of cases that

share a certain morphology to help make a diagnosis, detection of misidentified cases and comparison of

the primary tumour morphology of a patient to assess potential risk of metastasis.

Multimodal integration. Despite proven improvements in prognostic performance when combin-

ing data from multiple modalities, challenges remain before their full potential can be realized. First,

existing multimodal datasets are rarely larger than a few hundred samples (as is the case of the omics and

histology TCGA cohorts), which is much smaller than CPath studies with tens of thousands of WSIs2, 36.

However, the transition to larger datasets constitutes a major logistical challenge; in retrospective studies,

multimodal data might be scattered across multiple institutions, complicating data collection and height-

ening the risk of missing modalities for many patients. In prospective studies, the overall cost can increase

dramatically with the number of modalities; for example, whole-genome sequencing, as in TCGA, remains

prohibitive for most institutions. Even with sufficient financial resources, amassing these data in sufficient

quantities can take years. Nevertheless, given the excitement around multimodal studies, we expect more

work to be done combining histology, radiology, electronic medical records and next-generation imaging,

such as spatially resolved transcriptomics. The prospect of larger datasets with more modalities has al-

ready led to new methodological advances; for example, early-fusion methods are now being explored to

account for local cross-modal interactions directly within the encoding pipeline190. Moreover, methods for

handling missing modalities (without trivially removing cases with missing modalities) are also gaining

traction, for example, with multimodal dropout61, 161.

Encoding temporality. Longitudinal (or temporal) study of disease progression is crucial for con-

tinuously monitoring patient health, for example, to understand the dynamics of heart and kidney trans-

plant rejection or to help determine the effectiveness of new cancer treatments in clinical trials. However,
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longitudinal data collection is logistically complex, because assays are not always conducted by the same

institution or acquired at consistent intervals within and between patients. The next iteration of data initia-

tives, such as The Cancer Moonshot initiative191, can transform this picture with the large-scale collection

of longitudinally tracked cancer data. Because longitudinal tissue biopsies cannot be extracted at the

exact same anatomical location, modelling and integrating intra-organ heterogeneity will be particularly

challenging and require new methodological contributions.

3D pathology. Human tissue is by nature 3D, whereas CPath analyses are mainly based on 2D

sections, thus risking overlooking important morphological regions22. To overcome this limitation, one

option is to perform 3D reconstruction from serially sectioned and aligned H&E tissue sections to visu-

alize the entire tissue at subcellular resolution, without the need for special sample preparation protocols

or equipment192. Alternatively, advanced imaging techniques, such as open-top light-sheet microscopy193,

microscopy with ultraviolet surface excitation194 and micro-computed tomography195, can be used to cap-

ture high-resolution tissue-preserving 3D representations of tumours. This approach avoids the destructive

microtome slicing process for preparing 2D slices, the implementation of which could alter the original

tissue morphology. With the promise of better characterization of disease with 3D morphology and more

accurate patient prognosis196, we anticipate 3D CPath research to progress, especially with computer vi-

sion methods for 3D modelling that could be applied to 3D pathology becoming more available. However,

challenges remain as imaging tools remain prohibitively expensive for clinical deployment, and current

pathology education curricula are solely based on 2D morphology. At least in the foreseeable future, these

techniques are likely to be used for research purposes before they can be integrated into routine clinical

workflows.

Next-generation imaging. Emerging multiplex imaging techniques20, such as immunofluores-

cence and chromogenic IHC, and mass or flow cytometry, allow the simultaneous assessment of multiple

biomarkers in the same tissue section, down to single-cell resolution. Each technique has advantages and

limitations in terms of a number of markers, resolution, maximum image size, acquisition time, and cost.

Multiplex imaging is particularly promising for understanding tumour heterogeneity in the tumour mi-

croenvironment and discovering cellular and molecular features predictive of treatment response — tasks

that cannot necessarily be carried out from H&E images alone197. In CPath, multiplex image studies are

mostly based on instance segmentation algorithms that enable nucleus-level analysis, using either hand-

crafted features78, 176 or GNNs on cell-graphs198. As the size of multiplex image cohorts increases, we

expect that the recipes that have made H&E image analysis successful, for example, with MIL, will be

adapted to multiplex images199.

Decentralized learning. Although collecting large-scale cohorts through multi-institutional collab-
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orations offers the prospect of more diverse data, the cost of data storage, privacy concerns and the risk

of compromising competitive edges often mean that data cannot be stored in a single location200, 201. This

limitation demands the development of new decentralized training strategies — a task known to be chal-

lenging for deep learning models. In particular, asynchronously populating updated model parameters

across different locations during multi-institutional training is not trivial. Different techniques to miti-

gate the difficulty of implementing decentralized training have been proposed, such as federated202–204,

continual205 and swarm206 learning; however, despite the encouraging results, these techniques remain

proofs of concept and are yet to be adopted by clinical institutions. Even when multi-institutional collab-

orations are established, ensuring and maintaining a consistent software stack between institutions whose

information technology infrastructure was not designed to train large-scale deep learning systems are ma-

jor challenges. Nonetheless, we expect decentralized learning to be translated into large-scale studies

that could not have been conducted otherwise, for example, for modelling rare diseases for which each

institution has only a few patient-collected samples.

Fairness and biases. Algorithmic biases that result from disparities in race, socioeconomic status,

and gender in datasets remain poorly understood. Seminal works have identified such biases in existing

models, for instance, when estimating patient risk207, 208. In CPath, most datasets are biased toward in-

dividuals of European descent (e.g., in TCGA, 82.0% of cases are from Whites, 10.1% from Blacks or

African Americans, and 7.5% from Asians). Therefore, it is crucial to understand the consequences of

these biases and to ensure that DL methods work equally well for different groups209. Biases can be, to

some extent, mitigated with the acquisition of more diverse datasets better encompassing phenotypic di-

versity and ensuring representation of all minorities. Building such a large, unbiased cohort is therefore an

essential step for the future of CPath, which will need to rely on multi-institutional collaborations. Along

with better data collection, synthetic data generation202, 210 with deep generative models can be used to

increase the proportion of cases from underrepresented groups. In addition, new training methods can be

developed for mitigating biases, for instance, based on weighted sampling211, 212.

5.2 Learning better representations

Developing tools for learning better representations of pathology data is also of crucial importance, par-

ticularly for building robust and generalizable WSI representations.

Feature extractor architecture. Neural networks used for extracting patch embeddings have largely

followed trends from computer vision. From the use of CNNs with large convolutional kernels (such as

AlexNet), the community has adopted deeper CNNs with smaller kernels and residual connections (such as
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ResidualNet and EfficientNet) and is now exploring vision transformers17, 39 or hybrid CNN–transformer

architectures37. We expect that developments in both CNNs and vision transformers will keep being

adopted for CPath applications.

Self-supervised training (SSL) for histopathology data. SL is a promising training paradigm for

representation learning — in particular for building patch embeddings. Instead of using external labels,

SSL extracts a training signal directly from the training data by exploiting its structure, hence the term

self-supervised18. Although, in theory, training a model end to end (from the feature extractor to the

predictor) could provide the best predictive performance, there is a risk of overfitting, and thus a lack of

generalizability. Transfer learning based on SSL pre-trained feature extractors with histopathological data

is particularly promising as an approach to addressing this limitation, because SSL can derive domain-

specific patch embeddings without the need for annotations.

Numerous patch-level SSL training strategies have been proposed in CPath38, 213, 214; for example,

one can learn to map a patch and an augmented version of it (typically based on histopathology-relevant

transforms such as random rotation, crop and stain jitter) to similar embeddings (Fig. 5 (b)), learn the cor-

respondence between global and local level details39 or reconstruct randomly masked regions in patches215,

all of which originated from SSL techniques developed for natural images. Moreover, the similarity be-

tween patches from the same WSI or sharing the same label can be leveraged, for example, by matching

semantically or spatially close patches to similar embeddings37, 216. SSL is becoming the norm for pre-

training feature extractors, with a growing body of work showing that SSL strategies can provide more

disentangled, robust and generalizable representations than supervised learning methods37–39. Further-

more, SSL is being explored for learning WSI embeddings, for example, by leveraging the hierarchical

nature of histology slides. This approach is particularly promising as its implementation would simplify

the training procedure to minimal model fine-tuning217, with the feature extractor and patch aggregator

already having been trained with SSL, which would enable few-shot learning at the WSI level.

Robustness and uncertainty. Building generalizable models that are robust to domain shifts is es-

sential for clinical deployment, to ensure that models trained in a controlled setting on curated datasets

can deliver the same performance regardless of the environment and institution-specific factors. However,

domain shifts are known to be difficult to model and detect by AI systems, which often generate over-

confident predictions that fail to identify situations in which systems are likely to perform poorly — a

phenomenon known as model miscalibration. These challenges are particularly prevalent for pathology

data (Fig. 5 (c)), in which biases can easily be introduced owing to a multitude of factors, such as differ-

ences between the staining protocols implemented in different institutions, the use of different scanning

devices, each with a particular colour response, or different sub-populations from the training and testing
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data with distinctive phenotypical characteristics.

Although approaches such as stain normalization and augmentation82, 83, 218, or site-preserving stratification219

are often used to mitigate these biases, clinical deployment of AI systems must be accompanied by safe-

guards to monitor model behaviour. A promising direction is equipping deep learning systems with mech-

anisms for uncertainty estimation, such as those based on model ensembling220, 221 (inference with multiple

models trained with different weight initializations) and test-time augmentation (various data augmenta-

tions to produce multiple copies of the test data). These approaches provide multiple predictions for each

WSI or patient, which can be aggregated for a more reliable outcome prediction along with confidence in-

tervals to express uncertainty222. These methods can be further used to detect out-of-distribution samples

for which predictions are highly uncertain and cannot be trusted223, 224.

AI algorithms must also be robust to unbalanced datasets, an issue often encountered in rare disease

detection. Without dedicated mechanisms, deep learning systems are known to be biased towards the

majority class, with the risk of overestimating model performance, especially if no special consideration

is paid to the choice of metrics. Furthermore, care should be taken to ensure that a system that works

well at predicting clinical outcomes, such as genetic mutation or risk score, is not confounded by other

clinical covariates, such as site, ethnicity or gender225. Overall, ensuring the robustness of AI solutions

will require substantial methodological advances, and, perhaps even more importantly, multi-institutional

collaborations on a massive scale to build better datasets.

25



Applications

(a) CPath for automation

(b) CPath for discovery

Prediction of molecular assays

Molecular subtype

Mutation

RNA expression

Therapeutic response

Drug discovery

Prediction Biomarkers

Applications

DNA mutation

RNA expression

Biomarker for therapeutic response / drug discovery

Biomarkers for
responders

Biomarkers for
non-responders

C
ha

ng
e 

in
 t

um
or

 
fr

om
 b

as
el

in
e 

(%
)

50

-50

0

100

-100

Patients

Biomarkers for
low-risk cohort

Biomarkers for
high-risk cohort

Biomarker for different risk groups

Time (Years)

High risk
Low risk

9630

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

1.0

12

Pr
op

or
ti
on

 s
ur

vi
vi

ng

Virtual staining

IHC quantification

Mitotic count

TIL detection

Metastasis origin
determination

Cancer grading

Cancer subtyping

Mitotic countTumor detection

Stain enhancement

In
st

an
ce

se
gm

en
ta

ti
on

S
em

an
ti
c

se
gm

en
ta

ti
on

G
en

er
at

iv
e

m
od

el
in

g

Grading

Pattern 3
Pattern 4...M

IL

M
IL

S
eg

m
en

ta
ti
on

&
 M

IL

D
ee

p 
le

ar
ni

ng

Figure 4: Integration of computational pathology in pathology. Tasks in computational pathology
(CPath) can broadly be categorized into automating existing pathology routines and guiding biomedical
research. Both categories rely on whole-slide classification systems, artificial intelligence-based assis-
tive tools, such as segmentation networks, or a combination of both. a, CPath for automation replaces
time-consuming manual work that pathologists already perform, from mitotic counts to cancer subtyping
tasks, thereby alleviating the burden on pathologists and decreasing interobserver variability. b, Outside
the clinical practice, CPath frameworks are used for biomedical research, for example, for the discovery
of morphological correlates of molecular alterations and different risk/response groups. MIL, multiple
instance learning.
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Figure 5: Future directions in computational pathology. a, Computational methods depend on data
quality and availability. The development of new, curated, multi-institutional and multimodal cohorts is
essential to accelerate the development of computational pathology (CPath), which is expected to evolve
further into tasks such as prognostic prediction and biomarker and drug discovery. b, New training strate-
gies, such as those based on self-supervised learning, are needed to build more generalizable represen-
tations of histopathological data. c, Accounting for uncertainty will become increasingly important to
ensure robustness to domain shifts (for example, owing to image preparation artefacts) and model cali-
bration. CNN, convolutional neural network; EHR, electronic health record; GNN, graph neural network;
H&E, haematoxylin and eosin.
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5.3 Translational considerations

To date, few works in computational pathology have made a clinical impact, with only a single CPath

system having received FDA approval and only a handful having CE marks in the European Union. The

hurdles that creators of AI systems for CPath must overcome to gain regulatory approval are multifarious,

and they include whole-slide scanners not being ubiquitous, which renders data acquisition non-trivial.

This limitation has meant that almost all published CPath studies have been retrospective; moreover,

dataset sizes are relatively small compared with the diversity within any given data type, and external

validation cohorts are not universal. Therefore, the generalization gap, despite being present in many

artificial intelligence (AI) subfields, is particularly acute in CPath.

Despite regulatory bodies not having extensive experience with AI software, they have recently be-

gun adopting guidelines and conferring with AI experts, partly pushed by the substantially increasing

influx of regulatory applications from radiology. For example, the FDA recently published an “Artificial

Intelligence and Machine Learning Software as a Medical Device Action Plan” that outlines the steps

the administration intends to take to regulate this class of software packages. Moreover, the FDA’s Of-

fice of Science and Engineering Laboratories operates different research programs, including the AI/ML

Program in the FDA’s Center for Devices and Radiological Health. Finally, the FDA also participates in

several collaborative communities involving AI experts from industry and academia, such as the Pathology

Innovation Collaborative Community.

Although small in number, the systems that have gained regulatory approval span the range of CPath

applications, from Paige Prostate, FDA-approved for the detection of foci suspicious for prostate cancer,

to Mindpeak Breast Ki-67 HS, CE-marked for automated recognition and analysis of Ki-67 immunohis-

tochemistry in breast cancer, to DoMore Diagnostics Histotype Px Colorectal, a CE-marked system that

prognosticates from WSIs of colorectal cancer. Several other companies are actively developing CPath

tools for clinical use, such as Owkin, DeePathology, Tempus, Stratipath, Visiopharm, PathAI, Ibex, and

Indica Labs; however, actual clinical adoption and regulatory approval of CPath algorithms is, as yet,

rare. Clinical use of such systems requires whole-slide scanners and associated informatics infrastruc-

ture to store slides; it also requires the delivery of the slides to the algorithm and that of the results to

the pathologist, which can be prohibitively expensive. Other informatics hurdles include interoperability

with a pathology practice’s laboratory information system and electronic medical record; in fact, although

these communications sound simple in theory, in practice, they require substantial resources, especially if

images and algorithm results need to be integrated with the hospital system’s radiology infrastructure.

Even after all regulatory and infrastructural hurdles have been overcome, the use of a CPath software
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solution is not guaranteed and depends on clinician buy-in and cost-effectiveness. Because AI systems are

new to medicine, clinicians generally have little to no training on how they work and the best way to

use them. This issue can create a level of distrust, especially considering that AI applications are often

perceived as uninterpretable black boxes. Even after trust is built, health-care systems and individual

clinicians will only use CPath tools provided there is a way to pay for them. For this purpose, cost

reduction and outcome improvement following tool adoption needs to be demonstrated or, as in the case

of some healthcare systems such as that of the USA, issuing specific billing codes that allow a clinician to

be reimbursed for using that tool.

A solid demonstration of clinical benefit is only the first step on the long road to clinical adoption,

but the academic interest and strong financial incentives from investors surrounding the CPath ecosystem

look promising. Furthermore, several pharmaceutical companies are setting up laboratories to study how

CPath can improve the drug discovery workflow, including the development of computational biomark-

ers that would be clinically adopted to predict response (or non-response) to treatment. The increasing

involvement of all stakeholders, from regulatory bodies to clinicians, indicates that the number of CPath

systems achieving regulatory approval and, ultimately, clinical adoption is only likely to increase226.

6 Conclusion

The elements that have accelerated progress in the field of CPath show no signs of fading, from advances

in digitizing the routine clinical workflow to progress in AI. Although the promises of automating labour-

intensive manual work and reducing diagnosis variability between pathologists are already enticing, CPath

has just as much potential to establish itself as a major component of research in pathology by enabling

the discovery of morphological biomarkers that reflect molecular alterations, patient prognosis and the

prediction of response to treatment. For CPath to have an effect on both clinical practice and biomedical

research, it must work with two goals in mind: building large-scale, diverse and multimodal cohorts, and

advancing representation learning of tissue with better deep learning frameworks. These goals are unlikely

to be achievable within the confines of a single organization. Only through the concerted effort of multi-

institutional data collection initiatives, open-source software packages and continued technical inspiration

from advancements in computer vision and AI research can the said goals be reached.
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Pathology concepts

Whole slide image (WSI): An image obtained by digitizing at high-resolution a glass slide using a scan-
ner.
Digital pathology: A set of tools and systems for the acquisition, management, and diagnosis of pathol-
ogy glass slides in a digital setting.
Hematoxylin and eosin (H&E) staining: The reference stain for histological analysis of tissues for visu-
alization of cell nuclei (in purple) with extracellular information and cytoplasm (in pink).
Immunohistochemistry (IHC): A collection of staining techniques to identify the presence of specific
antigens within cells (or markers).
Tumor microenvironment (TME): The environment surrounding a tumor (composed of normal cells,
molecules, and blood vessels) that interacts with the tumor by influencing its growth and spread.
Multiplex imaging: Imaging technique for simultaneous testing of several markers in a tissue.
Computational pathology (CPath): Computational methods based on the microscopic analysis of cells
and tissues for the study of disease.

AI concepts

Deep Learning: A subdivision of machine learning where a functional relationship is learned between raw
input data and some label (e.g., for image classification or segmentation). The input-output relationship
is parametrized by an artificial neural network composed of a series of linear projections and non-linear
activations.
Embeddings (Representations): A compressed and informative low-dimensional representation of a
high-dimensional raw input.
Segmentation: The pixel-level delineation of the constituents of an image. In semantic segmentation,
each pixel is associated with a category, while instance segmentation also identifies individual objects
within each category.
Convolutional neural network (CNN): A class of neural networks designed to efficiently learn from
images (leveraging parameter-sharing) through the parametrization of trainable convolutional filters repet-
itively applied throughout the whole input.
Graph neural network (GNN) A class of neural networks designed to learn on graph-structured data. A
GNN iteratively updates and aggregates information from each node’s neighbor to contextualize its repre-
sentation.
Transformer: A deep learning architecture that uses self-attention to learn a differential weighting of the
relevance of each element in the input data. Vision transformers extend this principle to images.
Supervised learning: A learning paradigm in which a labeled training dataset of inputs (e.g., WSIs) and
targets (e.g., cancer subtype) pairs is used to train a neural network, such that the algorithm can success-
fully predict a target of the test input.
Self-supervised learning: A learning paradigm where the training signal is obtained from the input itself
by leveraging its underlying structure. SSL can be trained on orders of magnitude more data than SL, as
no labels are required.
Early and late fusion: In applications with multiple data modalities or magnification levels, early fusion
methods use a multi-modal encoder to merge the data locally; while late fusion methods create modality-
level embeddings with uni-modal encoders that are then fused for prediction.
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