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Abstract: Due to a variety of factors, pathological images have large color variabilities, which 
hamper the performance of computer-aided diagnosis (CAD) systems. Stain normalization has 
been used to reduce the color variability and increase the accuracy of CAD systems. Among 
them, the conventional methods perform stain normalization on a pixel-by-pixel basis, but 
estimate stain parameters just relying on one single reference image and thus would incur some 
inaccurate normalization results. As for the current deep learning-based methods, it can 
automatically extract the color distribution and need not pick a representative reference image. 
While the deep learning-based methods have a complex structure with millions of parameters, 
and a relatively low computational efficiency and a risk to introduce artifacts. In this paper, a 
fast and robust stain normalization network with only 1.28K parameters named StainNet is 
proposed. StainNet can learn the color mapping relationship from a whole dataset and adjust 
the color value in a pixel-to-pixel manner. The proposed method performs well in stain 
normalization and achieves a better accuracy and image quality. Application results show the 
cervical cytology classification achieved a higher accuracy when after stain normalization of 
StainNet. 
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1. Introduction 
Tissues or cells are often transparent and must be stained before they can be observed under a 
microscope. However, inconsistencies in the stain reagents, staining process, and scanner 
specifications often result in different appearances of pathological images [1]. These variations 
affect the judgment of pathologists, weak the performance of CAD systems, and hamper their 
applications in pathology [2-4]. Currently, stain normalization algorithms have been proposed 
to reduce color variation in pathological images. Usually, they transfer the color style of the 
source image to that of a target image [5] while preserve the other information in the processed 
image [6]. It is reported that stain normalization helps to increase the prediction accuracy, such 
as tumor classification, so it has been an important preprocessing task, especially for CAD 
systems [7]. Stain normalization methods can be broadly classified into two classes: 
conventional methods and deep learning-based methods. 

Conventional methods include Color matching and Stain-separation methods. Color 
matching methods try to match the color distribution of the source image to that of a reference 
image [8]. For example, Reinhard et al. [9] calculated the mean and standard deviations of 
source images and matched them to a reference image in the Lab color space. Stain-separation 
methods try to separate and normalize each staining channel independently. For instance, 
Ruifrok and Johnston [10] proposed to measure the relative proportion for three channels (R, 
G, and B) with the slides stained by only single stain reagent (Hematoxylin or Eosin only) to 
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estimate stain vectors. On the other hand, Macenko et al. [11], Vahadane et al. [12], and Khan 
et al. [5] used mathematical methods to compute stain vectors. Macenko et al. [11] found the 
stain vectors by singular value decomposition (SVD) in Optical Density (OD) space. And 
Vahadane et al. [12] applied sparse non-negative matrix factorization (SNMF) to compute the 
stain vectors. Khan et al. [5] used a pertained classifier to estimate the relative intensity of the 
two stains (Hematoxylin and Eosin) to obtain an estimate of the stain vectors. However, Pap 
stain used in cervical cytopathology involves not only Hematoxylin and Eosin but also Orange, 
Light Green, and Bismarck Brown [13], which is the main reason why conventional algorithms 
do not perform well on cervical cytopathology. Nevertheless, most of these rely on a reference 
image to estimate stain parameters, but it’s hard for one reference image to cover all staining 
phenomena or represent all input images, which usually causes misestimation of stain 
parameters and thus delivers inaccurate normalization results [14,15].  

Deep learning-based methods mostly use generative adversarial networks (GAN) to achieve 
stain normalization [3,6,8,16-18]. Shaban et al. [8] proposed an unsupervised stain 
normalization method named StainGAN based on CycleGAN [16]. Furthermore, Cai et al. [3] 
proposed a new generator, which obtained a better image quality and accelerated the networks. 
On the other hand, Shaojin et al. [18], Salehi et al. [6] and Tellez et al. [17] reconstructed 
original images from the images with color augmentations applied, e.g. grayscale and Hue-
Saturation-Value (HSV) transformation, and tried to normalize all other color styles to original. 
However, due to the complexity of deep neural networks and the instability of GANs, it is hard 
to preserve the source information, and it has a risk to introduce some artifacts, which have 
some adverse effects for pathological diagnosis [19]. Nevertheless, the network of deep 
learning-based methods usually contains millions of parameters, so it has low efficiency in 
computation [14]. 

Deep learning-based methods perform well in stain normalization, but they are not 
satisfactory in the robustness and computational efficiency. Considering this, in this paper, we 
propose a novel stain normalization network named StainNet. The computational efficiency 
was improved by using a fully 1×1 convolutional network, which achieved stain normalization 
in a pixel-to-pixel manner. Further, by learning the normalized images of deep learning-based 
methods, the color mapping relationship was acquired precisely. The experimental results on 
cervical cytology images showed that StainNet better preserved the source information and was 
more similar to target images. Computation results demonstrated StainNet was more than 40 
times faster than StainGAN [8]. And then after the color normalization of StainNet, the cervical 
cytology classification achieved a higher accuracy. 

2. Approach 
Usually, the current deep learning-based methods apply a convolution with kernel size 3×3 or 
larger. The 3×3 convolution performs weighted summation on the local 3×3 neighborhood of 
the input image. So, it’s inevitably that values are affected by the local texture. Unlike 3×3 
convolution, 1×1 convolution only maps a single pixel and has nothing to do with the local 
neighborhood values. That is, it will not be affected by the texture. In this paper, stain 
normalization is regarded as a color space transformation, which usually refers to the 
transformation from one color space to another using linear or nonlinear transformations [20]. 
It is better just only to transfer the color value and not change the texture or content around the 
pixel in the source image. Following this idea, we propose a stain normalization network named 
StainNet which uses 1×1 convolution to transform the source color space into several 
intermediate color spaces, then from the intermediate color space to the target color space. In 
this paper we use two intermediate color spaces with 32 channels by default. 

StainNet needs paired source and target images to learn the transformation from the source 
color space to the target color space. It’s hard to get the paired images and hard to align the 
images perfectly. For learning the color mapping relationship, we propose an unsupervised 
method to train StainNet, as shown in Fig.1. The training process mainly consists of three steps. 



Firstly, we trained a generator with unpaired source and target images using StainGAN [8]. 
Then, the generator was used to normalize the source images. At last, the normalized images 
were taken as the Ground Truths to train StainNet with L1 Loss and SGD optimizer. 

 

Fig. 1. The network structure and training process of StainNet 

3. Experiments and Results 
In this section, StainNet was compared with the state-of-the-art methods of StainGAN [8], 
Reinhard [9], Macenko [11], and Vahadane [12]. 

3.1 Evaluation Metrics 

In order to evaluate the performance of different methods, we measured the similarity between 
the normalized image and the target image, and the consistency between the normalized image 
and the source image. 

Specifically, two similarity metrics were used: Structural Similarity index (SSIM) [21], 
Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR). The SSIM and PSNR of the target image (SSIM Target 
and PSNR Target) were used to evaluate the similarity between the normalized image and the 
target image. The extent of source information preservation is weighed by the SSIM of the 
source image (SSIM Source), which also was used to measure the similarity between the 
normalized image and the source image. Unlike calculating SSIM Target and PSNR Target by 
using the original RGB values, the normalized image and the source image were transformed 
into grayscale and linearly mapped the pixel values of each image into 0~255 when calculating 
SSIM Source. 

3.2 Datasets 

Two slide scanners were used to scan the cervical cytopathology slides from Maternal and 
Child Hospital of Hubei Province. One scanner was custom-constructed by our group, called 
Scanner O, used a 20x objective lens with a resolution of 0.2930 µm per pixel. The other was 
from TEKSQRAY Ltd, called scanner T, used a 40x objective lens with a resolution of 0.1803 
µm per pixel. The images from scanner T were resized to the resolution of 0.2930 µm per pixel, 
then rigid and no-rigid registration were performed to align the images from scanner T to these 
from scanner O. Finally, 3223 precisely registered image pairs with dimensions of 512×512 
were collected. Among the images, 2257 pairs were randomly extracted as the training dataset 
and 966 image pairs were used as the test dataset. To map the patches from scanner O to these 



from Scanner T, the patches from scanner O are used as source images and these from scanner 
T are used as target images. 

3.3 Implementation 

For conventional methods Reinhard [9], Macenko [11], and Vahadane [12], the target image 
was used as a reference image. StainGAN [8] was trained with the same parameters as [8]. 

For our method, we first used the trained StainGAN to normalize the source images in both 
the training dataset and the test dataset. Then we used the normalized images as the Ground 
Truths during training. StainNet was trained with stochastic gradient descent (SGD) optimizer, 
an initial learning rate of 0.01, and a batch size of 10. L1 loss was used to minimize the 
difference between the output of network and the normalized image by StainGAN. Cosine 
annealing scheduler was adopted to decay learning rate from 0.01 to 0 during 300 epochs. The 
PSNR was calculated to evaluate the output of StainNet against the normalized image by 
StainGAN in the test dataset and the checkpoint with best PSNR was chosen experimentally. 

Frames per second (FPS) was calculated on the system with 6-core Intel(R) Core (TM) i7-
6850K CPU and NVidia GeForce GTX 1080Ti. Input and output (IO) time was not included. 

 

Fig. 2. StainNet stain normalization effect on cervical cells. The source images, the target 
images, and the normalized images by StainNet are shown in (a, e), (b, f), and (c, g), respectively. 
The image in the dashed box is enlarged below.  Gray value profiles of the straight lines on (a-
c) are shown in the line chart (d) and the straight lines in (e-g) are shown in the line chart (h). 



 

Fig. 3. Visual comparison of different normalization methods. Source image (a), target image 
(b), and normalized image by Reinhard (c), Macenko (d), Vahadane (e), StainGAN (f) and 
StainNet (g) are listed. The conventional methods Reinhard, Macenko, and Vahadane use the 
target image (b) as the reference image. The images below are enlargement of the red dashed 
box. Gray value profiles of the straight lines in (a-g) are shown in the line chart (h). 

Table 1. Different evaluation metrics are reported for various stain normalization methods 

Methods SSIM Target PSNR Target SSIM Source FPS 

Reinhard 0.779 27.6 0.955 54.8 

Macenko 0.771 25.9 0.919 4.0 

Vahadane 0.776 26.0 0.927 0.5 

StainGAN 0.758 29.4 0.913 19.6 

StainNet 0.808 29.8 0.960 881.8 

 

3.4 Results 

StainNet stain normalization results are shown in Fig. 2. Visual comparison of source images, 
target images, and the normalized images shows StainNet obtain visually similar images to the 
target images. And the gray value profiles in Fig. 2 (d, h) show that StainNet can keep all most 
texture of the source images.  



Further, StainNet was compared with the other normalization methods, illustrated in Fig. 3. 
Normalized images and their gray value profiles show that our results outperform the other 
methods on both the similarity to the target image and the preservation of the source 
information. For quantitative evaluation, the similarity metrics and frames per second (FPS) 
are reported in Table 1, where StainNet got all the highest metrics. It means that our method 
can preserve most information of the source image while being similar to the target image. 
Besides that, our method is 40 times faster than StainGAN in processing speed which is 
important for real-time stain normalization. 

 

Fig. 4. Effects of 1×1 and 3×3 convolutions. N×Conv1×1 and M×Conv3×3 refers to the 
number of 1×1 convolution and 3×3 convolution. StainNet contains only three convolution 
layers, so the total number of 1×1 convolution and 3×3 convolution is three, that is, M+N=3. 
The image in the dashed box is enlarged below. Gray value profiles of the straight lines in (a-f) 
are shown in the line chart (g). 

3.5 Structure Discussion 

In this section, we conduct a comparative experiment to verify the role of 1×1 convolution in 
stain normalization. The effectiveness of 1×1 convolution is verified by replacing the three 1×1 
convolution in StainNet with 3×3 convolutions in turn. The source image, target image, and 
normalized image by different structure of StainNet are shown in Fig. 4 (a-f), and the gray value 
profiles of the straight lines in Fig. 4 (a-f) are shown in Fig. 4 (g). It is clearly that with the 
increase of 3×3 convolution, the normalized image becomes more blurred, and the ability to 



preserve the source information is getting worse. The best image quality can be obtained fully 
using 1×1 convolution in Fig. 4 (c). In particular, at the place pointed by the black arrow in Fig. 
4 (g), only a fully 1x1 convolutional network can best preserve the grayscale changes of the 
source image. The different evaluation metrics, SSIM Target, PSNR Target, and SSIM Source, 
for different structure of StainNet are reported in Table 2. Although the 3×3 convolutions may 
help improve the similarity with the target images, it affects the ability to preserve the source 
information. Not changing the information of the source image is a basic requirement for stain 
normalization, so a fully 1×1 convolutional network is chosen. 

Table 2. Evaluation metrics of different StainNet structures. 

Number of Conv1×1 Number of Conv3×3 SSIM Target PSNR Target SSIM Source 

3 0 0.808 29.8 0.960 

2 1 0.814 30.0 0.958 

1 2 0.814 30.0 0.956 

0 3 0.804 29.8 0.950 

 

4. Application 
Can stain normalization further improve the performance of CAD system after reducing the 
color variation of pathological sections in different hospitals and different scanners? In this 
section, our method is compared with StainGAN on the task of cervical cytology classification. 

4.1 Dataset 

We used the same scanner specifications as in Section 3.2, and the patches from scanner T were 
used as the training dataset and these of scanner O as the test dataset. There are 6589 abnormal 
patches and 6589 normal patches in the training dataset and 3343 abnormal patches and 3192 
normal patches in the test dataset. The resolution of patches was resized to 0.4862 um per pixel 
with dimensions of 256×256. In this dataset, our goal is to classify the patches into abnormal 
and normal patches. 

4.2 Experiments 

For a classifier on this dataset, there are two approaches to enhance its robustness to color 
variations. One is to transfer the other style images to the same one via stain normalization, and 
the other is to train a classifier by color augmentations.  

In order to verify the effect of stain normalization and color augmentations to a classifier, 
recently, Tellez et al. [17] and Gupta et al. [22] have comprehensive comparison of the effects 
of stain normalization and color augmentations. Following it, we have used two sets of 
augmentations: 

1. Brightness-Rotation (BR): Brightness and contrast in the range [0.75, 1.25], and 
random rotations in the range [-180, 180] are applied together in this set of 
augmentation.  

2. Brightness-Rotation-HED (BRH): Besides BR augmentation, the three components, 
hematoxylin, eosin, and dab in HED space [23] are also applied uniformly in the range 
[0.75, 1.25]. The sample images applied to these augmentations are shown in Fig. 5. 

We carried out three experiments to analyze the impact of stain normalization and color 
augmentations, listed as below: 

1. 𝐸𝐸1 The original (un-normalized) images in the training dataset are used to train the 
classifier. 



2. 𝐸𝐸2 The original (un-normalized) images applied BR augmentation with a probability 
of 0.25 in the training dataset are used to train the classifier. 

3. 𝐸𝐸3 The original (un-normalized) images applied BRH augmentation with a probability 
of 0.25 in the training dataset are used to train the classifier. 

The original (un-normalized) and normalized images by StainGAN and StainNet in the test 
dataset are used to evaluate the classifier. And the StainGAN and StainNet trained in Section 
3.3 were used to normalize the images on the test dataset. The sample original and normalized 
images by StainGAN and StainNet are shown in Fig. 6. From the figure, we can see that the 
normalized images by StainGAN and StainNet are close to the original images in the training 
dataset. 

 

Fig. 5. The original and augmented images in the training dataset. The original images and the 
corresponding augmented images are shown in the first and second rows. The first three columns 
are abnormal patches, and the last three columns are normal patches. The random rotations are 
not applied for visualization purpose. 

 

Fig. 6. The original and normalized images in the test dataset. The original images are shown 
in the first row, the normalized images by StainGAN are shown in the second row, and the 
normalized images by StainNet are shown in the third row. The first three columns are abnormal 
patches, and the last three columns are normal patches. 

We used a pretrained ResNet50 [24] on ImageNet [25] as the classifier and fine-tuned it on 
the images in the training dataset. The classifier was trained with Adam optimizer, an initial 
learning rate of 2e-4 and a batch size of 64. Cross-entropy loss was used as our loss function. 
The learning rate was decreased by a factor of 0.1 at the 40th and the 50th epoch. The training 
was stopped at the 60th epoch, and we saved the checkpoint with the highest F1 score on the 
test dataset during the training.  



4.3 Results 

The classifier performance on the original and normalized test dataset by StainGAN and 
StainNet is quantitative evaluated in Table 3. In the table, we used recall, precision, accuracy, 
and F1 score as the performance metrics. It proves that color augmentations improve the 
classifier performance on the original test dataset, and stain normalization further improve the 
classifier performance. For the original test dataset, the accuracy was improved from 82.4% 
with the original training dataset (𝐸𝐸1) to 88.8% with the BR augmented training dataset (𝐸𝐸2) 
and 91.2% with the BRH augmented training dataset (𝐸𝐸3). For the normalized test dataset, a 
better accuracy always could be obtained among all three experiments. Especially in 
experiment 𝐸𝐸3, the highest accuracy and F1 score was obtained with StainNet normalization 
and BRH color augmentations, which was 93.1%. In original training dataset (𝐸𝐸1), the test 
dataset normalized by StainGAN had a better accuracy and F1 score. That’s probably because 
StainGAN is more similar to the training images in terms of texture. In the BR and BRH 
augmented training dataset (𝐸𝐸1,  𝐸𝐸2), StainNet performs better on the test normalized dataset. 
Besides that, in Table 3, StainNet obtained all the highest metrics and marked in bold case 
numbers.  

 Table 3. Performance of the classifier trained in experiments E1 to E3, with the original, color 
augmented training dataset. The images in the original and normalized test dataset by StainGAN 

and StainNet are used to test the classifier. The highest metric values obtained on the test dataset 
among all three experiments are marked in bold case numbers. 

𝐸𝐸1 Trained on the original training dataset 

Test dataset Recall Precision Accuracy F1 score 

Original 0.767 0.874 0.824 0.817 

StainGAN 0.919 0.910 0.912 0.914 

StainNet 0.773 0.923 0.851 0.841 

𝐸𝐸2 Trained on the BR augmented training dataset 

Test dataset Recall Precision Accuracy F1 score 

Original 0.859 0.918 0.888 0.887 

StainGAN 0.957 0.893 0.919 0.923 

StainNet 0.955 0.902 0.924 0.928 

𝐸𝐸3 Trained on the BRH augmented training dataset 

Test dataset Recall Precision Accuracy F1 score 

Original 0.911 0.917 0.912 0.914 

StainGAN 0.958 0.900 0.924 0.928 

StainNet 0.961 0.909 0.931 0.934 

 

5. Discussion and Conclusion 



 

Fig. 7. The effect of the reference image on conventional methods. In the red dashed box, the 
target image is used as a reference image. In the green dashed box, an image close to the target 
image is used as a reference image. 

 

Fig. 8. The sample images normalized by StainGAN and StainNet. The image in the red dashed 
box is enlarged on the right. The source images, the target images, the normalized images by 
StainGAN, the normalized images by StainNet are shown in (a1, b1, c1), (a2, b2, c2), (a3, b3, 
c3), and (a4, b4, c4), respectively. The images normalized by StainGAN have artifacts in (a3), 
abnormal brightness in (b3), and noise in (c3). The images normalized by StainNet (a4, b4, c4) 
are more similar to the target images (a2, b2, c2).  

Conventional methods rely on a reference image to estimate stain parameters, so the reference 
image has a huge impact on normalization results. The images in Section 3.2 are used to analyze 
effects of reference images on the normalized results, and the effect of using and not using the 
target image as the reference image on the normalization results is shown in Fig. 7. When using 
the reference image in the red dashed box, the stain normalization result is severely degraded. 



The blue nucleus in the source image was turned into deep red nucleus just because of the two 
red cells in the reference image. 

Further, the robustness of StainNet and StainGAN was compared using the test dataset 
mentioned in Section 4.1. The images normalized by StainGAN and StainNet are shown in Fig. 
8. From the figure, we can see some normalized images by StainGAN have artifacts, abnormal 
brightness and noise, but the normalized image by StainNet is highly similar to the target image. 
Maybe it is because StainNet use a fully 1×1 convolutional network, and thus not be affected 
by the texture or content of the input image. StainGAN would obtain wrong mapping due to 
the complexity of deep neural networks and the instability of GANs especially in the 
background and some borders.  

In this paper, we achieve stain normalization by using a fully 1×1 convolutional network 
in a pixel-to-pixel manner, which not only avoids the low computational efficiency and possible 
artifacts of deep learning-based methods, but also preserves well the information of the source 
image. Compared with conventional methods, StainNet learns the mapping relationship from 
the whole dataset instead of relying on one single reference image, so it can obtain the 
normalized image with high similarity. Furthermore, StainNet has been validated on the task 
of cervical cytology classification, and the results show that both stain normalization and color 
augmentations can significantly improve the performance of the classifier for color variations. 
Especially, the classifier trained on the BRH augmented training dataset got the highest 
accuracy on the test dataset normalized by StainNet. Since our method learns the mapping 
relationship between two color styles, it can only be applied to transfer from one color style to 
another. Therefore, in the scene when multiple color styles need to be normalized to one, it is 
necessary to train multiple networks to convert each color style individually. 
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