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Abstract. Despite the strong prediction power of deep learning mod-
els, their interpretability remains an important concern. Disentangle-
ment models increase interpretability by decomposing the latent space
into interpretable subspaces. In this paper, we propose the first dis-
entanglement method for pathology images. We focus on the task of
detecting tumor-infiltrating lymphocytes (TIL). We propose different
ideas including cascading disentanglement, novel architecture, and recon-
struction branches. We achieve superior performance on complex pathol-
ogy images, thus improving the interpretability and even generalization
power of TIL detection deep learning models. Our codes are available at
https://github.com/Shauqi/SS-cVAE.
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1 Introduction

Although deep learning models have strong predictive power, their interpretabil-
ity remains a significant concern. This is especially important in the medical do-
main to ensure trust for clinicians and patients. Disentanglement models [11,12,7]
increase interpretability through an encoder-decoder framework. By applying ad-
ditional regulations such as total correlation to the latent space, one can obtain
disentangled latent dimensions corresponding to different interpretable factors,
which can be the grounding for training interpretable classifiers [20].

However, the power of these unsupervised disentanglement methods [11,12,7]
are restricted to relatively simple images, e.g., images with a single object, and
will fail to provide satisfying disentanglement for complex images with multiple
objects. Recently, a new category of disentanglement methods called contrastive
analysis has been proposed [1,21,6]. These methods focus on a discriminative
setting. Instead of trying to disentangle the whole latent space, they decompose
the latent space into the group of features differentiating different populations,
and the group of features that is common across populations.

In this paper, we propose the first contrastive analysis method for disen-
tangling complex digital pathology images. In particular, we focus on the task
⋆ Email: mahhasan@cs.stonybrook.edu.
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of detecting Tumor-Infiltrating Lymphocytes (TILs) [3]. TILs are essential in
cancer diagnosis and prognosis. Clinical studies have shown that the density of
TILs is correlated with overall survival and the length of disease-free survival in
multiple cancer types [19,4,16]. Developing interpretable models will improve
transparency and thus trustworthiness of AI methods, facilitating their deploy-
ment in clinical scenarios. Furthermore, as we will demonstrate empirically, these
interpretable features also have better generalization power.

Contrastive analysis for TIL prediction is not trivial. Pathology images are
highly diverse in tissue types and contain different types of cells, which ex-
hibit a large variation of density and spatial configurations. As demonstrated in
Tab. 1, the direct application of the existing contrastive analysis method does not
work. To address the challenge, we propose a novel cascaded contrastive analysis
method named Semi-Supervised Contrastive VAE (SS-cVAE), consisting of the
following technical contributions:
1. We introduce a cascaded disentangling approach that first differentiates

background (tissue) patches and patches with cells and then differentiates
patches with low TIL counts and patches with many TILs. This novel cas-
caded approach proves powerful in disentangling the complex cell spatial
configurations in tumor microenvironment.

2. Furthermore, to handle the complex pathology images, we propose substan-
tial architectural improvements from our baseline model MM-cVAE [21], in-
cluding residual blocks in encoders and decoders, as well as three reconstruc-
tion branches: the salient reconstruction branch, background reconstruction
branch, and classification branch – collectively enhancing the disentangle-
ment performance.

3. To further improve reconstruction performance (thus the quality of the latent
space), we introduce a novel ID-GAN [14] reconstruction module.

Empirical results demonstrate superior disentangling performance of our method,
compared with SOTA approaches. We also show that the disentangled latent fea-
tures provide strong generalization power across different datasets.

2 Related Works

Unsupervised disentangling methods. Existing unsupervised disentangle-
ment approaches like β-VAE [11], Factor VAE [12], β-TCVAE [7] are designed to
disentangle low-level concepts like position, shape, color, orientation, style, etc.
These methods are mostly applied to simple image datasets like dSprites [17],
MNIST [8], or face image datasets such as CelebA [15]. They work when the im-
age only contains a single object/face. When applied to digital pathology images,
these unsupervised disentangling VAEs are limited to disentangling factors like
hue and saturation and fail to capture the complex spatial relationship between
cells. Additionally, their reconstruction performance often results in significant
blurriness, making it challenging to interpret the disentangled factors from these
models. The unique challenge presented by digital pathology images in disen-
tanglement tasks involves multiple concepts, including spatial and morphological
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Fig. 1. Whole SS-cVAE Framework. I) Module to disentangle discriminative factors
from common factors. II) Module for disentangling factors related to density. Note
that, the same salient encoder from (I) is fine-tuned here. III) Module for image recon-
struction from the disentangled latent generated from (I) and (II).

variations in diverse objects, as well as variations in tissue types, posing a much
more complex scenario than what these methods can handle.

Contrastive analysis based disentangling methods. In contrast to unsu-
pervised disentanglement methods, contrastive analysis approaches incorporate
supervision using classifiers to decompose the latent space dimensions into two
groups. One group contains latent features shared by different classes. Whereas
the other group contains latent features differentiating different classes. Exist-
ing methods include Contrastive Analysis VAE (CA-VAE) methods (including
cVAE [1], MM-cVAE [21]) and CA-GAN based methods (such as Double In-
foGan [6]). These methods have demonstrated their ability to disentangle on
datasets such as Gene Expression [10,22], CIFAR-10 [13], MNIST [8], and medi-
cal image datasets like BRATS [18]. However, they are primarily focusing on
single-object images. When applied to complex pathology images containing
multiple objects having complex spatial or topological relationships, the dis-
entanglement and reconstruction performance is unsatisfactory.

3 Method

Our disentanglement framework, illustrated in Fig. 1, is comprised of three mod-
ules. In the first module (Fig. 1(I)), disentanglement occurs on synthetic patches
containing cells, C, and real tissue-only patches, B. Utilizing a copy-paste mech-
anism in synthetic data creation, pairwise patches from both C and B are sent
to two encoders: a salient encoder and a background encoder. These encoders
separate patch embeddings into salient latent space (the discriminative factor,
i.e. the cells) and background latent space (the common factor, i.e. the tissue).
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Fig. 2. The first module of SS-cVAE. It performs disentanglement of discriminative
factor from common factor given any patch of C or B.

The use of pairwise synthetic images enhances disentanglement compared to un-
paired real images, aiding the model in understanding the appearance with and
without the discriminating factor.

In the second module (Fig. 1(II)), the salient encoder is fine-tuned to dis-
entangle the density of a specific type of object - lymphocytes in our case. The
rationale behind the two-stage disentanglement is to not only capture the exis-
tence of lymphocytes but also the variation in lymphocyte density. A two-stage
disentanglement makes disentangling complex factors easier, so each module
focuses on one pair of populations (with vs. without cells, low vs. high lympho-
cytes). Compressing the disentanglement into a single step could result in noisy
latent factorization involving variations in other cell types and tissue character-
istics. The two-stage disentanglement addresses this issue by eliminating tissue
variation in the initial stage, leaving only other cell variations to be considered.

The third module is an image reconstruction model. Given the observed poor
reconstruction performance of the VAE decoder, a GAN-based module is intro-
duced (Fig. 1(III)). This module takes as input the latent embeddings generated
by the salient and background encoders and attempts to reconstruct the orig-
inal image. Further details about each module are provided in the subsequent
sections.

Module 1: common and discriminative factor disentanglement. Fig. 2
illustrates the architecture of this disentanglement module for C and B. It com-
prises two probabilistic encoders, qϕs and qϕz approximating the salient likeli-
hood N (µs, σs) and background likelihood N (µz, σz), respectively. Salient latent
code, s, and background latent code, z, are sampled from these distributions.
The network is trained with three reconstruction branches: image reconstructor,
Pθ, salient reconstructor, Pθs , and background reconstructor, Pθz . We also have
a classification branch, Pκ. Pθ reconstructs the original image from the concate-
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Fig. 3. 2nd and 3rd modules of SS-cVAE. II) Module to disentangle the factor cor-
responding to density. During InfoNCE loss calculation in (II) we consider one of the
shigh samples as sanchor III) GAN-based reconstruction using disentangled latent.

nation of sampled latent encodings s and z. Pθs reconstructs the salient map,
M from µs. Pθz reconstructs the background image B from µz. The module is
trained with the following objective function:

Lc + Lb + LMrecon
+ LBrecon

+ Lκ (1)

where Lc is the Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO) for C, Lb is the ELBO for B,
LMrecon

is the loss for salient reconstruction, LBrecon
is the loss for background

reconstruction, and Lκ is the binary cross entropy loss for classifying whether a
patch contains cells or not. For the reconstructors, we use mean squared error
(MSE) to calculate the losses. The equations for the loss functions are in Eq. 3-6
in the supplementary materials.
Module 2: disentanglement of feature density. This module focuses on
creating an embedding that discerns varying densities of a cell-containing im-
age, such as the presence level of a specific cell type in a patch. To achieve
this, we fine-tune the previously trained salient encoder, resulting in a salient la-
tent distribution N (µs, σs) that captures feature density. During training, latent
encodings shigh and slow are sampled from patches with high and low feature
densities, respectively. InfoNCE loss is applied to shigh and slow to push the two
distributions apart. Additionally, KL-Divergence loss is incorporated to fine-tune
the distribution itself. Fig. 3(II) illustrates this module. The training objective
function is as follows:

LinfoNCE − LKLs
(2)

The equations for LinfoNCE and LKLs
are in Eq. 7-8 in supplementary material.

Module 3: GAN-based reconstruction. While VAEs serve as effective la-
tent distribution encoders, their image generation quality can be suboptimal.
To enhance image reconstruction, we employ a GAN-based model, specifically
IDGAN [14]. Training IDGAN involves reconstructing images from the concate-
nation of disentangled salient and background embeddings, yielding superior
reconstruction compared to the VAE decoder. Fig. 3(III) presents the concep-
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Fig. 4. Data Preprocessing. A) Patch extraction and patch labeling using ground truth
cell annotation. B) Synthetic Data Creation using a copy-paste mechanism.

tual diagram of IDGAN. The loss function for IDGAN, LGAN (D,G), is detailed
in Eq. 9 in the supplementary materials.

4 Experiments and Results

Datasets and preprocessing. For the disentanglement task, synthetic data is
generated using the TCGA BRCA dataset [2] and the CoNSeP dataset [9]. Both
datasets consist of 1000 × 1000 pixel tiles in native magnification close to 40×.
The data statistics are in Tab. 4 of the supplementary materials. Fig. 4(A) illus-
trates the data preprocessing, including the extraction and labeling of training
patches. Tiles are resized to 1024× 1024 images, and non-overlapping 128× 128
patches are extracted. Both datasets contain ground truth cell annotations with
their corresponding class. Using these annotations we assign patch-level labels
based on the frequency of cells. For the first-stage disentanglement, patches are
divided into two groups: patches with cells (C) and patches without cells (B).
The cell-to-patch area ratio determines the grouping, with patches having a ra-
tio greater than 10% assigned to C; the remaining patches are grouped into B.
This partition is balanced (1:1) across training, validation, and test sets (Tab. 4,
Supp.). For the second-stage disentanglement, patches are labeled as low TIL
density (L.T.) or high TIL density (H.T.) based on TIL instances. Patches with
at least 5 TIL instances are categorized as H.T., while others are labeled as
L.T. (Tab. 4, Supp.). The C and B disentanglement model is trained on a syn-
thetic dataset created using a copy-paste mechanism. A random cell mask from
C patches is copied and pasted onto random B patches (Fig. 4(B)). For down-
stream tasks, three classes are considered: patches with only tissue, patches with
only TILs, and patches with other cells (i.e., stroma, tumor). Statistics for the
downstream task data are detailed in Tab. 4 (Supp.).
Implementation details. Our model employs residual blocks in encoders and
transposed residual blocks in decoders. A batch size of 64 is consistently used for
training, validation, and test set loading across all models, including baselines.
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Table 1. Disentanglement Evaluation. The models are trained on synthetic datasets
and evaluated against real datasets. B = Patches without cells, C = Patches with cells,
H.T. = High TIL, L.T. = Low TIL, SS = Silhouette Score, S = Salient Latent Space,
Z = Background Latent Space, CLF = Classification Score

Model B vs C H.T. vs L.T. B vs C H.T. vs L.T.
SSS ↑ SSZ ↓ SSS ↑ CLFS ↑ CLFZ ↓ CLFS ↑

Dataset: BRCA
β-VAE 0.05 0.01 - 0.64±0.07 0.49±0.08 -

Factor-VAE 0.06 0.07 - 0.61±0.06 0.60±0.08 -
β-TCVAE 0.13 0.08 - 0.70±0.06 0.62±0.10 -

Double InfoGAN 0.04 0.01 0.005 0.83±0.07 0.70±0.06 0.65±0.05
cVAE 0.10 0.20 0.10 0.89±0.03 0.92±0.06 0.76±0.02

MM-cVAE 0.14 0.13 0.06 0.86±0.04 0.92±0.03 0.75±0.04
SS-cVAE 0.32 0.10 0.27 0.92±0.04 0.92±0.02 0.87±0.05

Dataset: CoNSeP
β-VAE 0.08 0.007 - 0.65±0.09 0.53±0.06 -

Factor-VAE 0.009 0.007 - 0.57±0.08 0.53±0.02 -
β-TCVAE 0.10 0.006 - 0.66±0.04 0.57±0.09 -

Double InfoGAN 0.006 0.009 0.005 0.64±0.07 0.55±0.06 0.57±0.09
cVAE 0.16 0.12 0.04 0.66±0.10 0.62±0.08 0.67±0.13

MM-cVAE 0.06 0.03 0.11 0.64±0.12 0.64±0.06 0.69±0.06
SS-cVAE 0.18 0.04 0.13 0.85±0.02 0.75±0.07 0.78±0.09

The Adam optimizer is employed with a learning rate of 0.001. Hyperparameters
in Eq. 3 and Eq. 4 (refer to Supplementary Materials) are configured as λ1 =
10 and λ2 = 10. For both λ1 = 10 and λ2 = 10, we tested different values
ranging from 10−3 to 103 with steps of multiples of 10 on the BRCA dataset and
selected the one with the best validation performance. The sizes of the salient
and background latent vectors are set to s = 128 and z = 128.

Evaluation metrics. For evaluation, the silhouette score (SS) is employed, as
described in [6] and [21], on a real test set. Additionally, the mean of the latent
is computed, augmented with a simple linear classifier, and subjected to a 5-fold
cross-validation binary classification on the test set. Reconstruction performance
is assessed using Frechet Inception Distance (FID). Lastly, for downstream task
evaluation, multiclass classification scores are utilized.

Quantitative evaluations. Tab. 1 presents the disentanglement evaluation of
our model against SOTA baselines. A higher value for the salient latent indicates
superior encoding of discriminative factors, while a lower value for the back-
ground latent suggests an effective representation of a common factor without
discriminative power. Our model excels in salient disentanglement, outperform-
ing baselines, and demonstrates comparable performance in background latent
disentanglement. For High TIL and Low TIL density, our model surpasses the
baselines, too. Reconstruction evaluation against contrastive analysis (CA) base-
lines is detailed in Tab. 2. The results indicate that our model’s reconstruction
performance is superior to baselines, except for Double InfoGan. Importantly,
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Table 2. Reconstruction Evaluation and Downstream Task Evaluation

Reconstruction Downstream 3 Class Classification on CoNSeP dataset
Model FID Model Accuracy

MM-cVAE 293.71 ResNet-18 (without pre-train) 0.71
Double InfoGAN 214.59 ResNet-18 (BRCA pretrain) 0.76

SS-cVAE 221.15 SS-cVAE (BRCA pretrain) 0.79

our model achieves better disentanglement than Double InfoGan. Finally, uti-
lizing our model as a pre-trained feature extractor on the BRCA dataset and
finetuning on the CoNSeP dataset for multiclass classification as a downstream
task, we compare our model with ResNet18 in Tab. 2. For the downstream task,
we have used 3 classes: patches with only tissue, patches with only TILs, and
patches with other cells (i.e., stroma, tumor). The findings suggest that our
model can outperform the ResNet18 model in multiclass classification within
the transfer learning framework. Apart from the abovementioned experiments
we also present ablation experiments with different architectural changes and
reconstructions in Tab. 3 (Supp.).
Qualitative evaluations. To visually depict what is encapsulated in the salient
and background latent spaces, we conduct latent swapping between two samples.
Fig. 5 exhibits salient latent swaps between patches from C and B (rows 1 and
2) and between H.T. and L.T patches (rows 3 and 4). The results demonstrate
that our model’s generations accurately capture the content of the original im-
age, encompassing both content and cell/TIL density. In contrast, other baselines
exhibit complete failure in this regard. This emphasizes the superior quality of
the embeddings generated by our proposed SS-cVAE. Note that we omit re-
sults for β-VAE, Factor VAE, and β-TCVAE as they produce highly blurry
and non-interpretable reconstructions. Additionally, we explore latent space in-
terpolation through Fig. 6 in the supplementary materials. This demonstrates
synthetic image generation via latent space traversal/interpolation between tis-
sue/background images and cell images, as well as between low and high TIL
images. This experimentation showcases our ability to synthesize new images
while controlling discriminating factors, common factors, and density factors.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we introduced a novel framework for disentangling concepts, in-
cluding discriminative, common, and density factors, within distinct populations
of digital pathology samples. Our proposed framework demonstrated notable en-
hancements, showcasing substantial qualitative and quantitative improvements
over existing approaches in disentanglement tasks.
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Fig. 5. Example of Latent Swap. Row 1 and 2 represent salient latent swapping between
the samples of C and B. Row 3 and 4 represent the salient latent swapping between
the samples of H.T and L.T .
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Lb(B) =
m∑

j=1

( E
qϕz (z)

[log pθ(Bj |z, s′)]−DKL(qϕz
(z|Bj)||pb(z)))

− λ1 · LMMD(q̂ϕs,b
(s), δ{s = s′})

(3)

Lc(Ci) = E
qϕz (z)qϕs (s)

[log pθ(Ci|z, s)]−DKL(qϕz
(z|Ci)||pc(z))

−DKL(qϕs
(s|Ci)||pc(s))− λ2LMMD(q̂ϕz,x

(z), q̂ϕz,b
(z))

(4)

LMrecon = E
qϕs (s)

[log pθs(M |µs)] (5)

LBrecon = E
qϕz (z)

[log pθz (B|µz)] (6)

LInfoNCE = −log[
exp(v · v+/τ)

exp(v · v+/τ) +∑N
n=1 exp(v · v−n /τ)

] (7)

LKLs = DKL(qϕs(s|xi)||px(z)) (8)

LGAN (D,G) = E
x∼p(x)

[logD(x)] + E
s∼qϕs (s),z∼qϕz (z)

[log(1−D(G(s, z)))] (9)

Table 3. Ablation Study of disentanglement models and reconstructors on BRCA
dataset. B = Patches without cells, C = Patches with cells, H.T. = High TIL, L.T. =
Low TIL, SS = Silhouette Score, S = Salient Latent Space, Z = Background Latent
Space

Model B vs C H.T. vs L.T. FID
SSS ↑ SSZ ↓ SSS ↑

MM-cVAE (ResNet Architecture) 0.28 0.13 0.11 -
MM-cVAE (ResNet Architecture) + Lκ 0.28 0.13 0.11 -

MM-cVAE (ResNet Architecture) + LMrecon 0.04 0.12 0.04 -
MM-cVAE (ResNet Architecture) + LBrecon 0.29 0.10 0.13 -

SS-cVAE (One Step Disentanglement) 0.28 0.08 0.05 -
SS-cVAE with VAE as Reconstructor - - - 251.32

SS-cVAE with IDGAN as Reconstructor 0.32 0.10 0.27 214.59

ar
X

iv
:2

41
0.

02
01

2v
1 

 [
ee

ss
.I

V
] 

 2
 O

ct
 2

02
4



2

Table 4. Dataset Statistics. C = patches with cells, B = patches without cells, H.T.
= patches with High TIL density, L.T. = patches with low TIL density

Dataset
Tiles (1000× 1000) Patches (128× 128) Patches (128× 128)
Train Valid Test Train Valid Test Train Valid Test

B C B C B C L.T H.T L.T H.T L.T H.T

BRCA 94 9 10 508 508 14 14 78 78 354 354 30 30 115 115
CoNSeP 27 - 14 479 479 70 70 70 70 398 398 50 50 55 55

Mean and Std of Cell Count Per Tiles and Per Patches for BRCA dataset

Cell count in Tiles Cell Count in C TIL count in H.T.
Train Valid Test Train Valid Test Train Valid Test

mean 281 271 355 6 7 7 9 8 11
std 134 54 173 3 3 4 3 2 3

Mean and Std of Cell Count Per Tiles and Per Patches for CoNSeP dataset

Cell count in Tiles Cell Count in C TIL count in H.T.
Train Valid Test Train Valid Test Train Valid Test

mean 576 - 627 10 9 9 9 10 9
std 477 - 325 6 4 6 7 7 6

Patches for Downstream Task

Dataset
Train Valid Test

Tissue Other TIL Tissue Other TIL Tissue Other TIL

CoNSeP 300 949 349 40 40 40 70 491 268

Fig. 6. Latent Space Interpolation. A) Salient latent interpolation from one of the sam-
ples from B to C and vice versa visualized with UMAP. B) Salient latent interpolation
from one of the samples from L.T to H.T and vice versa. The bottom of both (A)
and (B) represents reconstructed images from the interpolated latent. Leftmost and
rightmost are original samples.


