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Abstract

Representation learning of pathology whole-slide images
(WSIs) has primarily relied on weak supervision with Mul-
tiple Instance Learning (MIL). This approach leads to slide
representations highly tailored to a specific clinical task.
Self-supervised learning (SSL) has been successfully ap-
plied to train histopathology foundation models (FMs) for
patch embedding generation. However, generating patient
or slide level embeddings remains challenging. Existing ap-
proaches for slide representation learning extend the prin-
ciples of SSL from patch level learning to entire slides by
aligning different augmentations of the slide or by utilizing
multimodal data. By integrating tile embeddings from mul-
tiple FMs, we propose a new single modality SSL method
in feature space that generates useful slide representations.
Our contrastive pretraining strategy, called COBRA, em-
ploys multiple FMs and an architecture based on Mamba-
2. COBRA exceeds performance of state-of-the-art slide
encoders on four different public Clinical Protemic Tumor
Analysis Consortium (CPTAC) cohorts on average by at
least +3.8% AUC, despite only being pretrained on 3048
WSIs from The Cancer Genome Atlas (TCGA). Addition-
ally, COBRA is readily compatible at inference time with
previously unseen feature extractors.

1. Introduction

In recent years, self-supervised learning (SSL) has emerged
as a foundational approach in Computational Pathology
(CPath), providing the basis for weakly supervised models
to achieve remarkable results in diagnostic, prognostic, and
treatment response prediction tasks [3, 4, 9, 10, 18, 23, 25—
27, 31, 36, 38, 40, 43, 46]. By capturing informative,
low-dimensional representations from unannotated whole-
slide images (WSIs), SSL has enabled weakly supervised
models to use these features for downstream tasks, effec-
tively bridging the gap between high-resolution data and

* Equal contribution

the limited availability of fully annotated datasets. SSL
excels in generating low-dimensional feature representa-
tions for gigapixel WSIs, which can reach dimensions of
150,000 x 150,000 pixels, making them challenging to pro-
cess with Vision Transformers (ViTs) due to memory con-
straints. Consequently, most CPath approaches tessellate
WSIs into smaller patches and extract low-dimensional em-
beddings for these patches using pretrained histopathology
foundation models (FMs) [22]. Typically, these patch em-
beddings are used in weakly-supervised models for down-
stream classification tasks via multiple-instance learning
(MIL) [7, 15, 34].

In addition to patch-based representations, SSL can also
generate slide-level embeddings without any human annota-
tions [19, 20, 45]. Pretrained SSL models can be leveraged
to achieve impressive results on downstream tasks with
minimal labeled data for task-specific fine-tuning, offering
practical advantages like reduced labeling costs, elimination
of noisy labels inherent to inter-observer variability, and im-
proved generalizability through label-free representations.
Central to SSL is the alignment of multiple representations
of WSIs or related modalities (e.g., morphological text de-
scriptions) into a shared latent space using contrastive learn-
ing or other similarity-based pretraining methods. However,
generating effective augmentations to create these represen-
tations remains challenging. While image-level augmenta-
tions have been widely explored for patch-based learning,
they may fail to produce diverse feature augmentations, as
many modern FMs are designed to be invariant to these
transformations [28, 42]. Other approaches, such as us-
ing different stainings (e.g., hematoxylin and eosin (H&E)
combined with immunohistochemistry (IHC)), have shown
potential but are limited by the availability of multi-stained
tissue samples [17]. Similarly, aligning multiple modalities,
such as text or gene expression data, has produced promis-
ing results but is constrained by the limited availability of
such datasets and requires additional compute to process the
different modalities [16, 33, 41].

To address these challenges, we propose a novel
SSL method for image-only slide representation learning
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Figure 1. COBRA overview for self-supervised slide representation learning (A). A WSI is tessellated into patches at different magnifica-
tions (B) and encoded using different foundation models (C) to produce tile embeddings. The magnifications (B) and foundation models
(C) serve as feature space augmentations to pretrain the COBRA slide encoder (D) using contrastive self-supervised learning.

called COntrastive Biomarker Representation Alignment
(CoBRA). COBRA integrates tile embeddings from multi-
ple FMs to generate augmentations directly in feature space,
which can then be used to train a slide- or patient-level en-
coder. By employing Mamba-2 [6] followed by multi-head
gated attention [17] and a contrastive loss objective, COBRA
produces robust slide-level embeddings. Our contributions
are summarized as follows:

We propose an unsupervised single-modality contrastive
slide encoder framework (COBRA) that avoids the need
for stochastic image augmentations as it is trained and
deployed on frozen patch embeddings. Extensive evalua-
tions across 15 downstream classification tasks on three
tissue types with external validation demonstrate CO-
BRA’s superiority over existing slide encoders.

Our patient level encoder produces state-of-the-art
(SOTA) unsupervised slide representations with unprece-
dented data efficiency, outperforming existing approaches

with only a fraction of the pretaining data (3048 WSIs
across four tissue types).

We show that COBRA can turn patch level FMs, includ-
ing ones not encountered during training, into better slide
level feature extractors without any additional finetuning,
making it particularly valuable as new FMs emerge.
COBRA can be deployed across different WSI magni-
fications, where lower magnifications yield significant
gains in computational efficiency with minimal sacrifice
of downstream classification performance.

2. Related work

Patch representation learning Most works applying
SSL focus on creating embeddings from image patches.
Training a ViT with an SSL method like Dino-v2 [29] is
now the preferred approach for learning task-agnostic im-
age representations in CPath. SOTA FMs usually com-



bine alignment- and reconstruction-based objectives trained
with a student-teacher learning paradigm. These FMs
are trained on increasingly large datasets and architectures
(e.g. ViT-Giant [43] or trained on up to 3M WSIs [46]).
Besides image-only FMs, vision-language pathology FMs
have recently emerged which rely on large-scale paired
data [14, 23].

Multiple instance learning The SOTA approach for WSI
classification is generating tile embeddings using FMs and
then using these embeddings in a MIL approach to train an
aggregator model for a specific downstream task. In partic-
ular, Attention-based MIL (ABMIL) [15] and many exten-
sions thereof have been proposed [9, 22, 34, 39, 44]. While
MIL approaches are prevalent for WSI classification, they
are typically supervised and tailored to specific tasks.

Slide representation learning In contrast to MIL, slide
representation learning constructs embeddings in an unsu-
pervised manner and is task-agnostic. This next frontier in
representation learning of histology images has been pro-
posed in several works. In early work, Chen et al. proposed
a hierarchical self-distillation approach for learning unsu-
pervised WSI-level representations [3]. Lazard et al. used
augmented patches to create many embeddings of the same
input image to enable contrastive learning with slide embed-
dings [20]. In GigaPath, Xu et al. trained a masked autoen-
coder on the embeddings of their patch encoder to obtain
slide representations [43]. More recent work applied vast
amounts of multimodal data to pretrain aggregation mod-
els [17, 33, 41]. Differing from previous methodologies, we
achieve state-of-the-art WSI-patient-level encoding by per-
forming self-supervised contrastive learning on frozen vi-
sion features with a fraction of the data volume. None of the
mentioned studies used less than 10K WSIs for WSI-level
encoder pretraining [3, 17, 20, 41], while PRISM [33] and
Gigapath [43] were trained on over 100K WSIs. COBRA
surpasses the performance of earlier work, even though it is
trained on only 3K publicly available WSIs (see Table 1).

Table 1. Slide encoder overview. Abbreviations are as follows:
# Ps refers to the number of Parameter and # WSI[K] refers to the
number of WSIs the slide encoder was pretrained on.

Model | #Ps[M] | # WSI[K] | Patch FM
Gigapath-SE [43] 86 171 Gigapath [43]
CHIEF [41] 1 60 CTransPath [40]
PRISM [33] 513 587 Virchow [38]
MADELEINE [17] 5 69 CONCH [23]
CTransPath [40],
UNI [4],
CoBRA 15 3 Virchow?2 [46],
H-Optimus-0 [31]

3. Method

COBRA is an unsupervised slide representation learning
framework. Given a set of WSIs {X;|X; € R¥=xdyx3}
belonging to a single patient, it produces a single d-
dimensional feature vector z € R? representing that pa-
tient. We provide a brief overview of COBRA below and in
Fig. 1, before going into detail in the following subsections.

COBRA operates on preprocessed patch embeddings
(Sec. 3.1) from a set of CPath FMs. Its architecture consists
of a Mamba-2 [6] encoding module, a multi-head attention-
based pooling module for learning a patient-level slide em-
bedding (Sec. 3.2) and an embedding module that learns to
align multiple FMs into the same embedding space. COBRA
can be deployed in various different modes, which makes it
very flexible to adapt to different FMs (see Sec. 3.3). We
train COBRA using a contrastive loss [37] (Sec. 3.4) and
evaluate it on a variety of external validation tasks (Sec. 4).

3.1. Preprocessing

Given a histology slide (X; € R%*vx3) e tessellate the
slide into (224 x 224) px patches and remove background
tiles by employing Canny background detection [30]. Next,
we extract patch embeddings with pretrained FMs and pool
the resulting feature vectors into a slide embedding. We
use fe, to refer to the n'™ FM, fe,, € {CTP,UNI, V2, H0}
denoting CTransPath [40], UNI [4], Virchow?2 [46], and H-
optimus-0 [31], respectively. By integrating FMs of dif-
ferent sizes and with different strengths, we aim to cap-
ture a diverse set of morphological features and ensure
that our slide representations are robust and that COBRA
is adaptable to other FMs. We obtain the patch embed-
dings H/¢» € RN+*dn with N, and d,, denoting the num-
ber of tiles and the embedding dimension d,, € ds =
{768, 1024, 1280, 1536}.

We extract patch embeddings at 0.5, 1.14 and 2 microns
per pixel (MPP) using 3048 WSIs from 2848 patients in
TCGA BRCA, CRC, LUAD, LUSC and STAD. The use
of multiple magnifications acts as a form of data augmen-
tation in feature space, enriching the model’s learning by
providing multiscale contextual information. This approach
enhances the model’s ability to learn scale-invariant repre-
sentations and improves its generalization across different
tasks.

3.2. Architecture

The slide encoder consists of individual embedding MLPs
for the different FMs and two Mamba-2 layers [6] followed
by multihead gated attention [15, 17]. The embedding mod-
ule is a layer norm [ 1] followed by an MLP with one hidden
layer and SiLU activation [13]. It projects the different em-
bedding dimensions of the FMs to the shared embedding
space of the slide encoder. Inspired by MambaMIL [44],



we use two Mamba [11] layers to efficiently encode the
feature embeddings. We opt for the Mamba-2 state space
dual (SSD) modules as they scale substantially better for
higher state-space dimensions compared to original Mamba
modules [6]. Additional information about the used hyper-
paramters can be found in Appendix A.

Formally, the architecture may be described as follows:
Let fgr : RNVtxds 5 R? denote the slide encoder con-
sisting of three submodules fg : RNexds _, RN:xd
fg : RNexd 5 RNiexd gnd £, : RVxd 5 R9, given
by

z= fsp(H'") = fa(fs(fu(HT®))), HI" e RN,

(1)
where fg,fs,fa denote the embedding module, the state-
space dual module and the aggregation module, respec-
tively, and dy, € ds = {768, 1024,1280, 1536} and H/*~
refers to the patch embedding of the n™ FM. The embedding
module fr is defined as follows:

Hp = fg(H’*") = Lin(SiLU(Lin(LN(H”'*")))), (2)

where Lin denotes a linear layer and LN denotes layer norm.
The state-space dual module fg is specified as:

Hg = fs(Hpg) = Lin(SSD(SSD(Hg) + Hg) + Hg).
3)
The aggregation module f4 consists of multi-head gated
attention [15, 17] to aggregate the input embeddings into
a single feature vector via a weighted average. For multi-
head gated attention, the encoded embeddings are split into

M parts for the M heads: Hg = {HZ },cq1,..., 1) With
HT € RV i7. The aggregation module f 4 is given by

.....

N,
z=fa(Hs) =) ar(Hsy) - Hop;
k=1
o “)
ar(Hsk) = 57 > ap(HEY),
m=1

with Hg , € R? and
aZL(Hg,Lk) =

exp (o (vanh (Vi) © 0 (0137 ) )

Ny ’

> exp ('w;; ( tanh (V,, H") © O'(UmHg?iT))>
4)
with o denoting the sigmoid function and w € RP*!, U ¢

RP*4 V' ¢ RPX a5 learnable parameters and p being the
attention dimension.

3.3. Inference modes

During self-supervised pretraining, the slide encoder
learns to map the patch embeddings (H /) of different
slides, patches, foundation models and magnifications from
the same patient to be close in slide embedding space (2).
For this purpose, encoded embeddings are aggregated to a
single feature vector.

Single-FM inference mode In line with Wang et al. [41],
we found it beneficial at inference time to compute the
weighted average in Eq. (4) using the original patch em-
beddings (H fen) instead of the encoded embeddings (Hg)
to obtain the slide-level representation (see Appendix C.1).
Importantly, we still use the encoded embeddings to com-
pute the weighting ay(Hg i) of that average. Specifically,
at inference time, Eq. (4) becomes

Ny
2= fa,(Hs, H') = ay(Hsy) H{™.  (6)
k

We refer to this as the single-FM inference mode of COBRA
and provide an ablation for the choice of Eq. (4) vs. Eq. (6)
in Appendix C.1.

Combined-FM inference mode Additionally, one can
use feature vectors from all the different foundation mod-
els and average the embeddings after the embedding mod-
ule to extract patient-level features which incorporate the
knowledge of the different FMs simultaneously with f g B
RNexds 5 RNexdi s RE (d), € ds):

Nrem ¢t fen 7
e L
FM

Here, Nrj; denotes the number of foundation models used
for pretraining and H /¢ refers to the patch embeddings
that are aggregated during inference.

Unless stated otherwise, we will denote as COBRA
the combined-FM inference mode version using Virchow?2
patch embeddings as input, which is given by

2= f;Eint‘({ern}ne{l ----- NFM}7HV2)' ®)

3.4. Contrastive loss function

Following He et al. [12], we interpret contrastive learning
as training an encoder for a dictionary look-up task:
Consider a set of encoded samples, denoted as K =
{k1,ka,...,kn}, which represent the keys of a dictio-
nary. For a given query g, there exists exactly one matching
key kT € K. The contrastive loss is minimized when q



closely matches kT and diverges from all other keys. The
InfoNCE [37] loss function is defined as

k+
Iéﬁ(% ) 7 ©)

;WOL ki)

Lq = —log

where q and the corresponding k™ represent feature vectors
produced by a randomly selected pretrained encoder, sam-
pling patches from WSIs of the same patient and [V is the
batch size or the length of the memory queue. The function
1) is defined as follows:

¢(X17X2) = eXp(Sim(X17X2)/T), (10)

where 7 denotes the temperature parameter and the cosine
similarity function is depicted as sim(-). To avoid feature
collapse, the keys and queries should be generated by dis-
tinct encoders. Let 6, denote the parameters of the query
encoder with the dense projection head, then the parame-
ters of the key encoder 6, are updated as follows:

0. em9k+(1—m)9q, (11

where m € [0,1) is the momentum coefficient. With the
key encoder as the exponential average of the query en-
coder, the key representations stay more consistent, which
enables a more stabilized training process. We adapted
the public MoCo-v3 [5] repository for our experiments to
align the embedding space of the slide embeddings gener-
ated with tile embeddings from different FMs.

4. Experiments & results
4.1. Dataset

TCGA We collected 3048 WSIs from 2848 patients using
the cohorts TCGA [35] Breast Invasive Carcinoma (TCGA-
BRCA, 1112 WSIs), TCGA Colorectal Carcinoma (TCGA-
CRC, 566 WSIs), TCGA Lung Adenocarcinoma (TCGA-
LUAD, 524 WSIs), TCGA Lung Squamous Cell Carcinoma
(TCGA-LUSC, 496 WSIs), and TCGA Stomach Adenocar-
cinoma (TCGA-STAD, 350 WSIs). See Appendix B for de-
tailed information. These cohorts were used for pretraining
COBRA and for training the downstream classifiers and lin-
ear regression models. We emphasize that neither COBRA
nor any FMs used in this study were pretrained on datasets
included in the evaluation of the downstream tasks, preclud-
ing any data leakage.

CPTAC We collected 1604 WSIs from 444 patients us-
ing the cohorts CPTAC [8] Breast Invasive Carcinoma
(CPTAC-BRCA, 395 WSIs), CPTAC Colon Adenocarci-
noma (CPTAC-COAD, 233 WSIs), CPTAC Lung Adeno-
carcinoma (CPTAC-LUAD, 498 WSIs), and CPTAC Lung
Squamous Cell Carcinoma (CPTAC-LUSC, 478 WSIs).
These cohorts were exclusively used for external validation.

4.2. Pretraining setup

We trained COBRA on patch embeddings derived from
slides of 2848 patients, using a batch size of 1024 across
four NVIDIA A100 GPUs for 2000 epochs, which took ap-
proximately 40 hours. In total, we used 36576 extracted
feature embeddings consisting of 3048 WSIs for each of
the four foundation models and each of the three magnifica-
tions included into the pretraining. Additional information
about the hyperparameters used for the training of COBRA
can be found in the Appendix Tab. 5.

4.3. Tasks

CPath is used for different task categories. One impor-
tant such category is biomarker prediction. Here, we fo-
cused on STKI11, EGFR, KRAS and TP53 mutation pre-
diction in LUAD, ESRI, PGR and ERBB?2 expression, and
PIK3CA mutation prediction in BRCA, and MSI status,
BRAF, KRAS, PIK3CA mutation prediction in COAD. We
also included classification of phenotypic subtypes, Non-
Small Cell Lung Cancer (NSCLC) Subtyping and Sided-
ness prediction of COAD. Finally, we added N-Status pre-
diction in COAD, a task that goes beyond the tissue it-
self and tries to classify whether the tumor has infiltrated
lymph nodes, thereby influencing prognostication. KRAS
and 7P53 in LUAD showed no predictive signal across all
models. Therefore, these tasks were excluded from the
main findings but are provided in Appendix C.1 for com-
pleteness alongside the results on other evaluation met-
rics. We report area under the receiver operating charac-
teristic (AUC) results in the main text, additional metrics
like F1 score, area under the precision recall characteris-
tic (AUPRC) and the balanced accuracy for all experiments
can be found in Appendix C. Unless indicated otherwise,
all results are reported for 0.5 MPP (20x WSI magnifica-
tion). Overall, we did our evaluation experiments for three
different WSI magnifications: 0.5 MPP (20x), 1.14 MPP
(9%) and 2 MPP (5x). Additional information about the
downstream experiments can be found in Appendix A.1.

4.4. Evaluation of patient embeddings

MLP downstream classification We evaluate COBRA
patient-level slide embeddings following standard practice
in CPath using 5-fold cross-validation on the TCGA train-
ing cohort followed by deploying all five classifiers on the
full external validation set CPTAC. The classifier is a sim-
ple MLP. Generating a slide embedding and then training
a small MLP is much more efficient than current MIL ap-
proaches using tile embeddings. We compare COBRA to all
mean patch embeddings of FMs used in this study and to
the slide encoders MADELEINE [17], PRISM [33], Giga-
Path [43] and CHIEF [41] (see Tab. 2). All slide encoders
except GigaPath and MADELEINE manage to outperform
the mean embeddings of the patch embeddings of the FM



Table 2. Comparison of different slide encoder and mean baselines. AUC performance of downstream tasks trained on TCGA and
deployed on CPTAC. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to
generate the weighting vector (Eq. (7)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance. We
report the mean score across the five folds in the target columns and the standard deviation as subscript.

AUC[%] NSCLC LUAD BRCA COAD Average
Model ST STK11  EGFR ESR1 PGR ERBB2 PIK3CA | MSI BRAF LN KRAS  Side PIK3CA

Virchow [38] 89.710 | 58.6s9 51.050 | 61.157 54.837 54558 55574 58.640 62727 57.052 47896 54116 50.233 58.15.3

CTransPath [40] 89.014 | 57.750 52.536 | 62812 63417 49314 54916 68.174 58.855 58748 52591 51279 51.749 59.348

CONCH [23] 96493 | 69.616 57.217 | 7811 75517 64322 57863 T1.674 59439 61556 55361 55.632 53.39.4 65.84.7

H-Optimus [31] 96.606 | 67.735 58176 | 81.621 72125 53.143 59.051 74.829  84.00, 57977 49.657 56.956  55.541 66.75.0

UNI [4] 96.29s | 70.256 48.03¢ | 85.850 75.833 61.845 53.551 79.751 73431 55934 56.745 63.65; 51.033 67.05.2

GigaPath [43] 96.80.6 | 63.835 472100 | 84.91.7 74419 64.034 57.699 87.55¢ 76.745 59247 614g; 61.6,, 50.053 68.15.4

Virchow2 [46] 95.805 | 66.328 56.536 | 88.7,, 79.0,9 73.833 57.36, 784173 83.006 59231 60.9,5 59.721 50.358 69.95 5

GigaPath-SE [43] 79.053 | 54.141 53966 | 48.263 45.923 52267  54.041 48.755  50.051  47.594 51.844 53.510 59.655 | 53.746

MADELEINE [17] | 93.79.3 | 57.1149 54.588 | 74.804 66.6108 65.019 63.614 | 67.6r9 58419 59366 53.633 50.219 51.277 62.76.8

CHIEF [41] 94.706 | 56.459  H4.773 | 82806 76.503 62.617 60.567 70.588 67.151 58.6104 56.0g7 48.9335 54.834 64.95 5

PRISM [33] 99.1p; | 70.555 60.3,5 | 91.004 832,65 69935 618, 67.597 57219 60255 57176 49415 53.651 67.855

COBRA 98.69, | 70.755 63.039 | 87.739 78526 71.65, 555104 | 88493 86.258 58.1go 58.1lgg 55355 589,54 71.649

Table 3. Ablation over different inference modes. AUC performance of COBRA embeddings compared to mean embeddings of the FMs
involved. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to generate the
weighting vector (Eq. (7)). For the other COBRA entries, we used the inference mode from (Eq. (6)). Bold indicates the best performance,
and underline indicates the second-best performance. The abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31],
V2: Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43]. The different magnifications (5%, 9x, 20x) indicate which magnification of the WSIs was used

to extract the embeddings.

AUC[%] NSCLC LUAD BRCA COAD Average
Model ‘ ST ‘ STK11 EGFR ESRI1 PGR ERBB2 PIK3CA | MSI BRAF LN KRAS Side PIK3CA
CTransPath [40] | 89.01.4 | 57.750 52536 | 62.812 63417 49314 5496 | 68.17.4 58855 58748 52501 51270 51740 | 59.34s
H-Optimus [31] 96.606 | 67.738 58176 | 81.601 72.1ps 53.143 59.051 74.809 84.007 57977 49.657 56.9s6 55.541 66.75.0
UNI [4] 96.208 | 70.256 48.036 | 85.850 75.833 61.845 53.551 79.751 73431 55984  56.745 63.651 51.053 67.05.2
GigaPath [43] 96.806 | 63.855 47.2100 | 84.91.7 74419 64.034 57.699 87.538  T76.745 59.247 614g, 61.6,, 50.053 68.15.4
Virchow?2 [46] 95.805 | 66.3208 56.536 | 88.707 79.0,49 73.833 57.361 784175 83.026 59.2517 60915 59.721 50358 69.95.5
COBRA-CTP 96.50.6 | 56.1s.3 58829 | 76.3p9 69.215 60.323 60.452 72795 T4.650 60.756 57845 52239 52.7T22 65.35.0
COBRA-UNI 99.10.1 | 72.043 55472 | 87.917 78919 64.657 62.057 85.523 76947 53575 57276 584 53.343 69.64.5
COBRA-HO 99.4p2 | 66.57.7 58.6161 | 88.811 72.640 61.05; 58329 86.120 88.027 60.254 54.661 58557 61.209 | 70.359
COBRA-V2 98.402 | 68.051 62235 | 87434 77277 70.025 61.551 85.750 86.917 60.9,, 58755 55249 56.70.9 71444
COBRAT-CTP 96496 | 59.17.3 54.6132 | 75.709 65.262 56.635 H7.71s 78551 72254 61.57; 56.051 53.650 51.859 64.56.1
CoBRAT-UNI 99.3p; | 70348  59.243 | 89.0,5 77.618 58732 62148 76.7105 79134 529110 60544  60.621 52.337 69.15 3
CoBRAT-HO 99.3,, | 64.85s 65.476 | 88.01.3 T4.6356 58746 59.825 83.53.0 87.7,9 49.646 57774 55761 57.814 69.44.8
CoBRAT-V2-5x | 99.191 | 64.8115 61.839 | 88.010 79.711 6562, 62155 87.1a5 84.1sg 574gs 67720 51631 5095 70.851
COBRAT-V2-9x | 99.005 | 70.145 61.943 | 89.719 78917 6887 64.731 |89.1, 4 83.613 53.334 56.7T120 57.1ag 50.147 71.04.4
COBRAT-V2-20x | 98.602 | 70.755 63.039 | 87.730 78526 7165, 555104 | 88403 86205 58169 58169 55355 58.9,5 71.649
COBRAT-GP 99.003 | 64361  64.554 | 87207 75919 64.259 63.2,5 90.4;5 82336 58769 54839 59.205 54.340 70.64.5

they are based upon, however, COBRA is the only model
that manages to reach a higher macro-AUC than Virchow?2
mean patch embeddings. Nevertheless, it should be noted
that MADELEINE was trained only on BRCA and Kid-
ney slides where it improves over CONCH. However, CO-
BRA also substantially outperforms MADELEINE on the
BRCA tasks on all targets but PIK3CA (ESRI: +12.9%,
PGR +11.9%, ERBB2 +6.6%, PIK3CA -8.1% AUC). Over-
all, COBRA improves over PRISM by +3.8% average AUC
and over the mean of the patch embeddings of Virchow?2
by +1.7%. Especially on the COAD downstream tasks,
MSI and BRAF, COBRA achieves substantial performance
increases over the other slide encoders of at least +17.9%
average AUC and +19.1% average AUC, respectively.

Linear probing few-shot classification We also evalu-
ate COBRA in a few-shot setting across 10 runs for high-
performance tasks, where the mean patch embeddings of at
least one FM scores an average macro-AUC of > 0.7 across
the five folds of the full classification and where the TCGA
cohorts contain at least 50 cases per class. These tasks are
NSCLC Subtyping, ESRI, PGR and ERBB?2 expression pre-
diction in BRCA, and BRAF mutation and MSI status in
COAD (see Fig. 2). Even though COBRA was only trained
on very few samples and with only one modality, we ob-
serve that it is still robust enough to achieve high few-shot
performance compared to the other slide encoders. On the
BRCA tasks, it slightly outperforms the competition, while
it substantially exceeds the results of the other models on
the COAD tasks. We provide further results and informa-



Table 4. Evaluation of the magnification augmentation during pretraining AUC performance of downstream tasks trained on TCGA
and deployed on CPTAC T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to generate the weighting vector (Eq. (7)), * indi-
cates that COBRA was only trained on 0.5 MPP. Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance.

AUC[%] NSCLC LUAD BRCA COAD Average
Model ST STKIl EGFR |ESRI PGR  ERBB2 PIK3CA | MSI BRAF LN KRAS Side  PIK3CA
COBRA™-HO | 90510 | 54.074 57.945 | 77620 069.705 54550 62856 | 80045 70853 61240 55763 55336 52775 | 64845
COBRA™-CTP | 89.1p5 | 65.004 60.256 | 81315 7l29s 59.0s5 62855 | 696135 69.757 61555 5649 51617 51245 | 65364
COBRAT-CTP | 96.605 | 62.972 58846 | 81.90s 74diy 64031 65.225 | 77442 70319 57.996 53.354 46.2;5 4844, | 65.949
sy | COBRATHO | 9750 | 60.50 59725 | 80005 70905 55.0aa  Gddis | 78201  7L23y 60351 58302 5LTge  540u9 | 66357
COBRAT-UNI | 97704 | 66.844 63322 | 81915 72712 55.600 64951 | 76920 7ldoy 562112 53.049 52546 53593 | 66.650
COBRA®-UNI | 91610 | 63.851 64.244 | 8152y 73.201 58504 59111 | 78550 Tllzg 59024 54de1 54839 60.47s | 66950
COBRAT-V2 | 99.10; | 64.8115 61.859 | 88.010 79.7,, 65.601 62155 |87.1s5 8dlog 57Tdgs 67.720 51631 50.9g5 | 70.851
COBRA™-V2 | 97204 | 66955 57.349 | 90.655 80.319 72.0,, 61855 | 87915 81316 602100 63720 57.204 5ldiig | Tldg,
COBRA*-CTP | 93809 | 62.1s2 04937 | 78715 72.006 50.77s 533s0 | 655110 67.723 56159 Hl.75s 52327 55059 | 63460
COBRA™HO | 97.804 | 62.550 64dzs | 83.4s5 73.037 588s7 59535 | 75.136 67.0102 60464 57.3107 58045 51.294 | 66.864
COBRAT-CTP | 96.50.5 | 65.550 63955 | 80.606 73.711 64.600 62009 | 79925 75.556 63.653 54564 46.4g3 48957 | 67435
gx | COBRAT-UNI | 97.806 | 65351 65656 | 86.00s 76.055 584e1 62855 | 105144 TLbig 56650 6665, 588,53 55360 | 68655
COBRA®-V2 | 97605 | 618119 57151 | 88410 78215 67866 57550 | 82725 73.4os  50.36s 64717 57.1is 56511, | 68.760
COBRAT-UNI | 99.1g5 | 63.357 68.553 | 86.705 76.200 60.135 65.0,, |8L317 78346 58375 60.355 59320 52643 | 69.940
CoBRAT-HO | 99.3,; | 66.751  65.530 | 85.207 76414 64337 62755 |85.1sq 82846 57.7Tis 59.1gs 58851 53.731 | 70.6409
COBRAT-V2 | 99.0p> | 70145 61945 | 89.7, 78917 688y7 64751 | 89119 83.613 53334  56.7120 57.las  50.0y7 | 71044
COBRA*-CTP | 95219 | 54.011.2 OL.735 | 73422 67.117 59.2;1 5302, | 76.055 70.335 54875 53.6109 56.739 56355 | 64.057
COBRAT-CTP | 9640, | 59.17.3  54.6132 | T5.700 65.22 56.655 57.Tis | 78550 72254 6L5;,  56.051 53.650 51859 | 64561
COBRA*-UNI | 98.303 | 73.259 58.652 | 86.925 72950 62509 57.954 | 82630 74315 52950 593113 644y, 44095 | 68355
205 | COBRAI-UNI | 99.3,, | 703,5 59205 | 89.015 T7.61s 58732 62lis | 67105 7913 52910 60504 60621 52357 | 69153
CoBRAT-HO | 99.3,, | 64855 65.47¢ | 88.015 74636 58746 59805 | 83550 87.Tio 49.6s6 57774 55761 57814 | 6944
COBRA®-HO | 98.80.1 | 67.579 65464 | 86219 75.61s 64.636 49535 |8l.0s6 80.4o3 56920 55.657 65.053 56.3ss | 6949
COBRA™-V2 | 97.0p2 | TLdys 61336 | 88.01s 78.1aq 72733 56340 | 84lag 82715 56.0.2 6045 55559 5llsy | T0.4gs
COBRAT-V2 | 98.605 | 70.755 63.039 | 87.750 78526 Tl.6so 555104 | 884g; 86.2,5 581lgo B58.1go 55355 5895 | TL6ug
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e k=5 @ k=10 @ k=25
attribute to our multiscale alignment during pretraining.
I CHIEF BESIMADELE|NE BENIPRISM BEBIGigaPath s COBRA

Figure 2. Few shot linear probing classification. Linear probing
macro-AUC performance comparison for k£ samples per class.

tion about the few shot experiments in Appendix C.2.

4.5. Inference ablations

Foundation models As COBRA is FM-agnostic, it can
be used to enhance small, inferior tile level FMs like
CTransPath to achieve performances comparable to large
SOTA tile level FMs like H-optimus-0 and UNI (-1.4%, -
1.7% average AUC) while COBRA-CTP also improves over
all slide encoders but PRISM (see Tabs. 2 and 3). This sub-
stantially improves efficiency, as CTransPath has approx-

Combined inference and unseen FMs In a combined in-
ference mode (indicated by T in Tab. 3), where embeddings
from all pretrained FMs are used, performance is slightly
better for larger models like H-optimus-0 and Virchow?2,
though it does not notably improve the downstream clas-
sification performance of UNI or CTransPath. Overall, the
performance is comparable to the single-FM mode. Addi-
tionally, COBRA remains useful for future FMs as it can
aggregate embeddings from unseen FMs and improve their
performance over the mean baseline. We show evidence for
that by deploying COBRA on GigaPath patch embeddings,
which improves over PRISM on average by +2.8% AUC
(Tabs. 2 and 3).
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Figure 3. COBRA Unsupervised Heatmap. Visualization of the weighting scores for the tiles of a WSI generated by COBRA for Patient-

ID TCGA-CA-6716 from TCGA-CRC.

4.6. Pretraining ablation

Single-magnification architecture We analyze single-
magnification performance by training on only 0.5 MPP
embeddings and find that using all three magnifications re-
sults in an average AUC improvement of +1.26% AUC
across models. For specific scenarios, such as 9x magni-
fications in CTransPath and H-optimus-0, the improvement
is particularly notable, with AUC increases of +4% and
+3.8% AUC, respectively (Tab. 4). Additionally, the three-
magnification setup yields substantial gains in NSCLC sub-
typing at 5x magnification, with improvements of +6.1%
AUC for UNI, +7.5% for CTransPath, +7% for H-optimus-
0, and +1.9% for Virchow2. These results indicate that
using multiple magnifications can enhance performance in
certain cases and does not negatively impact model perfor-
mance.

4.7. Interpretability

COBRA enables unsupervised interpretability as it is an ag-
gregation method of patch embeddings that calculates a
weighted average by assigning each tile a softmaxed value,
which can be interpreted as an attention value. By visualiz-
ing these weightings for WSIs, we observe that the model
shows high attention values for the tumor regions in the
slide (see Fig. 3). It is worth mentioning that for these
heatmaps, no GradCam [32] is required, and they are gen-
erated only based on patch embeddings, so each tile only
receives one value instead of pixel-level attention that can
be achieved with other methods. However, this extremely
simple approach is sufficient to identify the important tu-
mor regions in detail without any supervision like targeted
segmentation training. More examples and detailed expla-
nations can be found in Appendix D.

Furthermore, we visualized COBRA’s embedding space
using uniform manifold approximation and projection

CPTAC

CRC ® BRCA STAD ® LusC LUAD

Figure 4. UMAP visualization of COBRA’s patient-level slide em-
beddings for TCGA and CPTAC datasets at 0.5 MPP. Each color
represents a different tissue type, with five tissue types in total.

(UMAP) [24] plots of COBRA’s patient-level slide embed-
dings extracted at 0.5 MPP for TCGA and CPTAC (see
Fig. 4). We observe decent separation between the different
tissue types involved in this study, indicating that COBRA
learned meaningful representations that can distinguish be-
tween tissue types without supervision.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced COBRA, a novel FM- and
task-agnostic approach for slide representation learning.
Trained on only 3048 WSIs from TCGA, COBRA achieves
SOTA performance, even surpassing multimodal slide
encoders. This is particularly valuable for medical imaging,
where acquiring large annotated datasets is challenging due
to privacy concerns and annotation costs. While additional
data might enhance performance, our results indicate that
COBRA is highly effective even in low-data regimes. These



results highlight the potential of SSL in leveraging the

strengths of histopathology FMs.

Future work includes

exploring SSL objectives that extend beyond contrastive
approaches, as well as incorporating more cancer types,
pretraining data and a larger variety of FMs into COBRA.
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Appendix

A. Implementation details

FM pretraining The detailed pretraining settings for CO-
BRA can be found in Tab. 5. We used 25% dropout in all
MLPs.

Hyperparameter Value

Heads 8

Number of Mamba-2 layers | 2
Embedding dimension 768

Input dimensions 768, 1024, 1280, 1536
Dropout 0.25
Attention hidden dimension | 96

Teacher momentum 0.99
Contrastive loss temperature | 0.2
Optimizer AdamW [21]
Learning rate Se-4
Warmup epochs 50

Weight decay 0.1

Epochs 2000

Batch size 1024
Features per patient 768

Table 5. Hyperparameters for COBRA pretraining

A.1. Additional information on evaluation
A.1.1 MLP downstream classification

An MLP classifier is implemented using a two-layer archi-
tecture, with an input layer of 768 dimensions and a hidden
layer of 256 dimensions. The hidden layer employs SiLU
activation, followed by a dropout layer for regularization.
The output layer consists of a fully connected layer with the
appropriate number of output classes. Cross-entropy loss
with class weighting is applied to handle class imbalance.
The classifier is trained using the AdamW optimizer with a
learning rate of 0.0001 and weight decay of 0.01, employ-
ing a one-cycle policy for 32 epochs. Training is conducted
in a 5-fold cross-validation setup, with early stopping and
best model checkpoints monitored by validation loss.

A.1.2 Linear probing

Linear probing is implemented using a logistic regression
objective based on sklearn. We use the default sklearn
L2 regularization (set to 1.0) with an lbfgs solver. We set
the maximum iterations to 10,000 and apply balanced class
weights. Training is conducted in a stratified sampling set-
ting with 10 random runs, using 5, 10, and 25 cases per class

in each run.

B. Data

Overall, our study comprises a total of 4,652 WSIs from
3,292 patients, including the organs lung, stomach, breast
and colon. We use 3,048 WSIs for pretraining Co-
BRA and training the classifiers, and 1604 WSIs for ex-
ternal validation. The slides for TCGA are available at
https://portal.gdc.cancer.gov/. The slides for CPTAC are
available at https://proteomics.cancer.gov/data-portal. The
molecular data for TCGA and CPTAC are available at
https://www.cbioportal.org/[2].

TCGA BRCA (training) We collected N=1,041 primary
cases from the TCGA Breast Invasive Carcinoma (BRCA)
cohort. For each case, we downloaded the corresponding
molecular status: ER (N=1041; 770 positive, 271 negative),
PR (N=1041; 704 positive, 337 negative), HER2 (N=1041;
125 positive, 916 negative), and PIK3CA driver mutation
(N=1023; 687 WT, 336 MUT).

TCGA CRC (training) We collected N=558 primary
cases from the TCGA Colorectal Carcinoma (CRC) cohort.
For each case, we downloaded the corresponding molecu-
lar status: MSI status (N=429; 368 MSS, 61 MSI), Lymph
Node status (N=556; 318 NO, 238 N+), CRC sidedness
(N=398; 230 left, 168 right), BRAF (N=501; 450 WT, 51
MUT), KRAS (N=501; 296 WT, 205 MUT), and PIK3CA
driver mutation (N=501; 377 WT, 124 MUT).

TCGA LUAD (training) We collected N=461 primary
cases from the TCGA Lung Adenocarcinoma (LUAD) co-
hort. For each case, we downloaded the corresponding
molecular status: STK11 (N=461; 394 WT, 67 MUT),
EGFR (N=461; 411 WT, 50 MUT), KRAS (N=461; 317
WT, 144 MUT), and TP53 driver mutation (N=461; 239
MUT, 222 WT).

TCGA NSCLC (training) We collected N=462 primary
cases from the TCGA Lung Squamous Cell Carcinoma
(LUSC) cohort and the aforementioned N=461 primary
cases from the TCGA LUAD cohort.

TCGA STAD (training) We collected N=326 primary
cases from the TCGA Stomach Adenocarcinoma (STAD)
cohort. They were only used for the training of COBRA.


https://portal.gdc.cancer.gov/
https://proteomics.cancer.gov/data-portal
https://www.cbioportal.org/

CPTAC BRCA (testing) We collected N=120 primary
cases from the CPTAC Breast Invasive Carcinoma (BRCA)
cohort. For each case, we downloaded the corresponding
molecular status: ER (N=120; 79 positive, 41 negative), PR
(N=120; 70 positive, 50 negative), HER2 (N=120; 14 pos-
itive, 106 negative), and PIK3CA driver mutation (N=120;
82 WT, 38 MUT).

CPTAC COAD (testing) We collected N=110 primary
cases from the CPTAC Colon Adenocarcinoma (COAD)
cohort. For each case, we downloaded the corresponding
molecular status: MSI status (N=105; 81 MSS, 24 MSI),
Lymph Node status (N=110; 56 NO, 54 N+), CRC sided-
ness (N=108; 51 left, 57 right), BRAF (N=106; 91 WT,
15 MUT), KRAS (N=106; 71 WT, 35 MUT), and PIK3CA
driver mutation (N=106; 87 WT, 19 MUT).

CPTAC LUAD (testing) We collected N=106 primary
cases from the CPTAC Lung Adenocarcinoma (LUAD) co-
hort. For each case, we downloaded the corresponding
molecular status: STK11 (N=106; 88 WT, 18 MUT), EGFR
(N=106; 72 WT, 34 MUT), KRAS (N=106; 74 WT, 32
MUT), and TP53 driver mutation (N=106; 55 MUT, 51
WT).

CPTAC LUSC (testing) We collected N=108 primary
cases from the CPTAC Lung Squamous Cell Carcinoma
(LUSC) cohort and the aforementioned N=106 primary
cases from the CPTAC LUAD cohort.

C. Results
C.1. Full Classification

Here, we provide the complete full classification results of
our experiments for the metrics AUC, AUPRC, F1 score
and balanced accuracy. Tables 6 to 9 compare all models at
20x including COBRA-ENC, which was computed using
the encoded embeddings (H g) as shown in Eq. (4). In line
with Wang et al. [41], using the original patch embeddings
(H/fen) is beneficial. Tabs. 10 and 11 show the complete
AUC results at 5x and 9x.

C.2. Linear probing few-shot classification

Tabs. 12 to 23 show the complete results of our linear
probing few-shot classification experiments for the metrics
AUC, AUPRC, F1 score and balanced accuracy with k=5,10
and 25 samples per class.

D. Heatmaps

COBRA’s approach to interpretability in WSI analysis is
based on an aggregation method where each tile embed-
ding is assigned a weight through a softmax-normalized at-

tention score. These attention scores are used directly to
compute a weighted average of the tile embeddings, yield-
ing a slide-level representation that reflects the importance
of each tile without requiring complex, non-linear transfor-
mations. Unlike GradCam[32]-based interpretability meth-
ods used with tile embedding MIL approaches, COBRA’s
attention scores are linearly applied to aggregate tile em-
beddings. This means that the attention scores correspond
precisely to the actual weights used in generating the final
slide embedding, allowing for direct interpretability with-
out any intermediate non-linearities that might distort the
contribution of each tile.

In Figs. 5 to 8, we provide interpretability heatmaps
for slides from TCGA-CRC and in Figs. 9 and 10, we
show interpretability heatmaps for slides from CPTAC-
COAD. These heatmaps display the attention values across
the slide, with tiles associated with higher attention scores
consistently aligning with tumor regions. In contrast, non-
tumorous areas and background regions receive lower atten-
tion values. This pattern demonstrates COBRA’s capability
to emphasize diagnostically relevant areas based solely on
the unsupervised training with tile embeddings.

While this tile-based attention approach lacks the spatial
precision of pixel-level methods, it offers a computationally
efficient way to highlight regions of model focus. By op-
erating directly on tile embeddings, COBRA can produce
interpretable heatmaps that outline primary areas of inter-
est, indicating its utility in scenarios where rapid, general
interpretability is more practical than fine-grained spatial
resolution.



Table 6. Classification performance comparison. AUC performance of models trained on TCGA deployed on CPTAC datasets. Overline
indicates mean over patch embeddings, ' indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to generate the weighting vector
(Eq. (7)). For the other COBRA entries, we used the inference mode from (Eq. (6)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline
indicates the second-best performance.The abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-
2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

AUC-20x[%] NSCLC LUAD BRCA COAD Average
Model ‘ ST ‘ STKIl EGFR  TP53  KRAS | ESRI  PGR ERBB2 PIK3CA | MSI BRAF LN KRAS  Side PIK3CA

Virchow [38] 89.710 51.050 46.244 47261 | 61155 54.85; 54555 55574 | 58640 62757 57.055 4780 B5dlig 50255 | 56.655
CTransPath [40] 89.014 52556 451301 47915 | 62815 63417 493,4 5496 | 68174 58855 58745 52591 51270 5L740 | 57.655
CONCH [23] 96.40 5 57217 456151 51247 | 18115 T1.674 59439 6155 55361 55.652 53.304 | 63.560
H-Optimus [31] 96.60.6 58.176  50.635 47.655 | 81.651 74859 84007 57977 49.657 5695 55541 | 64340
NI [4] 96.20.5 48056 5125, 48479 | 85.850 79751 73431 55954 56.745 63.65; 51053 | 64.754
GigaPath [43] 96.80.6 472100 46357 51665 | 84.917 87535 76745 59247 614g; 616, 50053 | 65555
Virchow?2 [46] 95.80.5 56.556 43944 49.070 | 88.707 784173 83026 59251  60.9; 59721 50355 | 66.855
GigaPath-SE [43] | 79.05. 53966 4923 48.657 | 48.265 48725 50.05, 47521 51844 53510 59655 | 53.1us
CoBrAT-ENC 93.205 53116 52352 5ldss | 68.051 49.055 62449 48435 46345 43.01; 47857 | 5T.5ss
MADELEINE [17] | 93.70.3 54555  37.241 4485, | 74854 67.670 58419 59366 53.653 50.210 51277 | 59.805
CoBrAT-CTP 96.40.6 54.6130 36545 44155 | 75.70.0 78551 72254 615, 56.05; 53.650 51859 | 61359
CHIEF [41] 94706 54775  36.029 50335 | 82.80 70555 67151 586104 56.057 489,35 54.835 | 62055
COBRA-CTP 96.50.6 58.850  39.6s0 52447 | 76.30. 72795 TA6s5o 60736 57.845 52250 52Tan | 62755
PRISM [33] 99.1., 60.375 48756 5l.ly; | 91.004 67.507 57219 6025 57176 49415 53.651 | 65457
CoBRAT-UNI 99.3 59243 445100 49853 | 89.0, 76.7105 79134 529110 60544 60.60; 52337 | 66.257
COBRA-UNI 99.10., 3 Bbdry, 4427 49750 | 87.9,7 85.505 76957 53575 57.275 58.4gg 53343 | 66.650
COBRA-HO 99.40, | 66.57.7 586161 43.257 44.754 | 8881, 86.155 88.0s; 60254 5466, 58557 61259 | 66.857
CoBraf-HO 99.3,, | 64855 65475 49354 53.3,, | 88.0:3 83550 8T.T,9 49646 57774 55761 57814 | 67.053
CoBRAT-GP 99.005 | 64.35; 6455, 42435 51662 | 87207 90.4,5 82335 58760 548s0 592,85 54350 | 67546
COBRA-V2 98405 | 68.051 62255 40475 50.26; | 87.434 85.752 86917 60944 58755 55249 56.700 | 68.0,,
CoBRrAT-V2 98.602 | 70.755 63.0s0 38.7.9 53.855 | 87.750 884y, 86.2,5 581y 58.1ge 55355 58955 | 68240

Table 7. Classification performance comparison. AUPRC performance of models trained on TCGA deployed on CPTAC datasets.
Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to generate the weighting
vector (Eq. (7)). For the other COBRA entries, we used the inference mode from (Eq. (6)). Bold indicates the best performance, and
underline indicates the second-best performance.The abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2:
Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

AUPRC-20x[%] | NSCLC LUAD BRCA COAD Average
Model ‘ ST ‘ STKIl EGFR TP53  KRAS | ESRI PGR  ERBB2 PIK3CA | MSI BRAF LN KRAS  Side PIK3CA

Virchow [38] 88.115 | 85.631 69854 46955 70050 | 74754 64.85; 19457 73355 | 841y 91910 59050 66457 58459 8ldpy | 6895
CTransPath [40] 86413 | 87.T0 Tl.7p5 46554 704gg | 76.207 72014 11906 71754 | 85654 89417 62355 69957 56.052 84413 | 69558
H-Optimus [31] 96511 | 90.324 75.1sg 5285, 68554 | 89.017 781y 14010 75804 | 89315 96.702 59360 69435 60.075 84724 | 73356
CONCH [23] 95807 | 89.515 74915 482155 T3y | 88.1g9 816ps 24315 T723,5 | 88729 88217 6305, 71340 61619 84lgs | 73.541
UNI [4] 96.607 | 92.1,, 6915 512,57 69951 | 91.955 79326 18255 73.75q1 | 92016 94dge 57077 T04pg 66934 82.7n9 | 73754
GigaPath [43] 97.005 | 89.819 67.866 47.7¢1 Tl34o | 91905 78616 20951 74769 | 95815 95015 58653 75.2,, 64.8 74055
Virchow? [46] 96.005 | 87.905 T71.91 46745 70.Ts¢ | 94.205 81915 324,, 74339 | 9ldsg 97.005 61321 T744g; 62855 o | 75l
GigaPath-SE [43] | 77.645 | 85.116 72.837 49854 74334 | 66052 55317 17.509 73.715 | 76.711 86.31.5 52135 70056 57921 8735, | 66.851
CoBrAT-ENC 93306 | 89.310 72105 53.651 Tl0y5 | 78950 75915 24.655 T77.600 | 78515 90.615 53044 67.15; 48316 83.91; | 70550
MADELEINE [17] | 93.104 | 84.655 71953 4155, 67.325 | 85.517 75.00.4 30.025 74.914 | 85.255 87.803 61670 71035 55816 83.634 | 71341
COBRAT-CTP 96.007 | 88.1p4 73.05; 40855 67915 | 84210 72762 19130 7349 | 89.730 93315 61574 7436 58346 83325 | 71740
CHIEF [41] 93.905 | 87.005 72145 40.739 70850 | 89.905 81209 17.819 76950 | 86451 90555 60.077 7226, 53921 85515 | 71.954
COBRA-CTP 96406 | 87435 75.555 43371 72819 | 85.70s 76.911 18.1s7 T48y4 | 88555 94216 6l.lag 73730 55.855 8419 | 72635
PRISM [33] 98.902 | 90.615 74934 47851 69333 | 93495 85817 25950 77844 | 85955 89119 63979 Tl.0gs 58711 85332 | 7466
COBRA-UNI 99.101 | 92.71.4 73862 46.655 Tl65o | 92715 82415 20147 TT.5sq | 94811 9541, 55055 72153 74.637
CoBRAT-UNI 99.3), | 91951 76330 4T.Tss  T1614 | 92815 8l.1yg 17318 77343 | 90.655 96.00s 55.6s9 76.022 4740
COBRA-HO 99.405 | 90905 76497 46830 6T.4sq | 92406 79333 1726 77201 | 94512 97606 59.333  71.940 74.83.7
CoBRAT-HO 99.3), | 89536 81545 5llrg 7316 | 92.00s 80925 1640y 77.9,5 | 93.715 97506 52027 72830 74956
COBRA-V2 98502 | 90231 77746 43754 70354 | 93.050 80517 31847 76.02; | 95315 97.Tos 60.851 71735 75355
CoBrAT-GP 99.005 | 90.16 79.8,, 44.7,; 71343 | 92.605 81015 27754 78722 | 96.605 96.705 58946 69.650 6325 82.314 | 7555,
COBRAT-V2 98702 | 91517 T7.945 4414, 73051 | 93.6,5 825, 33.4yr 74270 | 96055 97.6,5 58245 72636 60355 86115 | 76.054




Table 8. Classification performance comparison. F1 performance of models trained on TCGA deployed on CPTAC datasets. Overline
indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to generate the weighting vector
(Eq. (7)). For the other COBRA entries, we used the inference mode from (Eq. (6)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline
indicates the second-best performance.The abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-
2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

F1-20x[%] NSCLC LUAD BRCA COAD Average
Model ‘ ST ‘ STKIl EGFR  TP53 KRAS | ESRI PGR  ERBB2 PIK3CA | MSI BRAF LN KRAS  Side PIK3CA
CTransPath [40] 79406 | 49450 49375 39748 41005 | 44154  50.2,; 46.9; 43.435 | 46.05; 56254  38.1c; 42343 33910 45100 | 47.04,
Virchow [38] 81115 | 371100 40.305 36415 43.026 | 5l.lgs 52.8,5 48952 48.7c5 | 50357 Allis 47551 39.0,7 44.8,4 44239 | AT.15g
H-Optimus [31] 88.355 | 49.457 o A78g0 | 69760 58.657 46.900 488105 | 43.500 65355 415105 30.655 43995 40.5155 | 51773
UNI [4] 80.917 | 52554 433, 47076 | 75444 68133 49950 48.3¢1 | 582106 4T.0127 433121 49159 50455 40.150s | 53.37s
CONCH [23] 90406 | 59.063 812 45051 | 62350 64215 55329 52465 | 542537 46961 50055 44.0100 48.3¢a 46364 | 53.76s
Virchow2 [46] 85814 | 59.3,4 1540 45755 | T4lso 69527 52955 50260 | 44119 63155 44636 3390, 444195 40595 | 53.85s
GigaPath [43] 89521 | Bl.6ag 4T.849 42755 493, | 75350 66526 52451 414gy | 58567 537141 48657 410136 48754 42153 | 53973
GigaPath-SE [43] | 69.657 | 46.0,4 40499 36957 4l.1go | 40315 39.857 46900 41.955 | 43500 45507 38239 43.659 46879 4500, | 4445,
MADELEINE [17] | 84.010 | 49.072 47.254 38536 44116 | 55740 55.294 60.433 46.655 | 49.011.1 55461 458116 41852 42360 48501 | 50.967
CoBRAT-ENC 85415 | 48954 51335  48.235 49134 | 64.7o7 57357 545,09 56.307 | 38646 43.075 45255 45559 43651 35144 | 5l.1s;
CHIEF [41] 86.50s | 50.335 49.056 39310 41310 | 65.955 64727 47915 5347s | 50.0s0 56.876 41.3s6 4935 3485 46735 | 51.853
COBRA-CTP 89.215 | 50.045 53.314 42443 46374 | 66315 61705 50.65; 51777 | 559103 55.157 44306 4324 33415 48731 | 52855
CoBRAT-CTP 88216 | 50.656 49.950 40.654 43853 | 67.300 5610 50840 51267 | 62475 58535  43.0105 47.257 40.059 45001 | 53.060
CoBRrAT-HO 94206 | 47845 B54Tgs 45dgo  44.95; | T3.699 60.859 485,5 5313, | 49954 69.4101 41564 33801 435117 AT.T41 | 53966
COBRA-V2 91515 | 55415 53754 41855 46.957 | 66.2144 67845 56.65, 50557 |4595; 63.159 47801 2994 B5LT74s 463127 | 54.366
CoBrat-V2 91506 | 54345 57435 40247 47246 | 629115 686, 56255 50351 |46.917 67.7,, 46865 29.7s5 46.170 5005, | 544509
CoBRA-HO 95405 | 48.754 524105 46.155 46159 | TATios 60965 48.026 49.615 | 53157 6ldios  51.955 41699 45.0pn 48967 | 54.97¢
CoBrAT-GP 94405 | 52765 Hldss 43050 49653 | T3.358 64559 5263 4505 | 64354 6ldss 445, 421556 49.99¢ 49201 | 5597,
COBRA-UNI 92910 | 54265 52134 41634 46735 | 784, 68.1ys 53.Tag 53361 | 64.0,, 577101 39877 382155 51653 AT.lrg | 56.058
PRISM [33] 96.607 | 61.325 53.075 50255 480g; | 64.05 64249 54dy; 50939 | 54679 B5ldyg  48.601 48.776 45.730 5055 | 56.1;,
CoBRAT-UNI 924y5 | 541g4 53854 Alds, 47953 | T8.61s G6T.dss 53235 55654 | 584se  55.2114 45005 5l1ss 51936 46333 | 56.863

Table 9. Classification performance comparison. Balanced accuracy of models trained on TCGA deployed on CPTAC datasets. Overline
indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to generate the weighting vector
(Eq. (7)). For the other COBRA entries, we used the inference mode from (Eq. (6)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline
indicates the second-best performance.The abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-
2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

Balanced Acc-20x[%] | NSCLC LUAD BRCA COAD Average
Model ‘ ST ‘ STK11 EGFR TP53 KRAS ESR1 PGR ERBB2 PIK3CA | MSI BRAF LN KRAS Side PIK3CA
CTransPath [40] 79.60.5 53.0s8 53.531 44.667 49.705 | 54.80.8 56.20.8  49.902  50.512 50.738 58144 51.925 51.733 48135 50.00.0 53.53.0
Virchow [38] 81.217 | 51.009 49.706 47.845 50.20 | 55.045 53.1no 52.0s3 53554 | 5L.7309 57.60s 53440 48720 53.020 49916 | 53.950
H-Optimus [31] 88.329 | 61.835 54.753 50855 49.578 | 69.554 61.654 50.009 55.66.2 50.000 67951 53.243 48839 53.354 50.416 57.74.9
UNI [4] 81315 | 60054 4625, 48535 50164 | 75.250 68431 52355 H51Tas | 5876 63.245 53646 5dDyg 56.0,5 509, | 58.04
CONCH [23] 90.406 | 61.560 52.825 44.574 49.617 | 68.211  66.153 55431 55355 57.1g5 56.047 55.641 52.632 53241 53.634 58.14.4
GigaPath [43] 89.55.1 | 56.638 50.822 48.733 50.76 | 76259 66.718 56.749 52247 58448 67567 53346 52240 54736 50.028 58.94.0
Virchow? [46] 85.914 | 64.805 55355 46.841 50.654 | Tdles 69.929 53836 56.1g1 | 49.817 70.294  53.814 49.703 53513 49550 | 58.944
GigaPath-SE [43] 70.35.4 | 50.00.3 50.00.0 49.121  50.00.0 | 49.90.3 50.20.8 50.00.0 49.90.3 50.00.0 48.613 49906 50.8;2 52114 49902 5146
CoBRAT-ENC 85.415 | 51.756 51.797 49856 50420 | 64.800 58834 55723 56.81.2 50.210 54.558 48219 48732 45.013 50.222 54.83.2
MADELEINE [17] 84.000 | 52.140 52935 41.850 50.010 | 64407 61359 62.717 53.031 | 53951 59.039 54955 50.616 49.11s 51515 | 56.13.0
COBRA-CTP 89.213 | 52.955 5457 43244 52354 | 66.7,7 61707 51312 55335 | 58774 58270 53.644 51.0s5 50.006 51.615 | 56.757
CHIEF [41] 86.50.8 | 52.942 53.200 39.712 48729 | 72.022  66.917 49814 56.443 55.548 61.764 52.605 54146 50.6p5 50.71.4 56.83.2
CoBraf-CTP 88316 | 53.641 53.943 41351 47.645 | 67.509 58945 51725 55.136 64.957 63.750 53239 52726 5ldor 49902 56.93.7
COBRA-V2 915,53 | 64.9,, 54lz; 42256 49033 | 67.8115 68935 56.1a5 54Tss | 511y 70.1gs  B5dlyy 49.715 53.659 54059 | 58849
CoBraf-V2 91.50 | 63.555 B5T.dpg 411y, 523, | 64395 693, 56623 55052 | 51705 72995 5dds; 49905 51.851 55357 | 59148
CoBRAT-HO 94.205 | 60566 56.055 48139 50834 | 73504 62947 50115 55dss | 53325 7849y 4913, 50.7o; 53.8¢5 5dlyy | 5945,
PRISM [33] 96.607 | 67.751 55444 51357 50952 | 71.738 68329 62.15, 53.131 56.047 52928 56.036 53250 47.728 52932 59.74.0
COBRA-HO 95405 | 63555 55869 46.655 49.759 | 74309 62455 48625 55954 | 55021 737154 558,5 B5LTas 53635 551y, | 59.854
CoBrAf-GP 94405 | 57.960 54.205 45659 51536 | 73446 65530 58713 56.650 | 62357 67.601 52.610 52359 56.24.9 53.609 | 60.2.5
COBRA-UNI 92915 | 64.834 53435 46.714 49406 | 77.7,, 68.634 56.648 57554 | 62.65, 644309 51.81.5 53.136 54.953 51054 | 604554
CoBraf-UNI 92413 | 64.95, 54.833 46849 49940 | 79.215 68.627 56.629 59.331 | 58.553 67.533 52560 55.624 54139 50.82¢ 60.83 7




Table 10. Classification performance comparison. AUC performance of models trained on TCGA deployed on CPTAC datasets. Over-
line indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to generate the weighting vector
(Eq. (7)). For the other COBRA entries, we used the inference mode from (Eq. (6)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline in-
dicates the second-best performance.The abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46],
GP: GigaPath [43].

AUC-5x[%] NSCLC LUAD BRCA COAD Average
Model ‘ ST ‘ STKIl EGFR TP53  KRAS | ESRI  PGR ERBB2 PIK3CA | MSI BRAF LN KRAS  Side PIK3CA

Virchow [38] 87415 | 50.675 B5ldyg 54.359 39641 | 69855 69055 54619 558109 | 75956 63943 51255 62755 4802 561, | 59440
CTransPath [40] | 91705 | 65.505 56.155 42947 45755 | 72016 7llss 53317 57254 | 74850 Gddys 58760 53.5101 49.0s7 46313 | 60.146
UNI [4] 03515 | 61.654 521gy 48.21; 44833 | 7956 7l4;y  50.81; 59274 | TTAsg 6755 53561 59.245 52243 53871 | 61.65.4
GigaPath [43] 96.305 | 62.745 BHdds; 4T.9qs ATdso | 78845 Tl750 B54Ty;  583ss | T46ss 603115 59725 6llyy 53317 50144 | 62156
H-Optimus [31] 93104 | 57241  B55.527 5335 40.1p3 | 77510  69.91; 52.034 58033 | 82433 68955 60.7,, 60.390 48655 54059 | 62143
CONCH [23] 97702 | 66956 59564 38435 56.8sg | 75.515 74917 56375 518100 | 74054 67555 58.1gs 64651 50.1ys 50251 | 62.860
Virchow? [46] 98401 | 69.9,, 51251 48455 44455 | 90.7,6 80550 70050 606125 | 87815 T79.350 59573 63520 55550 59.644 | 68.0,0
GigaPath-SE [43] | 90.605 | 51.077 52250 43126 43.746 | 694116 72115 58216 61655 | 71.765 065955 51332 52.077 495y7; 44856 | 58556
PRISM [33] 91.907 | 49857 53134 35335 542, | Tllys 69057 63519 62047 | 80.1ps 61.876 57914 57.665 46920 51570 | 6044
MADELEINE [17] | 95305 | 66.9,4 63.3,, 3844 51.9135 | 74815 67.01331 60.255 56550 | 69.7110 60.454 58.1ss 56.901 48625 46959 | 61.075
COBRA-HO 97204 | 58.255 59.815 48.695 42144 | 79.8y9 71.01s 54915 59235 | 80.1s; 72836 55966 58955 52565 55451 | 63149
COBRA-UNI 97705 | 61365 62.255 40.8,7 47945 | 84.0s; 72517 56.2,7 63.0c4 | 77524 70.1g9 55355 55333 50804 54.657 | 63349
CoBRAT-CTP 96.605 | 62.972 58816 44.315 4T.945 | 81.90s  Tddra 64031 65223 | TT4ge 70359  57.996  53.3s.a 46225 48441 | 63319
CoBRrAT-UNI 97704 | 66844 63.3,, 44.759 48643 | 8195 72715 55.620 64955 | 76920 7ldpy  56.2135 53.000 5255 53593 | 64.049
CoBrat-HO 97506 | 60546 59.705 48.9151 51647 | 80.0s5 70905 5.1y 6ddys | 78241 71255 60351 583y 51739 54049 | 64248
COBRA-CTP 96504 | 64506 58334 474y 48.0s0 | 821gs 75411 59576 63335 | 78716 Tl0so 60500 59.7s3 48079 51857 | 64.349
CHIEF [41] 95905 | 61.254 6llys 43.6100 49.T09 | 84507 803y, 67.7, 7TO0.1ss | 77.84; 67551 63.0s7 58.8c3 50313 49.755 | 65449
CoBRAT-V2 99.10; | 64815 61.859 44.9q5 43251 |88.010 79711 65.65; 62155 | 871, 84.1ys B57dgs 67.7,, 51631 50955 | 67.25,
COBRA-V2 99.0), | 71957 59205 394, 46245 | 88.9), 7821, G6T.7,, 658, |86.1.6 83355 5919y 70.005 543, 5 55609 | 68345

Table 11. Classification performance comparison. AUC performance of models trained on TCGA deployed on CPTAC datasets. Over-
line indicates mean over patch embeddings, ™ indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to generate the weighting vector
(Eq. (7)). For the other COBRA entries, we used the inference mode from (Eq. (6)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline in-
dicates the second-best performance.The abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46],
GP: GigaPath [43].

AUC-9x[%] NSCLC LUAD BRCA COAD Average
Model ‘ ST ‘ STK11 EGFR  TP53 KRAS | ESRI PGR ERBB2 PIK3CA | MSI BRAF LN KRAS Side PIK3CA

Virchow [38] 93.110 | 55.87.6 H4d.l55  48.655 48993 | Tl.lzg 68925 49.929 58.629 Tl.li26 64.007 58391 6201, 53.123 52238 60.65.9
CTransPath [40] 90.69.4 | 65405  58.032 44853 47266 | 70.516 68.625 53.019 57.026 75.650 67315 58952  52.8g0 52544 51354 60.94.3
CONCH [23] 97.80.1 | 68.156  55.7T122 42.0107 53.6¢, | T7.4os T4dog 614y5 60.751 75.883  63.522 60.864  57.751 55.63.9 52.746 63.86.3
UNI [4] 96.70.s | 55.212.0 57.927  40.055 50.200 | 85.917 76525 59.855 57.8s5 | 80.000 70.227 54864 62.7104 60.355 53.639 | 64.15s
GigaPath [43] 97.80.7 | 58.638 60.533 44.850 49.57¢ | 83.61.3 75017 57.669 67.633 | 77.8179 62139 58457 59.174 58.548 52.568 64.26.9
H-Optimus [31] 96.706 | 59.4104 56.136 49.456 44855 | 82951 74929 57.629 61.269 83.033 76230 581104 58879 56.949 50.57¢ 64.45.8
Virchow?2 [46] 97.606 | 69.2,5 54.805 45070 43.079 | 91.8;4 80.4;5 70329 61.253, 86.035 78936 52153 6245, 55443 56954 | 67.045

GigaPath-SE [43] 91.211 | 57446 49261 48338 48337 | 74832 68525 62346 57.366 Tl464  60.656 50365  56.52.3 48554 4332 59.25.0
MADELEINE [17] | 95506 | 67.076  59.710.1 40.231  42.039 | 74000 72326 65.126 61.021 77442  60.717 59945  55.1g0 48915 47.06.5 61.749

COBRA-CTP 96.50.4 | 60.0104 60853 42.759 51995 | 82.300 75.60s 65719 6127 | 80.91s T4Tyr 558146 B5l6rg  50.0s6 50.845 | 64.063
COBRA'-CTP 96503 | 65.550 63925 40.955 50.759 | 80.606 T73.711 64.620 62000 | 79.925 7553 63.653 54554 46453 48.957 | 64.53s
CHIEF [41] 95406 | 62357 56055 38.841 52545 | 85410 80.1gy 69.7,; 63055 | Tllzs 73.020 619, 56655 49725 5dlgs | 64.65,
PRISM [33] 08.004 | 65.845 56977 46.659 45845 | 82517 TATos 64320 6725 | 84515 65.645 61651 5690 54.8y,7 51815 | 65.158
COBRA-HO 99405 | 65.3,4 63650 4135, 45.755 | 86.304 75925 62857 60921 | 85419 82957 B5T5105 54845 56960 52355 | 66.146
COBRA-UNI 99.005 | 69.157 70.05; 38645 54550 | 88.1p; T7.315 63724 65137 | T4Ties Thdso 5887, 62.1gn 55335 51735 | 66.957
CoBRAT-UNI 99.19, | 63.357 6855, 41310 53555 | 86.705 76220 60.13s 650, | 81317 7834 58375 60355 59.3,, 52645 | 66.940
CoBRAT-HO 99.3,5 | 66.751 65550 39.254 AT.l55 | 85207 76414 64357 62755 | 8514 82846 5T.Tis 59.1s4 58851 53.751 | 66950
CoBrAT-V2 99.005 | T0.1;5 61943 40566 44.955 | 89.7,, 78917 68827 6475, |89.19 83615 53334 567100 57.0log 50147 | 67.2,;
COBRA-V2 99.002 | 65.9125 60832 43761 51.053 | 88809 79209 69.7,, 64379 |87.2,, 832, 60275 6097, 568,35 5241, | 68254




Table 12. Few shot performance comparison. AUC performance of models on CPTAC datasets with k=5 positive samples during training
on TCGA. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to generate the
weighting vector (Eq. (7)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance. The abbreviations
are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

AUC[%]-k=5 LUNG BRCA COAD Average
Model ST ESR1 PGR ERBB2 | MSI BRAF

Virchow [38] 72.315,4 53-97.6 49~19.8 48.35.7 52.85.0 50-36.9 54.49‘1
CTransPath [40] 64.113_5 58.2940 58.95_4 49.34,7 59.45.1 47.812_8 56.3942
H-Optimus [31] 68.617‘1 62.19,7 51.18.4 48.15_2 71~98.2 55.915.9 59.611.6
UNI [4] 67.8155 | 61.9110 959.8100 5H3.672 | 67464 53.896 | 60.7104
GigaPath [43] 71.613.9 | 63.3110 958568 953271 | 69994 56.810.1 | 62.2100
CONCH [23] 83.1gs | 60.5127 64.893 51.890 | 66.2717 53.058 | 63.690
Virchow2 [4()] 72-413.6 65.612,1 62.27,2 56.97,1 78.06_9 59-76.6 65.89_4
GigaPath-SE [43] 92.86.7 | 48.965 45.8s3  Hl.d43z | 52.141 49.581 | 50.0¢.5
COBRAT-CTP 77.511.3 | 61.766 60.25 o 51.85.0 61.77.9 53.214.9 | 61.0g9
CHIEF [41] 73.513.1 | 63.179 66.6,5 53.771 | 64.2317 49.8128 | 61.894
MADELEINE [17] | 87.855 | 62.685 62.511.0 59.374 | 68342 56.471 | 66.177
COBRAT-HO 88.6:¢ | 64.9108 54.379 52.833 | 78.8,5 61.7,,5 | 66.997
COBRAT-UNI 86.55.4 66.410.2 61.79.1 57.5116 | 71.751 61.519.5 | 67.59.7
PRISM [33] 96.9,7 | 73.0103 66.3;, 57197 | 7T1.259 58.6535 | 70.5;5
CoBRAT-V2 86.7¢.8 M10.4 64.9¢.3 59.89 7 82.2g35 66.699 72.0g.7

Table 13. Few shot performance comparison. AUC performance of models on CPTAC datasets with k=10 positive samples during
training on TCGA. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to
generate the weighting vector (Eq. (7)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance. The
abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

AUC[%]-k=10 LUNG BRCA COAD Average
Model ST ESR1 PGR ERBB2 | MSI BRAF

Virchow [38] 75-98‘8 59.612,4 58.98,4 48.65,7 62.68,1 53.54,0 59-98.3

CTransPath [40] 63.813_8 66.07_1 60-95.6 49-76.8 66.69_3 54.613_5 60.39.9

H—Optimus [31] 74.613.1 71.68‘2 59.87,7 51.17,2 77~78.9 62.58.4 66.29.1

UNI [4] 73.4148 | 70.6108 66.456 55.657 | 76.37.4 63.553 | 67.697

CONCH [23] 85.874 | 73979 66.995 53.675 | 68.160 61.855 | 68.375

GigaPath [43] 78.710.1 72~19‘6 62.65,1 56.69.0 78.19.2 65.29.6 68.98.9

Virchow?2 [46] 76.57.1 76.0g.3 67.4¢.1 59.451 | 82.64 5 70.07.9 72.07.1

GigaPath-SE [43] 58.613.3 51~56‘7 51.67‘0 50.73.0 57.66.9 53-08.4 53.88,1

COBRAT-CTP 82.19.7 67.26.0 61.06.2 54.36.0 71.310.7 61.712.7 | 66.35.9

CHIEF [41] 76.212.0 | 70.831  68.95; 56.68s8 | 71.8106 57.9135 | 67.010.2
MADELEINE [17] | 90.05 4 74.5¢.8 64.7100 63.062 | 71.06.7 60.24.7 70.66.9

CoBRAT-HO 92.7,5 | 75.559 59491 54.0ss | 82.6,, 67.557 | 72.07¢

CoBRAT-UNI 91.057 | 77155 63.666 58234 | 78959  70.65, | 73.267

PRISM [33] 97807 | 77.077 72566 58779 | 74435 62.031 | 73.7¢4

COBRAT-V2 90.740 | 78.261 64478 62.7,, | 85.355 76.677 | 76.365




Table 14. Few shot performance comparison. AUC performance of models on CPTAC datasets with k=25 positive samples during
training on TCGA. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to
generate the weighting vector (Eq. (7)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance. The
abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

AUC[%]-k=25 LUNG BRCA COAD Average
Model ST ESR1 PGR ERBB2 | MSI BRAF

Virchow [38] 79.99.3 61.613.1 58.19,9 53.86,9 72~410‘8 62.25.8 64.79.6
CTransPath [4()] 71.814_1 67.66_5 62.37_2 50-35.8 76.26_2 63.912_0 65.39.2
H-Optimus [31] 82491 74568 58.610_8 49].55 85.37.5 7058() 70.18_2
UNI [4] 80.1106 | 73.4112 63967 56.868 | 83.550 67.3g3 | 70.83.4
GigaPath [43] 82.210.0 | 75.25.9 62.63 5 59.57 1 82.59.2 68.87.8 71.83.5
CONCH [23] 91353 | 76.473 66.7109 56.462 | 77.853 68.1gg | 72.87.2
Virchow?2 [46] 83.9747 79.05_5 66.310_2 63.96,2 89.14,6 74-56.1 MTO
GigaPath-SE [43] | 64.5104 | 52.857 52.975 5l.755 | 63.802 63.575 | 58.27.7
COBRAT-CTP 88.67.6 | 72544 63774 51966 | 80.1g5  68.696 | 70.97.2
CHIEF [41] 84.311.0 | 74359 70.657 55.575 | 78.073  65.0136 | 71.39.0
MADELEINE [17] | 93444 | 77.765 65.29 66.335 | 77.149 60.534 | 73.457
PRISM [33] 98106 | 79155 705, 59.774 | 78235 62960 | 74.75.3
CoBRAT-HO 95554 | 75773  60.0114 51855 | 89.6,5 761, | T4.874
COBRAT-UNI 94257 | T7.6s6 66.6s2 57379 | 84555 T7olrs | 75.974
COBRAT-VZ 93.44.9 81.649 65.710.8 miﬁ.? 90.34.1 82.25 - 79.7¢3

Table 15. Few shot performance comparison. AUPRC performance of models on CPTAC datasets with k=5 positive samples during
training on TCGA. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to
generate the weighting vector (Eq. (7)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance. The
abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

AUPRC[%]-k=5 LUNG BRCA COAD Average
Model ST ESR1 PGR ERBB2 | MSI BRAF

Virchow [’58] 72.212.2 67.63,9 59.87,2 13.12,1 81.02,8 87.92,4 63.66,2

CTransPath [40] 65.911.2 73-05.8 68.74_8 13.61_9 81.63_3 85.24_0 64.76_0

H—Optimus [31] 70.115.4 75.17,2 62.46,4 12~71.8 88.43,9 87.55,4 66.07,9

UNI [4] 69.9134 | 75.736 67.969 16451 | 86.833 87.632 | 67.47¢

GigaPath [43] 74~111.6 77-58.0 67.25_7 14.22_5 88.04_7 88.13_3 68.26_7

CONCH [23] 80.8¢6.7 | 75.092 72.363 14.544 | 85.147 874971 | 69.259

Virchow?2 [46] 725116 | 78084 69.755 16.1353 | 91.75, 90.2,5 | 69.76.7

GigaPath-SE [43] 53.64,0 64.94.6 56.26.7 18.96.2 78.83.2 86.12.9 59.84.8

COBRAT-CTP 77-28.7 75.23_8 69.34_3 15.12_6 83~63_2 87.14_3 67.94_9

CHIEF [41] 74997 | 75449 73.532 14595 | 83.640 86.039 | 68.053

MADELEINE [17] | 86.15.7 77563 70.992 20.56¢6 | 85.250 87494 | T1.359

CoBRAT-HO 89.145 | 76.976 63.765 16345 | 91535 90.145 | 71.357

COBRAT-UNI 86.47 4 79.17.5 69.87.3 17.76.4 88.44.3 90.03.9 71.9¢.3

CoBRAT-V2 86.163 | 82.3,, 71557 19.75, | 98.139 92135 | 74.15,

PRISM [33] 96.6,3 | 83.371 72.4,, 18147 | 87.529 88833 | 74.559




Table 16. Few shot performance comparison. AUPRC performance of models on CPTAC datasets with k=10 positive samples during
training on TCGA. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to
generate the weighting vector (Eq. (7)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance. The
abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

AUPRC[%]-k=10 LUNG BRCA COAD Average
Model ST ESR1 PGR ERBB2 | MSI BRAF
CTransPath [40] 64.912.0 78.95.2 70.14,4 13~72.8 86.45,3 87343 66.96,4
Virchow [38] 73.67_6 74-48.0 66.65_6 13-32.8 85.73_0 88.31_4 67.05_4
H-Optimus [3]] 73.913,0 82.75.4 68.36.7 14.83.9 90.64.2 89.43.2 70.06.9
UNI [4] 733151 | 82.571 7313 15444 | 90.838 90.794 | 71.074
GigaPath [43] 78.810.3 83.56,5 69.73,8 18-05_4 90.65_1 90.82_8 71.96_1
CONCH [23] 84.6s50 | 84.951 73967 15737 | 86.505 88815 | 72459
Virchow2 [46] 75.58_5 &5'0 74.04.2 18.23.2 93.14.3 &1.6 73.44.9
GigaPath-SE [43] 61.011,7 66.64_8 60.26.8 18.75_6 81.63_6 87.53_0 62.66_6
CoBRAT-CTP 80.89.1 | 79.141 68451 16240 | 88.647 89.249 | 70.455
CHIEF [41] 76.510.2 | 81.647 75159 17.646 | 88.153 88.245 | 71.22
MADELEINE [17] | 89.269 | 85.538 72.0s1 19.9,5 | 86.632 87.716 | 73.550
CoBRAT-HO 923, | 84.145 68579 16649 | 93.2,5 91755 | 74450
COBRAT-UNI 89.676 | 85.845 Tllsp 17144 | 91.630 927271 | 74.64s
PRISM [33] 974, | 85849 76154 19.9., | 89494 90.235 | 76.5,,
CoBRAT-V2 89.549 | 87.335 7212 21.05; | 94457 945,49 | 76.5,,

Table 17. Few shot performance comparison. AUPRC performance of models on CPTAC datasets with k=25 positive samples during
training on TCGA. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to
generate the weighting vector (Eq. (7)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance. The
abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

AUPRC[%]-k=25 LUNG BRCA COAD Average
Model ST ESR1 PGR ERBB2 | MSI BRAF
CTransPath [40] 71.211,9 79.64‘8 70-56.1 13.32,4 90.23,4 90-43.8 69.26,2
Virchow [38] 78.58.7 75.88.2 65.97.1 16.63_9 90.04_4 91.11,9 69.66,2
H—Optimus [31] 82.99.0 85.44.1 66.27.3 16.14‘0 94.14‘1 92.43‘2 72.95.7
UNI [4] 81.010.3 | 83.650 70.251 18.06.4 | 94.000 92.155 | 73.16.4
GigaPath [43] 82.310.2 | 85.355 69.257 18960 | 92.251 92216 | 73.46.2
CONCH [23] 90.25.9 85.T47 T2.73.9 17147 | 90939 91.005 | 74.655
Virchow? [46] 83457 | 88.5,, 72579 22353 | 963, 94.7,, | 76.355
GigaPath-SE [43] 66.491 | 66.626 60.963 19.055 | 85.147 915271 | 64.955
CHIEF [41] 83.510.3 | 83.840 76.351 16.65¢9 | 91.299 90.443 | 73.6538
COBRAT-CTP 86.85.4 83.29.9 T1.16.2 16.75.7 91.93.9 91.93.5 73.65.3
MADELEINE [17] | 92.459 86.73.¢ T72.66.8 24157 | 89.604 87.917 | 75.548
COBRAT-HO ng 85.95 1 68.810.0 17147 96.21 9 94.35 5 76.35.4
PRISM [33] 97.615 | 86.903 751y, 17956 | 91.719 90.65 | 76.65,
COBRAT-UNI 94.04.3 86.2¢.1 72.67.1 18.96.1 94.15 ¢ 94.15 5 MBJ
CoBRAT-V2 92.96.0 89.7,4 72259 MTS 96.815 96.614 | 78.7556




Table 18. Few shot performance comparison. F1 performance of models on CPTAC datasets with k=5 positive samples during training
on TCGA. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to generate the
weighting vector (Eq. (7)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance. The abbreviations
are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

F1[%]-k=5 LUNG BRCA COAD Average
Model ST ESR1 PGR ERBB2 | MSI BRAF

Virchow [38] 45.312.1 45.612‘1 41.67.5 35412‘8 34.612,4 29.01()‘() 38.611.3
UNI [4] 55.010.1 | 46.810.0 47.56s 347141 | 329162 20.2106 | 39.511.7
H-Optimus [31] 60.311.3 43.9137 39-96.7 40.1110 36.118_4 22.112.7 40-412.8
CTransPath [40] 55.411.7 | 48.0101  950.944 40.914.2 | 27.69.9 20.09.7 40.510.7
GigaPath [43] 59.711_7 39~91048 42.4&4 37.114_5 38-416.8 29.617.2 41-213.6
Virchow2 [46] 62.511,5 50.511,4 46.610_0 33.414.8 36.019,2 31.215,0 43.414,0
CONCH [23] 73.812.3 | 44.3109 52.5120 33.5127 | 37. 7178 32.4107 | 45.7130
CHIEF [41] 63.812.1 | 50.59.7 498117 393132 | 289115  21.6109 | 42.31156
GigaPath-SE [43] 48.94,0 47.14,5 44~95‘6 40.313‘5 MS.S 37.09‘9 43.2&4
CoBRrRAT-HO 76.410.1 | 42.514¢ 40.89 g 44.75 g 36.620.5 25.915 5 44.513 g
MADELEINE [17] | 77.6, 5 | 49.05¢ 48.2113 24.7153 | 37.0142 3519 453115
COBRAT-CTP 65.9126 | 49.49 7 48.77.9 45.27 3 38.017.3 27.2196 45.711.7
COBRAT-UNI T1.1139 | 47.1140 49.69 7 46.25 5 33.2135 28.515.9 45.919 5
COBRAT-VZ 76.87.9 MIOAS 46.111.9 @13_5 38.921.6 @15.3 Mlél
PRISM [33] 91.73_5 54.413 ¢ 49-214.8 40.212,5 52.714_7 44.519 4 55.419¢6

Table 19. Few shot performance comparison. F1 performance of models on CPTAC datasets with k=10 positive samples during training
on TCGA. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to generate the
weighting vector (Eq. (7)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance. The abbreviations
are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

F1[%]-k=10 LUNG BRCA COAD Average
Model ST ESR1 PGR ERBB2 | MSI BRAF
Virchow [’;8] 53.911,2 47.610,3 47-98,4 35.410,7 36.814_1 28.811,3 41.711,1

CTransPath [40] 56.810_3 49.68.2 52-76.8 36.912_0 37~116.2 20-49.6 42.310_9
H—Optimus [31] 61.113.5 50.613,9 42.99,9 46.45‘2 37.720.7 20.415,2 43.213,9

UNI [4] 61.9127 | 525125 52.8104 38.0125 | 36.516.8 24.6107 | 44.4150
Virchow?2 [46] 65.39.4 MlQﬁ 49-79_4 37.415_3 41.615.6 28.816_3 47.013_4
GigaPath [43] 65.09.5 50~412.8 46.311‘0 42~38‘9 50218.9 32.917,4 47.813.6
CONCH [23] T4.7107 | 52.6134  53.5121  32.2155 | 43.6136 31.3145 | 48.0136

MADELEINE [17] | 80.46.1 | 51.5121  44.0902  26.015.1 | 39.2104  28.910.9 | 45.011.1
GigaPath—SE [43] 52-56.9 49.86.2 48.64,5 38.310,5 43-38.1 38.410'2 45-18‘0

COBRAT-HO 80.56.0 44.9134 41.55 5 MSA 45.019.1 23.8140 | 47.311.7
CHIEF [41] 68.611.0 | H7.49.2 53.8110 422155 | 403174 229143 | 47.5135
COBRAT-CTP 73.910.3 | 52.7g.9 50.99 3 44.4159 | 44.618.7 29.913.7 | 49.4125
COBRAT-UNI 78.610.8 | 50.713.4 48.89 8 421117 | 46.518.9 Mlsﬁ 50.914.3
COBRAT-VZ MGG 53.29.0 49.119.4 45.2g5 9 @21.8 38.216.2 M13_5
PRISM [33] 9295, | 61.0105 575124 48660 | 58.1135 49.37( | 61.29 4




Table 20. Few shot performance comparison. F1 performance of models on CPTAC datasets with k=25 positive samples during training
on TCGA. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used to generate the
weighting vector (Eq. (7)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance. The abbreviations
are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

F1[%]-k=25 LUNG BRCA COAD Average
Model ST ESR1 PGR ERBB2 | MSI BRAF

Virchow [38] 61.011.1 43.811.8 47.19,1 37.111.9 42.815.8 27.213‘3 43.212,3
CTransPath [40] 63.39.9 53-710.8 49.69_3 38.710_8 38.914_7 18.36_7 43.810_6
H—Optimus [31] 69887 443123 41192 434139 47.920.5 251132 453135
GigaPath [43] 70.010_7 55.013,0 43.710,4 38.613_7 56.714_1 32.91444 49-512.8
W [4] 68.910_1 56.714.2 53.311.1 40-212.8 52.219_9 25.81145 49.513.7
Virchow2 [46] 7346.5 57.713_8 47.89,6 40~418.2 63.819_7 35.717,4 53.115_0
CONCH [23] 82.969 | 83.0151 953.193 37.0115 | 56.215.0 399180 | 53.7T13.2
GigaPath—SE [43] 56.88,4 51~06.6 51'06.0 34.810_4 54~47.8 34.113.1 47.09.0
CHIEF [41] 76.99.0 | 59.1112 54.5159 38.6146 | 49.4169 18.T74 49.519.4
MADELEINE [17] | 85.64.8 57.814.0 48.89.0 29.312.5 | 55.213.8 295125 | 51.0116
CoBRAT-HO @50 51.015.1  42.210.2 43.814.9 | 59.029.0 35.017.0 52.914.4
CoBRAT-CTP 80.5¢.7 60.75.4 50.87.9 44.39 7 60.312.3 25.919.4 53.89.8
COBRAT—UNI 85.35.4 64.69 3 53.610.9 43.612.5 | 63.2146 44.T141 59.2116
CoBRAT-V2 86.05.9 59.012.4 52.5139 M14_4 718145 52.1i73 Ml&iﬁ
PRISM [33] 9345 | 63.2,,5 559103 47.3s4 | 65.6;55 48.9,,, | 62.457

Table 21. Few shot performance comparison. BALANCED ACC. performance of models on CPTAC datasets with k=5 positive samples
during training on TCGA. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used
to generate the weighting vector (Eq. (7)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance. The
abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

Balanced Acc.[%]-k=5 | LUNG BRCA COAD Average
Model ST ESR1 PGR ERBB2 | MSI BRAF

Virchow [’58] 55.23,3 53-56,3 48.63,8 46.53,7 52.62,1 51.03‘7 51.25‘1
CTransPath [40] 58.79_3 53.57_7 54.33_9 51'01.8 51.32_9 48.42.6 52.95.5
GigaPath [43] 62.29,7 51.54.0 51.83.6 50.94,7 53.74,9 51-060 53-55.8
UNI [4] 58977 | 53461  53.341 51921 | 54.977 48940 | 53.55.7
H-Optimus [31] 63.09_9 54.25_5 49-73.6 50.23_2 54.87_6 50-75.8 53.86.4
Virchow2 [46] 64.39,9 56.08.0 54.73.3 51.24.4 55'16.5 mélﬂ 55.9@5
CONCH [23] 74.9109 | 54.37 0 58.07y3 50.267 | 54.36.4  50.746 | 57.174
GigaPath-SE [43] 50~94.6 49837 46.05.2 52238 51.44.3 48.67,7 49.85,1
CHIEF [41] 65.410.7 | 54.56 O5T7.154 Hl.T739 | 52.155 48.940 | 54.96.1
COBRAT-CTP 67.7T10.4 | 55.154 53.54.2 50.95 3 54.75.4 50.4¢.0 55.4¢.0
COBRAT-UNI 73.110.6 | 54.27 7 56.45 7 @7_0 52.64.9 51.848 56.97 1
COBRAT-HO 77.29.2 54.6¢.9 52.74.4 51.44 4 54.55 3 52.1g.9 57.17.9
MADELEINE [17] 78.1gqg | 97459 55959 52.237 | 54.56.1 91.87.4 | 58.36.1
CoBRAT-V2 77275 | 58.05, 55447 56.054 | 56.6,, ¢ 54267 | 59.6,,
PRISM [33] 91.755 | 60.875 57.7., 50535 | 62.077 55534 | 63.055
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Table 22. Few shot performance comparison. BALANCED ACC. performance of models on CPTAC datasets with k=10 positive samples
during training on TCGA. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, | indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used
to generate the weighting vector (Eq. (7)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance. The
abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

Balanced Acc.[%]-k=10 | LUNG BRCA COAD Average
Model ST ESR1 PGR ERBB2 | MSI BRAF

Virchow [38] 59.97,2 53.37,2 54.64.6 48.23.1 56.03.5 52-346 54.15.3

CTransPath [40] 58.59_8 56.73_3 56.44,6 49.63_2 56-86.6 50.35,9 54-76.0

H-Optimus [31] 64.710,8 57~48.2 52.83.8 51-13.8 57.09.7 50-31.8 55.67,2

UNI [4] 64.999 | 58274 58.662 51934 | 57.7g1  51.326 | 57.175

GigaPath [43] 67.151 58.63.5 54.148 52.74.9 60.25 g 54.94.9 57.96.9

Virchow2 [46] 67.17,7 %10.2 57.24_5 53~33.6 60.07_8 53.75,1 59~06.9

CONCH [23] 759s7 | 61.36.0 58972 52345 | 57.158 54.345 | 60.06.3

GigaPath-SE [43] 53.87,4 51‘75_3 50.74_3 50.94_0 53-13.6 51.87,1 52.05,5

COBRAT-CTP 74.39.7 58.26.0 55.44.6 52.24.8 58.49 8 52.09 5 58.47 ¢

CHIEF [41] 68.9109 | 62.353 59.75, 52.375 | 58.1gg  950.477 | 58.673

CoBRAT-HO 80.956 | 55.761  5ldss 51447 | 60.9101 52.1o3 | 58.755

MADELEINE [17] 80.659 | 60.277 55250 H4.347 | 56.654  50.644 | 59.656

COBRAT-UNI 79.7s.7 58.66.2 55.33.8 51.66.5 62.119.9 @4.9 60.77.0

COBRAT-V2 81.655 | 59.258 56.561 56.245 | 64.6,5, 59.292 | 62.9,4

PRISM [33] 92955 | 64.5;5 62855 b5ddi, | 65.70 55.74¢ | 66.065

Table 23. Few shot performance comparison. BALANCED ACC. performance of models on CPTAC datasets with k=25 positive samples
during training on TCGA. Overline indicates mean over patch embeddings, T indicates that embeddings of all four training FMs were used
to generate the weighting vector (Eq. (7)). Bold indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best performance. The
abbreviations are as follows: CTP: CTransPath [40], HO: H-Optimus-0 [31], V2: Virchow-2 [46], GP: GigaPath [43].

Balanced Acc.[%]-k=25 | LUNG BRCA COAD Average
Model ST ESR1 PGR ERBB2 | MSI BRAF

Virchow [38] 64.87,0 54.17,4 53.85,2 49.75,1 60.37,9 54.34_3 56.26_3

CTransPath [40] 64.29_7 59-96.0 55.93_7 50.46_0 57.97_6 52.23.2 56.86.4

H—Optimus [31] 71.47,3 54-06‘9 51.15,0 5222.8 61.89,4 54.95.9 57.66.5

GigaPath [43] 71.39_7 59.67_7 54.04_2 54.56_3 61.88_3 55.67.4 59.57.5

UNI [4] 70.4ss | 61.159 58153 51.957 | 65.1505 54.946 | 60.27.4

Virchow2 [46] 73963 63.010.0 55.64,9 53.14,3 mu.s 58.58.0 62.7&2

CONCH [23] 83.166 | 62.330 58361 52.546 | 67.083 58.69.6 | 63.67.4

GigaPath-SE [43] 58.48‘1 52.84‘2 51.85,1 50.94‘4 58.67‘4 58.05_3 55~16.0

CHIEF [41] 77080 | 63365 60355 53.156 | 61579  50.0s4 | 60.96.s

COBRAT-CTP 80.7¢.6 62.8¢.5 56.43.9 50.03.8 67.15.0 53.24.3 61.75.7

CoBRAT-HO 86.5,, | 58.376  5l.5ss 51.545 | 68.9109 60.836 | 62.974

MADELEINE [17] 85.647 | 64.772  57.141 55.739 | 64.669 50945 | 63.153

COBRAT-UNI 85.55.3 @6.8 58.75.4 53.94.3 69.610.9 m&? 66.67.3

PRISM [33] 93.415 | 68.032 60.654 55.06, | 67.531 58.84.6 | 67.25 4

COBRAT-V2 86.04.8 64.119.1 58.673% 54.85.¢6 76.3130 67.4g4 | 67.955
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Figure 7. COBRA Unsupervised Heatmap. Patient: TCGA-EI-6508
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Figure 9. COBRA Unsupervised Heatmap. Patient: CPTAC-20CO007
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Figure 10. COBRA Unsupervised Heatmap. Patient: CPTAC-11C0O062
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