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Abstract

Significant biomedical research and clinical care rely on the histopathologic examination of
tissue structure using microscopy of stained tissue. Virtual staining (VS) offers a promising
alternative with the potential to reduce cost and eliminate the use of toxic reagents. However,
the critical challenge of hallucinations limits confidence in its use, necessitating a VS co-pilot
to detect these hallucinations. Here, we first formally establish the problem of hallucination
detection in VS. Next, we introduce a scalable, post-hoc hallucination detection method that
identifies a Neural Hallucination Precursor (NHP) from VS model embeddings for test-time
detection. We report extensive validation across diverse and challenging VS settings to
demonstrate NHP’s effectiveness and robustness. Furthermore, we show that VS models with
fewer hallucinations do not necessarily disclose them better, risking a false sense of security
when reporting just the former metric. This highlights the need for a reassessment of current
VS evaluation practices.

1 Introduction

Histopathology is practice of determining dis-
ease from optical images of human tissue. Af-
ter staining by special dyes like hematoxylin
and eosin (HE) to highlight structures, pathol-
ogists examine the sample under a microscope
to identify patterns of deviation from healthy
tissues. Specific cellular and tissue patterns
indicate severity of the disease and decide
treatment options [1]. Although this process
has been well-established over the last 125
years as the standard means to diagnose most
diseases, especially cancer, staining remains
labor-intensive and costly. These issues are ex-
acerbated by the need for multiple staining as

a single stain cannot reveal all information for
accurate diagnosis. Recently, image-to-image
translation (I2IT) methods have emerged as
a promising alternative, generating realistic
stained images from different stains or label-
free (i.e., stain-free) modalities [2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,
20, 21, 22]. Termed virtual staining (VS), this
approach offers faster assessment of tissues, at
lower cost and with simpler workflows, thereby
streamlining medical care for patients.

However, VS models are known to “halluci-
nate” (Fig. 1), producing false histopatholog-
ical patterns that can mislead clinicians. This
poses deadly risk in high-stake healthcare set-
tings through misdiagnosis. This highlights
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Figure 1: Hallucination examples. Symptoms
can be transparent (left) or realistic (right). The
latter is particularly challenging to identify as the
hallucination is within the target data manifold.

the need for a hallucination detector (or mon-
itor) to serve as a co-pilot to VS to guide clin-
icians away from ill-decisions and uphold VS
trustworthiness. Despite its clinical value, this
task received little attention, with just two
recent noteworthy preprints [23, 24] address-
ing it. However, we notice some shortcom-
ings in detection validation (with limited scope
or misguided protocols) and method (particu-
larly on scalability and robustness), detailed in
§2.2.1 The former issue is critical as erroneous
practices–even minor ones–can skew the objec-
tive evaluation of detection performance. The
latter issue is critical because–(i) VS is applied
to whole slide images (WSIs), which can range
into TB sizes, and (ii) VS datasets are diverse,
covering different organs, stain and label-free
techniques, and I2IT methods. These chal-
lenges demand a detector with high through-
put and versatility.

In this work, we address the first issue by
clearly establishing the detection problem and
its evaluation (§3). We explore hallucina-
tion causes to clarify what hallucination de-
tection is and isn’t, namely underscoring that
it is neither an out-of-distribution (OOD) nor
outlier problem. Instead, it must align with
VS prediction. We then address the sec-
ond issue by proposing a hallucination de-
tector dubbed Neural Hallucination Precur-
sor (NHP, §4). Briefly, NHP performs a
post-hoc search for the optimal marker in the
VS model’s embedded space by merging fea-

1Based on arXiv submissions prior to Oct. 2024.

ture signals and self-tuning all relevant per-
formance parameters. This meets the scala-
bility and versatility requirements. We show
in §5 that NHP performs well irrespective of
organ type, source/target pair (encompassing
HE; immunohistochemistry, IHC; immunoflu-
orescence, IF; and label-free stimulated Ra-
man scattering, SRS), and I2IT backbone (su-
pervised and unsupervised). We further con-
tribute by introducing new research themes to
the broader VS community–these include ad-
versarial attacks, and the interplay (or lack
thereof) between hallucination robustness and
detection to highlight the dangers of solely re-
porting one type of safety metric.

2 Related Work

2.1 Virtual Staining

The I2IT paradigm of VS can be either su-
pervised, using source/target pairs from mul-
tiplexing or label-free modalities [17, 18, 19,
20, 22, 3], or unsupervised, using unpaired sets
[8, 6, 9, 4, 7]. Supervised I2IT methods per-
form better but suffer from technological over-
head. An emerging trend is to use adjacent
tissue slices as source/target, meticulously reg-
istered [11, 13, 14, 5, 10, 12]. Their proxim-
ity introduces a degree of perceptual similarity,
sometimes termed an “inconsistent pair”; tra-
ditional supervised methods remain elusive due
to pixel misalignment, but the inconsistent pair
is accepted for full-reference evaluations. Over-
all, GANs are the dominant I2IT approach in
VS, with Pix2Pix [25] in supervised settings
and CycleGAN [26] in unsupervised ones.

In this work, we consider both supervised
and unsupervised GAN-based VS tasks. As
mentioned later, we require at least incon-
sistent pairs to define hallucinations, limiting
our latter experiments to inconsistently paired
datasets, even though they are trained in an
unsupervised manner.
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2.2 Hallucination Detection in VS

Two recent studies have tackled hallucination
detection specifically for VS. Ref. [23] per-
formed cyclic translations between source (aut-
ofluorescence) and target (HE) domains to de-
fine a hallucination score for lung and kidney
biopsies. However, this approach incurs la-
tency and is restricted to GANs yielding the in-
verse target-to-source model, requiring its ad-
ditional training otherwise. Another study [24]
used the discriminator to monitor HE-to-IHC
VS in pediatric Crohn’s disease. While these
studies adopt anomaly detection methods ex-
ploiting the GAN framework [27, 28, 29], we
posit that hallucination precursors exist in the
neural embeddings of the VS generator before
their manifestation. We show later that our
NHP method built upon this premise is sig-
nificantly more robust. Additionally, the vali-
dation of these studies are primarily visual or
limited. For instance, [23] distinguished be-
tween “good” and “poor” VS models based on
training status–while hallucinations are more
common in latter, well-trained models are not
immune to them. Similarly, flagging corrupted
source images [24] may not reliably indicate
hallucinations when the VS model is robust.
Recognizing these limitations, we aim to pro-
vide a more accurate and objective study.

Apart from these studies, mainstream VS
literature seeks to mitigate hallucinations by
preserving pathological semantics [4, 6, 7, 9,
10, 16, 11, 12, 13, 14]. In contrast, our goal
is to detect hallucinations, irrespective of fre-
quency. These goals can be mutually inclusive,
but our primary focus here is on detection.

3 Problem Formulation

3.1 Hallucination Definition

VS estimates the I2IT mapping function G :
S → T , for source and target domains S and

T . Let us denote a dataset D with marginal
distributions PS and PT for S and T . We ap-
ply empirical risk minimization (ERM) to find
Ĝ ≜ argminĜ∈HL(Ĝ,D), where L is the Nash
equilibrium loss of the GAN, and H is the hy-
pothesis space. We drop auxiliary notations
like the discriminator.

Hallucination hypothesis. A sample
(s, t) ∈ S × T with Ĝ(s) that “conflicts” with
t is termed a hallucination. This is a neces-
sary detail to define the problem but is ill-
defined. While studies in inverse medical imag-
ing [31, 32] put forth hallucination indexes,
they are unsuitable herein due to their as-
sumptions about data linearity and stochas-
tic models. In what follows, we use popular
full-reference (FR)2 image similarity metrics Q
from recent VS papers: Peak Signal-to-Noise
Ratio (PSNR) in [8, 5, 4, 16, 6, 12, 14, 15],
Multi-Scale Structural Similarity Index (MS-
SSIM) [33] in [11, 5, 10, 4, 16, 6, 12, 17, 14, 15],
and Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similar-
ity (LPIPS) [34] in [11]. For consistency, we use
1-LPIPS, ensuring Q(Ĝ(s), t) ⩽ 1, ∀Q, with
lower values indicating hallucinations. This al-
lows hallucination definitions only on fully (or
at least inconsistently) paired data, both de-
noting target by t for notation simplicity. A
statistical analysis of these metrics on an SRS-
to-HE VS experiment (from §5.1) showed that
Kendall’s τ [35] is roughly 0.4-0.5 among one
another, indicating moderate-to-strong rank
consistency. Note, pathologist evaluations are
impractical for large-scale studies such as ours
due to high cost and variability.

3.2 Hallucination Causes

Hallucinations stem from the rudimentary fail-
ure of Ĝ to emulate G, influenced by several
factors delineated by the VS pipeline (Fig. 2).

2No-reference (NR) compares Ĝ(s) to PT , which
cannot assay realistic hallucinations when Ĝ(s) ∈ PT .
Thus, FR is essential.
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Figure 2: Hallucination causes. We confirm each factor by ablating specific components (bottom
row) in the VS pipeline and observing the resultant drop in MS-SSIM. The adopted experiment is from
§5: VS of HE (target) from 4 SRS bands (source), trained by Pix2PixHD [30] and evaluated over an ID
test set. OOD and adversarial example details in §5.3. Similar results were seen with PSNR and LPIPS.

Briefly, we discuss them, while also providing
an empirical demonstration of these factors in
an SRS-to-HE VS experiment in Fig. 2.

(i) From data: G is nondeterministic for
aleatoric data [36, 37, 38, 39]. This includes
randomness in the generating process (e.g.,
measurement noise) or insufficient source do-
main content (e.g., low resolution). Such
intrinsic ill-posedness leads to one-to-many
translations for G(s), where plausible transla-
tions may not match true observations, caus-
ing hallucinations. (ii) From training: Ĝ ̸= G
due to training difficulties of GANs [40, 41],
exacerbated by issues like class imbalance [42]
and asymmetric domains [43]. Even without
these issues, underspecification [44, 45] leads
to infinite candidate solutions (aka Rashomon
set [46], H∗ ⊂ H) equivalently describing the
data, where Lval(Ĝ,D) < τ , ∀Ĝ ∈ H∗, with
Lval as a validation criteria, and τ a thresh-
old. The realized solution from H∗ may not
match G as there is no theoretical favor to-
wards it. This is pronounced in small datasets
or under-constrained I2IT, notably unsuper-
vised ones [47, 48, 49]. (iii) From inference:
In histopathology, the i.i.d. assumption for
training and test data is easily violated due
to long-tailed and heterogeneous distributions.
This leads to out-of-distribution (OOD) en-
counters where s /∈ PS (cf., in-distribution, ID,
s ∈ PS). Examples are institute or popula-

tion shifts [50], or unseen artifacts or patholo-
gies [51]. VS models are prone to hallucinate
over OOD, a ramification of underspecifica-
tion: ERM only constrains ID behavior, result-
ing many H∗ members exhibiting poor OOD
generalization [52, 45, 53]. In addition, cyber-
security is highly relevant for digital pathol-
ogy [54]. Unfortunately, I2IT models lack
adversarial robustness, with research showing
that injecting imperceptible noise disrupts ma-
licious applications like deepfake [55, 56] and
watermark removers [57]. This hints that VS
models too can be attacked with hallucination
intent.

3.3 Hallucination Detection Objec-
tive

Acknowledging these vast factors, we aim to
construct a monitor f : S → R returning the
VS prediction confidence. This monitor should
ideally correlate with Q(Ĝ(s), t) and operate
blindly, without prior knowledge of t.

Evaluation metric. In real world applica-
tions, monitors are deployed in binary form–
accept if f(s) ⩾ λ (a threshold), otherwise re-
ject. An effective monitor should preferentially
reject hallucinations to maintain the fidelity of
accepted images. Inspired by [58, 59, 60], we
evaluate hallucination detection performance
as follows: For a test set Dtest, we set thresh-
old λp to reject p% of samples, satisfying
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Pr(s,t)∈Dtest
[f(s) ⩾ λp] = 1 − p, and compute

the average hallucination magnitude of non-
rejected samples. To sidestep the sensitivity
of p, we sweep p ∈ [0, 1) and measure the area-
under-curve (AUC):

AUCf ≜
∫ 1

0
E(s,t)∈Dtest | f(s)⩾λp

[
Q(Ĝ(s), t)

]
dp.

(1)
While this metric reflects monitor perfor-
mance, it is biased towards VS models with
better base performance. To adjust for this,
we normalize w.r.t. the AUCs of a random
monitor and an “oracle”. The former assigns
accept/reject decisions randomly, yielding an
AUC equivalent to E(s,t)∈Dtest

[
Q(Ĝ(s), t)

]
.

The oracle’s AUC represents the hypotheti-
cal theoretical upper bound, calculated using
Q(Ĝ(s), t) as the confidence. Our final met-
ric, coined Hallucination Rejection Preference
(HRP), is defined as:

HRP ≜
(AUCf −AUCrandom)

(AUCoracle −AUCrandom)
. (2)

A higher HRP value approaching 1 indicates
better monitor performance, computed sepa-
rately for each Q metric. Note, simultaneously
achieving maximal (=1) HRP on all metrics is
infeasible, as this would require the monitor to
perfectly align with the rankings of multiple
metrics, which is impossible due to Kendall’s
τ ̸= 1.

3.4 Hallucination vs. OOD Detec-
tion

The mainstream detection problem of OOD
(including sub-categories like anomaly and
novelty) focuses on differentiating OOD from
ID [61]. While one might confound hallucina-
tion detection as an OOD task, §3.2 highlights
critical issues suggesting otherwise: (i) There is
a conflict with generalization as not all OOD
pose a risk due to robustness. For instance,

Figure 3: The data dependency of hallucino-
genic factors. We plot the MS-SSIM per sample
in Fig. 2 before (x-axis) vs. after (y-axis) select
ablations: (a) reducing SRS source content from
4 to 2 bands, (b) underspecification by switching
Pix2PixHD with CycleGAN [26], (c) shifting the
ID test data to become OOD.

the mean MS-SSIM only dropped from 0.464
to 0.435 when switching from ID to OOD test
data (Fig. 2). Fig. 3-c further illustrates the
sample-dependent effects of these shifts, sug-
gesting that we should aim to detect just its
fatal cases. Otherwise, we raise excessive flags
and compromise the open-world applicability
of VS. (ii) ID is not hallucination-safe, as it can
arise from domain-agnostic factors like data
ambiguity, suboptimal training, Rashomon ef-
fect, and attacks. This is supported by the
significant overlap in MS-SSIM PDFs between
ID and OOD test sets (Fig. 2). In fact, hallu-
cinations even occur within training data.

Note, similar arguments have been raised
in image classification [62, 63, 64, 65]. A
key distinction though lies in semantic OOD
(i.e., novelty). In classification, the clear-cut
closed label set during training mandates the
detection of semantic OODs without excep-
tion, which fall outside the classifier’s scope.
However, VS involves image generation, void
of such constraints with outputs capable of
expressing any image. Thus, it is feasible
to be accurate over semantic OODs. A re-
cent large-scale study on VS generalization [66]
proved this with novel phenotypes and cell
types, suggesting that semantic OOD should
be treated like other OOD types. Further-
more, ID hallucinations might mislead one to
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Figure 4: UMAP of ID embeddings. We vi-
sualize the Uniform Manifold Approximation and
Projection (UMAP) [67] of the VS model embed-
dings for ID. In addition to the SRS-to-HE experi-
ment in Fig. 2 (left), we also show a HO342-to-CD3
case from §5 (right). Color code reflects low/high
MS-SSIM, with top hallucinatory instances (lowest
MS-SSIM) marked by ⋆. Note how outliers are not
necessarily hallucinations and vice versa.

think this is an outlier issue, which do not dis-
cern ID/OOD and simply refer to abnormali-
ties w.r.t. the bulk of the data–i.e., inlier IDs
are non-hallucinatory and only outliers hallu-
cinate. However, as discussed, most hallucino-
genic factors are distribution-agnostic, refuting
this notion. We further validate this in Fig. 4.

Lastly, much of these discussions extend to
other factors: hallucination detection is not
merely an, e.g., ambiguity or underspecified
problem (Fig. 3-a and -b). While they con-
tribute to hallucinations, they are neither nec-
essary nor sufficient conditions on their own.
Hence, hallucination detection (and its eval-
uation) should not focus solely on criteria la-
tent to these factors, but instead align with VS
predictions–detecting if and only if Q(Ĝ(s), t)
is poor.

4 Method

We present our NHP monitor leveraging em-
bedded neural signals from the trained VS
model, specifically the kth nearest neighbor
(KNN) method, to score confidence.

Assumptions. (i) We operate in a white-
box setting, accessing intermediate layers of

the VS model, a common premise in litera-
ture [68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 59].
(ii) We assume access to a fully or inconsis-
tently paired dataset, D∗, for monitor cali-
bration. If permitted, it may be conveniently
drawn from the training set, D∗ ⊆ D. We as-
sume this henceforth as it applies to our study
(recall, we focus on fully- and inconsistently-
paired datasets). These assumptions are rea-
sonable in clinical settings as the developer of
the monitor and the VS model are usually the
same.

4.1 Formulation

Let s ∈ S be a sample for hallucination assess-
ment. Denoting by Ĝl(·) ∈ RC×H×W the l-th
layer CNN block of the VS model, we extract
the feature vector, zl ∈ RC , with

zlc ≜
1

HW

H∑
h

W∑
w

Ĝl
c,h,w(s),

∀c ∈ {1, 2, . . . , C}.

(3)

Our confidence scoring function utilizes two
feature signals: the (i) feature norm (FN),
computed by the ℓ2 norm:

FN ≜ ||zl||2, (4)

and the (ii) KNN feature distance to a bank of
“safe” samples in D∗, devoid of hallucinations.
We define this subset based on a truncation
intensity q ∈ [0, 1):

D∗
q ≜

{
(s∗, t∗) ∈ D∗ ∣∣Q(Ĝ(s∗), t∗) ⩾ λQ,q, ∀Q

}
,

(5)
where, for each Q metric, the threshold λQ,q

satisfies Pr(s∗,t∗)∈D∗ [Q(Ĝ(s∗), t∗) ⩾ λQ,q] =
1 − q. It holds that D∗

q ⊆ D∗, with equality

at q = 0. Letting Z∗
q
l be the feature set of

samples in D∗
q , we aggregate normalized Eu-

clidean distances between zl and z∗l ∈ Z∗
q
l as
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follows:

r(zl;Z∗
q
l) ≜

{∥∥ zl

||zl||2
− z∗l

||z∗l||2

∥∥
2

∣∣ ∀z∗l ∈ Z∗
q
l
}
.

(6)
The normalization helps decouple FN. We re-
order this set in ascending order, denoting by
{r(i)(zl;Z∗

q
l)}ni=1 such that the reordered in-

dex satisfy r(1)(z
l;Z∗

q
l) ⩽ r(2)(z

l;Z∗
q
l) ⩽ · · · ⩽

r(n)(z
l;Z∗

q
l). We take the negative of the kth

index:
KNN ≜ −r(k)(z

l;Z∗
q
l). (7)

Finally, we integrate these signals to form our
confidence scoring function:

fNHP(s; Ĝ,D∗, l, q, k, γ) ≜ KNN × FNγ , (8)

where γ acts as a balance coefficient. With
this configuration, we certify lower confidence
(higher hallucination threat) when a sample’s
feature is distant from the non-hallucinatory
portion of D∗, adjusted by FN.
Apart from Ĝ and D∗, we rely on four pa-

rameters: {l, q, k, γ}. To tune these, we reserve
a portion of D∗ for validation and perform a
grid search to maximize average HRP on this
held-out subset. Note, hallucinations are not
removed (as per Eq. 5) for this set. We call
this method “self-tuning” as D∗ is subsampled
from the training set in our work. Self-tuning
essentially relies on the hypothesis that a mon-
itor effective over the training set holds across
unseen data. NHP is shown in Fig. 5.

4.2 Motivation of NHP’s Design

NHP adopts the KNN-based detector in [68],
recovering the vanilla formulation when setting
l to the penultimate layer and q = γ = 0.
These design choices are well-justified for se-
mantic OOD detection in image classifiers. For
instance, empirical studies show that deeper
layers reflect image semantics [68, 69, 74, 75,
76, 77, 59], with ID data exhibiting higher FN
values [70, 71, 68, 72, 73], prompting the need

Figure 5: Schematic pipeline of NHP. The
hallucination-free feature bank and NHP parame-
ters are determined beforehand using a calibration
dataset, which may be sampled from the training
set. During VS inference, we extract the feature,
compute FN and KNN, and balance them per Eq.
8 to estimate the VS prediction confidence.

to decouple it (γ = 0) to maintain higher confi-
dence for ID, as per Eq. 7. Under the ID/OOD
dichotomy, it also makes sense to use the entire
D∗ (q = 0) as all samples are unequivocally ID
when drawn from training.

However, we speculate that these choices
are suboptimal for VS due to contextual dif-
ferences in task type (image classification vs.
I2IT) and detection goal (OOD vs. hallucina-
tions, §3.4). For instance, there is no evidence
of higher FN for ID in VS; recent work [73]
linked FN to the maximum logit under a regu-
larity condition, but this does not apply in non-
classification contexts like I2IT. Nor is this be-
havior desired, as IDs are not exempt from hal-
lucination detection. Likewise, ID status alone
does not ensure a safe bank, requiring explicit
truncation. In addition, hallucinations are not
strictly semantic, challenging the norm of us-
ing deeper bottleneck layers. Arguably, the op-
timal hyperparameters in our context are un-
known. We further hypothesize that every VS
model is unique, meaning no single parameter
set is optimal across all VS datasets and I2IT
architectures. Hence, the core modification of
NHP is that we opt for the most flexible and
agnostic formulation via Eq. 8, and through
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self-tuning, we tune all performance parame-
ters to adapt to each VS application.

4.3 Advantages

Owing the above, NHP is effective and robust.
Moreover, self-tuning leverages the hallucina-
tions within ID training set, obviating the need
for advanced tuning schemes (cf. in OOD de-
tection, many works create pseudo OOD data,
e.g., jigsaw puzzles [78, 72]). In addition, NHP
is highly scalable, imposing minimal training
and inference burdens; no training addition or
changes is needed, while requiring only a sin-
gle forward pass during testing. The only over-
head is a grid search, executable in just a few
minutes on a commercial CPU (97 seconds on
an i9-9900KF in our work) using Faiss’s KNN
algorithm [79], and inference time is negligible
(throughput of <1 ms per 100 image patches).
These times are significantly faster than the VS
model training (3+ hours on a V100 GPU) and
inference (∼3 seconds per 100 patches). While
it requires storing the feature bank of D∗

q , it re-
mains effective with banks under 1K samples
with less than 1MB memory.

5 Experiments, Results, and
Discussion

5.1 Experimental Settings

We verify NHP’s effectiveness in detecting
hallucinations across various VS settings, de-
scribed below.
Datasets. We consider seven VS tasks: (i)

In-house SRS data in prostate cancer (PCa)
translating to HE. We conduct SRS imaging
at four Raman shift frequencies of 2847, 2879,
2933, and 2979 cm-1, corresponding to four im-
age channels. Afterwards, the tissue sections
were HE-stained and digitized at 20x mag-
nification using Nanozoomer scanners. The
SRS and HE WSIs were registered, split by

patient for training/testing, and divided into
patches. This dataset was acquired in collabo-
ration with Mayo Clinic, Rochester, MN, with
full details in [80]. (ii) Hoechst 33342 (HO342)
IF dataset [22] translating to T-cell subtype in-
dicators, CD3 and CD8, in clear cell renal cell
carcinoma (ccRCC). (iii) MIST dataset [10]
translating HE to four IHC stains in breast
cancer (BC): ER, HER2, PR, and Ki67. The
SRS and HO342 datasets are paired, while
MIST is inconsistently paired. All experi-
ments use 256×256 pixel2 patches (tessellated
for MIST, which is in 1024×1024 pixel2), re-
sulting in approximately 4K, 404K, and 69K
training samples for SRS, HO342, MIST, re-
spectively. These datasets cover diverse can-
cer (PCa, BC, ccRCC), dataset sizes (4-475K),
and imaging modalities (HE, IHCs, IFs, label-
free SRS).
I2IT methods. For paired datasets, we

consider the supervised (i) Pix2PixHD [30],
and advanced techniques like the VSGD [15]
model with the PatchNCE [81] loss, which
we term (ii) VSGD+pNCE. For inconsistently
paired datasets, we assess two distinct unsu-
pervised methods: (iii) CycleGAN [26] and (iv)
CUT [82]. These amount to 7×2 VS settings,
each run 10 times with different seeds, total-
ing 140 VS models. Implementations follow
official repositories. For SRS, all models are
trained with a batch size of 8 and a learning
rate of 0.002 for 30 epochs, linearly decaying
to zero over the last 15 epochs. For HO342,
all models use a learning rate of 0.0002, batch
size of 8, and train for 1 epoch. On MIST, all
models train with a batch size of 1, learning
rate of 0.0002, and 10 epochs.
Evaluation metrics. Over the test set, we

independently compute the HRP using PSNR,
MS-SSIM, and LPIPS, but report their mean
due to space constraints.
NHP implementation details. For grid

search, we explore: (i) l ∈ {0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1},
where indexes denote the depth ratio, e.g.,
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Table 1: HRP (%, ↑) results across diverse VS settings. For GAN-based anomaly detectors,
we display mean (±std.) over 10 runs; for NHP configs, it is over 100 results–10 runs, each with 10
self-tuning validation splits. Best method in bold, while the runner-up underlined.

SRS-to-HE HO342-to-CD3 HO342-to-CD8 HE-to-ER HE-to-HER2 HE-to-PR HE-to-Ki67
Method Pix2PixHD VSGD+pNCE Pix2PixHD VSGD+pNCE Pix2PixHD VSGD+pNCE CycleGAN CUT CycleGAN CUT CycleGAN CUT CycleGAN CUT Avg.

GAN-based anomaly detection
ALOCC -33.22±10.3 -0.38±20.83 -30.8±4.83 15.61±16.96 -7.46±9.05 15.69±19.96 2.99±44.22 0.56±26.08 11.78±24.42 3.16±26.15 9.39±46.25 -25.88±12.54 24.8±20.42 3.95±29.42 -0.7
ALAD - - - - - - -6.8±8.99 - -7.02±14.97 - -3.86±12.31 - 2.5±22.81 - -3.8
f-AnoGANres. - - - - - - 3.85±7.62 - -4.13±7.12 - 4.76±3.41 - 8.56±5.92 - 3.26

NHP ablations over KNN setup
NHP (γ = 0) 40.7±8.45 36.66±5.84 40.29±3.38 49.33±16.86 24.2±5.27 30.65±14.77 68.03±3.09 56.42±5.32 50.14±5.1 42.79±8.5 68.64±1.93 53.99±5.3 66.74±3.52 40.91±18.87 47.82

NHP (q = 0) 21.44±13.01 18.33±10.78 50.49±1.08 47.23±15.17 43.62±5.12 30.88±13.87 47.71±3.83 41.91±14.59 42.19±6.69 24.41±7.78 57.37±3.96 41.34±10.25 57.41±4.6 37.61±22.02 40.14
NHP (linear) 40.7±8.45 36.66±5.84 50.59±4.81 49.37±15.65 42.56±7.99 33.31±15.99 70.51±2.61 61.6±6.9 50.6±5.37 42.93±9.29 68.6±1.98 57.24±4.94 67.14±3.69 50.36±17.35 51.58

NHP ablations by different distance measures
NHP (OtB) 13.07±9.27 34.8±8.88 40.54±5.57 39.89±13.85 29.36±9.69 27.87±12.09 61.11±2.16 49.51±4.34 45.03±4.26 35.05±9.32 63.88±2.57 51.49±4.93 61.69±3.05 38.66±15.99 42.28
NHP (Res.) 12.02±17.01 2.75±17.28 53.06±1.54 49.25±16.24 47.66±3.04 32.52±18.07 37.68±7.54 30.09±19.75 46.38±7.6 22.39±8.58 48.03±6.4 31.7±21.86 61.11±5.43 47.47±15.43 37.29
NHP (GMM) 49.04±5.54 28.73±9.94 41.61±3.99 49.53±16.94 33.57±6.51 32.04±14.03 66.71±2.01 58.27±5.13 50.74±5.34 43.93±8.18 68.51±2.36 54.75±6.52 65.42±3.14 42.17±22.87 48.93

NHP 49.32±5.51 37.24±5.74 51.07±4.55 49.45±15.44 45.65±6.09 33.5±15.94 69.25±2.86 62.15±6.31 51.0±5.47 43.38±8.93 68.87±1.87 57.76±4.51 67.0±3.63 47.91±20.45 52.40

0 is the first layer coinciding to the shal-
lowest feature, whereas 1 is the penultimate
layer; (ii) q ∈ {0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75}; (iii) k ∈
{1, 10, 25, 50, 100, 200}; (iv) γ ∈ [−10, 10] in
steps of 0.5. For D∗, we use the entire SRS
training set and stratified 1% and 10% sub-
sets for HO342 and MIST, respectively, yield-
ing approximately 3-7K samples for every ex-
periment. Each 140 VS run evaluates NHP 10
times with different validation splits (25%) for
self-tuning, totaling 1400 NHP counts.

Baseline and ablation detectors. We
compare with GAN-based anomaly detection
methods, the basis of recent VS hallucina-
tion detection studies [23, 24]: (i) ALOCC
[28, 83] uses the output of the trained tar-
get domain discriminator. Without loss of
generality, we denote this discriminator(s) by
D̂T = {D̂T,1, D̂T,2, . . . , D̂T,N}, and define con-

fidence by 1
N

∑N
n=1 D̂T,n(Ĝ(s)). (ii) ALAD [27]

uses the feature error between the source im-
age and its cyclic reconstruction, accessible in
CycleGANs. Let F̂ : T → S and D̂S denote
the target-to-source model and source domain
discriminator, respectively. Confidence is com-
puted by the feature matching loss between s

and ŝ = F̂ (Ĝ(s)), specifically −
∥∥D̂(−1)

S (s) −
D̂

(−1)
S (ŝ)

∥∥
2
where D̂

(−1)
S denotes the penulti-

mate layer feature extractor of D̂S . (iii) f-
AnoGAN [84, 29] merges ALAD and the source
residual, −||s− ŝ||2, though we use just the lat-

ter for their separate assessment.

We also evaluate ablation versions of NHP:
(iv) γ = 0, ignoring FN; (v) q = 0, with no
data removal in D∗; (vi) the linear balance of
KNN + γFN. All unspecified parameters are
tuned in the same manner. We also substi-
tute KNN with alternate “distance” measures:
(vii) Outside-the-Box (OtB, without K-means)
[77] constructs a C-dimensional box (i.e., hy-
perrectangle) based on the p-th percentile cal-
ibration feature elements in Z∗

q
l. Afterwards,

for a sample s with feature z ∈ RC , we re-
place Eq. 7 with the ratio of in-box feature
elements. (viii) Residual [76] finds the prin-
cipal subspace of Z∗

q
l with explained variance

ratio r. We then use the negative ℓ1 norm of z
projected onto the residual subspace orthogo-
nal to this subspace. (ix) GMM [85, 86] fits
a Gaussian Mixture Model with ck clusters,
to which afterwards, the log-likelihood (neg-
ative surprisal) is used. For all three variants,
we appropriately scale the scores before merg-
ing with FN. For fair comparison, we perform
grid searches to tune respective parameters as
well: p ∈ {1, 0.99, 0.975, 0.95, 0.9, 0.8} for OtB,
r ∈ {0.99, 0.975, 0.95, 0.925, 0.9, 0.8} for Resid-
ual, and ck ∈ {1, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64} for GMM.

5.2 Main Results

GAN-based anomaly detectors under-
perform. From Tab. 1, they frequently
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Table 2: Further ablations. Mean HRP (%, ↑) with NHP parameters fixed at their overall optimum.
Declines by +1% from NHP in red.

SRS-to-HE HO342-to-CD3 HO342-to-CD8 HE-to-ER HE-to-HER2 HE-to-PR HE-to-Ki67
Method Pix2PixHD VSGD+pNCE Pix2PixHD VSGD+pNCE Pix2PixHD VSGD+pNCE CycleGAN CUT CycleGAN CUT CycleGAN CUT CycleGAN CUT Avg.

NHP (l = 1) 49.32±5.51 37.24±5.74 40.99±3.29 46.47±18.58 26.25±7.87 31.0±14.6 69.25±2.86 62.15±6.31 51.0±5.47 43.38±8.93 68.87±1.87 57.76±4.51 67.0±3.63 47.91±20.45 49.9
NHP (k = 1) 49.6±5.37 37.24±5.74 51.06±3.96 47.8±16.07 43.96±5.11 31.56±14.39 66.16±2.36 60.9±6.61 50.98±5.82 43.22±8.73 67.62±2.74 57.12±5.1 65.21±3.44 47.0±20.23 51.39
NHP (γ = −1) 45.21±7.93 35.81±7.57 39.97±3.27 49.44±16.39 25.51±7.95 32.61±16.42 68.99±3.05 57.53±5.3 49.5±5.1 43.3±8.66 68.89±1.9 54.79±5.33 66.21±3.33 42.17±19.79 48.57

display no (HRP=0) or even misalignment
(HRP<0) with hallucinations. The standard
deviations of HRP across different seeds is sig-
nificant, reaching up to 46% in worse cases.
This highlights the instability of these meth-
ods due to reliance on fickle GAN training.
Note, ALAD and f-AnoGAN incur higher la-
tency and are only seamlessly compatible with
CycleGAN configurations. While ALOCC is
free of such constraints, it considerably un-
derperforms. This echoes previous study [83],
stating it fails when the discriminator is under-
or over-trained. Even when ideal, detection is
confined to hallucinations outside the discrim-
inator’s learned target distribution, struggling
with hyperrealistic cases.

NHP performs best. Some ablation ver-
sions like the GMM and the linear FN/KNN
balance are performant, but fall short in cer-
tain settings–e.g., NHP (GMM) in HO342
datasets, and NHP (linear) in SRS, both over
the Pix2PixHD backbone. In contrast, NHP
consistently ranks as either the winner or
runner-up (on par with the winner). This justi-
fies our design choices; HRP markedly declined
with ablations approaching the vanilla KNN
formulation (γ = 0, q = 0). We also confirm
the benefits of KNN, with other distance mea-
sures like GMM (which assumes Gaussian dis-
tributions) or OtB (which reduces to a simple
hyperrectangle) yielding inferior results. This
is attributed to KNN’s non-parametric nature,
as VS feature distributions can be diverse (cf.
UMAPs of Fig. 4).

Retrospective analysis of NHP param-
eters. From grid searches, we show the his-
togram of converged values in Fig. 6, observ-

Figure 6: Histograms of converged NHP pa-
rameters. Aggregated from 1400 NHPs, color-
coded by the 14 settings.

ing the following: (i) The last layer (l = 1) is
generally the best, but earlier layers (l ⩽ 0.25)
sometimes perform better for HO342. Middle
layers (usually the bottleneck) are never opti-
mal. (ii) Aggressive truncation (q = 0.75) is
always preferred. Although a similar idea in
image classification showed modest improve-
ment (∼2%) by removing erroneous ID data
[62], this step is much crucial for VS, as aggres-
sive removals can boost HRP performances by
over 20%. (iii) k and γ are highly dispersed.

Except for q, NHP does not consistently
choose l, k, and γ, even in the same VS setting,
due to variations in validation splits. This cor-
roborates our “no single optimal parameter”
hypothesis, further affirmed by the inferior re-
sults when fixing parameters to their generally
best values (l = 1, k = 1, γ ≈ −1) in Tab. 2.
The grid search is hence integral, as it permits
NHP to adapt to each task. Although q was
constant, we still recommend conservatively in-
cluding it in the grid search as it only incurs
1-2 minutes.

Sensitivity test. By aggressive truncation,
there is a caveat such that it may fail with
smaller D∗. While our current sample numbers
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Figure 7: NHP’s sensitivity to D∗ size. We
plot mean HRP with confidence intervals represent-
ing ±std.

of 3-7K are reasonable (on par with the minima
in [74, 68, 69, 87]), we explore if NHP works
with even fewer numbers. For select experi-
ments, we plot mean HRP while downsampling
the current D∗ by factors of {2, 4, 8, 16, 32}.
Most NHPs retain performances down to 100-
200, an impressive achievement considering
that the feature bank (post validation split
and truncation) contains fewer than 50 sam-
ples. SRS was an exception, suggesting that
NHP, while highly robust, is not fail-proof.
Nonetheless, NHP remains aligned with hal-
lucinations, maintaining competitiveness down
to 1K patches.

5.3 Extension to Advanced Settings

We next evaluate NHP in OOD and adversarial
environments (Fig. 8), both real-world vulner-
abilities in VS (§3.2). These settings introduce
new hallucinogenic factors not seen during self-
tuning over training samples. Thus, the goal is
to see how NHP fares in harder settings. Re-
call, the monitor must align with VS predic-
tion, communicating confidence when OOD or
adversarially robust, while detecting just for
hallucinations.

Setup. ForOOD, we simulate clinically rel-
evant corruptions to the test set while preserv-
ing pathological content. For SRS, we consider
six types–(i) additive noise with variable inten-
sity, (ii) contrast jitters, (iii) blurs using a de-
focus, motion, or zoom kernels, (iv) pixel sat-
uration by setting random small boxes to the
maximum value, (v) pixel dropout, and (vi)

Figure 8: Challenging NHP to its limits. An
OOD and PGD attack is shown. Note how the VS
is robust to this specific OOD but not to the PGD
attack; detection must align with these trends.

Table 3: Harder settings. Mean HRP (%, ↑)
for ALOCC, NHP, and runner-ups, across all VS
experiments. Best method in bold.

Test set OOD Adv. Ex.
Method HRP ↑ Val. Gap HRP ↑ Val. Gap HRP ↑ Val. Gap

ALOCC -0.7±29.48 - -3.18±27.34 - -6.7±26.11 -
NHP (GMM) 48.93±15.07 2.43±11.99 47.94±13.61 5.65±12.68 42.87±19.34 10.66±17.32

NHP (linear) 51.58±14.75 1.23±10.08 49.57±12.52 4.25±10.58 43.52±17.15 10.3±16.66

NHP (Ours) 52.4±14.3 1.42±9.61 49.62±13.34 3.99±11.34 44.87±16.22 8.75±16.92

misregistration by slightly offseting the align-
ment between channels via affine transforma-
tion. These reflect real-world acquisition er-
rors such as instrument failures. For HO342,
we similarly apply (i) noise, (ii) blurs, (iii)
contrast jitters, and (iv) pixel dropout. For
MIST, we consider popular HE corruptions in
literature–(i) image compression to JPEG or
WebP, (ii) stain color variations, (iii) blurs,
and (d) artifacts by superimposing a marker
or bubble mask (from [88]).
For adversarial examples, we apply Pro-

jected Gradient Descent (PGD) [89] to itera-
tively perturb test sample s into sadv, maximiz-
ing the error between Ĝ(sadv) and t (or Ĝ(s)
if t is unknown to the attacker). Denoting the
t-th step as sadvt with sadv0 = s, we update as
follows:

sadvt+1 = Π
(
sadvt + α · sign

(
∇s(||Ĝ(sadvt )− ξ||22)

))
,

s.t. ξ ∈ {t, Ĝ(s)}, ||sadvt+1 − s||p ⩽ ϵ,

(9)

where ϵ is the perturbation budget, α is the
step size, ∇s(·) is the gradient w.r.t. s,
and Π(·) is the projection operator for the ℓp
bound. While other losses can be used, the
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Figure 9: Pairwise correlation of safety measures. We show Kendall’s τ (top row) and overlap
ratio (bottom row) across three datasets using PSNR (left) and MS-SSIM (right). White cells are invalid
due to high p-values (p > 0.05).

pixel-wise ℓ2-norm has proven effective (see
Fig. 8). We generate diverse examples by
randomly drawing ϵ ∈ {1/255, 4/255, 8/255},
p ∈ {2,∞}, and ξ ∈ {t, Ĝ(s)}, per test sam-
ple. The step size, α, is fixed at 0.2 for ℓ2 and
1/255 for ℓ∞. We use t = 10 PGD steps for
HO342 and MIST, and t = 50 for SRS, which
we observed to be more resilient.

NHP remains effective, but to a lesser
degree. From Tab. 3, NHP performs best
overall but shows a drop in HRP in harder set-
tings. To investigate, we quantify the detection
gap–the expected HRP decline from the valida-
tion subset D∗ used for tuning to these external
datasets. Initially, this gap was only 1.42 %,
indicating strong generalizability. However, it
worsens under corruption and adversarial ma-
nipulation, explaining the commensurate de-
crease in HRP. While NHP is effective, there
is potential for improvement by tightening this
gap through more complex samples in the self-
tuning step, a direction for future work.

5.4 Relationship Between Safety
Measures

In this section, we investigate whether VS
models with higher average performance (AP),
E(s,t)∈Dtest

[Q(Ĝ(s), t)], enable better hallucina-
tion detection. This is crucial because VS liter-
ature reports only AP, whereas real-world de-

ployment hinges on multiple safety measures
[90], specifically the ability to both withstand
and identify hallucinations. Having estab-
lished NHP as a strong baseline, we use it as
our monitor backbone herein.

Setup. Across our 20 models per dataset,
we compare six measures: AP and HRP for
test, OOD, and adversarial sets. Each Q met-
ric is analyzed separately, as AP scores cannot
be averaged like HRP due to scale differences.
For each measure pair, we compute (i) robust
Kendall’s τ [35] for rank correlation and (ii) the
overlap ratio of top-5 performers. We display
select results in Fig. 9.

AP is not all you need. Correlation
matrices vary significantly, with AP often at
odds with HRP. For example, the τ between
test set APPSNR and HRPPSRN are -0.54 and
-0.63 (moderate anti-correlation) for HO342-
to-CD3 and HE-to-ER, respectively, with no
top-5 overlap. This trend also appears within
the same measure type across datasets, e.g.,
HRPMS-SSIM between OOD and adversarial ex-
amples in HO342-to-CD3. Thus, relying solely
on AP (or any single metric) risks a false sense
of security. This echoes trade-off findings in
natural images [91, 92, 93] where improving
one robustness metric often undermined oth-
ers. This is a concern in VS as recent halluci-
nation mitigation methods [4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 16,
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11, 12, 13, 14] do not assess beyond the test
set AP. We thus advocate for a re-evaluation
of VS practices to incorporate holistic evalua-
tions, particularly HRP.

5.5 Limitations and Future Work

Some current limitations also inspire future de-
velopments:
(i) Assumption violations: While modern

VS practices can typically meet the assump-
tions in §4, exceptions exist, such as with
commercial black-box VS models or practical
constraints preventing data from adjacent sec-
tions. (ii) Finer attribution: NHP provides
a scalar confidence per patch, sufficient for
WSIs and matching the interpretability res-
olution of multiple instance learning (MIL)
[94, 95, 96]. However, finer resolution may
be desirable for “needle-in-a-haystack” tasks
like detecting micro-metastases [97]. One ap-
proach is to omit spatial downscaling in Eq. 3
and return a map instead. Categorizing hallu-
cination source (e.g., epistemic vs. aleatoric
[98]) or threat level could also aid informed
decision-making. We reserve these goals for fu-
ture work. (iii) Hallucination hypothesis: We
recognize the critical need for a more accurate
metric, which extends beyond our work to the
broader VS community.

6 Conclusions

In this work, we studied hallucination detec-
tion for VS, contributing in mainly three di-
mensions. First, we coherently established
the problem with a summary of hallucination
causes, an evaluation metric, and clarification
with related detection tasks. Second, we intro-
duced a novel hallucination detection method,
NHP, with extensive validation. Third, we re-
vealed new insights, particularly on the evalu-
ation of VS robustness. Together, as the first
work of its kind, this work provides a useful

framework to assess hallucinations in VS im-
ages that could prove useful across the biomed-
ical research and clinical landscape.

References

[1] S. E. Mills, D. Carter, J. K. Greenson,
V. E. Reuter, and M. H. Stoler, Stern-
berg’s diagnostic surgical pathology. Lip-
pincott Williams & Wilkins, 2012.

[2] D. Mayerich, M. J. Walsh, A. Kadjacsy-
Balla, P. S. Ray, S. M. Hewitt, and
R. Bhargava, “Stain-less staining for com-
puted histopathology,” Technology, vol. 3,
no. 01, pp. 27–31, 2015.

[3] K. de Haan, Y. Zhang, J. E. Zuckerman,
T. Liu, A. E. Sisk, M. F. Diaz, K.-Y.
Jen, A. Nobori, S. Liou, S. Zhang, et al.,
“Deep learning-based transformation of
h&e stained tissues into special stains,”
Nat. Commun., vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 1–13,
2021.

[4] S. Liu, B. Zhang, Y. Liu, A. Han, H. Shi,
T. Guan, and Y. He, “Unpaired stain
transfer using pathology-consistent con-
strained generative adversarial networks,”
IEEE Trans. Med. Imaging, vol. 40, no. 8,
pp. 1977–1989, 2021.

[5] S. Liu, C. Zhu, F. Xu, X. Jia, Z. Shi, and
M. Jin, “Bci: Breast cancer immunohisto-
chemical image generation through pyra-
mid pix2pix,” in IEEE Conf. Comput.
Vis. Pattern Recog. Worksh., pp. 1814–
1823, IEEE, 2022.

[6] B. Zeng, Y. Lin, Y. Wang, Y. Chen,
J. Dong, X. Li, and Y. Zhang, “Semi-
supervised pr virtual staining for breast
histopathological images,” in Int. Conf.
Med. Image Comput. Comput. Assist. In-
terv., pp. 232–241, Springer, 2022.

13



[7] Y. Lin, B. Zeng, Y. Wang, Y. Chen,
Z. Fang, J. Zhang, X. Ji, H. Wang,
and Y. Zhang, “Unpaired multi-domain
stain transfer for kidney histopathologi-
cal images,” in AAAI Conf. Artif. Intell.,
vol. 36, pp. 1630–1637, 2022.

[8] R. Zhang, Y. Cao, Y. Li, Z. Liu, J. Wang,
J. He, C. Zhang, X. Sui, P. Zhang, L. Cui,
et al., “Mvfstain: multiple virtual func-
tional stain histopathology images gener-
ation based on specific domain mapping,”
Med. Image Anal., vol. 80, p. 102520,
2022.

[9] J. Boyd, I. Villa, M.-C. Math-
ieu, E. Deutsch, N. Paragios,
M. Vakalopoulou, and S. Christodoulidis,
“Region-guided cyclegans for stain trans-
fer in whole slide images,” in Int. Conf.
Med. Image Comput. Comput. Assist.
Interv., pp. 356–365, Springer, 2022.

[10] F. Li, Z. Hu, W. Chen, and A. Kak,
“Adaptive supervised patchnce loss for
learning h&e-to-ihc stain translation with
inconsistent groundtruth image pairs,” in
Int. Conf. Med. Image Comput. Comput.
Assist. Interv., pp. 632–641, Springer,
2023.

[11] J. Li, J. Dong, S. Huang, X. Li, J. Jiang,
X. Fan, and Y. Zhang, “Virtual im-
munohistochemistry staining for histolog-
ical images assisted by weakly-supervised
learning,” in IEEE Conf. Comput. Vis.
Pattern Recog., pp. 11259–11268, 2024.

[12] F. Chen, R. Zhang, B. Zheng, Y. Sun,
J. He, and W. Qin, “Pathological
semantics-preserving learning for h&e-to-
ihc virtual staining,” Int. Conf. Med.
Image Comput. Comput. Assist. Interv.,
2024.

[13] S. Wang, Z. Zhang, H. Yan, M. Xu, and
G. Wang, “Mix-domain contrastive learn-
ing for unpaired h&e-to-ihc stain trans-
lation,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2406.11799,
2024.

[14] L. Wei, S. Hua, S. Zhang, and X. Zhang,
“Derestainer: H&e to ihc pathological
image translation via decoupled staining
channels,” Int. Conf. Med. Image Com-
put. Comput. Assist. Interv., 2024.

[15] K. Liu, B. Li, W. Wu, C. May, O. Chang,
S. Knezevich, L. Reisch, J. Elmore,
and L. Shapiro, “Vsgd-net: Virtual
staining guided melanocyte detection on
histopathological images,” in IEEE Win-
ter Conf. Appl. Comput. Vis., pp. 1918–
1927, 2023.

[16] J. Ma and H. Chen, “Efficient supervised
pretraining of swin-transformer for vir-
tual staining of microscopy images,” IEEE
Trans. Med. Imaging, 2023.

[17] N. Bayramoglu, M. Kaakinen, L. Eklund,
and J. Heikkila, “Towards virtual h&e
staining of hyperspectral lung histology
images using conditional generative ad-
versarial networks,” in IEEE Int. Conf.
Comput. Vis. Worksh., pp. 64–71, 2017.

[18] Y. Rivenson, T. Liu, Z. Wei, Y. Zhang,
K. de Haan, and A. Ozcan, “Phasestain:
the digital staining of label-free quantita-
tive phase microscopy images using deep
learning,” Light Sci. Appl., vol. 8, no. 1,
p. 23, 2019.

[19] Y. Rivenson, H. Wang, Z. Wei,
K. de Haan, Y. Zhang, Y. Wu,
H. Günaydın, J. E. Zuckerman,
T. Chong, A. E. Sisk, et al., “Vir-
tual histological staining of unlabelled
tissue-autofluorescence images via deep

14



learning,” Nat. Biomed. Eng., vol. 3,
no. 6, pp. 466–477, 2019.

[20] M. Schnell, S. Mittal, K. Falahkheirkhah,
A. Mittal, K. Yeh, S. Kenkel,
A. Kajdacsy-Balla, P. S. Carney, and
R. Bhargava, “All-digital histopathology
by infrared-optical hybrid microscopy,”
PNAS, vol. 117, no. 7, pp. 3388–3396,
2020.

[21] L. Shi, I. H. Wong, C. T. Lo, L. W. Tsui,
and T. T. Wong, “Unsupervised multi-
ple virtual histological staining from label-
free autofluorescence images,” in IEEE
Int. Symp. Biomed. Imaging, pp. 1–5,
IEEE, 2023.
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