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Abstract— Multiple Instance Learning (MIL) methods al-
low for gigapixel Whole-Slide Image (WSI) analysis with
only slide-level annotations. Interpretability is crucial for
safely deploying such algorithms in high-stakes medi-
cal domains. Traditional MIL methods offer explanations
by highlighting salient regions. However, such spatial
heatmaps provide limited insights for end users. To ad-
dress this, we propose a novel inherently interpretable WSI-
classification approach that uses human-understandable
pathology concepts to generate explanations. Our pro-
posed Concept MIL model leverages recent advances in
vision-language models to directly predict pathology con-
cepts based on image features. The model’s predictions
are obtained through a linear combination of the con-
cepts identified on the top-K patches of a WSI, enabling
inherent explanations by tracing each concept’s influence
on the prediction. In contrast to traditional concept-based
interpretable models, our approach eliminates the need
for costly human annotations by leveraging the vision-
language model. We validate our method on two widely
used pathology datasets: Camelyon16 and PANDA. On both
datasets, Concept MIL achieves AUC and accuracy scores
over 0.9, putting it on par with state-of-the-art models. We
further find that 87.1% (Camelyon16) and 85.3% (PANDA) of
the top 20 patches fall within the tumor region. A user study
shows that the concepts identified by our model align with
the concepts used by pathologists, making it a promising
strategy for human-interpretable WSI classification.

Index Terms— Concept-based interpretability, Founda-
tion model, Histopathology, Inherently interpretable model,
Multiple instance learning

I. INTRODUCTION

ADVANCEMENTS in artificial intelligence, along with
the growth of pathology datasets, have driven signifi-

cant progress in histopathology [2], [4], [5], [37]. However,
there are several unique challenges in applying deep learning
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techniques directly to gigapixel whole-slide image (WSI)
analysis. For instance, WSIs are high-resolution and thus
large, making the end-to-end training of deep neural networks
challenging [11], [21]. Moreover, pixel-level annotations are
often unavailable, with only slide-level or patient-level weak
annotations provided [36], [37]. To overcome these challenges,
algorithms based on Multiple Instance Learning (MIL), such
as Attention-based MIL [20], CLAM [27], and TransMIL [36]
have been developed, and have been used with great success in
computational pathology. This type of model treats the patches
from WSI as a bag of instances and trains models using only
slide-level annotations in a weakly-supervised manner.

While these MIL approaches offer effective strategies for
WSI analysis, there are concerns regarding their interpretabil-
ity, which is essential for algorithms in safety-critical appli-
cations in medicine [35]. MIL-based models typically learn
an attention score for each patch to indicate its importance
and provide an attention map as a spatial explanation for the
prediction [21], [25], [27], [43]. Although attention maps have
been shown to correlate with disease-relevant regions, there
are several issues with using them as explanations [21]. The
non-linear activations within MIL networks introduce a non-
linear relationship between the attention scores and the final
prediction, making this kind of explanation inaccurate and
incapable of faithfully representing the model’s real decision-
making process [21], [22].

Inherently interpretable models, such as those proposed
in [3], [6], [24], have recently gained attention in natural
image analysis for their “white box” property. This type of
model enhances computational transparency and can provide
explanations that faithfully reflect the model’s underlying
mechanisms. In the broader medical domain, several such
models have been proposed for chest X-ray images [38],
fundus images [10], and biological sequences [9]. However,
there is relatively little work in computational pathology,
particularly for WSI analysis. To our knowledge, only two
inherently interpretable models for WSI analysis exist: Ad-
ditive MIL [21] and Self-Interpretable MIL (SI-MIL) [22].
Notably, SI-MIL [22] achieves inherent interpretability by
providing explanations using pathology-related features, such
as the statistical properties of nuclei. While these explanations
deliver more information than attention maps, the pathology-
related features are hand-crafted and derived from the outputs
of a nuclei segmentation model pre-trained on other datasets.
This approach limits the model’s flexibility to adapt to different
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Fig. 1. Training and obtaining prediction and explanation with Concept MIL. During training, we extract WSI image features as shown in (a) and
project these image features to the predefined concept space to generate concept features as shown in (b), then jointly train the image MIL branch
and concept MIL branch through a patch selection module as shown in (c). During inference, the concept MIL branch generates the final prediction
using the concept features of top K patches selected by the image MIL branch. To explain the prediction for an individual sample, we provide the
attention map from the image MIL branch with the top K patches highlighted by green dots, along with the corresponding top K patches and the
concept contributions to the WSI prediction, as illustrated in (d).

diseases and can inherit errors from the segmentation model.
Furthermore, explanations from SI-MIL are based on 205-
dimensional pathology-related features, which remain chal-
lenging for humans to interpret.

Concept-based interpretable models such as Concept Bot-
tleneck Models (CBMs) [24], [28], [44] provide explanations
using human-understandable concepts, making them an in-
creasingly important category in explainable AI. However,
these models typically rely on concept annotations, restricting
the concepts to those already known by the annotator and
requiring expert input. Recently, researchers started to build
CBMs in a label-free way [28], [44] by leveraging vision-
language models such as CLIP [32], which are pretrained on
large-scale image-caption datasets. This approach removes the
need for manual labeling and obtains promising results on the
natural images. In the field of computational pathology, vision-
language foundation models such as PLIP [19] and CONCH
[26], which are specifically trained on histopathology data,
have been proposed recently and have significantly enhanced
the performance of downstream tasks. These foundation mod-
els offer a tool for building concept-based models in a label-

free manner. However, to our knowledge, there is no concept-
based interpretable model for WSI analysis.

Here, we introduce Concept MIL, a concept-based, inher-
ently interpretable MIL model for WSI classification. Our
model is influenced by SI-MIL [22] and incorporates re-
cent advancements in concept-based interpretable models. We
address the limitations of SI-MIL by replacing the self-
interpretable MIL branch with one that employs flexible,
pathologist-defined concepts. This approach removes the po-
tential mistakes from upstream models, reduces the tedious
task of designing and extracting pathological features, and
offers greater flexibility for deployment across various dis-
eases. Our Concept MIL delivers faithful local and global ex-
planations through pathological concepts, ensuring high inter-
pretability while maintaining robust performance. Importantly,
our model eliminates the need for manual concept labeling by
leveraging the pathology vision-language foundation model
CONCH [26], offering flexibility in model design and easy
adaptions across various diseases. We conduct both quanti-
tative and qualitative evaluations of the model’s local and
global explanations, including a user study with pathologists.
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The results demonstrate that Concept MIL achieves classifica-
tion performance comparable to state-of-the-art MIL models,
accurately identifies disease-relevant regions, and provides
explanations aligned with clinical knowledge. The code, data
and user study questionnaire will be made publicly available
at https://github.com/ss-sun/ConceptMIL upon acceptance.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. Interpretable Methods for Histopathology

Interpretability is crucial for machine learning algorithms
in the medical domain. Post-hoc explanation methods gen-
erate insights by applying approximations to trained models.
In histopathology, post-hoc explanation techniques such as
LIME, Shapley values, and gradient-based methods were used
to provide explanations for a model’s decisions on tumor
grading [41], supporting the validations of disease biomarkers
discovery [18], and explaining WSI classification [31]. These
methods are model-agnostic, making them generalize well to
different models. However, the explanations they generate have
been shown to lack dependence on both the training data and
the trained model, leading to unfaithful representations of the
model’s true decision mechanism [1], [21].

Multiple instance learning (MIL) models in computational
pathology often directly provide interpretability by leveraging
internal computations, such as learned attention scores, to
identify regions that contribute to predictions [21], [25], [27],
[43]. While these explanations can be directly obtained during
inference without applying post-hoc methods, they still suffer
from several limitations. Due to the non-linear activations
within MIL networks, patches with low attention scores can
still contribute substantially to the final prediction. Therefore,
attention maps fail to faithfully represent the model’s true
decision-making mechanism, undermining their reliability as
explanations, as thoroughly discussed in [21].

Inherently interpretable models have recently gained atten-
tion for their capability to provide faithful explanations [35].
In the medical field, these models have been explored to offer
more reliable and trustworthy explanations [10], [38], [42].
However, relatively little work has been done in the area of
WSI analysis in histopathology. To our knowledge, Additive
MIL [21] and Self-Interpretable MIL (SI-MIL) [22] are the
only two inherently interpretable models for WSI classifica-
tion. Additive MIL [21] achieves inherent interpretability by
introducing a novel formulation of MIL that allows an exact
decomposition of the model’s predictions in terms of spatial
regions of inputs. Since the explanations are presented in a
traditional heatmap style that highlights important regions,
Additive MIL offers limited insight for end users. SI-MIL
focuses on user-friendly explanations by presenting to the
user how pathological features, such as the nuclei morphology
and the spatial distribution of cells, influence the prediction.
Although SI-MIL is performant and inherently interpretable,
the pathological features it uses are hand-crafted statistical
properties of nuclei, derived based on the outputs of a HoV-
erNet [16] model pre-trained on the PanNuke [14] dataset.
Consequently, SI-MIL inherits misclassifications from HoV-
erNet. Additionally, the use of 205 morphometric properties

as pathological features adds complexity to feature extraction
and challenges human interpretability.

B. Concept-based Interpretable Models
Current explanation methods in histopathology primarily

rely on low-level features, such as image features of pixels or
patches, to provide importance scores that highlight key fea-
tures. However, systematically summarizing and interpreting
these scores is challenging and varies among users, which can
easily introduce human confirmation biases [15], [23]. Another
line of research has focused on providing explanations using
high-level concepts that are more human-interpretable [15],
[23], for example, using concepts such as “strip” and “long
tail” to detect a zebra. These concept-based explanations are
directly built on human knowledge, making them intuitive and
easy to understand. Such approaches have been explored in
the histopathology domain. Graziani et al. [17] introduced the
Regression Concept Vector (RCVs) to explain deep neural
network predictions using domain-specific concepts such as
nuclei size. Pinckaers et al. [30] applied concept-based expla-
nation methods to interpret the tissue patterns learned by a
deep neural network. However, these methods rely on post-
hoc mechanisms, which can lead to unfaithful representations
of the model’s true decision-making process.

Concept Bottleneck Models (CBMs) [24], [28], [44], on
the other hand, are inherently interpretable models that offer
explanations using concepts. This type of model achieves
inherent interpretability by first detecting concepts from the
input and then using linear combinations of these highly
interpretable concepts to make final predictions and provide
explanations. CBMs have been applied in the medical domain.
For instance, Fauw et al. [8] employed CBM for diagnosis
and referral in retinal disease, and Koh et al. [24] used
them for grading knee x-rays. While CBMs can be trained
end-to-end with supervision on both concepts and classes,
their practical application is often limited by the need for
human annotations of concepts, which can be costly and time-
consuming. Newer CBM models such as Label-free CBM
[28], DN-CBM [33] allow mapping inputs to concepts without
a training set of labeled concepts by leveraging the shared
embedding space in the vision-language models such as CLIP
[32]. In histopathology, vision-language foundation models
like PLIP [19] and CONCH [26] have been recently proposed
and have shown promising results in various tasks. In this
work, we use the vision-language model CONCH [26] to
develop a concept-based WSI classification model that does
not require labeled concepts. To our knowledge, our proposed
Concept MIL model is the first concept-based, inherently
interpretable model for WSI analysis.

III. METHODS

In the following, we discuss the main components of our
approach. Our model consists of two branches: the image MIL
branch, which identifies the top K most significant patches,
and the concept MIL branch, which generates final predictions
and explanations using the concept activation vectors of the
selected patches (see Fig. 1). First, we explain the image
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features extraction from the WSI (Fig. 1a, Sec. III-A). Next,
we describe how to project the image features to a set of pre-
defined pathology concepts and obtain the concept activation
vectors (Fig. 1b, Sec. III-B). Then, we explain the joint training
of our dual-branch Concept MIL model (Fig. 1c, Sec. III-C).
Finally, we describe how the model generates predictions and
inherent explanations (Fig. 1d, Sec. III-D, Sec. III-E).

A. Generating Image Features
In the image feature generation step, we extract patch-wised

image features from the WSI. As shown in Fig. 1a, the tissue
regions are segmented from the WSI and then cropped into N
non-overlapping patches. Afterward, we employ the image en-
coder from the histopathology-specific vision-language model
CONCH [26] to extract image features for these patches. For
simplicity, we extract patches of the same size 256 × 256 at
the resolution level of 0.5µm/pixel.

After the image feature extraction step, the N patches
from WSI are converted into N image embedding vectors
i1, i2...iN , each with a dimensionality of D = 512. These
image features are subsequently used for generating concept-
based features, as depicted in Fig. 1b, and for training a
conventional image MIL branch, as shown in Fig. 1c.

B. Generating Concepts Features
As illustrated in Fig. 1b, the concept-based features fn are

computed based on the image features in from Fig. 1a and
text embeddings tc extracted from the target concept set. We
use the text encoder from the vision-language model CONCH
[26] to generate text embeddings. Since CONCH is trained on
large-scale histopathology image-text pairs, it learns a shared
embedding space for images and text, enabling the direct
prediction of text-based concepts from image features. This
approach eliminates the need for concept annotations in the
concept feature generation step.

Following the way of Label-free CBMs [28], we initialize
a concept set by prompting GPT4o [29] for features of tumor
tissue. For instance, to collect pathology concepts for detecting
breast cancer tumor tissues, we ask GPT4o the following
question: “List the most important features for recognizing
breast cancer metastases in hematoxylin and eosin (H & E)
stained lymph node whole-slide images”. We additionally ask
a pathologist to refine the initialized concept set to ensure the
quality. In routine practice, pathologists examine whole slide
images for morphological features across different resolutions
and scales to make diagnoses. However, our model currently
focuses on features at a specific scale and resolution. To make
sure that the defined concepts are actually visible at this scale,
we provide both GPT4o and pathologists with a few image
patches as references during the initialization and adjustment
of the concepts. This allows us to obtain a set of concepts that
are relevant and visible at the given resolution and scale.

To generate the text embeddings for the target concepts, we
construct the prompt as “an H & E image of CONCEPT” by
replacing the CONCEPT placeholder with a specific concept
in the target concept set. These prompts are projected into
text embeddings using the CONCH [26] text encoder. The

Fig. 2. Patches containing fat cells get high cosine similarity scores
with the concept of “fibrous tissue”, indicating a potential misalignment
between the image and text spaces in CONCH [26].

image features in are then mapped to the concept space by
calculating the cosine similarity between the normalized im-
age embeddings and text embeddings, producing the concept
activation vectors fn for the N patches.

In our preliminary experiment, we observed misalignments
between the image and text spaces in the CONCH model.
For instance, as shown in Fig. 2, patches containing fat cells
get high cosine similarity scores with the concept “fibrous
tissue”, indicating that CONCH may not fully understand the
concept “fibrous tissue” in the context of histopathology. Such
misalignments can affect user’s trust in the model and explana-
tions. To address this, we conduct an additional validation step
to filter out misaligned concepts. We select 50K patches from
tumor regions based on ground truth masks from the training
set. For each concept, we retrieve five patches with high cosine
similarity scores and ask a pathologist to verify the relevance
of the target concept in the selected patches. Since the target
concept sets are relatively small, this verification process is
easy to perform. Finally, we use the refined concepts listed in
Table I for concept activation vector extraction.

C. Training
Similar to the SI-MIL [22] model, we train the image MIL

branch and the self-interpretable concept MIL branch jointly
through a Patch Attention-Guided (PAG) Top-K module (see
Fig. 1c).

We implement the image MIL branch in Fig. 1c as a
conventional attention-based MIL model. It treats N image
features from a WSI as a bag of instances, transforms them
with a projector H(·), and weights the projected features with
patch-wise attention scores α from attention module Ap(·).
The transformed image features and the attention scores are
denoted as:

V = H(I); α = Ap(V ). (1)

Here, I represents the input image feature matrix for the
WSI, where each individual image feature is in. V represents
the transformed image features, with each feature vector
represented as vn. α refers to the attention scores, with αn

being the attention score for patch n.
The prediction, denoted as Ŷimg , is obtained by applying

logistic regression to the scaled image features, as follows:

Ŷimg = σ

(
N∑

n=1

D∑
d=1

w′
d · (vnd · αn) + bimg

)
, (2)

where σ represents the logistic function, vnd denotes the value
of the d-th dimension of the transformed image feature vn, and
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w′
d and bimg correspond to the weights and bias of the linear

classifier, respectively.
The PAG Top-K module identifies the top K patches based

on the highest attention scores in α and passes the indices of
the selected patches to the concept MIL branch. Instead of
using non-differentiable standard Top-K selection, we adopt
the differentiable PAG Top-K module used by [22], [39]. This
module implements a differentiable Top-K operator based on
the perturbed maximum method [7], [39]. During the forward
pass, uniform Gaussian noise is added to each attention score
to create perturbed attention values, and the corresponding
linear program for maximization is solved. In the backward
pass, the Jacobian for the forward operation is computed. This
differentiable Top-K selection allows learning the parameters
of the attention module in the image MIL branch, thus
enabling the joint training of two branches.

The concept MIL branch in Fig. 1c receives the concept
activation vectors fj of the top K salient patches selected by
the PAG Top-K module and makes predictions based on these
concept-based features. The concept attention scores β are first
calculated using the attention module Ac(·), scaled by its γth

percentile Prγ , and then transformed using a sigmoid function
with a temperature hyperparameter t. This operation turns the
attention scores that are less than the γth percentile towards
zeros, enforcing sparsity in feature selection. The resulting
concept attention scores β are given by:

β̃ = Ac(FT ) (3)

βscaled =
β̃ − Prγ

std(β̃)
; β =

1

1 + e−βscaled·t
, (4)

where FT is the transposed concept-based feature matrix
of top K patches, β̃, βscaled, and β denote the raw concept
attention scores from the attention module, the scaled scores,
and the transformed scores, respectively. std(·) is the standard
deviation, and t is a scaling hyperparameter.

The transformed concept attention scores β are applied
to scale the corresponding concept activation vectors, and
the final prediction of the concept MIL branch is a linear
combination of C concepts from the top K patches:

Ŷconcept = σ

 K∑
j=1

C∑
c=1

wc · (fjc · βc) + bconcept

 , (5)

where σ is a sigmoid function, fjc represents the value of the
c-th concept in the concept activation vector fj , βc represents
the attention score for concept c, and wc and bconcept are the
weights and bias terms of a linear classifier.

During training, both the image MIL branch and the self-
interpretable concept MIL branch perform classification, gen-
erating predictions Ŷimg and Ŷconcept. We use the binary
cross-entropy (BCE) loss to calculate the classification loss. In
addition, we apply an L2 regularization to further constrain the
attention scores α from the image MIL branch. We optimize
this dual branch MIL model with the following loss function:

L = LBCE(Y, Ŷimg) + LBCE(Y, Ŷconcept) + λL2(α), (6)

where Y is the ground truth of the WSI, and λ is a hyper-
parameter for the L2 regularization term.

D. Obtaining Prediction and Local Explanation

During inference, we discard the prediction from the image
MIL branch and only use the prediction Ŷconcept from the
concept MIL branch as the final output, ensuring the prediction
is inherently interpretable.

As shown in (5), Ŷconcept is a linear combination of concept
activation vectors from the top K patches, the contribution of
a specific concept to the WSI prediction can be written as:

κc = wc ·
K∑
j=1

fjc · βc. (7)

Thus, the prediction Ŷconcept can be reformulated as the sum
of the contributions from each concept, along with a bias:

Ŷconcept = σ

(
C∑

c=1

κc + bconcept

)
. (8)

For a WSI prediction Ŷconcept, we provide a local explana-
tion consisting of four components, as shown in Fig. 3. The
first component is the attention map α (Fig. 3a) from the image
MIL branch, highlighting the top K patches that indicate the
key regions influencing the prediction. The second component
is a visualization of the top K patches (Fig. 3b), allowing the
end user to examine the patches and inspect the image details.
The third component includes the concept activation vectors
for each patch (Fig. 3c), enabling a detailed exploration of
individual concept-based features. Finally, the fourth compo-
nent is the WSI-level concept contributions (Fig. 3d), where
the contribution κc of each concept to the final prediction can
be assessed.

E. Obtaining Global Explanations

In addition to local explanations for individual samples,
our model offers a global explanation of its overall prediction
mechanism. Figure 4a and b show the mean WSI-level concept
contributions for tumor and normal samples in the entire
train set. These mean concept contribution vectors provide a
dataset-level perspective on how each concept, on average,
influences the tumor or normal prediction. Beyond the WSI-
level mean vectors, we can project the concept vectors into 2D
space with t-SNE plot [40] to explore how well in the feature
space the tumor and normal cases are separated, as shown in
Fig. 4c and d. Additionally, we can look into the distributions
of a specific concept across tumor and normal cases at both the
patch and WSI levels, as illustrated in Fig. 4e. These global
explanations provide a systematic approach to understanding
the model, allowing for an evaluation of the model’s quality
and identifying potential directions for further improvement.



6
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Fig. 3. Local explanations for predictions of tumor and normal cases from Camelyon16 dataset. A local explanation for a WSI prediction includes
four components: (a) an attention map, (b) the top 20 patches selected based on attention scores, (c) concept features for each selected patch,
and (d) the whole slide level concept contribution vector.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

A. Datasets

We present results on two widely-used computational
pathology datasets: Camelyon16 [2] and PANDA [4]. Came-
lyon16 is a breast cancer metastasis detection dataset con-
sisting of 270 WSIs in the training set and 129 samples in
the test set labeled as tumor or normal. We split the official
training set into training and validation subsets with ratios of
0.8 and 0.2, while the official test set was used for evaluation.
PANDA is a prostate cancer grading dataset comprising 10,616
digitized prostate biopsies in the official training set. Each
WSI is annotated with Gleason scores [12] and International
Society of Urological Pathology (ISUP) grades to reflect
cancer severity, which can be further mapped to binary class
labels of tumor and normal. Since the official PANDA test
set is not publicly available, we divided the training set into
training, validation, and test subsets with ratios of 0.8, 0.1,
and 0.1, respectively. Further, ground-truth tumor masks are
available for all WSIs in Camelyon16 and most in PANDA.
We used those pixel-level labels to quantitatively evaluate the
attention map from the local explanations.

B. Implementation details

For all WSIs, we generated image and concept features
and trained our Concept MIL model as described in Sec. III.
We implemented the image MIL branch in our model as
attention-based MIL [20]. The image feature projector H(·)
was implemented as a Fully Connected Layer (FCL) followed

by the activation function ReLU. The attention module Ap(·)
was a gated attention module following [27]. We used an
FCL followed by a sigmoid function for the classification in
the image branch. The PAG Top K patch selection module
was adapted from [22], [39], and we set K to 20 for models
on both datasets. In the concept MIL branch of our model,
the attention module Ac(·) was also implemented as a gated
attention mechanism, and the classification layer consisted
of a fully connected layer with a sigmoid function. We set
percentile Prγ to 0.75 and temperature t to 3 for scaling the
attention scores β. And set the λ in loss function (6) to 0.05.

During training, we used a batch size of 1 to fit the WSIs
with different bag sizes. The learning rate was set to 0.001 for
the Camelyon16 dataset and 0.0001 for the PANDA dataset,
with a weight decay of 0.001 applied to both datasets. The
model was trained for 300 epochs, and the final model from
the last epoch was used for evaluation.

C. Baselines

We compared our model with Attention MIL [20], CLAM
[27], TransMIL [36] and Additive MIL [21]. We used the
same image features extracted with CONCH [26] as input
for all models. The implementation of the baseline models
was based on their official code releases. Unfortunately, a
direct comparison to SI-MIL was not possible. As discussed in
Sec. II-A, the pathological features used by SI-MIL [22] rely
on the output from HoVerNet [16] which cannot be directly
applied to the datasets used in this paper. A comparison to
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(a)

(b)

(c) t-SNE on patch level 

JS div:0.43 JS div:0.43 

(e) individual concept distributions on WSI level 

(d) t-SNE on WSI level 

JS div:0.54 

Fig. 4. Global explanations for the model trained on PANDA dataset. (a)
and (b) are WSI-level mean concept contribution vectors for tumor and
normal predictions. (c) and (d) show t-SNE plots of concept vectors from
normal and tumor cases at the patch level and WSI level. (e) shows dis-
tributions of three individual concepts across normal and tumor cases,
along with their corresponding Jensen–Shannon divergence scores.

the values reported in the SI-MIL publication is also not fea-
sible, as no quantitative evaluations of the local explanations
were conducted. Additionally, the reported Jensen–Shannon
divergence values in [22] for the global explanations are in a
different range and cannot be directly compared to ours.

We trained Attention MIL, TransMIL, and Additive MIL for
300 epochs with a learning rate of 0.0002 and weight decay
of 0.001. We trained the CLAM multi-branch model for 200
epochs with a learning rate of 0.0001 following the official
code release. For all compared models, we used the models
from the last epoch for evaluation.

D. Metrics

We evaluated our model and the baseline models on the
classification performance and explanation quality. We used

TABLE I
CONCEPT SETS FOR CAMELYON16 AND PANDA

Camelyon16 PANDA
• dense nuclei • apoptotic cells
• hyperchromatic nuclei • cribriform pattern
• disorganized cells • disruption of basal cell layer
• tumor cells • glandular growth pattern
• nuclear pleomorphism • glands infiltrate stroma
• pale cytoplasm • glomeruloid pattern
• enlarged nuclei • neoplastic cells
• loose chromatin • necrotic areas
• large nuclei • nuclear pleomorphism
• necrotic areas • solid growth pattern
• apoptotic bodies • very round glands
• cells in mitosis • disruption of glandular architecture
• high nuclear-to-
cytoplasmic ratio

• prostate glands with poorly
defined borders
• prostate glands are variable in
size and shape

(a) Attention map (b) Ground truth mask

Fig. 5. (a) Attention map from Concept MIL model on a Camelyon16
sample, with the top 20 patches highlighted by green dots. (b) Ground
truth mask for the sample, showing tumor regions in yellow and normal
tissue in dark green.

Accuracy and the Area Under the ROC Curve (AUC) as the
evaluation metrics for classification. To quantitatively assess
local explanations, we defined disease localization score based
on the pointing game [45] to evaluate how well the salient
patches locate the tumor regions. The idea of pointing game is
to check whether the most salient point falls inside the ground
truth object regions. We extended this approach by locating
the K patches with the highest attention scores and checking if
they are inside the ground truth tumor regions, as illustrated in
Fig. 5. The disease localization score was defined as follows:

Disease Localization Score =
Hits@K

K
, (9)

where Hits@K represents the number of top K patches that
fall within the ground truth tumor regions. We set K to 20 for
all evaluated explanations.

We quantitatively evaluated global explanations in terms
of the class separability of the learned features [13], [22].
We used the Jensen–Shannon (JS) divergence to quantify
the difference between the distributions of tumor and normal
samples. Additionally, we projected the concept vectors to 2D
space using t-SNE [40] plot and calculated the Silhouette score
[34] to evaluate how well the tumor and normal samples were
clustered. Since the baseline models do not provide global
explanations, we performed this evaluation only on our model.
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TABLE II
CLASSIFICATION PERFORMANCE MEASURED BY ACCURACY AND AUC.

Model Camelyon16 PANDA
Acc. AUC Acc. AUC

ABMIL 0.914 0.929 0.917 0.972
TransMIL 0.938 0.950 0.934 0.969

AdditiveMIL 0.891 0.856 0.920 0.971
CLAM 0.906 0.978 0.924 0.982

ours (image) 0.938 0.970 0.937 0.979
ours (concept) 0.623 0.688 0.900 0.955

ours 0.898 0.916 0.927 0.977

TABLE III
EVALUATIONS OF LOCAL EXPLANATIONS ON DISEASE LOCALIZATION.

Model ABMIL TransMIL AdditiveMIL CLAM our
Camelyon16 0.760 - 0.668 0.830 0.871

PANDA 0.832 - 0.892 0.852 0.853

E. Classification Performance

The classification results of all compared models are pre-
sented in Table II. Our model achieved classification perfor-
mance on par with state-of-the-art baselines, demonstrating
that it maintains classification performance while offering
interpretability. We conducted an ablation study on the two
MIL branches by training them separately, using only image
features or concept-based features. The ablation results showed
that using only a concept MIL branch did not yield strong
classification performance, indicating that guidance from the
image MIL branch is necessary for effective classification.

F. Evaluations of Local Explanations

Several MIL models offer local explanations through atten-
tion scores-based heatmaps. However, these explanations are
often assessed qualitatively. In this work, we conduct both
quantitative and qualitative evaluations of local explanations.

1) Quantative Evaluation: We evaluated the local explana-
tions from our model and baselines using the disease localiza-
tion score defined in Sec. IV-D. We excluded TransMIL [36]
from this evaluation because the official paper lacks details on
generating explanations for it. The disease localization scores
in Table III show that the top 20 patches selected by the MIL
models effectively identified the tumor regions. Our model
achieved the highest localization score on the Camelyon16
dataset and the second-best on the PANDA dataset, with an
average of 17 out of 20 top patches correctly localized within
the tumor region for both.

2) Qualitative Evaluation: To assess whether the concept-
based local explanations align with clinical knowledge, we
conducted a user study involving three pathologists.

We selected 6 positive, 2 negative, and 2 misclassified
samples from both the Camelyon16 and PANDA datasets. For
each sample, we provided the pathologists with our model’s
WSI classification results, the top 20 patches selected by
the model (see Fig. 3b), and the concept list (see Table I).
The pathologists were asked two questions for each sample.
First, they were asked to select the five most significant
concepts based on the provided patches. This question aimed
to evaluate the alignment between the concepts identified by

TABLE IV
AVERAGE AGREEMENT BETWEEN OUR MODEL AND THE PATHOLOGISTS.

Camelyon16 PANDA
M P1 P2 P3 M P1 P2 P3

M - 0.38 0.55 0.53 M - 0.25 0.45 0.38
P1 - - 0.60 0.60 P1 - - 0.48 0.48
P2 - - - 0.65 P2 - - - 0.50
P3 - - - - P3 - - - -
“M” denotes our model, while “P1,” “P2,” and “P3” represent the three
pathologists, respectively.

the pathologists and those predicted by the model. Second,
we asked whether the pathologists agreed with the model’s
classification results, given the top 20 patches, to evaluate
if the explanations were useful in identifying the failure
cases. This study was conducted independently with three
pathologists. The agreement on concepts was quantified by the
proportion of common concepts selected by both our model
and the pathologists out of the top five concepts.

Table IV shows that on the Camelyon16 dataset, our model
achieved agreements of 0.38, 0.55, and 0.53 with pathol-
ogists 1, 2, and 3, respectively. This means that two to
three concepts among the top five predicted by our model
overlapped with those selected by the pathologists. By looking
into the concepts related to tumor cases, we found that
“nuclear pleomorphism”, “disorganized cells”, “high nuclear-
to-cytoplasmic ratio”, “loose chromatin” and “hyperchromatic
nuclei” were the five most frequently used concepts by our
model. Meanwhile, pathologists primarily referenced “tumor
cells”, “disorganized cells” “enlarged nuclei”, “high nuclear-
to-cytoplasmic ratio” and “nuclear pleomorphism”, with 3 con-
cepts shared between our model and the pathologists. On the
PANDA dataset, the top five concepts identified by our model
are “disruption of basal cell layer”, “glands infiltrate stroma”,
“nuclear pleomorphism”, “apoptotic cells” and “neoplastic
cells”. Meanwhile, the most frequently referenced concepts by
pathologists included “disruption of glandular architecture”,
“glands infiltrate stroma”, “disruption of basal cell layer”,
“prostate glands with poorly defined borders” and “neoplastic
cells”, again with three concepts shared between our model
and the pathologists.

As shown in Table IV, agreement scores among pathologists
ranged from 0.48 to 0.65, indicating an average of two to three
shared concepts between individual pathologists. This notable
variance suggests that pathologists often rely on different sets
of concepts for their diagnosis.

By reviewing the responses to the second question, in which
we asked whether the pathologists agreed with the model’s
prediction, we found that for each of the four misclassified
cases, at least two pathologists expressed uncertainty and
suggested further examination was needed. In a false negative
case from the Camelyon16 dataset, pathologists noted that the
20 patches selected by the model contained both tumor and
normal tissue, therefore disagreeing with the model’s “Nor-
mal” prediction. In a PANDA false positive case, pathologists
pointed out that the selected patches were normal stroma,
which did not support a “Tumor” prediction. The pathologists’
responses to this question indicate that our model’s explana-
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tions can assist users in identifying failure cases, which is
desirable for human-AI collaboration.

G. Evaluations of Global Explanations
Global explanations offer insights into the model’s behavior

at the dataset level. After the model’s training, we collected the
whole slide-level concept contributions of tumor and normal
predictions, calculated the mean concept vectors (Fig. 4a, b),
and visualized the distributions of both the concept vectors
and individual concepts (Fig. 4c, d, e) to assess the overall
quality of the model.

1) Quantative Evaluation: As described in Sec. IV-D, we
used the JS divergence and Silhouette score [34] to evaluate
the global explanations on class separability. Table V presents
the evaluation results for these two metrics at patch and WSI
levels, with the JS Divergence score averaged across all con-
cepts. Notably, the Silhouette scores at the WSI level are 0.518
on Camelyon16 and 0.579 on PANDA, which are significantly
higher than the patch level scores of 0.216 on Camelyon16 and
0.261 on PANDA. This indicates that the concept contribution
vectors at the WSI level are more tightly clustered within the
same class and better separated from the opposite class. This
conclusion is supported by the t-SNE [40] plots in Fig. 4c
and d. In Fig. 4e, we visualize the WSI-level distributions
of three concepts across tumor and normal cases, with the
corresponding JS divergence noted. These plots demonstrate
that the individual concept has distinct distributions between
tumor and normal cases.

TABLE V
EVALUATIONS OF GLOBAL EXPLANATIONS ON CLASS SEPARABILITY

Feature Camelyon16 PANDA
JS Div. Silh. score JS Div. Silh. score

Top K patch concepts 0.301 0.216 0.291 0.261
WSI level concepts 0.326 0.518 0.295 0.579

2) Qualitative Evaluation: In addition to the user study, we
consulted one pathologist to verify whether the global expla-
nations presented in Fig. 4a, b were meaningful and could help
build trust in the model. The pathologist confirmed that the top
contributing concepts for tumor predictions in both datasets,
such as “high nuclear-to-cytoplasmic ratio”, “disorganized
cells”, “nuclear pleomorphism” for Camelyon16 and “disrup-
tion of basal cell layer”, “glands infiltrate stroma”, “nuclear
pleomorphism” for PANDA, represent important pathological
features for tumor detection. For normal predictions, they
expected all tumor-related concepts to contribute negatively.
Although not perfect, the pathologist believes our model is
effective based on the concepts it uses for making predictions,
and the global explanations can help to foster trust.

V. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

We introduced Concept MIL, an inherently interpretable
model for WSI classification that offers pathology concepts as
explanations. Our key idea is to use an image MIL branch to
support the patch selection for an interpretable concept MIL
branch, allowing predictions to be made based on a linear
combination of concepts from the 20 most salient patches.

The quantitative evaluations show that inherently inter-
pretable models like ours can be performant while offering
highly interpretable explanations. Feedback from pathologists
indicates that faithful local and global explanations could be
helpful for building trust with the end users. Local explana-
tions such as ours, which combine image information from
WSI with high-level pathology concepts, allow pathologists
to understand how a prediction is made and to investigate
suspicious cases further. Global explanations that reflect the
entire model’s decision mechanism provide a way to assess the
model’s overall quality. In the future, we plan to expand the
user study to a larger group of clinicians to gain deeper insights
into the clinical utility of our concept-based explanations.

Since our model uses a vision language foundation model
for both image feature extraction and concept projection, a
strong foundation model that effectively aligns the vision and
text spaces could enhance its performance. In future work, we
plan to explore the integration of pathology concepts at multi-
ple scales, develop automatic methods for concept definition,
and extend our model to support multi-class classification.
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