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Abstract. In recent years, the advent of foundation models (FM) for
digital pathology has relied heavily on scaling the pre-training datasets
and the model size, yielding large and powerful models. While it resulted
in improving the performance on diverse downstream tasks, it also in-
troduced increased computational cost and inference time. In this work,
we explore the distillation of a large foundation model into a smaller
one, reducing the number of parameters by several orders of magni-
tude. Leveraging distillation techniques, our distilled model, H0-mini,
achieves nearly comparable performance to large FMs at a significantly
reduced inference cost. It is evaluated on several public benchmarks,
achieving 3rd place on the HEST benchmark and 5th place on the EVA
benchmark. Additionally, a robustness analysis conducted on the PLISM
dataset demonstrates that our distilled model reaches excellent robust-
ness to variations in staining and scanning conditions, significantly out-
performing other state-of-the art models. This opens new perspectives
to design lightweight and robust models for digital pathology, without
compromising on performance.

Keywords: Digital pathology · Self-supervised learning · Distillation ·
Foundation models.

1 Introduction

In recent years, representation learning models have revolutionized computa-
tional pathology (CPath) by providing efficient models that can serve for a
variety of tasks, involving biomarker prediction [20,28,33], gene expression pre-
diction [12,13,19,30], whole slide image (WSI) and tissue classification [31,39]
or survival analysis [6]. Modern computational pathology frameworks typically
rely on foundation models [1,3,14,15,23,24,29,32,34,36,41]. While differences ex-
ist between the various frameworks, they share the common idea to leverage
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representation models, able to map small patches of tissues (or tiles) to a lower
dimensional space by computing features (or embeddings). Those features can
then later be aggregated to produce predictions or representations at slide level.

When designing CPath pipelines, two equally important questions arise: the
model’s pure performance, and its robustness to variations in scanning condi-
tions [16]. Recent studies have mostly focused on scaling the training dataset
and the model size, resulting in large models whose size can reach more than
one billion parameters, pretrained on several hundred thousands to a few mil-
lion WSI [29,36,41]. This yielded spectacular improvements in performance on
a variety of benchmarks and downstream tasks, yet, introduced an increased
computational cost. Besides, the robustness of foundation models to variations
in sample preparation (e.g., staining) or digitization (e.g., scanning) has not
attracted the same attention as their performance despite being critical to the
clinical deployment of CPath workflows. To further investigate this aspect, some
datasets and benchmarks have been proposed, such as [9,22,25,35].

To jointly tackle the issue of the additional computational cost while pro-
moting the robustness of the models, this study proposes to investigate the
distillation of large foundation models. Starting from a recent foundation model,
H-Optimus-0 [29], a Vision Transformer-giant (ViT-g) [10] with more than one
billion parameters, we investigate its distillation into a smaller ViT-Base of
86 million parameters [10]. On several public benchmarks, the distilled model,
H0-mini, demonstrates competitive performance with significantly larger state-
of-the-art models. Additionally, leveraging the PLISM dataset [25], we show
that the distilled model significantly outperforms all other foundation mod-
els reported in the literature for its robustness to variations in staining and
scanning conditions. This uncovers new perspectives to design robust CPath
models in view of their adoption in clinical practice. Our preprocessed ver-
sion of PLISM dataset is publicly available for benchmark purposes at https:
//huggingface.co/datasets/owkin/plism-dataset-tiles.

2 Related work

2.1 Self-supervised learning (SSL) for digital pathology

Pretraining a feature extractor with SSL is now a cornerstone of modern CPath
frameworks. First CPath pipelines used to leverage models pretrained on Ima-
genet [8], and suffered from an out-of-domain gap when transferred to digital
pathology images. The advent of SSL methods showed the benefit of doing an
in-domain pretraining for pathology feature extractors [5,7,27]. While it was
originally leveraging contrastive methods [4,38] tailored for convolutional net-
works, more recent models build on the Vision Transformer (ViT) architecture,
with pretraining methods coming such as DINO, iBOT or DINOv2 [2,26,40].
Most of the recent foundation models for digital pathology leverage the DINOv2
framework [23,29,35,36].

https://huggingface.co/datasets/owkin/plism-dataset-tiles
https://huggingface.co/datasets/owkin/plism-dataset-tiles
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2.2 Distillation

Distillation is a well known machine learning technique that consists in super-
vising a student model by a teacher model [18]. In the context of building image
foundation models, it has been shown to be more efficient to distill a large model
into a smaller one rather than training the small model from scratch [26]. In [11],
a simple method is proposed to perform the distillation, and variations corre-
sponding to the various SSL frameworks are investigated. In particular, following
the DINO and iBOT frameworks, two methods are proposed, namely RoB-DINO
and RoB-iBOT. In the former, following the DINO self-distillation objective, the
class token of the teacher serves to supervise the student. In the latter, following
the iBOT masked image modeling objective, an additional loss term is added
where the (unmasked) patch tokens of the teacher also serve to supervise the
student.

While distillation techniques are well established in computer vision in gen-
eral, their application to foundation models for digital pathology remains rela-
tively scarce. In GPFM [23], 3 foundation models (CONCH, Phikon and UNI) are
simultaneously distilled during the pre-training phase of the model in addition to
the classical DINOv2 loss, aiming to capture “experts” knowledge in the result-
ing model. In [41], a ViT-Small model, Virchow2G-Mini is introduced. It results
from the distillation of Virchow2G (a ViT-Giant) on a 1-billion tile dataset. The
authors show that distillation is beneficial compared to pre-training the same
ViT-Small model from scratch.

3 Material and methods

3.1 Pre-training setup

Distillation setup In this study, H-Optimus-0 is considered as the teacher
model. We then follow the general methodology described in [26]. More precisely,
for an image x, let x1 and x2 denote two augmented views of x. Additionally, for
i ∈ J1, 2K, we denote by z

(t)
i (resp. z(s)i ) the class tokens output by the teacher

(resp. student) model for image xi. For a patch p, we also denote by z
(t)
i,p (resp.

z
(s)
i,p ) the patch tokens output by the teacher (resp. student) for the image xi. We

pass the teacher (resp. student) class tokens through the corresponding DINO
head. This head is a MLP outputting a vector of scores, followed by softmax
centering. Similarly, patch tokens are passed through either the teacher or stu-
dent iBOT head. As a general notation, hi corresponds to the head projection
of zi. Taking inspiration from [11], distillation is performed by combining two
objectives:
• DINO objective. In this setting, only the class scores (derived from the

projection of class tokens into the DINO heads) are used to perform the
distillation. Let H denote the cross-entropy loss. The corresponding loss
function Ldino is defined as

Ldino :=

(
H(h

(t)
1 , h

(s)
2 ) +H(h

(t)
2 , h

(s)
1 )

)
/2.
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• iBOT objective. The iBOT objective extends the distillation by incorpo-
rating patch tokens supervision. Only global crops are used to compute the
objective. This loss is defined as the following

Libot :=
1

2P

P∑
p=1

2∑
j=1

H(h
(t)
j,p, h

(s)
j,p),

where P denotes the total number of patches. Unlike [11] we do not apply
masking of the patches and the iBOT loss is applied for all patch scores
(derived from the projection of patch tokens into the iBOT heads).

Finally, for all experiments, we keep a spare Exponential Moving Average
(EMA) of the student as in [11] and we remove the stochastic depth. Separate
heads for the DINO and iBOT distillation objectives are considered, and the
Koleo regularizing loss is removed. To speed up the distillation, mixed precision
is used as in [26]. We present in Table 4 the main parameters used for the
distillation.

Pre-training datasets To assess the benefit of distillation compared to pre-
training feature extractors from scratch, and similar to the Phikon setup [14], we
perform the distillation on a dataset of 43M tiles extracted from 6,093 TCGA
slides covering 16 cancer sites. Compared to the typical sizes of pre-training
datasets, it stands out by its relatively small size. We note that this is a dif-
ference with the pretraining setup proposed in [41], where the distillation is
performed on a 1B-tile dataset.

3.2 Evaluation setup

Performance benchmarks To rigorously evaluate model performance, we use
two publicly available benchmarks1. The HEST-Benchmark [19] collects gene
expression prediction tasks for 9 different indications. For each task, a subset
of 50 highly variable genes is considered. To account for various embedding
dimensions between feature extractors, we follow the recommended evaluation
procedure from HEST-Benchmark, fitting a ridge regression on top of a PCA
reduction with 256 components. We refer to the HEST paper and repository
for more details on the evaluation procedure. Additionally, following the recom-
mended methodology in [41], we use the concatenation of the class token and the
mean over all patch tokens as embeddings of our distilled models. We note that
because of the embedding dimension of ViT-Base models (d = 768), concatenat-
ing the class token and the mean over all patch tokens results in embeddings of
the same dimension as ViT-g models (e.g., H0 or Gigapath) (d = 1536).

We also leverage the EVA benchmark [17], which consists in 4 patch-level
classification tasks, 2 patch-level segmentation tasks, and 2 slide-level classifica-
tion tasks. For each category of tasks, EVA’s evaluation protocol is fixed to allow
1 The HEST benchmark is available at https://github.com/mahmoodlab/HEST, and

the EVA benchmark is available at https://kaiko-ai.github.io/eva/main/.

https://github.com/mahmoodlab/HEST
https://kaiko-ai.github.io/eva/main/
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for a fair evaluation across feature extractors. For instance, the main hyperpa-
rameters such as learning rate, batch size, or schedulers are shared for all feature
extractors. We refer to the EVA paper and documentation for more details on
the evaluation procedure.

Our results can be reproduced on HEST-Benchmark and EVA’s respective
code repositories.

Robustness dataset In order to evaluate model robustness, we use the public
PLISM [25] dataset. PLISM consists of 46 human tissue types stained using 13
different H&E conditions, and captured using 7 WSI scanners. Of the 13 stain-
ings, 3 were kept and 10 were discarded because they were deemed too different
from routine H&E stainings. Each of those 21 experimental conditions consisted
of one whole-slide image made of the 46 tissue punches. Those 21 WSIs were
further aligned together using the Elastix software [21], taking the GMH-stained
WSI captured with the Hamamatsu Nanozoomer S60 as reference. An in-house
matter detection model was then used to detect tissue and tessellate those 21
WSIs into 16,278 tissue tiles each. Consequently, our robustness dataset is made
of 16,278 tissue patches, each of them existing under 3 different H&E staining
conditions and captured with 7 different scanners. We provide in Appendix 7.1
some visualizations from PLISM, following the registration step. Cosine sim-
ilarity and top-k accuracy are used to evaluate the robustness of the feature
extractors. These metrics are computed on slide pairs corresponding to different
scanner and staining combinations.

• Cosine similarity is assessed on features extracted from tissue tiles, averaged
over all 16,278 matching tile pairs. We note that this metric was proposed in
[35] to quantify the robustness of feature extractors to stain normalization.

• Top-k accuracy computes the percentage of tiles from one slide whose match-
ing tile on the other slide ranks among the k closest tiles (by cosine similarity)
when compared to all other tiles from both slides. This metric is computed
bidirectionally and averaged for each slide pair.

Finally, metrics are aggregated across unique combinations of distinct scan-
ners and stainings, yielding a final robustness score for each feature extractor.
We provide in Appendix 7.3 technical details on metrics computation. Specific
robustness to scanner (resp. staining) is assessed on all intra-staining (resp. scan-
ner) inter-scanner (resp. staining) pairs while overall robustness metrics is as-
sessed using all pairs.

4 Results

4.1 HEST results

In Table 1, we report the results on the HEST benchmark. We notice that the
distilled model performs remarkably well on this benchmark, highlighting the
efficiency of knowledge distillation. The model significantly outperforms Phikon,
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its equivalent trained from scratch (same architecture and same pre-training
data). Additionally, both versions outperform in average much bigger foundation
models such as Virchow2 or Prov-Gigapath.

Table 1. HEST results. Pearson correlations are reported for all tasks. For all mod-
els, [CLS] tokens are concatenated to the mean over all patch tokens to form the
input embeddings.1 For UNI 1.5, results are directly taken from HEST repository’s
README.

Model Size IDC PRAD PAAD SKCM COAD READ ccRCC LUAD IDC Average

H-Optimus-0 1,100M 0.6106 0.3621 0.5106 0.6614 0.3089 0.2401 0.2669 0.5754 0.2664 0.4224

UNI 1.51 - 0.5989 0.3645 0.4902 0.6401 0.2925 0.2240 0.2522 0.5586 0.2695 0.4090

H0-mini 86M 0.5909 0.3633 0.5068 0.6125 0.2700 0.2047 0.2643 0.5633 0.2640 0.4044

Virchow2 632M 0.5971 0.3528 0.4778 0.6404 0.2580 0.2073 0.2604 0.5685 0.2568 0.4019

Hibou Large 307M 0.5945 0.3231 0.4758 0.6059 0.3128 0.1823 0.2777 0.5720 0.2490 0.3992

Kaiko ViT-B/8 86M 0.5710 0.3827 0.4727 0.5904 0.3105 0.1726 0.2664 0.5883 0.2362 0.3912

UNI 307M 0.5851 0.3274 0.4882 0.6235 0.2583 0.1757 0.2463 0.5558 0.2576 0.3907

Prov-Gigapath 1,100M 0.5707 0.3841 0.4920 0.5823 0.3076 0.186 0.2277 0.5579 0.2499 0.3952

Phikon-V2 307M 0.5677 0.3793 0.4771 0.5845 0.2561 0.1865 0.2607 0.5502 0.2476 0.3897

Phikon 86M 0.5481 0.3452 0.4639 0.5555 0.2668 0.1667 0.2496 0.5679 0.2387 0.3780

4.2 EVA results

In Table 2, we report the results on the EVA benchmark. As suggested by the
authors of the benchmark, we report the average results with and without the
BACH task, as the spatial resolution of the images differ from the other tasks,
and therefore tend to favor mixed-magnification models such as Virchow2 or
the Kaiko models. Even though the results tend to saturate, with 6 models
with an average performance (without BACH) between 0.78 and 0.79, similar
conclusions from the HEST benchmark can be drawn. The distilled models are
competitive with the other state-of-the-art models while being much smaller. A
noticeable exception is the Kaiko-B/8 model which, with a similar architecture
(but a smaller patch size which results in more computations), reaches equivalent
performance. This shows that the distilled model can perform very well for a
variety of tasks, including patch classification, WSI classification (ranking first)
or segmentation.

4.3 Robustness evaluation

Figure 1 presents the robustness metrics evaluated on the PLISM dataset. H0-
mini achieves notably high scores, outperforming state-of-the-art models. We also
note that multi-modal extractors, such as CONCH, demonstrate high robustness.
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Table 2. EVA results. Balanced binary (resp. multiclass) accuracy is reported for
binary (resp. multiclass) classification tasks. MonaiDiceScore is reported for segmenta-
tion tasks. For all models, input embeddings are only the [CLS] tokens. Following EVA
benchmark, average performance is taken over all tasks except BACH.

Patch-level classification Slide-level
classification Segmentation Average

Model Size BACH CRC MHIST PCam Cam16 PANDA CoNSeP MoNuSAC All

Virchow2 632M 0.880 0.966 0.858 0.936 0.864 0.642 0.630 0.663 0.794

H-Optimus-0 1,100M 0.758 0.958 0.839 0.942 0.820 0.645 0.637 0.679 0.789

Prov-Gigapath 1,100M 0.761 0.952 0.829 0.945 0.814 0.664 0.621 0.672 0.785

UNI 307M 0.797 0.947 0.844 0.936 0.834 0.656 0.628 0.638 0.783

H0-mini 86M 0.774 0.961 0.790 0.942 0.842 0.667 0.629 0.643 0.782

Hibou Large 307M 0.816 0.931 0.826 0.951 0.832 0.633 0.642 0.658 0.782

Kaiko ViT-B/8 86M 0.858 0.957 0.823 0.918 0.818 0.638 0.645 0.675 0.782

Phikon 86M 0.722 0.936 0.799 0.922 0.797 0.640 0.629 0.644 0.767

Phikon-V2 307M 0.727 0.939 0.775 0.893 0.808 0.635 0.630 0.639 0.760

We note that while there is a correlation between the cosine similarity metric and
the retrieval metric, cosine similarity alone is not enough to assess the robustness
of a foundation model. Models, such as PLIP and Phikon, present high values of
cosine similarity, while failing at the retrieval task. Besides, robustness of a model
should be evaluated alongside downstream performance, to have a comprehensive

Fig. 1. PLISM results - Median Top-5 Accuracy vs. Median Cosine Similarity by ex-
tractor. For both axes, higher values indicate more robust models.
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understanding of a model’s behavior. It should also be noted that robustness
to staining is harder to achieve compared to scanning as staining variations
may have an impact on biological morphology (different stainings correspond to
different consecutive cuts) while scanning variations mostly impact color tints.
Figure 4 in Appendix 7.2 shows for all models their respective robustness with
respect to scanning or staining variations based on Top-1 Accuracy. H0-Mini
presents the highest robustness to scanning variations and ranks 3rd on staining
robustness behind H-Optimus-0 and Virchow2.

5 Discussion

While the results presented in this work are very promising, several limitations
and perspectives can be noted. First, we note that the final projection head of
the teacher model is required to perform the distillation. Whether the distillation
can be performed without the projection head (for instance, by learning them
during the pre-training as in [23]) with equivalent downstream performance and
robustness should be explored.

Second, even though distilled models will be much cheaper to use for down-
stream tasks (both in time, cost or energy consumption), it remains computa-
tionally demanding to obtain them compared to training a similar model from
scratch (1.7x longer for a ViT-B architecture) as it requires the teacher model.
However, the resulting performance and robustness is greatly improved.

Finally, we mention some open questions. The successful distillation of large
models into smaller ones raises a question on the intrinsic dimension of founda-
tion models in digital pathology, that should be further investigated. Besides,
we did not perform an extensive hyperparameter optimization. Whether some
could be tailored for distillation remains to be explored (e.g., adding more global
crops to the iBOT objective, reducing the student patch size, etc.). The choice
of dataset on which to perform distillation may also have an impact on the
downstream properties of the models.

6 Conclusion

This study shows that distilling a large foundation model results in a competitive
smaller model. We show that this model can efficiently be leveraged for down-
stream applications closing the performance gap with larger foundation models.
We hope our work will democratize the use of pathology foundation models for
researchers with limited computational resources.

Besides, we show that distilled models present an additional robustness prop-
erty, with their features having a better invariance to changes in scanners or
staining conditions. Self-supervised learning is known to be an efficient way to
address domain generalization in CPath [37] and, to the best of our knowledge,
this study is the first to highlight that distilling a large foundation model further
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improves the robustness of the resulting model. This enhanced robustness prop-
erty lays the groundwork for future research, supporting the broader adoption
of CPath models in clinical practice.
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7 Supplemental

7.1 PLISM dataset visualization

Fig. 2. Thumbnail of PLISM dataset slide serving as reference for registration. This
WSI is stained with GMH condition and digitized using Hamamatsu Nanozoomer S60
scanner.
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Fig. 3. Detailed view of one tile in the PLISM dataset after registration. Horizontally,
the variability introduced by varying the scanner can be visualized, and vertically, the
variability introduced by the staining conditions.

7.2 Additional PLISM dataset results

Fig. 4. PLISM results - Robustness to scanner vs robustness to staining as measured
by median Top-1 Accuracy.
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Table 3. PLISM results - Detailed metrics for all extractors. For each metric, median
(inter-quartile range) is reported.

Model Cosine
Similarity

Top-1
Accuracy

Top-5
Accuracy

H0-Mini 0.876 (0.075) 0.239 (0.430) 0.451 (0.501)
H-Optimus-0 0.799 (0.108) 0.261 (0.375) 0.444 (0.431)
Virchow 2 0.866 (0.070) 0.162 (0.244) 0.336 (0.325)
CONCH 0.902 (0.065) 0.154 (0.389) 0.315 (0.507)
Virchow 0.838 (0.088) 0.110 (0.202) 0.234 (0.265)
UNI 0.686 (0.172) 0.081 (0.219) 0.222 (0.357)
CTransPath 0.857 (0.090) 0.056 (0.173) 0.166 (0.324)
Prov-Gigapath 0.690 (0.169) 0.054 (0.201) 0.155 (0.345)
Kaiko ViT-B/8 0.835 (0.088) 0.024 (0.100) 0.097 (0.227)
Hibou Large 0.595 (0.149) 0.002 (0.011) 0.010 (0.034)
PLIP 0.909 (0.047) 0.001 (0.016) 0.009 (0.055)
Phikon-V2 0.641 (0.16) 0.001 (0.006) 0.007 (0.027)
Phikon 0.715 (0.178) 0.001 (0.005) 0.006 (0.028)

7.3 Mathematical details of robustness evaluation metrics

Cosine Similarity between Tiles The cosine similarity between two tiles is
a measure of the similarity between their feature vectors. Let t1 and t2 represent
the feature vectors of two tiles. The cosine similarity between t1 and t2 is defined
as:

Cosine Similarity(t1, t2) =
⟨t1, t2⟩

∥t1∥2∥t2∥2
,

where

• ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the canonical dot product,
• and ∥ · ∥2 denotes the corresponding euclidean norm.

Cosine Similarity for a Slide Pair For each slide pair (S1, S2), the Mean
Cosine Similarity is computed by averaging the cosine similarities between cor-
responding tile pairs. Each tile pair (ti,1, ti,2) corresponds to a matched location,
where ti,1 and ti,2 are the feature vectors extracted from slides S1 and S2, respec-
tively. Let N denote the total number of tile pairs. The Mean Cosine Similarity
between S1 and S2 is then:

Mean Cosine SimilarityS1,S2
=

1

N

N∑
i=1

Cosine Similarity(ti,1, ti,2).
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Top-k Accuracy for a Slide Pair For each tile ti,1 from slide S1, the cosine
similarities between ti,1 and all other tiles from both S1 and S2 are computed.
These tiles are then ranked based on their similarity. The Top-k Accuracy is
defined as the fraction of tiles from S1 whose corresponding tile from S2 ranks
among the top k closest tiles. Formally, the Top-k Accuracy from S1 to S2 is:

Top-k AccuracyS1→S2
=

1

N

N∑
i=1

1 (rankS1∪S2
(ti,2) ≤ k) ,

where the rank of ti,2 in S1 ∪ S2 is defined as:

rankS1∪S2
(ti,2) = |{t ∈ (S1 ∪ S2), t ̸= ti,1 : Cosine Similarity(ti,1, t) ≥ Cosine Similarity(ti,1, ti,2)}| .

The final Top-k Accuracy for the slide pair is obtained by averaging the Top-k
Accuracy in both directions:

Top-k AccuracyS1,S2
=

1

2

(
Top-k AccuracyS1→S2

+ Top-k AccuracyS2→S1

)
.

7.4 Distillation hyperparameters

Finally, we provide in Table 4 the main hyperparameters used in the distillation.



17

Table 4. Main hyperparameters used in the distillation.

Optimization Warmup epochs 16
Parameters Teacher temperature warmup epochs 30

Weight decay end value 0.4
Total batch size 2,048
Number of iterations 105,000

Model Patch size 14
Parameters Register tokens 4

Embedding dimension 768
Layers 12
Heads 12
MLP ratio 4
MLP activation SwiGLU

Projection Heads prototypes 131,072
Heads DINO head bottleneck dim 384

iBOT head bottleneck dim 256

Hardware GPUs 128 V100 32 Go
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