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Abstract 

From self-supervised, vision-only models to contrastive visual-language frameworks, computational pathology has 

rapidly evolved in recent years. Generative AI “co-pilots” now demonstrate the ability to mine subtle, sub-visual 

tissue cues across the cellular-to-pathology spectrum, generate comprehensive reports, and respond to complex 

user queries. The scale of data has surged dramatically, growing from tens to millions of multi-gigapixel tissue 

images, while the number of trainable parameters in these models has risen to several billion.  

The critical question remains: how will this new wave of generative and multi-purpose AI transform clinical 

diagnostics? In this article, we explore the true potential of these innovations and their integration into clinical 

practice. We review the rapid progress of foundation models in pathology, clarify their applications and significance. 

More precisely, we examine the very definition of foundational models, identifying what makes them foundational, 

general, or multipurpose, and assess their impact on computational pathology. Additionally, we address the unique 

challenges associated with their development and evaluation. These models have demonstrated exceptional 

predictive and generative capabilities, but establishing global benchmarks is crucial to enhancing evaluation 

standards and fostering their widespread clinical adoption. 

In computational pathology, the broader impact of frontier AI ultimately depends on widespread adoption and 

societal acceptance. While direct public exposure is not strictly necessary, it remains a powerful tool for dispelling 

misconceptions, building trust, and securing regulatory support. 
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1. Introduction 

Foundation models (Bommasani et al. 2022; Alfasly et al. 2023; Z. Chen et al. 2024; OpenAI 2023b; 2023a; Kirillov et 

al. 2023; Radford et al. 2021) mark the dawn of a new AI eraa with the power to transform computational pathology. 

Just as deep learning once disrupted the field (A. H. Song et al. 2023; Perez-Lopez et al. 2024), foundation models 

now promise to do the same, offering unprecedented capabilities in understanding, predicting, and diagnosing 

disease (Y. Xu et al. 2024; M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024). This review examines how these 

models could transform medical discovery, moving beyond merely augmenting human expertise to fundamentally 

reshaping it. 

Foundation models, heralded as engines of "generalist AI", promise to unify knowledge across specialties like tissue 

histopathology and oncology (Vorontsov et al. 2024; R. J. Chen et al. 2024; M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et 

al. 2024).  While they offer unprecedented synthesis of cross-domain insights, their ability to match specialists' deep 

understanding remains uncertain. As computational pathology adopts these models, we must evaluate two 

competing needs: adapting models for specific pathology tasks while maintaining their broad applicability.  

Balancing these approaches unlocks their synergy: specialists ensure diagnostic precision while generalists 

accelerate innovation by identifying cross-disciplinary patterns. Building diagnostic foundation models requires 

a The era of AI has just begun. Bill Gates, March 2023 
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rigorous attention to the nuances of data curation, model training, and validation (Bommasani et al. 2022). The stakes 

are high: biased or poorly curated datasets could lead to models that overgeneralize, potentially missing critical 

diagnostic subtleties. As we push towards clinical adoption (Saillard et al. 2023; Bilal, Tsang, et al. 2023; Campanella 

et al. 2019; Graham, Minhas, et al. 2023), it’s essential to balance enthusiasm with caution, ensuring that these 

powerful tools are developed with the precision and care demanded. This review examines how foundation models 

can transform computational pathology, balancing their innovation potential against the imperatives of clinical safety 

and efficacy. 

These models generalize across diverse tasks, offering potential in diagnosing complex diseases and in predicting 

treatment responses by combining information from large-scale gigapixel histopathology images, oncology data, and 

genomics (Zimmermann et al. 2024; Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024; Jaume, Vaidya, et al. 2024). This holistic view was 

previously unattainable; however, these models pose dual challenges: architecting algorithms that can process 

pathology's complex high-dimensional datasets and developing rigorous frameworks to evaluate their performance. 

The transition from task-specific (Saillard et al. 2023; Bilal, Tsang, et al. 2023; Campanella et al. 2019; Graham, 

Minhas, et al. 2023) and multi-task (Graham, Vu, et al. 2023) models towards generative (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, 

Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024; Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024; Sun, Wu, et al. 2024), task-agnostic (R. J. Chen et al. 2024; 

Zimmermann et al. 2024; Vorontsov et al. 2024) ones marks a paradigm shift, raising critical questions: How do these 

new models compare to specialized counterparts when evaluated fairly and rigorously? Are we genuinely capturing 

diagnostically useful subtleties of pathology, or are we risking a loss of precision in a quest for breadth? While 

significant progress has been made in striking this balance for analytical and predictive tasks, new problems have 

arisen in reasoning, especially in adhering to safety and devising benchmarks. 

Processing gigapixel whole slide images (WSIs) poses a fundamental challenge: how to maintain contextual 

awareness across multiple scales while aggregating information from diverse spatial locations (Bilal, Jewsbury, et al. 

2023; S. Chen et al. 2024; Campanella, Chen, et al. 2024).  This multi-scale integration affects both computational 

costs and model performance. Beyond technical hurdles, clinical adoption faces practical barriers: workflow 

integration challenges, digitization costs, and the demands of scalable storage and computing infrastructure (Mayall 

et al. 2023). 

Two recent surveys in computational pathology examine foundation and vision-language models by detailing their 

tools, datasets, and training methodologies. Chanda et al. (Chanda et al. 2024) provide an in-depth overview of these 

technological advances, albeit with limited discussion on the associated risks, clinical challenges, opportunities, 

and broader impact. In contrast, Ochi et al. (Mieko, Komura, and Ishikawa 2025) focus on five vision-only and five 

image-language aligned models, emphasizing both their applications and the obstacles encountered in translating 

these models into clinical practice. Collectively, the reviews underscore the need for a more rigorous evaluation of 

the opportunities, risks, and practical challenges that healthcare professionals face when adopting these emerging 

technologies. 

Critical evaluations of recent studies reveal a mix of promising advances and persistent issues. Despite impressive 

successes in prediction, key barriers persist: limited data diversity, opaque model decisions, and poor generalization 

across populations. A critical question emerges: Is our progress toward clinical adoption truly revolutionary, or have 

we reached a plateau? This review comprehensively examines computational pathology's core challenges, from WSI 

context integration to clinical AI deployment. We examine emerging solutions while candidly assessing progress and 

persistent gaps. 

2. Foundation Models: Definition, Importance, and Technical 

Foundations 

The evolution of machine learning over the past three decades can be understood through three distinct phases, 

each marked by the “emergence” of new paradigms and the “homogenization” of techniques within the field 

(Bommasani et al. 2022). Figure 1 illustrates these evolution phases. 

Phase 1: Machine Learning

In the early stages of machine learning, the focus shifted from explicitly programming how to solve a task to 

inductive learning—learning by examples. This period relied upon handcrafting of features, particularly for complex 
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tasks in natural language processing and computer vision. The primary goal was to predict unseen (“out of 

distribution”) examples based on patterns learned from known examples and their manually designed 

representations.

Phase 2: Deep Learning

The emergence of deep learning marked a fundamental shift toward data-driven approaches in artificial intelligence 

(AI). Instead of relying on manual feature engineering, systems could now automatically extract high-level features—

known as representation learning—directly from raw data like image pixels. Convolutional neural networks 

(ConvNets) emerged as the leading architectural paradigm, bringing unprecedented standardization to model design. 

This architectural convergence, combined with access to larger datasets and GPU-accelerated parallel computing, 

drove dramatic performance improvements across computer vision applications. This success embodied Sutton's 

"bitter lesson": approaches that leveraged computation and large amounts of data consistently outperformed 

carefully crafted, domain-specific solutions, setting the stage for the coming phase of foundation models.

Figure 1. Three marked phases of Machine Learning evolution: from machine learning, deep learning to foundation models.

Phase 3: Foundation Models

The latest shift in machine learning marks an even deeper form of homogenization. While the deep learning era saw 

convergence around similar architectures like ConvNets, foundation models introduce homogenization at the model 

level itself—multiple applications now build upon the same pre-trained models rather than training separate models 

from scratch. These foundation models are designed with inherent generality, allowing them to adapt to diverse 

downstream tasks through techniques like fine-tuning. This capability is enabled by the unprecedented scale of 

training data and advances in self-supervised learning. Foundation models typically leverage transformer 

architectures (Vaswani et al. 2023), which through techniques such as autoregressive modeling and masked 

language modeling (as pioneered by BERT (Devlin et al. 2019)), have demonstrated remarkable ability to transfer 

knowledge across tasks. This versatility represents a significant inflection point: a single pre-trained model can serve 

as the foundation for a wide array of applications, fundamentally changing how we approach AI development.

The implications of this deeper homogenization are profound. On one hand, foundation models may offer substantial 

benefits in domains like computational pathology, particularly for scenarios involving rare diseases, low-cost data 

acquisition, or limited task-specific data. However, this shared foundation also introduces systemic risk, any flaws or 

biases in the foundation model can propagate to all downstream applications that build upon it. The uncertainty 

surrounding both the capabilities and limitations of foundation models makes their widespread adoption a complex 

challenge that requires careful consideration. Mitigating these inherited risks has become a central challenge for the 

ethical and safe development of AI in this field.

2.1. Definition and Characteristics of Foundation Models

Foundation models represent a fundamental shift in AI development, earning their name by serving as true 

foundations upon which diverse AI applications (Bommasani et al. 2022)can be built. These models are characterized 

by three key attributes: scale, self-supervision, and adaptability. Trained on massive, diverse datasets—often 

spanning multiple modalities including text, images, speech, structured data, and 3D signals—using self-supervised 

learning at unprecedented scale, they exhibit remarkable emergent properties. Despite being trained on seemingly 

simple tasks like next-token prediction, they develop capabilities that transcend their training objectives, 

demonstrating competence across a wide range of downstream tasks that weren't explicitly part of their training. 

This emergence of new capabilities, coupled with evidence that performance continues to improve with scale (the 

"scaling hypothesis"), has driven a persistent push toward larger datasets and model sizes.
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The term "foundation model" was coined in August 2021 by Stanford's Institute for Human-Centered Artificial 

Intelligence's Center for Research on Foundation Models, marking the recognition of these models' transformative 

impact on both AI technology and society––i.e. they are foundational in very broad socio-technical terms, which has 

implications in terms of model reliability, safety and ethics (Bommasani et al. 2022). This paradigm emerged first in 

natural language processing with models like BERT (Devlin et al. 2019) and GPT-3 (Brown et al. 2020), before 

expanding to computer vision through innovations like Contrastive Language-Image Pretraining (CLIP (Radford et al. 

2021))and the Segment Anything Model (SAM (Kirillov et al. 2023)). Now, multimodal foundation models can 

seamlessly operate across modalities, understanding relationships between text and images, generating images from 

text descriptions, or even processing medical imaging data alongside clinical notes. This versatility has begun to 

influence specialized domains like computational pathology, where the analysis of human tissue images could 

benefit from these powerful, adaptable architectures.

Figure 2. Pathology (Multimodal) Foundation Models – Data sources, compute-extensive training as number of GPUs needed is much larger ( ) than the 
adaptation (which can be done by a single modern GPU, ) and example downstream tasks.

Traditional approaches in computational pathology have followed two main paradigms: classical predictive AI and 

contrastive learning methods. These approaches typically operate on small to moderate-sized datasets, using a 

combination of learning strategies tailored to different diagnostic and prognostic tasks (A. H. Song et al. 2023; Bilal et 

al. 2022). For analyzing individual image patches or tiles, fully supervised learning has been the dominant approach, 

requiring detailed annotations at the pixel level. When dealing with WSIs (A. H. Song et al. 2023; Bilal, Jewsbury, et al. 

2023)—which are too large to process directly—weakly supervised learning techniques are often employed, combining 

predictions from multiple patches and requiring only slide-level labels. These methods, while effective for specific 

tasks, require careful engineering and task-specific training data, contrasting sharply with the more general-purpose 

nature of foundation models.

2.2. Pathology Foundation Models

The evolution of foundation models in histopathology reflects a rapid progression across three key dimensions: 

modality, scale, and learning approach. Initially developed for single-modality analysis of histopathology images, 

these models have undergone significant expansion in their capabilities. The progression from single-modality to 

dual-modality (combining images with text annotations) and ultimately to true multimodal integration (incorporating 

images, text, RNA-seq data, and immunohistochemistry findings) reflects the field's recognition that comprehensive 

disease understanding requires synthesizing multiple data types. This multimodal approach is proving essential for 

enhancing diagnostic accuracy and advancing precision medicine.

In parallel, the scale of training data has increased dramatically, with modern systems leveraging hundreds of 

thousands to millions of WSIs —a scale previously unprecedented in computational pathology. This expansion in 

data scale has been matched by evolution in learning approaches: from traditional classification models to more 

sophisticated techniques like contrastive learning, self-supervised learning, and most recently, generative models 

capable of producing synthetic pathology images and annotations. Figure 2 illustrates four key component of 
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pathology foundation models – data sources and modalities, training, adaptation, their compute need, and 

exemplary downstream tasks. 

The foundational nature of these models presents both unprecedented opportunities and significant challenges for 

the field of pathology. Their ability to adapt to diverse tasks could democratize advanced pathology analysis, 

particularly benefiting regions with limited access to specialist expertise. However, their widespread adoption also 

raises critical concerns about safety, reliability, and ethical deployment. Given that these models may influence 

critical diagnostic decisions, ensuring their robustness, avoiding biases, and maintaining transparency in their 

decision-making processes become increasingly paramount. The challenge lies in balancing their transformative 

potential with responsible development and deployment practices that prioritize patient safety and ethical 

considerations. 

Table 1 present a review of 40 recent foundation models in pathology, highlighting scale, data modalities, and 

various downstream tasks these have been adapted to. These models represent four distinct architectural 

paradigms: (1) image-only models focusing on visual feature learning, (2) multi-stain models incorporating different 

microscopy techniques, (3) cross-modal models that align images with text descriptions, and (4) generative multi-

modal models capable of producing text, analyzing images, and sometimes integrating molecular data. While earlier 

models primarily used contrastive learning for representation learning, recent approaches increasingly adopt 

generative architectures, enabling more interactive and interpretable outputs like automated reporting and 

diagnostic reasoning. 

Table 1. Pathology Foundation Models—The scale and modalities and general, multipurpose or generative potential.  

In terms of capability, we distinguish between "General" and “Multipurpose” as follows, for visions only models. 

General typically refers to a model's ability to: 

 Multi-tissue—work across tissue types (from multiple organs) without specialization 

Model # WSIs Text Molecular MultiTissue MultiResolution MultiStain Multiscanner # Task Classification Segmentation Detection WSI Cell Generative

COBRA 3048 No No 6 Yes No Yes 15 Yes No No Yes No No

Phikon-v2* 58359 No No 30 Yes Limited Yes 8 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

TissueConcepts 7042 No No 14 Yes No Yes 16 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

HIBOU* 1141581 No No 12 Yes Limited Yes 12 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

Virchow2 & 2G 3,134,922 No No 25 Yes Limited Yes 37 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

OmniScreen 30511 No No 27 Yes No Yes 70 Yes No No Yes No No

H-Optimus-0* 500000 No No 32 Yes No Yes 11 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

BEPH 11760 No No 32 No No Yes 11 Yes No No Yes No No

Prov-GigaPathV* 171189 No No 31 Yes Limited Yes 26 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

Kaiko-ai* 29000 No No 32 Yes No Yes 8 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

UNI* 100000 No No 20 Yes No Yes 34 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

Virchow 1,488,550 No No 17 Yes No Yes 33 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

BROW 11,206 No No 6 Yes No Yes 11 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

Phikon* 6,093 No No 16 Yes No Yes 17 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

Lunit* 36,666 No No 32 Yes No Yes 8 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

HIPT 10,678 No No 33 Yes No Yes 9 Yes No No Yes No No

CtransPath 32,320 No No 32 No No Yes 11 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

HistGen_v 55000 No No 60 Yes No Yes 10 Yes No No Yes No No

REMEDIS 29018 No No 32 No No Yes 15 Yes No No Yes No No

Madeleine 16281 No No 1 No Yes Yes 21 Yes No No Yes No No

PathoDuet 14896 No No 32 Yes Yes Yes 14 Yes No No Yes No No

RudolfV 133,998 No No 58 Yes Yes Yes 50 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

PLUTO 158852 No No 28 Yes Yes Yes 13 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

CHIEF 60530 Yes No 19 No No Yes 27 Yes No No Yes No No

THREADS 47171 No Yes 39 No Yes Yes 54 Yes No No Yes No No

MUSK 33000 Yes No 33 Yes Yes Yes 52 Yes Yes No Yes No Visual question answering

TITAN 335645 Yes No 20 Yes Limited Yes 61 Yes No No Yes No Report generation

SlideChat 4181 Yes No 10 Yes No Yes 22 Yes No No Yes No WSI-Language assistant

PMPRG 5195 Yes No 2 No No 5 Yes No No Yes No Multi-organ report

mSTAR 14621 Yes Yes 32 Yes No Yes 43 Yes No No Yes No Multimodal report

HistGen 7800 Yes No 32 Yes No Yes 10 Yes No No Yes No Report generation

PathAlign 350855 Yes No 32 Yes Limited Yes 10 Yes No No Yes No Report generation

PathGen 7300 Yes No 32 No No Yes 18 Yes No No Yes No WSI-Language assistant

HistoGPT 15129 Yes No 1 Yes No Yes 9 Yes No No Yes No WSI-Language assistant

PathChat 999202 Yes No 20 Yes Yes Yes 54 Yes No No No Yes AI assistant

PRISM 587196 Yes No 17 No Yes Yes 40 Yes No No Yes No Report generation

PathAsst 180000 Yes No 32 Yes Yes Yes 5 Yes Yes Yes No Yes AI assistant

Prov-GigaPathMM 171189 Yes No 31 Yes Limited Yes 26 Yes Yes No Yes Yes Report generation

CONCH 1170000 Yes No 19 No Yes Yes 14 Yes Yes No Yes No Captioning

PLIP 28414 Yes No 32 Yes Yes Yes 26 Yes No No No No Captioning
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 Multi-resolution—handle various objective magnification levels

 Multi-scanner—process images from different scanner vendors

 Multi-staining—maintain performance across varied staining protocols and types (e.g. IHC and other 

immunostaining)

"Multipurpose" typically indicates the model's ability to:

 Perform different types of tasks (classification, segmentation, detection)

 Support various downstream applications by adaptation or minimal fine-tuning

 Handle different levels of analysis (cell-level, tissue-level, whole-slide-level, and patient-level)

Foundation models demonstrate extracting meaningful features without task-specific training, though we are now 

witnessing semi and fully supervised learning framework too. The multimodal foundation models which leverage 

vision only models in addition to learning WSIs-paired textual, molecular or genetic data. The co-pilots leverage 

multimodal foundation models to exhibit generative and interactive capabilities.

Figure 3. Cluster heatmap of foundation models presenting multipurpose, generality, generative and multimodality scores. Multimodality score is sum 
of 0.2×WSIs, 0.5×Text (1/0), 0.3×Molecular. Generative score, assigned according to a lookup table: for example, “WSI-language assistant” → 1.0; 
“report generation” → 0.5; “no” → 0.0. Seaborn’s clustermap clusters models (rows) and scores (columns) by similarity, visualizing scores from 0 to 1 in a 
heatmap.

Analyzing WSIs of human tissue is central to computational pathology, which explains why early foundation model 

efforts focused solely on vision-based or image-only approaches. Analyzing WSIs of human tissue is central to 

computational pathology, which explains why early foundation model efforts focused solely on vision-based or 

image-only approaches. These models tackle a wide range of critical diagnostic tasks: from basic tissue 

classification (distinguishing tumor from normal tissue) to complex cellular analysis (identifying specific immune cell 
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types in the tumor microenvironment), to clinically relevant predictions (cancer subtyping, biomarker status, and 

patient survival). The most recent and effective image-only foundation models are Virchow2 (Zimmermann et al. 

2024), Virchow2G (Zimmermann et al. 2024), Phikon-v2 (Filiot et al. 2024), UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024), Virchow

(Vorontsov et al. 2024), H-Optimus-0 (Saillard et al. 2024), and TissueConcepts (Nicke et al. 2024) demonstrating 

strong performance across 37, 37, 8, 34, 33, 11, and 16 tasks, respectively.

For example, Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024) can simultaneously perform tumor detection, grade assessment, and 

molecular biomarker prediction, while UNI13 can classify over 100 cancer types and perform nuclei segmentation 

across 20 different tissue types. HIPT (R. J. Chen et al. 2022), BROW (Y. Wu et al. 2023a), Kaiko-ai (ai et al. 2024) and 

CtransPath (Xiyue Wang et al. 2022a) have been outperformed by the aforementioned in terms of data scale, task 

coverage, and innovative use cases. Phikon (Filiot et al. 2023) has been trained on 40 million image tiles from TCGA 

cohorts of approximately 6000 WSIs used for training the foundation model. Similarly, BEPH (Z. Yang et al. 2024) was 

trained on over 11 million image tiles derived from TCGA cohorts of approximately 12000 WSIs. Figure 3 presents a 

cluster heatmap illustrating the multimodality, generative, generality, and multipurpose scores for each foundation 

model. General-Purpose (generality) score is an average of multi-tissue, multi-resolution, multi-staining, multi-

scanner, and scaled number of WSIs scores. Multipurpose score is an average of six scores: scaled number of tasks, 

and five Boolean values, one each for classification, segmentation, and detection, WSI level, and cell level tasks.

Figure 4. Foundation models scatter plot positioning each model in terms of its generality score (x-axis), multipurpose score (y-axis), generative score 
(color bar), and multimodality score or a fallback based on #WSIs (bubble size).

UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024), trained on 100,000 WSIs, is the most reused foundation model. Virchow2 (Zimmermann 

et al. 2024) and Virchow2G (Zimmermann et al. 2024) were trained on the largest dataset of 3.1 million WSIs, with 

Virchow2G (Zimmermann et al. 2024) being the largest foundation model, featuring 1.85 billion trainable parameters. 

Utilizing Virchow2 (Zimmermann et al. 2024) for image tile representation—pretrained on 3 million WSIs— 

OmniScreen (Y. K. Wang et al. 2024) was further trained on new data from 30,511 patients with available NGS-based 

labels. This model simultaneously predicts 1,228 genomic biomarkers across 70 human cancers. Phikon-v2 (Filiot et 

al. 2024) has been evaluated on 8 WSI-level tasks and shares an interesting finding to not set aside specialized 

models, e.g. for tasks like microsatellite instability. TissueConcepts (Nicke et al. 2024), a unique and only 

supervised foundation model, presents an alternative approach to generality – adopting multi-tasks learning instead 

of task-agnostic self-supervision to demonstrate excellent performance on 16 tasks related to classification, 

detection, & segmentation. In addition to these large-scale models, COBRA (Lenz et al. 2024) represents an 

innovative approach to slide-level representation learning. Utilizing a dataset of only 3,048 WSIs and leveraging a self-
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supervised contrastive learning framework, COBRA (Lenz et al. 2024), excels in 15 downstream biomarker and 

mutation prediction tasks. COBRA (Lenz et al. 2024) is model-agnostic, meaning it can integrate patch embeddings 

from models like Virchow219 and UNI13 to enhance their slide-level performance without additional fine-tuning. Figure 

4 shows a scatter plot positioning each foundation model by its multipurpose and generality scores, with circles 

colored according to their generative scores. 

UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024), trained on 100,000 WSIs across 20 tissue types, represents a significant dataset 

milestone in pathology AI. Several subsequent large models, including PathChat (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, 

Zhao, et al. 2024), mSTAR (Y. Xu et al. 2024), and HistoGPT (Tran et al. 2024), have trained on datasets of similar 

scale (the 100,000 WSIs of UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024)), demonstrating the emergence of a common benchmark for 

large-scale pathology model training. Virchow2 (Zimmermann et al. 2024) and Virchow2G (Zimmermann et al. 2024) 

represent a significant scaling leap, trained on the largest pathology dataset to date of 3.1 million WSIs from over 

225,000 patients. While the 1.85 billion parameters of Virchow2G (Zimmermann et al. 2024) mark a milestone for 

pathology models, it remains relatively modest compared to general-purpose vision-language models like GPT-4V

(estimated >1 trillion parameters) or PaLM-E (562 billion parameters). This difference in scale reflects the specialized 

nature of pathology models - they achieve strong performance with fewer parameters by focusing on a specific visual 

domain, unlike general VLMs that must handle arbitrary real-world images. Even compared to medical-specific VLMs 

like Med-PaLM 2 (approximately 540 billion parameters), pathology models remain more compact while achieving 

expert-level performance in their domain. This efficiency suggests that domain-specific visual patterns in pathology, 

while complex, can be effectively learned with more focused architectures. 

Eleven of the listed models are multimodal and generative. For instance, mSTAR (Y. Xu et al. 2024) integrates RNA-

seq data with images and text, excelling in 32 tasks, and THREADS (Vaidya et al. 2025) integrates bulk RNA-seq and 

DNA, excelling in 54 oncology tasks. Models like HistGen (Zhengrui Guo et al. 2024), PathAlign (F. Ahmed et al. 

2024), PathGen (Sun, Zhang, et al. 2024), HistoGPT (Tran et al. 2024), PathChat (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, 

Zhao, et al. 2024), slideChat (Y. Chen et al. 2024), PRISM (Shaikovski et al. 2024), PathAsst (Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024),

TITAN (T. Ding et al. 2024), and MUSK (Xiang et al. 2025) operate on both image and text modalities, performing 

across 10, 5, 18, 5, 54, 22, 40, 8, 61, and 52 tasks, respectively. Notably, TITAN (T. Ding et al. 2024), PathChat (M. Y. 

Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024), THREADS (Vaidya et al. 2025), and MUSK (Xiang et al. 2025) stand 

out with their extensive coverage of 61, 54, 54 and 52 tasks, PRISM (Shaikovski et al. 2024) excels in slide-level 

analysis across 40 tasks. TITAN (T. Ding et al. 2024) demonstrates strength in tasks like zero-shot classification, 

pathology report generation, and rare cancer retrieval. PathChat (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024) 

and PathAsst (Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024) integrate advanced AI copilot and assistant capabilities, respectively. MUSK

(Xiang et al. 2025) demonstrate strong performance in outcome prediction, relapse prediction, pan-cancer prognosis 

prediction and immunotherapy response prediction in addition to patch-level and slide-level benchmarks including 

multi and cross-modal retrieval, visual question answering, image classification and molecular biomarker prediction.

THREADS (Vaidya et al. 2025) excels in generalizability demonstrating excellent performance in clinical subtyping, 

grading, mutation prediction, immunohistochemistry status determination, treatment response prediction and 

survival prediction. 

Six of the selected models are image only but specialize in multiple modalities or staining - REMEDIS (Azizi et al. 2023), 

Madeleine (Jaume, Vaidya, et al. 2024), PathoDuet (Hua et al. 2024), Hibou (Nechaev, Pchelnikov, and Ivanova 2024), 

RudolfV (Dippel et al. 2024), and PLUTO (Juyal et al. 2024). REMEDIS (Azizi et al. 2023) extends its capability to six 

medical imaging domains, including WSIs, and performs well on 15 tasks. Madeleine (Jaume, Vaidya, et al. 2024) and 

PathoDuet (Hua et al. 2024) specialize in processing multiple WSIs of the same sample, including those with 

immunohistochemistry and hematoxylin and eosin stains, achieving success in 21 and 14 tasks, respectively. The 

Hibou (Nechaev, Pchelnikov, and Ivanova 2024), PLUTO (Juyal et al. 2024), and RudolfV (Dippel et al. 2024) models 

represent significant advancements in pathology-specific foundation models, each leveraging domain expertise and 

large-scale datasets to excel 12, 11, and 50 tasks, respectively.   

Hibou (Nechaev, Pchelnikov, and Ivanova 2024), pretrained with the DINOv2 framework on over 1 million diverse WSIs, 

does well in both patch- and slide-level tasks, particularly in cell-level segmentation and classification, 

outperforming models like Cell-ViT (Hörst et al. 2024). PLUTO (Juyal et al. 2024) has its own distinctiveness in diverse 

pretraining dataset, backbone self-supervised modelling, adaptation, and evaluation. Its dataset contains 4-million 

cellular and sub-cellular annotations from broad-certified pathologists, includes samples from over 100 IHC stains 

and 6 special stains, it incorporated annotated data with self-supervised pretraining, and evaluation with specialized 
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multiple heads for WSI level, tissue level, cellular and sub-cellular level prediction tasks. RudolfV (Dippel et al. 2024), 

developed with pathologist expertise and data curated from 15 laboratories, stands out in tumor microenvironment 

profiling and biomarker evaluation across 58 tissue types and 129 staining modalities. 

RudolfV (Dippel et al. 2024) – developed specifically for computational pathology integrating pathologist expertise and 

semi-automated data curation to balance the diversity of tissue types, staining modalities, and disease profiles. 

Trained on 134,000 slides and 1.2 billion patches, clustered into 9 morphologically meaningful groups, RudolfV excels 

in nearly 50 tasks, including TME cell classification, a unique application, TME segmentation, IHC biomarker 

evaluation, and reference case search involving rare diseases. It shows robustness through pan-staining and pan-

scanner consistency and evaluates foundation model characteristics across various settings. Notably, RudolfV 

outperformed UNI in 10 out of 12 benchmarks and 27 out of 31 datasets, Virchow and 2 out of 2 benchmarks. Its 

pathologist-driven design and ability to generalize across multiple scanners, stains, and tissue types make it a versatile 

and reliable tool for real-world pathology. 

The remaining four foundation models— CHIEF (Xiyue Wang et al. 2024), Prov-GigaPath (H. Xu et al. 2024), CONCH

(M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et al. 2024), and PLIP (Huang et al. 2023)—are CLIP-like models designed for 

aligning pathology images with text, such as image captions or reports. Their performance spans of 27, 26, 14, and 26 

tasks, respectively. CHIEF (Xiyue Wang et al. 2024) trained on 60,530 whole-slide images spanning 19 anatomical 

sitesand validated on 19,491 whole-slide images from 32 independent slide sets collected from 24 hospitals and 

cohorts internationally. It outperformed the state-of-the-art deep learning methods by up to 36.1% in tasks like cancer 

detection, tumor origin identification, genomic profile prediction (up to 53 genes 30 cancer types), IDH mutation status 

in brain cancer, MSI in CRC, survival prediction in 7 cancer types. Other CLIP based pathology models are not listed 

here considering their limited training data scale, nature of training approach (mostly adapting CLIP) and their 

evaluation on only less than 5 tasks. 

Remarkable progress has been shown in developing pathology foundation models, with dramatic scaling in both data 

volume (from HIPT's 10,678 WSIs to Virchow2's 3.1 million WSIs) and task diversity (from basic tumor detection to 

complex molecular prediction). However, significant challenges remain in dataset composition and representation. 

Models show substantial imbalances in tissue representation - common cancers like breast, lung, and colon typically 

dominate the training sets, while rare cancers and non-neoplastic conditions are underrepresented. Geographic and 

demographic biases are equally concerning: most foundation models are trained predominantly on data from large 

academic medical centers in North America, Europe, or China, potentially limiting their generalizability across different 

healthcare settings and patient populations. For instance, while PRISM demonstrates impressive performance across 

17 cancer types, and PathAlign leverages 350,855 WSIs, neither addresses the challenge of ethnic diversity in 

pathology patterns or variation in laboratory protocols across different regions. These obvious sources of training data 

biases warrant systematic investigation into model robustness across different patient populations, laboratory 

settings, and healthcare systems before widespread clinical deployment. 

3. Foundation Models Technology  

3.1. Modeling 

Foundation models require several key computational properties to effectively learn and generalize from large-scale 

data. These properties, exemplified in medical imaging applications like digital pathology, include: 

1. Function Approximation Capacity (traditionally and henceforth termed "expressivity" (Bommasani et al. 

2022)): The model architecture must support universal function approximation through sufficient depth, 

width, and connectivity patterns. This capacity is formally characterized by the model's Vapnik-

Chervonenkis (VC) dimension and approximation bounds for Lipschitz-continuous functions. In pathology 

applications, this manifests as the ability to learn complex mappings from gigapixel WSIs to diagnostic 

classifications across diverse tissue types, stains, and magnification levels. Previous works have shown 

that the expressivity and complexity of deep neural networks stem from their depth, width, connectivity, and 

structural patterns (Hanin and Rolnick 2019; Montúfar et al. 2014; Raghu et al. 2017). 

2. Computational and Statistical Scalability (“scalability”): The architecture must maintain stable 

optimization properties as both parameters and training data increase, typically measured through scaling 
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laws that relate model performance to compute budget, parameter count, and dataset size. For pathology 

foundation models, this enables efficient processing of large-scale WSI datasets while maintaining 

consistent performance across different laboratory preparations and scanner vendors.

3. Cross-Modal Processing Capabilities (“multimodality” (Bommasani et al. 2022)): The model architecture 

must support joint processing of multiple input (Bommasani et al. 2022)modalities through unified 

representational spaces or modality-specific encoders with shared latent spaces. In pathology, this enables 

integration of WSI data with clinical metadata, molecular profiles, and structured report data, facilitating 

comprehensive diagnostic assessment. Multimodality, by incorporating large and complex distributions of 

images and text, plays a critical role in developing intelligence (Steyaert et al. 2023). 

4. Knowledge Storage and Retrieval Capacity (“memory capacity” (Bommasani et al. 2022)): The model 

must effectively encode and access:

a. Factual knowledge: Explicit medical facts, diagnostic criteria, and clinical guidelines (e.g., WHO 

classification criteria, TNM staging rules) 

b. Procedural knowledge: Recognition strategies and diagnostic workflows (e.g., systematic 

approaches to differentials)

c. This capacity is measurable through: 

d. Knowledge probing tasks 

e. Fact completion accuracy 

f. Consistency of retrieved information across different prompting strategies

5. Transfer Learning Capacity: The pre-trained representations must serve as an effective initialization point 

for diverse downstream tasks, demonstrating both: 

a. Fine-tuning efficiency: Rapid adaptation to new tasks with minimal training data (e.g., adapting 

from common to rare cancer types) 

b. Zero/few-shot generalization: Task adaptation through prompting without weight updates (e.g., 

applying learned diagnostic criteria to novel disease presentations) 

6. Systematic Generalization (traditionally termed "compositionality" (Bommasani et al. 2022)): The model 

must demonstrate the ability to combine learned primitives into novel compositions, formally measured 

through out-of-distribution generalization metrics and systematic compositionality tests. In pathology, this 

enables recognition of new disease patterns based on known cellular and architectural components, and 

application of diagnostic criteria across different manifestations of disease. Besides providing the ability to 

generalize from training data to unseen examples (Bengio, Courville, and Vincent 2014), compositionality 

boosts training efficiency and is linked to interpretability and multimodality (Bommasani et al. 2022; 

Dankers, Bruni, and Hupkes 2022).  

The architecture of foundation models typically implements these properties through: 

1. Multi-head self-attention mechanisms for capturing long-range dependencies across tissue regions and 

magnification levels 

2. Deep, residual and hybrid architectures enabling hierarchical features learning from cellular to architectural 

patterns 

3. Large parameters (now billions) enabling the emergence of sophisticated diagnostic capabilities 

4. Pre-training objectives that promote task-agnostic representations applicable across different pathology 

applications

3.2. Training 

Training the foundation models involves designing objectives that efficiently scale and generalize across various tasks 

and domains. Self-supervised learning plays a central role by mining vast, unlabeled datasets across modalities like 

text, images, and audio, enabling task-agnostic and generalized representations without the need for manual 

annotations. The key challenges lie in achieving domain completeness—ensuring models generalize across diverse 

tasks—and optimizing computational efficiency, with training objectives that predictably scale with architecture, 

data size, and compute resources to maximize model capabilities (Bommasani et al. 2022; Zhao et al. 2024). 

Designing SSL methods involves balancing several trade-offs, particularly in input representation and model 

architecture. Representing raw input data, such as image pixels, preserves detailed information but slows down 

learning and increases computational costs. In contrast, methods like patch embeddings and tokenization enhance 
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efficiency but risk losing valuable data. Balancing continuous and discrete input representations is another 

challenge, as both have unique benefits for downstream tasks. Furthermore, the choice between generative and 

discriminative models shapes foundation model performance: generative models, while flexible and interactive, are 

computationally intensive, whereas discriminative models offer faster, more efficient learning suited for high-

dimensional data like images and audio (Bommasani et al. 2022; Zhao et al. 2024; Khan et al. 2024). 

3.3. Training Pathology Foundation Models 

The rapid advancement of AI in computational pathology has led to the development of numerous foundation 

models, each employing unique strategies for generating and utilizing embeddings—learned numerical 

representations that capture and compress the essential features of input data—from WSIs and associated textual 

data. This section provides a comprehensive analysis of the embedding strategies employed by 40 state-of-the-art 

models, highlighting key innovations, architectural designs, and their implications for pathological analysis. Table 2 

and Table 4 present data scales and training details of single modality (image-only). Table 5 and Table 4 present data 

scales and training details of multimodal foundation models. 

3.3.1. Self-Supervised Learning and DINO-based Models 

Table 2. Single Modality Image-only Pathology Foundation Models 

Model Architecture Parameters WSI Tiles Training Algorithm 

Virchow ViT-H 632M 1.5M 2B DINOv2 (SSL) 

Virchow2 ViT-H 632M 3.1M 1.7B DINOv2 (SSL) 

Virchow2G ViT-G 1.9B 3.1M 1.9B DINOv2 (SSL) 

OmniScreen Virchow2 632M 48K - Weakly-Supervised (on Virchow2 embeddings) 

H-Optimus-0 ViT-G 1.1B >500K - DINOv2 (SSL) 

Kaiko-ai ViT-L 303M 29K - DINOv2 (SSL) 

UNI ViT-L 307M 100K 100M DINOv2 (SSL) 

BROW ViT-B 86M 11K 180M DINO (SSL) 

Phikon ViT-B 86M 6K 43M iBOT (Masked Image Modeling) 

HIPT ViT-HIPT 10M 11K 104M DINO (SSL) 

CTransPath Swin Transformer 28M 32K 15M MoCoV3 (SRCL)

Phikon-v2 ViT-L 307M 58K 456M DINOv2 (SSL) 

TissueConcepts Swin Transformer - 7K 912K Supervised multi-task learning 

PLUTO FlexiVit-S 22M 158K 195M DINOv2 + MAE + Fourier-loss 

Hibou-B ViT-B 86M 1.1M 1.2B DINOv2 (SSL) 

Hibou-L ViT-L 307M 1.1M 512M DINOv2 (SSL) 

Madeleine CONCH 86M 23K 48M Multiheaded attention-based MIL

PathoDuet ViT-B 86M 11K 13M MoCoV3 extension 

RudolfV ViT-L 307M 103K 750M Semi-supervised with DINOv2 (SSL) 

REMEDIS ResNet-152 232M 29K 50M SimCLR (contrastive learning) 

BEPH BEiTv2 86M 11K 11M BEiTv2 (SSL)

COBRA Mamba-2 15M 3,048 - Self-supervised contrastive learning

Self-supervised learning, a paradigm where models learn meaningful representations from unlabeled data through 

automatically generated supervisory signals, has emerged as a powerful paradigm in computational pathology, with 

the DINO (self-distillation with no-labels) framework that leverages (student-teacher) knowledge distillation between 

different views of the same image — and its derivatives playing a pivotal role. The Virchow series exemplifies this 

approach, with the original Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024) utilizing a ViT-H/14 architecture (632M parameters) and 

the DINOv2 (Oquab et al. 2024) self-supervised learning framework. This model processes WSIs as sequences of 

patches through self-attention mechanisms, enabling it to capture complex spatial relationships within pathological 

images. 
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The evolution of this approach is evident in Virchow2 and Virchow2G (Zimmermann et al. 2024), which maintain the 

ViT-H architecture for Virchow2 and scale up to ViT-G (1.9B parameters) for Virchow2G. These models incorporate an 

extended-context translation (ECT) augmentation strategy, addressing the challenge of preserving cellular 

morphology during image processing—a critical consideration in pathology where fine structural details are often 

diagnostically significant. 

Table 3. Innovation and key features in training image-only pathology foundation models 

Model Key features/innovations

Virchow Student-teacher paradigm with global and local cropping; extended-context translation (ECT) augmentation preserves cellular 
morphology 

Virchow2 Scaled dataset size and increased diversity, trained on 3.1M WSIs, uses domain-inspired augmentation

Virchow2G Scaled both data and model size, mixed magnification training; enhanced generalization across datasets

OmniScreen Leveraging Virchow2 embeddings for weakly-supervised learning on MSK-IMPACT dataset. 

H-Optimus-0 g/14 architecture, 4 registers and 40 transformer blocks; efficient handling of high-dimensional features. 

Kaiko-ai Modified DINO recipes; trained on multi-magnification TCGA WSIs; reduced GPU and batch size requirements because of Dynamic 
Patch Extraction 

UNI Combines self-distillation and masked image (resolution-agnostic) modeling; incorporates Sinkhorn-Knopp centering and KoLeo 
regularization for robustness. 

BROW Uses color augmentation, patch shuffling added to DINO framework, and multi-scale inputs

Phikon Uses Masked Image Modeling with iBOT self-distillation; robust to image perturbations.

HIPT Hierarchical approach for high-resolution image representation; Two-stage ViT approach capturing local and tissue-level features 
using DINO training. 

CTransPath Hybrid model using ConvNet for local features and Transformer for global context; semantically-relevant contrastive learning for 
feature richness. 

Phikon-v2 Scaled ViT-L architecture; trained on 460M pathology tiles; robust ensembling for biomarker prediction.

TissueConcepts Joint encoder utilizes transformer and convolution architectures trained with multi-task learning for classification, segmentation, 
and detection tasks  

PLUTO FlexiVit-multi-scale patching; Masked Autoencoder and Fourier-loss for out-of-distribution performance.

Hibou-B/L Trained on over 1 million WSIs with RandStainNA augmentation for WSI-specific optimization.

Madeleine Dual global-local cross-stain alignment using multi-head attention-based Multiple Instance Learning;  Uses Graph Optimal 
Transport (GOT) framework for local patch alignment 

PathoDuet Custom self-supervised learning with cross-scale and cross-stain augmentations based on MoCoV3.

RudolfV Trained on 134k slides across 58 tissue types and 129 staining methods; integrates pathologist expertise, uses stain-specific 
augmentations  

REMEDIS Utilizes SimCLR for contrastive learning to enhance feature representation.

BEPH Lightweight self-supervised BEiT-based model pretrained using Masked Image Modeling.

COBRA Foundation models -agnostic model leveraging contrastive self-supervised learning with multi-magnification training and efficient 
attention-based aggregation. 

Other models have built upon this foundation with novel enhancements. UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024), for instance, 

combines self-distillation (Caron et al. 2021) and masked image modeling (J. Zhou et al. 2021), incorporating 

improvements such as untying head weights and Sinkhorn–Knopp centering. These additions aim to improve the 

model’s robustness to the variability inherent in pathology images, such as staining differences and artifacts.

The BROW (Y. Wu et al. 2023a) model took a different approach by introducing patch shuffling and color 

augmentation to the DINO framework. These innovations were specifically designed to improve robustness to the 

variability inherent in WSIs and different staining techniques, a persistent challenge in computational pathology. The 

Hibou (Nechaev, Pchelnikov, and Ivanova 2024) family of models (Hibou-B and Hibou-L) further exemplifies the 

potential of large-scale pretraining in pathology. These models leverage the DINOv2 framework on a dataset of over 1 

million WSIs, incorporating advanced augmentations like RandStainNA (Shen et al. 2022) for WSI-specific 

optimization. This approach demonstrates the value of diverse, large-scale datasets in developing models capable of 

generalizing across various tissue types and staining methods. A notable departure from purely data-driven 

approaches is seen in the RudolfV (Dippel et al. 2024)model, which incorporated pathologist expertise in data 

curation. Trained on a carefully selected dataset of 134,000 slides across 58 tissue types and 129 staining methods, 

RudolfV excelled in tasks such as tumor microenvironment profiling and biomarker evaluation. This model’s success 

highlights the potential synergy between expert domain knowledge and machine learning techniques in 

computational pathology. 
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The Prov-GigaPath (H. Xu et al. 2024) model introduced a novel two-stage approach, combining DINOv2 for tile-level 

pretraining with a LongNet architecture (J. Ding et al. 2023) for capturing slide-level context. By incorporating a 

masked autoencoder (K. He et al. 2022) pretraining step for the slide encoder and aligning vision and language using 

OpenCLIP (Ilharco et al. 2021), Prov-GigaPath enabled zero-shot prediction tasks. This capability is particularly 

valuable in pathology, where labeled data for specific conditions may be scarce. Building on similar SSL principles, 

Kaiko-ai (ai et al. 2024) introduces a scalable pipeline for training large pathology foundation models using SSL 

methods like DINO and DINOv2 (Oquab et al. 2024). Kaiko-ai stands out for its innovative online patching system, 

which allows dynamic extraction of patches from WSIs at arbitrary coordinates and magnifications. This approach 

contrasts with traditional offline patch extraction, improving training efficiency by reducing storage requirements and 

enabling more diverse patch sampling strategies. OmniScreen (Y. K. Wang et al. 2024) focuses on tile-level 

embeddings, which are critical for WSI processing. It divides WSIs into 224 × 224 pixel tiles and uses the Virchow2 

(Zimmermann et al. 2024) model to embed these tiles into a 2,560-dimensional vector. These embeddings are 

aggregated into a global slide representation through an attention-based feed-forward network, facilitating accurate 

slide-level predictions. COBRA’s (Lenz et al. 2024) model-agnostic architectures builds on SSL principles and feature 

space augmentations. COBRA (Lenz et al. 2024) utilizes patch embeddings from multiple foundation models and 

magnifications, aligning them in a shared feature space through contrastive learning. Its architecture employs 

Mamba-2 layers and multi-head gated attention for efficient slide-level aggregation. 

3.3.2. Vision Transformer Based Architectures 

The adoption of Vision Transformers (ViTs) in computational pathology has led to significant advancements in image 

understanding. The Phikon (Filiot et al. 2023) and Phikon-v2 (Filiot et al. 2024) models exemplify this trend, 

combining Masked Image Modeling (MIM) with self-distillation techniques. Phikon-v2 demonstrated the benefits of 

scaling, with its ViT-L architecture trained on an impressive 460 million pathology tiles from over 100 cohorts. The 

model’s use of robust ensembling for improved biomarker prediction showcases the potential of these architectures 

in clinically relevant tasks. 

While Phikon-v2 focused on scaling through increased training data, H-Optimus-0 emphasized architectural scale, 

employing a g/14 architecture (where 'g' denotes giant model size and '14' indicates 14x14 pixel patches) with 40 

transformer blocks and 24 attention heads. This substantial increase in model capacity allowed for processing high-

dimensional features in large pathology datasets, addressing the challenge of capturing fine-grained details crucial in 

pathological analysis. Similarly, BEPH (Z. Yang et al. 2024) also employed Masked Image Modeling (MIM) through the 

BEiTv2 ViT architecture (Peng et al. 2022) on a dataset of over 11 million pathology tiles from the TCGA. The model 

demonstrated significant improvements over previous architectures, outperforming DINO and ResNet in both whole-

slide image classification accuracy and survival prediction. 

The Hierarchical Image Pyramid Transformer (HIPT) (R. J. Chen et al. 2022) introduced a novel two-stage ViT model, 

processing patches at 256×256 pixel resolution before aggregating information at a 4096×4096 pixel region level. This 

hierarchical approach enables HIPT to capture both local and global features, a critical capability in representing 

complex histopathological structures. The model’s ability to bridge different scales of analysis mirrors the way 

pathologists examine slides, moving between high and low magnifications to form a comprehensive assessment. 

PLUTO (PathoLogy Universal TransfOrmer) (Juyal et al. 2024) took a different tack, focusing on creating a lightweight 

model that could still handle multi-scale analysis of WSIs. By incorporating FlexiViT (Beyer et al. 2023) for multi-scale 

patching and integrating Masked Autoencoder (MAE) (K. He et al. 2022) and Fourier-loss components, PLUTO 

achieved strong out-of-distribution performance despite having fewer parameters. This approach addresses an 

important consideration in the deployment of AI models in healthcare: the need for efficient, resource-conscious 

solutions that can perform robustly across varied clinical settings. Table 3 and Table 5 present key innovative features 

of for image only and multimodality pathology foundation models, respectively. 

3.3.3. Hybrid and Multi-Task Models 

Some models have opted for hybrid architecture, combining different neural network types to leverage their 

respective strengths. 

CTransPath (Xiyue Wang et al. 2022a), for example, integrates a ConvNet with a multi-scale Swin Transformer (Ze Liu 

et al. 2021), employing a semantically-relevant contrastive learning (SRCL) framework. This hybrid approach aims to 
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stabilize training and enhance the richness of extracted features, potentially capturing both low-level textural 

information and high-level semantic content. TissueConcepts (Nicke et al. 2024) takes a fully supervised multi-task 

learning approach, utilizing both transformer-based (Ze Liu et al. 2021) and convolution-based architectures (Zhuang 

Liu et al. 2022). By training on multiple tasks simultaneously (classification, segmentation, and detection), this model 

aims to learn more generalizable features that can be applied across various pathology tasks. This approach is 

particularly relevant in clinical settings where a single model capable of performing multiple analyses could 

streamline workflows and reduce computational overhead. Lastly, REMEDIS (Azizi et al. 2023) combines large-scale 

supervised learning (Kolesnikov et al. 2020) with contrastive self-supervised learning (T. Chen et al. 2020) to mitigate 

out-of-distribution (OOD) performance issues. This hybrid learning approach efficiently generalizes across unlabeled 

medical imaging data, offering robust performance with minimal retraining. REMEDIS is particularly adept at reducing 

the need for extensive labeled data, a key challenge in medical imaging. 

3.3.4. Multimodal and Vision-Language Integration 

In recent years, there has been significant progress in developing multimodal models that integrate both visual and 

textual data, as well as models capable of handling multiple histology stains and magnifications. These 

advancements have opened new avenues for more robust and comprehensive analysis in computational pathology. 

One such model, PathoDuet (Hua et al. 2024), is built on an SSL framework (Jing and Tian 2021) tailored for both H&E 

and IHC images. This model focuses on cross-scale positioning and cross-stain transferring pretext tasks, using a ViT 

(Dosovitskiy et al. 2020) architecture. PathoDuet effectively captures relationships across staining modalities and 

magnifications, demonstrating its superiority in downstream tasks such as colorectal cancer subtyping and tumor 

identification. 

Table 4. Multimodal Pathology Foundation Models 

Model Vision Modality Text Modality

Model Dataset WSI Model Dataset

CHIEF CTransPath 14 Data Sources 60K CLIP Anatomical site information

mSTAR UNI TCGA 10K BioBert 11K Pathology Reports

HistGen DINOv2 ViT-L Multiple Public Data Sources 55K LGH Module 7753 paired WSI Reports from TCGA

PathAlign PathSSL Proprietary Dataset 350K BLIP-2 Diagnostic reports

PathGen CLIP TCGA 7K CLIP 1.6M image-caption pairs

HistoGPT CTransPath or 
UNI 

Proprietary Dataset 15K BioGPT Pathology Reports

PathChat UNI Multiple Data Sources - Llama 2 Pathology-specific instructions

PRISM Virchow Virchow's dataset 587K BioGPT 195K Clinical Reports

PathAsst PathCLIP PathCap dataset 207K Vicuna-13B PathInstruct

Prov-
GigaPath 

ViT Prov-Path 171K OpenCLIP 17K WSI-Reports

CONCH ViT Multiple Data Sources 21K GPT-style 1.17M image-caption pairs

PLIP CLIP OpenPath - CLIP OpenPath

SlideChat CONCH + 
LongNet 

TCGA 4915 Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct SlideInstruction

PMPRG MR-ViT Proprietary Dataset 7422 GPT-2 Pathology Reports

TITAN ViT Mass-340K 336K CoCa PAthChat – Synthetic + Medical reports 

MUSK MultiModal 
Transformer 

TCGA 33K MultiModal Transformer PubMed Central

Similarly, Madeleine (Jaume, Vaidya, et al. 2024) leverages a multimodal pretraining strategy that integrates multiple 

histology stains as distinct views in SSL. Using a dual global-local cross-stain alignment strategy, Madeleine excels in 

various tasks, from molecular classification to prognostic prediction, outperforming single-stain models. The model’s 

flexibility in incorporating additional stains makes it highly versatile for future applications in computational 

pathology. 

Recent advancements in natural language processing have led to the development of models that integrate visual 

and textual information, enabling more comprehensive analysis of pathological data. mSTAR (Y. Xu et al. 2024)

exemplifies this trend with its two-stage pretraining process. The first stage involves slide-level contrastive learning, 



15 

using UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) for patch-level features and TransMIL (Shao et al. 2021) for slide-level aggregation. 

The second stage employs self-taught training (Dosovitskiy et al. 2020) for patch-level feature learning, ensuring 

consistency between patch-level and slide-level representations. 

HistGen (Zhengrui Guo et al. 2024) took a different approach, focusing on report generation through a Multiple 

Instance Learning (MIL) framework. Its local-global hierarchical encoder and cross-modal context module, pretrained 

on over 55,000 WSIs using ViT-L model with DINOv2 (Oquab et al. 2024) strategy for feature extraction, showcase how 

advanced architectures can be applied to the challenging task of generating human-readable reports from 

pathological images. This capability has significant implications for streamlining pathological workflows and 

improving communication between pathologists and other healthcare providers. 

Table 5. Innovation and key features in training multimodal pathology foundation models 

Model Key features/innovations

CHIEF Combines self-supervised pretraining with weakly supervised learning; integrates CLIP's pretrained text encoder; uses attention-
based pooling with intra and inter-WSI contrastive learning. 

mSTAR Two-stage pretraining integrating multimodalities - WSIs, pathology reports, and RNA-Seq data; uses inter-modality and inter-
cancer contrastive learning. 

HistGen Applies MIL framework with DINOv2 pretrained on WSIs; focuses on report generation from pathological images.

PathAlign Built on BLIP-2; uses Q-Former based WSI encoder with positional encodings for patches; enables text generation and visual QA.

PathGen Integrates CLIP, LLaVA, and Llama-2; uses prompt-based retrieval and k-means clustering for patch extraction; generates captions 
and summaries. 

HistoGPT Combines CTransPath or UNI for image features with BioGPT for text; uses interleaved gated cross-attention for multimodal 
integration. 

PathChat Uses UNI pretrained on 1.18M pathology image-caption pairs with Llama 2; fine-tuned on 450K pathology-specific instructions.

PRISM Combines Virchow for tile-level processing with Perceiver network for slide-level aggregation and BioGPT for text interaction.

PathAsst Integrates PathCLIP with Vicuna-13B; FC layer for mapping embeddings; fine-tuned on PathInstruct.

Prov-GigaPath Combines ViT with LongNet and OpenAI embeddings; employs contrastive and masked autoencoder strategies for enhanced 
feature representation. 

CONCH Uses iBOT for feature extraction and Coca (Yu et al. 2022) for contrastive and captioning objectives; integrates multiple histology 
stains as distinct views in SSL. 

PLIP Adapts CLIP for pathology-specific tasks; employs transformers for enhanced feature processing.

SlideChat A multimodal (vision and text) projector; joint pretraining on image-caption pairs; fine-tuned on extensive pathology-specific 
instructions for interactive assistance. 

PMPRG Multi-scale regional representation; patient-level multi-organ report generation; explainable clinical-grade reports.

TITAN Aligns (8K×8K) ROIs and WSIs with synthetic captions (obtained using PathChat) and reports, leverage CONCH (iBOT and Coca), 
and uses vision encoder, a text encoder, and a multimodal text decoder. 

MUSK Pretraining uses masked data modelling to leverage large-scale unpaired pathology images and text and then refines image and text
alignment through contrastive learning 

PathAlign (F. Ahmed et al. 2024), built on the BLIP-2 framework (J. Li et al. 2023), focuses on aligning WSIs with 

diagnostic reports. Its use of a Q-Former based WSI encoder with positional encodings for patch coordinates enables 

precise localization of features within large pathology images. By enabling text generation and visual question-

answering in pathology, PathAlign demonstrates the potential of these models to serve as interactive tools for 

pathologists, potentially enhancing diagnostic accuracy and efficiency.

The PathGen (Sun, Zhang, et al. 2024) model introduces a multi-stage process that integrates CLIP (Ilharco et al. 

2021), LLaVA (H. Liu et al. 2023), and Llama-2 (Touvron et al. 2023) architectures. Its innovative use of prompt-based 

retrieval and k-means clustering for representative patch extraction, coupled with the ability to generate detailed 

captions and summaries for pathology images, showcases the potential of large language models in interpreting 

complex pathological data. This approach could significantly aid in the rapid interpretation of WSIs and in generating 

standardized reports. 

HistoGPT (Tran et al. 2024) demonstrates another approach to multimodal integration, using either CTransPath (CTP) 

(Xiyue Wang et al. 2022b) or UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) for image feature extraction (depending on model size) and 

BioGPT (Luo et al. 2022) for text processing. The model employs interleaved gated cross-attention (XATTN) blocks 

(Jaegle et al. 2021) to fuse visual and textual information, enabling tasks such as pathology report generation. TITAN

(T. Ding et al. 2024) employs a three-stage by leveraging iBOT for the self-supervised learning of vision and CoCa for 

multimodal vision-language alignment, mixing synthetic region-level captions and slide-level pathology reports with 

ALiBi positional encoding to process long-context gigapixel WSIs. TITAN (T. Ding et al. 2024) outperforms earlier works 
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in generating holistic embeddings of slides that support a few downstream tasks inclusive of zero-shot classification 

and rare cancer retrieval. 

PathChat (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024) and PRISM (Shaikovski et al. 2024) further exemplify 

the trend towards integrating large language models with vision encoders. PathChat’s use of UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 

2024) (pretrained on over 100 million histology patches) combined with a Llama 2 (Touvron et al. 2023) LLM, fine-

tuned on pathology-specific instructions, demonstrates how domain-specific knowledge can be effectively 

incorporated into general-purpose language models. PRISM’s approach of using Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024) for 

tile-level processing and a Perceiver network (Jaegle et al. 2021) for slide-level aggregation, integrated with BioGPT 

(Luo et al. 2022), showcases how different architectural components can be combined to handle the multi-scale 

nature of pathology images while enabling natural language interaction.  

Another noteworthy addition is MUSK (Xiang et al. 2025), which employs a two-stage pretraining scheme combining 

masked image/language modeling on 50 million pathology patches and one billion text tokens, followed by 

contrastive learning on one million image–text pairs. By unifying visual and textual representations within a single 

multimodal transformer framework, MUSK demonstrates robust performance across diverse tasks—from image-to-

text retrieval and VQA to molecular biomarker prediction and clinical outcome forecasting. Notably, it leverages 

large-scale, unpaired data to capture wide-ranging pathological features while still aligning vision-language features 

effectively in downstream tasks. This approach underscores the growing trend of integrating self-supervision with 

contrastive alignment to produce more versatile pathology foundation models. 

THREADS (Vaidya et al. 2025)—a newly introduced slide-level foundation model that learns comprehensive WSI 

embeddings by aligning morphological features with genomic and transcriptomic data. It uses a ViT-L-based patch 

encoder (CONCHV1.5) to process 512×512 patches. On the molecular side, THREADS leverages scGPT for 

transcriptomic data and a multi-layer perceptron (MLP) for genomic profiles, unifying three domains via cross-modal 

contrastive learning on the MBTG-47K dataset (47,171 histomolecular pairs).  

The development of models like PathAsst (Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024), CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, 

et al. 2024), MUSK (Xiang et al. 2025), and PLIP (Pathology Language-Image Pretraining) (Huang et al. 2023) further 

illustrates the diverse approaches being explored in vision-language modeling for pathology. These models vary in 

their architectural choices and training strategies, from PathAsst’s use of PathCLIP and Vicuna-13B (Chiang et al. 

2023) to CONCH’s incorporation of both contrastive and captioning objectives, MUSK’s combination of unified 

masked modeling and large-scale contrastive alignment, and. PLIP’s adaptation of the CLIP (Radford et al. 2021) 

architecture for pathology-specific tasks. Each demonstrates how general computer vision techniques can be 

effectively tailored to the unique challenges of pathology image analysis.

3.3.5. Conclusion and Future Directions 

The diversity of embedding strategies employed by these foundation models reflects the complexity of pathological 

data and the multifaceted nature of pathology tasks. From self-supervised learning approaches that leverage vast 

amounts of unlabeled data to multimodal models that bridge visual and textual information, these advancements are 

reshaping how pathological analyses are conducted. 

Key trends emerging from this review include: 

1. The scaling of models and datasets, with architectures like Virchow2G and Hibou-L demonstrating the 

benefits of increased model capacity and diverse training data. 

2. The importance of domain-specific adaptations, as seen in models like RudolfV that incorporate pathologist 

expertise in their development. 

3. The rise of multimodal and vision-language models, exemplified by PathGen, HistoGPT, and PathChat, 

which promise more interpretable and interactive pathology AI systems. 

4. The ongoing exploration of efficient architectures, such as PLUTO, that balance performance with 

computational requirements. 

As the field continues to evolve, several challenges and opportunities emerge. These include the need for 

standardized benchmarks to compare model performance across diverse pathology tasks and datasets, the 

importance of model interpretability and explainability for clinical adoption, and the potential for these models to 

assist in rare disease diagnosis and personalized medicine approaches. 
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Figure 5. Pathology Foundation Model Training: Vision-text and vision-only pipeline and aggregation methods – mSTAR’s multimodal aggregation and 
Prov-GigaPath’s patch into WSI aggregation.

Figure 5 illustrates pathology pretraining workflow, for image-only and multiple modal pathology foundation models 

along with a few downstream task examples.

In conclusion, the embedding strategies employed by foundation models in computational pathology are rapidly 

advancing, promising to enhance diagnostic accuracy, improve workflow efficiency, and ultimately contribute to 

better patient outcomes. Future research directions may focus on further integration of multi-modal data sources, 

development of more efficient and interpretable models, and rigorous clinical validation to ensure the reliability and 

generalizability of these AI systems in real-world pathology practice.

As foundation models evolve, research must focus on improving multimodal learning, where models like CLIP 

(Radford et al. 2021) and ViLBERT (J. Lu et al. 2019) demonstrate different ways of encoding and reasoning across 

modalities. The future of SSL lies in creating more generalized training methods that transcend domain specificity, 

enabling application across fields like medical imaging and multimodal tasks. Additionally, discovering richer training 
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signals that maximize model efficiency while minimizing computational resources is essential. Moving forward, 

explicit goal-directed training could enable models to autonomously adapt to real-world tasks through multitask, 

multiagent, and multimodal interactions, ultimately advancing the capabilities and versatility of foundation models 

(Bommasani et al. 2022; Zhao et al. 2024; Khan et al. 2024; J. Wu et al. 2023; Tamkin, Wu, and Goodman 2021; 

Ferber, Nahhas, et al. 2024). 

3.4. GPU Needs for Pretraining 

Pertaining large-scale single and multi-modality foundation models requires several GPU computers making the task 

unapproachable for academic research groups and labs. In Table 6, we present a few examples. 

Table 6. GPU-resource needs of pretraining pathology foundation models 

Foundation model Pretraining hardware resources

Virchow2 (Zimmermann et al. 2024)
Virchow2G (Zimmermann et al. 2024) 

16 Nvidia V100 GPUs
16 Nvidia V100 GPUs 

H-Optimus-0 (Saillard et al. 2024) 8 x A100 GPUs with 80Gb of memory

PRISM (Shaikovski et al. 2024) 16 NVIDIA V100 32GB GPU’s

PathChat (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024) 8 × 80GB NVIDIA A100 GPU 

UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024), TITAN (T. Ding et al. 2024), THREADS (Vaidya et al. 2025) 4 × 80GB NVIDIA A100 GPU

CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et al. 2024) 8 NVIDIA A100 80-GB GPU

Prov-GigaPath (H. Xu et al. 2024) 16 nodes with 4 × 80 GB A100 GPUs

mSTAR (Y. Xu et al. 2024) 4 × 80 GB NVIDIA H800 GPUs. 

Hibou-B (Nechaev, Pchelnikov, and Ivanova 2024)
Hibou-L (Nechaev, Pchelnikov, and Ivanova 2024) 

8 A100-80G GPUs
32 A100-40G GPUs 

Kaiko-ai (ai et al. 2024) 4 – 16 H100 GPUs

BEPH (Z. Yang et al. 2024) 8 x 40 GB NVIDIA HGX A100 GPUs 

3.5. Aggregation 

Aggregation, the process of aggregating representations and features from tile-level predictions into slide-level 

prediction, has always persisted as a major challenge in computational pathology. This difficulty arises primarily due 

to the larger sizes of gigapixel whole-slide images (WSIs), that can go up to 150, 000 square pixels. Despite 

advancements, the direct application of recent developments in computer vision to digital pathology remains 

constrained by hardware and software limitations. In this section, we explore how foundation models address the 

challenge of aggregation and their potential to overcome these limitations. 

Seven foundation models did not incorporate aggregation in their training and evaluation procedures. These include 

PathChat (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024), PathAsst (Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024), PathMMU (Sun, Wu, 

et al. 2024), RudolfV (Dippel et al. 2024), Virchow 2 (Zimmermann et al. 2024), Virchow 2G (Zimmermann et al. 2024), 

and PLIP (Huang et al. 2023). These models focus their predictions on regions of interest (ROIs) within WSIs rather 

than applying aggregation across entire slides. However, several models have made significant strides in aggregation, 

integrating advanced methodologies to address the issue. 

3.5.1. Advancing aggregation 

Nine foundation models develop new aggregation methodologies. 

1. mSTAR (Y. Xu et al. 2024): This multimodal foundation model employs a two-stage whole-slide pretraining 

pipeline. In the first stage, it trains a Slide Aggregator (Teacher) to inject multimodal knowledge, followed by 

a Patch Extractor (Student) in a self-taught student-teacher framework. Leveraging the UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 

2024) model for patch representations and a slide-level contrastive loss, mSTAR (Y. Xu et al. 2024) 

demonstrated superior performance across seven varied tasks, including diagnostic predictions, molecular 

analyses, survival predictions, zero-shot slide classification, and report generation. It consistently 

outperformed UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024), CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et al. 2024), 

PLIP (Huang et al. 2023), and ResNet50 (K. He et al. 2016). 

2. PathAlign (F. Ahmed et al. 2024): Built on BLIP-based image-text alignment, PathAlign encodes WSIs using 

the Q-Former from BLIP-2 (J. Li et al. 2023) image transformer, representing each slide as a sequence of up 

to 10,240 patch embeddings. Pathologist evaluations rated the generated WSI text as clinically accurate for 

78% of cases, demonstrating the promise of generative AI in WSI reporting. 
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3. PRISM (Shaikovski et al. 2024): This foundation model integrates Virchow tile embeddings with clinical 

report text, using a Perceiver network (Jaegle et al. 2021) for slide-level encoding and BioGPT (Luo et al. 

2022) for language decoding. PRISM (Shaikovski et al. 2024) has shown excellent performance in cancer 

detection and subtyping, including rare cancers, with AUC scores exceeding 0.9 in both linear probing and 

fine-tuning. 

4. Prov-GigaPath (H. Xu et al. 2024): This model introduces GigaPath, a novel ViT architecture tailored for 

pretraining gigapixel pathology slides. GigaPath leverages LongNet’s (J. Ding et al. 2023) dilated self-

attention to process the long sequences of visual tokens generated from the image tiles. Pretraining follows 

a two-step process, first using DINOv2 for image-level self-supervised learning and then employing a 

masked autoencoder (K. He et al. 2021) with LongNet for slide-level learning. 

5. SlideChat (Y. Chen et al. 2024): This is a first vision-language assistant that understands gigapixel WSIs. It 

leverages on CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et al. 2024) for patch encoding, and LongNet 

(H. Xu et al. 2024), (J. Ding et al. 2023) as a slide encoder to employ sparse attention to aggregate slide-level 

features. 

6. CHIEF (Xiyue Wang et al. 2024): This multimodal model employs a two-stage training process. First, it uses 

self-supervised learning for patch-level feature extraction, followed by weakly supervised learning with an 

attention module for WSI-level representation. Its attention-based pooling strategy includes three modules: 

a main deep attention aggregation module that computes class-specific attention scores for each tile, and 

two auxiliary modules for inter-WSI and intra-WSI feature learning. The instance branch assigns scores of 1 

to tiles with the highest attention and 0 to those with the lowest, while the WSI branch uses contrastive 

learning to integrate information and enhance category separation at the WSI level. 

7. COBRA (Lenz et al. 2024) employs Mamba-2 layers and multi-head gated attention to efficiently aggregate 

long sequences of patch embeddings from models like Virchow219 and UNI13 for slide representation.  

8. TITAN (T. Ding et al. 2024) leverages a ViT to encode a WSI into a slide embedding, in a 3-stage WSI-language 

alignment pipeline. Stage 1 refers to vision-only part that uses self-supervised learning with student–

teacher knowledge distillation followed by Stage 2 and 3 for vision-language modeling that aligns WSI 

embeddings with synthetic caption and medical reports. ROIs in Stag 2 and eventually WSI in Stage 3 are 

spatially arranged in a 2D feature grid as a slide embedding. 

9. THREADS (Vaidya et al. 2025) employ cross-modal contrastive learning to align the slide representation 

with the corresponding molecular embedding. The slide encoder aggregates tile embeddings generated by 

ROI encoder model (CONCHv1.5) into a slide representation using attention-based modeling. The RNA 

embedder concatenates transcriptomic profiles encoded using a single-cell foundation model, and DNA 

embedder concatenates genomic profiles encoded using a multi-layer perceptron model, respectively. 

3.5.2. Reusing Attention-based aggregation 

Following seven foundation models adopted attention-based MIL aggregation methodology. 

1. Madeleine (Jaume, Vaidya, et al. 2024): Madeleine introduces multi-stain-guided slide representation 

learning, employing CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et al. 2024) for patch embedding, 

followed by pre-attention and stain encoding. This is then passed through a multi-head ABMIL network (Ilse, 

Tomczak, and Welling 2018), yielding superior results compared to other models. 

2. PLUTO (Juyal et al. 2024): PLUTO is a light weight foundation model introduces multi-stain, multi-resolution 

slide representation learning, that capture different biological contexts at slide, tissue, cellular/sub-cellular 

level. It also uses multi-head ABMIL network (Ilse, Tomczak, and Welling 2018) on frozen and trainable 

PLUTO featurizer backbone, for slide-level classification tasks. 

3. OmniScreen (Y. K. Wang et al. 2024): This model uses an attention-based feed-forward network (Ilse, 

Tomczak, and Welling 2018) to aggregate tile-level embeddings into slide-level predictions. OmniScreen 

uses tile embeddings generated by Virchow 2 (Zimmermann et al. 2024), demonstrating its ability to perform 

large-scale aggregation effectively.
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4. UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) and Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024) are image-only foundation models that 

utilize DINOv2 for self-supervised pretraining on image patches, employing a student-teacher knowledge 

distillation approach for large ViT architectures. Both models adopt a two-stage multiple-instance learning 

(MIL) paradigm for WSI-level classification tasks but differ in their aggregation methods. In UNI (R. J. Chen et 

al. 2024), the process involves pre-extraction of ROI-level features and using a trainable permutation-

invariant pooling operator to aggregate patch-level (or instance) features into a single slide-level (or bag) 

feature, similar to the CLAM (M. Y. Lu et al. 2021) model. For both the WSI Classification and Survival 

Prediction tasks, BEPH (Z. Yang et al. 2024) also aggregated patch-level features into WSI-level 

representations using a MIL framework inspired by the CLAM model. 

5. In Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024), the Agata aggregator model (Raciti et al. 2023) is employed for weakly 

supervised learning, using a MIL approach to aggregate features for slide-level predictions, enhancing the 

model's performance in WSI tasks through more effective information integration. Agata aggregator learns 

to attend the selective tiles that contribute toward the label decision using cross-attention instead of full 

attention. 

6. MUSK (Xiang et al. 2025) is patch-level vision-language foundation model that leverages ABMIL network 

(Ilse, Tomczak, and Welling 2018) to yield slide level predictions. 

3.5.3. Challenges and Future Directions 

Despite these advancements, the field still faces several hurdles. Aggregation remains a computationally intensive 

task due to the size and complexity of WSIs. Most foundation models currently do not incorporate aggregation 

techniques, limiting their ability to deliver slide-level predictions. Additionally, models that do support aggregation 

vary in their approaches, leading to inconsistencies in performance across different pathology tasks.

To fully unlock the potential of foundation models in digital pathology, research must focus on integrating and 

evaluating aggregation techniques into the foundation models and improving the integration of multimodal data. 

Advances in both hardware and software are essential to overcome current limitations, enabling more efficient and 

scalable solutions. 

In summary, aggregation is a critical component in advancing pathology foundation models to clinical-grade 

performance. The diverse approaches taken by models like mSTAR3, PathAlign, PRISM, and Prov-GigaPath illustrate 

the progress being made, but there remains significant room for growth. Continued innovation in this area is key to 

realizing the full potential of AI in pathology. 

4. Evaluation 
Pathology foundation models are likely to be adapted to perform specific tasks for countless applications, leading to 

emergent abilities. This leads to unique challenges in evaluating foundation models to serve in tracking progress, 

fostering understanding, and providing documentation (Bommasani et al. 2022; Dehghani et al. 2021; W. Yang et al. 

2024). 

Evaluating foundation models can be broken down into two categories: intrinsic and extrinsic evaluation1. Intrinsic 

evaluation focuses on assessing the model itself and its foundational capabilities, independent of any specific task 

(Tamkin et al. 2023). Extrinsic evaluation involves assessing task-specific models that have been adapted from the 

foundation model, to evaluate their emergent abilities (Bommasani et al. 2022; Y. Wang et al. 2024). The task-

specific evaluation via meta-benchmarks (Balachandran et al. 2024) relies on adaptation processes making it 

difficult to attribute performance gains either to the foundation model or to the adaptation method. To address this, 

intrinsic evaluation could focus on directly measuring capabilities like bias, vision, and/or linguistic competence, 

independent of any specific task (Gallegos et al. 2024). 

Evaluating foundation models should also involve accounting for the resources involved in training and 

adaptation.  It requires considering all resources used in the adaptation process too, from the data required to 

choose adaptation methods to access constraints. This ensures that evaluations not only assess task-specific 

performance but also offer insights into the best adaptation strategies for different contexts (Longpre et al. 2024; 

Zishan Guo et al. 2023). 
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4.1. Adaptation 

Adaptation refers to the process of adjusting a foundation model, originally trained on vast and diverse data, to 

perform more effectively in specialized tasks. Through adaptation, a foundation model’s broad capabilities are 

refined to improve its precision and relevance for targeted specialized tasks (Bommasani et al. 2022; C. Shi et al. 

2024). 

Despite the wide-ranging abilities of foundation models, their general nature often falls short when handling 

downstream tasks requiring deep domain knowledge or a high level of contextual sensitivity1. Adapting these models 

to specific tasks not only improves their performance but is also more computationally efficient than training a model 

from scratch. This task-specific adaptation is essential for enhancing the model's effectiveness in real-world 

applications, ensuring that it meets the required level of accuracy and efficiency (Bommasani et al. 2022; Z. Chen et 

al. 2024; W. Li et al. 2024). 

The methods of adapting foundation models vary from prompting to fine-tuning and continual learning 

techniques. In prompt-based adjustments, task-specific instructions guide the model’s output without changing its 

internal structure. Fine-tuning involves updating the model’s parameters using domain-specific data to improve the 

model's focus and accuracy on each downstream task. The resource-efficient methods, such as low-storage 

adaptations, minimize the need for computational and storage overhead by selectively adjusting only certain 

parameters of the model (Bommasani et al. 2022; Firoozi et al. 2023; J. Liu et al. 2024). 

Adapting a foundation model comes with its own set of challenges, as it contrasts with the original promise of a 

generalist AI capable of handling a wide range of tasks without modification. The reality is that no model can be 

equally effective across all domains, and adaptation is crucial to bridge the gap between generalization and 

specialization. While adaptation enhances task performance, it also requires additional resources, raising questions 

about efficiency and usability. Nevertheless, adaptation remains a critical component in making foundation models 

more applicable to specific applications (Bommasani et al. 2022; Alowais et al. 2023; X. Zhang et al. 2024). 

Looking toward the future, a significant goal for foundation models is the development of effective continual learning 

techniques, where models can continuously update their knowledge in response to evolving research and 

development. This is a challenging task, as continual learning can lead to catastrophic forgetting, where new 

information overwrites previously learned knowledge. To address this, innovations in memory mechanisms and 

parameter updates are being explored. One such example is QPMIL-VL (Gou et al. 2024), a Vision-Language 

framework for incremental WSI classification. It addresses the challenge of catastrophic forgetting by leveraging 

CONCH and a queryable prototypes (pool of representative features) that capture diverse visual patterns across 

WSIs. This allows the model to match new images with these stored prototypes, minimizing the risk of “forgetting” 

previously learned information.  

Achieving continual learning would reduce the need for resource-intensive retraining while keeping the models 

aligned with current socio-cultural expectations. However, the risks of misalignment or feedback loops emphasize 

the need for caution in developing these systems. Adaptation, whether through fine-tuning or continual learning, 

remains key to unlocking the full potential of foundation models in specialized and evolving environments 

(Bommasani et al. 2022; Verwimp et al. 2024; T. Wu et al. 2024). 

4.2. Evaluation of pathology foundation models 

Extrinsic evaluation has been as a major focus in pathology foundation models universally, where the models have 

been evaluated after adapting them to very specific downstream tasks. 

4.2.1. Evaluation of image only models 

Here we list downstream tasks on which image only pathology foundation model has been evaluated, all of which 

serve extrinsic evaluation. 

UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) demonstrated performance on several downstream tasks from ROI classification, ROI 

segmentation, slide classification, few shot classification, retrieval and prototyping or prompt-based evaluation. The 

generalizability of CHIEF (Xiyue Wang et al. 2024) foundation model have been evaluated with slide-level 

downstream tasks—cancer cell detection, tumor origin identification, genomic profile characterization and survival 
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outcome prediction on the diverse external validation cohorts. BEPH (Z. Yang et al. 2024) was evaluated on patch-

level classification, slide-level classification and slide-level survival prediction. Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024)

excelled on tile-level linear probing benchmarks and whole slide level tasks which include pan-cancer detection and 

subtyping, tissue-agnostic cancer detection and subtyping, and biomarker prediction tasks, adapted with the training 

of an aggregator model.  

Similar to Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024), tile-level classification benchmarks via linear probing used to evaluate 

Virchow 2 (Zimmermann et al. 2024) capabilities. The robustness of Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024) and Virchow 2

(Zimmermann et al. 2024) embeddings has been evaluated with out-of-distribution data (i.e. data obtained from 

institutions other than the training cohort). The evaluation of OmniScreen (Y. K. Wang et al. 2024)—built on tile 

embeddings of Virchow 2—involved its evaluation on a test set from the development cohort and on TCGA as an 

external validation cohort. OmniScreen has been evaluated on pan-cancer biomarker prediction (for screening of up 

to 505 genes for 15 most commonly treated cancers), biomarkers associated with histologic subtypes of cancers, 

biomarkers associated with targeted therapeutic hotspots, biomarkers associated with signaling pathways and 

genome instability.  

Kaiko-ai (ai et al. 2024) adopts two groups of metrics to evaluate the performance of the foundation models. The first 

group of metrics evaluates the quality of the representations directly without labels using RankMe (Garrido et al. 

2023) and off-diagonal correlation (ODCorr); whereas the second group of metrics benchmarks the performance of 

the representations on the downstream patch-level prediction tasks using eva framework with a lightweight head 

network, where labels are necessary to perform linear probing evaluation. Evab is a pioneering global leaderboard for 

benchmarking of pathology foundation models in downstream six tile-level and two slide-level tasks. Downstream 

tile-level prediction tasks included nuclei segmentation evaluated with the Colorectal Nuclear Segmentation and 

Phenotypes (CoNSeP) and multi-organ nuclei segmentation (MoNuSAC) datasets.  

PLUTO (Juyal et al. 2024) demonstrated its generic capabilities by multi-head adaptation – adding task-specific 

heads and adapt these heads through supervised fine-tuning. These adaptations have been carried out for WSI 

classification tasks with a multiple-instance learning, tile classification (tissue level) and instance segmentation 

(cellular- and subcellular-level). Phikon-V2 (Filiot et al. 2024) evaluation comprises eight slide-level tasks that goes 

downstream training procedure following an ensemble strategy. It has also been evaluated in one-shot retraining 

settings. CtransPath (Xiyue Wang et al. 2022a) has been validated with patch retrieval, patch classification, weakly-

supervised WSI classification, mitosis detection, and colorectal adenocarcinoma gland segmentation. BROW (Y. Wu 

et al. 2023a) demonstrated its emergent capabilities in downstream adaptions to slide-level subtyping, patch-level 

classification and nuclei instance segmentation tasks. 

PathoDuet (Hua et al. 2024) has been evaluated on patch-level tissue subtyping and WSI-level classification as 

downstream tasks with H&E images and IHC expression level assessment, cross-site tumor identification, qualitative 

analysis of IHC slide as downstream tasks with IHC images implemented as a linear protocol. IHC expression level 

assessment refers to classification between IHC patches of different expression levels and cross-site tumor 

identification refers to cancer cell identification with data from two sites as an advanced challenge to models’ 

capabilities. IHC  slide-level quantitative analysis refers binary classification with MIL setting for biomarker 

prediction. The performance of Madeleine (Jaume, Vaidya, et al. 2024)—a multimodal pretraining strategy for slide 

representation learning —has been demonstrated on few-shot classification, and full classification on breast cancer 

and kidney cancer subtyping tasks. 

RodulfV (Dippel et al. 2024) has been evaluated on pan-indication H&E-based tumor microenvironment (TME) 

characterization, pan-indication immunohistochemistry biomarker evaluation, histological and molecular prediction 

benchmarks and reference case search including rare oncological and non-neoplastic diseases. RodulfV’s ability of 

cross-tissue disease understanding in order to demonstrate generalization to new indications and TME 

characterization through cell classification especially for immune and stromal cells such as fibroblasts, 

granulocytes, macrophages, and plasma cells the model improved by 10.8% on average over the closest contender 

are remarkable abilities. Image-based reference case search is an interesting benchmark to evaluate a foundation 

b https://kaiko-ai.github.io/eva/main/ 
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model for semantically meaningful representation of tissue. In this task, pathologist annotates a region of interest 

(ROI) that is queried against a database of slides to retrieve most similar slides.  

TissueConcepts (Nicke et al. 2024)—the only multitask supervised foundation model—drastically reduced very 

expensive training of foundation model in terms of data, computation, and time. The performance and 

generalizability of TissueConcepts (Nicke et al. 2024) has been demonstrated on classification of WSIs from four of 

the most prevalent solid cancers - breast, colon, lung, and prostate. Its unique training recipe is a promising 

alternative that achieves comparable performance to self-supervised foundation models with only 6% of the data 

and resources. Another unique aspect of its evaluation is its encoders, trained for 160 hours on a single Nvidia RTX 

A5000 in Europe, to emit an estimated 18.91 kg of CO2 as compared to order of magnitude emission of up to 2004 kg 

of CO2 by self-supervised encoder trained for 160 hours on 48 Nvidia V100s.  

Majority of pathology foundation models we reviewed are task-agnostics which have been trained with unsupervised 

SSL. However, pathology foundation models like TissueConcepts (Nicke et al. 2024) and RudolfV (Dippel et al. 2024) 

are uniquely able to excel in performing multiple specialized tasks while trained as fully supervised and semi-

supervised making them an excellent alternate to compare SSL-based image only pathology foundation model. To 

demonstrate the classification performance, area under the receiver operator curve (AUROC) and balanced 

accuracy, whereas for the nuclei segmentation Dice score has been used. 

After a thorough review of the evaluation and results sections of image only foundation models, we have observed 

several novel contributions and research gaps in evaluating pathology foundation models: 

1- Kaiko-ai (ai et al. 2024) is the only foundation model, which has also been evaluated with an intrinsic evaluation 

using RankMe (Garrido et al. 2023) and off-diagonal correlation (ODCorr). RankMe (Garrido et al. 2023) 

estimates the rank of embeddings of test data and ODCorr measures the average correlation coefficient 

between the embeddings of different samples in the evaluation dataset. Authors have found ODCorr highly 

correlates with the downstream performance making it a useful extrinsic evaluation metric. 

2- TissueConcepts (Nicke et al. 2024)—only multi task supervised foundation model—drastically reduced very 

expensive training of foundation model in terms of data, computation, and time. It’s training recipe is a promising 

alternative that achieves comparable performance to self-supervised foundation models with only 6% of the 

data and resources.  

3- TissueConcepts (Nicke et al. 2024) further contributes uniquely by evaluating CO2 emission evaluation of its 

encoders, trained for 160 hours on a single Nvidia RTX A5000 in Europe, to emit an estimated 18.91 kg of CO2 as 

compared to order of magnitude emission of up to 2004 kg of CO2 by self-supervised encoder trained for 160 

hours on 48 Nvidia V100s (e.g. CtransPath (Xiyue Wang et al. 2022a)). 

4- As demonstrated by RodulfV (Dippel et al. 2024), Image-based reference case search is an interesting 

benchmark to evaluate a foundation model for semantically meaningful representation of tissue. In this task, 

pathologist annotates a region of interest (ROI) that is queried against a database of slides to retrieve most 

similar slides. 

5- Comparative analysis of RodulfV (Dippel et al. 2024) with UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024), Phikon (Filiot et al. 2023), 

Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024) and Virchow 2 (Zimmermann et al. 2024) suggests that leveraging pathologist 

domain knowledge and data diversity can have a similar effect as an order of magnitude more data available for 

training. This gives another dimension to the pathology foundation models—training on very large and highly 

diverse as well as curated and balanced datasets built with expertise knowledge will likely be necessary— which 

might be explored further to validate and confirm the true benefits for such models in terms of both the 

competence and usefulness. 

6- Zero-shot evaluation of downstream tasks appears an advance evaluation standard which appears to be vital to 

demonstrate foundation model useability as an AI copilot. However, this generally gives lower performance than 

finetuned or adapted foundation model. 

7- There have been a few novel attempts to implicitly evaluate the generalist performance of the pathology 

foundation models, however, there is still a need for adaptation of pathology foundation models that required 

task specific data and additional computational resources for these evaluations: 

a. OncoTree cancer classification by UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) is a large-scale hierarchical classification 

task in pathology that follows the OncoTree (OT) cancer classification system.  

b. Prediction of rare caners has been demonstrated by several foundation models. 
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c. OmniScreen (Y. K. Wang et al. 2024) has been evaluated on pan-cancer biomarker prediction (for 

screening of up to 505 genes for 15 most commonly treated cancers), biomarkers associated with 

histologic subtypes of cancers, biomarkers associated with targeted therapeutic hotspots, biomarkers 

associated with signaling pathways and genome instability. 

d. RodulfV (Dippel et al. 2024) has been evaluated on reference case search including rare oncological 

and non-neoplastic diseases. RodulfV’s ability of cross-tissue disease understanding in order to 

demonstrate generalization to new indications and TME characterization through cell classification 

especially for immune and stromal cells such as fibroblasts, granulocytes, macrophages, and plasma 

cells the model improved by 10.8% on average over the closest contender are remarkable abilities. 

Image-based reference case search is an interesting benchmark to evaluate a foundation model for 

semantically meaningful representation of tissue. 

e. PathoDuet (Hua et al. 2024) evaluated on IHC expression level assessment, cross-site tumor 

identification. 

8- The analysis of Virchow’s (Vorontsov et al. 2024) experimental analysis identified that the long-tailed 

distribution of pathologic entities and histological structures, the lack of object scale diversity and the restricted 

color space are the aspects which merit further exploration.  

9- There has not been an evaluation explicitly designed to directly measure the capacities of foundation models 

like bias and generalist competence, independent of any specific task focused on assessing the model itself. 

4.2.2. Evaluation of image and text aligned models 

Here we include downstream tasks on which image and text aligned pathology foundation has been evaluated, all of 

which serve extrinsic evaluation. 

CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et al. 2024)—a vision and language aligned foundation model has 

been evaluated with image classification, segmentation, image retrieval, text-to-image and image-to-text retrieval 

tasks. CONCH has been evaluated with supervised, weakly supervised classification experiments, end-to-end fine-

tuning for classification experiments, and captioning with fine-tuning. The supervised learning based adaptation has 

been evaluated to maximize the task-specific performance with labeled training examples from the official training 

set. 

First introduced in histopathology by PLIP (Huang et al. 2023), a zero-shot classification of diverse tissues and 

diseases, including rare diseases is an interesting evaluation for CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et 

al. 2024) where the goal is to classify an image by matching it with the most similar text prompt in the model’s shared 

image–text representation space, which has been created by predetermined text prompts for all classes. For each 

downstream task, both tile-level and slide-level, user first represents the set of class or category names using a set of 

predetermined text prompts, where each prompt corresponded to a class. The usefulness of zero-shot capability has 

yet to be qualified because of lower performance scores. 

Zero-shot cross-modal retrieval or image search application—retrieving  the corresponding text entry on the basis of 

an image query (image-to-text) or vice versa (text-to-image) —is an addition in the evaluation set of CONCH (M. Y. Lu, 

Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et al. 2024). CONCH has also been valuated with coarse-grained tissue 

segmentation on WSIs without labeled examples using the demonstrated zero-shot retrieval and classification 

capabilities of our model. 

Similar to image retrieval –  image-text aligned models like PLIP (Huang et al. 2023) enable image-to-text and text-to-

image retrievals are steps towards an advanced evaluation however there is yet a research gap of directly measuring 

foundation models capabilities like bias and generalist competence, independent of any specific task in addition to 

an evaluation focused on assessing the model itself, independent of any specific task. The current visual-language 

pretrained models, including CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et al. 2024), performed inferior on 

challenging zero-shot problems as compared to their supervised learning counterparts, which suggests that building 

a generalized foundation model capable of truly universal zero-shot recognition or retrieval for histopathology is in its 

early days and there is yet a long path to meet its goal of truly generalist pathology foundation model. 

PathAlign (F. Ahmed et al. 2024) has been evaluated for WSI classification, image-to-text retrieval and text generation 

capabilities. The text output went through automatic evaluation based on similarity scores and qualitative evaluation 

by two US-board certified pathologists for Top-K and image-to-text retrieval and text generation. A case prioritization 
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example—a theoretical case load of colon biopsies which PathAlign has to sort by “severity” of the pathology 

findings— has been used to demonstrate potential vision-language application.  

MUSK (Xiang et al. 2025)—a vision-language foundation model aligns clinical notes with pathological characteristics 

for precision oncology. In zero-shot cross-modal retrieval MSUK demonstrated superior performance over the seven 

other foundation models in both image-to-text and text-to-image retrieval, with CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, 

Chen, Liang, et al. 2024) being the second-best model. With minimal training, MUSK outperformed other vision–

language foundation models in visual-question answering including those which specifically designed for VQA 

purposes. To demonstrate image encoder capabilities, it has MUSK outperformed the other foundation models in 

image retrieval, zero-shot image classification, few-shot image classification, and supervised image classification 

across 12 datasets. MUSK also achieved significantly higher performance than other pathology foundation models, in 

molecular biomarker prediction, melanoma relapse prediction, and pan-cancer prognosis prediction (across 16 

major cancer types in TCGA), objective response (to classify immunotherapy responder vs non-responders based on 

tumor PD-L1 expression) and progression-free survival.  

After a thorough review of the evaluation and results sections of image and text aligned foundation models, we have 

observed several novel contributions and a few research gaps in evaluating pathology foundation models: 

1- Retrieval is an advanced evaluation standard that evaluates the quality of embedding produced by foundation 

model acting as encoders for content-based image retrieval of histology images, where the goal is to retrieve 

similar images (same class label for downstream ROI-level classification task) to a given query (or test set) 

image. 

2- Zero-shot cross-modal retrieval or image search application—retrieving  the corresponding text entry on the 

basis of an image query (image-to-text) or vice versa (text-to-image). 

3- Similar to image retrieval –  image-text aligned models enable image-to-text and text-to-image retrievals are 

steps towards an advanced evaluation however there is yet a research gap of directly measuring foundation 

models capabilities like bias and generalist competence, independent of any specific task in addition to an 

evaluation focused on assessing the model itself, independent of any specific task.  

4- The current visual-language pretrained models, including CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et 

al. 2024), performed poorly on challenging zero-shot problems as compared to their supervised learning 

counterparts, which suggests that building a generalized foundation model capable of truly universal zero-shot 

recognition or retrieval for histopathology is in its early days and there is yet a long path to meet its goal of truly 

generalist pathology foundation model.  

5- A case prioritization example—a theoretical case load of colon biopsies which PathAlign (F. Ahmed et al. 2024) 

has to sort by “severity” of the pathology findings— has been used to demonstrate potential vision-language 

application.   

6- One key aspect lacking in evaluating language-image aligned models is the comparison of separated image and 

language embeddings with their standalone counterparts. 

7- MUSK (Xiang et al. 2025) training data include TCGA WSIs, therefore, its downstream performance on TCGA 

could be overestimated considering the data leakage during the model training. 

4.2.3. Evaluation of multimodal models 

mSTAR (Y. Xu et al. 2024) – a whole slide multimodality foundation model leveraging on Image Only foundation model 

like UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) for image embeddings, involved training a slide aggregator on pairs of WSI-report, 

WSI-gene, and gene-report pairs. It has been evaluated on diagnostic tasks, molecular predictions, pathology 

survival analysis, novel multimodal survival analysis, zero and few-shot slide classification, and report generation. 

Quantitative evaluation of report generation uses BLEU, METEOR, and ROUGE-L to assess precision of n-grams 

(contiguous sequences of words), order, alignment, and recall, etc. For qualitative evaluation, the reports of mSTAR 

were analyzed in comparison to doctors ground truths. HistGen (Zhengrui Guo et al. 2024) has also been evaluated 

with WSI report generation, cancer subtyping, and survival analysis. 

A slide-level foundation model—PRISM (Shaikovski et al. 2024) that builds on Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024) tile 

embeddings aggregated through Perceiver network and leverages clinical report text for pretraining. It has been 

evaluated on sixteen cancer detection tasks including 7 rare cancers, three cancer subtyping, and nine biomarker 

prediction tasks with zero-shot, linear probing and finetuning based adaptations settings. To demonstrate language-
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vision capabilities, it has been evaluated for report generation via image caption generation for a slide or a specimen 

using autoregressive decoding.  

HistoGPT (Tran et al. 2024) – a vision-language model that generates reports from a series of pathology images of 

dermatology patients to demonstrate AI assistance to dermatologist. It’s architecture consists UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 

2024) and CtransPath (Xiyue Wang et al. 2022a) for as patch encoders, and BioGPT base for HistoGPT-L as a position 

encoder, and HistoGPT-S/M as a slide encoder, and a textual prompt processing transformer with a text head. It has 

demonstrated the prediction tumor subtypes and tumor thickness in a zero-shot fashion, in addition to report 

generation, disease classification and text-to-image visualization. To evaluate generative performance analysis of 

HistoGPT, authors have used four semantic-based machine learning metrics as well as two blinded domain expert 

evaluations. Authors have also evaluated all models using traditional syntax-based measures of BLEU-4, ROUGE-L, 

METEOR, and BERTscore. 

ProvGigaPath (H. Xu et al. 2024) also evaluates image only as well as image-text aligned foundation model have first 

been adapted to downstream, task-specific extrinsic evaluations of cancer subtyping, gene mutation prediction, and 

novel fine-tuned image-report alignment leveraging zero-shot cancer subtyping and zero-shot gene mutation 

prediction. To finetune ProvGigaPath with standard cross-modal contrastive loss in continual pretraining, image only 

ProvGigaPath have been used as vision encoder, GPT3.5 for preparing cleaned reports and PubMedBERT for text 

embeddings.  

Report generation or image caption generation appears as a significant contribution of language-vision models. For 

report generation, both quantitative (BLEU, METEOR, and ROUGE-L etc.) and qualitative evaluation (in comparison to 

doctors ground truths) have been demonstrated by mSTAR (Y. Xu et al. 2024) and HistoGPT (Tran et al. 2024).  

THREADS (Vaidya et al. 2025) is a molecular-driven multimodal slide-level foundation model capable of generating 

universal representations of whole-slide images. THREADS has been evaluated on variety of tasks belonging to—

clinical subtyping and grading, gene mutation prediction, immunohistochemistry (IHC) status prediction, and patient 

prognostication including treatment response and survival prediction—12 of which are in-house in a cross-validation 

matter and 42 publicly available datasets to demonstrate generalization and transferability to external dataset. 

Comparative analysis using linear probing demonstrated supervisor performances against PRISM (Shaikovski et al. 

2024) , ProvGigaPath (H. Xu et al. 2024), and CHIEF (Xiyue Wang et al. 2024). Data and label efficiency of THREADS

have been demonstrated superior in 4 of 7 to predict patient treatment response and resistance and 5 of 6 survival 

prediction tasks. THREADS finetuning has demonstrated superior performance on all 54 tasks against CHIEF (Xiyue 

Wang et al. 2024) finetuning and 40 of 54 against GIGAPATH finetuning. THREADS outperformed the baseline 

foundation models in 12 retrieval tasks. THREADS introduces “molecular prompting”, a new class of assessment to 

evaluate transfer and generalization without supervision. Further insights have been attained by studying clustering 

capabilities of the latent space measured via Rand index and mutual information, tSNE visualization, and data and 

model scaling laws into THREADS. THREADS may produce an overestimated generalization performance on TCGA 

because of its inclusion as a pretraining cohort. 

1- mSTAR (Y. Xu et al. 2024) evaluated on novel multimodal survival analysis, zero and few-shot slide classification, 

and report generation. 

2- HistoGPT (Tran et al. 2024) – a vision-language model that generates reports from a series of pathology images 

of dermatology patients to demonstrate AI assistance to dermatologist. To evaluate generative performance 

analysis of HistoGPT, authors have used four semantic-based machine learning metrics as well as two blinded 

domain expert evaluations. Authors have also evaluated all models using traditional syntax-based measures of 

BLEU-4, ROUGE-L, METEOR, and BERTscore. 

3- HistGen (Zhengrui Guo et al. 2024) has also been evaluated with WSI report generation, cancer subtyping, and 

survival analysis. 

4- ProveGigaPath (H. Xu et al. 2024) evaluated on novel fine-tuned image-report alignment leveraging zero-shot 

cancer subtyping and zero-shot gene mutation prediction. 

5- THREADS (Vaidya et al. 2025) introduces “molecular prompting”, a new class of assessment to evaluate transfer 

and generalization without supervision. To gain more insights, clustering capabilities of the latent space 

measured via Rand index and mutual information, and tSNE visualization. 

6- The evaluation methods and frameworks for multimodal models are all based on additional multiple fine tuning 

and adaptation steps making the evaluating generalist AI foundational competence and emergence specialized 

competence more challenging and complicated. 
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4.2.4. Evaluation of AI Copilots 

Here we embrace downstream tasks on which AI copilot and AI assistants have been evaluated, all of which serve 

extrinsic evaluation. 

PathChat (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024)—a multimodal generative AI copilot for human 

pathology leverages vision only foundation model—UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) that goes through vision-language 

pretraining similar to CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et al. 2024)—vision-language foundation 

model, further connected to Llama 2 to form a complete multi-model large language model (MLLM) architecture, 

which has been further finetuned using a curated dataset of over 450,000 instructions. The generic capabilities of 

PathChat has been evaluated on PathQABench—a high quality benchmark for expert-curated pathology questions 

on representative high-resolution ROI images from 105 H&E WSI in a zero-shot transfer setting and its performance 

have been compared with both LLaVA, and LLaVA-Med5 , and ChatGPT-4 (powered by GPT-4V).  

More specifically, it has been evaluated on multiple-choice diagnostic questions covering 54 diagnoses from 11 

different major pathology practices and organ sites, and open-ended questions targeting a broad spectrum of topics 

including microscopy image description, histologic grade and differentiation status, risk factors, prognosis, 

treatment, diagnosis, IHC tests, molecular alterations and other tests. For multiple choice questions (MCQs), the 

evaluation has been conducted in two setting, once PathChat has been queried with an image only and in the second 

setting it has been queried by an image with clinical context that included patient age, sex, clinical history and 

radiology findings are included with the histology image for the clinical case. For evaluation on 260 open-ended 

questions, a panel of seven pathologists were recruited to assess the model responses.  

To explore further use cases, PathChat (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024) has been evaluated to 

complement quantitative evaluation of PathQABench by a follow-up from users in the form of interactive, multi-turn 

conversations. It demonstrated its ability to summarized key morphological features in an histology image, 

reasonably infer the primary origin of the tumor based on clinical context, can potentially help by guiding IHC 

interpretations, can attempt to follow well-known guidelines on tumor grading, describe tumor tissue and cell 

morphology, infer a diagnosis and correctly suggest potential IHC findings grounded in relevant background 

knowledge about the suspected malignancy, can potentially be consulted to perform human-in-the-loop differential 

diagnosis that may require several rounds of an IHC workup. 

PathAsst (Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024) integrates custom-trained PathCLIP—a specialized of CLIP for pathology, and

Vicuna-13B—an LLM component  for enhanced pathology analysis. PathAsst (Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024) went through 

two-phase training procedure, first phase to aligns the vision encoder and LLM using PathInstruct dataset whereas 

the second phase to generate higher-quality and more detailed responses on the data from books within the 

PathInstruct. PathCLIP has been evaluated on zero-shot classification and cross-modal retrieval validation. 

PathAsst (Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024) has been evaluated on PathVQA dataset (X. He et al. 2021) that contains open-

ended questions typically beginning with what, where, and when, as well as close-ended questions requiring yes/no 

responses. To demonstrate PathAsst’s robust capabilities in handling complex pathology tasks such as—liquid-

based cytology (LBC) cell generation by invoking cell generation model, positive cell counting by invoking the PD-

L1 detection model for assistance, and interpret pathology images independently which has been compared with 

LlaVA and MiniGPT-4. 

Text-image aligned PathGen (Sun, Zhang, et al. 2024) has been evaluated on downstream tasks of zero-shot image 

classification, few-shot image classification with linear probing, and WSIs classification with MIL. To evaluate 

PathGen-LlaVA’s multimodal description generation capabilities, PathMMU test set has been created comprising 

multimodal multi-choice QAs and over 100K rounds of dialogue data and benchmarked their performance against 

GPT-4V, Gemini-Pro Vision, Qwen-VL-Max, as well as previous pathology-specific LMMs such as LLaVA-Med and 

Quilt-LLaVA. 

SlideChat (Y. Chen et al. 2024)—a vision-language whole slide assistant that consists on patch-level encoder 

(CONCH), the slide level encoder (LongNet), the multimodal projector, and the large language model. SlideChat has 

been evaluated for its capabilities of WSI captioning, visual question answering, in zero-shot setting, and processing 

whole-slide images through SlideBench-Caption, SlideBenchVQA (TCGA), SlideBenchVQa (BCNB), and VQA-WSI. 

SlideBenchVQA (TCGA) comprised histological changes, cytomorphological characteristics, tumor characteristics, 

tissue architecture and arrangement, prognostic assessment, risk factors, biomarker analysis, treatment guidance, 
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differential diagnosis, grading, staging, disease detection and classification. SlideBenchVQA (BCNB) comprised 

tumor types, histological grading, molecular subtype, ER, PR and HER2 status prediction tasks. SlideChat has also 

been evaluated on closed-set VQA pairs from the public WSI-VQA (P. Chen et al. 2024). To assess the PathChat model 

interpretability patch-level attention scores has been calculated by the correlation between the text output and 

specific image patches. This allowed identifying the most significant patches associated to the model’s response 

generation. A text generation examples confirms the association of patches of high attention scores to an increased 

nuclear-to-cytoplasmic ratio, hyperchromatic nuclei, and prominent nucleoli. Another examples confirms the 

response of dense collagen deposition and reduced cellularity associated to the highly attentive patches. 

1- The generic capabilities of AI-copilot—PathChat (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024)  has been 

evaluated on PathQABench, that contained multiple-choice diagnostic questions covering 54 diagnoses from 

11 different major pathology practices and organ sites, and open-ended questions targeting a broad spectrum 

of topics including microscopy image description, histologic grade and differentiation status, risk factors, 

prognosis, treatment, diagnosis, IHC tests, molecular alterations and other tests. 

2- PathChat (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024) has been evaluated to complement quantitative 

evaluation of PathQABench by a follow-up from users in the form of interactive, multi-turn conversations. 

3- As reported by the authors of PathChat (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024), the MLLM 

validation lacks evaluation of illumination and effectiveness of capturing certain nuances specific to pathology 

such as—determining when to seek further contextual information, test results and institutional-specific 

guidelines; and when certain morphologically similar diseases cannot be ruled out.  

4- PathChat (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024) cannot processes entire WSI. And retrospective 

training which may be subject to outdated knowledge and information leads to factually inaccurate responses 

from the mode.  

5- SlideChat is the first vision-language AI assistant that processes entire WSI. Therefore, SlideChat can assist in 

clinical applications which necessitates processing entire slide or specimen. 

6- SlideChat demonstrates some advanced and novel capabilities which include understanding histological 

changes, cytomorphological characteristics, tumor characteristics, tissue architecture and arrangement, 

prognostic assessment, risk factors, biomarker analysis, treatment guidance, and differential diagnosis.

7- PathAsst (Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024) has been evaluated on PathVQA dataset (X. He et al. 2021) that contains open-

ended questions typically beginning with what, where, and when, as well as close-ended questions requiring 

yes/no responses. 

8- To demonstrate PathAsst’s (Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024) robust capabilities in handling complex pathology tasks such 

as—liquid-based cytology (LBC) cell generation by invoking cell generation model, positive cell counting by 

invoking the PD-L1 detection model for assistance, and interpret pathology images independently which has 

been compared with LlaVA and MiniGPT-4. 

9- PathGen (Sun, Zhang, et al. 2024) evaluation on a new benchmark (PathMMU test set) comprising multimodal 

multi-choice QAs and over 100K rounds of dialogue data 

Finally, evaluation design must evolve alongside the new demands. Evaluations that go beyond standard metrics 

like accuracy, incorporating robustness, fairness, resources, costs, and even environmental impact are critical

(Ray 2023). Human-in-the-loop evaluation, for example, could provide deeper insights into generative models’ 

capabilities, capturing subtleties that automated metrics might miss (Zhong et al. 2023). Through thoughtful design, 

evaluations can better reflect the true capabilities and limitations of foundation models, ultimately guiding both 

progress and decision-making in AI systems. 
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Figure 6. Foundation model adapted to perform conventional, advanced, and unique computational pathology tasks 

In Figure 6, we categorized all downstream tasks performed by various foundation models as conventional, advanced 

and unique. The “conventional” here refers to traditional predictive analysis tasks that have been performed with 

image-only modalities, whereas denser and more detailed image only tasks and those which required image and text 

alignment during training emerged as “advanced” tasks for label-free self-supervised learning frameworks. The 

“unique” here refers to novel and specific tasks demonstrated by individual self-supervised foundation models or AI-

copilots, uniquely. 

4.3. Computational Pathology Advance 

Over the past decade, computational pathology has advanced the diagnosis of various pathology tasks, including 

cancer detection (Campanella et al. 2019; Bilal, Tsang, et al. 2023), triaging and prescreening (Bilal, Tsang, et al. 

2023; Graham, Minhas, et al. 2023), tissue classification (Kather et al. 2016; Javed et al. 2020), molecular pathway 

prediction (Bilal et al. 2021; Kather et al. 2019), genetic mutation identification (Kather et al. 2020; Saldanha et al. 

2023), and the assessment of patient outcomes (Wahab et al. 2023; W. Lu et al. 2023) and treatment responses 

(Atallah et al. 2023; Hoang et al. 2024). This section explores how foundation models have excelled in these 

traditional downstream tasks and pioneered novel applications to reshape clinical research. 

4.3.1. Cancer Detection and Subtyping 

Pan-Cancer Detection: Foundation models have demonstrated remarkable success in pan-cancer detection 

including rare cancer types, models like Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024), CTransPath (Xiyue Wang et al. 2022a), UNI

(R. J. Chen et al. 2024), Virchow2 (Zimmermann et al. 2024) and Virchow2G (Zimmermann et al. 2024) setting new 

benchmarks. UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) uniquely contributes in handling complex tasks such as classifying up to 

108 cancer types based on the OncoTree system, surpassing previous models like CTransPath (Xiyue Wang et al. 

2022a) and REMEDIS (Azizi et al. 2023) in tissue classification accuracy across various magnifications. TITAN (T. Ding 

et al. 2024) also advances in a slide-level OncoTree code classification task with 46 classes and dysplasia, IFTA 

status, and Gleason grading. Virchow advances in tissue-agnostic cancer detection and subtyping, H-Optimus-0 in 

pan-cancer tissue classification, and Phikon in histological type prediction, and CHIEF in cancer cell detection, and 

tumor origin identification. Virchow2, have achieved state-of-the-art performance in cancer detection and subtyping, 
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in 12 tile-level tasks and in both in-domain and out-of-domain benchmarks, and ranks 1st Evac leaderboard currently. 

Their scale, combined with domain-inspired adaptations to the DINOv2 training algorithm, enables these models to 

handle diverse cancer types and outperform traditional approaches. 

Models like PathGen-1.6M (Sun, Zhang, et al. 2024) have introduced zero-shot transfer capabilities, enabling 

accurate subtyping of BRCA, NSCLC, and RCC without requiring additional labels. PathGen-1.6M’s maintained an 

average median zero-shot accuracy of 70.2% across diverse cancer subtyping tasks. Additionally, PRISM (Shaikovski 

et al. 2024), designed for slide-level analysis, demonstrated proficiency in tasks like zero-shot cancer detection, 

subtyping, and biomarker prediction. UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) also introduces few-shot class prototypes, enabling 

prompt-based slide classification and robust generalization for subtyping diverse cancers, further strengthening its 

role as a foundation model for challenging diagnostic workflows. 

4.3.2. Tissue Classification and Image Analysis 

Tissue Subtypes and Composition: The HistoGPT (Tran et al. 2024) model demonstrates the lead of foundation 

models in tissue classification in dermatology with zero-shot classification of tumor subtypes and thickness, 

generating detailed reports on tissue subtypes, cellular composition, and potential diagnoses. REMEDIS and Hibou-

B/L demonstrate advance in pan-cancer tumor-infiltrating lymphocyte detection. PathoDuet and PathChat contribute 

uniquely in cross-stie tumor identification and describing microscopy image, respectively. 

Instance and nuclei segmentation: BROW and Kaiko-ai advances self-supervised learning applied to nuclei 

segmentation on CoNSeP dataset. RodulfV excels in several advanced and unique contributions including cell 

classification especially for immune and stromal cells such as fibroblasts, granulocytes, macrophages, and plasma 

cells. Hibou-B/L promised advances are cell-level tasks – nuclei segmentation and classification in PanNuke dataset. 

PLUTO uniquely contributes to instance segmentation at cellular and subcellular level.

Whole-Slide Image (WSI) Classification: BLIP-based PathAlign (F. Ahmed et al. 2024) and mSTAR (Y. Xu et al. 2024)

have set new benchmarks in WSI classification and multimodal survival analysis. PathAlign’s performance in image-

to-text retrieval, case prioritization, and WSI classification, with AUROCs ranging from 0.945 to 0.987, has been highly 

rated by pathologists, while mSTAR has demonstrated superior performance in zero-shot and few-shot slide 

classification, outperforming models like UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) and ResNet50 (K. He et al. 2016). Virchow2’s

(Zimmermann et al. 2024) mixed-magnification capabilities offer slide-level analysis, tissue classification and 

molecular prediction. OmniScreen (Y. K. Wang et al. 2024) extends this by predicting a wide range of genomic 

biomarkers from WSIs, offering robust molecular insights with a mean AUROC of 0.89 across the 15 most common 

cancers.  

4.3.3. Molecular Pathway Prediction and Genetic Mutation Identification 

Molecular Subtyping and Mutation Prediction: The role of foundation models extends to molecular subtyping and 

mutation prediction, as demonstrated by Madeleine (Jaume, Vaidya, et al. 2024), Prov-GigaPath (H. Xu et al. 2024), 

and TITAN (T. Ding et al. 2024). Prov-GigaPath (H. Xu et al. 2024)achieved state-of-the-art performance in 25 out of 26 

digital pathology tasks, including zero-shot subtyping and mutation prediction. Its superior performance in the 

prediction of LUAD-specific five-gene mutations, highlights the quality of its pretraining data. 

OmniScreen (Y. K. Wang et al. 2024) simultaneously predicts 1,228 genomic biomarkers across 70 human cancers, 

identifying 80 high-performing biomarkers. It has identified 391 genomic alteration biomarkers with AUC > 0.75 

across the 15 most common cancer types, revealing 40 histologic biomarkers associated with phenotype-genotype 

correlations and 58 treatment-associated biomarkers predictive of response to FDA-approved drugs. This unified 

model surpasses supervised models in predicting molecular pathways, DNA repair defects, and genomic instability, 

making it a powerful tool for precision medicine.  

4.3.4. Report Generation and Diagnostic Assistance 

Automated Report Generation: Foundation models, mSTAR (Y. Xu et al. 2024) generates comprehensive reports, 

coupled with its diagnostic capabilities and molecular prediction accuracy, has made it a unique tool in precision 

diagnosis. PRISM’s (Shaikovski et al. 2024) and TITAN (T. Ding et al. 2024) demonstrate capabilities in generating 

c https://kaiko-ai.github.io/eva/main/ 
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clinical reports, alongside their performance in cancer detection with rare cancers, and biomarker prediction 

highlight the potential of foundation models in automating diagnostics.  

Diagnostic Accuracy and Assistance: PathAsst (Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024), PathChat (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, 

Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024), and SlideChat integrate AI copilot capabilities, providing real-time assistance to 

pathologists by handling complex queries and zero-shot classification. PathAsst’s performance in zero-shot 

classification and cross-modal retrieval tasks has made it a go-to model for complex diagnostic scenarios. PathChat, 

with its unique ability to handle multiple-choice questions (MCQs), interactive and multi-turn conversation, 

description, guardrails, human-in-the-loop diagnosis and open-ended queries, has outperformed models like GPT-4V 

and LLaVA in diagnostic accuracy, particularly when both images and clinical context are available. 

4.3.5. Pathology-Specific Innovations 

Rare Disease Classification: foundation models have also shown extraordinary promise in the classification of rare 

diseases. CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et al. 2024) has demonstrated state-of-the-art 

performance across diverse benchmarks, including the recognition of up to 30 categories of brain tumors. Its 

success in applying zero-shot and few-shot learning to rare disease classification underscores the transformative 

potential of foundation models in pathology. RoduflV has contributed to reference case searching including rare 

oncological and non-neoplastic diseases. 

Multiple staining capabilities: Several foundation models have demonstrated capabilities of handling multiple 

staining inputs like IHC and immunostaining. RodulfV contributed in pan-indication H&E-based tumor 

microenvironment (TME) characterization, and pan-indication immunohistochemistry biomarker evaluation. 

PathDuet unique contributions include IHC slide-level quantitative diagnostics, IHC expression level assessment, 

cross-site tumor identification. 

Metastatic and Survival analysis: Phikon, HIPT, REMEDIS, CHIEF, HistGen, TITAN, and mSTAR excel in survival 

analysis. mSTAR uniquely contributes in multi-modal survival analysis gaining insights from WSIs, report, and RNA-

seq. H-Optimous-0, Phikon and REMEDIS also perform metastatic analysis. 

Interpreting Complex Pathology Data: The application of foundation models to complex pathology data is shown by 

models like PathAsst (Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024), LLaVA, and MiniGPT-4, which offer cell-level insights, PD-L1 detection, 

liquid-based cytology (LBC) cell generation, and positive cell counting, significantly enhancing the interpretation of 

pathology images. 

These novel applications highlight the profound impact of foundation models in computational pathology.  

4.4. Benchmarking Pathology Foundation Models 

Recent advancements in pathology foundation models have driven numerous benchmarking efforts to assess their 

performance across a wide array of clinical and computational tasks. These benchmarks provide crucial insights into 

the strengths, limitations, and potential of different foundation models to revolutionize digital pathology. Below, we 

review twelve key benchmarking studies, organized by application and task, highlighting the foundation models 

involved, their performance, and any novel applications or extraordinary findings. 

4.4.1. Evaluating the Versatility and Generalizability of Foundation Models 

Pathological Slide Analysis

OpenMEDLab (Xiaosong Wang et al. 2024) is an open-source platform, includes two notable pathology foundation 

models—PathoDuet (Hua et al. 2024) and BROW (Y. Wu et al. 2023a)—which are pretrained using self-supervised 

learning (SSL) and self-distillation, respectively. PathoDuet focuses on the analysis of H&E and IHC-stained slides, 

utilizing local features and pretext tokens for global feature extraction, while BROW enhances WSI analysis. These 

models were benchmarked on datasets including TCGA, CAM17d, and private datasets, demonstrating inspiring and 

competitive results across various downstream tasks.  

d https://camelyon17.grand-challenge.org/Data/ 
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High-Resolution Slide-Level Aggregation

BeyondMIL-WSIModeling (Campanella, Fluder, et al. 2024) introduced a novel approach to jointly train both a tile 

encoder and a slide-aggregator fully in memory and end-to-end at high resolution. This method has shown 

remarkable performance in tasks such as LUAD EGFR mutation prediction and breast cancer detection. The fine-

tuned model achieved a validation AUC of 0.82, outperforming the Attention-based MIL model (Ilse, Tomczak, and 

Welling 2018), which reached an AUC of 0.76.  

Slide-Level MIL Classification

MILmeetFM (C. Lu, Xu, Wang, Shi, Qin, et al. 2024) systematically compared six foundation models—CTransPath 

(Xiyue Wang et al. 2022a), PathoDuet (Hua et al. 2024), PLIP (Huang et al. 2023), CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, 

Chen, Liang, et al. 2024), and UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024)—and six recent multiple instance learning (MIL) methods 

across five WSI tasks, including breast cancer grading and biomarker status prediction. The study found that 

foundation models trained with more diverse histological images provided better patch-level feature embeddings 

and feature re-embedding online for slide-level aggregations improved WSI classification performance, emphasizing 

the value of continuous model adaptation and refinement. 

Consistency Assessment and Flexibility Assessment  

Lee et al. (Jeaung Lee et al. 2024) benchmarked the performance of four foundation models – CTransPath (Xiyue 

Wang et al. 2022a), Lunit-Dino (Kang et al. 2023), Phikon and UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) – across 14 datasets 

spanning 5 organs under two different evaluation scenarios.  In the consistency assessment, the authors evaluated 

the models' ability to adapt to different datasets within identical tasks using five distinct fine-tuning approaches: 

linear probing, full fine-tuning, partial fine-tuning, parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT), and training from scratch. In 

the Flexibility Assessment, they examined the models' generalizability to new tasks and datasets under data-limited 

conditions. They employed five few-shot learning (FSL) approaches: ProtoNet, MatchingNet, Baseline, Baseline++, 

and K-Nearest Neighbors (KNN) across three different adaptation scenarios—near-domain, middle-domain, and out-

domain. The study demonstrated that UNI consistently outperformed other models in both assessment scenarios. 

Additionally, pathology foundation models demonstrated effective generalization across datasets and tasks, 

particularly when adapted using PEFT or FSL methods like Baseline++. 

4.4.2. Benchmarking Across Computational Tasks 

Pretraining of ViT Models

CPathatScale (Campanella et al. 2023) leveraged the largest academic pathology dataset to date, comprising over 3 

billion images from 423,000 WSIs, to compare the pretraining of ViT models using masked autoencoders (MAE) and 

self-distillation models (DINO). The DINO algorithm consistently outperformed other models, achieving high AUCs 

over 90% in detection tasks. However, biomarker prediction tasks showed more variability, and outcome 

prediction tasks yielded poor results across all tested models. This benchmark underscores the importance of 

selecting appropriate algorithms and tailoring models to address specific clinical challenges, when dealing with 

large-scale datasets. 

Universal Knowledge Distillation (UKD) and Model Generalization

The Generalizable Pathology Foundation Model (GPFM) benchmarked by UKD (Ma et al. 2024) evaluated the 

performance of off-the-shelf foundation models across six distinct clinical task types, including WSI classification, 

ROI classification, survival modeling, retrieval, visual question answering (VQA), and report generation. GPFM, 

utilizing expert and self-knowledge distillation, achieved top performance across 29 out of 39 tasks, with an 

impressive average rank of 1.36. This far outpaced the second-best model, UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024), which 

attained an average rank of 2.96. GPFM’s success demonstrates the significant benefits of integrating expert 

knowledge with foundation models, enhancing their robustness and generalizability across a diverse range of 

clinical tasks. 

Embedding Aggregation Methods

Benchmarking Embedding Aggregation Methods (S. Chen et al. 2024) provided a comprehensive evaluation of 

widely used aggregation methods assessing the embeddings generated by various foundation models. This study 

covered nine clinically relevant tasks, including diagnostic assessment, biomarker classification, and outcome 

prediction, using private datasets related to breast cancer, inflammatory bowel disease, and several lung cancers. 

Key findings included:  
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1. Domain-specific (histological image-based) foundation models consistently outperformed ImageNet-based 

models across all aggregation methods and spatial-aware aggregators significantly enhanced performance 

when using ImageNet pre-trained models but not when using domain-specific foundation models.  

2. No single model excelled across all tasks, and the expected superiority of spatially aware models was not 

uniformly observed. 

Self-Supervised Learning (SSL) in Pathology

Giga-SSL (Lazard et al. 2023) introduced a self-supervised learning (SSL) method designed for TCGA to learn WSI 

representations without any annotations. When applied to a variety of downstream tasks, Giga-SSL substantially 

improved classification performance over fully supervised alternatives, particularly in tasks involving small datasets. 

In a pan-cancer setting, Giga-SSL doubled the number of mutations predictable from WSIs compared to previous 

methods.  

Benchmarking SSL on DPath (Kang et al. 2023) conducted a principled largest-scale study comparing SSL methods 

in the context of pathology, focusing on four image classification tasks and one challenging nuclei instance 

segmentation. The unlabeled raining dataset comprises 36,666 WSIs including 20,994 from TCGA and 15,672 from 

TULIP (proprietary). This study revealed that standard SSL with linear fine-tuning and low-label regimes, 

consistently outperformed ImageNet pre-training, in nuclei instance segmentation. 

4.4.3. Benchmarking Foundation Models on Clinically Relevant Tasks 

Clinical Relevance and Dataset Composition 

A clinical Benchmark of Pathology foundation models (Campanella, Chen, et al. 2024) systematically assessed 

public pathology foundation models across a variety of clinically relevant tasks using private MSHS cohorts. This 

study compared CTransPath (Xiyue Wang et al. 2022a), UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024), Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024), 

Prov-GigaPath (H. Xu et al. 2024), and ResNet50 (K. He et al. 2016). The findings were noteworthy:  

1. Dino and DinoV2-based foundation models like UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) and Prov-GigaPath (H. Xu et al. 2024) 

performed better in disease and biomarker detection.  

2. ImageNet-based encoders and CTransPath (Xiyue Wang et al. 2022a) consistently underperformed.  

3. The pretraining dataset was identified as a critical factor in model performance, particularly in disease detection 

tasks, where there was no evidence that downstream performance scaled with model size.  

4. In biomarker prediction, larger models performed better for NGS lung tasks but not for IHC breast cancer tasks, 

with no evidence of improved performance associated with higher computational costs. 

Ovarian Cancer Subtype Classification 

Breen et al. (Breen et al. 2024) evaluated 17 feature extraction models for ovarian cancer subtype classification, 

including ImageNet-pretrained models (ResNet50, ResNet18, and ViT-L) and histopathology foundation models 

(RN18-Histo, RN50-Histo, Lunit139, CtransPath37, Hibou-B39, Phikon, Kaiko-B8, GPFM137, UNI13, Hibou-L39, Virchow, 

Virchow2-CLS, H-Optimus-051, and Prov-GigaPath46). The study demonstrated that histopathology foundation 

models significantly outperformed the ImageNet-pretrained models, with 13 out of 14 foundation models 

consistently exceeding the performance of the baselines. Among them, H-optimus-0 achieved the best overall 

performance. While larger models and those pretrained on larger datasets generally demonstrated superior 

performance, UNI13 and GPFM models delivered results that exceeded expectations given their moderate pretraining 

dataset sizes. 

A recent study (Neidlinger et al. 2024) benchmarked ten histopathology foundation models across 13 patient 

cohorts, involving 6,791 patients and 9,493 slides from lung, colorectal, gastric, and breast cancers, focusing on 

weakly-supervised tasks such as biomarker prediction, morphological property analysis, and prognostic outcome 

estimation.  

1. The vision-language foundation model CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et al. 2024) 

outperformed vision-only models, excelling in 42% of tasks, highlighting the effectiveness of integrating 

multimodal data in pathology.  

2. Models trained with distinct cohorts learned complementary features for the same predictive tasks. An 

ensemble of these models surpassed CONCH (M. Y. Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et al. 2024) in 66% of 

tasks, establishing a new benchmark for performance.  
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3. A critical insight was that data diversity is often more beneficial than data volume, indicating that a varied 

training dataset can lead to more robust models.

Figure 7. Understanding Pathology Foundation Models Evaluation and Adaptation

The study highlights the potential of generalist AI models in specialized pathological tasks. However, their 

effectiveness may be limited by the difficulties of pathology, indicating the need for further exploration of their 

adaptability in this domain. The findings raise concerns about the efficacy of stand-alone training for large general 

foundation models like Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024) and UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) in specialized tasks. Hybrid 

approaches combining generalist models with task-specific refinements are essential to enhance performance and 

capture critical features unique to the domain. The ability of complementary learning to outperform CONCH (M. Y. 

Lu, Chen, Williamson, Chen, Liang, et al. 2024) suggests that multimodal models are still evolving. Comprehensive 

evaluation across diverse datasets is crucial to identify limitations and improve these models, paving the way for 

more robust tools in digital pathology.

These insights underscore the importance of refining AI models for pathology through specialized training and 

continuous evaluation to better address the complexities of clinical tasks in the future.

4.4.4. Critical benchmarking findings

The benchmarking analysis highlights the remarkable potential of generalist AI capabilities in computational 

pathology but also reveals significant limitations in specialized tasks. Generalist foundation models often require 

retraining or extensive fine-tuning to reach state-of-the-art performance in specific applications. Notably, while 
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existing foundation models excel at certain task types, they struggle to effectively handle the full range of clinical 

tasks. For example, in the MSI prediction task within Giga-SSL (Lazard et al. 2023), an AUROC of 0.75 or below 

reflects underperformance compared to supervised models. The performance gains of foundation models, 

especially in clinical-grade evaluations, are notable but not yet transformative or ready for widespread clinical 

adoption. 

Similar challenges are observed in the variability of biomarker prediction outcomes in CPathatScale (Campanella et 

al. 2023), the need for fine-tuning in MILmeetFM (C. Lu, Xu, Wang, Shi, Qin, et al. 2024), and the requirement for task-

specific training of Virchow2 in PanCancerNGS (Y. K. Wang et al. 2024). Moreover, these studies underscore the 

importance of aggregation in computational pathology; even with advanced foundation models, full-resolution, all-in-

memory, end-to-end slide modeling remains essential for achieving significant performance improvements and 

realistic, data-driven results. These comprehensive benchmarking efforts demonstrate the impressive capabilities of 

current pathology foundation models while also highlighting the importance of evaluating their robustness and 

generalization. Evaluations such as robustness to image corruption, as seen in PathCLIP (Zheng et al. 2024), are 

crucial for assessing the reliability of generalist models under real-world conditions.  

Benchmarking foundation models on novel tasks such as zero-shot and few-shot learning, multiple-choice questions 

(MCQs), open-ended Q/A, and image-to-text and text-to-image retrieval is crucial for assessing their generalization 

capabilities. By refining these models and exploring innovative approaches tailored to clinical needs, digital 

pathology and healthcare can progress toward delivering more accurate and versatile solutions, ultimately improving 

patient outcomes. Figure 7 catalogs findings of pathology foundation models’ evaluation. 

Foundation models, serving as central repositories of medical knowledge, can be interactively queried and updated 

by healthcare professionals and researchers, enabling efficient adaptation for tasks like patient Q&A apps or clinical 

trial matching (Bommasani et al. 2022). However, their implementation comes with challenges, including the 

integration of multimodal data and adherence to ethical and legal standards, particularly in privacy, safety, and 

explainability (Bommasani et al. 2022). A dedicated benchmarking process is essential to ensure the safe and 

effective use of interactive foundation models, such as AI assistants (Sun, Zhu, et al. 2024) and co-pilots (M. Y. Lu, 

Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024), in healthcare. Rigorous evaluation will be key to advancing these models 

in a way that meets clinical demands while ensuring ethical and responsible deployment. These benchmarking 

studies have constructed their own local benchmark limiting direct and fair comparison which is necessary to 

demonstrate real scientific advance. 

4.5. Societal Impact 

Foundation models have redefined traditional tasks in computational pathology, while their advancements in novel 

applications promise to revolutionize clinical diagnostics and research, contributing to more equitable and efficient 

healthcare outcomes. 

Foundation Models have potential to make a significant societal impact, driving a paradigm shift in AI research and 

deployment. A clinical-grade AI co-pilot—Pagie Albae built on OmniScreen and Virchow 2 for the research use only to 

integrate real-time insights for pathologists, oncologists, and clinical teams. Another research-use AI agent for 

biomedical image analysis— Judithf built on UNI, CONCH, and PathChat to accelerate scientific discovery. Emerging 

of AI copilots – Paige Alba and Judith can make significant societal impact in the world of pathology. However, their 

potential remains underutilized due to limited accessibility and least understood because of evaluation difficulties as 

detailed in Section 4 (Evaluation). Broadening the availability of these and such tools could democratize their use, 

fostering innovation and improving outcomes in precision medicine and pathology research and development. 

Moreover, AI agents and copilots are not free from potential harm arising from intrinsic, adaptation, and 

representational biases to yield inequitable outcomes. Intrinsic and adaptation biases are the byproducts of training 

and adaptation data sources, modeler diversity, architectures, and objectives. Extrinsic harms impact the user 

experiences on the context of downstream use cases. These harms link to representational biases—

e https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20240905686688/en/Paige-Unveils-Alba-The-AI-Clinical-
Grade-Co-Pilot-Set-to-Revolutionize-Diagnostics-and-Treatment-in-Pathology-and-Oncology 
f https://modella.ai/judith.html 
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misrepresentation, under and overrepresentation— and performance disparities—for individuals, population groups, 

and subgroups (Bommasani et al. 2022). 

5. Adaptation Studies on Foundation Models 

Recent advancements in both pathology and non-pathology foundation models have demonstrated that adapting 

image-only models, as well as text-guided image-based models, can significantly enhance performance in 

specialized computational pathology tasks. The adaptation of foundation models has become a practical and 

accessible area of research for many academic groups and labs. This section explores how efficiently adapting these 

models, with a focus on integrating generalized feature representations, can improve specialized tasks in 

computational pathology. 

5.1. Adaptation of Pathology Foundation Models 

Segmentation by Factorization 

Gildenblat et al. (Gildenblat and Hadar 2024) introduce Segmentation by Factorization (F-SEG), an unsupervised 

segmentation method for pathology that generates segmentation masks from pre-trained deep learning models, 

including pathology foundation models, without additional training. F-SEG factorizes spatial features into 

segmentation masks and their associated concept features. By clustering features from deep learning models trained 

on TCGA, F-SEG creates robust tissue phenotypes for H&E images. The results show improved segmentation quality 

using pathology foundation models. 

Vision-Language-based Survival Analysis 

Liu et al. (P. Liu et al. 2024) propose a Vision-Language-based Survival Analysis (VLSA) paradigm to improve 

prognostic learning from histopathology whole-slide images (WSIs). VLSA leverages pathology vision-language 

foundation models, enhancing data efficiency and overcoming limitations of traditional multi-instance learning (MIL) 

frameworks. It incorporates prognostic language priors to guide the aggregation of visual features, compensating for 

weak supervision in MIL. VLSA introduces ordinal survival prompt learning and an ordinal incidence function to refine 

predictions, which are interpreted using Shapley values. Experiments across five datasets demonstrate its 

effectiveness for survival analysis in computational pathology.

Ovarian Cancer Bevacizumab Treatment Response Prediction 

Mallya et al. (Mallya et al. 2024) leveraged foundation models and MIL to extract ovarian tumor tissue features for 

predicting bevacizumab response from WSIs. They have compared 6 dation models founCTransPath (Xiyue Wang et 

al. 2022a), Lunit-Dino (Kang et al. 2023), Phikon, PLIP (Huang et al. 2023), UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024), and Virchow 

and 3 MIL methds ABMIL, CLAM, and VarMIL and found founCTransPath (Xiyue Wang et al. 2022a) with CLAM achieve 

highest AURCO of 0.86. Their Survival models achieved statistical significance (p < 0.05) to stratify high- and low-risk 

cases among the aggressive subtype of high-grade serous ovarian carcinoma patients.

Robustness to Image Corruption

PathCLIP (Zheng et al. 2024) evaluates the robustness of PathCLIP across various corrupted images, including 

datasets of osteosarcoma and WSSS4LUAD. The study examined the impact of 11 types of corruption, such as 

brightness, contrast, defocus, and resolution. Key findings included certain corruptions, like hue, markup, 

deformation, defocus, and resolution, caused significant performance fluctuations in PathCLIP.  

5.2. Adaptations of Non-pathology Foundation Models for Performance Gains 

This section explores the adaptation of non-pathology foundation models, focusing on the integration of text-based 

reasoning and image analysis, as well as the application of SAM-based methods to improve segmentation and 

classification outcomes.  

5.2.1. Open AI’s CLIP adaptation for pathology tasks 

MI-Zero (M. Y. Lu et al. 2023) is zero-shot transfer MIL-based framework contrastively aligns image and text models 

on gigapixel WSIs without requiring any additional labels. MI-Zero performed better than OpenAI’s CLIP (Radford et al. 

2021) and when trained it on ARCH (Gamper and Rajpoot 2021) data but not the when compared to fully supervised 

baseline Attention-based MIL (ABMIL) (Ilse, Tomczak, and Welling 2018) on full data. 
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Marini et al. (Marini et al. 2024) introduce a CLIP-based multimodal architecture to construct a robust biomedical 

knowledge representation from limited training WSIs and corresponding reports to tackle data scarcity.  

Qu et al. (Qu, Yang, et al. 2024) present multi-instance prompt learning framework integrating image and text prior 

knowledge into prompts at both patch and slide levels.  

CPLIP (Javed et al. 2024) by Sajid et al. introduces a new method to fine-tune the CLIP model without any ground 

truth annotations using a many-to-many contrastive learning method.  

Lai et al proposed CLIPath (Lai et al. 2023) which introduces Residual Feature Connection (RFC) to effectively fuse 

the task-specific learning from the target domain and pre-trained CLIP by finetuning with a small amount of trainable 

parameters. 

Shi et al. proposed ViLa-MIL (J. Shi et al. 2024) – a dual-scale vision language multiple instance learning framework  

that adapts the CLIP model for WSI classification in pathology under few-shot settings. The framework introduces 

learnable prototype vectors to cluster similar patch features in the image branch and employs a context-guided text 

decoder that incorporates image context in the text branch.  

Zhou et al. (X. Zhou et al. 2024) curate a pathology knowledge tree – a comprehensive structured pathology 

knowledge base – having 50,470 informative attributes for 4,718 diseases from 32 human tissues. They adopted a 

CLIP-based visual-language pretraining approach, to project pathology-specific knowledge into latent embedding 

space via language model, and use it to guide the visual representation learning.  

Hu et al. (Hu et al. 2024) present a novel cross-modal framework for histopathology image retrieval, addressing 

challenges in large-scale WSI analysis. The framework combines a WSI encoder for hierarchical region feature 

extraction with a prompt-based text encoder to capture fine-grained semantics from paired diagnostic reports.  

Nguyen et al. (Nguyen, Vuong, and Kwak 2024) introduce TQx, a Text-based Quantitative and Explainable analysis 

framework that leverages a vision-language model for image-to-text retrieval. By employing a pre-trained vision-

language model, TQx extracts relevant words from histopathology images, creating interpretable feature embeddings 

aligned with text descriptions.  

LILE (Maleki and Tizhoosh 2022) introduced an iterative approach to retrieve cross-modal information – images and 

language – outperforming prior models such as IMRAM (H. Chen et al. 2020), CLIP (Radford et al. 2021), and PVSE (Y. 

Song and Soleymani 2019) on the ARCH (Gamper and Rajpoot 2021) dataset. Building on this, LILE+H_DINO (Maleki, 

Rahnamayan, and Tizhoosh 2024) extended the DINO framework by introducing scale harmonization through a novel 

patching technique. Evaluated on multiple datasets, this approach outperformed comparable methods in both patch 

and WSI classification by integrating H-DINO for vision, BioBERT (Jinhyuk Lee et al. 2020) for text feature extraction, 

and LILE (Maleki and Tizhoosh 2022) for feature alignment. 

The Visual Knowledge Search (Lv et al. 2024) method focuses on image segmentation and paired text descriptions 

from 60 renal pathology books. It performs clustering analysis on image and text features and implements a retrieval 

system based on the semantic features of large models. A knowledge base of 10,317 renal pathology images with 

paired text was established, consisting of 9,342 pathological images, 975 IHC images, with sources split between 

Chinese (4,214) and English (6,103), covering tumor (2,038) and non-tumor (8,279) diseases. 

Qiu et al. (Qiu et al. 2024) present prototype sampling for selecting optimal annotation regions in WSIs to enhance 

deep learning with limited annotation budgets.  

Ding et al. (R. Ding et al. 2023) explore improving mitosis detection in cancerous tissue by introducing a tile-level 

mitosis classification pipeline using BLIP, framing the problem as both an image captioning and a visual question 

answering (VQA) task, incorporating metadata like tumor and scanner types as context.  

Meseguer et al. (Meseguer, del Amor, and Naranjo 2024) introduced MI-VisionShot, a method for classifying WSIs in 

pathology using a few-shot adaptation of vision-language models. During training, MI-VisionShot used PLIP to select 

the most relevant patches based on text descriptions, creating a global representation for each slide. These global 

representations were then used to build class prototypes, allowing the model to classify new slides by comparing them 

to these prototypes without relying on text during testing.  
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5.2.2. Text-Guided foundation models for Image Classification 

The adaptation of foundation models for image classification in computational pathology marks a significant 

advancement, particularly through the integration of textual reasoning and visual analysis. Models like GPT-4V-DPath

(Ferber, Wölflein, et al. 2024) and generative classifiers such as CITE (Y. Zhang et al. 2023), CAMP (Nguyen et al. 

2024) and GPC (Nguyen and Kwak 2023) demonstrate the growing potential of these technologies in enhancing the 

accuracy and efficiency of pathology image analysis.

GPT-4V-DPath (Ferber, Wölflein, et al. 2024): By incorporating text-guided reasoning, GPT-4V-DPath leverages in-

context learning (ICL) to improve performance across various tasks, including zero-shot and few-shot image 

classification. CITE (Y. Zhang et al. 2023): Another critical study demonstrated the utility of integrating text knowledge 

into foundation models adaptation to improve image classification in pathology. Integrating textual knowledge into 

foundation model adaptation can effectively replace traditional classification heads, enabling efficient training with 

as few as 1 to 16 slides per class. 

These findings underscore the value of multimodal approaches in pathology, where combining visual data with 

textual reasoning can lead to superior performance, especially in data-scarce environments. 

CAMP (Nguyen et al. 2024) (Continuous and Adaptive Learning Model in Pathology) and GPC (Nguyen and Kwak 2023) 

(Generative Pathology Classifier): Both models offer unified frameworks for diverse pathology tasks, including cancer 

grading, detection, and subtyping. CAMP, in particular, offers substantial reductions in computational time and 

storage requirements (up to 94% and 85%, respectively), making it a practical solution for large-scale pathology 

analysis. GPC, on the other hand, combines ConvNets with transformer-based language models to generate relevant 

labels with manageable computational complexity. 

PathM3 (Q. Zhou et al. 2024) is a multimodal, multi-task MIL framework designed to address challenges in aligning 

WSIs with diagnostic captions for histopathology. It uses a query-based transformer to align WSIs with captions, 

addressing redundancy in patch features with a MIL approach that captures correlations. PathM3 also overcomes the 

scarcity of WSI-level captions through multi-task joint learning.  

The Fine-grained Visual-Semantic Interaction (FiVE) framework (H. Li et al. 2024) for WSI classification integrates 

localized visual patterns with a large language model to extract fine-grained pathological descriptions from non-

standardized raw reports. This proof-of-concept standardizes pathology report data, significantly improving WSI 

classification by accurately localizing regions of interest. In few-shot experiments on the TCGA Lung Cancer dataset, 

FiVE achieved at least 9.19% higher accuracy than its counterparts highlights its potential for broader applications in 

computational pathology. 

Qu et al. (Qu, Luo, et al. 2024) propose a two-level prompt learning MIL framework for pathology that integrates 

language prior knowledge. CLIP extracts instance features, which are aggregated into bag features via a prompt-

guided pooling strategy. GPT-4 provides language knowledge at both instance and bag levels, incorporated into 

prompts for few-shot learning.  

Lin et al. (Lin et al. 2023) propose a novel method for adapting pre-trained models to histopathology images in 

multiple instance learning (MIL), addressing domain shift from natural images. By using a prompt component to guide 

the pre-trained model in distinguishing differences between datasets, the approach enhances MIL performance. 

Jaume et al. present TANGLE (Jaume, Oldenburg, et al. 2024), a multimodal pre-training strategy that enhances slide 

representation learning by leveraging gene expression profiles. Using modality-specific encoders aligned through 

contrastive learning, TANGLE achieves superior few-shot performance across independent breast, lung, and liver 

WSI datasets.  

These models exemplify the potential of adapting foundation models in pathology that maintain high accuracy while 

managing resources efficiently. The success of these adaptations suggests a promising future for multimodal data 

integration in specialized pathology tasks. 

5.2.3. SAM-Based Adaptations in Computational Pathology 

The adaptation of the SAM for computational pathology has led to notable advancements in segmentation and 

classification tasks. Below are the key contributions and findings from three significant SAM-based adaptations: 
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SAM-Path (J. Zhang et al. 2023) – a fine-tuned version of SAM is designed specifically for semantic segmentation in 

pathology. It introduces trainable class prompts and employs a ViT Small encoder from the HIPT model, achieving 

significant performance gains on datasets like CRAG and BCSS. SAM-Path (J. Zhang et al. 2023).  

SAM for HistoPath (Deng et al. 2023) adaptation evaluates SAM’s performance in segmenting tumors, non-tumor 

tissues, and cell nuclei in histopathology images, using datasets like WSIs from skin cancer patients, ROIs related to 

Minimal Change Disease, and the MoNuSeg dataset. SAM excels in segmenting large, connected tissue structures 

but shows inconsistent performance in dense instance segmentation, a critical area in histopathology.  

Evolving SAM further, SAM-MIL (Fang et al. 2024) incorporates spatial context into both segmentation and 

classification processes. It extracts comprehensive image-level information directly from WSIs and uses a SAM-

Guided Group Masking strategy to address class imbalance issues. SAM-MIL (Fang et al. 2024) outperforms several 

pooling methods and MIL-based approaches, including CLAM (M. Y. Lu et al. 2021), with AUCs of 96.08 and 96.01 and 

F1-scores of 89.36 and 91.42 on the CAMELYON-16 and TCGA Lung datasets, respectively.  

SegAnyPath (C. Wang et al. 2024) further extends SAM for pathology image segmentation, addressing the challenges 

of multi-resolution data, staining inconsistencies and diverse segmentation tasks. To address staining variability, it 

applies stain augmentation paired with self-distillation, enabling the model to learn robust, stain-invariant features. 

Additionally, it employs a task-guided Mixture of Experts (MoE) decoder, specializing in distinct segmentation tasks 

including tissue, tumor and cell segmentation. SegAnyPath incorporates self-supervised pretraining with a Masked 

Auto-Encoder (MAE) to learn generalizable features, which are further refined during supervised fine-tuning.  The model 

was trained on a dataset of over 1.5 million images and 3.5 million segmentation masks from 39 public sources, 

spanning diverse organs, magnifications, and staining protocols. SegAnyPath achieved a 29.27% improvement in Dice 

scores compared to fine-tuned SAM on external datasets, demonstrating its adaptability to domain-specific 

challenges in pathology. 

Cell-ViT (Hörst et al. 2024) and Cell-ViT-SAM (Hörst et al. 2024) are ViT-based models for automated cell nuclei 

segmentation, utilizing SAM and a pre-trained ViT encoder. It achieves superior performance in nuclei detection and 

segmentation and a faster inference on the PanNuke and MoNuSeg datasets compared to the existing state of the art 

methods. 

Xu et al. (K. Xu, Goetz, and Rajpoot 2024) evaluated the domain generalizability of the SAM for nuclear instance 

segmentation, both with and without fine-tuning the mask decoder. SAM shows strong generalizability in zero-shot 

learning when provided with a ground truth bounding box prompt. In a clinically relevant task, the fine-tuned SAM 

using nuclear central points as prompts outperforms HoVer-Net on an external test dataset.  

5.2.4. Findings and Critical Remarks 

The adaptations of SAM for computational pathology, as demonstrated by SAM-Path (J. Zhang et al. 2023), SAM for 

HistoPath (Deng et al. 2023), and SAM-MIL (Fang et al. 2024), represent significant steps forward in segmentation and 

classification tasks. Each adaptation brings unique strengths, from SAM-Path’s effectiveness in semantic 

segmentation to SAM-MIL’s superior handling of spatial context. Collectively, these models contribute to advancing 

digital pathology. 

However, a critical gap remains in the current research landscape. While the "segment anything" concept is 

foundational for bottom-up processing of WSIs, crucial for predictive and prognostic analytics—a comprehensive 

implementation of this idea as a modeling framework in computational pathology is still lacking. No model has been 

pre-trained exclusively on pathology data, nor has Meta's SAM been extensively fine-tuned on large histopathology 

datasets comprising millions of slides. This limitation, particularly in handling multiple predictive modeling tasks 

requiring multi-level aggregation, presents a crucial opportunity for future research. Developing pathology-specific 

foundation models could truly revolutionize the field. 
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6. Clinical-grade Evaluation of Pathology Foundation Models 
To understand the challenges surrounding the clinical adoption of pathology foundation models, we examined three 

key applications where these models are expected to demonstrate clinical-grade performance. These case studies 

provide insights into both their current capabilities and areas for further development and evaluation. 

6.1. Prostate Cancer Detection: Paige Prostate vs. Virchow Foundation Model 

The Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024) foundation model was initially trained on 1,488,550 whole-slide images (WSIs) in 

an unsupervised manner and later fine-tuned using supervised learning on 35,387 slide groups, including 2,829 

prostate specimens. By comparison, the FDA-approved Paige Prostate model (Campanella et al. 2019) was trained 

on 66,713 prostate blocks using a multiple-instance, weakly-supervised method with a ResNet34 (K. He et al. 2016) 

architecture. While the Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024) model show better generalization and achieved an impressive 

AUC of 0.980 on prostate cancer detection, it performed slightly lower than Paige Prostate’s more specialized model, 

which attained an AUC of 0.995 (P < 0.05), as reported by authors in Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024).  

Although the foundation model demonstrated comparable performance, its slightly lower AUC underscores a key 

challenge to be further investigated: can general-purpose models not always match the performance of task-specific 

models like Paige Prostate in clinical settings? This invites further exploration into how foundation models can be 

fine-tuned to close this performance gap while maintaining their generalist advantages. Nevertheless, the narrower 

performance gap in a single performance measure warrants extending comparative analysis with measures like 

sensitivity, specificity, and balanced accuracy. Additionally, an important challenge lies in assessing the higher 

development, training, and operational costs of generic foundation models—both in terms of financial impact on 

organizations and the environmental footprint due to the extensive computational resources required for their large-

scale training. 

6.2. Microsatellite Stability (MSS) Screening in Colorectal Cancer 

Microsatellite instability (MSI) status prediction in colorectal cancer has seen variable performance across different 

models and cohorts. Studies report AUROC values for MSI status prediction on the TCGA-COADREAD dataset ranging 

from 0.88 to 0.91 (Amelie Echle et al. 2020; Saillard et al. 2021; Bilal et al. 2022; A. Echle et al. 2022; Bilal, Tsang, et 

al. 2023). External validation across multiple international cohorts (other than TCGA) shows improved AUROC scores 

of 0.96, 0.972, and 0.98, indicating that performance can vary based on dataset size and composition (Bilal, Tsang, et 

al. 2023; Bilal et al. 2022; Amelie Echle et al. 2020; A. Echle et al. 2022; Saillard et al. 2021). 

MSIntuit CRC (Saillard et al. 2023), a commercial CE-IVD-marked diagnostic device, achieved sensitivities of 92-95%, 

ruling out approximately 40% of microsatellite-stable (MSS) patients from further testing. Trained on 859 WSIs from 

the TCGA-COADREAD cohort and validated on the PAIP cohort, MSIntuit CRC delivers AUROC values of 0.88 

(sensitivity 0.98, specificity 0.46) on the MPATH-DP200 cohort and 0.87 (sensitivity 0.96, specificity 0.47) on the 

MPATH-UFS cohort.  

Foundation models such as GigaPath (H. Xu et al. 2024), Phikon (Filiot et al. 2023), and Kaiko (ai et al. 2024) have 

shown varied results. AUROCs on the PAIP cohort range from 0.66 (Hibou-B (Nechaev, Pchelnikov, and Ivanova 2024)) 

to 0.978 (Phikon (Filiot et al. 2023)), reflecting both the potential and challenges of using foundation models for MSI 

status prediction. For MMR classification in colorectal cancer, Myles et al. (Myles et al. 2024) compared CTransPath 

(Xiyue Wang et al. 2022a), Phikon (Filiot et al. 2023), and UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024) against a pretrained ResNet50 (K. 

He et al. 2016). On test set, UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024), Phikon (Filiot et al. 2023), CTransPath (Xiyue Wang et al. 

2022a) and ResNet50 (K. He et al. 2016) achieved AUROC of  0.7136, 0.7136, 0.6880, and 0.6709, respectively. 

OmniScreen (Y. K. Wang et al. 2024), leveraging the Virchow2 model – initially trained on 3,134,922 WSIs in an 

unsupervised manner – later finetuned further using supervised learning on 47,960 WSIs from 38,984 patients, 

achieved an AUROC of 0.98, highlighting the possibility of using large-scale, pre-trained models for high-throughput 

genomic analysis. Recently, Phikon-v2 (Filiot et al. 2024) achieved AUROC of 0.882 and 0.991 and GigaPath (H. Xu et 

al. 2024) achieved 0.888 and 0.980, on Cy1 and PAIP cohorts, respectively. 

The variability in performance across these models points to a need for improved generalization and increasing 

evaluation metrics. Suboptimal MSI estimation methods and the inherent variability in clinical datasets may explain 

the performance discrepancies. As the gold standard for MSI testing still falls short of 100% accuracy (Luchini et al. 
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2019; Stjepanovic et al. 2019), a key question remains: can the next generation of foundation models overcome these 

persistent challenges? 

6.3. Colon Biopsy Pre-Screening AI 

Colon biopsy pre-screening aims to reduce the pathologist’s workload by filtering out normal slides and identifying 

abnormal or inflammatory (non-neoplastic) and abnormal neoplastic cases with high sensitivity (0.99). Recent 

models like CAIMAN (Bilal, Tsang, et al. 2023) and IGUANA (Graham, Minhas, et al. 2023) have shown promise, 

achieving a specificity of 0.56 and 0.55, respectively, at 0.99 sensitivity in cross-validation experiments. These 

models have demonstrated the capability to automatically rule out more than 55% of normal colonic biopsies, 

reducing the burden on pathologists.  

However, foundation models have yet to provide significant evaluations on this specific task. While models such as 

UNI (R. J. Chen et al. 2024), REMEDIS (Azizi et al. 2023), and CTransPath (Xiyue Wang et al. 2022a) have demonstrated 

performance on colorectal cancer screening with balanced accuracies of 65%, 52%, and 39%, respectively, their 

application to colon biopsy pre-screening remains underexplored. PathAlign (F. Ahmed et al. 2024), which uses a 

large language model to generate reports distinguishing benign polyps from pre-cancerous adenomas and highly 

suspicious cancers, has shown promise in workflow efficiency, though quantitative diagnostic evaluations are 

absent. 

Selecting appropriate performance metrics is critical in evaluating the clinical utility of pre-screening AI. The ideal 

goal is 100% sensitivity in identifying abnormal cases without missing any neoplastic or non-neoplastic 

abnormalities. While current models approach the average pathologist-level sensitivity of 0·975 (Bilal, Tsang, et al. 

2023; K. S. Wang et al. 2021), variability in human interpretation and clinical experience suggests room for 

improvement. A pressing question for foundation models and generative AI is whether they can further reduce this 

variability and enhance initial screening for abnormalities. 

6.4. Findings and Critical Remarks 

Pathology foundation models offer significant potential, but challenges remain in clinical adoption. While large 

models like Virchow (Vorontsov et al. 2024) exhibit competitive performance, specialized models (Campanella et al. 

2019) such as Paige Prostate currently deliver superior results in specific tasks (Vorontsov et al. 2024). In MSI status 

prediction, foundation models show variability, reflecting issues with generalization across different cohorts and 

assays. In colon biopsy pre-screening, while AI models (Bilal, Tsang, et al. 2023; Graham, Minhas, et al. 2023) have 

shown promise in reducing workload, foundation models have yet to demonstrate their full potential. 

These challenges emphasize the need for continued research, model refinement, and comprehensive benchmarking 

of foundation models to achieve clinical-grade performance across diverse medical tasks. As advancements in this 

field continue, a critical question persists: can these models overcome current limitations and unlock new 

possibilities for precision diagnostics, offering more accurate, efficient, and scalable solutions for clinical practice?

In the next section, we explore research gaps and challenges other than clinical-grade performance in diagnostic 

decision-making that computational pathology faces in its widespread adoptions decides. 

7. Foundation Pathology Models and Grand Challenges 

The integration of AI, particularly foundation models, in digital pathology is reshaping how cancer is diagnosed and 

treated. We have witnessed a shift from pathologists examining tissue samples under a microscope to the advent of 

high-resolution WSIs, where AI algorithms can now analyze these images to identify patterns, predict outcomes, and 

assist in diagnoses (A. H. Song et al. 2023; Snead et al. 2016). 

As described in the previous sections, the technical challenges lie in the complexity of WSIs — massive gigapixel 

images that exhibit significant variability due to differences in sample preparation and scanning. This variability 

complicates the development of models that can generalize across institutions, which is essential for scaling AI's 

impact. (Niazi, Parwani, and Gurcan 2019) In clinical practice, AI offers the potential for faster, more accurate, and 

personalized diagnostics. However, its integration into workflows is not straightforward, raising further challenges 
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such as regulating ethical AI use, protecting patient privacy, and scaling the infrastructure required to support AI 

systems (Alowais et al. 2023). 

The rapid advancement of foundation models discussed in the previous sections highlights the immense potential for 

modernizing pathology—but also reveals emerging challenges, particularly regarding model interpretability, 

generalization, and clinical adoption. In this section, we gather the current and future challenges in computational 

and digital pathology, providing a roadmap for AI researchers, clinicians, and decision-makers as they navigate this 

evolving landscape.  

7.1. Data Acquisition and Quality 

High-quality data is fundamental to the success of AI models in computational pathology, yet WSIs are often difficult 

to standardize across institutions. Variations in staining techniques and scanner settings add complexity, while 

collecting large datasets with expert annotations remains expensive and time-consuming. This lack of standardized, 

annotated data slows down the development of robust AI models.  

Consensus among pathologists reporting is another crucial issue to ensure the quality and reliability of training data, 

as several assessments emphasize (Bilal, Tsang, et al. 2023; Bulten et al. 2022). Studies involving large language 

models (LLMs) (Du et al. 2024) underscore the importance of standardized data acquisition. (Sushil, Zack, et al. 

2024) For instance, the CORAL (Sushil, Kennedy, et al. 2024) dataset introduced expert-labeled progress notes, 

improving oncological information extraction and highlighting the benefits of fine-tuning LLMs on high-quality, 

structured data. Collectively, these studies demonstrate the pivotal role of LLMs in standardizing diagnostic and 

prognostic reporting in pathology, including extracting structured condition codes reports (Bumgardner et al. 2024; 

Truhn et al. 2023), enhancing report standardization (Alzaid et al. 2024), and identifying pathological complete 

response (pCR) (Cheligeer et al. 2024).

Table 7 summarizes key challenges in computational and digital pathology, mapping them to AI solutions, state-of-

the-art approaches, and future directions involving Foundation Models. 

Table 7. Grand Challenges in Computational Pathology and Potential of Foundation Models 

Grand Challenge Not Solved Effectively Yet Future Exploration

Data Acquisition and 
Quality 

- Lack of well-annotated, high-quality datasets 
- Variability in data sources 

- Exploration of semi-supervised and supervised 
counterparts  
- Balancing annotations from human experts and AI-copilots 
and improving consensus among pathologists 

Data Privacy and Security - Handling private data across borders effectively remains 
unresolved 

- Federated learning with Foundation Models trained on 
diverse data subsets 

Computational 
Infrastructure 

- Real-time processing of large WSIs in clinical settings 
- Scalability in non-specialized hospitals 

- Foundation Models optimized for low-resource settings

Model Interpretability - Black-box models lack sufficient transparency for clinical 
use 
- Difficulty of evaluating multimodal foundation models 
- Lack of intrinsic evaluation metrics 

- Foundation Models trained with interpretability constraints
- Exploring new metrics of evaluation 
- Leveraging multimodalities to obtain more insights for 
explanation  

Generalization and 
Robustness 

- Robust performance across variable tissue staining, 
preparation, and imaging conditions 

- Multimodal Foundation Models with cross-institutional and 
cross-domain learning 

Integration into Clinical 
Workflows 

- Resistance from pathologists
- Workflow disruption in transitioning to digital pathology 

- Task-agnostic and task-specific foundation models to 
facilitate easier integration in clinical workflows 

Bias in AI Models - Comprehensive mitigation of biases in models and 
datasets remains unsolved 

- Pretrained foundation models incorporating fairness 
objectives from the start 

Regulatory and Legal 
Frameworks 

- Adaptation of AI regulatory frameworks are lagging 
technological advancements 

- Foundation models pre-validated for medical use

Scalability of AI Solutions - Scaling foundation models for low-resource environments - Need for cost-effective AI deployment at scale, particularly 
in developing regions 

Ethical and Societal 
Concerns 

- Foundation models with built-in ethical constraints - Accountability and responsibility in autonomous AI 
systems not fully addressed 

Data Sovereignty & Global 
Collaboration 

- Distributed foundation models collaborating across 
institutions without centralized data storage 

- International legal frameworks for cross-border data-
sharing remain unresolved 

Adaptation to Novel 
Medical Discoveries 

- Integrating continuous learning from real-world clinical 
data remains a challenge 

- Foundation models capable of continual fine-tuning based 
on the latest medical knowledge 

Personalized Diagnostics - Personalization at scale with limited data availability 
remains unsolved 

- Foundation models fine-tuned for patient-specific 
diagnostics 

Hardware Limitations - Computationally efficient AI for pathology tasks is still an 
ongoing challenge 

- Foundation Models optimized for energy-efficient hardware 
deployment  

Multi-modal Data 
Integration  

- Real-world implementation of multi-modal data 
integration in pathology still evolving 

- Foundation models (e.g., CLIP, BioGPT) designed for 
multimodal data integration 
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7.2. Data Privacy and Security 

The need for vast amounts of clinical data raises concerns about patient privacy and data security. While regulations 

like HIPAA and GDPR exist to protect patient information, they make data-sharing across institutions challenging, 

creating barriers for collaborative AI development. Moreover, there is uncertainty around data ownership—whether it 

belongs to the patient, hospital, or laboratory (Asif et al. 2023; Mennella et al. 2024; Kiran et al. 2023). 

This challenge extends to the development of foundation models, both literally and technically. The majority of 

foundation models are developed using proprietary data that is often limited to one region and population (M. Y. Lu, 

Chen, Williamson, Chen, Zhao, et al. 2024; Vorontsov et al. 2024; Zimmermann et al. 2024; Y. K. Wang et al. 2024; 

Xiyue Wang et al. 2024; H. Xu et al. 2024; Huang et al. 2023). Additionally, the representation of diseases in these 

models frequently lacks the diversity found in real-world scenarios, raising several concerns that have already been 

identified (Dippel et al. 2024; H. Xu et al. 2024; Arora et al. 2023; Nakagawa et al. 2023). This limitation can hinder the 

generalizability and effectiveness of AI applications in diverse clinical settings.

7.3. Computational Infrastructure 

Processing gigapixel-sized WSIs requires significant computational resources, and not all institutions have access to 

the high-performance computing (HPC) required for AI analysis. While cloud computing offers some respite, real-

time, low-latency analysis essential for clinical decision-making remains difficult to achieve (Kiran et al. 2023; 

Madabhushi 2009; Lujan, Li, and Parwani 2022). 

7.4. Model Interpretability 

AI models, particularly deep learning models, are often referred to as “black boxes” because they are difficult to 

interpret (Plass et al. 2023). In healthcare applications, where accountability and transparency are crucial, this lack 

of interpretability poses a significant barrier to clinical adoption (M. I. Ahmed et al. 2023; Sadeghi et al. 2024; Amann 

et al. 2022). Regulatory agencies like the FDA require AI models to be explainable, adding another layer of complexity 

to their deployment in pathology (McNamara, Yi, and Lotter 2024). 

A recent study (Le et al. 2024) highlights the importance of addressing the interpretability challenge of foundation models. 

It employs mechanistic interpretability analysis using features from the embedding space of a ViT Small model from 

PLUTO (Juyal et al. 2024), identifying interpretable representations of cell and tissue morphology alongside gene 

expression. The study reveals a connection between morphological properties and gene expression, further 

supported by a separate spatial transcriptomics dataset. The difficulty of evaluating multimodal pathology models 

amplified because of the involvement of individual foundation models further necessitates interpretability. The rapid 

pace of foundation model development has not been matched by interoperability analysis studies for these models 

(Hart et al. 2023). Addressing these issues is essential for fostering trust and facilitating the clinical adoption of AI 

technologies in pathology. 

7.5. Generalization and Robustness 

AI models trained in specific environments (e.g., hospitals or laboratories) often struggle to generalize when applied in 

different settings due to variations in equipment, tissue preparation, or patient populations. This lack of robustness 

limits the effectiveness of AI across diverse clinical contexts. Gustafsson et al. (Gustafsson and Rantalainen 2024) 

investigated the robustness of foundation models in computational pathology, under different types of distribution 

shifts, including both domain shifts (differences in data across institutions) and label shifts (differences in grade 

distributions between datasets). The authors evaluated two foundation models, UNI and CONCH, for prostate cancer 

grading using the PANDA dataset, which includes images from two institutions. Results indicated that pathology-

specific foundation models significantly outperformed general models (such as ResNet pretrained on ImageNet), even 

with limited training data. 

While foundation models have shown promise in addressing these issues, there is a pressing need for standardized 

evaluation protocols and benchmarks that assess generalization and robustness (Hart et al. 2023). Methodologies 

developed for evaluating generative AI in LLMs can serve as a valuable framework; for instance, the GLUE (A. Wang et 

al. 2018) and SuperGLUE (A. Wang et al. 2020) benchmarks provide comprehensive measures of generalization 

capabilities across multiple tasks. The evaluation approach in "Language Models are Few-Shot Learners" (Brown et 
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al. 2020) also demonstrates effective assessment methods in diverse tasks. Adapting these standardized evaluation 

frameworks for foundation models in computational pathology can enhance insights into their performance amidst 

real-world variability, ultimately improving their clinical applicability and trustworthiness. 

7.6. Integration into Clinical Workflows 

While AI has the potential to revolutionize pathology, integrating it into existing clinical workflows poses significant 

challenges. Many pathologists remain hesitant to trust AI for critical diagnostic decisions, leading to resistance 

against disrupting established practices. Furthermore, hospitals and laboratories must invest in new infrastructure, 

including digital scanners and software, to enable AI-powered pathology (Hart et al. 2023). The successful integration 

of LLMs has shown promising results, as seen in studies where local training and fine-tuning of models improved task 

performance, demonstrating that targeted applications of AI can enhance the workflow (Hassan, Kushniruk, and 

Borycki 2024). By fostering trust through transparency and accessibility, pathology Foundation Models can further 

encourage their adoption in clinical settings. 

7.7. Ethical and Societal Concerns 

As AI technologies evolve, concerns regarding algorithmic bias—potentially disadvantaging specific patient groups—

become increasingly critical (Bilal, Jewsbury, et al. 2023; Agarwal et al. 2023; Bulten et al. 2022)? Additionally, as AI 

systems gain autonomy in diagnostic decision-making, questions of accountability arise: who is responsible when an 

AI system makes an error (Novelli, Taddeo, and Floridi 2024; Jackson et al. 2021)? Addressing these ethical and 

societal concerns is essential to build trust in AI technologies, ensuring their fair and responsible implementation in 

clinical practice. Foundation Models hold the potential to drive significant societal impact by democratizing access 

to advanced AI tools, fostering innovation, and improving outcomes in precision medicine and pathology research. By 

broadening the availability of these models and addressing concerns around bias and accountability, the healthcare 

industry can work towards more equitable healthcare solutions. 

7.8. Scalability of AI Solutions 

The scalability of AI-powered pathology solutions is constrained by hardware limitations and the energy consumption 

of AI models (Jia et al. 2023). Deploying AI at a scale across multiple institutions, particularly in resource-limited 

settings, presents significant challenges. A detailed evaluation of hardware costs and constraints, along with energy 

consumption, is necessary to understand their impact on research and development expenditures and adoption 

challenges in the context of foundation model development(Ardon et al. 2024; Hanna et al. 2022). 

7.9. Grand Challenges and Potential of Foundation Models 

AI has made significant progress in addressing challenges in computational pathology, particularly through 

predictive, contrastive, and generative applications. These techniques enhance data quality, privacy, and 

computational efficiency. However, many challenges remain unresolved, with large-scale, foundation models that 

can be adapted for specific tasks—showing the most promise.

Foundation models and AI copilots have the potential to make a significant societal impact, driving a paradigm shift 

in AI research and deployment. However, their potential remains underutilized due to limited accessibility. 

Broadening the availability of these tools could democratize their use, fostering innovation and improving outcomes 

in precision medicine and pathology research. 

7.10. Findings and critical remarks 

Foundation Models have redefined traditional tasks in computational pathology, while their advancements in novel 

applications promise to revolutionize clinical diagnostics and research, contributing to more equitable and efficient 

healthcare outcomes. AI has demonstrated significant potential in addressing many challenges in computational 

pathology, particularly through predictive, contrastive, and generative applications. However, significant obstacles 

remain, especially in areas like model generalization, privacy, and interpretability. Addressing these challenges is 

crucial for the transformative impact of AI on pathology practice globally. 
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