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Abstract 

Artificial intelligence (AI) has transformed digital pathology by enabling biomarker prediction 

from high-resolution whole slide images (WSIs). However, current methods are computation-

ally inefficient, processing thousands of redundant tiles per WSI and requiring complex aggre-

gator models. We introduce EAGLE (Efficient Approach for Guided Local Examination), a 

deep learning framework that emulates pathologists by selectively analyzing informative re-

gions. EAGLE incorporates two foundation models: CHIEF for efficient tile selection and Vir-

chow2 for extracting high-quality features. Benchmarking was conducted against leading 

slide- and tile-level foundation models across 31 tasks from four cancer types, spanning mor-

phology, biomarker prediction and prognosis. EAGLE outperformed state-of-the-art foundation 

models by up to 23% and achieved the highest AUROC overall. It processed a slide in 2.27 

seconds, reducing computational time by more than 99% compared to existing models. This 

efficiency enables real-time workflows, allows pathologists to validate all tiles which are used 

by the model during analysis, and eliminates dependence on high-performance computing, 

making AI-powered pathology more accessible. By reliably identifying meaningful regions and 

minimizing artifacts, EAGLE provides robust and interpretable outputs, supporting rapid slide 

searches, integration into multi-omics pipelines and emerging clinical foundation models. 

Main 

Artificial intelligence (AI) has significantly advanced computational pathology (CPath) by ena-

bling the extraction of clinically relevant information from gigapixel-scale whole slide images 

(WSIs)1–6. Existing methods use resource-intensive vision transformers trained with self-su-

pervised learning to encode detailed morphological features essential for diagnosis, progno-

sis, and treatment planning in oncology7–11. While these approaches have shown great prom-

ise across a wide range of tasks, their inefficiencies and limited scalability highlight the need 

for solutions that better align with real-world diagnostic workflows. Recently, pathology-spe-

cific multimodal large language models (MLLMs) have emerged as AI copilots for clinical de-

cision-making, but they often underperform in biomarker prediction and the regulatory pathway 

for approving such models as medical devices remains uncertain12–16. 

Current methods predominantly operate at the tile level, requiring the extraction and analysis 

of thousands of tiles per WSI, with datasets in this study averaging approximately 18,000 tiles 

per slide at a resolution of 0.5 µm/pixel (MPP). This computationally intensive process devi-

ates from how pathologists evaluate slides, as they selectively focus on regions of interest17–

19. Moreover, tile-wise features are aggregated into slide-level predictions using models 
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trained separately for each task, limiting scalability and interpretability8,20,21. The complexity of 

these models often obscures the decision-making process, making it challenging to under-

stand how predictions are derived and which tissue regions are influential. These systems 

also struggle in data-scarce scenarios, where tile selection often fails to identify the most rel-

evant regions, leading to suboptimal predictions22. Such scenarios are often a clinical reality, 

for example during the evaluation of small biopsy specimens. 

 

To address these limitations, we developed EAGLE (Efficient Approach for Guided Local Ex-

amination), a framework that emulates the diagnostic strategy of pathologists by focusing on 

a small, informative subset of tiles within WSIs. EAGLE combines CHIEF, for global tissue 

representation and guided tile selection, with Virchow2, for detailed feature extraction from 

selected tiles. This combination drastically reduces computational demands while increasing 

performance23,24 (Figure 1a-c). By selecting clinically meaningful tiles, EAGLE enhances in-

terpretability and scalability, particularly in biomarker prediction tasks where subtle morpho-

logical features are critical25. Unlike MLLMs, which emphasize multimodal interaction, EAGLE 

prioritizes efficient high-quality WSI analysis. Still, it can integrate with MLLMs to provide val-

uable inputs for enhanced contextual analysis. Through comprehensive evaluation against 

state-of-the-art models, including multiple instance learning (MIL) and slide-encoder ap-

proaches, we demonstrate the efficacy and robustness of EAGLE across 31 tasks spanning 

four cancer types8–10,23,24,26–30. 

Results 

EAGLE improves upon state-of-the-art approaches 

We benchmarked EAGLE against state-of-the-art slide-encoder and tile-encoder approaches, cov-
ering 31 tasks across breast (BRCA), colorectal (CRC), gastric (STAD), and non-small cell lung 

cancers (NSCLC), as well as three key task categories: morphology, biomarker, and prognosis. 
The slide-encoder models included TITAN28, COBRA30, CHIEF23, Prism26, MADELEINE27, and 

Prov-GigaPath9; the tile encoders or foundation models (Virchow224, CONCH v1.528, CONCH29, 

Prov-GigaPath9, CTransPath8, Virchow10) were aggregated utilizing attention-based multiple in-

stance learning (ABMIL)21, the standardized pipeline STAMP18, or simply by averaging all embed-

dings. All classifiers were trained using a five-fold cross-validation setup on The Cancer Genome 

Atlas (TCGA) data, resulting in five models per task. Each model was then evaluated on the full 

external test cohorts (CPTAC, DACHS, Kiel, Bern, IEO), ensuring external validation without data 

leakage. 
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Across all 31 tasks, EAGLE and TITAN achieved the highest average area under the receiver 

operating characteristic curve (AUROC) scores of 0.742 and 0.740, respectively. Following were 

Virchow2 in STAMP (0.723) and CONCH v1.5 in STAMP (0.721), suggesting that modern slide 

encoders often outperform strong tile-level baselines (Figure 1c,2a,S1a). EAGLE exceeded key 

AUROC thresholds more often than other models, surpassing 0.800 in 39% of tasks and 0.650 in 
77% of tasks—higher than TITAN (35% and 68%) and Virchow2 (26% and 65%) (Figure 2b). 

Looking at task-specific performance, EAGLE (0.772), TITAN (0.763), and COBRA (0.757) ex-
celled on biomarker tasks, which predict molecular alterations or protein expression. In morphology 
tasks, which classify tumor location or histological patterns, TITAN achieved the highest perfor-

mance (0.814), followed by Virchow2 (0.785) and EAGLE (0.782). Tile-level CONCH v1.5 in 
STAMP (0.648) held an advantage in prognosis, which assesses tumor spread, with EAGLE 

achieving the highest prognosis performance among slide encoders (0.630) (Figure 2c,S2). EA-

GLE also scored highest in three of the four cancer types—BRCA (0.737), CRC (0.710), and STAD 

(0.755)—while TITAN scored highest in lung (0.810) (Figure S3). Beyond AUROC, EAGLE 

achieved the highest average area under the precision-recall curve (AUPRC) scores (0.566), fol-

lowed by COBRA (0.556). In balanced accuracy, EAGLE and TITAN performed best with average 
scores of 0.657 and 0.655, respectively. TITAN held the highest average F1 scores (0.498), fol-

lowed by EAGLE (0.490) (Figure S1b-d). 

We assessed the statistical significance of AUROC differences with two-sided DeLong’s tests, 
controlling the false discovery rate using the Benjamini–Hochberg procedure. For each patient, 
predictions from the five cross-validation models were averaged to yield a single score. Under 

these ensemble conditions, EAGLE achieved an average AUROC of 0.750, followed by TITAN 

(0.744) and CONCH (0.736) (Figure S4a). EAGLE often significantly outperformed alternative 

approaches, particularly in DACHS CRC tasks (MSI, BRAF, KRAS, M-Status, and N-Status), po-

tentially due to the large cohort size, which provided increased statistical power. In DACHS BRAF 

mutation prediction, EAGLE statistically outperformed all models except COBRA (Figure S4b). 

These findings highlight EAGLE as one of the leading models across multiple evaluation metrics 

(AUROC, AUPRC, balanced accuracy, and F1), excelling particularly in biomarker prediction. It 
further maintains strong, generalizable performance across diverse tasks, cancer types, and ex-
ternal cohorts. 

Ablation Studies 

To understand which design choices yield EAGLE’s performance gains, we conducted extensive 
ablation studies. First, we compared two approaches for representing whole slides: one that uses 

a specialized slide encoder and one that averages the features from all individual image tiles of a 
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patient. For most architectures, the slide-encoder approach surpassed an average of tile embed-
dings. EAGLE (0.742) outperformed both Virchow2 (0.720) and CTransPath (0.632) mean tile em-

beddings. However, Prov-GigaPath Slide Encoder (0.628) fell below the mean of Prov-GigaPath 

tile embeddings (0.666) (Figure S5a). Second, we investigated the optimal number of tiles re-

quired for EAGLE to maximize predictive performance. Using CHIEF to rank tiles by relevance at 

2 MPP resolution, we extracted features from the top 5, 10, 25, 50, and 100 tiles and evaluated 
their impact on AUROC. Selecting 25 tiles yielded the highest AUROC (0.745), suggesting that a 

limited but carefully chosen subset is sufficient to capture essential morphological features. Nota-
bly, even using just 5 tiles (0.727) outperformed averaging all available tiles (0.720), highlighting 

that filtering out less informative regions enhances performance (Figure S5b). We also compared 
simple averaging to CHIEF’s attention-weighted aggregation across these subsets. While results 

varied slightly depending on tile count, performance at 25 tiles remained identical (0.745 vs. 0.744). 
Given this, we opted for equal weighting of the top 25 tiles, balancing efficiency and interpretability 

(Figure S5b). We then compared two methods for creating a patient-level representation: Most 

existing works average slide embeddings to obtain one patient vector. Alternatively, we aggregated 
all slides of a patient in a single slide encoder run, which improved performance, as shown in 

TITAN (0.733 vs. 0.740) and Prov-GigaPath (0.610 vs. 0.628) (Figure S5c). We further explored 

different tile aggregation methods for tile-encoder baselines at 1.14 MPP (STAMP, ABMIL, mean). 
Here, STAMP scored highest in four of five models, ABMIL ranked second in three, and mean 

embeddings placed last in four. An exception was Virchow2, where STAMP (0.709) and mean 

embeddings (0.708) performed almost identically, both surpassing ABMIL (0.698) (Figure S5d). 
Next, we examined how magnification choices influence performance. While EAGLE and COBRA 

each peaked at 2 MPP (0.742 and 0.719, respectively), TITAN and Prism favored 0.5 MPP (0.740 
and 0.695). For Prov-GigaPath (0.628), CHIEF (0.684) and MADELEINE (0.672), 1.14 MPP 

worked best, implying that the optimal resolution differs between models (Figure S5e). Finally, we 

substituted Virchow2 within the EAGLE framework with alternative tile encoders. Despite some 
performance drop, several replacements outperformed the corresponding slide-encoder baselines. 
For example, Prov-GigaPath EAGLE reached an AUROC of 0.702 compared to 0.628 for the Prov-

GigaPath slide encoder. Similarly, CTransPath EAGLE (0.693) outperformed CHIEF (0.684) and 

CONCH EAGLE (0.701) surpassed MADELEINE (0.672) (Figure S5f). 

Together, these investigations highlight that careful tile selection, slide-level encoding, and optimal 

magnification are pivotal for high accuracy, and that combining a lightweight tile encoder for global 
scanning with a stronger encoder on selected regions confers a marked advantage. 
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Efficiency and Performance in Data-Scarce Scenarios 

We next quantified computational requirements for the major pipeline steps, measuring average 

inference times for tile extraction and slide encoding using 25 representative slides of the 

benchmarking dataset (Figure 3a). All measurements were performed on a workstation 

equipped with an L40 GPU (48GB), considering only model inference times. The slowest step 

is the tile-level feature extraction. On average, CTransPath at 0.5 MPP required 25.4 s/WSI and 

only 2.01 s/WSI at 2 MPP. By contrast, CONCH v1.5 at 0.5 MPP cost 191.85 s/WSI, and Prov-

GigaPath 16 min/WSI (Table S1). The faster slide encoding took on average 0.36 ms for CHIEF 

(2 MPP), while TITAN (0.5 MPP) took 3296 ms and Prism (0.5 MPP) 153 ms. EAGLE first pro-
cessed each WSI with CTransPath at 2 MPP (2.01 s/WSI), applied CHIEF (0.36 ms/WSIs), and 

selected 25 key tiles. Those tiles were then re-extracted with Virchow2 (0.26 s/WSI). On average, 
~2% of tiles are reprocessed in detail at 2 MPP using Virchow2 (or ~0.1% at 0.5 MPP). When 

plotted against overall AUROC, EAGLE obtained the highest performance while ranking among 

the most efficient in terms of run time and floating point operations (FLOPs) (Figure 3b,c,d). Prov-

GigaPath, in contrast, was both the most time-consuming and the poorest-performing. TITAN, 

though competitive with EAGLE, required markedly more compute (second slowest overall).  

Medical imaging datasets often contain limited samples per class, prompting few-shot or low-re-
source scenarios. We first assessed linear probing on EAGLE (and other slide encoder) embed-

dings with k = 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32 samples per class using logistic regression. To ensure meaningful 
comparisons, we selected only the top three binary tasks per cancer type based on AUROC in the 

main results, as linear probing performs poorly on low-performance tasks, increasing randomness 
and diluting differences between models. While performance dips in this challenging setting, both 

EAGLE and TITAN consistently outperformed others. EAGLE performed best in all cancer types 
except lung, where Prism excelled. With k = 1, 2, 4, TITAN lead across all 12 tasks, followed closely 

by EAGLE, with both models achieving notable gaps over others (e.g., k=4: TITAN/EAGLE AU-
ROC = 0.72, Prism = 0.68, Prov-GigaPath = 0.58). At k = 8, 16, 32, EAGLE surpassed all other 

models, showcasing the advantage of its focused tile selection in low-data settings (Figure 2d, 
Figure S6). 

We further evaluated EAGLE and other slide-encoder vs. tile-encoder models by training regular 

multilayer perceptron (MLP) classifiers on 300, 150, or 75 patients. Over 29 tasks with sufficient 
data, EAGLE maintained the highest average AUROC across all three subsets, particularly at 150 

patients (0.689 vs. 0.669 for TITAN and 0.618 for the best tile encoder) (Figure 3e, S7). This 

robust performance gap highlights how slide-level embeddings support model training when only 
small cohorts are available. To demonstrate EAGLE’s practicality for rare-biomarker discovery, we 
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examined almost 300 biomarkers in a multicenter cohort of over 1,000 patients. The entire pro-
cessing time from the raw images to the final predictions took <24 hours and we detected 20 

biomarkers with AUROCs >0.800 (Figure 3f, Table S2). 

Together, these efficiency metrics confirm that EAGLE’s guided, two-step approach minimizes 
computation without compromising performance and scales well to large or multi-task pathology 

pipelines. EAGLE’s adaptability in data-constrained contexts, indicate that the combination of slide-
level embeddings, selective tile processing, and efficient feature extraction yields robust perfor-
mance when training data are limited. 

Versatility and Interpretability of EAGLE 

EAGLE generates a single, compact embedding per whole slide or patient by focusing on a small 
number of highly informative tiles, improving both versatility and transparency. The selection of 

only 25 top tiles—those identified as most relevant by the model—makes it evident which tissue 
regions drive the predictions. To illustrate this interpretability advantage, we examined a subset of 

50 randomly selected WSIs from the DACHS CRC cohort for MSI prediction, where 35 WSIs con-
tained pen marks. Across all top tiles of these 35 WSIs, pen marks were present in 16% of EAGLE-

selected tiles compared to 23% of tiles selected by the supervised baseline, which uses Virchow2 
tile embeddings aggregated with STAMP. Notably, when considering only dominant pen marks 

(covering >50% of the tile), EAGLE almost completely avoided them (1 %), whereas the supervised 
baseline selected those tiles in 15 % of cases, even though they did not provide valuable infor-
mation. Expanding the analysis to include all artifacts (e.g., tissue folds, slide edges, air bubbles, 

oil drops, scratches, pen marks, foreign objects, dark spots, and out-of-focus regions), EAGLE-
selected tiles showed artifacts in 22% of cases, compared to 32% in the tiles selected by the su-

pervised baseline (Figure 4b,c). Furthermore, a board-certified pathologist inspected top selected 

tiles and found that EAGLE reliably focused on the most representative tumor tissue of each case. 
In contrast, the supervised baseline often focused on a mixture of healthy, tumorous and artifact-

rich tiles, providing puzzling and sometimes contradictory features for its prediction (Figure S8). 
This capacity to confirm which tiles are chosen could further support clinical acceptance.  

We then visualized slide embeddings with Uniform Manifold Approximation and Projection 

(UMAP)31. We noted that TITAN formed well-separated clusters by cancer type, while EAGLE dis-
played moderate clustering and surpassed CHIEF and Prov-GigaPath Slide Encoder in capturing 
morphological diversity (Figure 4a). To further evaluate embedding structure, we compared UMAP 

projections of CHIEF and EAGLE across 29 TCGA cohorts, observing clearer separation with EA-
GLE (Figure S9). Moreover, we explored slide-search applications, wherein a query WSI’s em-

bedding was compared against a database of stored slide embeddings for quick retrieval of similar 
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cases, thereby enabling pathologists to rapidly find relevant reference slides, accelerating diagno-
sis or facilitating training32,33. This approach was computationally lightweight, with near-instant 

matches. Qualitative reviews by a board-certified pathologist indicated that the slide search ap-
proach yielded highly similar cases both within a given cohort and across multiple cohorts. Inter-

estingly, in a few instances, cases from other entities would be identified (e.g. a BRCA case while 
looking for a STAD case). This happened, when special subtypes were queried (e.g. a medullary 

carcinoma, which can occur both in the stomach as well as in the mammary gland) (Figure 4d). 
This could prove to be a very valuable tool, for example for cohort assembly for basket trials.  

Together, these data indicate that EAGLE enables more transparent slide-level decision-making 

and simplifies downstream analyses such as multi-omic and clinical integration, and efficient re-
trieval of relevant comparator slides (Figure 1d). 

Comparison with Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) 

Finally, we compared EAGLE with emerging MLLMs employing in-context learning low-resolution 
WSI thumbnails. Using k=2 examples per class in a few-shot classification setup, EAGLE embed-

dings combined with a lightweight logistic regression model surpassed GPT-4o’s in-context clas-
sification for tasks including NSCLC subtyping, MSI prediction in CRC, and ER expression in 

BRCA. In NSCLC subtyping and ER expression prediction, GPT-4o usually defaulted to a single 
class (e.g., predicting adenocarcinoma in NSCLC and ER-positive in BRCA), while in all three 
tasks, including MSI prediction, its classification accuracy remained at chance level (0.5). To eval-

uate whether input resolution constrained GPT-4o’s performance, we provided the model with EA-
GLE’s top 25 most informative tiles instead of WSI thumbnails. Despite this targeted input, MLLM 

accuracy remained unchanged, suggesting that the bottleneck lies in the models’ lack of pathology-

specific feature representations rather than the resolution or relevance of the input (Figure 2e, 
S10a). Interestingly, despite its poor predictive accuracy, GPT-4o’s textual responses frequently 

referenced key diagnostic features, such as “mucin production” and “keratinization” for NSCLC 

subtyping, “lymphocytic infiltration” for MSI status prediction, indicating an awareness of relevant 
pathological concepts (Figure S10b). 

Taken together, these results underscore the limitations of general-purpose MLLMs in specialized 

pathology tasks and highlight the need for domain-adapted models. While MLLMs such as GPT-
4o demonstrate impressive contextual reasoning and linguistic capabilities, their ability to general-

ize to specialized pathology biomarker tasks is notably limited. 
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Discussion 

Weakly supervised CPath has fundamentally reshaped cancer research, allowing diagnosis, bi-

omarker status prediction, and survival outcome estimation directly from WSIs. Recent progress 
with pathology foundation models, often trained using self-supervised learning (SSL), has enriched 

these pipelines, enhancing accuracy and generalizability across diverse clinical tasks. However, 
concerns remain about the scalability of tile-level methods and the difficulty of interpreting predic-

tions when massive neural networks process thousands of patches per slide. Here, we introduced 
EAGLE, a slide-encoder framework that emulates how pathologists target limited, high-yield re-

gions.  

EAGLE’s design centers on processing only 25 tiles per WSI, a strategy that substantially reduces 
computational requirements while preserving predictive power. This approach aligns with estab-

lished clinical practice, in which pathologists focus on diagnostically relevant or suspicious tissue 
regions rather than exhaustively scanning each tile. Our results show that EAGLE cuts feature 

extraction times dramatically compared to tile-level pipelines relying on resource-intensive founda-
tion models. These efficiency gains translate to quicker classifier training and inference, making 

EAGLE especially suited for large-scale or multi-institutional datasets. Such performance improve-
ments are likely to be essential for real-time or near-real-time diagnostic workflows. Our compara-

tive evaluations indicate that EAGLE frequently outperforms or matches leading slide- and tile-
encoder baselines, particularly in biomarker prediction tasks central to precision oncology. 

Whereas many CPath models demonstrate high performance for commonly studied tasks such as 
tumor subtyping, they can struggle in more challenging settings like molecular status prediction for 

biomarkers or survival analyses. EAGLE addresses these obstacles by focusing on the regions 
that matter most morphologically, offering refined predictive performance.  

A hallmark of EAGLE’s design is the generation of a single, interpretable embedding per slide or 
patient. These embeddings perform well across various tasks—from diagnosing specific tumor 
subtypes to identifying molecular alterations—and open opportunities for novel applications, in-

cluding content-based slide retrieval, clustering analysis, and multi-omics studies. By compressing 
the most relevant morphological cues into a single vector, EAGLE provides an efficient entry point 

for deeper integration with genomic, transcriptomic, or radiologic data. In the long term, such pa-
tient-level embeddings could serve as the backbone of comprehensive multimodal models, ena-

bling more holistic characterizations of disease states and potentially leading to improved out-
comes. Deep learning systems are often perceived as “black boxes” with limited transparency in 

medical settings. While the precise morphological features driving predictions within the selected 
25 tiles remain elusive, and CHIEF’s selection process is not fully interpretable, EAGLE offers a 

structured mechanism for verifying that chosen tiles are diagnostically meaningful. This capacity 
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to inspect and validate the most informative regions promotes trust in model predictions and en-
sures that decisions are not driven by artifacts such as pen markings or irrelevant features34. Be-

yond building trust with clinicians, interpretability tools that highlight suspicious tissue patches can 
also streamline quality control, enabling prompt rectification of systematic errors in data or labeling. 

The field of CPath is expanding beyond image-only pipelines into vision language models or 
MLLMs that can annotate slides in a chatbot-like manner but reveal significant limitations in spe-

cialized tasks. Despite referencing key diagnostic features, GPT-4o fails to achieve accuracy be-
yond chance levels in biomarker prediction, even when provided with EAGLE’s selected tiles. 

While MLLMs may complement traditional approaches in interpretability, their predictive capacity 
in pathology remains limited without domain adaptation. 

Although we tested EAGLE extensively on multiple external cohorts spanning four major cancer 
types, additional large-scale validation is warranted to assess its performance on less common or 

rare pathologies. Furthermore, our approach might show some limitations for tasks which focus on 
very specific tissue areas (e.g. detection of vascular invasion) or in highly heterogeneous tumors 
(e.g. consisting of various subtypes). Our study prioritizes benchmarking predictive performance 

over detailed confounder analysis, as we focus on common predictive targets to ensure compara-
bility across models. While this facilitates systematic evaluation, it does not capture the influence 

of confounding variables or the deeper morphological basis of predictions. As training datasets 
primarily originate from major cancer centers, they may not fully reflect the diversity of global pa-

tient populations, highlighting the need for broader validation across more heterogeneous cohorts. 
While EAGLE achieved AUROCs >0.900 for some tasks, the average AUROC of 0.742 indicates 

that EAGLE’s performance might not yet be adequate to replace standard clinical procedures. 
Future work may explore prospective clinical trials to evaluate real-world diagnostic improvements, 

as well as the integration of EAGLE’s embeddings with patient-specific data, such as laboratory 
values or electronic health records. While our results demonstrate EAGLE’s resilience in limited-

data scenarios, ongoing advancements in foundation model design—such as more varied SSL 
approaches, larger and more diverse training datasets, and refined text–image alignments—may 
further boost EAGLE’s adaptability. Finally, the shift from tile-level to slide-level encoding tech-

niques, although highly promising, will likely benefit from more specialized architectures tailored 
for niche tasks (e.g., rare tumor detection, complex survival analyses). 
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Figures 

 

Figure 1: EAGLE framework. a) EAGLE is compared to state-of-the-art foundation models 

on 9,528 whole slide images (WSIs) across 13 cohorts, encompassing four cancer types. b) 

Workflow comparison of EAGLE and conventional supervised approaches. WSIs undergo tes-

sellation into tiles, followed by feature extraction and aggregation. EAGLE employs a three-

step process: tile feature extraction with CTransPath, tile selection using CHIEF, and detailed 
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feature extraction of 25 selected tiles using Virchow2, culminating in an averaged WSI em-

bedding per patient. In contrast, supervised pipelines, such as STAMP, extract features from 

all tiles using models like Prov-GigaPath and aggregate these features using task-specific 

architectures (e.g., transformers). Measured time for average foundation model processing 

per WSI is included (EAGLE at 2 MPP vs. conventional supervised models at the commonly 

used 0.5 MPP). c) average AUROC scores comparing EAGLE against CHIEF, Prov-GigaPath, 

CTransPath, and Virchow2 across 31 computational pathology tasks. d) Applications of 

WSI/patient embeddings, including WSI classification for diagnosis, biomarker analysis, treat-

ment response prediction, and prognosis; slide retrieval for similar-case search in clinical 

workflows; and integration into AI-powered clinical systems and multi-omics modeling.  
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Figure 2: Comparative performance of EAGLE vs. tile- and slide-level foundation mod-
els. a) Average AUROC scores per task category across five folds for 13 models evaluated 

on 31 tasks. b) Distribution of tasks by model performance, showing the number of tasks 

where each model achieves an average AUROC of >0.800, 0.650 - 0.800, or <0.650, grouped 

by task type. c) Average AUROC scores for 19 biomarker prediction tasks (mean ± SD across 

five folds). Taskwise color normalization for better comparison of the models. Tasks are sorted 

by their mean AUROC across all models, while models are sorted by their mean AUROC 

across all tasks. d) Few-shot performance of slide encoders using linear probing with logistic 

regression for k=1, 2, 4, 8, 16, and 32 samples per class. To ensure robust evaluation, only 
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the top three binary tasks per cancer type (selected based on highest AUROC across all mod-

els) are included. e) Comparison of EAGLE’s few-shot linear probing (using k=2 examples per 

class) versus GPT-4o’s in-context learning (k=2) for ER expression prediction in BRCA, MSI 

status in CRC, and NSCLC subtyping.  
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Figure 3: Computational efficiency and performance in scarce data scenarios. a) Tile 

distribution across 9,528 whole slide images (WSIs) at 0.5 MPP, with 25 WSIs sampled at regular 

intervals from the 2nd to the 98th percentile for timing experiments. These WSIs (mean: 17,771 

tiles) differ by less than 0.3% from the dataset-wide average (17,819 tiles). b) Time, floating point 
operations (FLOPs), and number of analyzed tiles for processing 25 WSIs with EAGLE and Vir-

chow2 at 2 MPP, normalized to TITAN at 0.5 MPP. EAGLE metrics are split into the tile selection 
step consisting of CTransPath and CHIEF inference and the feature extraction of selected tiles 
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using Virchow2. These models and magnifications were chosen as they achieve the highest aver-
age AUROC scores in their respective optimal settings. c, d) Time (c) and FLOPs (d) comparisons 

across models, plotted against AUROC performance across 31 tasks. FLOPs include tile extrac-
tion; time includes both tile and slide processing. e) AUROC performance of seven slide encoders 

and their tile-based counterparts across 29 tasks, for classifiers trained with 300, 150 or 75 pa-
tients. f) AUROC curves for four biomarkers with high predictive performance (MSI status, BRAF 

V600, RNF43, and BMPR2 mutations) from a dataset of over 1,000 patients across multiple cen-
ters. All biomarkers with an observed AUROC > 0.800 are listed in Table S2.  
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Figure 4: Versatility and interpretability. a) UMAPs of slide embeddings generated by EAGLE 

and tested slide encoders. Four tissue types are color-coded, illustrating separation by tissue type 

across models. b) Comparison of the top 25 tiles selected by EAGLE versus the supervised base-

line on MSI status prediction (Virchow2 embeddings aggregated via the STAMP pipeline) for two 
representative DACHS slides (one MSI and one MSS case). The supervised baseline frequently 

highlights background, slide edge, pen mark, and other artifacts, whereas EAGLE predominantly 

selects representative, tissue-relevant regions. c) Prevalence of artifacts among top tiles from 50 

randomly chosen DACHS WSIs. For each slide, the number of top tiles containing pen marks, 
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dominant pen marks (covering ≥50% of the tile), or other artifacts (e.g. tissue folds, slide edges, 

air bubbles, oil drops, scratches, foreign objects, dark spots, and out-of-focus regions) are shown 

for EAGLE and the supervised baseline. The median is shown as a solid center line, and the mean 

with standard deviation is represented by a dashed line and error bars. d) Examples of slide re-
trieval using EAGLE’s embedding space. For a given query slide, the nearest neighboring slides 

across all cohorts are displayed, demonstrating EAGLE’s potential for similar-case search in clini-
cal workflows. The percentages indicate the cosine similarity between the query patient embedding 

from the Bern cohort and the three closest patient embeddings in the feature space.  
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Materials and Methods 

Ethics statement 

This study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. Both TCGA and the 

Clinical Proteomic Tumor Analysis Consortium (CPTAC) collections comprise retrospective, anon-
ymized data, so no additional ethics approval was required. The DACHS study is an epidemiolog-

ical study overseen by the German Cancer Research Center (DKFZ, Heidelberg, Germany) and 
was approved by the ethics committee of the Medical Faculty of the University of Heidelberg (ref-

erence 310/2001). 

Datasets 

All models used in this study, except where explicitly noted, were trained exclusively on TCGA 
whole-slide images (WSIs), which included histopathology data from lung adenocarcinoma 

(LUAD), lung squamous cell carcinoma (LUSC), colorectal cancer (CRC), stomach adenocarci-
noma (STAD), and breast cancer (BRCA). External validation was carried out on CPTAC (including 

CPTAC-2 and CPTAC-3 prospective cohorts from 2018 and 2020, covering LUAD, LUSC, COAD, 
and BRCA), DACHS (CRC), proprietary STAD datasets (Kiel and Bern), and a BRCA dataset (IEO) 

(Figure S11a). None of these external cohorts were used to pretrain the foundational models or 
train the downstream classifiers, ensuring that no data leakage occurred. Additional information 

about the cohorts, including patient characteristics such as age, sex, race, cancer stage, and tumor 
stage, is provided in Table S3. 

For biomarker discovery experiments (results presented in Figures 3f, Table S2), an addi-

tional dataset from the Genetics and Epidemiology of CRC Consortium (GECCO) was em-

ployed, comprising five studies: CORSA, EPIC, CRA, WHI, and IWHS35,36 (Figure S11b, Ta-
ble S4). To ensure a minimum of 10 cases per class for both training and testing while max-

imizing the inclusion of biomarkers, different training and testing splits were used for each 

biomarker. Three centers were selected for training and two for testing, with the specific splits 

detailed in Table S2 for biomarkers achieving AUROC > 0.800. 

Experimental Design 

Our study emulates a recently established large-scale benchmarking study22. To reflect a broad 
range of tasks relevant in digital pathology, three main categories were defined, namely morpho-
logical, biomarker, and prognostic tasks. Morphological tasks involved the classification of CRC 

slides as left or right colon (excluding transverse colon), STAD slides into Lauren subtypes, and 
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NSCLC slides into adenocarcinoma (LUAD) or squamous cell carcinoma (LUSC). Biomarker tasks 
targeted molecular or expression features such as BRAF, KRAS, PIK3CA mutation, microsatellite 

instability (MSI) and CpG island methylator phenotype (CIMP) status in CRC, EBV and MSI status 
in STAD, EGFR, STK11, KRAS and TP53 mutation in LUAD, and HER2, ER, PR expression, and 

PIK3CA mutation in BRCA. Prognostic tasks addressed nodal involvement (N vs. N0) and metas-
tasis (M0 vs. M+). We included only tasks with at least ten available cases per label in both training 

and test cohorts. In total, 31 tasks were used, and all were binary except Lauren classification 
(Table S5).  

The classifiers were trained in a five-fold cross-validation setup, followed by external deploy-

ment of all folds, thereby improving statistical validity and ensuring external validation by test-

ing exclusively on datasets not used during training. Performance metrics included AUROC, 

AUPRC, Balanced Accuracy, and F1 Scores and always represent the mean across the five 

folds. 

Image Processing and Deep Learning Techniques 

We adopted the STAMP v1.1.0 pipeline (see Code availability) for WSI segmentation, tile extrac-
tion, and subsequent feature generation. WSIs were divided into patches (tiles) of size 224×224 

pixels (or 512×512 pixels for CONCH v1.5/TITAN, downsampled to 448×448 pixels before model 
inference). The final effective resolution could be 0.5, ~1.14, or 2 MPP, depending on the founda-

tion model’s magnification preference. For CONCH v1.5, due to downsampling, the effective res-
olutions were ~0.57 and ~2.28 MPP. Each combination of model and resolution was evaluated, 

with the best magnification reported in the main experiments. Tiles predominantly containing back-
ground were excluded using Canny edge detection (thresholds: 40, 100), rejecting those with fewer 

than 2% of pixels classified as edges37. Remaining tiles were passed into a tile-level foundation 
model to generate feature embeddings, ranging in dimensionality from 512 (CONCH) to 1536 

(Prov-GigaPath), forming an N×M matrix of tile features per WSI. 

Two main approaches were taken to obtain slide-level representations. In the supervised ap-
proach, tile embeddings were fed into a task-specific aggregator, typically a transformer-based 

network (STAMP) or attention-based multiple instance learning (ABMIL), in order to produce su-
pervised predictions for each classification endpoint18,21. In this scenario, every new task required 
retraining the aggregator model. Recently, slide encoders were introduced, which combine tile 

embeddings (and sometimes tile coordinates) into a single embedding vector for each slide or 
patient. This strategy is agnostic to the specific task and thus enables a unified, unsupervised 

representation that can be readily extended to multiple downstream applications by training a small 
classifier. Detailed hyperparameters for all classifiers are listed in Table S6. 
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Our proposed EAGLE framework integrates CHIEF, a slide-level foundation model, with Virchow2, 
a tile-level foundation model, to efficiently generate precise WSI embeddings. EAGLE emulates 

the pathologist’s workflow by first obtaining an overview of the entire slide, then focusing on the 
most relevant regions. Since EAGLE requires CTransPath tile embeddings as input, we first ex-

tracted features using CTransPath at 2 MPP. CHIEF then uses these embeddings to produce a 
slide-level representation and an attention vector, originally designed to aggregate tile embeddings 

into a single slide embedding. EAGLE repurposes this attention vector to identify the top 25 most 
informative tiles, mimicking how pathologists zoom in on pertinent areas. These tiles are repro-

cessed with Virchow2 to extract detailed feature embeddings. The resulting 25 embeddings are 
averaged to create a compact, unsupervised slide-level representation. This hybrid approach min-

imizes computational costs by applying a more powerful feature extractor only to the most informa-
tive tiles, preserving critical morphological details while avoiding unnecessary processing of less 

relevant regions. The final embeddings enable the use of lightweight models, such as a small MLP 
classifier, for downstream tasks. This efficient pipeline demonstrates a balance of performance 
and computational feasibility for large-scale pathology analyses. 

Multiple other slide encoders and their tile-level foundations were also assessed (Table S7,S8). 
Prov-GigaPath, used a masked autoencoder scheme on 171,189 WSIs from Providence, adopting 

a LongNet architecture with dilated attention at the slide level and a ViT-G/14 tile encoder trained 
with DINOv29,38. PRISM applied a Perceiver-based architecture with CoCa-style vision-language 
alignment, trained on 587,196 WSIs in 195,344 specimen-report pairs, and employed a ViT-H/14 

tile encoder called Virchow, which was also pretrained with DINOv210,26. CHIEF was trained via 
slide-level contrastive learning and anatomic site information, using CTransPath with a SwinTrans-

former architecture as the tile encoder8,23. MADELEINE was pretrained on multistain data from 
breast samples using a dual global/local cross-stain alignment, and it built on CONCH, a vision-

language CoCa model with 1.1 million image-text pairs27,29. TITAN used a multi-stage pretraining 
regime combining visual self-supervision, alignment with pathology reports, and 423,122 synthetic 

captions generated by a multimodal AI copilot; it employed CONCH v1.5 for tile embeddings, rely-
ing on UNI as its vision backbone and CoCa’s text tower7,28,39. COBRA was trained on 3,048 WSIs 

to align tile embeddings from multiple foundation models via a contrastive loss, yielding a slide-
level representation30. The best version of COBRA uses Virchow2 features, which expands on 

Virchow by scaling its dataset to 3.1 million WSIs and using domain-specific modifications of the 
DINOv2 framework24. COBRA and CHIEF were (partly) trained on TCGA, but none of the models 
used our external testing cohorts, preventing data leakage. We compared each slide encoder 

against a straightforward mean-pooling baseline, where tile embeddings are simply averaged to 
yield an unsupervised slide-level feature vector. 

For certain patients with multiple WSIs (e.g., multiple tissue blocks), each slide encoder was ap-
plied in two possible ways. Either each slide was independently processed, and the embeddings 
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were averaged to yield a single patient representation, or all tiles were passed simultaneously into 
the slide encoder to produce one patient embedding per forward pass. Combining all tiles lead to 

higher performance of all slide encoders, but due to memory constraints on a 48 GB GPU we had 
to cap the maximum number of features for TITAN at 15,000. 

Once a slide-level or patient-level embedding was computed, it was fed into a small multilayer 
perceptron (MLP) to yield final predictions for each classification task. This MLP used an input size 
of 768, had a hidden size of 256 with SiLU activation and dropout, and was trained for 32 epochs 

using a one-cycle policy with the AdamW optimizer (learning rate=1×10-4, weight decay=1×10−2). 

Cross-entropy loss with class weighting addressed label imbalance. Early stopping, monitored 

through validation loss in a five-fold cross-validation scheme, selected the best checkpoints. For 
few-shot linear probing experiments, we replaced the MLP with a logistic regression model (lbfgs 

solver, L2 penalty=1.0, 10,000 maximum iterations, and balanced class weights) and trained on 
k=1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32 samples per class (Figure S12, Table S6). We repeated each setting ten times 

with different random draws to stabilize the results. This approach allowed us to evaluate how 
effectively slide encoders adapted to extremely limited training data. 

To compare EAGLE with a multimodal large language model, we tested EAGLE’s few-shot perfor-

mance (k=2) against GPT-4o in-context learning on three specific tasks: NSCLC subtyping (LUAD 
vs. LUSC), MSI status prediction in CRC, and ER expression in BRCA. EAGLE used its standard 

logistic regression approach, while GPT-4o received prompts containing two example images per 
class, plus the query image (top 25 EAGLE-selected tiles vs. a single thumbnail) (Table S9). The 
GPT-4o model was run three times per image to reduce variability, with temperature=0.7 and a 

maximum token length of 1,000. A strict JSON format in the prompt forced GPT-4o to provide a 
single label in each response. 

An additional analysis was conducted to examine computational efficiency. We selected 25 repre-
sentative WSIs (at percentiles 2, 6, 10, …, 98 by tile count) and measured the inference time and 
floating-point operations (FLOPs) for each tile encoder. FLOP counts were derived using ptflops 

and were multiplied by the average tile count in the overall dataset to estimate total computational 
costs. 

Interpretability 

To interpret the embedding spaces generated by EAGLE, we applied UMAP dimensionality reduc-
tion (n_neighbors=15, min_dist=0.1) to project patient embeddings from all cohorts into two dimen-

sions. This visualization enabled the assessment of morphological clustering by tissue origin. Sep-
arate experiments tested how EAGLE’s embeddings facilitated slide-level retrieval by normalizing 
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each embedding with L2 and performing a cosine similarity search. We queried five random pa-
tients per external cohort and returned the top three matches. The retrieved slides were assessed 

by a board-certified pathologist regarding the quality and importance of the selected regions of the 
WSIs. 

Furthermore, to investigate the robustness of EAGLE’s top-tile selection, particularly in the pres-
ence of artifacts, we conducted a systematic review of its top 25 tiles on 50 randomly selected 
slides from the DACHS CRC cohort. A board-certified pathologist reviewed these tiles to determine 

the frequency of artifact focus (e.g., pen marks) versus tumor-rich regions. This performance was 
compared to a supervised baseline: Virchow2 tile embeddings were aggregated in STAMP on the 

MSI status prediction task. The 25 tiles receiving the highest attention weights were identified using 
Gradient-weighted Class Activation Mapping (Grad-CAM)40. A board-certified pathologist analyzed 

the tiles selected by both EAGLE and STAMP, focusing on their clinical relevance and morpholog-
ical significance. 

Statistical Analysis 

All classification performance results across tasks were aggregated from the five models produced 
in each cross-validation fold and summarized via metrics such as mean AUROC, AUPRC, bal-

anced accuracy, and F1. Standard deviations were computed across the five folds, and two-sided 
DeLong’s tests were applied to ensembled predictions (averaging fold probability scores for each 
sample) to assess differences in AUROC. Multi-class tasks like Lauren classification were ex-

cluded from these statistical tests because DeLong’s procedure is not directly applicable in the 
multi-class setting. Throughout, we used Benjamini–Hochberg adjustments and considered p-val-

ues below 0.05 as evidence of statistical superiority. 

Data availability  

WSIs from TCGA are publicly accessible through the Genomic Data Commons Data Portal 

(https://portal.gdc.cancer.gov/), and CPTAC slides can be obtained from the CPTAC Data Portal 
(https://proteomics.cancer.gov/data-portal). All molecular data for these resources is available in 

cBioPortal (https://www.cbioportal.org/). The slides and biomarker data for DACHS were gener-

ated for prior studies41–43 with restricted access. Biomarker data for DACHS are available by 

requesting Authorized Access to the phs001078 study [https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pro-

jects/gap/cgi-bin/study.cgi?study_id=phs001113.v1.p1]. Applications for access to DACHS bi-

omarker data are reserved for Senior Investigators and NIH Investigators as defined in 

https://dbgap.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/aa/wga.cgi, and upon successful application grants access to 

the data for 1 year with the option to renew access. The slides for DACHS can only be re-

quested directly through the DACHS principal investigators. All other cohorts can be requested 



27 

from the respective study investigators. The data generated in this study for the creation of 

the figures are provided in the Source Data file. Source data are provided with this paper. 

Code availability  

All benchmarking experiments build upon open-source STAMP software (v1.1.0). Publicly availa-
ble foundation models (e.g., CTransPath, Prov-GigaPath, CONCH, Virchow, Virchow2, etc.) are 

accessible via GitHub (https://github.com/KatherLab/STAMP-Benchmark) under permissive li-
censes. The implementation of EAGLE, tested slide encoders, implementations of the MLP and 

LP classifiers, the GPT-4o–based in-context learning, UMAP visualization, top tiles and slide 
search are provided within the EAGLE repository (https://github.com/KatherLab/EAGLE). All ex-

periments were conducted using NVIDIA RTX A6000, L40 or H100 GPUs.  
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Supplementary Figures 
Fig. S1: Comparison of multiple performance metrics across all models
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AUROC (a), AUPRC (b), balanced accuracy (c), and F1 (d) scores for the best version of 

each of the 13 models evaluated on 31 tasks (mean across five folds). Colormaps are normal-

ized per task. Tasks are ordered by mean AUROC across all models and models by mean 

AUROC across tasks. For AUPRC and F1, the positive class is defined per task (Table S5); 

for the three-class Lauren classification, one-vs-rest metrics are macro-averaged.  
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Fig. S2: Task specific performance of all foundation models 

 

Average AUROC scores (mean ± SD across five folds) for the best-performing magnification 

and aggregation (always STAMP) of seven slide encoders and six tile-level foundation models 

on (a) Morphology, (b) Biomarker, and (c) Prognosis tasks. The colormaps are normalized per 

task for enhanced comparison; tasks are ordered by mean AUROC across all models and 

models by mean AUROC across tasks.  
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Fig. S3: Cancer-type specific performance of all foundation models 

 

Average AUROC scores (mean ± SD across five folds) for all 13 evaluated models stratified 

by cancer type: (a) BRCA, (b) CRC, (c) NSCLC, and (d) STAD. Colormaps are task-normal-

ized, tasks are ordered by mean AUROC across all models and models by mean AUROC 

across tasks.  
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Fig. S4: Statistical significance analysis using DeLong’s test 
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a) Ensemble predictions (averaging the five folds) yield one AUROC curve per model and 

task; the colormap is task-wise normalized. b) Benjamini–Hochberg adjusted p-values from 

two-sided DeLong’s test comparing EAGLE’s ensemble results with each of the other 12 mod-

els’ results. Pink indicates cases where EAGLE is significantly superior, purple where the com-

parator is superior, and grey denotes no significant difference. Tasks are ordered by AUROC 

across all models and models by AUROC across tasks.  
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Fig. S5: Ablation experiments 
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a) Comparison of slide encoders with mean tile embeddings derived from the same foundation 

model. b) Evaluation of the number of tiles required for robust performance at 2 MPP resolu-

tion using the EAGLE approach, including a comparison between weighted aggregation (using 

CHIEF’s attention vector) and simple averaging of the top 25 selected tiles. c) Comparison 

between per-slide and per-patient embedding strategies. The first approach averages all slide 

embeddings to create a per-patient embedding. The second approach aggregates all slides 

from a patient, with slide encoder models receiving concatenated features and (if required) 

coordinate inputs to denote slide adjacency. d) Comparison of tile aggregation methods for 

tile-encoder baselines at 1.14 MPP (STAMP, ABMIL, and mean pooling). e) Analysis of mag-

nification effects on performance for all slide encoders (tested at 2 MPP, 1.14 MPP, and 0.5 

MPP; note that TITAN was not evaluated at 1.14 MPP). f) Replacement of Virchow2 within 

EAGLE with alternative tile encoders (CONCH v1.5, Prov-GigaPath, CONCH, CTransPath, 

and Virchow). 

All panels display results for 31 tasks with task-wise normalized colormaps; tasks are ordered 

by mean AUROC across all models and models by mean AUROC across tasks.  
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Fig. S6: Few-shot learning performance with linear probing 

 

Average AUROC scores of the linear probing classifier using k = 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, or 32 examples 

per class (mean ± SD across 10 runs). To ensure robustness, only the top three binary tasks 

per cancer type (selected based on highest AUROC across models) are included. Colormaps 

are task-normalized, tasks are ordered by mean AUROC across all models and models by 

mean AUROC across tasks. 
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Fig. S7: Impact of downstream training data size on model performance 
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Average AUROC scores (mean ± SD across five folds) for all 13 models when trained on 

reduced patient cohorts of (a) 300, (b) 150, and (c) 75 patients randomly sampled from TCGA. 

Note that tasks Lauren classification in Bern and Kiel were excluded owing to limited patient 

numbers. Colormaps are task-normalized, tasks are ordered by mean AUROC across all mod-

els and models by mean AUROC across tasks.  
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Fig. S8: Comparison of tile selection by EAGLE and a supervised baseline 
for MSI status prediction 

 
Top 25 tiles selected by EAGLE and the supervised baseline (Virchow2 embeddings aggre-

gated via the STAMP pipeline) for four representative DACHS slides (two MSI and two MSS 

cases). EAGLE consistently prioritized diagnostically relevant tumor regions, while the super-

vised baseline included a mix of tumor, non-tumor, and artifact-rich tiles.  
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Fig. S9: UMAP visualization of slide embeddings across 29 TCGA cohorts 

Comparison of CHIEF and EAGLE embeddings using Uniform Manifold Approximation and 

Projection (UMAP) across 29 cohorts from TCGA.  
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Fig. S10: GPT-4o in-context classification and interpretability analysis 
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Comparison of EAGLE’s few-shot linear probing (using k=2 examples per class) versus GPT-

4o’s in-context learning (k=2) for ER expression prediction in BRCA, MSI status in CRC, and 

NSCLC subtyping. Two examples per class (with ground truth) were provided for each task, 

NSCLC subtyping (adenocarcinoma as the positive class), MSI prediction (MSI-high), and ER 

expression (ER-positive), followed by a query image, with three runs of 20 examples per task. 

a) frequency with which GPT-4o predicted the positive class across 60 predictions per task, 

comparing approaches that use either a thumbnail of the original WSI or the high-resolution 

25 top tiles selected by EAGLE. b) Word clouds generated from the “thoughts” section of GPT-

4o’s responses (aggregated over 60 runs per experiment) for each input type; common and 

uninformative stopwords, including task names, class labels, and frequently observed filler 

words, were excluded.  
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Fig. S11: Overview of datasets 

 

a,b) Number of patients (a) and WSIs (b) in each benchmarking cohort. Training was per-

formed on TCGA-CRC, TCGA-STAD, TCGA-LUAD, TCGA-LUSC, and TCGA-BRCA—with 

TCGA-BRCA the largest—and testing on CPTAC-COAD, CPTAC-LUAD, CPTAC-LUSC, 

CPTAC-BRCA, DACHS, Bern, Kiel, and IEO—with DACHS being the largest. Overall, 6,818 

patients and 9,528 slides were used in benchmarking. c,d) Number of patients (c) and WSIs 

(d) used for biomarker discovery in the GECCO multicenter dataset, which comprises five 

cohorts (CORSA, EPIC, IWHS, CRA, WHI) with varying allocations if the centers for training 

and testing across experiments.  
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Fig. S12: Architectures of the MLP and linear probing classifiers 

 

a) Schematic of the MLP classifier: Frozen patient embeddings (dimensions 512, 768, or 1280) 

are linearly projected to a 256-dimensional hidden layer with SiLU activation and dropout, then 

projected to the output layer (two dimensions for binary tasks or three for Lauren classifica-

tion), and finally passed through a softmax function to yield probability distributions. Training 

is performed via backpropagation using AdamW. b) Schematic of the linear probing classifier: 

Frozen patient embeddings are directly connected to the output layer (binary tasks), followed 

by a softmax transformation. Logistic regression is implemented using the lbfgs solver with a 

maximum of 10,000 iterations. Detailed hyperparameters are provided in Table S6.  
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Supplementary Tables 

Table S1: Computational efficiency metrics 

Measured FLOPs of Tile Encoders 
Model Dataset FLOPs 

per tile 
Average FLOPs 

per WSI 
Total FLOPs 

CTransPath 0.5 MPP 8.78 × 10¹¹ 1.56 × 10¹⁶ 1.49 × 10²⁰ 
CTransPath 2 MPP 8.78 × 10¹¹ 1.15 × 10¹⁵ 1.09 × 10¹⁹ 

Virchow 0.5 MPP 2.26 × 10¹³ 4.03 × 10¹⁷ 3.84 × 10²¹ 
Virchow 2 MPP 2.26 × 10¹³ 2.96 × 10¹⁶ 2.82 × 10²⁰ 
Virchow2 0.5 MPP 2.31 × 10¹³ 4.12 × 10¹⁷ 3.92 × 10²¹ 
Virchow2 2 MPP 2.31 × 10¹³ 3.02 × 10¹⁶ 2.88 × 10²⁰ 

Prov-GigaPath 0.5 MPP 3.08 × 10¹³ 5.48 × 10¹⁷ 5.23 × 10²¹ 
Prov-GigaPath 2 MPP 3.08 × 10¹³ 4.03 × 10¹⁶ 3.84 × 10²⁰ 
CONCH v1.5 0.5 MPP 1.2 × 10¹³ 4.1 × 10¹⁶ 3.9 × 10²⁰ 
CONCH v1.5 2 MPP 1.2 × 10¹³ 3.39 × 10¹⁵ 3.23 × 10¹⁹ 

          
Measured Time of Tile Encoders 

Model Dataset Average Time per WSI (sec-
onds) 

Total Time (hours) 

CONCH 0.5 MPP 56.55 149.51 
CONCH 2 MPP 4.24 11.2 
Virchow 0.5 MPP 182.2 481.71 
Virchow 2 MPP 13.61 35.99 

CTransPath 0.5 MPP 25.4 67.23 
CTransPath 1 MPP 6.78 17.91 
CTransPath 2 MPP 2.01 5.32 

Virchow2 0.5 MPP 185.43 490.77 
Virchow2 2 MPP 13.89 36.75 

Prov-GigaPath 0.5 MPP 714.36 1890.68 
Prov-GigaPath 2 MPP 53.42 141.38 
CONCH v1.5 0.5 MPP 191.85 507.76 
CONCH v1.5 2 MPP 14.49 38.31 

Top 25 Tiles Vir-
chow2: 

0.5 MPP 0.26 0.5 

Top 25 Tiles Vir-
chow2: 

2 MPP 0.26 0.49 

        
Measured Time of Slide Encoders 

Model Dataset Average Time per WSI (mil-
liseconds) 

Total Time (seconds) 
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CHIEF 0.5 MPP 1.71 11.65 
CHIEF 2 MPP 0.36 2.48 

MADELEINE 0.5 MPP 11.56 78.84 
MADELEINE 2 MPP 2.40 16.38 

Prism 0.5 MPP 153.28 1045.09 
Prism 2 MPP 141.49 964.69 

Prov-GigaPath 0.5 MPP 256.55 1749.15 
Prov-GigaPath 2 MPP 44.14 300.94 

TITAN 0.5 MPP 3295.56 22469.11 
TITAN 2 MPP 12.14 82.79 
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Table S2: Rare biomarker discovery results 

Biomarker AUROC AUPRC Train Co-
horts 

Test Co-
horts 

n 
train 

n 
test 

Train-
ing 
Pos 
(%) 

Test 
Pos 
(%) 

exer-
cise_miss-

ing 

0.964 0.968 CORSA; 
EPIC; CRA 

WHI; 
IWHS 

664 714 72.44 54.62 

msi 0.963 0.893 CORSA; 
EPIC; WHI 

CRA; 
IWHS 

667 711 24.44 24.19 

RNF43 
(truncating) 

0.904 0.676 CORSA; 
EPIC; IWHS 

CRA; WHI 733 645 16.78 19.53 

BRAF V600 0.894 0.699 CORSA; 
CRA; WHI 

EPIC; 
IWHS 

805 573 14.29 25.65 

hypermu-
tated 

0.888 0.748 CORSA; 
EPIC; IWHS 

CRA; WHI 733 645 23.87 27.6 

RNF43 0.886 0.688 CORSA; 
EPIC; IWHS 

CRA; WHI 733 645 19.1 22.17 

BMPR2 0.879 0.481 CORSA; 
EPIC; IWHS 

CRA; WHI 733 645 14.32 16.43 

AKAP7 0.868 0.374 CORSA; 
EPIC; CRA 

WHI; 
IWHS 

504 390 7.54 6.41 

TGF beta 0.846 0.801 CORSA; 
EPIC; IWHS 

CRA; WHI 733 645 37.65 41.86 

ZNRF3 0.84 0.415 CORSA; 
CRA; WHI 

EPIC; 
IWHS 

805 573 9.69 12.39 

BRAF 0.828 0.673 CORSA; 
CRA; WHI 

EPIC; 
IWHS 

805 573 18.01 29.67 

CASP8 0.826 0.277 CORSA; 
CRA; WHI 

EPIC; 
IWHS 

805 573 6.09 7.85 

MBD6 0.82 0.325 CORSA; 
EPIC; CRA 

WHI; 
IWHS 

504 390 4.76 6.67 

ARID3A 0.815 0.167 CORSA; 
CRA; IWHS 

EPIC; 
WHI 

871 507 2.76 4.73 

ZBTB20 0.811 0.365 CORSA; 
EPIC; CRA 

WHI; 
IWHS 

504 390 6.35 11.28 

FHOD3 0.811 0.411 CORSA; 
EPIC; CRA 

WHI; 
IWHS 

504 390 10.91 14.1 

EP300 0.811 0.284 CORSA; 
EPIC; IWHS 

CRA; WHI 733 645 7.5 8.84 

MECOM 0.802 0.262 CORSA; 
EPIC; CRA 

WHI; 
IWHS 

504 390 7.14 10.26 

B2M 0.802 0.235 CORSA; 
EPIC; WHI 

CRA; 
IWHS 

667 711 6.9 7.45 

PBRM1 0.801 0.16 CORSA; 
EPIC; WHI 

CRA; 
IWHS 

667 711 4.5 4.36 
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Table S3: Clinicopathological data of the benchmarking cohorts 

  

Dataset 
TCGA CPTAC DAC

HS Bern Kiel IEO 
BRCA CRC LUAD LUSC STAD BRCA COAD LUAD LUSC 

Total patients  1041 558 461 462 326 120 110 106 108 2448 307 320 451 

Age 

median 58 67 66 68 67 61.5 65.5 63.5 67 69 72.3 68.2 49 

IQR 19 18 13.8 11 14 20.7 19 12 11 14 16.3 14.6 13.4 

<50 281 69 31 16 26 23 7 12 5 123 22 14 227 

unknown 0 1 19 11 3 15 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sex 

male 12 287 213 343 220 0 45 68 86 1436 195 210 0 

female 1029 270 248 117 106 105 65 38 22 1012 112 110 0 

unknown 0 1 0 2 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 451 

Race 

White 725 272 348 315 206 77 79 41 80 0 0 0 0 

Black or 
African 

American 
166 63 50 28 11 13 7 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Hispanic 
or Latino  0 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 

Asian 60 12 8 9 72 19 16 59 23 0 0 0 0 

Ameri-
canIn-
dian or 
Alaska 

1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

unknown 89 210 54 110 37 7 7 3 4 2448 307 320 451 

AJCC/ 
UICC 
dis-
ease 
stage 

I 171 98 253 225 42 4 12 44 37 485 62 55 0 

II 597 205 115 148 100 69 42 17 44 801 69 72 0 

III 237 163 65 80 150 32 48 11 21 822 172 132 0 

IV 18 79 26 6 32 0 8 0 1 337 1 61 0 

unknown 18 13 2 3 2 15 0 34 5 3 3 0 451 
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Table S4: Clinicopathological data of the GECCO cohorts 

  

Dataset GECCO 
EPIC CORSA IWHS CRA WHI 

Total patients  183 160 390 321 324 

Age 

Median 62 69 63 67 65 
IQR 13 16 6 15 10 
<50 17 10 0 29 0 
NaN 0 1 0 0 0 

Sex 
Male 83 100 0 183 0 

Female 100 60 390 138 324 
NaN 0 0 0 0 0 

Race 

White 183 160 385 106 292 
Black or African 

American 0 0 0 4 14 

American Indian or 
Alaska Native 0 0 0 0 1 

Asian 0 0 0 0 3 
NaN 0 0 5 211 14 

Cancer Site 
Colon 96 100 323 223 287 

Rectum 47 51  63 98 32 
NaN 40 9 4 0 5 

T-Stage 

T1 1 11 0 23 24 
T2 1 31 0 43 56 
T3 4 95 0 172 170 
T4 3 18 0 20 68 
TX 0 1 0 2 0 

NaN 174 4 390 61 6 

M-Stage 

M0 8 73 0 214 292 
M1 1 20 0 34 26 
MX 0 0 0 12 0 
NaN 174 67 390 61 6 

N-Stage 

N0 8 76 0 157 191 
N1 1 48 0 59 68 
N2 0 27 0 43 51 
NX 0 3 0 1 0 

NaN 174 6 390 61 14 
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Table S5: Patient numbers for individual experiments 

CRC 
Marker Value Dataset Cohort Count 

CRC Sidedness left train TCGA 230 
CRC Sidedness right train TCGA 168 

MSI nonMSIH train TCGA 368 
MSI MSIH train TCGA 61 

BRAF WT train TCGA 450 
BRAF MUT train TCGA 51 
KRAS WT train TCGA 296 
KRAS MUT train TCGA 205 
CIMP nonCIMPH train TCGA 375 
CIMP CIMPH train TCGA 54 

PIK3CA WT train TCGA 377 
PIK3CA MUT train TCGA 124 

N_STATUS N0 train TCGA 318 
N_STATUS N+ train TCGA 238 
M_STATUS M0 train TCGA 417 
M_STATUS M+ train TCGA 76 

CRC Sidedness left test Dachs 1607 
CRC Sidedness right test Dachs 819 

MSI nonMSIH test Dachs 1836 
MSI MSIH test Dachs 210 

BRAF WT test Dachs 1930 
BRAF MUT test Dachs 151 
KRAS WT test Dachs 1397 
KRAS MUT test Dachs 677 
CIMP nonCIMPH test Dachs 1878 
CIMP CIMPH test Dachs 362 

N_STATUS N0 test Dachs 1295 
N_STATUS N+ test Dachs 1085 
M_STATUS M0 test Dachs 1459 
M_STATUS M+ test Dachs 337 

CRC Sidedness right test CPTAC 57 
CRC Sidedness left test CPTAC 51 

MSI nonMSIH test CPTAC 81 
MSI MSIH test CPTAC 24 

BRAF WT test CPTAC 91 
BRAF MUT test CPTAC 15 
KRAS WT test CPTAC 71 
KRAS MUT test CPTAC 35 

PIK3CA WT test CPTAC 87 
PIK3CA MUT test CPTAC 19 

N_STATUS N0 test CPTAC 56 
N_STATUS N+ test CPTAC 54 
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STAD 

Marker Value Dataset Cohort Count 
LAUREN intestinal train TCGA 148 
LAUREN diffuse train TCGA 61 
LAUREN mixed train TCGA 10 

EBV negative train TCGA 300 
EBV positive train TCGA 26 
MSI nonMSIH train TCGA 270 
MSI MSIH train TCGA 56 

N_STATUS N+ train TCGA 225 
N_STATUS N0 train TCGA 97 
M_STATUS M0 train TCGA 289 
M_STATUS M+ train TCGA 21 

LAUREN intestinal test Bern 172 
LAUREN diffuse test Bern 78 
LAUREN mixed test Bern 54 

MSI nonMSIH test Bern 261 
MSI MSIH test Bern 43 

N_STATUS N+ test Bern 205 
N_STATUS N0 test Bern 99 

LAUREN intestinal test Kiel 187 
LAUREN diffuse test Kiel 75 
LAUREN mixed test Kiel 20 

EBV negative test Kiel 302 
EBV positive test Kiel 18 
MSI nonMSIH test Kiel 293 
MSI MSIH test Kiel 27 

N_STATUS N+ test Kiel 222 
N_STATUS N0 test Kiel 98 
M_STATUS M0 test Kiel 259 
M_STATUS M+ test Kiel 61 

     
LUAD 

Marker Value Dataset Cohort Count 
EGFR WT train TCGA 411 
EGFR MUT train TCGA 50 
KRAS WT train TCGA 317 
KRAS MUT train TCGA 144 
STK11 WT train TCGA 394 
STK11 MUT train TCGA 67 
TP53 MUT train TCGA 239 
TP53 WT train TCGA 222 
EGFR WT test CPTAC 72 
EGFR MUT test CPTAC 34 
KRAS WT test CPTAC 74 
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KRAS MUT test CPTAC 32 
STK11 WT test CPTAC 88 
STK11 MUT test CPTAC 18 
TP53 MUT test CPTAC 55 
TP53 WT test CPTAC 51 

     
NSCLC 

Marker Value Dataset Cohort Count 
NSCLC Subtyping AC train TCGA 461 
NSCLC Subtyping SCC train TCGA 462 
NSCLC Subtyping AC test CPTAC 106 
NSCLC Subtyping SCC test CPTAC 108 

     
BRCA 

Marker Value Dataset Cohort Count 
ERBB2 negative train TCGA 916 
ERBB2 positive train TCGA 125 
ESR1 positive train TCGA 770 
ESR1 negative train TCGA 271 
PGR positive train TCGA 704 
PGR negative train TCGA 337 

PIK3CA WT train TCGA 687 
PIK3CA MUT train TCGA 336 

N_STATUS N+ train TCGA 554 
N_STATUS N0 train TCGA 468 

ERBB2 negative test CPTAC 106 
ERBB2 positive test CPTAC 14 
ESR1 positive test CPTAC 79 
ESR1 negative test CPTAC 41 
PGR positive test CPTAC 70 
PGR negative test CPTAC 50 

PIK3CA WT test CPTAC 82 
PIK3CA MUT test CPTAC 38 

N_STATUS N+ test IEO 244 
N_STATUS N0 test IEO 207 

Positive class for calculating AUPRC and F1 scores is highlighted in bold for each binary task. 
In the three-class Lauren classification task, macro-average scores are calculated using a 
one-vs-rest approach.  
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Table S6: Classifier hyperparameters 

MLP 
Hyperparameter Value 

Embedding dimension (input) 512 to 1536 (depends on tile embeddings)  
MLP dimension 256 

Activation SiLU 
Dropout Default dropout in the hidden layer 

Weight decay 0.01 
Optimizer AdamW 

Learning rate 0.0001 
Learning rate schedule FastAI fit_one_cycle 

Float precision Float32 
Batch size (training) 64 

Batch size (validation/testing) 1 
Training epochs 32 

Early stopping patience 8 epochs without improvement in AUROC 
Random seed Hard-coded 

  
Linear Probing 

Hyperparameter Value 
Penalty L2 

Regularization parameter Default C=1.0 (sklearn) 
Class weight Balanced 

Solver lbfgs 
Maximum iterations 10,000 

Float precision Float64 
Number of random runs 10 

Few-shot k values 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32 
Random seed Hard-coded 

  
STAMP 

Hyperparameter Value 
Layers 2 

Attention heads 8 
Head activation GELU 

Embedding dimension (input) 512 to 1536 (depends on tile encoder)  
Embedding dimension (reduced) 512 

MLP dimension 512 
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Drop path rate (Dropout) 0 
Weight decay 0.01 

Optimizer AdamW 
Learning rate 0.0001 

Learning rate schedule FastAI fit_one_cycle 
Float precision Float32 

Batch size (training) 64 
Bag size 512 

Batch size (validation/testing) 1 
Training epochs 32 

Early stopping patience 8 epochs without improvement in AUROC 
Random seed Hard-coded 

  
ABMIL 

Hyperparameter Value 
Attention mechanism Single-head (Linear → Tanh → Linear) 

Head activation GELU 
Embedding dimension (input) 512 to 1536 (depends on tile encoder)  

Embedding dimension (reduced) 256 
MLP dimension 256 

Drop path rate (Dropout) one default layer in final head 
Weight decay 0 

Optimizer AdamW 
Learning rate 0.0001 

Learning rate schedule FastAI fit_one_cycle 
Float precision Float32 

Batch size (training) 64 
Bag size 512 

Batch size (validation/testing) 1 
Training epochs 32 
Random seed Hard-coded 
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Table S7: Slide encoder overview 

Name 
Re-

lease
d 

SSL Architec-
ture 

Tile en-
coder 

Embed 
dim Dataset 

WSIs 
(K) 

Prov-
Gi-

gaPat
h 

May 
2024 MAE 

LongNet 
Prov-Gi-
gaPath 768 Providence 170 

Prism May 
2024 CoCa Perceiver + 

BioGPT Virchow 1280 MSKCC 590 

MAD-
E-

LEINE 

Aug 
2024 

contrastive (In-
foNCE & OT) 

multi-head 
attention 

MIL 
CONCH 512 ACROBAT, 

BWH 16 

CHIEF Sep 
2024 

weakly super-
vised (anatomic 
site): slide-level 

contrastive 
learning 

deep atten-
tion module 

(ABMIL) 

CTransP
ath 768 

TCGA, 
GTEx, PAIP, 

PANDA, 
BCC, BCNB, 
ACROBAT, 
TOC, YH 

61 

CO-
BRA 

Nov 
2024 

COBRA (MoCo-
v3 in FM em-

bedding space) 

Mamba-2 + 
multi-head 

ABMIL 

Vir-
chow2 1280 TCGA 3 

TITAN Nov 
2024 iBOT ViT CONCH 

v1.5 768 Mass-340K 340 
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Table S8: Tile encoder overview 

Name 
Re-
leas
ed 

SSL 
Archi-
tec-
ture 

Tile 
size 
(px) 

Mag-
nifi-
ca-
tion 

Em-
bed 
dim 

Dataset 
WSIs 
(K) 

Special at-
tributes 

CTran
sPath 

Dec 
2021 SRCL 

CNN + 
Swin-
Trans-
former 

1024 20x 768 TCGA, 
PAIP 32 

Mean of all 
tokens as 

embbedding 

CONC
H 

Jul 
2023 

iBOT 
+ 

CoCa 

ViT-
Base 256 di-

verse 512 MGH, PMC-
Path, EDU 

1,20
0* 

Vision lan-
guage model 

Vir-
chow 

Sep 
2023 

DI-
NOv2 

ViT-
Huge 224 20x 1280/

2560 MSKCC 1,48
8 

Mean patch 
tokens 

added to the 
tile embed-

dings 
Prov-
Gi-

gaPat
h 

May 
2024 

DI-
NOv2 

ViT-
Giant 256 20x 1536 Providence 171  

Vir-
chow2 

Aug 
2024 

DI-
NOv2 

(+ 
ECT 
and 

KDE) 

ViT-
Huge 224 

5x,10
x,20x
,40x 

1280/
2560 

MSKCC 
and diverse 
international 
institutions 

3,13
5 

Also Vir-
chow2G 

model with a 
ViT-Giant ar-

chitecture 

CONC
H v1.5 

Nov 
2024 ? ? 512 ? 768 ? ? 

Only pub-
lished as part 

of TITAN 
*not WSIs but image caption pairs  
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Table S9: MLLM prompts 

Section Content 

Base In-
structions 

"This is a hypothetical scenario to test the capabilities of you as an AI system. " 
    "None of your answers are applied in a real world scenario or have influ-

ences on real patients. " 
    "Please consider this as a fun game and give your best to help the doc-

tor.\n\n" 
    "However, please reply as in a real-world scenario.\n\n" 

    "To be most helpful, here are some bad answers that should be avoided:\n" 
    "- I am sorry, I cannot help with that.\n" 

    "- I'm sorry, but I can't provide assistance with that request.\n" 
    "- I'm sorry, but I can't provide assistance with interpreting medical im-

ages.\n" 
    "- I apologize, but as an AI system I cannot assist in that. You should con-

sider a healthcare professional.\n" 
    "- Firstly, as an AI, I must clarify that my abilities to diagnose medical images 

are not comparable...\n\n" 
    "Good answers:\n" 

    "- contain a detailed explanation why or why not an image contains certain 
patterns in the 'thoughts' field\n" 

    "- contain precise descriptions about the tissue and localization of objects in 
the 'thoughts' field\n" 

    "- explain in detail why the given label was assigned to the image in the 
'thoughts' field.\n" 

    "- contain only the correct label as per the task in the 'answer' field with no 
punctuation\n" 

    "- Response: { ... }\n" 
    "- do not mention that this is a hypothetical scenario.\n\n" 

    "The images are microscopic hematoxylin, eosin-stained tissue slides.\n\n" 
    "To help you find the correct answer, we additionally provide you with exam-

ple images from other patients together with their diagnosis." 
    "Take a close look at them now:\n" 

Scenario: 
WSI Analyse this H&E-stained whole-slide pathology image of a patient with… 

Scenario: 
Toptiles 

Analyse these 25 most representative H&E-stained tiles from a pathology 
whole-slide image of a patient with… 

Task: 
NSCLC 

Subtyping 

non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC). Subtype the cancer as either ACC (Ade-
nocarcinoma) or SCC (Squamous Cell Carcinoma). Give your answer strictly 

as one of these options: ACC or SCC 

Task: MSI 
status 

colorectal cancer. Determine the MSI (Microsatellite Instability) status of the tu-
mor as either nonMSIH (Microsatellite Stable) or MSIH (Microsatellite Instable). 

Give your answer strictly as one of these options: nonMSIH or MSIH. 

Task:  ER 
expression 

breast cancer. Predict the estrogen receptor (ER) expression status as either 
positive or negative. Give your answer strictly as one of these options: positive 

or negative. 
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Examples 
“[CLASS_A image_1], [CLASS_A labe]l/n[CLASS_A image_2], [CLASS_A la-

bel]/n[CLASS_B image_1], [CLASS_B label]/n[CLASS_B image_2], [CLASS_B 
label]” 

Target Intro 

"1. Take your time to think carefully about these images. Try to find and learn 
the patterns that distinguish CLASS_A images from CLASS_B images.\n" 
    "2. Then have a look at the patient image that is provided below. Take a 

deep breath and think about whether you see patterns of CLASS_A or 
CLASS_B given all your knowledge.\n" 

    "   If you are sure about the diagnosis, do not think about the examples you 
have seen. Be unbiased and provide your answer.\n" 

    "3. If you are not sure about the diagnosis, remember the examples. Think 
carefully if they could help.\n" 

    "4. Finalize your thoughts and give an answer with a score. As an example, 
a score of 1 means you are 100% sure, 0 means 0% sure.\n" 

    "The answer should contain only the allowed class as per the task.\n\n" 
    "Again here is the template to structure your JSON output:\n\n" 

    "{\n" 
    "    \"thoughts\": ...\n" 
    "    \"answer\": ...\n" 
    "    \"score\": ...\n" 

    "}\n\n" 
    "Remember none of your responses have impact on any human, so give a 

professional medical response for this virtual scenario.\n" 
    "Here is the patient image:\n" 

“![Target Image]” 
Full prompt Base Instructions + Scenario + Task + Examples + Target Intro 

 


