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Abstract— Automatic methods for early detection of
breast cancer on mammography can significantly decrease
mortality. Broad uptake of those methods in hospitals is
currently hindered because the methods have too many
constraints. They assume annotations available for single
images or even regions-of-interest (ROIs), and a fixed nhum-
ber of images per patient. Both assumptions do not hold in
a general hospital setting. Relaxing those assumptions re-
sults in a weakly supervised learning setting, where labels
are available per case, but not for individual images or ROls.
Not all images taken for a patient contain malignant regions
and the malighant ROIs cover only a tiny part of an image,
whereas most image regions represent benign tissue. In
this work, we investigate a two-level multi-instance learning
(MIL) approach for case-level breast cancer prediction on
two public datasets (1.6k and 5k cases) and an in-house
dataset of 21k cases. Observing that breast cancer is usu-
ally only present in one side, while images of both breasts
are taken as a precaution, we propose a domain-specific
MIL pooling variant. We show that two-level MIL can be
applied in realistic clinical settings where only case labels,
and a variable nhumber of images per patient are available.
Data in realistic settings scales with continuous patient
intake, while manual annotation efforts do not. Hence,
research should focus in particular on unsupervised ROI
extraction, in order to improve breast cancer prediction for
all patients.

Index Terms— Case-level breast cancer prediction, deep
neural network, mammography images, multi-instance
learning, weakly supervised learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Breast cancer is the most common cancer with 2.26 million
cases reported worldwide in 2020 causing 685k deaths [1].
Early detection of breast cancer using mammography as
diagnostic test has led to a significant decrease in breast
cancer mortality [2], [3]. Automatic breast cancer detection
methods on mammography improve clinical tools and reduce
radiologists’ workload [4]-[6]. Those automatic methods are
usually trained in a fully supervised manner with labels
available at the image-level [7], [8] or even at the region-
of-interest (ROI) level [4], [9]. Such annotations, however,
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are not available in a standard clinical workflow, and their
acquisition is not feasible due to high costs and time demands
from clinicians. In a standard clinical workflow, groundtruth is
only available for a mammography case, containing multiple
images from both breast sides. That is, breast cancer prediction
in a realistic setting is a weakly supervised learning task with
three particular challenges:

C1 Groundtruth is only available for a case, and not for
individual images (cf. Table Label in MGM).

C2 ROIs are not annotated and abnormalities cover only 2%
of the image regions [10].

C3 A mammography examination can result in a variable
number of images per case (cf. Table [lI] Case Dist.).

Neither of the current approaches addresses all three chal-
lenges. Approaches that rely on annotated datasets with
ROI [4], [11], image [7], [12] or side [13], [14] labels are
not applicable to datasets with case-level labels (C1, C2).
Assigning case labels to all images in a case [6], [14] creates
noisy datasets since malignancies are not necessarily visible
in all images (C1). Similarly, creating models that average
image labels for case-level prediction [15] does not account
for malignancies only visible in single images (C1), and might
result in low performance for highly imbalanced cases. Ap-
proaches that concatenate feature representations over views to
create a case-level representation [5], [16] or fix the number of
views by excluding images [5], [15] can not handle a variable
number of images per case (C3). Approaches that apply
weakly supervised learning at the image-level for unsupervised
extraction of ROIs [8], [17] address C2, but assume availability
of image labels (C1). Further, approaches that use multiscale,
multiresolution features of images for better detection of ROIs,
assume ROI annotations [18] or breast side labels [13] for
training (C1, C2).

Multi-Instance Learning (MIL) [26] is promising for our
weakly supervised learning task, as MIL learns from labelled
bags of instances, without labels for individual instances.
In our setting, the bag is the labelled case and images are
the unlabelled instances. We pose breast cancer prediction
in realistic settings as a MIL task on two levels: on image-
level, not all images correspond to the bag label (C1) and
on patch-level, most regions of the image do not correspond
to the image label (C2). Most similar to our work, Quel-
lec et al. [24] extract image regions, calculate hand-crafted
features from the extracted regions and apply standard MIL



TABLE |
COMPARISON OF OUR WORK TO EXISTING STATE-OF-THE-ART IN BREAST CANCER PREDICTION WITH MAMMOGRAPHY. INSTANCES REPORT THE
NUMBER OF ROIs (R)/ IMAGES (l)/ CASES (C) IN THE DATASET, TASK SHOWS THE CLASSIFICATION PROBLEM - MALIGNANT (M), BENIGN (B),
NORMAL (N), ABNORMAL (A = M+B). VIEWS STATES THE NUMBER OF IMAGES THE MODEL TAKES AS INPUT, E.G. 4 INDICATES LCC, LMLO, RCC,
RMLO. ROI ANNOTATION USED IN TRAINING (v') VS NOT (X). LEVEL INDICATES THE INPUT LEVEL FOR TRAINING AND PREDICTION. *AUC ON

CBIS TAKEN FROM [7], TUSES HAND-CRAFTED FEATURES, fOUR REPRODUCTION. WORKS DIFFER IN

, REPORTING STANDARD, LABEL.

Paper Year Dataset Instances Task Abnormality Views ROI Level AUC
Rampun et al. [9] 2018 CBIS 1,593 (R) M/B mass 1 v ROI
Tsochatzidis et al. [19] 2019 CBIS 1,697 (R) M/B mass 1 v ROI
Ragab et al. [20] 2021 CBIS 5,272 (R) M/B mass 1 v ROI
Khan et al. [21] 2019  MIAS-CBIS 3,890 (R) M/B mass, calc 4 v ROI-Case
Zhu et al. [12] 2017 CBIS 1,644 (C) M/B mass, calc. 1 X Image 0.79*
Shen et al. [4] 2019 CBIS 2,478 (I) M/B mass, calc. 1 v Image
Shu et al. [7] 2020 CBIS 3,071 (I) M/B mass, calc. 1 X Image
Shen et al. [8] 2021 CBIS 1,644 (C) M/B mass, calc. 1 X Image 0.86
Wei et al. [22] 2022 CBIS 3,103 (I) M/B mass, calc. 1 X Image 0.83
Carneiro et al. [16] 2015 DDSM 680 () M/B mass, calc. 2 v Breast side
Akselrod et al. [14] 2019 Private 52,936 (I)  M/rest all 4 X Breast side
Wu et al. [5] 2020 Private 229,426 (C) M/B/N all 4 v Breast side
Petrini et al. [23] 2022 CBIS 2,694 (I) M/B mass, calc. 2 v Breast side
Quellec et al. [24] 2016 DDSM 2,479 (C) A/N mass, calc. 4 X Case f
Kim et al. [15] 2018 Private 29,107 (C) M/N all 4 X Case

CBIS 1,645 (I) M/B mass, calc. Any X Case 0.64%
McKinney et al. [25] 2020 OPTIMAM 102,640 (C)  M/rest all 4 v Case
This work 2023 CBIS 1,645 (C) M/B mass, calc. Any X Case 0.79
VinDr 5,000 (C)  M/rest all Any X Case 0.83
Private 21,013 (C)  M/rest all Any X Case 0.85

approaches [26]-[29] at the case-level. However, their hand-
crafted features require heavy hyper-parameter tuning already
at region extraction. Instead, we aim for end-to-end learning
that is suitable for a variety of realistic breast cancer prediction
settings on mammography cases. In particular, we aim for
a method that assumes only case-level labels, accounts for
malignancies present only in a subset of images per case and
in small regions of those images, and is able to handle a
variable number of images per case (C1, C2, C3).
The contributions of our paper are as follows:

1) We describe a realistic setting for breast cancer predic-
tion on mammography through a hospital dataset with
case labels and variable images across cases (cf. Table [[1I
MGM).

2) We present a case-level MIL model that is capable of
handling a variable number of images, has unsupervised
ROI extraction and a novel domain-specific side-wise
MIL pooling at the image-level (cf. Fig. [T). We obtain
competitive performance on the two benchmark datasets
CBIS (AUC 0.81) and VinDr (AUC 0.83), and on our
private dataset, MGM (AUC 0.85).

3) We show that MIL model trained on case labels only,
achieves similar performance to models trained on image
labels, suggesting that case labels are sufficient and
image-level annotation is not necessary (Table [V]).

For reproducibility, we publish our code and training details

Terminology. A mammography is the diagnostic test, a

mammogram (or image) refers to an X-ray image captured

ICode available at https://github.com/ShreyasiPathak/
multiinstance-learning-mammography

during mammography. A case refers to the set of images taken
for a patient during mammography. A case consists of at most
1 image of type sidegview;. A view; € {craniocaudal (CC),
mediolateral oblique (MLO), lateromedial (LM), mediolateral
(ML), exaggerated craniocaudal (XCCL)} captures different
angles of the breast sidej, € {left (L), right (R)}. CC and MLO
are the standard views taken during mammography, with other
additional views taken to rule out or confirm abnormalities.
Variable-images refer to the non-fixed number of images per
case, including variable-views.

Il. STATE OF THE ART AND REPRODUCIBILITY

In this section we review state-of-the-art (SoTA) models on
breast cancer prediction and conduct experiments to identify
the most promising feature extraction method.

A. Comparison of SoTA Models

Table [[] summarizes SoOTA methods for breast cancer pre-
diction using mammography. To highlight differences across
methods, we report the dataset used, the number of instances
and the abnormalities included in the dataset (e.g. mass,
calcification, or all). We also report the classification task,
number of views accepted as input, whether ROI annotations
are used during training, the level at which the prediction is
done (also same as the training label), e.g., ROI, image, breast
side or case level and the AUC score.

We found that the reported scores cannot be compared,
because datasets differ and not all papers use a publicly
available dataset, e.g., CBIS-DDSM (CBIS) [30], DDSM [31],
VinDr [32] or MIAS-CBIS, a combination of MIAS and CBIS.
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Even methods that report results on the same public datasets
(e.g., CBIS) differ in 1) their data, ii) the reporting standards of
the result, and iii) the input level for training and prediction.
Methods differ in data due to the addition of instances over
time [7], [22], restriction to a specific abnormality [9], [19],
increase in the training dataset by data augmentation [11],
[20], and use of custom dataset split [4]. [22] reported a
difference of 13% in AUC for [4] on official split (AUC 0.75)
vs custom split (AUC 0.88) of CBIS. The reporting standards
of results differ due to use of test time augmentation to report
final scores (improves the performance by 1-2% [22]) and
use of model ensembles [8], [22]. Further, methods differ in
training label and prediction level, e.g., training with ROI
labels for prediction at the ROI-level [9], [11], [19], image-
level [4], [33], [34], side-level [5], [23], and case-level [25];
training with image labels for image-level predictions [7],
[8], [12], [35]; training with breast side label for side-level
predictions [5], [14], [16]. Some methods also use fine-grained
labels that are hard to obtain in practice to train classifiers on
detailed classes, e.g., abnormality type [4], [6]. We color coded
the AUC scores to indicate how comparable the scores are
to our result: indicates differences in the dataset or
CBIS split, darkgray indicates results reported on the official
CBIS split, but differ in reporting standards or training label
used, black is fully comparable results on official CBIS split.

Based on our analysis, we shortlisted two unsupervised ROI
extraction methods [7], [8] as image-level feature extractor
for our MIL model. We also shortlisted the feature extractor
of Kim et al. [15] as it is the strongest case-level baseline.
We implemented and compared them to select the best feature
extractor for our case-level MIL model.

B. Reproducibility and Choice of Feature Extractor

Since source code is not available for any of the selected
candidates (except GMIC [8], which has only inference code
available), we reproduced related work from the information
given in the corresponding paper We publish our implemen-
tation of these methods along with the training detailsT we
compared global feature learning models trained from scratch
against pretrained models. Specifically, we compared DIB-
MG [15], an adapted single channel ResNet model trained
from scratch with a fine-tuned pretrained DenseNet169 with
global average pooling (avgpool) or max pooling (maxpool)
in the last layer before the classification head [7] and a pre-
trained Resnet34 with avgpool [8]. We also compared global
feature learning models with unsupervised ROI candidates ex-
traction methods, specifically a pretrained DenseNet169 with
region-based group max pooling (RGP) and global group-
max pooling (GGP) [7], and GMIC-ResNet18 [8]. We report
performance (cf. Table [Tl) as stated in the original papers and
from our reproductiorﬂ on the official split of CBIS for image-
level prediction, i.e., a model takes as input a mammogram
image and is trained with the image label.

2We contacted the authors of all papers with no response for 2 papers and
no additional information about the implementation for 1 paper.

3For reproduction, we used the same bit resolution (8 bit) for all models,
except for models from [8] where authors explicitly mention 16 bit resolution.

Similar to previous work [36], we observed that results
reported by the original authors differ from our reproduction,
i.e., we observe smaller performance values. We confirm
previous findings that models with pretrained computer vision
backbones (DenseNet169, Resnet34) outperform backbones
trained from scratch (DIB-MG) [11], [16], [19]. The unsuper-
vised ROI extraction model, GMIC-ResNet18, is on par with
a standard Resnet34, and outperforms the other unsupervised
ROI extraction methods RGP and GGP by 0.04 points in
F1 scoreE] For our further experiments, we selected GMIC-
ResNet18 as the feature extractor for our case-level models.

TABLE Il
COMPARING FEATURE-EXTRACTORS FOR IMAGE-LEVEL PREDICTION
ON OFFICIAL CBIS sPLIT. BATCH SIZE SET TO 10.

Model F10% AUCOHr AucPaper
DIB-MG [15] 0.54+0.02 0.64+0.00 n.a.
DenseNet169 [7]
+ avgpool 0.62+0.03 0.76+£0.01 0.76+£0.00
+ maxpool 0.63+0.01 0.744+0.00 0.7440.00
+ RGP (k=0.7) 0.62+0.01 0.76+£0.01 0.84+0.00
+ GGP (k=0.7) 0.62+0.03 0.764+0.02 0.824+0.00
Resnet34 [8] 0.66+0.02 0.78+£0.01 0.79+0.01
GMIC-ResNet18 [8] 0.66+0.02 0.79+0.02 0.834+0.00
I11. APPROACH

Our task is to predict the classes malignant or benign given
a mammogram case containing any number of views from
breast sides (left, right). In the single-instance learning (SIL)
setting, the model learns the class label Y € {0, 1} (0: benign,
1: malignant) based on one input instance, i.e., one image.
In the MIL setting, classification is performed on a bag of
instances, X = {x1,29,..,2x} with a bag label € {0,1}.
The instances in the bag have no ordering and no relation
among each other (i.e., the bag is a set of instances). Each
instance in the bag has a label, y, which remains unknown
while only the label of the bag is known. In binary MIL, a
bag is considered positive if it contains at least one positive
instance [26]. Similarly, if a mammogram case (bag) contains
at least one malignant image (instance), the case is considered
malignant, otherwise benign. The MIL model framework is
shown in Fig. [T] center. Each mammogram image in a case is
passed to a feature extractor module shared among all images.
The feature representations are passed to the image-level MIL
pooling block to generate the bag-level prediction. For image-
level MIL pooling, we investigated pooling in instance and in
embedded space. Our framework is feature extractor agnostic.

A. Feature Extractor

We use GMIC-ResNet18 (referred as GMIC) [8] as feature
extractor (see Section for a comparison of feature extrac-
tors). GMIC takes a mammogram image as input (cf. Fig.
left), learns global level features using ResNet18 [37], which

4We attribute the gap in AUC (0.79 (our reproduction) vs 0.83 [8]) to a
smaller hyperparameter budget. 0.83 seem reasonable to achieve with a larger
budget, as we observed individual runs with an AUC of 0.82.
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Fig. 1. Model architecture. Center: overall architecture. An end-to-end trained feature extractor is applied to a variable number of input images (e.g.
LCC, LMLO, RCC), returning a feature representation per image. Multi-instance learning (MIL) methods then aggregate these feature for a final
decision. We compare different MIL pooling methods in our experiments. Left: An example feature extractor module, GMIC, capable of unsupervised
ROI extraction. Right: Our domain-specific pooling block attending on single images and additionally incorporating features for each side (based on
the assumption that single images of one side highly correlate in their cancerous state). Dashed lines indicate absent views. Best viewed in color.

are then passed through a 1x1 convolution and sigmoid to
generate a class-specific saliency map, encoding the malignant
probability for all regions. The top ¢ scores from this saliency
map are called Top-t features. The saliency map is then
used to retrieve the top-k ROI candidates (patches) from the
original image. Each patch is passed through another ResNet18
feature extractor and the last layer feature representation of
all patches is aggregated with Gated Attention (patch-level
MIL) [38], generating local features. The global features and
local features are concatenated into fusion features.

B. MIL Pooling Block

Our image-level MIL task is to predict the label for a case
without knowing the image labels. In MIL, image information
can be aggregated on score (instance-space (IS)) [27] or
feature (embedded-space (ES)) [39], [40] level using different
aggregation strategies (MIL pooling). In IS MIL, the model
outputs class scores for each instance, which are aggregated
using MIL pooling to output a bag-level score. Different
MIL pooling functions correspond to different assumptions
in IS [41], [42]. Max pooling assumes that every positive
bag has at least one positive instance, which is selected for
the bag-level decision (standard multi-instance assumption).
Mean pooling averages logits and assumes that every instance
contributes equally to the bag-level decision (collective as-
sumption), while attention pooling is used to weigh output
scores if contribution of instances differ and have to be learned
(weighted collective assumption). In ES MIL, the information
is aggregated at the feature embedding level, and mapped to
a bag-level feature vector using similar aggregation strategies.

We used the following four MIL pooling functions: mean,
max [43], attention (Att), and gated-attention (GAtt) [38]
defined as follows. Let x; be an input instance k from bag X
containing K instances, f be the feature embedding function
of a feature extractor and g be the classification function.
Further, let mj be the input to the MIL pooling function p.
For IS, my, is the class logit [, for ES paradigm my, is the
feature embedding hj. Let S be the bag-level logits for the
classes. The MIL pooling operations for IS and ES can be

written as:
IS: my =l = g(f(xr)), S = p(my)
ES:  my = hy = f(ag), g(p(my,))

S =
with the following pooling operations p(my):

K K

1
PMean = i7a Z Mg, PMax = mI?X mE, PG)AL = Z apmyg
k=1 k=1

The attention weights ay, definitions differ for Att and GAtt:
SNt exp{w " tanh(Vh;cr)}
Zszl exp{w ' tanh(Vh;l—)}
exp{w ' (tanh(Vh} ) ® sigm(Uhy "))}
S exp{w T (tanh(Vh]) © sigm(Uh; "))}’

GAtt
ag. =

w, V, U are trainable parameters, tanh, sigm (sigmoid) are
activation functions, ® is element-wise multiplication.

For MIL pooling on GMIC features, we performed MIL
pooling individually on the three types of features: fop-t
features, local features and fusion features (cf. Fig. [I). For
IS, we mapped the three image-level features to three separate
image-level scores and then applied MIL to obtain three case-
level scores. For ES, we applied the MIL pooling separately
on the three image-level feature embeddings to create three
case-level features. For both IS and ES, top-t features were
mapped to a score by averaging, whereas fusion features and
local features were mapped to a score using a FC layer. The
MIL pooling and the feature extractor module were trained
together using the case labels as target.

C. Domain-specific MIL Pooling Block

In standard MIL, all instances of a bag are conceptually
equal, resulting in image-wise aggregation of the feature
embedding (image-wise pooling “™9). A mammography case,
however, typically contains images of both breast sides (left
and right). Malignancies can either not occur, occur on one
side or on both sides. To find and weigh the condition of each
side separately for creating the aggregated bag-level feature



embedding, we propose a domain-specific pooling block for
side-wise aggregation in embedded space (side-wise pooling
side)  Feature embeddings are combined separately per side
with MIL pooling attention, and the resulting left and right
feature embedding are combined by another MIL pooling
attention operation (cf. Fig. [T} right). We used distinct attention
modules for each level.

D. Variable-Image Handling in MIL Models

In a realistic scenario, a variable number of images is
available per patient. MIL is inherently capable of handling
variable bag sizes. However, it fails to be so due to the
way pytorch implements keeping track of past updates for
optimizers such as Adam [44]. Even if a component is not
present in the forward pass and hence should not change,
the parameters are still updated via the gradient history. This
affects in particular the (gated) attention modules, which for
example do not need to be updated when only a single image
is present in the bag. We use a dynamic training approach for
our MIL models to handle any number of input images without
such undesired parameter updates. We group training batches
by same combination of image types, e.g., LCC+LMLO in
one batch, LCC+RCC+RMLO in another. After each mini-
batch weight update, we reset the weights and the optimizer
state of the unused components to the last state, where weights
were updated directly from the input and gradient history and
not from the gradient history alone.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

In this section, we describe the datasets and their pre-
processing, settings for model training, and evaluation. Our
retrospective study was approved by the institutional review
board of Hospital Group Twente (ZGT), The Netherlands.

A. Datasets

We evaluate our method on two public benchmarks - CBIS-
DDSM (1.6k cases), VinDr (5k cases) and our in-house dataset
MGM (21K cases). Table[[II| shows an overview of all datasets.

CBIS-DDSM (CBIS) [30] is a public dataset comprising
3,103 mammograms from 1,566 patients including only CC
and MLO views. It contains manually extracted ROI with
groundtruth labels at ROI-level. We transferred the ROI-level
labels to image-level by assigning malignant when any ROI
(lesion) in the image has the label malignant, otherwise we
label the image as benign (R—I). Further, we created case-
level labels inferred from the image labels with the groundtruth
of a case as malignant if any image in a case is malignant,
otherwise benign (I—C). Here, a case is defined as all images
taken for a patient for a specific abnormality (mass or calci-
fication). The original dataset contains 753 calcification and
892 mass, resulting in 1,645 cases in CBIS.

VinDr-Mammo [32] is a public dataset from two hospitals
in Vietnam, consisting of 5,000 4-image cases. Each image
has a BI-RADS [45] category assigned, i.e., the radiologists’
assessment of probability of malignancy, ranging from 1 to
5 (most malignant) for VinDr. To assess case-level prediction

performance, we assigned a case-level score by assigning the
highest BI-RADS category from the images to the case I—C).
Following [12], [16], we mapped the cases with BI-RADS 4, 5
to malignant, otherwise we label the case benign. This resulted
in 4,519 benign and 481 malignant cases.

TABLE llI
DATASET STATISTICS
Stats. CBIS VinDr MGM-FV / VV
Patients 1,566 n.a. 15,170 / 15,991
Cases 1,645 5,0001 19,614 / 21,013
Images 3,103 20,000 78,456 / 84,299
Bi-S Oto5S 1toS5 0Oto6
Label R—I-C R—I—-C C
CLAIL  21/774 (3%) 468/481 (97%) n.a.
Class " . 17;3 P’ oy [ 70 17220
Dist. B 871 B 4519
1154 4999
Case
Dist. 383
20 ot 1
1 2 3 4 3 4 1 2 3 4 4-std 5 6 7

Showing number of patients, cases and images, BI-RADS scores (Bi-S),
available annotations on ROI (R), image (I) or case (C) level; number of
malignant cases where the case label is not the same as the image label
(CL#£IL). Plots of class distribution (B - benign, M - malignant) and case
distribution grouped by the number of images per case (Case Dist.); MGM-
FV contains only the cases with 4 standard (4-std.) images (light green bar
in Case Dist); TOne of the cases of VinDr has two LCC images. We used
one of these images for our MIL models and both images for SIL models.

Our in-house dataset, MGM collected from Hospital Group
Twente (ZGT), The Netherlands contains 21,013 mammogram
cases (17,229 benign and 3,784 malignant) from 15,991 pa-
tients. Cases were either referred from a national screening
program, sent to the hospital by general practitioners, or in-
house patients requiring a diagnostic mammogram in the hos-
pital. To investigate the impact of variable number of views,
we create two versions of our dataset. MGM-FV contains the
cases with the 4 standard views [5], [15], i.e., CC and MLO
from L(eft) and R(ight), MGM-VV contains cases with all
views taken during mammography. Table [I1I| case dist. shows
the histogram of images per case in our MGM dataset. Note
that the group with 4 images in case dist. refer to cases with
any 4 images, whereas, 4-std are the cases having at least 4
images of standard views (93% of cases in MGM-VYV). The
cases in our dataset are labeled as either malignant or benign,
where benign includes normal cases with no tumor and cases
with benign tumor. In a standard hospital care setting, the
diagnosis for a breast cancer patient (malignant or benign)
is assigned to the full diagnostic pathway. We extracted the
pathways and assigned the label of the final diagnosis to
each mammogram case. To obtain the final diagnosis, we
used the financial code for a patient, because this is the
most accurate information available in this hospital. Thus, our
assigned groundtruth reflects the true diagnosis of the patient.

B. Data Preprocessing

We apply the same preprocessing to all datasets. We con-
vert images from DICOM [46] format to PNG following [4],



TABLE IV
PERFORMANCE OF MIL POOLING APPROACHES. BATCH SIZES (BS) CBIS: Bs=3, VINDR: BS=7, AND MGM-FV: BS=5
Model CBIS VinDr MGM-FV
F1 AUC F1 AUC F1 AUC
DIB-MG [15] 0.52+0.03 0.64+£0.01 0.32+£0.03 0.68+£0.02 0.37£0.01 0.71+£0.00
DMV-CNN [5] n.a. n.a. 0.27+£0.01 0.75+£0.04 0.36£0.00 0.68=+0.01
IS—Mea_r'nirng 0.654+0.07 0.794+0.03 0.45+£0.06 0.81£0.01 0.554+0.04 0.83+0.01
] IS—Ma.x'mg 0.66 £0.05 0.75+£0.05 0.46+0.03 0.82+£0.04 0.53+£0.01 0.81+0.01
g IS—Att'm.g 0.60 £0.08 0.78+0.04 0.43+0.04 0.81£0.03 0.564+0.02 0.85+0.01
é IS-GAtt'"™& 0.68+0.04 0.784+0.03 0.40+0.01 0.82+0.02 0.53+0.01 0.8440.00
g' ES—I\/Iea_nimg 0.65+£0.04 0.76£0.02 0.34+£0.04 0.80£0.00 0.55+£0.02 0.83+0.03
% ES—Max'mg 0.63+£0.04 0.76£0.01 046+0.06 0.80+£0.01 0.52+£0.03 0.82+0.00
ES—Att'm_g 0.67£0.06 0.81+0.02 044+0.04 0.81+£0.01 0.57£0.03 0.84+0.01
ES-GAtt'™& 0.66 £0.06 0.78+0.03 0.48+0.04 0.82+0.01 0.554+0.04 0.83+£0.02
ES-Attside 0.68+0.06 0.79+0.02 048+0.03 0.83+0.02 0.60+0.00 0.85+0.01

[15]. We save 16 bit images for CBIS, VinDr and 12 bit
images for MGM following the bit depth of the image in
DICOM format. To remove irrelevant information, such as
burned-in annotations and excess background [7], we first find
the contour mask covering the largest area, i.e., the region
of the breast. This mask is then used to extract the breast
region from the original image, automatically leading to the
removal of surrounding burned-in annotations. We finally use
a bounding box around the extracted portion to crop any
excess background (example images and preprocessing code
are available in the repositorym).

C. Training and Evaluation

For CBIS, we used the official train-test split for feature
extractor selection in the SIL setting (Table , but for MIL
models (Table and MIL vs SIL (Table [V) we used a
label-stratified split with 15% test set. For VinDr, we used the
official train-test split for all models and for MGM, we used a
label-stratified split with 15% test set. The training sets were
further divided into 90-10% train-validation splits and all cases
of a patient were exclusively contained in the same subset. For
hyperparameter selection, we performed a random search
over 20 hyperparameter combinations of learning rate, weight
decay and regularization term 3 for GMIC with ¢ = 2% for
top-t features in the SIL setting on CBIS and selected the
combination with the highest AUC on the validation set. We
used these hyperparameters for all models. All models were
trained using Adam, except DIB-MG, which used SGD. We
set the batch size (bs) to the largest possible value for the GPU
memory for each experiment (indicated in respective table
captions). In SIL, batch size refers to the number of images and
in MIL to the number of cases. We used dynamic training for
all (G)Att MIL models for CBIS, VinDr and MGM-VV: For
(G)At'™I MIL, we switched off update of attention modules,
if only a single image was present. In Att**?, if a single image
was present per side, we switched off the first level attention
module and if images were present for one side, we switched
of the second level attention module. In all models, we used a
weighted cost function for training by upweighting the error

of the malignant class by the ratio of benign to malignant
cases. All images from the right side were flipped horizontally.
For GMIC, we used the loss function from [8] for training
and used only the fusion features for evaluation on the test
set as in the original paper [8]. We used PyTorch 1.11.0, cuda
11.3 and ran all experiments on a single GPU (Nvidia A6000
and A100). For reproducible results, we fixed the random
seeds of weight initialization, data loading and set CUDA to
behave deterministically. We ran models with 2 (MGM) or
3 (other datasets) different random seeds for data splits and
report mean and standard deviation. We report F1 score and
AUC score. More details for reproducing our work (e.g., image
size, hyperparameters used) can be found in our repositoryL.

V. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

We designed the experiments along the following questions:

1) Which MIL pooling variant is most suitable for case-
level prediction? (Sec.

2) How do models trained on case labels compare to
models trained on image labels? (Sec. [V-B))

3) To what extent can MIL find important (malignant)
images in the malignant cases? (Sec.

4) How well do models trained on the four images of stan-
dard views perform on cases with variable-images com-
pared to models trained on variable-images? (Sec.

5) How well can an unsupervised ROI extractor, e.g.,
GMIC, extract the ROIs from the images in a MIL

model? (Sec. [V-E)

A. Comparison of MIL Variants

To analyse which MIL pooling operation in which setting
(IS vs. ES) performs better for our task, we compared the
following settings. In IS, we compared image-wise (*"9) MIL
pooling with Mean, Max, Att and GAtt. In ES, we addi-
tionally compared our domain specific pooling block Att*?4¢
(cf. Sec [II-C). Our MIL pooling attention consists of two
fully connected (FC) layers. Further, we compared our MIL
models to our reproduction of the state-of-the-art case-level



models, DMV-CNN [5] and DIB-MG [15]. We used the view-
wise feature concatenation version for DMV-CNN without any
application of BI-RADS pretraining and ROI heatmap (due to
their unavailability). DMV-CNN requires four fixed views and
cannot be trained on CBIS, where cases with four images are
the minority (“n.a.” in the result table).

Table [[V|shows that all our MIL variants outperform DMV-
CNN and DIB-MG for all datasets. Att, GAtt achieve better
performance in embedded space (ES) than in instance space
(IS), whereas Mean, Max achieve better in IS. Methods that
learn variable attention scores for images, ES-Att™& and
ES-Attsi® outperform simple averaging (IS-Mean'™8). Our
domain-specific MIL pooling block (ES-Att*%¢) performs best
overall (higher F1 score on MGM-FV, and on par with ES-
GAtt'™e and IS-GAtt'™& on VinDr and CBIS, respectively),
suggesting that side-wise MIL pooling improves over image-
wise pooling. Inspection of the entropy of the attention weight
distribution for malignant and benign cases shows that atten-
tion weights vary more for malignant than for benign cases
on MGM-FV (cf. Fig. 2). This suggests that MIL models are
learning to differentiate among the images in a malignant case.

mmE benign
malignant

0.4

0.2

IS-Att'm9 ES-Att™d ES-Attsie

MIL models

Fig. 2. Entropy of attention weight distribution of attention-based
models for malignant and benign class for MGM-FV. Red dashed line
shows the entropy for uniform weights of all views, e.g., 0.25 for four
views.

B. MIL vs SIL Performance

To analyse how models trained on case labels compare
to models trained on image labels, we compared our best
performing MIL model ES-Attsi9 to two SIL settings: SIL'",
where each image has its true label and SILCL, where the case
label is transferred to all images in that case. CBIS and VinDr
contain both image and case labels, whereas MGM contains
only the latter, thus SIL'" results are not reported on MGM.
All our model variants use GMIC as feature extractor and SIL
models were trained on the same train-val-test splits as MIL.

Table [V] show that all models trained on case labels either
outperform or are on par with models trained on image labels.
This suggests that case labels are sufficient for predicting
breast cancer and manual labelling of images is not required.
The difference is less pronounced for CBIS, which only
has 3% of malignant cases where the labels for cases and
images do not match, while VinDr has 97% of such cases (cf.

Table [TII).

TABLE V
SIL vs. MIL comPARISON (F1) oN CBIS, VINDR, MGM-VV; SIL
(Bs=10). PREDICTION (P), N.A.: IMAGE LABELS ARE UNAVAILABLE.

Model P. Level CBIS VinDr MGM-VV
siL't Image  0.66+0.03 0.27+0.01 n.a.
siL't Case 0.68+0.03 0.30£0.00 n.a.
SILCE Image 0.65+0.02 0.32+0.05 0.4440.01
SILCE Case 0.67+0.02 0.26+0.05 0.4440.01
ES-Att®®  Case 0.68--0.06 0.48+0.03 0.58+0.01

C. Analysing the Ability to Identify Relevant Images

To understand to which extent MIL models can identify
important, i.e., malignant, images in malignant cases, we
analysed the attention scores in MIL models as proxy for
the importance given to each image by the MIL model. We
converted the attention score to predicted image labels for all
truly malignant cases as follows: image k with attention score
ar > 0.25 was assigned malignant, otherwise benign. Then,
we calculated the F1 score with respect to the true image-level
labels. We performed this evaluation only for malignant cases
as all images in a benign case have the same groundtruth.
We performed this analysis on VinDr, as this is the largest
dataset with known image labels in our paper and has the
highest percentage of cases with mixed image labels (Table [ITI]
CL#IL).

Fig. 3] shows that our domain-specific MIL pooling (ES-
Attsi9®) has the best capability to find the malignant images
in malignant cases (F1= 0.82). All MIL attention models
outperform the baseline model, IS-Mean'™¢ (F1= 0.52), where
all images have equal importance. This shows that case label
trained MIL attention models are capable of identifying the
malignant images within a malignant case.
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Fig. 3. Agreement of images identified as relevant, i.e., malignant
(attention score > 0.25), for truly malignant cases on VinDr.

D. Variable-image Training

To analyse the impact of variable-image training, we com-
pared ES-Att'™€ trained on the dataset with variable views
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Fig. 4. Visualization of a malignant mammogram case from MGM dataset: the case contains 4 images - CC and MLO view from both left and
right breast. Each row shows the original mammogram image, the saliency map from the GMIC Global Network (important regions shown in red),
extracted ROIls marked on the image (blue) and then the 6 candidate ROIs extracted by our model ES-Att™&. The associated scores of the images
and patches are the attention weights assigned by the model. Views from right breast are flipped horizontally for input to the model.

MGM-VV and on its counterpart with only the four standard
views MGM-FV, both trained for max. 30 epochs with early
stopping (patience epoch 10).

Fig. [S|compares the performance of ES-Att™#& when trained
on MGM-FV and tested on MGM-VYV (light bars), and trained
and tested on MGM-VV (dark bars). We observe that the
models trained on variable views, MGM-VV (F1 = 0.59)
slightly outperform the models trained on fixed views, MGM-
FV (F1 = 0.58) overall (group All) and for most groups.
Cases with only standard views (std.) have a slightly higher
performance than cases with mixed (mix) views, containing
both standard and non-standard views. The standard deviation
of the F1 score seems to be negatively correlated with the
number of cases in each group. We conclude that it is not
necessary to train with variable-image cases to obtain a
reasonable performance on variable-image cases (including
unseen views) during prediction. However, variable-image
training slightly improves performance.

== MGM-VV
MGM-FV

Avg. F1 score

All 6 5 4 3 2 1 std. 4-std. mix.
(3158) (78) (278) (2590) (45) (115) (51) (2767)(2586) (391)
#images in a case (#avg. cases/group)

Fig. 5. Variable-view performance (F1 score) of ES-Att™& on MGM.
Showing mean and standard deviation (error bar), grouped by the
number of images per cases (in brackets).

E. Quality of Unsupervised ROI Extraction

We investigate the quality of the unsupervised ROI extractor
GMIC [8] both, quantitatively and qualitatively.

For the quantitative assessment, we calculated the intersec-
tion over union (IoU) and dice similarity coefficient (DSC)
of the extracted ROI candidates with the ROI groundtruth
annotations available in the two public datasets CBIS and
VinDr. We calculated scores in the MIL setting (ES-Attside)
and its SIL counterpart. In the multi-instance model (ES-
Atts9¢), the IoU is 0.04 and 0.23 on CBIS and VinDr,
respectively. DSC shows a similar pattern, with 0.05 and 0.34
on CBIS and VinDr. In the single-instance model (SIL'), both
measures show similar ranges to the multi-instance model: IoU
0.04 and 0.18, and DSC 0.07 and 0.28 on CBIS and VinDr,
respectively. The difference in score between the two datasets
might be due to the differing image quality.

Additionally, we qualitatively evaluated the ROI candidates
for 61 cases from the MGM test set through a semi-structured
interview with two radiologists. We divided the cases into four
groups: true positive (malignant detected as malignant), false
positive (benign detected as malignant), true negative (benign
detected as benign) and false negative (malignant detected as
benign) cases. Fig. ] shows an example true positive case from
MGM with extracted ROIs. We asked the following questions
during the interview. For true positives and false negative
cases: “Do you see any relevant ROI among the extracted
ROI candidates?” and “Does the relevant ROI have the highest
attention score?”. For true negative cases we asked “What kind
of patches do you see?” For misclassifications, we asked the
radiologists to describe which kind of mistakes were made.
Clinicians found the extracted ROIs to be relevant, and con-
firmed that the patches with abnormalities were extracted for
the malignant cases. Anecdotally, radiologists were surprised
that the model found the mass abnormality for one of the
cases with high breast density, which is usually rather hard
to detect for humans. While important ROIs were correctly
extracted, they were not always associated with the highest



attention score. On the image level, the important images
for the decision were more often correctly associated with
the highest attention scores. For benign cases, extracted ROIs
usually showed normal tissues. For the malignant and benign
misclassifications, the radiologists commented that the ROIs
correctly identified abnormal tissue, but that the decision on
malignant or benign would require additional diagnostic tests.

In summary, the qualitative assessment showed satisfying
quality of extracted ROIs for MGM, while the quantitative
measures indicate that improving ROI extraction could be a
key factor for improving overall model performance.

VI. DISCUSSION

Our results show case-level models are on par with image-
level models, eliminating the need for manual annotation of
images. The comparison to state-of-the-art models on the
public benchmark CBIS at image-level shows that our case-
level model (ES-Att'™s; AUCE] = 0.81 custom split, AUC
= 0.79 official split) performs similarly to models trained on
image labels [22] (AUC 0.80 official split, without ensemble
and test time augmentation). Our end-to-end deep learning
based model achieves similar performance to a case-level MIL
model trained on hand-crafted features from DDSM [24] and
also generalizes across 3 datasets. While Quellec et al. [24]
consider abnormalities that are not visible in both views as
false alarms, our domain-specific MIL pooling can learn to
select the important view for the task. Our overlap score (DSC
0.34 VinDr) between ROIs extracted by the model and the
groundtruth ROIs is in the same range as related work [§]
(DSC 0.33) and [17] (DSC 0.39) on a private dataset. More
investigation is needed for unsupervised ROI extraction such
that breast cancer prediction can be made more reliable.

We also observe differences in performance across
datasets. Overall, the performance varies from F1 = 0.68
on CBIS, F1 = 0.60 on MGM to F1 = 0.48 on VinDr.
Aside from varying data quantity and quality, the difficulty
of the classification task can also impact performance. Khan
et al. found normal vs. abnormal (benign and malignant) to
be easier to classify (AUC = 0.93) than malignant vs. benign
(AUC = 0.84) on MIAS-CBIS [21]. Similarly, the benign class
of CBIS has only benign cases (including benign abnormali-
ties), whereas in MGM it additionally contains normal cases.
Classes can also be defined based on BI-RADS score [16] (as
followed in VinDr), but this may not reflect the true class of
the cases (with a higher chance of some benign cases getting
the groundtruth of malignant). This might explain our low
performance on VinDr.

Reproducibility and replicability are important aspects of
scientific research to achieve scientific progress [47]. We found
a gap of 0.03-0.08 in AUC on CBIS while reproducing related
work [7], [8]. We call for transparency on hyperparameter
settings and the preprocessing details to support reproducibil-
ity. We have made our hyperparameters, preprocessing, and
training code publicm to promote reproducibility and to set
our work as a benchmark.

SMost related work only reports AUC. However, the score is misleading
for imbalanced datasets, as our results on VinDr show (cf. Table .

The main factors for high performance of case-level
breast cancer prediction models are pretraining, unsupervised
ROI extraction, choice of MIL pooling, and hyperparameter
tuning. First, we found that pretrained models (trained on
ImageNet) increase the performance by at least 10%. We
have not experimentally verified the claim of achieving higher
performance by pretraining models on BI-RADS scores [5],
[8], because BI-RADS scores are not readily available in
hospital databases. The performance range of our models
pretrained on ImageNet (AUC 0.85 MGM) is similar to models
pretrained on BI-RADS (AUC 0.82 view-wise model [5]
on private dataset), showing that both types of pretraining
are beneficial. Second, unsupervised ROI extraction improves
performance over global feature extractors for some datasets
(we observed a 3% higher AUC for GMIC vs Resnet34 for
ES-Atts9 on VinDr). Third, the choice of MIL pooling can
impact the F1 score by up to 8% (MGM-FV). Fourth, we
found hyperparameter tuning to be important to get good
performance. For instance, the AUC score varied from 0.78 to
0.82 for GMIC on official CBIS split among the top-5 settings
for model hyperparameters in SILE]

VIl. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We propose a foundational framework for case-level breast
cancer prediction using mammography that addresses the 3
challenges of realistic clinical settings - groundtruth only avail-
able at the case-level, no ROI annotation available and variable
number of images per case. Our case-level model achieves
similar performance to image-level models, suggesting that
time-consuming manual annotation of images is not required.
Our domain-specific MIL pooling method is competitive to
other MIL pooling methods across 3 datasets and outperforms
the other methods in identifying the malignant images in a
malignant case. Thus, our MIL model can reliably point out the
malignant breast side and image view, which is important for
uptake in a clinical workflow. As unsupervised ROI extraction
methods cannot yet perfectly detect ROIs, we call to focus on
unsupervised ROI extraction, in order to improve breast cancer
prediction in realistic settings and hence for the benefit of
all patients. In this work, we assume no dependencies among
instances. However, an abnormality visible in one view of one
breast may also be visible in the other views of that breast.
In future work, we aim to incorporate self-attention based
methods, which compute the attention weights of a bag by
relating instances to each other.
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