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Abstract

Background: Quantifying treatment response to gastroesophageal junction (GEJ) adenocarcinomas is crucial
to provide optimal therapeutic strategy. Routinely taken tissue samples provide an opportunity to enhance
existing PET/CT-based therapy response evaluation. Our objective was to investigate if deep learning
algorithms are capable to predict the therapy response of GEJ patients to neoadjuvant chemotherapy based
on histological tissue samples.

Methods: This diagnostic study recruited 67 patients with GEJ I-lll from the multicentric non-randomized
MEMORI trial including 3 German university hospitals TUM (Munich), LMU (Munich), and UME (Essen). All
patients underwent baseline PET/CT scans and esophageal biopsy before and 14-21 days after treatment
initiation. Treatment response was defined as a > 35% decrease in SUVmax from baseline. Several deep
learning algorithms were developed to predict PET/CT-based responders and non-responders to neoadjuvant
chemotherapy using digitized histopathological whole slide images.

Results: The resulting models were trained on TUM (n=25 pre-therapy, n=47 on-therapy) patients and
evaluated on our internal validation cohort from LMU and UME (n=17 pre-therapy, n=15 on-therapy).
Compared with multiple architectures, the best pre-therapy network achieves an area under the precision-
recall curve (AUPRC) of 0.81 (95% confidence interval (Cl), 0.61-1.00), area under the precision-recall curve
(AUPRC) of 0.82 (95% Cl, 0.61-1.00), balanced accuracy of 0.78 (95% Cl, 0.60-0.94), and a Matthews correlation
coefficient (MCC) of 0.55 (95% Cl, 0.18-0.88). The best on-therapy network achieves an AUROC of 0.84 (95%
Cl, 0.64-1.00), AUPRC of 0.82 (95% Cl, 0.56-1.00), balanced accuracy of 0.80 (95% Cl, 0.63-1.00), and MCC of
0.71 (95% Cl, 0.38-1.00), solving a task beyond the pathologists’ capabilities.

Conclusions: The findings suggest that the networks can predict treatment response using WSI with high
accuracy even pre-therapy, suggesting morphological tissue biomarkers. Subject to further validation, this
could lead to earlier therapy intensification compared to current PET/CT diagnostic system for non-responder.

Introduction over time, it remains unfavourable with only 20% of
The incidence of gastroesophageal junction (GEJ) patients in Western populations surviving 5
a@tequarcmemaSrbasrrapédJVMemﬁd paefdhedasdertified by ﬁ/g@rr%vli'g_ws and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

30 years, especially in Europe, North America, and In locally advanced GEJ, perioperative
Australia.!™® Although the prognosis has improved chemotherapy (e.g., FLOT4’) and neoadjuvant
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radiochemotherapy (e.g., CROSS®) strategies have
successfully improved survival. However, they have
not been compared to each other, thus leaving the
best treatment modality unknown so far. Several
trials have investigated early PET imaging for
therapy response prediction. We recently
performed the MEMORI trial (NCT02287129) which
evaluated PET-directed neoadjuvant chemotherapy
(CTX) or salvage chemoradiotherapy (CRT).
Importantly, we assembled sequential, high-quality
tumor biopsies at FDG-PET/CT imaging time points
pre-therapy and during therapy for GEJ.° This trial
demonstrated an improved rate of negative surgical
margins and pathologic complete remission when
patients underwent salvage intensified CRT after
not responding to standard neoadjuvant CTX
determined by PET response 14-21 days after
chemotherapy initiation.® Thus, early treatment
response assessment can inform and improve
patient care in this setting.>°

However, acquiring PET/CT images pre- and
during therapy is logistically demanding, cost-
intensive, and the patient is exposed to radioactive
tracers twice early during treatment. Furthermore,
at least 14 days are needed to determine responder
status based on metabolic uptake. On the contrary,
biopsy samples are routinely taken for diagnosis
prior to therapy. Nonetheless, trying to determine
the effect of neoadjuvant CTX solely based on
hematoxylin and eosin (H&E) stained biopsy
samples still needs to be solved, as no predictive
biomarkers nor histological patterns for this are
known. In this study, we analyzed tumor features of
GEJ carcinomas in digitized histology images pre-
and during treatment by utilizing deep learning (DL)
approaches to predict the treatment response to
neoadjuvant CTX, focusing on the routinely sampled
pre-therapy biopsy slides.

For the computational assessment, tissue slides
are scanned at high resolution resulting in whole
slide images (WSI). Some challenges associated with
WSI are the large image size, high morphological
variance, inconsistent staining, and information at
different  magnifications  (local vs. global
structure).!*!2  Despite these challenges, DL
approaches have been successfully applied to
various low-level image analysis tasks, including
image preprocessing?®15, disease classification?®,
cell detection'’"*%, and segmentation?%?!, as well as
higher-level tasks such as predicting disease
proghosis and diagnosis??>, patient survival
analysis?3, treatment prognosis®*?5, or identification
of complex biomarkers like microsatellite instability
detection?®. Especially for high-level tasks, the
mapping between tissue morphology and the global
label is often unknown, notably, if pathologists have
no prior knowledge and identifying the underlying
relationship itself is part of the research.?”

Thus, to predict the treatment response to
neoadjuvant CTX, we used algorithms relying on
weak supervision without any tissue annotations.
All algorithms were validated on an internal
validation cohort.

Materials and Methods

The MEMORI study was approved by the Ethics
Committee of University Hospital Rechts der Isar,
Munich, Germany, and has been reported
previously. This study was carried out in
accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. We
followed the Transparent Reporting of a
Multivariable Prediction Model for Individual
Prognosis or Diagnosis (TRIPOD) reporting
guideline.?®

Patients and Dataset

A patient cohort from the non-randomized MEMORI
trial with histologically confirmed GEJ I-1ll according
to Siewert classification®® from three German
university hospitals (Munich, TUM; Munich, LMU;
Essen, UME), treated between December 1, 2014
and December 31, 2018, was used in this study.
Patients were excluded if they had previous
radiotherapy targeted at the thorax, existing distant
metastases (M1b), or tumor infiltration into the
tracheobronchial system (see supplementary Table
S1 for all criteria).

All patients initially underwent baseline 18F-FDG
PET/CT and tumor biopsy followed by one cycle of
chemotherapy (pre-therapy, d1). PET/CT and
endoscopic esophageal biopsies were repeated on
days 14-21 (on-therapy, d14-21) after the first
PET/CT scan. Based on metabolic tumor activity
quantified by the PET standardized uptake value
(SUV), patients with a = 35 % decrease in d14-21
SUVmax compared to d1 baseline were defined as
responders (R), otherwise as non-responders (NR),
similar to the previous MUNICON [+l trials®30-32,
Responder patients continued with CTX prior to
surgery, non-responders switched to salvage
chemoradiotherapy. Interventions conducted after
the second PET/CT scan to determine the treatment
response of the first CTX cycle on d14-d21 were not
considered in this investigation. A flowchart
depicting the process of patient enrollment and
subgroup formation with intervention events is
provided in Figure 1.

In total, 67 (TUM = 49, LMU = 39, UME = 9)
patients were identified to have 22 per protocol
treated non-responders with up to 4 tumor WSI per
biopsy sampling. A trained board-certified
pathologist reviewed all slides to ensure sufficient
slide quality and annotated tumor areas. Subject to
pathological review, 42 patients (TUM = 25, LMU =
8, UME = 9) with 152 WSI were included in the d1
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Figure 1. Study Design and Patient Flow

Study design for our retrospective recruited MEMORI cohort (A). The patients underwent neoadjuvant chemotherapy for 14-21 days, then
being stratified in responder (R) and non-responder (NR) patients. We just consider the first cycle of CTX until patients had been stratified
for our analysis (B). The complete MEMORI trial protocol also encompasses the analysis of therapy adaption based on FDG-PET/CT

responder status in CTX or salvage chemoradiotherapy (CRT), which is not part of this investigation.

analysis and 62 patients (TUM = 47, LMU = 6, UME
= 9) with 204 WSI in the d14-21 analysis. Clinical
characteristics, including age, sex, BMI, tumor
grading, and TNM staging are listed in the
Supplement (see Table S2).

Development of the Deep Learning Model

Our proposed DL pipeline has three steps, as shown
in Figure 2. The first step is to preprocess each
scanned tissue specimen (WSI) to generate non-
overlapping, quadratic patches of size 256 px and
4096 px, respectively, at 20 X magnification. For
patch generation, tissue detection (Otsu®®) is first
performed, followed by Macenko stain
normalization’>3*, The second step is to extract
histological image features out of the patches by
using a deep learning based encoder network.
Finally, all image features are aggregated by a
decoder network into a patient feature vector for
final treatment response prediction. Multiple neural
networks for the encoder and decoder were
combined to find the best possible prediction
model. Rather than modeling temporal progression,
the networks consider only WSI from a single
sampling time (d1 vs. d14-21).

To extract image features from the patches, we
examined two different state-of-the-art feature
extraction methods: Convolutional neural networks
(CNNs) and Vision Transformers®® (ViTs). Specifically,
we used a modified ResNet50%¢%” network as a CNN
encoder network. Although high performance for
histopathologic feature extraction was already
achieved using ImageNet-based network

weights3’38, we trained an additional ResNet50
encoder by utilizing the self-supervised
representation learning algorithm SimTriplet®® on
histopathological images to yield domain-specific
features (e.g., morphological tissue features, cell
features). As an alternative encoder structure, we
used two recently published ViT architectures
designed explicitly for histopathological feature
extraction, called ViT-256 and ViT-4096, trained on
33 different cancer cases from The Cancer Genome
Atlas (TCGA).*>*! The ViT-256 network computes
features of local cell clusters, that are combined by
ViT-4096 into organizational units describing a tissue
microenvironment.*°

To aggregate the patch-wise feature vectors, we
used two weakly-supervised approaches
compromising multiple instance learning (MIL)3742
and graph neural networks (GNNs)3#4344 |n the case
of MIL, all patch features of one patient are
aggregated by permutation invariant pooling
operations, such as simple baseline mean and max
pooling. To cover flexible patch contribution, we
also used the clustering-constrained attention MIL
(CLAM)*” network based on an interpretable
attention mechanism. For each patch, an adaptive
weight score is calculated depending on the patch
information and the comparison to all remaining
patches of a WSI. The score takes the relative patch
importance for the models’ prediction into account.
By using attention mechanisms in this way, we hope
to improve the accuracy and interpretability of our
results. In particular, various visualization
techniques can be used to highlight the areas of the
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WSI that are most important for predicting therapy
response. The authors of CLAM published weights
for a network that was trained on TCGA data for
non-small-cell-lung-cancer  (NSCLC)  subtyping,
which we used for network initialization.

One drawback of the attention mechanismis the
inability to deal with spatial context, due to the
permutation invariant pooling operator. To
overcome this limitation, we also tested a graph-
based neural network, specifically Patch Graph
Convolutional Network (PatchGCN)*®. For this
purpose, adjacent patch-wise feature vectors are
connected via edges to build up a neighborhood
graph. The edge weights between the individual
feature vectors (modeling graph nodes) are again
calculated via the attention mechanism. The feature
vectors are successively aggregated by a neural
network to a single patient vector, considering
spatial patterns. In total, we used the following
networks architectures:

. Encoder: ResNet50 (ImageNet), ResNet50
(SimSiam), ViT-256, ViT-4096

. Decoder: Max (MIL), Mean (MIL), CLAM
(MIL), PatchGCN (GNN)

Further architectural details and training setups are
given in the supplementary method section S1.

Model Selection and Performance Evaluation
Among all encoder and decoder networks, we first
needed to find the best combination for patient
classification. We performed stratified Monte Carlo
cross validation (MCCV, 75% train, 25% test set) on
the patient level for each combination with 20 non-
overlapping folds to estimate the models'
performance.®

As our models were designed to include just one
timepoint, we performed model selection
separately on d1 (pre-therapy) and d14-21 (on-
therapy) samples. Given the best classification
model structures retrieved by MCCV, models got
trained and tested on data from TUM hospital and
internally validated on data from UME and LMU
hospitals. Besides internal validation, cross-
timepoint evaluation was carried out on each final
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pre- and on-therapy classification model to examine
if detected morphological features for treatment
response are consistent.

Performance was assessed using four common
metrics: the area under the receiver operating
characteristic curve (AUROC), the area under the
precision-recall curve retrieved by average precision
(AUPRC), the balanced accuracy (B. Acc.) and
Matthews correlation coefficient (MCC)*®.

Qualitative heatmap visualizations based on the
attention scores were created for attention-based
networks. We selected the 250 highest attending
patches of each patient in our validation set,
clustered them with Density-Based Spatial
Clustering (DBSCAN)* (see supplementary Methods
S2), and calculated two-dimensional
representations using Uniform Manifold
Approximation and Projection for Dimension
Reduction (UMAP)*®. The resulting clusters were
analyzed by a trained board-certified pathologist to
identify and interpret predictive regions and
structures.

Model Training

The ImageNet ResNet50 was used with default
weights. In addition, we trained the ResNet50 with
patches from the MEMORI dataset (d1 and d14-21)
by using SimTriplet®®. The pre-trained pan-cancer
ViT-256 and ViT-4096 networks were not finetuned,
as they already have been trained on 104 million
cell-level images (ViT-256) and 408,218 tissue
microenvironments (ViT-4096), suggesting sufficient
feature extraction capabilities for histological
images.

All decoder networks were optimized using
Adam optimizer (Methods S2 in the Supplement).
Training of the aggregation networks was
performed at the WSI level with the patient label.
The evaluation was always performed at the patient
level including all available WSI.

For model selection with MCCV, we retrieved a
dataset of 42 (27 R, 15 NR) patients with a total of
152 WSIs (105 R, 47 NR) for d1 and 62 (42 R, 20 NR)
patients with a total of 204 WSIs (145 R, 59 NR) for
d14-21. For internal d1 validation, 25 patients (17 R,
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Figure 2. Deep learning pipeline for digitized tissue specimens to predict the treatment response determined

by PET/CT. The WSI are first preprocessed to generate patches and then provided to the network. For each patch, image features are
calculated, which are subsequently aggregated to predict the treatment response.
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8 NR) with 90 WSI (67 R, 23 NR) were available from
the TUM hospital for training and testing and a total
of 17 patients (10 R, 7 NR) with 62 WSI (38 R, 24 NR)
were available from the UME and LMU for final
validation. For the internal d14-21 validation, the
distribution is as follows: TUM 47 training and
testing patients (32 R, 15 NR) with 147 WSI (106 R,
41 NR), UME and LMU 15 validation patients (10 R,
5 NR) with 47 WSI (29 R, 18 NR).

Statistical Analysis

Data were analyzed between January and October
2022. Bootstrap resampling with 1000 repetitions
was used to determine the 95% Cls of the test
results. Statistical significance of clinical parameters
was determined by Spearman’s rank correlation and
T-test, both 2-sided, with a P < .05 significance
level. Statistical analysis was carried out in Python

Results

Clinical Characteristics

The clinical parameters of the patients are
presented in Table S2 and S3 in the supplementary
material. We found no significant correlation
between clinical parameters and treatment
response to neoadjuvant CTX.

Prediction Performance for Model Selection with
McCcv

The MCCV classification results are summarized in
Table 1. For pre-therapy (d1) experiments, both
mean and max baseline pooling operators obtained
random behavior (Table S4 in the Supplement),
except for mean pooling in combination with the
ViT-4096 encoder network with a mean AUROC of
0.72 (SD, 0.12). The three best-performing model

(3.9.7) with SciPy* (1.7.1), Pandas*® (1.3.4), and

combinations based on mean AUROC are the pre-
scikit-learn®! (1.1.2).

trained CLAM network in combination with

Table 1. MCCV Results for model selection. Result format: Mean (SD).
Abbreviations: AUROC, area under the receiver operating characteristic curve; AUPRC, area under the precision-recall curve; B. Acc., balanced
accuracy; MCC, Matthews correlation coefficient; CLAM pre-trained, CLAM network pre-trained on TCGA NSCLC and finetuned on MEMORI

data.
Decoder Encoder AUROC AUPRC B. Acc. MccC
Pre-Therapy (d1) MCCV Results
Mean ViT-4096 0.72 (0.12) 0.67 (0.17) 0.55 (0.10) 0.00 (0.00)
CLAM ResNet50 ImageNet 0.80 (0.14) 0.76 (0.14) 0.72 (0.09) 0.44 (0.18)
Pre-trained  ResNet50 SimTriplet | 0.75 (0.15) 0.69 (0.16) 0.64 (0.15) 0.28 (0.30)
ResNet50 ImageNet | 0.72 (0.20) 0.66 (0.18) 0.50 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
PatchGCN ResNet50 SimTriplet | 0.74 (0.18) 0.68 (0.16) 0.50 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
ViT-256 0.58 (0.20) 0.58 (0.19) 0.56 (0.09) 0.14 (0.21)
On-Therapy (d14-d21) MCCV Results
ResNet50 ImageNet | 0.49 (0.09) 0.35 (0.06) 0.50 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
Mo ResNet50 SimTriplet | 0.54 (0.17) 0.41 (0.12) 0.50 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
ViT-256 0.59 (0.08) 0.39 (0.08) 0.56 (0.08) 0.15 (0.19)
ViT-4096 0.74 (0.13) 0.59 (0.16) 0.64 (0.12) 0.28 (0.27)
ResNet50 ImageNet | 0.69 (0.12) 0.65 (0.12) 0.63 (0.09) 0.36 (0.21)
Mean ResNet50 SimTriplet | 0.81 (0.09) 0.73 (0.12) 0.69 (0.11) 0.43 (0.21)
ViT-256 0.82 (0.09) 0.75 (0.12) 0.70 (0.09) 0.46 (0.25)
ViT-4096 0.89 (0.08) 0.83 (0.12) 0.79 (0.10) 0.61(0.17)
CLAM ResNet50 ImageNet | 0.72 (0.12) 0.68 (0.12) 0.58 (0.07) 0.19 (0.19)
ViT-256 0.80 (0.10) 0.74 (0.12) 0.71(0.11) 0.48 (0.21)
CLAM ResNet50 ImageNet | 0.73 (0.14) 0.64 (0.16) 0.63 (0.14) 0.29 (0.32)
Pre-trained  ResNet50 SimTriplet | 0.86 (0.07) 0.76 (0.12) 0.68 (0.13) 0.40 (0.28)
ResNet50 ImageNet | 0.70 (0.14) 0.59 (0.19) 0.51 (0.02) 0.02 (0.08)
PatchGCN ResNet50 SimTriplet 0.84 (0.08) 0.76 (0.10) 0.70 (0.13) 0.46 (0.25)
ViT-256 0.82 (0.11) 0.73 (0.14) 0.70 (0.14) 0.43 (0.27)
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ResNet50 ImageNet (0.80, SD 0.14) and our
ResNet50 SimTriplet encoder network (0.75, SD
0.15), respectively, and the graph-based PatchGCN
network again with the ResNet50 SimTriplet
encoder (0.74, SD 0.18).

Overall, on-therapy (d14-21) networks showed
superior predictive performance compared to d1
networks. Especially, the ViT-4096 encoder network
in combination with mean pooling outperformed
any other network combination for on-therapy
biopsy samples with a mean AUROC of 0.89 (SD,
0.08). The pre-trained CLAM network with our
ResNet50 SimTriplet encoder also achieved good
results with an AUROC of 0.86 (SD, 0.07). Compared
to d1 MCCV results, PatchGCN with ResNet50
SimTriplet encoder achieved a performance
increase of 13% to 0.84 AUROC (SD, 0.10). In
particular, the balanced classification performance
for this setup improved from random guessing to
0.70 (SD, 0.13). AUROC distributions for the best
networks are illustrated in supplementary Figure S4.

Prediction Performance on Validation Cohort

Based on the MCCV test results, we selected the
following four networks for internal validation: ViT-
4096 with mean pooling, pre-trained CLAM network
with ResNet50 (ImageNet, SimTriplet), and
PatchGCN with ResNet50 SimTriplet encoder. The
validation results are presented in Table 2. As
previously reported for MCCV, the pre-trained
CLAM network with ImageNet ResNet50 was the
best-performing network for predicting the
treatment response of neoadjuvant CTX based on
pre-therapy biopsy samples. The network achieved
a validation AUROC of 0.81 (95% Cl, 0.61-1.00),

AUPRC of 0.82 (95% Cl, 0.61-1.00), balanced
accuracy of 0.78 (95% Cl, 0.60-0.94), and an MCC of
0.55 (95% Cl, 0.18-0.88) on our internal validation
cohort. Likewise, the combination of the ViT-4096
encoder and mean pooling achieved the best
validation performance on the on-therapy biopsy
samples, with an AUROC of 0.84 (95% Cl, 0.64-1.00),
AUPRC of 0.82 (95% Cl, 0.56-1.00), balanced
accuracy of 0.80 (95% ClI, 0.63-1.00), and MCC of
0.71 (95% Cl, 0.38-1.00).

Qualitative Performance on Validation Cohort

To interpret the DL model performance, we created
representative attention heatmaps (Figure 3) for the
CLAM network with ResNet50 ImageNet encoder
for internal validation. For some patients, the
attention heatmaps correlate strongly with the
tumor regions. For others, high scores have also
been assigned to peripheral tumor areas and
surrounding tissue. Comparing the d1 heatmaps
with the d14-21 heatmaps reveals that for d1 there
is a more robust delineation between tumor regions
and normal tissue. To further analyze the
performance, we illustrated UMAP embeddings of
the highest-attending patches along with DBSCAN
clusters (Figure 3). For each cluster, representative
tissue patches are shown in addition to exemplar
low-attending patches. Regardless of the sample
time, patches with low attention scores are mainly
without important tissue information, e.g.,
corrupted/blurred patches, blood, detritus, and cell
artifacts. Identified clusters in the d1 samples are
one cluster with healthy squamous epithelium, two
clusters with tumor, and one cluster consisting of
macrophages and single tumor cells. In the d14-21

Table 2. Validation Results on internal UME and LMU patient cohort. Result format: Mean (SD).
Abbreviations: AUROC, area under the receiver operating characteristic curve; AUPRC, area under the precision-recall curve; B. Acc., balanced
accuracy; MCC, Matthews correlation coefficient; CLAM pre-trained, CLAM network pre-trained on TCGA NSCLC and finetuned on MEMORI data.

Decoder Encoder AUROC AUPRC B. Acc. MCC

Pre-Therapy (d1) Validation Results on UME and LMU Hospital data (n=17)

Mean

CLAM
Pre-trained

PatchGCN

ViT-4096

ResNet50 ImageNet
ResNet50 SimTriplet
ResNet50 SimTriplet

0.70 (0.46-0.94)
0.81 (0.61-1.00)
0.54 (0.30-0.79)
0.49 (0.32-0.67)

0.61 (0.39-0.93)
0.82 (0.61-1.00)
0.48 (0.28-0.81)
0.43 (0.25-0.70)

0.69 (0.48-0.88)
0.78 (0.60-0.94)
0.50 (0.50-0.50)
0.50 (0.50-0.50)

0.38 (-0.04-0.75)
0.55 (0.18-0.88)
0.00 (0.00-0.00)
0.00 (0.00-0.00)

On-Therapy (d14-d21) Validation Result

s on UME and LMU Hospital data (n=15)

Mean

CLAM
Pre-trained

PatchGCN

ViT-4096

ResNet50 ImageNet
ResNet50 SimTriplet
ResNet50 SimTriplet

0.84 (0.64-1.00)
0.76 (0.50-1.00)
0.74 (0.43-1.00)

0.80 (0.56-1.00)

0.82 (0.56-1.00)
0.67 (0.37-1.00)
0.69 (0.33-1.00)
0.80 (0.52-1.00)

0.80 (0.63-1.00)
0.60 (0.50-0.80)
0.55 (0.40-0.75)
0.50 (0.50-0.50)

0.71 (0.38-1.00)
0.38 (0.00-0.71)
0.14 (-0.26-0.56)
0.00 (0.00-0.00)
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samples, we were again able to identify clusters of
squamous epithelium and tumor areas. However,
the clusters are not as well differentiated as in the
d1samples (e.g., cluster 3), and one cluster contains
dysplastic columnar tissue. Additional visualizations
using the ViT-256 and ViT-4096 encoders are
provided in Figures S5 and S6 (Supplement).

Prediction Performance on Cross-Timepoint Data
Testing the best-performing models from our
internal validation sets on cross-timepoint data, we
obtained a random AUROC classification
performance of 0.48 (95% Cl, 0.34-0.62) using d14-
21 therapy biopsy samples on the best d1 model
and 0.51 (95% Cl, 0.35-0.65) vice versa.

Discussion

This diagnostic study based on the prospective
MEMORI trial is the first to evaluate the treatment
response of GEJ cancer patients with histological
slides using DL. We were able to select and train two
networks achieving high accuracy on an internal
validation cohort while maintaining high AUPRC
values. These results suggest that H&E biopsy
samples contain tissue morphologies indicating
treatment response. The high accuracy with pre-
therapy biopsy samples is of particular interest,
which may support early patient stratification for
therapy adjustment and justifies further tissue
analysis in collaboration with pathologists. So far,
pathologists have not been able to predict
treatment response based on biopsy specimens
alone. Also, besides PET/CT-based diagnostics, no
known clinical parameters (e.g., TNM staging, tumor
grading) show a significant correlation with
treatment response.

Our work demonstrates that pre-trained models
on WSI achieve superior performance. On the one
hand, CLAM network pre-trained on TCGA NSCLC
WSI achieves the best performance on the pre-
therapy tissue samples and yields good results for
the therapy tissue samples. The untreated GEJ
tumor samples have morphologically similar
structures to NSCLC tissue samples; Thus, the
network generalizes. On the other hand, the
combination of the pan-cancer TCGA pre-trained
ViT-4096 encoder and mean-pooling achieves the
best results for the on-therapy evaluation. Due to
CTX, the treated samples have highly altered tissue,
whereby pan-cancer pre-training generates more
predictive features (see Figure S5 and S6 in the
Supplement).

The attention heatmaps in Figure 3 aim to refuse
shortcut learning and spurious attractors (e.g.,
staining differences) and to reveal key regions of the
model. Both d1 and d14-d21 prediction models
facilitate tumor regions and the surrounding tissue

(tumor microenvironment). The clusters (Figure 3)
confirm the visual heatmaps interpretation that
mainly tumor areas are responsible for treatment
response, but also healthy squamous epithelium
has an influence. Low-attending patches,
conversely, are patches without any meaningful
tissue. The partially clear demarcation of the
clustersin the pre-therapy specimens is remarkable,
although esophageal adenocarcinoma is a very
heterogeneous tumor, in which variability in the
clusters would have been quite expected.

The inferior performance of the baseline
models, together with the CLAM attention
heatmaps and clusters (Figure 3), indicate that not a
single small tissue section or the whole sample are
equally important for prediction, but a complex
interaction of the tumor with its microenvironment
and the surrounding squamous epithelium is
relevant.

In evaluating the best networks on image data
from the other time, classification performance
dropped dramatically. These performance drops are
pathologically plausible since CTX does not
selectively alter the tumor tissue. Instead, the
tumor and surrounding tissue heterogeneity
increase due to therapy, explaining the different
patterns found. Thus, we showed that
computationally accessible tissue changes result
from the treatment.

The implications of our results are wide-ranging.
Being able to detect non-responder patients based
on pre-therapy WSI could significantly improve
patient care and apply targeted therapy at an early
therapy course. Nonetheless, we have only shown
that patient stratification on digitized tissue samples
is possible. The histopathological patterns that have
led to this classification still need to be revealed and
further research is crucial. In future work, it could be
interesting to incorporate multiple imaging
modalities (H&E, PET/CT) combined with blood and
genetic testing in one multimodal model®? to test if
prediction accuracy can be further enhanced to
build one encompassing pre-screening test.

Limitations

There are several limitations in this study. First, we
just performed internal validation on a dataset
acquired from two different German hospitals from
patients of the MEMORI trial. In addition, our
patient cohort is reasonably small, needing more
extensive follow-up cohorts for external validation.
All validation results must therefore be interpreted
with caution. Second, our training label is based on
the PET/CT SUVmax cut-off value. Thus, because no
other method of determining treatment response is
known, no conclusive comparison between the
predictive performance of H&E biopsy images with
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Figure 3. Attention-Score analysis using heatmaps and clustering for best-performing validation networks.

The best network combination shown here is the pre-trained CLAM in combination with ResNet50 ImageNet, each for pre-therapy (A) and
on-therapy (B) data. Exemplary attention heatmaps using relative attention scores are given along with tumor region of interest, drawn by a
board-certified pathologist. The attention scores indicate the relative predictive importance of the tissue area. Highest attending patches (red
heatmap regions) were used to generate cluster plots using the U-Map embedding algorithm. On the right, representative patches for
identified clusters of high-attending patches are shown. Low-Attending patches (C) with no predictive importance are similar for both
intervention times (pre-therapy vs. on-therapy).
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our networks and PET/CT-guided treatment
decisions®® is possible. Third, the qualitative
interpretability of our approach is limited. Although
we were able to show that our network does not
perform shortcut learning, we can only interpret the
learned features using our clustering. We were not
able to identify new interpretable biomarkers.
Fourth, we are currently limited to either using d1
or d14-21 images, not incorporating all available
information in one network. Multimodal networks
integrating different sources of information (H&E,
PET/CT, blood test, genomic) may provide improved
classification results with increased interpretability.

Conclusions

In this diagnostic study, we developed two DL
models to predict PET/CT treatment response status
with high-resolution H&E biopsy sample images and
achieved high accuracy even on the pre-therapy
data on our internal validation set. This classifier
could help with patient stratification for treatment
adjustment at an early stage, if validated in
prospective studies. We believe that this work
provides an essential foundation to establish a new
histological diagnostic system.

Funding

This work was supported by a grant from the
Schafersnolte-Gedachtnis-Stiftung. The Memori
trial was funded by the German Cancer Consortium
(DKTK). The funders had no role in the design and
conduct of the study; collection, management
analysis, and interpretation of the data;
preparation, review, or approval of the manuscript;
and decision to submit the manuscript for
publication. We thank the tissue-bank of Klinikum
Rechts der Isar and TUM (MTBIO) for their excellent
technical support.

Disclosure

KLP reports personal fees from ABX outside the
submitted work. KS reports her work at the advisory
board of TRIMT GmbH. Wilko Weichert reports
research grants from Roche, MSD, BMS, and
AstraZeneca; Advisory board, lectures, and speaker
bureaus from Roche, MSD, BMS, AstraZeneca,
Pfizer, Merck, Lilly, Boehringer, Novartis, Takeda,
Bayer, Janssen, Amgen, Astellas, lllumina, Eisai,
Siemens, Agilent, ADC, GSK, and Molecular Health.
The work of JT.S. is supported by the German
Cancer Consortium (DKTK) and by the German
Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF;
01KD2206A/SATURN3). J.T.S. receives honoraria as

a consultant or for continuing medical education
presentations from AstraZeneca, Bayer, Boehringer
Ingelheim, Bristol-Myers Squibb, Immunocore, MSD
Sharp Dohme, Novartis, Roche/Genentech, and
Servier. His institution receives research funding
from Abalos Therapeutics, Boehringer Ingelheim,
Bristol-Myers Squibb, Celgene, Eisbach Bio, and
Roche/Genentech; he holds ownership and serves
on the Board of Directors of Pharmal5, all outside
the submitted work. All other authors have declared
no conflicts of interest.

Data Sharing

The participants of this study did not give written
consent for their data to be shared publicly. There is
no additional data available.

References

1. Coleman HG, Xie SH, Lagergren J. The Epidemiology of
Esophageal Adenocarcinoma. Gastroenterology.
2018;154(2):390-405.
doi:10.1053/j.gastro.2017.07.046

2. Edgren G, Adami HO, Weiderpass E, Weiderpass
Vainio E, Nyrén O. A global assessment of the
oesophageal adenocarcinoma epidemic.  Gut.
2013;62(10):1406-1414. doi:10.1136/gutjnl-2012-
302412

3. Lagergren J, Lagergren P. Recent developments in
esophageal adenocarcinoma. CA Cancer J Clin.
2013;63(4):232-248. doi:10.3322/caac.21185

4. Gavin AT, Francisci S, Foschi R, et al. Oesophageal
cancer survival in Europe: a EUROCARE-4 study.
Cancer Epidemiol. 2012;36(6):505-512.
doi:10.1016/j.canep.2012.07.009

5. Njei B, McCarty TR, Birk JW. Trends in esophageal
cancer survival in United States adults from 1973 to
2009: A SEER database analysis. J Gastroenterol
Hepatol. 2016;31(6):1141-1146.
doi:10.1111/jgh.13289

6. Launoy G, Bossard N, Castro C, Manfredi S, GRELL
EUROCARE-5 Working Group. Trends in net survival
from esophageal cancer in six European Latin
countries: results from the SUDCAN population-based
study. Eur J Cancer Prev. 2017;26:524-S31.
doi:10.1097/CEJ.0000000000000308

7. Al-Batran SE, Homann N, Pauligk C, et al. Perioperative
chemotherapy with fluorouracil plus leucovorin,
oxaliplatin, and docetaxel versus fluorouracil or
capecitabine plus cisplatin and epirubicin for locally
advanced, resectable gastric or gastro-oesophageal
junction adenocarcinoma (FLOT4): a randomised,
phase 2/3 trial. The Lancet. 2019;393(10184):1948-
1957. doi:10.1016/s0140-6736(18)32557-1

8. van Hagen P, Hulshof MCCM, van Lanschot JJB, et al.
Preoperative Chemoradiotherapy for Esophageal or
Junctional Cancer. N Engl J Med. 2012;366(22):2074-
2084. doi:10.1056/nejmoal112088


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286553
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286553; this version posted March 3, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Lorenzen S, Quante M, Rauscher |, et al. PET-directed
combined modality therapy for gastroesophageal
junction cancer: Results of the multicentre
prospective MEMORI trial of the German Cancer
Consortium (DKTK). European Journal of Cancer.
2022;175:99-106. doi:10.1016/j.ejca.2022.07.027
Buschenfelde CM zum, Herrmann K, Schuster T, et al.
18F-FDG PET-Guided  Salvage  Neoadjuvant
Radiochemotherapy of Adenocarcinoma of the
Esophagogastric Junction: The MUNICON Il Trial.
Journal of Nuclear Medicine. 2011;52(8):1189-1196.
doi:10.2967/jnumed.110.085803

Dimitriou N, Arandjelovi¢ O, Caie PD. Deep Learning
for Whole Slide Image Analysis: An Overview.
Frontiers in Medicine. 2019;6.
doi:10.3389/fmed.2019.00264

Sali R, Moradinasab N, Guleria S, et al. Deep Learning
for Whole-Slide Tissue Histopathology Classification:
A Comparative Study in the Identification of Dysplastic
and Non-Dysplastic Barrett’s Esophagus. J Pers Med.
2020;10(4):141. doi:10.3390/jpm10040141
Balkenhol M, Karssemeijer N, Litjens GJS, van der Laak
J, Ciompi F, Tellez D. H&E stain augmentation improves
generalization of convolutional networks for
histopathological mitosis detection. Gurcan MN,
Tomaszewski JE, eds. Medical Imaging 2018: Digital
Pathology. 2018;10581:34. d0i:10.1117/12.2293048
Khan AM, Rajpoot N, Treanor D, Magee D. A Nonlinear
Mapping Approach to Stain Normalization in Digital
Histopathology Images Using Image-Specific Color
Deconvolution. [EEE Transactions on Biomedical
Engineering. 2014;61(6):1729-1738.
doi:10.1109/TBME.2014.2303294

Macenko M, Niethammer M, Marron JS, et al. A
method for normalizing histology slides for
quantitative analysis. 2009 IEEE International
Symposium on Biomedical Imaging: From Nano to
Macro. Published online June 2009:1107-1110.
doi:10.1109/1SBI.2009.5193250

Tomita N, Abdollahi B, Wei J, Ren B, Suriawinata A,
Hassanpour S. Attention-Based Deep Neural
Networks for Detection of Cancerous and
Precancerous Esophagus Tissue on Histopathological
Slides. JAMA Netw Open. 2019;2(11):e1914645.
doi:10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2019.14645

Bandi P, Geessink O, Manson Q, et al. From Detection
of Individual Metastases to Classification of Lymph
Node Status at the Patient Level: The CAMELYON17
Challenge. IEEE Transactions on Medical Imaging.
2019;38(2):550-560. doi:10.1109/TMI.2018.2867350
Ehteshami Bejnordi B, Veta M, Johannes van Diest P,
et al. Diagnostic Assessment of Deep Learning
Algorithms for Detection of Lymph Node Metastases
in  Women  With Breast Cancer. JAMA.
2017;318(22):2199-2210.
doi:10.1001/jama.2017.14585

Graham S, Vu QD, Raza SEA, et al. Hover-Net:
Simultaneous segmentation and classification of
nuclei in multi-tissue histology images. Medical Image
Analysis. 2019;58:101563.
doi:10.1016/j.media.2019.101563

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

Sirinukunwattana K, Pluim JPW, Chen H, et al. Gland
segmentation in colon histology images: The glas
challenge contest. Med Image Anal. 2017;35:489-502.
doi:10.1016/j.media.2016.08.008

Ester O, Horst F, Seibold C, et al. Valuing Vicinity:
Memory attention framework for context-based
semantic segmentation in histopathology. Published
online October 21, 2022.
doi:10.48550/arXiv.2210.11822

Skrede OJ, De Raedt S, Kleppe A, et al. Deep learning
for prediction of colorectal cancer outcome: a
discovery and validation study. Lancet.
2020;395(10221):350-360. doi:10.1016/50140-
6736(19)32998-8

Zadeh Shirazi A, Fornaciari E, Bagherian NS, Ebert LM,
Koszyca B, Gomez GA. DeepSurvNet: deep survival
convolutional network for brain cancer survival rate
classification based on histopathological images. Med
Biol Eng Comput. 2020;58(5):1031-1045.
doi:10.1007/s11517-020-02147-3

Barrera C, Velu P, Bera K, et al. Computer-extracted
features relating to spatial arrangement of tumor
infiltrating lymphocytes to predict response to
nivolumab in non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC). JCO.
2018;36(15_suppl):12115-12115.
doi:10.1200/JC0.2018.36.15_suppl.12115

Harder N, Schonmeyer R, Nekolla K, et al. Automatic
discovery of image-based signatures for ipilimumab
response prediction in malignant melanoma. Sci Rep.
2019;9(1):7449. doi:10.1038/s41598-019-43525-8

Echle A, Grabsch HI, Quirke P, et al. Clinical-Grade
Detection of Microsatellite Instability in Colorectal
Tumors by Deep Learning. Gastroenterology.
2020;159(4):1406-1416.e11.
doi:10.1053/j.gastro.2020.06.021

Couture HD. Deep Learning-Based Prediction of
Molecular Tumor Biomarkers from H&E: A Practical
Review. Published online November 27, 2022.
doi:10.48550/arXiv.2211.14847

Collins GS, Reitsma JB, Altman DG, Moons KGM.
Transparent Reporting of a multivariable prediction
model for Individual Prognosis Or Diagnosis (TRIPOD):
the TRIPOD Statement. British Journal of Surgery.
2015;102(3):148-158. doi:10.1002/bjs.9736

Siewert JR, Stein HJ. Classification of adenocarcinoma
of the oesophagogastric junction. British Journal of
Surgery. 1998;85(11):1457-1459. doi:10.1046/j.1365-
2168.1998.00940.x

Lordick F, Ott K, Krause BJ, et al. PET to assess early
metabolic response and to guide treatment of
adenocarcinoma of the oesophagogastric junction:
the MUNICON phase |l trial. Lancet Oncol.
2007;8(9):797-805. doi:10.1016/51470-
2045(07)70244-9

. Schneider PM, Eshmuminov D, Rordorf T, et al.

18FDG-PET-CT identifies histopathological non-
responders after neoadjuvant chemotherapy in locally
advanced gastric and cardia cancer: cohort study.
BMC Cancer. 2018;18:548. doi:10.1186/s12885-018-
4477-4

10


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286553
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286553; this version posted March 3, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Ott K, Weber WA, Lordick F, et al. Metabolic imaging
predicts response, survival, and recurrence in
adenocarcinomas of the esophagogastric junction. J
Clin Oncol. 2006;24(29):4692-4698.
doi:10.1200/JC0.2006.06.7801

Otsu N. A Threshold Selection Method from Gray-
Level Histograms. IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man,
and Cybernetics. 1979;9(1):62-66.
doi:10.1109/TSMC.1979.4310076

Zarella MD, Bowman D, Aeffner F, et al. A Practical
Guide to Whole Slide Imaging: A White Paper From
the Digital Pathology Association. Arch Pathol Lab
Med. 2019;143(2):222-234. doi:10.5858/arpa.2018-
0343-RA

Dosovitskiy A, Beyer L, Kolesnikov A, et al. An Image is
Worth 16x16 Words: Transformers for Image
Recognition at Scale. In: International Conference on
Learning Representations. ; 2021.
https://openreview.net/forum?id=YicbFdNTTy

He K, Zhang X, Ren S, Sun J. Deep Residual Learning
for Image Recognition. In: 2016 IEEE Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR).
IEEE; 2016:770-778. doi:10.1109/CVPR.2016.90

Lu MY, Williamson DFK, Chen TY, Chen RJ, Barbieri M,
Mahmood F. Data-efficient and weakly supervised
computational pathology on whole-slide images. Nat
Biomed Eng. 2021;5(6):555-570. d0i:10.1038/s41551-
020-00682-w

Chen RJ, Lu MY, Shaban M, et al. Whole Slide Images
are 2D Point Clouds: Context-Aware Survival
Prediction using Patch-based Graph Convolutional
Networks. Med Image Comput Comput Assist Interv.
Published online  July 27, 2021:339-349.
doi:10.1007/978-3-030-87237-3_33

Liu Q, Louis PC, Lu Y, et al. SimTriplet: Simple Triplet
Representation Learning with a Single GPU. Published
online March 9, 2021. Accessed May 24, 2022.
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.05585

Chen RJ, Chen C, LiY, et al. Scaling Vision Transformers
to Gigapixel Images via Hierarchical Self-Supervised
Learning. In: 2022 IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). IEEE;
2022:16123-16134.
doi:10.1109/CVPR52688.2022.01567

Caron M, Touvron H, Misra I, et al. Emerging
Properties in Self-Supervised Vision Transformers.
Proc IEEE Int Conf Comput Vis. Published online May
24, 2021:9650-9660.
doi:10.1109/iccv48922.2021.00951

llse M, Tomczak JM, Welling M. Attention-based Deep
Multiple Instance Learning. Proceedings of Machine
Learning Research. 2018;80:2127-2136.

Pati P, Jaume G, Foncubierta-Rodriguez A, et al.
Hierarchical graph representations in digital
pathology. Medical Image Analysis. 2022;75:102264.
doi:10.1016/j.media.2021.102264

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

Lu W, Toss M, Rakha E, Rajpoot N, Minhas F.
SlideGraph+: Whole Slide Image Level Graphs to
Predict HER2Status in Breast Cancer. Medical Image
Analysis. 2021;80:102486.
doi:10.1016/j.media.2022.102486

Xu QS, Lliang YZ. Monte Carlo cross validation.
Chemometrics and Intelligent Laboratory Systems.
2001;56(1):1-11. doi:10.1016/50169-7439(00)00122-
2

Chicco D, Jurman G. The advantages of the Matthews
correlation coefficient (MCC) over F1 score and
accuracy in binary classification evaluation. BMC
Genomics. 2020;21(1):6. doi:10.1186/s12864-019-
6413-7

Ester M, Kriegel HP, Sander J, Xu X. A density-based
algorithm for discovering clusters in large spatial
databases with noise. In: Proceedings of the Second
International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and
Data Mining. KDD’96. AAAI Press; 1996:226-231.

Mclnnes L, Healy J, Melville J. UMAP: Uniform
Manifold Approximation and Projection for
Dimension Reduction. Published online September
17, 2020. doi:10.48550/arXiv.1802.03426

Virtanen P, Gommers R, Oliphant TE, et al. SciPy 1.0:
Fundamental Algorithms for Scientific Computing in
Python. Nature  Methods. 2020;17:261-272.
doi:10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2

McKinney W. Data Structures for Statistical Computing
in Python. In: Walt S van der, Millman J, eds.
Proceedings of the 9th Python in Science Conference.;
2010:56-61. doi:10.25080/Majora-92bf1922-00a

Pedregosa F, Varoquaux G, Gramfort A, et al. Scikit-
learn: Machine Learning in Python. Journal of
Machine Learning Research. 2011;12:2825-2830.

Lipkova J, Chen RJ, Chen B, et al. Artificial intelligence
for multimodal data integration in oncology. Cancer
Cell. 2022;40(10):1095-1110.
doi:10.1016/j.ccell.2022.09.012

Yeh JCY, Yu WH, Yang CK, et al. Predicting aggressive
histopathological features in esophageal cancer with
positron emission tomography using a deep
convolutional neural network. Ann Transl Med.
2021;9(1):37. doi:10.21037/atm-20-1419

11


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.01.23286553
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

