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2. What patterns of negligence are commonly observed among pa-

thologists using Al assistance? with Aperio CS2 scanner with 400X magnification (0.25um/pixel). (B) 48 high-power fields (0.4mm x 0.4mm = 0.16mm?) were Figure 4 Steps for synthesizing the majority voting decisions from k Al-assisted pathologists:

selected for the survey according to five criteria. (C) An example H&E HPF in the survey, containing six mitotic figures. (D) (A) random sampling: mitosis reporting from an odd number of k randomly-sampled, Al-assisted

Ground-truth mitosis locations were confirmed with the assistance of Phospho-histone H3 (pHH3) IHC stains. pathologists were collected, (B) majority voting: mitoses candidates reported by > k/2 patholo-
gists remained as the final decision.

3. What strategies can be implemented to protect pathologists from
“Al negligence”?
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4. Participants’ appropriateness level of Al reliance was measured by
Relative Self Reliance (RSR) and Relative Al Reliance (RAIR).
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participants detected mitoses in the same 48 HPF images with Al assistance.
Note: ** p <0.01, *** p < 0.001

VSN ‘vO ‘Asjjep d1dwA|Q ‘eds g HosaY dull4oA] ‘p20e "6-9 unf dNVV JHL 40 DNILIIN TVNNNY Y1001} Jo 191sod
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8§ 6. Participants’ correctness in mitosis detection was measured by the SN 2 - RAIR scatter plots indicate that majority voting can improve RAIR and RSR at the same time.

v precision and recall (sensitivity).
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