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Abstract

Chest X-rays (CXRs) are the most frequently performed imaging test in clinical
practice. Recent advances in the development of vision-language foundation mod-
els (FMs) give rise to the possibility of performing automated CXR interpretation,
which can assist physicians with clinical decision-making and improve patient out-
comes. However, developing FMs that can accurately interpret CXRs is challenging
due to the (1) limited availability of large-scale vision-language datasets in the
medical image domain, (2) lack of vision and language encoders that can capture
the complexities of medical data, and (3) absence of evaluation frameworks for
benchmarking the abilities of FMs on CXR interpretation. In this work, we address
these challenges by first introducing CheXinstruct - a large-scale instruction-tuning
dataset curated from 28 publicly-available datasets. We then present CheXagent -
an instruction-tuned FM capable of analyzing and summarizing CXRs. To build
CheXagent, we design a clinical large language model (LLM) for parsing radiology
reports, a vision encoder for representing CXR images, and a network to bridge the
vision and language modalities. Finally, we introduce CheXbench - a novel bench-
mark designed to systematically evaluate FMs across 8 clinically-relevant CXR
interpretation tasks. Extensive quantitative evaluations and qualitative reviews
with five expert radiologists demonstrate that CheXagent outperforms previously-
developed general- and medical-domain FMs on CheXbench tasks. Furthermore,
in an effort to improve model transparency, we perform a fairness evaluation across
factors of sex, race and age to highlight potential performance disparities. Our
projectis at https://stanford-aimi.github.io/chexagent.html.
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Figure 1: Overview of the proposed pipeline: CheXinstruct is a curation of datasets for instruction-tuning across
various CXR tasks, CheXagent is our clinical FM for CXR interpretation, and CheXbench is our comprehensive
FM evaluation benchmark. Two example CXR interpretation tasks include local findings generation and open-
ended visual question answering (VQA).

1 Introduction

Foundation models (FMs) have recently emerged as a powerful class of models capable of performing
a diverse range of reasoning and comprehension tasks [9]. The rise of FMs presents a major
opportunity to re-imagine complex healthcare workflows that commonly require posing multi-faceted
questions from inherently multi-modal data. One particular clinical workflow is the analysis of
medical imaging data. Take for example chest X-ray (CXR) interpretation - the most common medical
imaging study, with 70+ million CXRs performed annually in the US [33]. Here, radiologists interpret
hundreds of images daily, translate imaging insights into textual descriptions, and summarize image
findings succinctly to other clinicians, while maximizing accuracy and minimizing bias. Moreover,
patient-facing tasks for CXRs might include answering clarifying questions about these generated
findings. A CXR FM capable of automating or increasing the efficiency of these tasks can substantially
improve clinical decision-making as well as patient satisfaction and outcomes [67, 75, 96].

High-quality CXR FMs must bridge the gap between vision and language. Most prior approaches for
building vision-language FMs focus on natural image settings, where high-performing methods align
image encoders with pretrained large language models (LLMs). Such instruction-tuned multimodal
LLMs demonstrate superior capabilities across a range of perception and generation tasks. However,
developing instruction-tuned multimodal LLMs for medical imaging is challenging for the following
reasons:

1. There is a lack of vision-language medical imaging datasets. Instruction-tuned multimodal
LLMs require large-scale, diverse training datasets with data triplets consisting of instruc-
tions, images, and answers. Whereas existing approaches in the natural image domain
leverage millions of training samples from datasets like LAION-5B [66], the availability
of such data is severely limited in the medical domain due to patient privacy concerns that
prevent dissemination of large corpora of medical text. As a result, existing instruction-
tuned multimodal LL.Ms developed for CXR interpretation are trained on small datasets
with limited instruction diversity [74, 89].

2. Existing vision and language encoders fail to capture the complexities of medical data.
Multimodal LLMs require powerful image and text encoders. However, CXRs represent a
large domain shift from natural images and text, and thus, existing pretrained vision and
language encoders struggle with medical knowledge grounding.

3. Performing rigorous evaluations of multimodal LLMs in medicine is challenging. Multi-
modal LLMs generate open-ended responses, and evaluating free-text responses for factual
correctness and completeness is arduous, particularly for large-scale evaluations that require
domain expertise. Previous FMs developed for CXR interpretation are primarily evaluated
using visual-question-answer (VQA) or text generation tasks. To the best of our knowledge,
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there are no existing benchmarks for quantitative and qualitative evaluation of multimodal
LLMs across diverse, clinically-relevant CXR interpretation tasks.

In this work, we address these challenges by (i) introducing CheXinstruct, a large-scale instruction-
tuning dataset with instruction-image-answer triplets, (ii) developing CheXagent, an instruction-tuned
multimodal LLM for CXR interpretation, and (iii) curating CheXbench, a novel benchmark to enable
systematic comparisons of FMs across 8 clinically-relevant CXR interpretation tasks. Below we
outline our key contributions, also summarized in Fig. 1, that can help create capable and robust CXR
FMs:

1. CheXinstruct is an instruction-tuning dataset with 6M instruction-image-answer triplets
designed to improve the ability of FMs to interpret CXRs. We collect instructions from 34
tasks and 65 unique datasets, spanning categories including coarse- and fine-grained image
understanding, question answering, and text generation.

2. CheXagent is an instruction-tuned foundation model with 8B parameters capable of analyz-
ing images, understanding text, and generating responses. Our methodology for developing
CheXagent includes training (1) a clinical LLM capable of understanding radiology reports,
(2) a vision encoder capable of reading CXRs, and (3) a network to bridge the vision and
language modalities. We then perform instruction-tuning using data from CheXinstruct.

3. CheXbench is a novel benchmark designed to rigorously evaluate FMs across two evaluation
axes: image perception and textual understanding. We introduce 8 tasks across 7 CXR
datasets, and we evaluate performance using close-ended multiple-choice predictions as
well as open-ended text generation.

We use CheXbench to compare CheXagent with six prior general-domain and medical-domain FMs.
Across six visual tasks, the performance of CheXagent surpasses general-domain FMs by 97.5% and
medical-domain FMs by 55.7%. Across two text generation tasks, CheXagent provides medical text
evaluated via automated quantitative metrics and qualitative metrics from five expert radiologists. We
further provide an evaluation of potential model bias and highlight performance disparities across
demographic factors of sex, race and age to improve model transparency.

2 Related Work

2.1 Foundation Models

The surge in available data and computational resources has enabled the creation of FMs that are
versatile in addressing a wide array of tasks with a single generalist model.

Language: Significant strides in FMs were first seen in natural language processing (NLP) because
large-scale text data was easily accessible online. LLMs like GPT-3 [10], ChatGPT, GPT-4 [54],
FLAN-TS5 [18], Llama-2 [76, 77], Mistral 7B [35], and PaLM-2 [17, 3] excel at multiple text-based
tasks using only prompting, enabling new possibilities, such as outperforming human experts for
clinical text summarization [81].

Vision: In vision, FMs like Stable Diffusion [63], DALL-E [61, 60], and Imagen [64] were proposed
for the task of text-to-image generation. Models Like Segment Anything Model (SAM) [38] and
Segment Everything Everywhere Model (SEEM) [98] have been developed to perform in-the-wild
segmentation. To achieve LLM-like scaling in vision, ViT-22B [19], a scaled-up version of ViT [23]
was introduced as a large vision encoder. In the medical domain, there are several datasets designed
for training FMs [49].

Vision-Language: Given the inherent connection between different modalities such as language
and vision, inter-modality supervision has been critical in the development of many vision-language
foundation models (VLMs), like CLIP [59]. Several other large-scale VLMs like Flamingo [1],
Coca [94], Qwen-VL [5], BLIP [44], LLaVA [47], PaLI-X [14], and CogVLM [83] have been
introduced with a focus on developing models powerful enough to perceive and understand both
text and images. To evaluate the performance of these models, benchmarks like Multimodal Large
Language Model Evaluation (MME) [25] and SEED-Bench [42] have been introduced. These
benchmarks are carefully curated using manually generated instruction-answer pairs to avoid any
data leakage.
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Figure 2: Collection of datasets and tasks comprising CheXinstruct (Left). The four-stage training process of
CheXagent, starting from adapting a general LLM for clinical use, through training a CXR vision encoder and a
vision-language bridger, to the final stage of instruction tuning on diverse CXR tasks (Right).

2.2 Medical Foundation Models

Biomedical language models (LMs) like BioNLP [41], BioBERT [40], PubMedBERT [29], BioGPT
[48], Med-PaLM [40] and Med-PalLM 2 [71] have shown that LMs can be fine-tuned on curated
biomedical corpora to perform competitively on medical question answering tasks. Specifically,
Med-PalLM 2 [71] achieved high scores in questions in the style of the US Medical Licensing
Examination (USMLE) highlighting rapid progress towards physician-level performance for medical
question answering. Since medicine inherently involves multiple modalities and covers a broad
range of tasks, multi-modal FMs are particularly suitable for this field. Works like LLaVA-Med
[43], Med-Flamingo [51], and Med-PaLM M [78] have proposed generalist models spanning across
modalities like imaging and clinical text for tasks in radiology, dermatology, pathology, etc. RadFM
[88] introduced a foundation model for radiology for both 2D and 3D imaging tasks. XrayGPT [74]
aligned a MedCLIP [85] visual encoder with Vicuna [16], which was finetuned using clinical text.
RoentGen, a fine-tuned version of Stable Diffusion, allows generating CXR images using radiology
report text prompts [13, 12].

Med-PalLM M, Med-Flamingo, RadFM, and LLaVA-Med aim to establish generalist frameworks that
empower models to process data from various image modalities. In contrast, CheXagent is designed
to excel in handling multiple tasks related to CXRs within a single model.

2.3 Most Related Work

Our approach is most similar to the following works. (i) BLIP-2 [44]: our model architecture is
closely aligned with that of BLIP-2, which uses a Querying Transformer (QFormer) to bridge the
vision-language modality gap; (ii) FLAN [86] and Multilnstruct [90]: our development of instruction
tuning datasets derived from existing annotated datasets is inspired by these works.

3 CheXinstruct: Instruction-Tuning Dataset

Motivation CheXinstruct seeks to cover a broad range of tasks shown in Fig. 2a to support training
CXR FMs. These tasks can either (i) improve the abilities of FMs to understand CXRs or (ii) improve
clinical decision making.

Design Scheme CheXinstruct is organized into four levels:



Table 1: The statistics of CheXinstruct, where the total and unique numbers of questions and images are shown
along with the average number of times each unique image is reused in the dataset (reuse).

Questions Images
Total Unique Reuse Total Unique Reuse

Train 6.1M 1.9M 32 9.3M 1.IM 8.6
Val 203.3K 829K 2.5 2289K 31.7K 7.2
Test  188.3K 72.8K 2.6 2337K 49.5K 4.7

Split

1. Capability Level, where we specify the essential skills and competencies that a CXR FM
should possess.

2. Task Level, where we outline a wide array of specific tasks that align with each identified
capability, providing a clear framework for what the FM should be able to accomplish in the
context of CXRs.

3. Dataset Level, where we identify and categorize various CXR datasets, each associated
with a particular task. We focus on ensuring that the datasets are relevant and appropriately
matched to the tasks they are intended to support.

4. Instance Level, where we define individual instances within each dataset at the most granular
level. Each instance comprises an input (such as a CXR image) and its corresponding labels,
forming the basic units for training and evaluating the FM.

Tasks CheXinstruct consists of five task categories according to their capabilities:

* Coarse-grained Image Understanding, which defines the overall understanding of CXRs,
e.g., view classification [36], and disease classification [84, 32, 62, 55, 30, 6, 34, 11, 69].

* Fine-grained Image Understanding, which defines the localized understanding of CXRs,
e.g., abnormality detection [53, 58], abnormality grounding [8], and foreign object detec-
tion [91].

* Question Answering, which defines the ability to respond to a question related to CXRs, e.g.,
close-ended visual question answering (VQA) [97, 57], open-ended VQA [7, 4], difference
VQA [31], and text QA.

» Text Generation, which defines the ability to generate radiology report sections, including a
description of the findings [21, 82, 56], impression generation [24], findings summariza-
tion [15], and local findings generation [36].

» Miscellaneous: This category defines the miscellaneous abilities that are critical for a CXR
FM, e.g., report evaluation [93, 50], and natural language explanation [37].!

Dataset Sources With the aforementioned taxonomy of tasks, we created CheXinstruct by either (i)
collecting existing publicly available datasets or (ii) curating a dataset with new labels from existing
datasets.

For every dataset, we derive relevant information to formulate distinct tasks. All the datasets are split
following their corresponding official splits if applicable.’

Task Instruction Creation Inspired by [86], we create instructions by manually writing ten in-
struction templates for each task.’ Each instruction template contains placeholders (e.g., <IMAGE>,
<QUESTION>, and <OPTIONS>), which are replaced with specific values when creating instruction-
following instances.

Finally, each CheXinstruct instance is a triplet consisting of an image (or none, in the case of
non-image-based tasks), a question, and an answer.

Data Analysis We describe the overall statistics of CheXinstruct, including the number of questions-

! Additional details about the tasks are presented in Appendix A.
*More details of the dataset sources are presented in Appendix B.
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answer pairs and CXRs in Table 1. There are 6.1M question-answer pairs in CheXinstruct. Fur-
thermore, since images from one dataset may be used across multiple tasks, we present additional
information to provide intuition about the potential “overlap” problem among different datasets.*

4 CheXagent: Instruction-Following CXR FM

4.1 Problem Setup

The aim of CheXagent is a model that can “see” images x; and/or “read” text 7 and generate
“responses” y. To this end, we introduce three components of our model: a vision encoder M, a
vision-language bridger My, and a language decoder M. Therefore, the ultimate formulation of the
desired model is:

y = Mi(My(My(21)), 27). (D

4.2 Training CheXagent

In this subsection, we present the four training stages of CheXagent, which are illustrated in Figure 2b.

Stage 0: Train a clinical LLM Numerous open-source biomedical large language models (LLMs)
exist, such as BioMegatron [70], GatorTron [92], BioGPT [48], BioMedLM?, and PMC-LLaMA [87].
These models are predominantly trained on PubMed Central (PMC) articles rather than clinical texts.
To address this gap, we focus on developing a clinical LLM by adapting a general-domain LLM.
Our starting point is Mistral-7B-v(.1 [35], chosen for its demonstrated strong reasoning capabilities
across various benchmarks.

To infuse the model with comprehensive medical and clinical knowledge, we utilize five distinct text
sources for training: (i) PMC article abstracts, (ii) radiology reports from MIMIC-1V, (iii) MIMIC-
IV discharge summaries, (iv) medical terms from Wikipedia, and (v) CXRs from CheXinstruct.
Importantly, for MIMIC-IV data, we meticulously exclude any studies that are part of the validation
and test sets of MIMIC-CXR to prevent data leakage.

Stage 1: Train a vision encoder for CXR Drawing inspiration from the works of [45] and [94],
we train our vision encoder using a variety of visual pre-training objectives, namely image-text
contrastive (ITC) and image captioning (IC). Our model architecture mirrors that of [45]. For training
purposes, we utilize datasets comprising image-text pairs, specifically from MIMIC-CXR, PadChest,
and BIMCV-COVID-19. Preliminary studies indicate that employing a combination of ITC and IC,
akin to the approach in [94], yields enhanced performance in our specific context.

Stage 2: Train a vision-language bridger Following the training of the clinical LLM and the CXR
vision encoder, we focus on developing a bridger model, M,,. This model is designed to map visual
data to the corresponding language (semantic) space. During training, we keep both the clinical LLM,
M, and the CXR vision encoder, M, frozen. This approach is crucial for preventing catastrophic
forgetting of prior knowledge during the image-text alignment process. For training M, we employ
the same datasets as in Stage 1, applying an image captioning objective for learning.

Stage 3: Instruction tuning Upon completing Stage 2, we obtain a multi-modal LLLM tailored for
CXR interpretation. In this stage, our focus shifts to training the model on a variety of tasks within
the CheXinstruct framework. Prior to training, we consider two key aspects: (i) reserving certain
task-dataset pairs exclusively for evaluation purposes, and (ii) determining optimal dataset ratios to
ensure balanced training across different capabilities. For the first, we sequester datasets including
Openl, SLAKE, and SIIM, which facilitates a more streamlined evaluation process (as discussed in
§5). For the second, we heuristically establish dataset ratios by carefully assessing the quality and
diversity of each dataset. This method leaves room for future exploration into automated dataset
selection and balancing.® This training is conducted using a next-word prediction objective, with the
loss computation being limited to answers.

Implementation Details For model architecture, we use EVA-CLIP-g [73] for the vision encoder and
BERT [22] for the Qformer, a linear layer for the bridger, and Mistral for the LLM. The optimization

“More details about the data analysis are reported in Appendix C.
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Table 2: Results of Evaluation Axis 1 of CheXbench for tasks associated with image perception comparing
CheXagent with general domain and medical domain FMs on several CXR datasets. For each task, we report
accuracy.

Task Dataset General-domain FMs Medical-domain FMs CheXagent

BLIP-2 InstructBLIP XrayGPT MedFlamingo RadFM LLaVA-Med (Ours)

View Classification MIMIC-CXR 28.8 25.3 24.0 25.0 28.5 23.8 97.5
ew Llassilicatio CheXpert 38.0 34.0 33.0 39.0 37.0 30.0 96.7
SIIM 53.0 54.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 49.0 64.0

Binary Disease Classification RSNA 50.0 60.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 44.0 81.0
CheXpert 515 53.2 515 48.5 55.8 47.6 76.0

Openl 40.2 40.2 454 39.0 422 43.8 47.0

Single Disease Identification =~ MIMIC-CXR 25.6 22.6 24.1 25.6 27.2 26.7 30.3
CheXpert 213 19.5 23.7 26.0 26.6 26.0 29.6

Openl 485 54.4 57.7 46.1 52.8 53.9 55.6

Multi Disease Identification MIMIC-CXR 30.0 25.3 39.0 14.7 223 28.7 553
CheXpert 43 6.1 3.9 7.1 23.6 2.1 52.1

Visual Question Answerin Rad-Restruct 412 424 38.6 45.5 48.5 349 57.1
sual Question ANSwering gy AKg 743 86.4 524 64.8 85.0 55.5 78.1
Image-Text Reasoning Openl 479 52.6 524 54.7 54.0 458 59.0

of trainable parameters is structured across various stages: (a) the entire LLM is trained in Stage 0;
(b) in Stage 1, we train both the LoRA parameters of the vision encoder and the entire BERT encoder;
(c) Stage 2 involves training the vision-language bridger; and (d) in Stage 3, we focus on training
both the bridger and the entire LLM. For optimization across all these stages, we employ the AdamW
optimizer, with each stage having its own hyper-parameters’.

S CheXbench: A Benchmark for Evaluating FMs on CXR Interpretation

In this section, we introduce CheXbench, an evaluation benchmark for enabling systematic compar-
isons of FMs across 8 clinically-relevant CXR interpretation tasks.

5.1 Benchmark Design

CheXbench is structured with two evaluation axes, crafted to assess crucial aspects of CXR interpreta-
tion: image perception and textual understanding. The evaluations within CheXbench are conducted
on a specific subset of the CheXinstruct test set.® In the following sections, we describe the tasks
associated with each evaluation axis.

Evaluation Axis 1 - Image Perception: We first aim to evaluate the ability of FMs to understand the
visual content of CXRs. Our goals are to (1) evaluate the ability of FMs to generalize to a variety of
data distributions and (2) include a range of challenging, clinically-relevant tasks. To this end, we
introduce 6 tasks across 7 datasets; in particular, we note that 3 datasets (SIIM, SLAKE, and Openl)
were completely held-out from CheXagent training to avoid any potential data leakage. In line with
prior benchmarks designed for general domain FMs [42, 26], we use a multiple-choice format, where
an image and a question are posed to the FM and multiple options are considered. Since open-ended,
free-text outputs from FMs are challenging to evaluate, we instead compute log-likelihood scores
associated with each option; the option with the highest score is then selected as the response. For
each task, we report accuracy.

* View Classification (700 samples): Given a CXR, the FM is tasked with identifying the
imaging view. We perform view classification on the CheXpert test set with three possible
options (AP, PA, and Lateral) as well as the MIMIC-CXR test set with four possible options
(AP, PA, Lateral, and LL).

¢ Binary Disease Classification (433 samples): Given a CXR and a disease label, the FM is
tasked with determining if the disease is present in the image. We perform binary disease
classification with twelve disease labels in the CheXpert test set, one disease label in the
RSNA dataset, and one disease label in the SIIM dataset. There are two possible options
(yes and no).

"More details on the implementation can be found in Appendix E.
8This is comprehensively detailed in Appendix F.



Table 3: Results of evaluation axis 2 of CheXbench for the task of findings Table 4: Results of eval.
generation comparing CheXagent with baseline medical-domain FMs using axis 2 on findings summa-

various metrics. rization.
Model Size Private Dataset MIMIC-CXR Model Size MIMIC-CXR
BERT-S CheXbert-S RadGraph-S BERT-S CheXbert-S RadGraph-S Rouge-L

MedFlamingo 8B 8.5 2.7 1.7 104 3.2 22 Llama-2 7B 20.3
LLaVA-Med 8B 12.5 17.0 4.2 6.2 17.5 4.0 Vicuna 7B 21.5
RadFM 14B 35.7 12.7 5.1 45.7 17.5 10.9 FLAN-TS 11B 42.5
XrayGPT 8B 40.1 23.4 9.0 44.0 242 112 FLAN-UL2 20B 42.1
CheXagent 8B 46.6 23.7 14.6 50.4 249 18.6 CheXagent 8B 40.3

» Single Disease Identification (864 samples): Given a CXR, the FM is tasked with identify-
ing the disease present in the image. We implement single disease identification with the
CheXpert test set (where disease labels are obtained from expert radiologist annotations) and
Openl (where disease labels are obtained from Medical Subject Headings (MeSH) codes).
There are four possible options associated with each question, and each option includes a
single disease label (e.g. “pneumonia").

» Multi-Disease Identification (1387 samples): Given a CXR, the FM is tasked with identify-
ing a set of multiple diseases present in the image. We implement multi-disease classification
using CheXpert and Openl. There are four possible options associated with each question,
and each option includes a set of multiple diseases (e.g. “pneumonia, pleural effusion,
cardiomegaly").

¢ Visual-Question-Answering (1319 samples): We evaluate FMs across two standard VQA
benchmarks: SLAKE and Rad-Restruct. SLAKE consists of questions with two options
(yes and no), and Rad-Restruct consists of questions with between two and four options.

* Image-Text Reasoning (380 samples): Given a CXR, the FM is tasked with identifying the
disease in the image. In contrast to the single-disease classification task, this task employs
hard negatives; each question is associated with two challenging options, distinguished
only by a single word indicating location or severity (e.g. “left-sided pleural effusion"” vs.
“right-sided pleural effusion"). We implement image-text reasoning with the Openl dataset.

Evaluation Axis 2 - Textual Understanding: We additionally evaluate the ability of CheXagent and
baseline FMs to generate and summarize text. To this end, we introduce the following 2 tasks: we
evaluate open-ended responses using a combination of automated metrics (ROUGE-L [46], CheXbert-
Score [72], BERT-Score [95], RadGraph-Score [20], and GPT-4) and human expert evaluations from
five radiologists.

* Findings Section Generation: Given an image, the FM is tasked with generating the findings
section of the radiology report. This task involves identifying key features of the image,
such as the presence of abnormalities. We implement the findings section generation task
with MIMIC-CXR. Since existing medical FMs are often trained on MIMIC-CXR, we also
evaluate the models on a private dataset.

 Findings Summarization: Given the findings section of a radiology report, the FM is tasked
with summarizing the key observations into a concise statement. This task does not include
images. We evaluate Findings Summarization on MIMIC-CXR.

5.2 [Evaluation Results

In our study, we employ CheXbench to compare CheXagent against two general-domain instruction-
tuned FMs, InstructBLIP and BLIP2, which achieve state-of-the-art performance in previous re-
search [42]. Additionally, we compare CheXagent with four medical FMs: XrayGPT, MedFlamingo,
RadFM, and LLaVA-Med [74, 51, 43, 88]. This comparison aims to provide a comprehensive
understanding of CheXagent’s performance in relation to both general and medical-specific models.

Table 2 provides results on the six tasks associated with evaluation axis 1. CheXagent demonstrates
superior performance across image perception tasks, achieving an average improvement of 97.5%
over general-domain FMs and an average improvement of 55.7% over medical FMs. We provide a
detailed breakdown of CheXagent performance:
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Figure 3: GPT-4 evaluations demonstrate that the reports generated by CheXagent outperform medical-domain
FMs for the findings generation task on MIMIC-CXR.

* On view classification, CheXagent achieves near perfect performance, demonstrating a
68.7 point (238%) improvement over the closest baseline on MIMIC-CXR and a 57.7 point
(148%) improvement over the closest baseline on CheXpert. The majority of general-domain
and medical-domain FMs demonstrate performance near random.

* On binary disease classification, single disease, and multi-disease identification, CheXagent
demonstrates an average improvement of 11.6 points over the closest baseline. In particular,
we note that CheXagent demonstrates superior performance on the SIIM and Openl datasets,
which were completely held-out from training CheXagent; this suggests the ability of our
model to generalize to diverse CXRs. On multi-disease classification on Openl, XrayGPT
outperforms CheXagent by 1.1 points; this could be attributed to the fact that XrayGPT was
fine-tuned on samples from Openl, which would bias its classification accuracy on this task.

* On visual question answering, CheXagent outperforms baselines on Rad-Restruct (achiev-
ing a 8.6 point improvement over the closest baseline) and is competitive with existing
approaches on SLAKE. We note that the SLAKE and Rad-Restruct datasets were com-
pletely held-out from CheXagent training, whereas RadFM was trained using samples from
SLAKE.

* On image-text reasoning, CheXagent achieves a 4.3 point (7.8%) improvement over the
closest baseline, MedFlamingo. We observe that the image-text reasoning task, which was
explicitly designed to include hard negatives, is particularly challenging for all evaluated
FMs.

Tables 3, 4 and Figure 3 provide results on the two tasks associated with evaluation axis 2, medical
text generation and summarization. We provide a detailed breakdown of CheXagent performance
below:

* On findings section generation, CheXagent outperforms all medical FMs across all metrics
on both the private dataset and MIMIC-CXR. In particular, CheXagent achieves an average
improvment of 6.5 points on RadGraph scores and 0.5 points on CheXbert scores; this is
notable since these metrics directly evaluate factual correctness. Figure 3 shows results
from automated evaluations using GPT-4. For 152 randomly selected samples from our
private dataset, we provided GPT-4 with a reference report, the findings section generated
by CheXagent, and the findings section generated by each of the medical FM baselines;
GPT-4 was then prompted to select the report with the highest accuracy. As shown in Figure
3, our GPT-4 evaluations demonstrate that CheXagent generates high-quality reports when
compared to other medical FMs.

* For findings summarization, as shown in Table 4, CheXagent outperforms LLMs of compa-
rable size on the Rouge-L metric and achieves comparable performance to LLMs with more
than twice the number of parameters [80, 81].

6 Human Evaluation

To complement the quantitative results presented in Section 5.2, we conduct a reader study in which
five radiologists compare text generated by CheXagent against text written by a physician. This
study includes the two textual understanding tasks described in Section 5.1: findings generation and



Which radiology report findings section...

[Completeness] ... more completely captures important information?
[Correctness] ... includes less false information?
[Conciseness] ... contains less non-important information?

Physician Physician CheXagent CheXagent
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]
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Task Completeness Correctness Conciseness

Summarization | -0.1 £ 4.6 0.5+ 2.3 -0.2 + 3.9
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Figure 4: Reader study with five radiologists. Top: Study design comparing the findings sections of CheXagent
vs. that of human experts for two tasks (rows) across three attributes (columns). Bottom: Results. Compared
to humans, CheXagent achieves parity in report summarization, while the results demonstrate a gap between
CheXagent report generation and human-level expertise.

CheXagent: the right-sided chest tube has been removed. there
is no evidence of pneumothorax. there is a small right pleural
effusion. bibasilar atelectasis is present. there is no
pulmonary edema. the heart size is normal. the mediastinal
contours are normal. the hilar contours are normal. there is no
8 pneumothorax.

Physician: right-sided chest tube remains in place, with slight
increase in size of a small right pleural effusion, but no
visible pneumothorax. bibasilar linear atelectasis has slightly
worsened, and there is a persistent small left pleural
effusion.

Color key: Correct Error Refers to prior study

Figure 5: Comparison of CheXagent (top) against physician (bottom) on report generation. Radiologist reports
often refer to past studies (purple), a context not available to CheXagent. The presence of these references in the
training set perhaps contributes to CheXagent’s error (red) in an otherwise accurate report (green), motivating
future work for vision-language models.

findings summarization on MIMIC-CXR. For both tasks, each radiologist views the same set of 20
randomly selected samples, which contain the task input as well as an A/B comparison (CheXagent
vs. physician) of the task outputs. Radiologists then grade these outputs using a five-point Likert
scale across: completeness, correctness, and conciseness.

Study results in Figure 4 show that CheXagent is comparable to physicians for findings summarization
and that text from human experts achieves higher scores in terms of findings generation. Although
CheXagent outperforms other vision-language models in quantitative metrics, these findings indicate
that further improvement could facilitate closing the gap between CheXagent and human radiologists.

We now discuss qualitative findings to better understand the opportunity for future improvement
in vision-language models. As shown in Figure 5, physicians’ reports typically reference past
patient studies to track changes over time. Thus, the capabilities of CheXagent, which is trained on
cross-sectional reports, could be further improved by incorporating longitudinal data during training.

We also observed that the model frequently produced a uniform distance measurement of 3.5 cm in
its generated text, irrespective of context. This issue arises because CheXagent is not designed to
directly estimate physical distances or other quantities from images. Thus, addressing this limitation
represents yet another avenue for advancement in vision-language models.

7 Fairness Evaluation

Recent studies [28, 68] highlight the presence of biases in Al models used in radiology, raising
concerns about their equitable application across diverse populations. For fairness evaluation, we
test CheXagent on a subset of the CheXpert public test set, annotated by two expert radiologists
to avoid label noise [65], using frontal view CXRs from individuals self-reporting as Asian, White,
or Black. In total we use 159 unique subjects labeled as “No Finding" and “Cardiomegaly". To
create a balanced test set, we resample with replacement [27] to ensure balanced disease prevalence
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Figure 6: Evaluation of CheXagent subgroup performance on cardiomegaly classification investigating potential
model biases. F1 Scores vary across sex, racial groups, and age categories.

and subgroup representation. We generate 2000 bootstrap samples to calculate mean and standard
deviation of F1-scores.

We evaluate model performance for the detection of cardiomegaly with the prompt “Does this chest
X-ray contain cardiomegaly?" with possible answers “Yes" and “No". Detection of cardiomegaly is
crucial for early diagnosis, and treatment of heart conditions [2], with studies revealing significant
disparities in heart disease death rates based on demographic factors [79]. Our findings, shown in
Fig. 6 reveal disparities; F1-scores are higher for males compared to females and vary across racial
groups, with the model performing best for the Black subgroup and worst for the Asian subgroup.
This could reflect inherent differences in the presentation of cardiomegaly across races, and could
be influenced by the limited samples of 14 Black and 30 unique Asian subjects included in the
test set. Age-wise, the model performs better for the 65+ age group compared to the 0-65 group,
potentially due to a higher prevalence of cardiomegaly in older patients, and age-related physiological
differences. These results are consistent with existing literature [28] and underscore the need for
continued efforts in mitigating biases in Al models used in healthcare. An effective approach to
address this issue is curating larger and more diverse datasets, which can help in developing models
that are more representative and equitable across different patient demographics.

8 Conclusion

In conclusion, our work represents progress towards automated CXR interpretation. We introduce (i)
CheXinstruct, an instruction-tuning dataset, (ii) CheXagent, an §B-parameter vision-language FM and
demonstrate its abilities through (iii) CheXbench, our benchmarking framework including 8 tasks over
7 datasets. CheXagent achieves improvement in visual perception and text generation tasks compared
to general- and medical-domain LLMs and is validated by five expert radiologists. Furthermore,
our fairness analysis across sex, race, and age contributes to the ongoing efforts to enhance model
transparency in healthcare Al. The release of CheXinstruct, CheXagent, and CheXbench to the public
domain not only underscores our commitment to advancing medical Al but also sets a new benchmark
for future developments in this critical area of research.
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A. Additional details on CheXinstruct tasks

We report the detail of each task in Table 5, where three levels (i.e., capabilities, tasks, datasets) and
the corresponding task descriptions are shown.

B. Additional details on CheXinstruct dataset sources

We created CheXinstruct by either (i) collecting existing publicly available datasets or (ii) curating a
dataset with new labels from existing datasets.

We include the following publicly-available datasets: BIMCV-COVID-19 [82], BRAX [62],
CANDID-PTX [24], ChestXrayl4 [84], CheXpert [32], COVIDX-CXR-3 [55], CXR-LT [30],
MedVQA-2019 [7], MIMIC-CXR-VQA [4], MIMIC-Diff-VQA [31], MIMIC-RRS [15], MIMIC-
NLE [37], MS-CXR [8], MS-CXR-T [6], NLM-TB [34], Object-CXR [91], Openl [21], PadCh-
est [11], PMC-VQA [97], Rad-Restruct [57], RadNLI [50], ReXVal [93], ROCO [56], RSNA [69],
SIIM’, VinDr-CXR [53], VinDr-PCXR [58], and VQA-RAD [39]. Additionally, we use the
OpenOrca'® [52] text instruction tuning dataset to improve the diversity of text instructions.

In order to curate datasets with new labels based on existing datasets, we perform translation on
the radiology reports of BIMCV-COVID-19 and PadChest from Spanish to English using GPT-4.
Additionally, we filter VQA-RAD, SLAKE, MedVQA-2019, and PMC-VQA to include only chest
X-ray images and their corresponding question-answer pairs. For the MIMIC-CXR dataset, we use
GPT-4 to format its Findings and Impression sections to structured ones (called MIMIC-CXR-Struct),
where each sentence is annotated with its corresponding anatomical structure and paraphrased to
eliminate comparisons to the patient’s prior images.

C. Extended analysis of CheXinstruct

We report CheXinstruct statistics in Table 6, where the number of instances and number of images
associated with each dataset are provided.

D. CheXagent dataset ratios

In Table 7, we report the sampling ratios of each dataset used for Stage-3 training of CheXagent. The
value “0” means that the corresponding dataset is held out.

E. CheXagent implementation details

The training of CheXagent involves four stages and we report the training hyperparameters of each
stage in Table 8.

F. CheXbench Design

CheXbench evaluates two components of CXR interpretation: image perception and textual under-
standing.

Evaluation Axis 1 - Image Perception: We assess FM performance on image perception with
six multiple-choice tasks across seven datasets. In combination, these tasks include 5,083 samples
spanning view classification, binary disease classification, single disease identification, multi-disease
identification, visual-question-answering, and image-text reasoning. In Figure 7, we provide examples
from each task. Table 9 provides a summary of all tasks included in Evaluation Axis 1.

Evaluation Axis 2 - Textual Understanding: We assess FM performance on textual understanding
with two tasks: findings generation and findings summarization. We evaluate performance using
several automated metrics: ROUGE-L, CheXbert-Score, BERT-Score, RadGraph-Score, and GPT-4.
We provide prompts used for GPT-4 evaluations in Figure 8.

*https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/jesperdramsch/siim-acr-pneumothorax-segmentation-data
Yhttps://huggingface.co/datasets/0Open-0rca/OpenOrca
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View Classification

What is the view of this chest X-ray?

Binary Disease Classification

Does this chest X-ray contain

A AP i pneumonia? A, lunglesion
B. PA A. no B. nofinding
C. LATERAL “ B. yes C. cardiomegaly
v D. pleural effusion |
\. ) U ) PP D,

Single Disease identification

Which finding is in this chest X-ray? V H i

Multi-Disease Identification

Which findings are in this chest X-ray?
A. pneumonia, cardiomegaly

Visual-Question-Answering

Are there abnormalities in the
patient’s right lung?

B. consolidation, cardiomegaly A. no
C. lung lesion, support devices B. yes B. elevated left diaphragm ‘1
D. pleural effusion, support devices

P PP ! J \ J \C -

Image-Text Reasoning

4

Which finding is in this chest X-ray?
A. elevated right diaphragm

J/

Figure 7: Examples of CheXbench image perception tasks: CheXbench includes six multiple-choice tasks that
evaluate the ability of FMs to interpret chest X-rays.

Prompt:

[Reference Report]
[reference]
[End of Reference Report]

[Assistant 1]
[reporti]
[Assistant 1]
[Assistant 2]
[report2]

[End of Assistant 2]

[Requirements]

[End of Requirements]

The prompt for GPT-4 Evaluation

1. The length of the reports is not important.
2. The style of the reports is not important.
3. The clinical accuracy is important especially for positive findings (i.e., diseases).
Therefore, please focus on clinical accuracy instead of the length and style.

We would like to request your feedback on the radiology reports generated by two Al
assistants by comparing them to the reference report written by radiologists.

Please compare the accuracy of their generated reports. You should tell me whether Assistant
1 is “better than”, “worse than”, or “equal to” Assistant 2. Please first compare the generated
reports with the reference report to analyze which one is more in line with the given
requirements. In the last line, please output a single line containing only a single label
selecting from “Assistant 1 is better than Assistant 27, “Assistant 1 is worse than Assistant
2”7, and “Assistant 1 is equal to Assistant 2”.

Figure 8: The prompt for GPT-4 Evaluation.
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Table 5: Detailed task information of CheXinstruct, where three levels (i.e., capabilities, tasks, datasets) and the
corresponding task descriptions are shown.

Capability Task Dataset Description
ChestX-ray14
CheXpert
MIMIC-CXR
PadChest
Disease Classification RSNA Given an <TMAGE>, the model is required to diagnose if the <DISEASE> exists.
Coarse-grained Image Understanding COVIDX-CXR-3
@ standing CXR-LT
BRAX
NLM-TB
Temporal image classification MS-CXR-T Given the <PRIOR IMAGE> and <CURRENT IMAGE>, identify the progression <LABEL>.
View Classification MIMIC-CXR Given the <IMAGE>, identify its <VIEW>.
View Matching MIMIC-CXR Given the <IMAGE 1> and <IMAGE 2>, if they belong to the same study.
VinDr-CXR = ali abnormali
Abnormality Detection VinDr-PCXR Given the <IMAGE>, localize the <REGION> of abnormalities.
i ! VinDr-CXR ! '
Abnormality Grounding T xR Given the <IMAGE>, localize the <REGION> of <abnormality>.
) Candid ! A
Pneumothorax Segmentation Siind Given the <IMAGE>, segment the <REGION> of pneumothorax.
Fine-grained Image {
Rib Fracture Segmentation Candid Given the <IMAGE>, segment the <REGTON> of rib fractures.
Chest Tube Segmentation Candid Given the <IMAGE>, segment the <REGTON> of Chest Tubes.
Foreign Object Detection Object-CXR Given the <IMAGE>, detect the <REGION> of external objects.
Phrase Grounding MS-CXR Given the <IMAGE> and <PHRASE>, identify the <REGION> of <PHRASE>.
Grounded Captioning MS-CXR Given the <IMAGE> and <REGION>, generate a <CAPTION>.
Grounded Diagnosis MS-CXR Given the <IMAGE> and <REGION>, generate a <DIAGNOSIS>.
Grounded Phrase Extraction MS-CXR Given the <IMAGE>, its <REPORT>, and <REGION>s, extract a <PHRASE>.
Phrase Extraction and Grounding _ MS-CXR Given the <IMAGE> and its <REPORT>, extract a <PHRASE> and localize its <REGION>.
. PadChest I N
Report Generation BIMOvCOVIDIo  Given the <IMAGE>, generate its <REPORT>.
MIMIC-CXR

Text Generation

Findings Generation

MIMIC-CXR-Struct
Openl

Given the <IMAGE>, generate its <FINDINGS>.

MIMIC-CXR
Impression Generetion ggx{C'CXR'S‘m‘ Given the <IMAGE>, generate its <IMPRESSION>.
Candid
Progression Findings Generation MIMIC-CXR Given the <REFERENCE IMAGE> and <MAIN IMAGE>, generate its <FINDINGS>.
Progression [mprc\sinn Generation  MIMIC-CXR Given the <REFERENCE IMAGE> and <MAIN IMAGE>, generate its <IMPRESSION>.
MIMIC-CXR
Findings Summarization Openl Given the <FINDINGS>, generate its <IMPRESSTON>.
MIMIC-ITI
Caption Generation ROCO Given the <IMAGE>, generate its <CAPTION>.

Local Findings Generation

MIMIC-CXR-Struct

Given the <IMAGE> and a anatomy, generate its <FINDINGS>.

Local Impression Generation

MIMIC-CXR-Struct

Given the <IMAGE> and a anatomy, generate its <TMPRESSTON>.

Question Answering

Open-ended VQA

MedVQA-2019
PMC-VQA
Rad-Restruct
MIMIC-CXR-VQA

Given the content of the given <IMAGE>, answer the <QUESTION>.

Close-ended VQA

VQA-RAD
SLAKE
PMC-VQA
Rad-Restruct
MIMIC-CXR-VQA

Given the content of the given <IMAGE>, choose one option from the <OPTIONS> to answer the <QUESTION>

Difference VQA

MIMIC-Diff-VQA

Given a <REFERENCE IMAGE> and a <MAIN IMAGE>, answer the <QUESTION>.

Text QA RadQA Given <PARAGRAPH>, answer the <QUSETTON>,
Image-Text Matching l';"([)'g([f'cx'{ Given the <IMAGE> and <REPORT>, decide if they match.
MIMIC-CXR )
Miscellaneous ]m‘lgC'TCXl Selection ROCO Given the <IMAGE>, select the text that best matches the image from <OPTIONS>.
Report Evaluation ReXVal Given a <REFENCE REPORT> and a <GENERATED REPORT>, identify the <ERROR>.
Natural Language Explanation MIMIC-NLE Gven an <IMAGE> and <DISEASE>, generate the natural language <EXPLANATION>.
Natural Language Inference RadNLI Given a <PREMISE REPORT>, determine whether a <HYPOTHESIS REPORT> is entailment, contradiction, or neutral.
Temporal Sentence Similarity MS-CXR-T Given <SENTENCE 1> and <SENTENCE 2>, identify their <SIMILARITY> in terms of discase progression.
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Table 6: The basic statistics of CheXinstruct, where the numbers of instances and images of each dataset are
shown. The datasets are split following their official or traditional ways.

Task-Dataset Pair Instances (train) Instances (val) Instances (test) Images (train) Images (val) Images (test)
(Open-Ended VQA) VQA-RAD 713 119 119 73 50 50
(Open-Ended VQA) SLAKE 1,093 233 220 90 19 17
(Open-Ended VQA) MedVQA-2019 78 11 1 78 11 1
(Open-Ended VQA) PMC-VQA 747 0 229 646 0 193
(Open-Ended VQA) Rad-Restruct 142,340 17,641 17,641 2,972 374 374
(Open-Ended VQA) MIMIC-CXR-VQA 259,484 63,078 11,347 127,798 8,647 500
(Close-Ended VQA) VQA-RAD 417 69 69 69 37 37
(Close-Ended VQA) SLAKE 297 59 64 90 19 17
(Close-Ended VQA) MedVQA-2019 1 0 0 1 0 0
(Close-Ended VQA) PMC-VQA 682 0 209 596 0 180
(Close-Ended VQA) Rad-Restruct 142,340 17,641 17,641 2,972 374 374
(Close-Ended VQA) MIMIC-CXR-VQA 162,577 39,376 6,952 106,209 8,586 500
(Difference VQA) MIMIC-Diff-VQA 160,054 1,325 2,967 160,377 1,332 2,969
(Text QA) RadQA 4,878 614 614 0 0 0
(Image Classification) ChestXray14 78,484 11,211 22,425 78,484 11,211 22,425
(Image Classification) CheXpert 223,414 234 668 223,414 234 668
(Image Classification) MIMIC-CXR 212,098 1,714 3,131 348,516 2,813 4,896
(Image Classification) PadChest 109,845 0 0 160,742 0 0
(Image Classification) RSNA 18,678 4,003 4,003 18,678 4,003 4,003
(Image Classification) COVIDX-CXR-3 29,986 0 400 29,986 0 400
(Image Classification) CXR-LT 155,349 0 0 255,445 0 0
(Image Classification) Brax 23,276 0 0 40,967 0 0
(Image Classification) NLM-TB 800 0 0 800 0 0
(Temporal Image Classification) MS-CXR-T 985 10 50 1,903 19 96
(View Classification) MIMIC-CXR 353,640 2,867 4,834 353,640 2,867 4,834
(View Matching) MIMIC-CXR 34,174 290 320 33,797 293 349
(Phrase Grounding) MS-CXR 964 7 189 878 5 164
(Grounded Captioning) MS-CXR 964 7 189 878 5 164
(Grounded Diagnosis) MS-CXR 964 7 189 878 5 164
(Grounded Phrase Extraction) MS-CXR 527 7 9 490 5 8
(Phrase Extraction and Grounding) MS-CXR 527 7 9 490 5 8
(Abnormality Detection) VinDr-CXR 15,000 0 3,000 15,000 0 3,000
(Abnormality Grounding) VinDr-CXR 30,282 0 4,022 11,685 0 1,999
(Grounded Diagnosis) VinDr-CXR 17,880 0 2,345 4,510 0 937
(Abnormality Detection) VinDr-PCXR 7,728 0 1,397 7,728 0 1,397
(Abnormality Grounding) VinDr-PCXR 6,648 0 1,218 4,477 0 809
(Grounded Diagnosis) VinDr-PCXR 4,788 0 851 2,496 0 469
(Pneumothorax Segmentation) Candid 8,195 0 0 8,195 0 0
(Pneumothorax Segmentation) SIIM 7,621 1,709 1,704 7,621 1,709 1,704
(Rib Fracture Segmentation) Candid 670 0 0 668 0 0
(Chest Tube Segmentation) Candid 2,846 0 0 2,775 0 0
(Foreign Object Detection) Object-CXR 8,000 1,000 0 8,000 1,000 0
(Report Generation) PadChest 109,792 0 0 160,670 0 0
(Report Generation) BIMCV-COVID19 46,941 0 0 65,421 0 0
(Findings Generation) MIMIC-CXR 152,173 1,196 2,347 270,790 2,130 3,858
(Findings Generation) MIMIC-CXR-Struct 148,501 1,164 2,309 264,777 2,079 3,786
(Findings Generation) Openl 0 0 3,337 0 0 6,473
(Impression Generation) MIMIC-CXR 185,816 1,521 2,224 316,684 2,573 3,724
(Impression Generation) MIMIC-CXR-Struct 175,152 1,430 2,141 298,108 2,429 3,584
(Impression Generation) Openl 0 0 3,820 0 0 7,418
(Impression Generation) Candid 18,307 0 0 19,206 0 0
(Findings Summarization) MIMIC-CXR 125,417 991 1,624 0 0 0
(Progression Findings Generation) MIMIC-CXR 19,107 138 483 34,354 258 851
(Progression Impression Generation) MIMIC-CXR 26,646 216 313 46,227 369 560
(Findings Summarization) Openl 0 0 3,419 0 0 0
(Findings Summarization) MIMIC-IIT 59,320 7413 13,057 0 0 0
(Caption Generation) ROCO 2,554 293 324 2,554 293 324
(Local Findings Generation) MIMIC-CXR-Struct 1,059,903 8,299 16,275 264,688 2,078 3,785
(Local Impression Generation) MIMIC-CXR-Struct 674,284 5,686 8,196 297,598 2,426 3,582
(Image-Text Matching) MIMIC-CXR 675,978 5,434 9,142 354,619 2,866 4,710
(Image-Text Matching) ROCO 5,108 586 648 2,554 293 324
(Image-Text Selection) MIMIC-CXR 337,989 2,717 4,571 354,619 2,866 4,710
(Image-Text Selection) ROCO 2,554 293 324 2,554 293 324
(Report Evaluation) ReXVal 0 0 200 0 0 0
(Natural Language Explanation) MIMIC-NLE 37,016 273 714 51,503 373 944
(Natural Language Inference) RadNLI 0 480 480 0 0 0
(Temporal Sentence Similarity) MS-CXR-T 0 0 361 0 0 0
(Named Entity Recognition) RadGraph 541 9 50 0 0 0
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Table 7: The sampling ratio of each dataset in the third-stage training of CheXagent.

Task-Dataset Pair Sampling Ratio
(Named Entity Recognition) RadGraph 10.00
(Abnormality Grounding) VinDr-CXR 1.00
(Abnormality Grounding) VinDr-PCXR 1.00
(Caption Generation) ROCO 1.00
(Close-Ended VQA) PMC-VQA 1.00
(Close-Ended VQA) VQA-RAD 1.00
(Foreign Object Detection) Object-CXR 1.00
(Grounded Captioning) MS-CXR 1.00
(Grounded Diagnosis) MS-CXR 1.00
(Grounded Diagnosis) VinDr-CXR 1.00
(Grounded Diagnosis) VinDr-PCXR 1.00
(Grounded Phrase Extraction) MS-CXR 1.00
(Image Classification) COVIDX-CXR-3 1.00
(Image Classification) NLM-TB 1.00
(Image Classification) RSNA 1.00
(Impression Generation) Candid 1.00
(Open-Ended VQA) MedVQA-2019 1.00
(Open-Ended VQA) PMC-VQA 1.00
(Open-Ended VQA) VQA-RAD 1.00
(Phrase Grounding) MS-CXR 1.00
(Pneumothorax Segmentation) Candid 1.00
(Progression Findings Generation) MIMIC-CXR 1.00
(Progression Impression Generation) MIMIC-CXR 1.00
(Text QA) RadQA 1.00
(View Matching) MIMIC-CXR 0.50
(Findings Generation) MIMIC-CXR-Struct 0.40
(Impression Generation) MIMIC-CXR-Struct 0.30
(Natural Language Explanation) MIMIC-NLE 0.30
(Report Generation) BIMCV-COVID19 0.25
(Findings Summarization) MIMIC-III 0.20
(Image Classification) ChestXray14 0.20
(Close-Ended VQA) MIMIC-CXR-VQA 0.10
(Findings Generation) MIMIC-CXR 0.10
(Findings Summarization) MIMIC-CXR 0.10
(Image Classification) Brax 0.10
(Image Classification) CheXpert 0.10
(Image Classification) PadChest 0.10
(Image-Text Matching) ROCO 0.10
(Image-Text Selection) ROCO 0.10
(Impression Generation) MIMIC-CXR 0.10
(Report Generation) PadChest 0.10
(View Classification) MIMIC-CXR 0.10
(Image Classification) MIMIC-CXR 0.05
(Open-Ended VQA) MIMIC-CXR-VQA 0.05
(Local Findings Generation) MIMIC-CXR-Struct 0.02
(Local Impression Generation) MIMIC-CXR-Struct 0.02
(Text Instructions) OpenOrca 0.02
(Difference VQA) MIMIC-Diff-VQA 0.01
(Image Classification) CXR-LT 0.01
(Image-Text Matching) MIMIC-CXR 0.01
(Image-Text Selection) MIMIC-CXR 0.01
(Abnormality Detection) VinDr-CXR 0.00
(Abnormality Detection) VinDr-PCXR 0.00
(Chest Tube Segmentation) Candid 0.00
(Close-Ended VQA) Rad-Restruct 0.00
(Close-Ended VQA) SLAKE 0.00
(Open-Ended VQA) Rad-Restruct 0.00
(Open-Ended VQA) SLAKE 0.00
(Phrase Extraction and Grounding) MS-CXR 0.00
(Pneumothorax Segmentation) SIIM 0.00
(Rib Fracture Segmentation) Candid 0.00
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Table 8: Training hyperparameters of CheXagent.

Configuration Stage 0 Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
ViT init. - EVAO01-CLIP-g-14-plus ViT Stage 1 ViT Stage 2
LLM init. Mistral-7B-v0.1 - LLM Stage 0 LLM Stage 2
Qformer init. - BERT Base Qformer Stage 1  Qformer Stage 2
Image resolution - 4482 4482 4482
ViT sequence length - 1024 1024 1024
LLM sequence length 2048 - 512 512
Learnable query numbers - 128 128 128
Global batch size 2048 256 2048 512
Optimizer AdamW

Optimizer hyperparameter B1 =0.9, 8y =0.999, eps = le — 8

Peak learning rate 5e — 6 le—4 le —4 le—6
Minimum learning rate 5e =17 le—5 le—5 le—7
Learning rate schedule cosine

Weight decay 0.05

Gradient clip 1.0

Numerical precision bf16

DeepSpeed ZeRO stage 2 - - ZeRO stage 2

Table 9: Statistics for image perception tasks in CheXbench (Evaluation Axis 1).

Task Dataset Num. Samples Num. Options
. . . MIMIC-CXR 400 4
View Classification CheXpert 300 3
SIIM 100 2
Binary Disease Classification RSNA 100 2
CheXpert 233 2
Openl 500 4
Single Disease Identification =~ MIMIC-CXR 195 4
CheXpert 169 4
Openl 807 4
Multi Disease Identification MIMIC-CXR 300 4
CheXpert 280 4
. . . Rad-Restruct 899 2-4
Visual Question Answering SLAKE 420 5
Image-Text Reasoning Openl 380 2
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