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Abstract— Anatomical abnormality detection and report
generation of chest X-ray (CXR) are two essential tasks in
clinical practice. The former aims at localizing and char-
acterizing cardiopulmonary radiological findings in CXRs,
while the latter summarizes the findings in a detailed report
for further diagnosis and treatment. Existing methods often
focused on either task separately, ignoring their correla-
tion. This work proposes a co-evolutionary abnormality
detection and report generation (CoE-DG) framework. The
framework utilizes both fully labeled (with bounding box
annotations and clinical reports) and weakly labeled (with
reports only) data to achieve mutual promotion between
the abnormality detection and report generation tasks.
Specifically, we introduce a bi-directional information in-
teraction strategy with generator-guided information prop-
agation (GIP) and detector-guided information propaga-
tion (DIP). For semi-supervised abnormality detection, GIP
takes the informative feature extracted by the generator as
an auxiliary input to the detector and uses the generator’s
prediction to refine the detector’s pseudo labels. We further
propose an intra-image-modal self-adaptive non-maximum
suppression module (SA-NMS). This module dynamically
rectifies pseudo detection labels generated by the teacher
detection model with high-confidence predictions by the
student. Inversely, for report generation, DIP takes the
abnormalities’ categories and locations predicted by the
detector as input and guidance for the generator to improve
the generated reports. Finally, a co-evolutionary training
strategy is implemented to iteratively conduct GIP and DIP
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and consistently improve both tasks’ performance. Exper-
imental results on two public CXR datasets demonstrate
CoE-DG’s superior performance to several up-to-date ob-
ject detection, report generation, and unified models. Our
code is available at https://github.com/jinghanSunn/CoE-
DG.

Index Terms— Abnormality detection, Report generation,
Semi-supervised learning, Chest X-ray, Co-evolution

I. INTRODUCTION

Chest X-ray (CXR) is the most commonly performed di-
agnostic radiograph in clinics, which helps spot abnormalities
and diseases of the airways, blood vessels, heart, and lungs.
This diagnostic workflow includes detecting anatomical ab-
normalities and writing a report to record the findings. Given
the complexity and workload of clinical CXR reading, there
is a growing interest in developing automated methods for
anatomical abnormality detection [1] and radiology report
generation [2] in CXR—especially using deep neural networks
(DNNs) [3]–[7]. These methods are expected to expedite
clinical workflow and reduce observational oversights. Here,
the detection task involves both localization (e.g., with bound-
ing boxes) and characterization (e.g., cardiomegaly) of the
abnormalities. However, training accurate DNN-based detec-
tion models usually requires large-scale datasets with high-
quality per-abnormality annotations, which is costly in time,
effort, and expense. Meanwhile, the visual bias problem, where
normal regions dominate a CXR image over abnormal, poses
a challenge for accurately spotting tiny abnormal regions by
the report generation model.

To relieve the annotation burden for abnormality detection, a
few works [8]–[10] proposed semi-supervised object detection
and achieved noteworthy advances in the natural image do-
main. Most of these methods were built on the teacher-student
distillation (TSD) paradigm [11]. In TSD, a teacher model is
firstly trained on the labeled data. Then, a student model is
trained on both the labeled data with real annotations and the
unlabeled data with pseudo labels generated (predicted) by the
teacher. However, compared with objects in natural images,
the abnormalities in CXR can be subtle and less well-defined
with ambiguous boundaries, thus likely introducing great noise
to the pseudo labels and eventually leading to suboptimal
performance of semi-supervised learning with TSD.
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To alleviate the visual bias problem in report generation,
some approaches [6], [12] proposed aligning predefined dis-
ease tags and corresponding visual region features to make
the networks focus on abnormal regions related to those tags.
However, they required domain expertise and extra labor to
define and extract the disease tags, and it was still uncertain
whether these models accurately identified abnormal regions
while generating reports for input CXR images. Furthermore,
most report generation methods prioritized literal consistency
but ignored clinical efficacy. Lastly, despite the encouraging
performance of the above methods in addressing the detection
and generation tasks separately, none of them attempted to
bridge these two tasks.

We are aware of a series of works [13]–[16] aimed at
obtaining a unified framework for various vision-language
tasks (e.g., visual question answering and image captioning) in
the natural image domain. However, these methods required
data with paired bounding box and caption annotations for
training, thus could not utilize weakly labeled images (i.e.,
with captions but no bounding boxes).

This work presents a co-evolutionary abnormality detection
and report generation (CoE-DG) framework for bridging both
tasks in CXR. Text reports describe significant findings in
CXRs and are readily available for most archive radiographs.
They are a valuable source of image-level supervision signals
unique to medical image data. Unlike most existing unified
frameworks that overlooked valuable knowledge in the weakly
labeled data, we design an iterative optimization method
that fully utilizes them, enhancing the information interaction
between vision and language tasks and promoting joint perfor-
mance improvement. This approach includes a report generator
guided information propagation (GIP) module for anatomical
abnormality detection and an abnormality detector guided
information propagation (DIP) module for report generation.

Specifically, through GIP, we first enrich the detector’s input
features by incorporating the generator’s informative features.
Then, based on TSD [11], the generator’s auxiliary categorical
prediction is used for noise reduction in the pseudo labels
of the detection task. Besides the GIP, we additionally pro-
pose self-adaptive non-maximum suppression [17] (SA-NMS)
for intra-image-modal refinement in anatomical abnormality
detection. The predictions by both the teacher and student
detectors go through NMS together to produce new pseudo
detection labels for training. In this way, the pseudo labels
generated by the teacher detector are dynamically rectified by
high-confidence predictions of the student who is getting better
as training continues. Reversely, through DIP, the abnormality
tokens and location embeddings extracted from the detector’s
output serve as input to the generator. Moreover, abnormality
categories predicted by the detector are used as pseudo la-
bels to supervise the generator with an auxiliary multi-label
prediction task, improving the fidelity of generated diagnostic
reports. Finally, GIP and DIP alternate in a loop, where
either model is trained while fixing the other and using the
other’s prediction for performance boosting via information
interaction.

In summary, our contributions are three-fold:
• We propose a co-evolutionary framework, CoE-DG, that

bridges the detector and generator, optimizing them it-
eratively to achieve mutual benefits to anatomical ab-
normality detection and radiology report generation in
CXR. After training, the framework can simultaneously
detect accurate abnormalities and generate high-quality
radiology reports given a CXR.

• We propose GIP for semi-supervised anatomical abnor-
mality detection. GIP incorporates extensive information
from the generator to refine pseudo labels of the teacher
detector for noise reduction. Additionally, we propose
SA-NMS for dynamic intra-image-modal pseudo label
refinement.

• We propose DIP for report generation. DIP uses the
fine-grained information extracted by the detector and
supervises the generator using pseudo labels predicted
by the detector.

Thorough experiments on two public CXR datasets [18], [19]
derived from MIMIC-CXR [20] demonstrate that CoE-DG
effectively enhances both anatomical abnormality detection
and report generation performance compared to previous state-
of-the-art (SOTA) methods.

This work builds on our preliminary exploration [21] yet
is distinct from the earlier work and presents novel method-
ologies in three main aspects. Most prominently, we propose
a new and improved framework for simultaneously detecting
abnormal regions and generating a report for a given CXR.
The new framework has greater clinical significance than
the earlier work, which could only detect abnormal regions.
Secondly, we further improve the anatomical abnormality
detection performance by enriching the input feature and
denoising the pseudo labels based on the report generation
model. Thirdly, we propose a novel report generation method
that leverages abnormality tokens and location embeddings
extracted from the output of the detection model as input. The
method also incorporates an auxiliary multi-label classification
task to enhance the fidelity of generated reports.

Table I provides a list of abbreviations used in this paper.

II. RELATED WORK

1) Object Detection: Object detection is a fundamental task
in computer vision that identifies and locates objects within
images and videos. There are two mainstream approaches:
single-stage and two-stage. A single-stage object detector,
such as YOLO [22] and RetinaNet [23], directly predicts
objects’ bounding boxes and class probabilities in one shot.
This approach is fast and suitable for real-time applications.
A two-stage object detector, such as Faster R-CNN [24] and
Mask R-CNN [25], first proposes a set of candidate regions
and then refines them to get the final bounding boxes and
class probabilities. In this work, we use RetinaNet [23] as
our detection framework due to its prominent performance
in RSNA Pneumonia Detection Challenge [26]. However,
existing fully supervised methods require a large amount of
labeled data for training, making the annotation process time-
consuming and expensive.

To reduce the labeling burden, some researchers proposed
using self-supervised [27] or weakly supervised [28], [29]
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TABLE I
LISTS OF ABBREVIATIONS. THE PAGE ON WHICH EACH ABBREVIATION

IS FIRST USED IS LISTED, TOO.

Abbreviation Definition First use
CXR Chest X-ray Page 1
CoE-DG Co-evolutionary abnormality detection and Page 1

report generation
GIP Generator-guided information propagation Page 1
DIP Detector-guided information propagation Page 1
SA-NMS Self-adaptive non-maximum suppression Page 1
DNN Deep neural networks Page 1
TSD Teacher-student distillation Page 1
LLM Large language model Page 3
LMM Large multimodal model Page 3
PD-CXR Pneumo-disease chest X-ray Page 7
mAP Mean average precision Page 7
IoU Intersection over union Page 7
AUC Area under the curve Page 7
SOTA State-of-the-art Page 8
MLMM Medical large multimodal model Page 8
TNR True negative rate Page 9
EMA Exponential moving average Page 10
FE Feature enhancement Page 11
PLR Pseudo labels refinement Page 11
AT Abnormality token Page 11
LE Location embedding Page 11
Cls. Sup. Classification supervision Page 11
GFLOP Giga floating-point operation Page 11

methods. Self-supervised detection [27] typically learned from
pretext tasks to enforce invariance across different augmented
views of an image (such as cropped or rotated) without the
need for labels in the training stage. Other works [29], [30]
resorted to learning object detectors with weak supervision
that only needed accessible weak annotations, such as image-
level labels. Most weakly supervised object detection methods,
in the natural image domain, used the class activation map
(CAM) [31] to generate a heatmap highlighting the regions of
an image that contributed most to a particular class prediction.
This heatmap was used to localize the object within the image.
For medical image object detection, a few works [19], [32],
[33] utilized radiology reports as a form of weak supervision
for localizing pneumonia and pneumothorax in CXR. How-
ever, studies have shown that there are still apparent gaps
in performance between image-level self-/weakly- supervised
and bounding-box-level fully supervised detection [34], [35].

Alternatively, seeking a trade-off between annotation effort
and model performance, semi-supervised learning aims to
achieve reasonable performance with an acceptable quantity of
manual annotations. Semi-supervised object detection methods
have achieved noteworthy advances in the natural image
domain, including two categories: consistency-based [36], [37]
and pseudo-label methods [8]–[10]. Consistency-based meth-
ods enforce consistency between object location predictions
derived from both noisy and original proposals. In contrast,
pseudo-label methods use a teacher-student distillation (TSD)
paradigm to train models on labeled and unlabeled data. A
study [10] showed that pseudo-label methods were better than
consistency-based. Despite its potential for reducing annota-
tion burdens, the TSD paradigm faces challenges in detect-

ing subtle abnormalities with unclear boundaries in medical
images, such as CXR, leading to suboptimal performance.
To address this issue, we propose a pseudo label refinement
method that utilizes the information from the report generation
model to filter out noisy and unreliable pseudo labels, thereby
improving the performance of the detection model.

2) Radiology Report Generation: Radiology report genera-
tion automatically generates reports summarizing the findings
and impressions from medical images. The encoder-decoder
framework is commonly used in most medical report gener-
ation methods [38]–[40], which typically produces a single
descriptive sentence. However, generating a comprehensive
radiology report requires a long paragraph with multiple struc-
tured sentences, each describing a specific medical observation
in a particular image region. In addition, the dominance
of normal regions in CXR poses a visual bias problem,
making it challenging for report generation models to catch
and describe small abnormal regions. Various approaches [6],
[7], [12] have been proposed to overcome this bias, which
altered the network’s attention by aligning the disease tags
and their corresponding visual region embeddings. However,
it is unclear if these methods accurately captured abnormal
regions. Furthermore, most report generation methods priori-
tized literal consistency over medical accuracy, which needs
to be addressed for practical clinical application. Alternatively,
we propose utilizing fine-grained features extracted from a
detection model to generate reports, providing the network
with direct information about abnormal regions. In addition,
we incorporate an auxiliary multi-label classification task to
encourage the generation model to attend to abnormalities
in CXRs besides mastering fluent language. Lastly, [38] and
[41] aim to leverage the predictions of abnormalities to guide
high-quality report generation a motivation shared with our
approach. Our framework takes a step further to enable simul-
taneous localization of various abnormalities in CXRs besides
generating reports, thus providing extra clinical value.

3) Unified Framework: Recently, researchers in the natural
image domain introduced the concept of a unified model
that simultaneously tackles vision and language tasks such as
question answering, image classification, and text generation.
CLIP [42] laid the foundation for many recent advances
in cross-modal alignment, pretraining, and processing by
large-scale vision-language contrasting. For biomedical vision-
language processing, BioMedCLIP [43] proposed domain-
specific large-scale pretraining using 15 million figure-caption
pairs extracted from biomedical research articles. It achieved
impressive performance on various benchmark biomedical
imaging tasks. Several studies suggested that combining
multiple tasks during training was essential for achieving
general intelligence [15], [16]. By merging the losses of
various tasks, it was possible to obtain a domain-agnostic
model with shared parameters that could benefit downstream
tasks. While achieving decent results, these models often
required large quantities of fine-grained annotations, such as
box annotations and paired captions for each image. However,
obtaining an extensive collection of annotations can be difficult
in practice, especially for medical images. To the best of our
knowledge, in medical imaging, we are the first to propose
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a mutually reinforcing co-evolution strategy that fully utilizes
weakly labeled data to enhance the performance of image-text
tasks. This approach relieves the burden of obtaining large-
scale fine-grained annotations.

4) Large Language Models: Recently, large language mod-
els (LLMs) such as ChatGPT [44] and LlaMA [45] have
gained widespread and growing interest due to their unprece-
dented capabilities in language understanding and generation.
Research efforts have been devoted to investigating their
applications in various domains, including medicine [46],
[47]. In addition, integrating visual information into LLMs
has given rise to large multimodal models (LMMs) capable
of understanding both textual and visual inputs [48]–[50].
However, directly applying general-purpose LMMs to medical
images would yield unsatisfactory outcomes, mainly due to
1) the domain gaps between natural and medical images and
2) the specialized medical terminology. To this end, Li et al.
[51] presented a Large Language and Vision Assistant for
BioMedicine (LLaVA-Med). The key idea was to leverage a
large-scale, broad-coverage biomedical figure-caption dataset
extracted from PubMed Central, use GPT-4 to self-instruct
open-ended instruction-following data from the captions and
fine-tune a general-domain LMM. Yet LLaVA-Med was tar-
geted as an instruction-following conversational assistant for
versatile biomedical images, thus falling short in competency
for CXR reporting in comparison with leading specialized
models. On the contrary, XrayGPT [52] and CheXagent [53]
were LMMs specifically proposed for CXR interpretation,
demonstrating competitive performance on the task of report
generation. In addition to generating text reports our frame-
work can accurately localize the abnormalities in CXRs, given
a relatively small quantity of annotations for training, which
is currently challenging for the considered LMMs.

III. METHODS

A. Problem Setting
We consider a training dataset consisting of a fully la-

beled subset Dl = {(x, {r1, . . . , rT }, A)} and a weakly
labeled subset Dw = {(x, {r1, . . . , rT })}, where x is a CXR,
{r1, . . . , rT } is the accompanying report with T tokens, rt ∈
V, V is the vocabulary of all possible tokens, A = {(yl, Bl)} is
the abnormality annotation for a fully labeled sample including
both bounding boxes (i.e., location) {Bl} and corresponding
categories (i.e., classification) {yl}. For practical usability,
we have |Dl| ≪ |Dw| to significantly reduce the burden of
manually annotating abnormalities. The objective is to obtain
from Dl ∪ Dw a detector that can accurately localize and
correctly identify the abnormalities, and a generator that can
produce a correct textual description report in any test CXR.

B. Method Overview
An overview of our framework is shown in Fig. 1. Suppose

a pretrained detection model F I
t (e.g., on fully labeled data)

for abnormality detection in CXR is given. We employ a bidi-
rectional co-evolutionary method for information interaction.
One direction is conducted by generator-guided information
propagation (GIP). GIP takes the informative feature from the

generator as an auxiliary input to the student detector and
uses the generator’s predictions to refine the pseudo detection
labels of the teacher detection model. Meanwhile, self-adaptive
non-maximum suppression (SA-NMS) also filters the pseudo
labels. By this, we obtain refined pseudo labels to supervise
the student detection model F I

s and informative detection
features toward better anatomical abnormality localization.
Another direction is conducted by detector-guided information
propagation (DIP). DIP passes the abnormality token, location
embedding, and pseudo labels generated by the detector F I

s to
the report generator FR. This process helps improve the report
generation performance with abnormality-guided multi-label
classification and generation feature enhancement. Reversely,
the improved generation model FR helps train a better detec-
tion model F I

s via GIP. Thus, both types of models co-evolve
during training. After training, we use the student detection
model F I

s for abnormality localization and the generation
model FR for report generation in test CXRs.

C. Preliminary Pseudo Label Distillation for
Semi-supervised Detection

Our baseline semi-supervised detection model follows the
teacher-student knowledge distillation (TSD) procedure [11].
A student detection model F I

s is trained in the semi-supervised
setting by distilling from a teacher detection model F I

t trained
on labeled CXRs, with the loss function:

LI = LI
sup + LI

unsup =
∑

Dl

[
LI
cls

(
ŷ, yl

)
+ LI

reg

(
B̂, Bl

)]
+

∑
Dw

[
LI
cls

(
ŷ, yt

)
+ LI

reg

(
B̂, Bt

)]
,

(1)
where {(ŷ, B̂)} = F I

s (x) are predictions by the student model,
F I
s = f I

det(f
I
feat) consists of a feature extraction backbone

network f I
feat and a detection network f I

det, {(yt, Bt)} =

F I
t (x) are pseudo labels generated by the teacher model (note

that for reliability, we only retain pseudo labels with prediction
possibilities above a threshold, which is set to 0.9 according
to Table II), LI

cls is the focal loss [23] for classification, and
LI
reg is the smooth L1 loss [23] for bounding box regression.

In each batch, fully and weakly labeled instances are sampled
according to a controlled ratio. The resulting detection model
F I
s will be utilized later to help radiology report generation.

D. Self-Adaptive Non-maximum Suppression
During the TSD, the teacher detection model F I

t is frozen.
While its knowledge suffices for guiding the student detection
model F I

s in the early stage of TSD, it may somehow
impede the learning of F I

s when F I
s gradually improves by

also learning from a large amount of weakly labeled data.
Therefore, to gradually improve the quality and robustness
of the pseudo detection labels as F I

s learns, we propose to
perform self-adaptive non-maximum suppression [17] (SA-
NMS) to combine the pseudo labels {(yt, Bt)} output by
F I
t and the predictions {(ŷ, B̂)} by F I

s in each mini-batch.
Specifically, we perform NMS on the combined set of the
pseudo labels and predictions:

{(yNMS, BNMS)} = NMS
(
{(yt, Bt)} ∪ {(ŷ, B̂)}

)
, (2)
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Fig. 1. Overview of the proposed framework. NMS: non-maximum suppression; GIP: generator-guided information propagation; DIP: detector-
guided information propagation. For semi-supervised abnormality detection, a self-adaptive NMS module dynamically rectifies pseudo detection
labels generated by the teacher detection model F I

t with high-confidence predictions by the student F I
s . The GIP takes the feature extracted by

the generator FR as an auxiliary input to F I
s ; it also uses FR’s prediction to refine the pseudo labels further. Inversely, for report generation, the

DIP takes the abnormalities detected by F I
s as input and guidance to FR to improve generated reports. The abnormalities’ categories predicted

by F I
s are also used to supervise FR’s training via LR

cls for weakly labeled samples.

and replace {(yt, Bt)} in Eqn. (1) with {(yNMS, BNMS)} for
supervision by weakly labeled CXRs. In this way, highly
confident predictions by the maturing student can rectify
imprecise ones by the teacher, leading to better supervision
signals stemming from weakly labeled data.

E. Co-evolutionary Information Interaction

Some studies [15], [16] explored the development of a uni-
fied network, encouraging learning vision-language cross-task
knowledge to tackle multiple tasks. However, these studies
failed to utilize the treasured knowledge in weakly labeled
data. This paper proposes a learning framework based on
a co-evolutionary information interaction strategy, including
generator-guided information propagation (GIP) and detector-
guided information propagation (DIP). This strategy effec-
tively leverages weakly labeled data to connect anatomical
abnormality detection and report generation in a cycle.

1) Detector-guided Information Propagation (DIP): Finding
small abnormal regions and accurately generating disease-
describing text in CXR is typically challenging for the report
generation model. Meanwhile, the detection model is expected
to localize abnormalities accurately. Therefore, we propose
detector-guided information propagation (DIP) to help train the
report generation model. Concretely, given a CXR image x, we
obtain a set of abnormalities {(yI , BI)}. For a fully labeled
sample, i.e., x ∈ Dl, we directly use the manual annotation
{(yl, Bl)} as {(yI , BI)}. For a weakly labeled sample x ∈
Dw, {(yI , BI)} consists of the set of abnormalities {(ŷ, B̂)}
predicted by the student detection model F I

s with prediction
possibilities above 0.9. Then, we extract an abnormality to-
ken eR for each abnormality in {(yI , BI)} by feeding the
corresponding image patch cropped according to BI through
a projection network fR

prj . Suppose there are less than five
abnormalities (the maximum number of abnormality bounding
boxes for a CXR in the training set). In that case, we use

special NULL tokens to make up the shortage for a consistent
token length of input images. Meanwhile, the bounding box is
scaled to percentages with respect to the width and height of
the image: ⌊(b0/W, b1/H, b2/W, b3/H)∗100⌋, where (b0, b1)
and (b2, b3) are coordinates of the top-left and bottom-right
corners of the box, W and H are width and height of the
images, respectively, and ⌊·⌋ indicates flooring. It is then
projected to a location embedding eloc of the same dimension
as the abnormality token. Next, eR and eloc are concatenated
to represent the bounding box. In addition, motivated by ViT
[54], we prepend a class token ecls to aggregate information
from all abnormality tokens and apply a classification head to
predict {yI}. Thus, we have

{ŷR}, {r̂1, . . . , r̂T } = FR
(
ecls, {[eR, eloc]}

)
, (3)

where {ŷR} are the abnormality categories predicted on the
class token, {r̂1, . . . , r̂T } compose the generated report, and [·]
indicates concatenation. Here, FR can be any typical report
generation model with the generalized form of an encoder
followed by a decoder fR

dec(f
R
enc(·)), such as R2Gen [7] and

R2GenCMN [55], plus a classification head fR
cls. First, the

class token, abnormality tokens, and location embeddings are
encoded into hidden states:

hcls, {hR} = fR
enc

(
ecls, {[eR, eloc]}

)
, (4)

where hcls and {hR} represent the hidden states of the class
token and the detected abnormalities, respectively. Then, hcls

and {hR} are fed into fR
cls and fR

dec, respectively:

{ŷR} = fR
cls(h

cls), r̂t = fR
dec

(
{hR}, r̂1, . . . , r̂t−1

)
. (5)

Thus, the entire generation process can be formalized as a
recursive application of the chain rule:

p
(
{r̂1, . . . , r̂T }

)
=

T∏
t=1

p
(
r̂t|{hR}, r̂1, . . . , r̂t−1

)
. (6)
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Distill Distill

Fig. 2. Illustration of the co-evolution strategy. “D” and “G” represent detector-guided and generator-guided information propagation (DIP and
GIP), respectively. The kth iteration student detection model F I

s,k is distilled from the teacher F I
t,k−1 guided by the generation model FR

k via
GIP. Subsequently, F I

s,k is frozen and used to 1) guide the training of the (k + 1)th generation model FR
k+1 via DIP, and 2) serve as the teacher

detection model in the next iteration, i.e., F I
s,k → F I

t,k.

Finally, supervised by yI (either ground truth or pseudo labels)
and the ground truth report {r1, . . . , rT }, the generator FR is
trained by

LR =LR
cls + LR

rep =
∑

Dl∪Dw
LCE(y

I , ŷR)

−
∑

Dl∪Dw
log p

(
{r1, . . . , rT }

)
,

(7)

where LCE is the cross-entropy loss.
Feeding the abnormality detection results to the generator

provides precise information about the abnormalities’ locations
and types to enhance its understanding of the CXR. Fur-
thermore, incorporating the auxiliary multi-label classification
task enhances the generator’s sensitivity to catch and describe
diseases.

2) Generator-guided Information Propagation (GIP): While
training the report generation model, the class token aggre-
gates information from all abnormality tokens. Additionally,
the cross-attention mechanism in the generator’s architecture
between various abnormality tokens results in a comprehensive
understanding of the CXR image that is different from the de-
tector. We thus expect that using the class token’s classification
prediction to filter pseudo-labels of the detection model can
improve the detection performance. Furthermore, we propa-
gate the image embeddings extracted by the generator’s pro-
jection network fR

prj to the detector for feature enhancement.
Concretely, given a weakly labeled image x ∈ Dl, we feed it
to the student detector’s feature extraction network to obtain
an image embedding eI = f I

feat(x) and to fR
prj(x) to obtain

another embedding eIR = fR
prj(x). These two embeddings are

concatenated to form an enhanced image embedding, which
is fed to the student detection network to yield {(ŷ, B̂)} =
f I
det([e

I , eIR]). Then, we get {(yNMS, BNMS)} from {(ŷ, B̂)}
by the proposed SA-NMS (Eqn. (2)). Meanwhile, we also
obtain the set of abnormality categories {ŷR} predicted by the
generator on the class token ecls (Eqn. (3)). Finally, we only
keep the pseudo labels whose categories are in the generator-
predicted abnormalities:

{(yp, Bp)} =
{(

yNMS
i , BNMS

i

)∣∣ yNMS
i ∈ {ŷR}

}
. (8)

Eventually, the student detection model is trained with
{(yp, Bp)} as the pseudo labels of weakly labeled images
(Eqn. (1)).

3) Co-evolutionary Strategy: Ideally, one should use an
optimal report generation model to refine and supplement the
abnormality detection task and vice versa. However, the two
models mutually depend on each other in a circle. To solve this
dilemma, we implement an alternative co-evolution strategy
to improve the abnormality detection and report generation
cyclically in iterations. As shown in Fig. 2, the kth iteration

student detection model F I
s,k is distilled from the teacher

F I
t,k−1, whose pseudo labels are refined and input features are

enhanced by the prediction of the frozen generation model
FR
k via GIP. Subsequently, F I

s,k is frozen and used to 1) help
train the (k + 1)th generation model FR

k+1 via DIP, and 2)
serve as the teacher detection model in the next iteration:
F I
s,k → F I

t,k.1 This way, the learned knowledge is passed down
from one iteration to the next. Meanwhile, the generation and
student detection models are reborn with random initialization
in each iteration. This born-again training strategy has proved
effective in the teacher-student paradigm [56], by learning
from a more knowledgeable teacher in each iteration while
avoiding getting stuck by suboptimal solutions. Thus, the co-
evolution continues to optimize the detector and generator
cyclically with cross-task mutual promotion. After training, we
only need the final student detection model F I

s,K and report
generation model FR

K+1 for upcoming test CXRs.

F. Handling Normal Cases

In clinical settings, most of the daily cases examined will
be normal. Thus, any framework to properly integrate into
clinical routine should handle normal cases. Let us assume that
the student detection model does not detect any abnormality
in a weakly labeled CXR image x. In that case, we use the
entire input image as the detection output (ŷ, B̂), where the
category ŷ = 0 indicates the background and the bounding box
B̂ = (0, 0,W,H) indicates the whole image. Then, (ŷ, B̂) is
used for report generation. Specifically, a token eR is extracted
from x and a location embedding eloc from (0, 0,W,H).
Next, eR and eloc are fed into the report generation model. In
addition, if neither the teacher nor the student detection model
detects any abnormality in x, x will be excluded from the
loss computation in the semi-supervised learning (Eqn. (1)).
On the other hand, if the report generator does not predict any
abnormality, x will also be excluded from the semi-supervised
learning regardless of the detection models’ output. This is
because only the common abnormalities identified by both the
detection and generation models would be kept (Eqn. (8)). It is
worth noting that x is still used to train the generation model.
Thus, our co-evolving system can handle normal cases even
if no disease is detected / predicted by either model.

Meanwhile, it is also possible that abnormalities are de-
tected for a normal CXR by the detection models, i.e., false
detections. In that case, it is likely that the report generator
does not predict any abnormality in the regions identified
by the detection models. Thus, the false detections would

1The initial teacher F I
t,0 is obtained by training on the labeled data only.
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be removed by Eqn. (8), as described above. Therefore, this
strategy effectively reduces false-positive pseudo labels for
the semi-supervised training, which in turn makes the student
detection model produce fewer false positives.

G. Inference

Given a test CXR x, we use the student detection model
F I
s,K and report generation model FR

K+1 for inference as de-
scribed below. First, x is fed to F I

s,K , yielding the abnormality
detection result: {(ŷ, B̂)} = F I

s,K(x). Then, the abnormality
tokens {eR} and location embeddings {eloc} are extracted
from {(ŷ, B̂)}. Finally, {eR} and {eloc} are fed to FR

K+1 to
generate the report for x.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

We conduct experiments on the chest radiography dataset
MIMIC-CXR [20], [57] with the detection annotations pro-
vided by MS-CXR [18] and a pneumo-disease CXR (PD-
CXR) dataset focused on pneumonia and pneumothorax [19].
MIMIC-CXR is a large publicly available dataset of CXRs
and free-text radiology reports. MS-CXR provides bounding
box annotations for part of the CXRs in MIMIC-CXR (1,026
samples). Specifically, MIMIC-CXR includes 14 categories of
anatomical abnormalities for multi-label classification of the
reports, while MS-CXR includes bounding box annotations
for eight different cardiopulmonary radiological findings. For
consistency, we exclude samples in MIMIC-CXR that have
abnormality labels outside the eight categories of MS-CXR,
leaving 112,425 samples. Thus, in our experiments, 1,026
samples are fully labeled with bounding boxes, and the rest
are not. Similarly, the PD-CXR dataset contains 455 samples
with bounding box annotations exclusively for pneumonia
and pneumothorax. To create a separate dataset focused on
these two categories, we exclude MIMIC-CXR samples with
abnormality labels other than pneumonia and pneumothorax,
resulting in 24,753 samples. For both MS-CXR and PD-CXR,
we respectively split the weakly labeled and fully labeled
samples for training, validation, and testing according to the
ratio of 7:1:2. For abnormality detection, we take the test sets
of fully labeled samples for testing. For report generation, the
combination of the test sets of both fully and weakly labeled
samples are used for testing. We focus on frontal views in this
work.

The mean average precision (mAP) [58] with various inter-
section over union (IoU) thresholds is employed to evaluate the
performance of abnormality detection in CXR. Specifically,
the thresholds 0.25, 0.5, and 0.75 are used for MS-CXR
following [10], whereas 0.1, 0.3, and 0.5 are used for PD-CXR
following [19]. Six commonly used language-efficacy metrics
are employed to evaluate the quality of generated reports:
BLEU (1- to 4-gram) [59], METEOR [60], and ROUGE
[61]. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test is used for statistical
significance testing in report generation, where a p-value
below 0.05 is considered significant. In addition, we assess the
clinical efficacy of generated reports by calculating the area

TABLE II
THE EFFECT OF THE PSEUDO-LABEL THRESHOLD ON THE BASELINE

TSD MODEL [11] (EQN. (1)) ON THE VALIDATION SET OF MS-CXR,
USING MAP (%) WITH THE IOU THRESHOLDS OF 0.25, 0.5, AND 0.75.

THE BEST RESULTS ARE SHOWN IN BOLD.

Threshold @0.25 @0.5 @0.75
0.70 36.65 31.07 15.50
0.80 37.41 32.70 16.97
0.90 37.31 32.76 17.96
0.95 37.05 32.11 16.42

Fig. 3. Performance of the detection and report generation models as
a function of iterations on the validation set of MS-CXR.

under the curve (AUC) using report-extracted abnormalities
by CheXBert [62].

B. Implementation

The PyTorch [63] framework (1.4.0) is used for experi-
ments. Our results are obtained on a single machine with four
NVIDIA V100 GPUs. For abnormality detection, we employ
RetinaNet [23] with ResNet-101 [64] pretrained on ImageNet
[65] and FPN [66] as the backbone. We resize all images to
512×512 pixels and use a batch size of 16. Data augmentation,
including random cropping and flipping, is performed. The
ratio of labeled to weakly labeled samples in each mini-
batch during the semi-supervised training is empirically set to
2:1. Other implementation details and hyper-parameters (e.g.,
optimizer and learning rate) follow the official settings in [23].
For report generation, we follow the baseline model R2Gen [7]
unless otherwise specified. A ResNet-101 [64] pretrained on
ImageNet [65] is adopted as the projection network fR

prj . We
optimize the model design (e.g., hyperparameters, and ablation
studies) on the validation datasets and keep the test datasets
for final performance evaluation only. Unless otherwise stated,
we evolve the detection and generation models for three
iterations and train both models for 20 epochs in each iteration
(including initial training of the teacher model).

C. Hyperparameter Validation

1) Threshold for Pseudo-label Filtering: In TSD, the thresh-
old for pseudo-label filtering is an important hyperparameter.
Only candidates with prediction possibilities higher than a
threshold are retained. Therefore, we empirically study the
effect of varying the threshold on the validation set of MS-
CXR. As shown in Table II, setting the threshold = 0.9
achieves the highest mAPs @0.5 and @0.75, and the second
highest mAP@0.25. Hence, we fix the pseudo-label filtering
threshold to 0.9 for subsequent evaluation and comparison
with other methods on the test sets.
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TABLE III
ABNORMALITY DETECTION RESULTS ON THE TEST SETS, USING MAP (%) WITH VARIOUS IOU THRESHOLDS. THE BEST RESULTS, EXCLUDING

SEMI-ORACLE, ARE SHOWN IN BOLD.

Supervision Method MS-CXR PD-CXR
@0.25 @0.50 @0.75 @0.10 @0.30 @0.50

Weak CAM [31] 20.47 11.20 3.05 27.41 25.87 10.02
AGXNet [33] 29.96 15.62 7.44 28.10 25.92 12.78

Full RetinaNet [23] 37.91 32.84 19.21 31.72 28.11 16.55
Unified GPV [15] 37.89 32.41 20.55 33.78 31.95 19.09

vision-language GLIPv2 [67] 36.38 30.91 16.32 32.35 30.33 17.90
TSD [11] 38.29 33.95 19.51 32.93 30.07 17.15

Semi STAC [9] 39.26 35.01 23.90 31.18 31.05 18.94
LabelMatch [8] 39.92 36.40 24.06 33.85 31.90 19.17
Soft Teacher [10] 40.17 36.59 24.78 34.05 32.18 19.32

Semi + weak CEIRD [21] 41.93 37.20 25.12 34.19 32.77 20.01
CoE-DG (Ours) 42.24 37.89 25.93 34.71 33.14 20.19

Semi + weak Semi-oracle 43.70 38.05 26.15 35.19 33.49 20.55

TABLE IV
ABNORMALITY DETECTION RESULTS OF OUR FRAMEWORK FOR EACH CATEGORY IN THE MS-CXR DATASET ON THE TEST SET, USING MAP (%)

WITH THE IOU THRESHOLD 0.5. THE BEST RESULTS, EXCLUDING SEMI-ORACLE, ARE SHOWN IN BOLD.

Supervision Method Cardiomegaly Lung opacity Edema Consolidation Pneumonia Atelectasis Pneumothorax Pleural effusion Average

Weak CAM [31] 58.56 5.30 0.00 8.20 10.09 3.27 1.38 4.82 11.20
AGXNet [33] 67.44 1.46 7.87 15.83 9.62 1.21 6.04 15.53 15.62

Full RetinaNet [23] 79.03 18.49 66.68 44.62 12.88 27.33 8.61 3.71 32.84
Unified GPV [15] 82.64 8.04 67.32 42.14 13.56 22.75 10.35 12.52 32.41

vision-language GLIPv2 [67] 77.18 15.04 61.01 37.34 15.03 17.20 10.95 13.58 30.91
TSD [11] 79.03 18.49 66.68 44.62 12.88 27.33 8.91 13.71 33.95

Semi STAC [9] 81.52 21.63 66.82 42.37 14.30 30.54 10.35 12.99 35.01
LabelMatch [8] 81.95 23.54 66.41 43.15 13.58 34.12 14.86 13.47 36.40
Soft Teacher [10] 80.22 23.18 65.79 43.43 13.71 33.66 16.96 15.80 36.59

Semi + weak CEIRD [21] 81.94 23.15 66.90 44.10 14.21 35.89 16.34 15.10 37.20
CoE-DG (Ours) 81.92 24.76 67.65 44.72 14.84 35.48 16.98 16.73 37.89

Semi + weak Semi-oracle 82.52 24.18 66.16 42.78 19.01 34.02 18.08 17.62 38.05

2) Number of Co-evolution Iterations: Furthermore, we con-
duct experiments on the validation set of MS-CXR to em-
pirically determine the optimal number of iterations for co-
evolution. The results are shown in Fig. 3. For abnormality
detection, the 0th iteration is a fully supervised model trained
on labeled data only (i.e., the initial model F I

t,0). For report
generation, the 0th iteration is a baseline model (i.e., R2Gen)
that is included for reference only but not needed in our frame-
work. As we can see, the detection and generation models
improve in the first three and four iterations, respectively,
and then remain stable, confirming that both models promote
each other with the co-evolution strategy. Therefore, we select
the 2nd-iteration detection model and 3rd-iteration generation
model for comparison with other methods.

D. Comparison with State-of-the-Art (SOTA) Object
Detection Methods

For abnormality detection in CXR, we compare our pro-
posed CoE-DG framework with several up-to-date detection
methods, including:

• Weakly supervised by the abnormality categories {yl}
and reports in Dl: CAM [31] (locating objects based on
class activation maps) and AGXNet [33] (aiding CAM-
based localization with report representations);

• A vanilla object detection model fully supervised by
{(yl, Bl)} ∈ Dl but not the reports: RetinaNet [23];

• Unified vision-language models first pretrained by both
{(yl, Bl)} and reports in Dl and then fine-tuned fully
supervised by {(yl, Bl)}: GPV [15] and GLIPv2 [67];

• Semi-supervised on Dl ∪ Dw but without utilizing the
reports: baseline teacher-student pseudo-label distillation
[11] (TSD; see Eqn. (1)), and three SOTA ones: STAC
[9], LabelMatch [8], and Soft Teacher [10].

In comparison, our framework fully uses all the data and both
strong and weak supervision signals offered by the training
sets Dl ∪ Dw. We also include a preliminary, conference
version, of our work [21] in the comparison.

For implementation, we reimplement CAM following the
original recipe as described in [31]. For other compared meth-
ods, we use the official codes and optimize the performance
using the validation data splits following the optimal practices
suggested by the original authors. Notably, our framework uses
the RetinaNet baseline method as its detection model.

The results are shown in Table III, from which we make the
following observations. First, all fully supervised (RetinaNet
and unified models) and semi-supervised methods outperform
the weakly supervised by large margins. Second, the unified
vision-language models are comparable to the fully supervised
RetinaNet on MX-CXR and marginally better on PD-CXR.
Third, all semi-supervised methods outperform the fully su-
pervised. Finally, our CoE-DG achieves the best performance
for the mAPs evaluated at three different IoU thresholds,
outperforming the second-best method Soft Teacher (excluding
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TABLE V
REPORT GENERATION RESULTS ON THE TEST SETS. BLEU-N DENOTES N-GRAM SCORE OF BLEU [59]. THE BEST RESULTS ARE SHOWN IN

BOLD. *, † AND ‡ INDICATE STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES FROM R2GENCMN+OURS, R2GEN+OURS, AND ORGAN+OURS,
RESPECTIVELY, FOR PAIRWISE COMPARISON WITH THE WILCOXON SIGNED-RANK TEST (p < 0.05).

Method MS-CXR+MIMIC-CXR PD-CXR+MIMIC-CXR
BLEU-1 BLEU-2 BLEU-3 BLEU-4 METEOR ROUGE AUC BLEU-1 BLEU-2 BLEU-3 BLEU-4 METEOR ROUGE AUC

LLaVA-Med [51] 0.1030* 0.0601* 0.0392* 0.0265* 0.0743* 0.1324* 0.51 0.1387* 0.0894* 0.0623* 0.0453* 0.0824* 0.1712* 0.58
XrayGPT [52] 0.2346* 0.1068* 0.0528* 0.0277* 0.0931* 0.1938* 0.62 0.2105* 0.1002* 0.0436* 0.0163* 0.0742* 0.1612* 0.64
CheXagent [53] 0.1730* 0.1301* 0.1092* 0.0965* 0.0813* 0.1945* 0.61 0.1972* 0.0967* 0.0665* 0.0484* 0.0907* 0.1504* 0.65
GPV [15] 0.2865* 0.1649* 0.1019* 0.0679* 0.1044* 0.2419* 0.60 0.2165* 0.1289* 0.0848* 0.0608* 0.0878* 0.1905* 0.67
GLIPv2 [67] 0.3057* 0.1762* 0.1064* 0.0698* 0.1064* 0.2390* 0.60 0.2141* 0.1259* 0.0808* 0.0575* 0.0833* 0.1896* 0.67
R2Gen [7] 0.3183† 0.1866† 0.1210† 0.0834† 0.1263† 0.2566† 0.63 0.2220† 0.1322† 0.0858† 0.0611† 0.0919 0.2011 0.65
+Ours 0.3423 0.2123 0.1425 0.1019 0.1409 0.2733 0.69 0.2472 0.1466 0.0954 0.0678 0.0951 0.2034 0.70
R2GenCMN [55] 0.3187* 0.1967* 0.1317* 0.0942* 0.1306* 0.2690* 0.64 0.2458* 0.1445* 0.0933* 0.0660* 0.1010 0.2363* 0.66
+Ours 0.3434 0.2210 0.1616 0.1184 0.1393 0.2854 0.69 0.2608 0.1578 0.1056 0.0776 0.1119 0.2468 0.68
ORGan [68] 0.3724‡ 0.2218‡ 0.1557 0.1185‡ 0.1525 0.2913 0.68 0.2924‡ 0.1782‡ 0.1128‡ 0.1044 0.1224‡ 0.2437 0.68
+Ours 0.3810 0.2275 0.1562 0.1191 0.1519 0.2933 0.70 0.3094 0.1841 0.1210 0.0974 0.1296 0.2449 0.70
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Fig. 4. Visualization of the detection results by Soft Teacher [10],
GLIPv2 [67] and ours. The green and red boxes are the ground truth
(GT) and predictions, respectively. The texts below images indicate
abnormality categories of the boxes from left to right, and “-” indicates a
failure to detect an abnormality.

our preliminary version [21]) by up to 2.07%. In addition,
we evaluate a semi-oracle of our method, where the ground
truth multi-labels provided in MIMIC-CXR are used for GIP
instead of the generation model’s prediction. As we can see,
our method is marginally short of the semi-oracle, e.g., 37.89%
versus 38.05% for mAP@0.5 on MS-CXR. For reference,
Table IV presents the mAP@0.5 of our method for each
abnormality category in the MS-CXR dataset.

Fig. 4 visualizes the detection results of Soft Teacher [10],
GLIPv2 [67], and our method. As observed, Soft Teacher
and GLIPv2 sometimes miss the abnormalities, whereas ours
detects all abnormalities and locates them more accurately.

Furthermore, we conduct a control experiment on the
amount of fully labeled data available for training to investi-
gate the label efficiency of the compared methods. The results

TABLE VI
ABNORMALITY DETECTION RESULTS ON THE TEST SET OF MS-CXR
WITH DIFFERENT AMOUNTS OF FULLY LABELED DATA (25% AND 50%
OF Dl), USING MAP (%) WITH THE IOU THRESHOLDS OF 0.25, 0.5,

AND 0.75. THE BEST RESULTS ARE SHOWN IN BOLD.

25% 50%
Method @0.25 @0.5 @0.75 @0.25 @0.5 @0.75
RetinaNet [23] 21.18 17.07 8.95 26.63 21.58 7.46
TSD [11] 21.50 17.16 9.06 28.16 23.91 11.89
STAC [9] 22.75 18.27 9.14 29.13 24.56 13.92
LabelMatch [8] 25.53 20.58 6.46 30.85 25.74 14.66
Soft Teacher [10] 27.07 21.16 10.42 31.52 26.25 14.79
CoE-DG (Ours) 27.64 22.81 11.37 33.05 27.39 15.21

are shown in Table VI. Our CoE-DG consistently outperforms
others by notable margins (0.57%-1.65%).

E. Comparison with SOTA Report Generation Methods

For report generation, we compare our CoE-DG framework
with several methods, including task-specific report generation
models (R2Gen [7], R2GenCMN [55], and ORGan [68]) and
unified vision-language models (GPV [15] and GLIPv2 [67]).
The task-specific models are trained on Dw ∪ Dl but only
using the CXR images and accompanying reports. The unified
models are first pretrained on Dl using images, reports, and
abnormality annotations and then fine-tuned with all images
and reports in Dw ∪ Dl. In contrast, our model is directly
trained on Dw ∪ Dl using all available images, reports, and
abnormality annotations. We also note that our model is built
on top of the task-specific models, i.e., we use them as the
report generator FR in our framework. In addition, we also
include three medical large multimodal models (MLMMs) for
comparison: LLaVA-Med [51], CheXagent [53], and XrayGPT
[52]. These three MLMMs employed pretrained CLIP [43],
EVA-CLIP [69], and MedCLIP [70], respectively.

For R2Gen, R2GenCMN, ORGan, GPV, and GLIPv2, we
use the official codes and optimize the performance using the
validation data splits following the optimal practices suggested
by the original authors. It is worth mentioning that the first
three baseline methods, R2Gen, R2GenCMN, and ORGan,
also constitute the report generation model in our framework.
As for the MLMMs, we use the officially released, pretrained
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TABLE VII
ABNORMALITY DETECTION RESULTS ON NORMAL CASES FROM THE

TEST SET OF MS-CXR+MIMIC-CXR. TNR: TRUE NEGATIVE RATE.

Method CAM [31] RetinaNet [23] GPV [15] LabelMatch [8] CoE-DG (ours) Semi-oracle
TNR (%) 50.00 53.33 56.67 56.67 66.67 73.33

TABLE VIII
REPORT GENERATION RESULTS ON NORMAL CASES FROM THE TEST

SET OF MS-CXR+MIMIC-CXR. BLEU-N DENOTES N-GRAM SCORE

OF BLEU [59]. TNR: TRUE NEGATIVE RATE. THE BEST RESULTS ARE

SHOWN IN BOLD. *: STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE FROM

R2GEN+OURS FOR PAIRWISE COMPARISON WITH THE WILCOXON

SIGNED-RANK TEST (p < 0.05).

BLEU-1 BLEU-2 BLEU-3 BLEU-4 METEOR ROUGE TNR (%)
GPV 0.3423* 0.2129* 0.1616* 0.1184* 0.1428* 0.2537* 53.33

R2Gen 0.3763* 0.2311* 0.1503* 0.1025* 0.1431* 0.2725* 60.00
R2Gen+Ours 0.4018 0.2435 0.1589 0.1116 0.1559 0.2854 63.33

models for inference.
As shown in Table V, the task-specific models (R2Gen,

R2GenCMN, and ORGan) consistently outperform the unified
models (GPV and GLIPv2) by 0.0104–0.0667 in language-
efficacy metrics. Further still, our CoE-DG framework brings
improvements of up to 0.0257 in almost all language-efficacy
metrics, demonstrating the validity of our co-evolutionary
strategy. In addition, our method outperforms the task-specific
report generation models by 2%–5% in AUC, demonstrating
its superior clinical efficacy besides linguistic capability.

As for the MLMMs, we have the following observations.
First, the language-efficiency metrics for the MLMMs are gen-
erally low, among the lowest group of all compared methods.
Second, while the AUCs of LLaVA-Med are low, those of
CheXagent and XrayGPT are much higher—close to the AUCs
of R2Gen and R2GenCMN, two task-specific report generation
models. Third, our proposed CoE-DG framework substantially
outperforms the MLMMs by 0.0377–0.2780 in language-
efficiency metrics and 0.03–0.19 in clinical efficiency metrics.

We visualize example reports generated by R2Gen [7],
GLIPv2 [67], CoE-DG (ours), and the ground truth in Fig. 5.
Our framework describes true positives more often with fewer
false positives than other methods.

F. Special Validation on Normal Cases
To assess the performance of our framework on normal

cases, we randomly select 30 normal cases (about the average
number of the eight abnormalities in the fully labeled test
set of MS-CXR) from the test split of MS-CXR+MIMIC-
CXR for a special evaluation. As these cases are all nor-
mal, we consider predicting any abnormality in a case as a
false positive; otherwise, it is a true negative. We use the
true negative rate (TNR) for the evaluation of abnormality
detection and reports’ clinical efficiency. The detection and
report generation results are presented in Table VII and Table
VIII, respectively. As we can see, our framework achieves the
highest TNR regarding both abnormality detection and report
generation, outperforming the second-best methods by 10%
and 3.33%, respectively. In addition, it is superior to R2Gen
by 0.0085–0.0255 for the language-efficiency metrics. These
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without focalor diffuse 
abnormality. nopleural 

effusion orpneumothorax.
noradiopaque foreign 

body

lung volumes are low.  heart size 
isnormal.  mediastinal and hilar

contours are unremarkable.
pulmonary vasculature is not 

engorged. patchy opacities in the 
lung bases likely reflect areas of

atelectasis.  no focal 
consolidationpleural effusion  o
pneumothorax ispresent. there are

no acute osseousabnormalities.

there continues to be a pigtail
catheter entering the right lower ches
wall with the pigtail in the right apical
pleural space. a tiny  pneumothorax

persists along the right apex and
along the right lateral chest wall. ther

is no evidence of diaphragmatic 
flattening or mediastinal shift.

otherwise the cardiomediastinal 
contours and lungs are within normal

limits.

pa and lateral views of the 
chest provided.

cardiomegaly is again 
noted. there is no focal 

consolidation effusion or 
pneumothorax. the 

imaged osseous structures
are intact. no free air belo
the right hemidiaphragm i

seen.

right internal jugular vein catheter.  a small right and moderate left

catheter is unremarkable the tip of 
the catheter projects over the midsv

. the patient has received a right 
internal jugular vein catheter. the tip
of the catheter projects over the mi

svc. there is no evidence of 
complications notably no

pneumothorax.  no larger pleural
effusions. moderate  cardiomegaly

the course of the  new since. there is
moderate left lower lobe

  atelectasis.

entirely excluded. there is no 
pneumothorax. the cardiac and 

mediastinal contours remain withi
normal limits.

Fig. 5. Example reports generated by R2Gen [7], GLIPv2 [67], our
method, and the ground truth (GT). Texts highlighted with background
colors are abnormalities described in GT. Texts in red indicate false
positives, and those in other colors indicate false negatives.

results validate the efficacy of the proposed weak supervision
by reports in reducing false positives, and demonstrate the
robustness of our framework on normal cases.

G. Ablation Study

We conduct ablation studies on the validation data to
investigate the efficacy of the novel building elements of our
CoE-DG framework. For abnormality detection, the ablated
components include self-adaptive non-maximum suppression
(SA-NMS), generator-guided information propagation (GIP)
with feature enhancement (FE) by concatenating the detector-
and generator-extracted image embeddings and pseudo label
refinement (PLR) guided by generator-classified abnormalities,
and co-evolutionary (CoE) strategy. We use the preliminary
teacher-to-student pseudo label distillation as baseline (Eqn.
(1)). Table IX shows that introducing SA-NMS (Ablation-
1) improves performance by up to 1.42% in mAP@0.75
compared with the baseline. An alternative strategy to incor-
porate the knowledge of the student into the pseudo labels
for dynamic adaptation is to update the teacher with the
exponential moving average (EMA) of student models (Table
IX, Ablation-2). However, introducing EMA does not bring
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TABLE IX
ABNORMALITY DETECTION RESULTS OF ABLATION STUDY ON THE VALIDATION SET OF MS-CXR, USING MAP (%) WITH THE IOU THRESHOLDS OF

0.25, 0.5, AND 0.75. "GIP": GENERATOR-GUIDED INFORMATION PROPAGATION; "FE": FEATURE ENHANCEMENT; "PLR": PSEUDO LABEL

REFINEMENT; "COE": CO-EVOLUTIONARY STRATEGY. THE BEST RESULTS ARE SHOWN IN BOLD.

SA-NMS EMA GIP-FE GIP-PLR CoE mAP@0.25 mAP@0.5 mAP@0.75
Baseline 37.31 32.76 17.96
Ablation-1 ✓ 37.68 33.25 19.38
Ablation-2 ✓ 36.68 32.05 18.42
Ablation-3 ✓ ✓ 38.90 34.21 20.52
Ablation-4 ✓ ✓ ✓ 39.74 35.68 22.67
CoE-DG (ours) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 42.13 36.74 24.60

TABLE X
REPORT GENERATION RESULTS OF ABLATION STUDY ON THE VALIDATION SET OF MS-CXR+MIMIC-CXR. "AT": ABNORMALITY TOKEN; "LE":

LOCATION EMBEDDING; "CLS. SUP.": CLASSIFICATION SUPERVISION BY IMAGE-BASED ABNORMALITIES; "COE": CO-EVOLUTIONARY STRATEGY.
BLEU-N DENOTES N-GRAM SCORE OF BLEU [59]. THE BEST RESULTS ARE SHOWN IN BOLD. *: STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE FROM

COE-DG FOR PAIRWISE COMPARISON WITH THE WILCOXON SIGNED-RANK TEST (p < 0.05).

DIP-AT DIP-LE Cls. Sup. CoE BLEU-1 BLEU-2 BLEU-3 BLEU-4 METEOR ROUGE AUC
Baseline (R2Gen [7]) 0.3124* 0.1889* 0.1253* 0.0892* 0.1280* 0.2546* 0.63
Ablation-1 ✓ 0.3253* 0.1924* 0.1294* 0.0905* 0.1306* 0.2611* 0.62
Ablation-2 ✓ ✓ 0.3297* 0.2008* 0.1335* 0.0950* 0.1325* 0.2630* 0.64
Ablation-3 ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.3330* 0.2182* 0.1524* 0.1117* 0.1344* 0.2982* 0.67
CoE-DG (ours) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.3590 0.2365 0.1664 0.1229 0.1447 0.3026 0.69
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Fig. 6. Training loss (LI ) and validation mAP@0.50 of the detection
model, using 25%, 50%, and 100% of the fully labeled data of MS-
CXR. The plot shows the mean curves (the central dark lines) of
three co-evolving iterations (iterations 0, 1, and 2 in Fig. 3 left), with
corresponding spans overlaid (the light-shaded strips).

definite performance improvement upon the baseline, and our
SA-NMS consistently outperforms EMA with all three IoU
thresholds. In Ablation-3 and Ablation-4, when combining the
FE and PLR in GIP, the performance is boosted by 2.06%–
3.29%. Lastly, by adopting CoE, our full model achieves
further improvements of up to 2.39% (CoE-DG).

For report generation, the ablated components include
detection-guided information propagation (DIP) with abnor-
mality token (AT) and location embedding (LE), extra super-
vision by image-based abnormality classes (Cls. Sup.), and
co-evolutionary (CoE) strategy. The R2Gen [7] is used as
the baseline. The results are shown in Table X. By incor-
porating AT and LE, we observe improvements of 0.0082–
0.0119 in language-efficacy metrics compared with the base-
line (Ablation-1 and Ablation-2), indicating the effectiveness
of DIP. Moreover, when the model is additionally supervised
by the multi-(pseudo-)label classification task (Ablation-3),
further improvements of up to 0.0352 in ROUGE and 0.03
in AUC are achieved. Eventually, with CoE, our full model
yields the best validation results for all evaluated metrics,
demonstrating the efficacy of CoE again.
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Fig. 7. Training loss (LR) and validation BLUE-4 of the generation
model, using 25%, 50%, and 100% of the fully labeled data of MS-
CXR. The plot shows the mean curves (the central dark lines) of
three co-evolving iterations (iterations 1, 2, and 3 in Fig. 3 right), with
corresponding spans overlaid (the light-shaded strips).

H. Convergence Analysis

In this work, we jointly estimate the convergence status
during training based on the training loss and validation
performance. For abnormality detection, Fig. 6 left and right
plot the curves for LI (Eqn. (1)) on the training set and
mAP@0.5 on the validation set of MS-CXR, respectively.
Also, we study the impact of the amount of fully labeled
data, i.e., 25%, 50%, and 100%. As we can see, the training
losses gradually decrease as training continues, and the mAPs
reach plateaus in the last few epochs—for all three ratios of
labeled data. These phenomena suggest that the models are
well-trained. Fig. 7 shows the corresponding curves for report
generation, i.e., LR (Eqn. (7)) on the training data and BLEU-
4 on the validation data of MS-CXR+MIMIC-CXR. The
patterns are similar to those in Fig. 6. Therefore, both modules
in our co-evolving framework converge well, regardless of
the exact amount of labeled data. Meanwhile, the validation
performance drops slightly as the labeled data decreases,
which is expected. However, as Table VI shows, our CoE-
DG demonstrates superior label efficiency in comparison with
the compared abnormality detection methods, with notable
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TABLE XI
MODEL COMPLEXITY AND COMPUTATIONAL COSTS OF OUR COE-DG
FRAMEWORK. THE EVALUATION IS CARRIED OUT WITH NVIDIA V100
GPUS ON THE MS-CXR+MIMIC-CXR DATASET. CORRESPONDING

NUMBERS FOR THE BASELINE MODELS ON WHICH OUR FRAMEWORK IS

BUILT (i.e., RETINANET [23] FOR ABNORMALITY DETECTION, AND

R2GEN [7] FOR REPORT GENERATION) ARE ALSO PRESENTED FOR

REFERENCE.

Task Model Model complexity Train (one iteration) Inference
Parameters GFLOPS Per epoch GPU Mem. Per sample GPU Mem.

Detection RetinaNet 49.1M 113.6 0.58h 27.3GB 0.05s 1.5GB
CoE-DG 55.5M 127.1 0.62h 30.9GB 0.13s 2.0GB

Generation R2Gen 79.8M 534.1 0.85h 5.8GB 1.16s 1.6GB
CoE-DG 81.3M 536.2 0.92h 10.0GB 1.74s 1.9GB

advantages when using 25% and 50% labeled data. Lastly, it
is worth noting that even 100% of the labeled data constitutes
only a tiny fraction of all training data, i.e., less than 1%.

I. Computational Costs

Table XI summarizes the numbers of parameters, giga
floating-point operations (GFLOPs), GPU memory consump-
tion, training times, and inference speeds of our framework. In
addition, the corresponding numbers for the baseline models
on which our framework is built (i.e., RetinaNet [23] for
abnormality detection and R2Gen [7] for report generation)
are also presented for reference. As we can see, our framework
only adds marginal overheads to the baselines for both tasks in
model complexity, training (for one iteration), and inference.
Since our framework obtains the optimal models with three
iterations, it requires roughly twice as much training time as
the baseline models. In practice, however, the inference time
differences between the baseline models and ours are hardly
perceivable, and the inference memory differences (≤ 0.5GB)
are largely insignificant for modern hardware. Therefore, from
the perspective of practical use, we regard the negligible
differences in inference efficiency as an acceptable trade-off
for the substantial accuracy improvements of our framework.

V. DISCUSSION

CXR abnormality detection and report generation are two
essential tasks in the clinical routine. Abnormality detec-
tion involves identifying abnormal regions and structures in
CXR images, such as pneumonia, consolidation, and pleu-
ral effusions. Accurate abnormality detection is crucial for
disease diagnosis and treatment planning. Meanwhile, report
generation involves describing and summarizing the detected
abnormalities into a comprehensive medical report, which is
essential for clinicians to make informed decisions. Report
generation requires not only accurate abnormality detection
but also the ability to analyze and interpret the detected
abnormalities in a meaningful way. Previous studies often
focused on either abnormality detection or report generation.
For example, some studies [33], [71] focused on improving
the accuracy of abnormality detection without considering
report generation, whereas others [7], [72] ignored the rich
information in the detection task while improving the gen-
erated reports. Considering both tasks separately might limit
their potential. To this end, we proposed a co-evolutionary

Student (Blue)
Teacher (Red)

Student (Blue) Ground TruthSA-NMS

0.97 0.97

0.95

0.85

0.740.95
Consolidation

Pneumonia

Fig. 8. Examples demonstrating the results before and after applying
the proposed self-adaptive NMS (SA-NMS). The prediction probabilities
are overlaid on the bounding boxes (best viewed zoomed in). The SA-
NMS keeps the more confident predictions by the student model, which
are closer to the ground truth.

information interaction framework that integrated both tasks
for not only localizing and identifying abnormalities more
accurately but also generating better reports. Considering both
tasks together, the abnormality detection model learned from
the report generation model and vice versa. The models shared
information regarding the detected abnormalities, enabling the
detection model to refine its predictions and the generation
model to produce more accurate and clinically relevant reports.

In the comparison to SOTA detection approaches (Table III),
we compared four groups of methods: weakly supervised, su-
pervised baseline (by fully labeled data only), semi-supervised,
and unified vision-language models. The results showed that
the weakly supervised methods were generally worse than the
supervised baseline and semi-supervised methods, suggesting
that the use of labels was still significant. However, semi-
supervised methods designed for natural images become sub-
optimal when applied to medical images, likely due to small
lesions and blurred object boundaries. Thus, pseudo labels
generated by the teacher model might contain large noise. To
filter the pseudo labels and alleviate the impact of noise, we
proposed SA-NMS to adaptively combine the predictions by
the teacher and student models for training, leading to im-
proved performance (Table IX, Ablation-1). Fig. 8 shows two
examples demonstrating the results before and after applying
SA-NMS. As we can see, SA-NMS keeps the more confident
predictions by the student model, which are closer to the
ground truth. The visualization illustrates the benefits of SA-
NMS. Meanwhile, the alternative strategy, EMA, did not bring
definite performance improvement upon the baseline (Table
IX, Ablation-2). We conjecture this was because the student
model lacked sufficient detection capability at the beginning,
and updating its parameters to the teacher model might harm
the detection capability of the teacher. This, in turn, harmed the
student model’s training. In contrast, our SA-NMS rectifies the
pseudo labels predicted by the teacher model with the student
model’s predictions only when the latter is more confident
than the former. In this way, the teacher and student models
cooperate to gradually improve the quality and robustness of



SUN et al.: CO-EVOLUTIONARY LEARNING FRAMEWORK FOR ABNORMALITY DETECTION AND REPORT GENERATION 13

 

 (a) (b) (c) 

CoE-DG 
(ours) 

   
Consolidation Consolidation Pneumothorax 

GT 
Cardiomegaly, 
Consolidation 

Cardiomegaly, 
Consolidation 

Pleural Effusion 
 

Fig. 9. Visualization of failure detection cases by our framework.
The green and red boxes are the ground truth (GT) and predictions,
respectively.

the pseudo detection labels as the training continues.
In addition, the semi-supervised methods did not make use

of the accompanying reports. On the contrary, despite lever-
aging the reports (in Dl) for pretraining, the unified vision-
language models could not improve detection performance
compared to the semi-supervised methods, likely because they
did not utilize weakly labeled data for abnormality detection.
Our proposed CoE-DG nicely combined both approaches with
a generator-guided information propagation (GIP) module. On
the one hand, our abnormality detection model was built on
the classical teacher-student distillation paradigm for semi-
supervised learning. On the other hand, a report generator
was trained by the CXR reports, which were much more in
quantity and provided different perspectives than the bounding
box annotations. Then, we refined the pseudo detection labels
guided by generator-classified abnormalities. Furthermore, we
enhanced the detector-extracted image feature by appending
the generator-extracted to it. Thus, we implicitly boosted the
detection model with the supervision by reports, as evidenced
in Table IX, Ablation-2 and Ablation-3. The architecture of
CoE-DG allowed effective leverage of all available data and
supervision signals—not only the weakly labeled images but
also their weak labels (i.e., reports) for abnormality detection.

Our preliminary work, CEIRD [21], focused solely on
abnormality detection and could not generate text reports for
CXRs. In contrast, the more comprehensive successor, CoE-
DG, can also generate reports, thus holding greater clinical
significance. Furthermore, CoE-DG achieved superior abnor-
mality detection results to CEIRD (Table III). Concretely,
while CEIRD consistently outperformed other methods, CoE-
DG outperformed CEIRD with all three IoU thresholds. We
attribute the improvements to the feature enhancement (FE)
in the GIP module (GIP-FE) by concatenating the detector-
and generator-extracted image embeddings. The efficacy of
GIP-FE was quantitatively validated in our ablation exper-
iments (Table IX, Ablation-1 versus Ablation-3). This is
likely because the generator-extracted image embeddings were
supervised by the report generation loss, providing a different
and supplementary perspective to the detector-extracted em-
beddings. Therefore, not only was CoE-DG more capable than
CEIRD in generating text reports, but CoE-DG was superior
to CEIRD in detecting abnormalities.

Fig. 9 presents some cases where our CoE-DG framework
failed in detection. In Figs. 9(a) and 9(b), our framework
missed the large cardiomegaly lesions that overlapped sig-

nificantly with two smaller consolidation lesions. We con-
jecture this was because the substantial overlap obscured
the distinctive features of the cardiomegaly lesion. In Fig.
9(c), our framework missed the pleural effusion but falsely
detected a pneumothorax, both tiny. This might be because
(1) tiny and blurry lesions were challenging to discern due to
difficulty extracting effective representation, and (2) both types
of lesions were under-represented in the experimental dataset.
We expect to employ more advanced baseline detection models
in the future to reduce both types of failures.

To validate our framework’s performance on report genera-
tion, we compared it with existing SOTA models and unified
vision-language models (Table V). The unified models did not
perform as well as the exclusive SOTA models. This might be
because the unified models were originally proposed for short
phrase generation of natural images, whereas medical reports
are typically lengthy and complex. In contrast, exclusive
report generation models [7] performed better with specialized
memory modules designed to handle long texts of multiple
sentences. However, most SOTA report generation models
[7], [55] focused on generating linguistically high-quality
reports (e.g., text overlap measured by BLEU [59]) but paid
little attention to clinical efficacy (e.g., measured by AUC).
With a small set of bounding box annotations, our CoE-DG
framework improved both language generation and clinical
efficacy metrics upon existing SOTA models with detector-
guided information propagation (DIP). Specifically, we con-
catenated abnormality tokens and location embedding as input
to the report generator—both extracted from the detector’s
output and empirically proved effective in generating better
reports (Table X, Ablation-1 and Ablation-2). On the one
hand, the detector’s output directed the generator’s attention
to candidate abnormal regions, making the latter less prone
to omitting clinically relevant findings than generating reports
from whole images. On the other hand, the location embedding
provided clues for diseases of strong location preferences and
for describing the abnormalities’ whereabouts. In addition,
we used the pseudo abnormality labels predicted by the
detection model for additional supervision of the generator,
further encouraging the latter to be aware of abnormalities in
CXRs while generating reports. The benefits were evidenced
in Table X, Ablation-3 and Table V by improved language-
and clinical-efficacy metrics.

Moreover, the detection and generation models were bridged
by our proposed co-evolutionary (CoE) strategy, such that they
mutually boosted the performance of each other. Specifically,
the detection model provided precise information about the
locations and types of abnormalities to enhance the generation
model’s understanding of input CXRs and improve its ability
to generate accurate reports. Inversely, the generation model
helped the detection model filter noisy pseudo labels and en-
hanced features for detection with features extracted from the
perspective of report generation. As shown in Fig. 3, Table IX,
and Table X, our CoE strategy led to substantial improvements
in both the detection and generation performance.

Lastly, our CoE-DG framework is agnostic to the exact
report generation model used and can incorporate any typical
model for report generation. In this work, we experimented
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with incorporating three baseline report generation models,
i.e., R2Gen [7], R2GenCMN [55], and ORGan [68], in our
framework. The results showed that incorporating them brings
improvements upon the original models in almost all language-
efficiency metrics on two datasets. In addition, the AUCs
improve by noticeably 2%–6% on both datasets. These results
indicated the effectiveness of our DIP and CoE strategies in
enhancing report generation—especially in terms of clinical
efficiency, and the applicability of our framework.

In our experiments, the medical large multimodal mod-
els (i.e. MLMMs), LLaVA-Med [51], CheXagent [53], and
XrayGPT [52], yielded generally low numbers for the
language-efficiency metrics (BLEU-1 to BLEU-4, METEOR,
and ROUGE) for the task of report generation. We conjecture
this was because the MLMMs’ primary target, i.e., instruction-
following / conversational systems, was misaligned with the
specific task. As a result, the MLMMs did not generate texts
closely following the language pattern, structured format, or
specific terminologies of radiology reports. In addition, as
LLaVA-Med was trained on general-medicine figures, cap-
tions, and corresponding in-line descriptions extracted from
PubMed Central articles, it might lack enough expertise in
understanding CXRs, leading to unsatisfactory clinical efficacy
(low AUCs), too. In contrast, CheXagent and XrayGPT were
specialized in interpreting CXRs and achieved AUCs close to
those of R2Gen and R2GenCMN (two exclusive report gen-
eration models), despite their low language-efficiency scores.
This phenomenon calls for more appropriate metrics, beyond
traditional ones, for evaluating medical texts generated by
modern large language models. It is worth mentioning that our
framework substantially outperformed the MLMMs in terms of
both language and clinical efficiency. These results indicated
the advantages of specialist models and the effectiveness of
our proposed visual detector guided report generation. We
believe it is promising to develop visually grounded MLMMs
specialized in CXR report generation in the future.

This study had limitations. It only considered the subsets
of abnormality categories with bounding box annotations
provided by the MS-CXR and PD-CXR datasets, whereas
the MIMIC-CXR dataset included 14 types of anatomical
abnormalities. In the future, techniques for open-set learning
[73], [74] may be investigated and adapted to detect the
categories without bounding box annotations but described in
clinical reports. We shall aim in the future to evaluate our
methodology on clinical image data beyond CXR to show
broader practicality.

VI. CONCLUSION

This work presented a co-evolutionary semi-supervised ab-
normality detection and report generation (CoE-DG) frame-
work for simultaneous anatomical abnormality detection and
report generation of chest X-rays. Experimental results showed
that CoE-DG outperformed up-to-date detection and report
generation methods and that its designs were efficient.
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