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Abstract

Medical imaging is crucial for diagnosing, mon-
itoring, and treating medical conditions. The
medical reports of radiology images are the
primary medium through which medical pro-
fessionals attest their findings, but their writ-
ing is time consuming and requires special-
ized clinical expertise. The automated gener-
ation of radiography reports has thus the po-
tential to improve and standardize patient care
and significantly reduce clinicians workload.
Through our work, we have designed and eval-
uated an end-to-end transformer-based method
to generate accurate and factually complete ra-
diology reports for X-ray images. Addition-
ally, we are the first to introduce curriculum
learning for end-to-end transformers in medical
imaging and demonstrate its impact in obtain-
ing improved performance. The experiments
have been conducted using the MIMIC-CXR-
JPG database, the largest available chest X-ray
dataset. The results obtained are comparable
with the current state-of-the-art on the natu-
ral language generation (NLG) metrics BLEU
and ROUGE-L, while setting new state-of-the-
art results on F1 examples-averaged, F1-macro
and F1-micro metrics for clinical accuracy and
on the METEOR metric widely used for NLG.

1 Introduction

Interpreting radiography images with complex and
detailed features is a challenging task that demands
significant time (Jing et al., 2017; Li et al., 2018)
and specialized clinical expertise (Delrue et al.,
2011). The insights clinicians provide in these
reports are crucial for future patient assessments,
and errors can result in misdiagnoses and improper
treatment. Consequently, the increasing volume of
radiographic images, particularly in public hospi-
tals and densely populated areas, coupled with a
limited number of experts, leads to substantial de-
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lays, negatively affecting diagnosis and treatment
outcomes.

Radiology report generation can be framed as
an image captioning task. While recent advances
in image captioning, such as CNN encoders paired
with RNN decoders (Jing et al., 2017; Li et al.,
2018) and transformers integrated with complex
modules (Cao et al., 2023), have shown promise,
generating accurate medical reports from images
remains an unresolved challenge, with current per-
formance levels insufficient for practical use. The
main challenges in medical image captioning in-
clude highly similar complex images with subtle
differences, the use of domain-specific language,
and brief diagnostic insights embedded within
lengthy repetitive descriptions.

This work focuses on developing and evaluat-
ing an end-to-end transformer approach, designed
specifically for the automated generation of radi-
ology reports from radiography images. We adapt
the GIT transformer (Wang et al., 2022a) by in-
corporating widely-used techniques such as adding
a classification head, using patient’s history and
multi-view images. Most distinctively, we inte-
grate curriculum learning in our training and prove
it’s efficacy. Together with these enhancements, we
obtain an end-to-end transformer approach that out-
performs existing methods, while experimentally
confirming that all these ingredients are essential
for our method’s success. We emphasize that the
techniques used by us don’t add extra training or
inference complexity to the network, as opposed to
existing approaches (Tanida et al., 2023; Bu et al.,
2024).

Current research encounters great problems with
the generation of long medical reports (Zhao et al.,
2023). We substantiate the essential role curricu-
lum learning plays in providing significant improve-
ment for this obstacle and consider that this spe-
cific issue was not properly addressed by previous
works and it should be a topic of great interest for
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the medical community.
We conduct our experiments on the largest avail-

able chest X-ray dataset - the MIMIC-CXR-JPG
dataset introduced by Johnson et al. (2019b). The
results obtained with our proposed solution have
set a new state-of-the-art on the natural language
generation (NLG) metric METEOR (Banerjee and
Lavie, 2005), and on the clinical accuracy metrics
F1-macro and F1-micro. This demonstrates both
the clinical accuracy and factual completeness of
our generated reports. Furthermore, our results are
on par with the state-of-the-art considering the nat-
ural language generation metrics BLEU (Papineni
et al., 2002) and ROUGE-L (Lin, 2004).

Our main contributions can be summarised as
follows:

• We propose an end-to-end transformer ap-
proach for the generation of medical reports
for chest X-ray images, proving the validity
of simpler architectures.

• To the best of our knowledge, we are the
first to show the effectiveness of curriculum
learning for the task of automated radiology
report generation using transformers.

• We show the capacities of our setups by
obtaining state-of-the-art results, over the
largest benchmark of chest radiography,
MIMIC-CXR-JPG, for both clinical accuracy
metrics as well as natural language generation
metrics, attesting both the factual complete-
ness as well as the accuracy of our generated
reports.

2 Related Work

2.1 Transformers in Image Captioning.
Attention models have gained large-scale popular-
ity for the task of image captioning (Cornia et al.,
2020; Nguyen et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2021),
due to their outstanding performance. The GIT
Transformer (Wang et al., 2022a) is a generative
image-to-text transformer that has obtained state-
of-the-art results on various computer vision tasks.
It has been pre-trained on 0.8B image-text pairs
from various sources, but as far as we know has not
been tested on medical imaging tasks. The architec-
ture of GIT is based on two transformer modules -
an image encoder - based on the vision transformer
model of Yuan et al. (2021) - that extracts the fea-
tures of the input image, and a text decoder (also a

transformer module) which uses the image features,
in order to generate the image caption.

2.2 Radiology Report Generation
Radiology report generation from radiography im-
ages stands in the broader task of image captioning
(Vinyals et al., 2015; Xu et al., 2015). The majority
of methods used to solve the challenges of medi-
cal image captioning are based on deep learning
models that use an image-encoder and text-decoder
architecture. The encoder is most often a Convo-
lutional Neural Network (CNN) (Li et al., 2019,
2018; Srinivasan et al., 2020; Yin et al., 2019),
used to encode the features of the images and cre-
ate their latent representations. The decoder - a
Recurrent Neural Network (RNN), such as LSTM
(Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997) - is then used
to convert the extracted features into the generated
reports (Jing et al., 2017).

Transformers (Vaswani et al., 2017) bring the
advantage of effectively learning long-range vi-
sual and textual dependencies and are successfully
used for this task, but models using them often em-
ploy additional CNN encoders (Miura et al., 2020;
Lovelace and Mortazavi, 2020), or complex mod-
ules (e.g. added memory augmentation module
(Cao et al., 2023), Faster R-CNN object detector
(Tanida et al., 2023), interpreter-generator-classifier
modules (Nguyen et al., 2021), relational memory
(Chen et al., 2020)), that add inference complexity
and require more supervision during training.

Therefore, to address these problems that come
with the added complexity, we decided to research
the performance of a simpler approach, an end-to-
end transformer. In the context of medical image
captioning, this approach has not been studied in
depth until recently by Wang et al. (2022b) and
Nicolson et al. (2023), but such works do not ad-
dress the issue of short generated reports.

2.3 Curriculum Learning
First introduced by Bengio et al. (2009), the vanilla
form of curriculum learning means to gradually
increase the difficulty of the data samples that the
model sees during training. This is similar to the
form in which humans initially acquire knowledge.

The effectiveness of curriculum learning for text
generation has been previously studied by Subra-
manian et al. (2017). They show the importance of
constraining their adversarial model to generate in-
creasingly longer sequences. The sequence length
has also been used as a difficulty metric for cur-
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(a) Example of a medical report with text pre-processing and corresponding labels. (b) AP (c) PA (d) LAT

Figure 1: Example of a study of one patient.

riculum learning in other NLP tasks. Spitkovsky
et al. (2009) shows the importance of an easy-to-
hard training strategy for unsupervised grammar
induction, while Chang et al. (2021) applies cur-
riculum learning for data-to-text generation and
shows that it improves both generation quality and
convergence speed.

In the field of medical imaging, curriculum learn-
ing has been mostly used on computer vision tasks,
by employing handcrafted curriculum, or an order
based on human annotators (Lotter et al., 2017;
Jiménez-Sánchez et al., 2022; Oksuz et al., 2019;
Wei et al., 2021). More recently, Alsharid et al.
(2020) employed a dual-curriculum approach for
the task of fetal ultrasound image captioning, using
the Wasserstein distance for image data and the TF-
IDF metric (Sparck Jones, 1972) for text data. Liu
et al. (2022) applied curriculum learning for gen-
erating medical reports, by employing an iterative
2-steps approach: first, estimate the difficulty of the
training samples and evaluate the competence of
the model; second, select the appropriate training
samples by following the easy-to-hard strategy.

However, curriculum learning has not been stud-
ied previously in the context of medical reports
generation using transformers. Inspired by the cur-
riculum methods used in NLP and by the observa-
tion that longer reports are harder to generate for
our baseline models, we introduce a curriculum
learning approach based on report length and show
that it is as effective as it is simple, as opposed to
the multimodal curriculum usually employed for
medical imaging.

3 Method

In order to adapt the GIT transformer for the com-
plex task of automated report generation for radiog-
raphy images, we employ a variety of task-specific
methods. While some of them are widely used in
the field of medical image captioning (e.g. we com-
bine the approach of using multi-view images with
the approach of using the patient’s medical history
and the approach of training the model in a multi-

task setting), we are the first to experiment with a
curriculum learning method, based on the report
length. All of these methods are further elaborated
in this section.

3.1 GIT-CXR (SV)
The single-view approach is depicted in Figure 2a
when ignoring the Multi-label Classifier. This is
our baseline method, consisting of fine-tuning the
GIT model for image captioning on the MIMIC-
CXR dataset. Our single-view chest X-ray image is
passed through the image encoder obtaining an em-
bedding that is fed to the text decoder to generate
a radiology report. In this case, we keep only the
AP and PA images and duplicate the corresponding
report for each.

3.2 GIT-CXR (MV)
For the multi-view approach, we use samples of
two images at once, correlated with their corre-
sponding report, meaning combinations of AP, PA,
LATERAL and LL images. We enforce that at least
one of the images is AP/PA and we duplicate the
image of a report, if only one is available.

As shown in Figure 2b, each single-view image
is passed through the image encoder, obtaining an
image embedding for each view. A different tempo-
ral embedding is added to each view to differentiate
the different views of the multi-view image. Finally,
the resulting embeddings are concatenated creating
a final image embedding for the entire multi-view
image. The next steps are similar to the single-view
approach described before.

3.3 GIT-CXR-CLS
We also introduce an auxiliary loss for multi-label
classification which can be seen in Figure 2a. Sim-
ilar to Nguyen et al. (2021), the output of the image
encoder is passed to a multi-label classifier which
consists of a classification head for each of the
14 possible diagnostics - given by the CheXbert
labeler Smit et al. (2020). We define the classifi-
cation loss as the mean of the losses computed for
each head via weighted Cross Entropy, as shown in
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Equation 1, where D is the number of pathologies
(in our case 14); x is the input image; fv(x) is the
image encoding, given by passing xi through the vi-
sion encoder fv; hi(fv(x)) is the prediction of the
i-th classification head; yi is the target for the diag-
nostic i and CE is the Cross Entropy loss, where
the class weights are computed for each pathology
individually.

LMLC =
1

D

i≤D∑
i=1

CE(yi, hi(fv(x))) (1)

3.4 Context

To all the methods detailed above, we also add
context. The context is given together with the
target report to be tokenized and fed to the text
decoder. The context is obtained by concatenating
the ’indication’ and ’history’ fields of the reports.

3.5 Curriculum Learning

One of the main challenges of medical report gen-
eration is training the model to generate reports
that are long enough and include all the relevant
information. Indeed, as it can be seen in Figure 4,
the generated reports tend to be shorter than the cor-
responding targets. This leads to a steep decrease
in performance when long reports are expected
(Figure 3), which drastically affects the overall per-
formance of the model. To address this, we pro-
pose a curriculum learning approach based on the
length of the target report: we train the model using
shorter (and easier to learn) samples in the initial
phases and increase the mean length of the target
reports from one epoch to another.

More precisely, we split the dataset in b bins of
equal size. During each training epoch, we assign
a weight 1

1+|i−ie| to the samples corresponding to
each bin 1 ≤ i ≤ b, where ie is the bin correspond-
ing to the current epoch. Then, we sample without
replacement a fraction f of the dataset, using these
weights. This ensures that during each epoch, the
most samples used will come from the proximity
of bin ie, while still allowing for some amount of
samples of opposite difficulty level. For example,
in the early stages of the training, the model will
still be able to see words that might appear only in
long reports, while in the final stages of the training
the model will still see some easy examples that
require the generation of short reports, so it won’t
overfit to long sentences.

4 Experiments

4.1 Dataset

The MIMIC Chest X-ray Database v2.0.0 (John-
son et al., 2019a), is the largest publicly avail-
able dataset containing chest X-ray images with
their corresponding, free-text, clinical reports. The
dataset contains a total of 377,110 DICOM for-
mat radiography images that correspond to 227,835
studies of 64,588 patients. This dataset is the ba-
sis of the MIMIC-CXR-JPG dataset, or MIMIC
Chest X-ray JPG Database v2.0.0 (Johnson et al.,
2019b), that is entirely derived from MIMIC-CXR.
Additionally processed, it provides JPG conversion
of the original DICOM images and 14 patholo-
gies (labels) for the reports using the CheXpert la-
beler (Irvin et al., 2019). All of the 14 pathologies
have 4 possible classes each (’Positive’, ’Negative’,

’Uncertain’ and ’Missing’). The MIMIC-CXR-JPG
dataset offers the standard reference splits we also
adopt in our study.

As previous works use different sections of the
reports (e.g. Endo et al. (2021) uses both the ’find-
ings’ and the ’impression’, whereas Nguyen et al.
(2021), Lovelace and Mortazavi (2020) and Miura
et al. (2020) use only the ’findings’ field), we de-
cided to also use the most complete information
available, so we concatenate the ’impression’ and
’findings’ sections and drop the studies that don’t
contain any of them. An example of a study com-
prising 3 different images, a report with ’impres-
sion’ and ’findings’ sections and their associated
CheXpert labels can be seen in Figure 1. Addi-
tional information about the dataset and about our
data processing can be found in Appendix B.

4.2 Evaluation Metrics

NLG metrics are the default evaluation approach
used for image captioning tasks in order to evaluate
the ability of the model to generate coherent text.
While BLEU (Papineni et al., 2002) is precision-
based and ROUGE (Lin, 2004) is recall-based, ME-
TEOR (Banerjee and Lavie, 2005) provides a way
of combining both precision and recall and it is also
better correlated with human judgement. However,
as (Boag et al., 2020) found that it is possible to
have models with high NLG scores that don’t pro-
duce correct diagnosis, clinical accuracy metrics
have been introduced in order to measure the abil-
ity of a model to produce reports that could be used
to identify the right pathologies. Therefore, for the
most complete comparison to previous works and
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(a) GIT-CXR(SV) and GIT-CXR-CLS(SV) architectures. (b) GIT-CXR(MV) architecture with 2 images.

Figure 2: Our proposed methods with their setups.

MODEL BL1 BL2 BL3 BL4 RGL M F1MA F1MI F1MI5 F1EX

GIT-CXR (MV+C+CL) 0.403 0.286 0.215 0.168 0.312 0.369 0.348 0.534 0.565 0.458
GIT-CXR (SV+C+CL) 0.393 0.278 0.208 0.162 0.305 0.359 0.327 0.505 0.538 0.428

ARR TR (2022B) 0.351 0.223 0.157 0.118 0.287 − − − − −
RGRG (2023) 0.373 0.249 0.175 0.126 0.264 0.168 − − 0.547 0.447

EKAGEN (2024) 0.419 0.258 0.170 0.119 0.287 0.157 − 0.499 − −
CVT-212DISTIL (2023) 0.392 0.245 0.169 0.124 0.285 0.153 − − − 0.384

R2GEN (2020) 0.353 0.218 0.145 0.103 0.277 0.142 0.276 − − −

AGA (MV+T+I) (2021) † 0.495 0.360 0.278 0.224 0.390 0.222 − − − −
LOVE (2020) † 0.415 0.272 0.193 0.146 0.318 0.159 0.228 0.411 − −
MMTN (2023) † 0.379 0.238 0.159 0.116 0.283 0.161 − − − −

CXR-REPAIR (2021) † − 0.069 − − − − 0.274 − − −
M2TR (2020) † − − − 0.133 − − − − 0.567 −

Table 1: Results on the full MIMIC-CXR-JPG dataset (Johnson et al., 2019b). The models with ’†’ don’t use the
original splits. The best results for each task are highlighted using bold font and the second best with underline.
Apart from us, the ARR TR approach is the only end-to-end transformer architecture. All of the architectures below
it use additional CNN/LSTM (Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997) modules. If not specified otherwise, we report
all the results from the original papers. All of our results are the average of three training runs.

in order to determine both the factual completeness
as well as the clinical accuracy of our approach, the
metrics we decided to use are both NLG metrics
- BLEU, ROUGE-L and METEOR as well as the
clinical accuracy metrics F1-macro and F1-micro
on all 14 labels, on just the 5 most frequent labels
(to compare with (Miura et al., 2020)) and finally
the F1 examples-averaged.

Because our F1 score needs to be computed in a
multi-label (the 14 labels of CheXbert) and multi-
class (Positive, Negative, Uncertain and Missing)
manner, we proceed similar to (Lovelace and Mor-
tazavi, 2020): we compute the F1 score of the
Positive class for each pathology individually and
then we compute their macro-average - for the com-
parison with (Endo et al., 2021) and (Lovelace and
Mortazavi, 2020) - and micro-average for the com-
parison with (Lovelace and Mortazavi, 2020). Al-
though (Chen et al., 2020) reports an F1 score, it is

not mentioned weather it is a macro or micro score,
while (Miura et al., 2020) only reports the F1-micro
on the 5 most frequent labels of the CheXbert la-
beler. More recently, Tanida et al. (2023) and Nicol-
son et al. (2023) used the example-based average
for the reported results. In order to ensure com-
parison with all methods, we report all the afore-
mentioned F1 averages: F1MA, F1MI, F1MI5 and
F1EX.

4.3 Experimental Setup

We train our models on an NVIDIA H100 GPU
with 80GB VRAM. For all the experiments, the
images were resized to 224 × 224 and the target
reports were truncated to 192 tokens. The full
details of the experimental setup are described in
Appendix A.2. We will make our code publicly
available.
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MODEL BL1 BL2 BL3 BL4 RGL M F1MA F1MI F1MI5 F1EX

GIT-CXR-CLS (MV+C+CL) 0.389 0.274 0.205 0.159 0.302 0.357 0.318 0.495 0.530 0.420
GIT-CXR-CLS (SV+C+CL) 0.386 0.273 0.204 0.159 0.301 0.355 0.312 0.486 0.513 0.411

GIT-CXR (MV+C+CL) 0.403 0.286 0.215 0.168 0.312 0.369 0.348 0.534 0.565 0.458
GIT-CXR (SV+C+CL) 0.393 0.278 0.208 0.162 0.305 0.359 0.327 0.505 0.538 0.428

GIT-CXR-CLS (MV+C) 0.354 0.254 0.193 0.152 0.310 0.351 0.308 0.486 0.526 0.410
GIT-CXR-CLS (SV+C) 0.352 0.252 0.189 0.149 0.307 0.348 0.313 0.487 0.516 0.412

GIT-CXR (MV+C) 0.343 0.248 0.188 0.149 0.311 0.347 0.298 0.462 0.496 0.386
GIT-CXR (SV+C) 0.324 0.230 0.172 0.136 0.294 0.331 0.257 0.407 0.428 0.334
GIT-CXR (MV) 0.316 0.199 0.130 0.090 0.240 0.291 0.294 0.495 0.536 0.415
GIT-CXR (SV) 0.299 0.187 0.122 0.084 0.235 0.282 0.262 0.452 0.500 0.376

Table 2: Results of the ablation study on the full MIMIC-CXR-JPG dataset (Johnson et al., 2019b) using the original
splits. The best results for each task are highlighted using bold font and the second best with underline.

5 Results and Discussion

We compare our two best performing meth-
ods (GIT-CXR (MV+C+CL) and GIT-CXR
(SV+C+CL)) with ten current state-of-the-art
works for the task of medical report generation
from X-ray images, that also use the MIMIC-CXR-
JPG dataset. The results can be seen in Table 1.
We obtain state-of-the-art results with our method
GIT-CXR (MV+C+CL), on the NLG metric ME-
TEOR, surpassing AGA (Nguyen et al., 2021) by
14.7 percentage points (pp). Moreover, we also
exceed all the other methods that reported the clini-
cal accuracy scores F1 examples-averaged (F1EX),
F1-macro (F1MA) and F1-micro (F1MI) for the 14
labels. We are only 0.2 pp behind M2TR in terms of
F1MI on the 5 most frequent labels, keeping in mind
that they do not use the official splits of the dataset.
Between the pure transformer-based approaches,
our method obtains state-of-the-art performance on
all the metrics presented, outperforming ARR TR
(Wang et al., 2022b) by at least 5.0pp in terms of
BLEU scores and 2.5pp in terms of ROUGE-L.

5.1 Ablation Study

Through our ablation study in Table 2, we have
proved that all 4 techniques that we introduced
(adding context, using multi-view images, adding
a multi-label classifier and using curriculum learn-
ing) have a positive impact on the performance,
both in terms of the NLG metrics and the clinical
accuracy metrics. Compared to the baseline (GIT-
CXR (SV)), adding the context improves all the
scores and methods, adding a classification head
improves the clinical accuracy metrics the most,
using the multi-view method improves the results
of the single-view method and using curriculum
learning improves all of these methods the most.

Curriculum Learning Impact An important
finding in our ablation study is that while cur-
riculum learning does improve the performance
of our approach, the curriculum learning ar-
chitectures with the added multi-label classifier
(GIT-CXR-CLS (SV+C+CL) and GIT-CXR-CLS
(MV+C+CL)) perform worse than the curriculum
learning architectures without the multi-label clas-
sifier. This odd occurrence breaks the pattern we
have seen so far that the added classification head
is an overall improvement over all of our proposed
methods. Even though we thought it a given that
GIT-CXR-CLS (MV+C+CL) would be the best per-
forming architecture as it respected all the improve-
ment patterns before it, we observe experimentally
that the classification head is not compatible with
the curriculum learning method we employed. We
address this on the fact that our curriculum method-
ology radically changes the pathologies distribution
seen by the classification head during each epoch.
For medical reports the problem is that short reports
are correspondent to healthy patients that didn’t
need detailed explanations in their findings. How-
ever, in the case of ill patients with many under-
lying conditions, the reports are inevitably longer.
While the train distribution is already very skewed,
with half of the pathologies being present in less
than 5% of the patients, the curriculum learning
based solely on the text length provides the multi-
label classifier with a more extreme version of it,
in the early stages of the training. This is a very
interesting discovery that highlights even more the
particularities of medical text as opposed to a more
general field.

We also test our hypothesis that curriculum learn-
ing leads to better performance on generating long
reports and make a direct comparison between GIT-
CXR (MV+C) - trained without curriculum learn-
ing - and GIT-CXR (MV+C+CL) - the corre-
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(a) METEOR (b) ROUGE-L (c) Micro F1

Figure 3: The metrics score evolution with report length.

sponding model trained with curriculum learning.
In Figure 3, we show how the evaluation metrics
change together with the length of the target re-
port. First, with regards to METEOR (Figure 3a)
and ROUGE-L (Figure 3b), we can see how the
two models perform similarly for reports up to 75
tokens. For longer sequences, while both models
have a linear decrease in performance, the model
trained with curriculum learning has a less abrupt
decline. Second, with regards to F1-micro (Fig-
ure 3c), we can see how the two models perform
similarly bad for very short sequences, but this is
mostly because they are rare and the metrics are not
very reliable (Figure 4). From 50 tokens onwards,
the model trained without curriculum learning is
affected by the increase of the target length, while
the model that uses curriculum learning is able to
maintain a constantly high performance even for
very long sequences.

To conclude, we prove that the reports gener-
ated by our best model, trained with curriculum
learning, have a high clinical accuracy and can reli-
ably be used for diagnosis. Moreover, our results
show that our newly introduced curriculum learn-
ing technique has a greater positive impact than
the widely used method of adding a classification
head (e.g. GIT-CXR (MV+C+CL) vs. GIT-CXR-
CLS (MV+C)). Therefore, curriculum learning is
an impactful novel advancement to the X-ray report
generation task. A future research path would be
searching for ways of mixing the two methods so a
model could benefit form both of them simultane-
ously.

5.2 Reports Analysis

In Table A1, from Appendix A.1, we extracted
three examples of generated reports with their cor-
responding context and ground truth report, using
the GIT-CXR (MV+C+CL) approach.

The first example is a complete report that con-

Figure 4: Distributions for the length of the generated
reports (blue) and the length of the target reports (yel-
low), which have been truncated to 192 tokens (orange
vertical line).

tains both the ’impression’ and the ’findings’ sec-
tions. The results are overall good for the ROUGE-
L (0.349) and METEOR (0.330) but BLEU, how-
ever, is much lower compared to our overall
method’s performance (BLEU-1 is 0.165 compared
to 0.396). This is a perfect example of how the
length of the target report compared to the gener-
ated report affects the BLEU score. As the gener-
ated reports are too short, the brevity penalty used
by the BLEU score will be low, which has a high
impact on all the BLEU scores.

The second example misses the ’impression’ sec-
tion in the target report, but despite this, our ap-
proach is able to generate with descent accuracy
the ’findings’ section and leaves the ’impression’
section empty, therefore all of the results are ex-
tremely high on all NLG metrics (BLEU-1 - 0.571,
ROUGE-L - 0.492, METEOR - 0.701).

The final example contains a very short context
’picc.’ and both the ’impression’ and the ’findings’
sections of the target report. The results in this case
are very poor on all of the NLG metrics. That is
because the context is not only too small to count
but the target report is very large and our approach
generated a much shorter report, with an empty

’impression’ section. Additionally, the METEOR
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CATEGORY F1 P R SUPPORT
ENLARGED CARDIOMEDIASTINUM 0.088 0.203 0.057 230

CARDIOMEGALY 0.642 0.627 0.658 1168
LUNG OPACITY 0.478 0.532 0.434 1131
LUNG LESION 0.148 0.333 0.096 178

EDEMA 0.461 0.492 0.433 695
CONSOLIDATION 0.162 0.262 0.118 187

PNEUMONIA 0.259 0.282 0.239 213
ATELECTASIS 0.432 0.463 0.404 890

PNEUMOTHORAX 0.310 0.310 0.310 71
PLEURAL EFFUSION 0.669 0.676 0.661 1116

PLEURAL OTHER 0.113 0.296 0.070 114
FRACTURE 0.033 0.143 0.019 161

SUPPORT DEVICES 0.766 0.776 0.757 1327
NO FINDING 0.317 0.244 0.451 193

MACRO_AVG 0.349 0.403 0.336
MICRO_AVG 0.537 0.573 0.506

Table 3: Clinical accuracy metrics per pathology for our best model GIT-CXR (MV+C+CL).

score is also very low (0.162), as the overall mean-
ing of the generated report doesn’t match the one
of the target.

5.3 Labels Analysis

As there are 13 pathologies that may appear in the
reports (14 if we include the ’No Findings’ label),
it is obvious that a model may have very different
performances in identifying each one of them, for
example because they are differently represented in
the dataset and even because some of them might
be easier to identify from an image. Therefore, we
conduct an analysis of how well our best model
performs for each individual label, based on the
results shown in Table 3.

First, we notice that the precision score tends
to be higher, with a minimum value of 0.143 for
the FRACTURE label, whereas the recall reaches
values smaller than 0.1 on multiple occasions
(ENLARGED CARDIOMEDIASTINUM, LUNG LE-
SION, PLEURAL OTHER and FRACTURE). This
shows a tendency of the model to fail to identify a
pathology rather than wrongly mention it in the
report. This is also supported by the fact that
the precision is considerably greater than the re-
call for multiple categories, such as ENLARGED

CARDIOMEDIASTINUM (3.5 times larger), LUNG

LESION (3.5 times larger), CONSOLIDATION (2.2
times larger), PLEURAL OTHER (4.2 times larger)
or FRACTURE (7.5 times larger).

Second, we notice that there is also a correla-
tion between the support of a label and the big dif-
ference between the corresponding precision and
recall. More precisely, for all the labels with a sup-
port smaller than 300 samples, with the exception

of PNEUMOTHORAX and NO FINDING (which is
the absence of pathologies), the precision is con-
siderably larger than the recall. On the other hand,
for the better represented categories (over 300 sam-
ples), the precision and recall are usually close to
one another, with the recall even surpassing the
precision in the case of CARDIOMEGALY.

Therefore, we conclude that the main reason
for the poor performance on some pathologies is
their poor representation in the dataset, rather than
the inherent difficulty of the task. The value of
300 samples also marks a threshold for about 10%
of the dataset, as this analysis is done on the test
set comprising 3082 samples. The poor perfor-
mance being correlated with the underrepresented
labels also justifies the big gap between the macro
average (that weights all labels equally) and the
considerably larger micro average (that weights all
samples equally). This further demonstrates that
computing the metrics based solely on the five most
represented labels (Miura et al., 2020) yields better
scores.

6 Conclusion

In this work we have developed and tested a pure
transformer-based approach utilising the GIT trans-
former combined with additional components to
address the task of X-ray medical report genera-
tion. Curriculum learning was particularly benefi-
cial for the enhanced performance on more difficult
samples that necessitated the model to generate
a long report. In our experiments, we consider
adding many relevant techniques and obtain re-
sults that surpass current state-of-the-art methods
on application-relevant metrics such as the NLG
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metric METEOR and clinical accuracy metric F1.
We also achieve on par results on other NLG met-
rics such as BLEU and ROUGE-L. We conduct an
extensive ablation study as well as a comprehensive
analysis of the labels and generated reports in order
to better understand the upsides and downsides of
our approach. Our work paves the way for further
research and improvements along this direction.

Limitations

Our work has a few limitations that should be ac-
knowledged. First, we only used a single dataset for
testing our proposed method. However, we made
sure to use the largest publicly available dataset,
MIMIC-CXR, which is about 50 times larger than
IU-Xray (Demner-Fushman et al., 2016) the other
widely-used dataset for radiology report generation.
We focused on maximizing comparability to past
and future work by employing the most complete
set of evaluation metrics and by using the origi-
nal train-validation-test split, unlike many other
papers. Secondly, while we obtain state-of-the-art
performance on a variety of metrics by introduc-
ing our curriculum learning method, there is still
room for research on the compatibility between
this technique and the setup using an additional
classification head. This would enable future ap-
proaches to benefit from both techniques, as they
both led to impressive performance boost, individu-
ally. Thirdly, while our work focused on simplicity,
both in terms of the architecture used and on the
introduction of the NLP-inspired curriculum learn-
ing method, based strictly on the report length, we
acknowledge the fact that a different curriculum
learning method designed specifically for medical
imaging could improve the results even further. Fi-
nally, even though our results are state-of-the-art
in many aspects, they are yet to be on par with
radiologists performance in order for our approach
to be used in real medical settings.
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A Appendix

A.1 Qualitative Analysis of the Generated
Reports

A few examples of generated reports, together with
the corresponding context, target and evaluation
metrics, are presented in Table A1. The examples
were chosen to be representative for diverse sce-
narios (e.g. low, medium and high Meteor). Their
analysis is made in the "Results and Evaluation"
section.

A.2 Experimental Setup

We train our models on a Linux system with 10
CPUs, 160GB RAM and an Nvidia H100 GPU
with 80GB VRAM. Each model is trained for up to
Ne = 30 epochs, using a patience of 7 epochs. The
best checkpoint for each experiment was chosen on
the validation set by using a weighted average of
the NLG metrics used for evaluation, with weight
0.25 for METEOR and ROUGE-L and weight
0.125 for each of the BLEU scores. We call this
score

AVG_NLG = M
4 + R

4 + B1+B2+B3+B4
8 .

We defined it so the selected checkpoint for each
experiment will have competitive results all across
the board.

We used the AdamW optimizer with a learning
rate of 5 × 10−5 and a batch size of 32 for all
our experiments. The optimizer is similar to the
one used for GIT (Wang et al., 2022a) pre-training,
while the batch size 32 is the maximum power
of 2 that would fit on the GPU for our biggest
model. The learning rate was found by tuning the
model GIT-CXR (SV+C) using the set { 10−5, 5×
10−5} for the AVG_NLG score on the validation
set. Then, it was used unchanged for all the models.

The images were resized to 224× 224, similar
to the GIT pre-training. The maximum length of
the target report together with the context is set to
192 tokens and maximum length of context is 45
tokens out of the total 192. The 192 tokens has
been chosen so that it would cover at least 94% of
the reports without requiring trimming.

In the case of the GIT-CXR-CLS, the weight of
the classification loss is 0.1; this was chosen by
tuning the model GIT-CXR-CLS (SV+C) using the
set {0.1, 1} for the validation AVG_NLG score.

In the case of the multi-view approach the num-
ber of views is set to 2, as less than 10% of the
studies contain 3 or more images.

For the curriculum learning approach we used
the number of bins b = 10 and at each epoch we
sample f = 25% of the dataset; because of this,
we train the model for 1

fNe = 120 epochs and
validate every 1

f = 4 epochs, so the total number
of samples passed through the model would be the
same as for the models without curriculum learning.
The fraction f was found by tuning the model GIT-
CXR (SV+C+CL) using the set {0.1, 0.25} for the
AVG_NLG score on the validation set.

For all experiments, we used the GIT model (the
base variant GITb) pre-trained on the MSRVTT-
QA (Xu et al., 2017) dataset, as this version of
the model was adapted for video tasks, so it also
contains pre-trained weights for the temporal em-
beddings required by the multi-view approach.

In order to attain statistically significant results,
we ran each experiment 3 times and report the av-
erage of the results. The training time for each
experiment varied between 24h for the base variant
and up to 46h with the introduction of multi-view
and multi-task approaches, for a total computa-
tional budget of roughly 1000 GPU hours for all
the experiments combined. We emphasize that all
improvements of our curriculum learning based
methods over the corresponding base models are
statistically significant, according to a t-test with
p < 0.01.

We will make our code publicly available.

B Dataset

The MIMIC Chest X-ray Database v2.0.0 (John-
son et al., 2019a), is the largest publicly avail-
able dataset containing chest X-ray images with
their corresponding, free-text, clinical reports. The
dataset contains a total of 377,110 DICOM for-
mat radiography images that correspond to 227,835
studies of 64,588 patients. This dataset is the ba-
sis of the MIMIC-CXR-JPG dataset, or MIMIC
Chest X-ray JPG Database v2.0.0 (Johnson et al.,
2019b), that is entirely derived from MIMIC-CXR.
Additionally processed, it provides JPG conversion
of the original DICOM images and 14 patholo-
gies (labels) for the reports using the CheXpert la-
beler (Irvin et al., 2019). All of the 14 pathologies
have 4 possible classes each (’Positive’, ’Negative’,

’Uncertain’ and ’Missing’). The MIMIC-CXR-JPG
dataset offers the standard reference splits we also
adopt in our study. Some studies have been manu-
ally reviewed by experts. The test set contains all
the studies of patients who had at least one report

12



MODEL REPORT BL1-4 RG-L M
CONTEXT _ year old male with history of metastatic melanoma, now with recurrent seizures

and lethargy, comes here to evaluate for pneumonia.

TARGET impression : no acute cardiopulmonary process. findings : frontal and lateral
radiographs of the chest redemonstrate a round calcified pulmonary nodule in
the posterior right lung base, unchanged from multiple priors and consistent with
prior granulomatous disease. a known enlarged right hilar lymph node seen on
ct of _ likely accounts for the increased opacity at the right hilum. a known
right mediastinal lymph node conglomerate accounts for the fullness at the right
paratracheal region. no pleural effusion, pneumothorax or focal consolidation is
present. the patient is status post median sternotomy and cabg with wires intact.
the cardiac silhouette is normal in size. the mediastinal and hilar contours are
unchanged from the preceding radiograph.

GENERATED impression : no acute cardiopulmonary process. findings : frontal and lateral radio-
graphs of the chest show no focal consolidation, pleural effusion or pneumothorax.
the cardiomediastinal and hilar contours are normal. the patient is status post median
sternotomy with intact wires.

0.165
0.135
0.117
0.106

0.349 0.330

CONTEXT post procedure, to assess for pneumothorax.

TARGET impression : findings : in comparison with the study of _, there is no evidence
of pneumothorax. continued low lung volumes with substantial mass in the right
paratracheal region.

GENERATED impression : findings : in comparison with the study of _, there is little overall
change. again there are low lung volumes with mild atelectatic changes at the bases.
no evidence of acute focal pneumonia or vascular congestion.

0.571
0.501
0.455
0.412

0.492 0.701

CONTEXT picc.

TARGET impression : _ left picc tip appears to terminate in the distal left brachiocephalic
vein. _ mild pulmonary vascular congestion. _ interval improvement in aeration of
the lung bases with residual streaky opacity likely reflective of atelectasis. interval
resolution of the left pleural effusion. findings : left picc tip is seen terminating in
the region of the distal left brachiocephalic vein. tracheostomy tube is in unchanged
standard position. the heart is moderately enlarged. marked calcification of the
aortic knob is again present. mild pulmonary vascular congestion is similar. bibasilar
streaky airspace opacities are minimally improved. previously noted left pleural
effusion appears to have resolved. no pneumothorax is identified. percutaneous
gastrostomy tube is seen in the left upper quadrant.

GENERATED impression : findings : there has been interval removal of a right sided picc. the right
sided picc line has been removed. tracheostomy tube and central venous catheter
are again seen. there is a moderate cardiomegaly. there is hazy opacification of the
right lung base which is stable. there is no overt pulmonary edema.

0.148
0.068
0.029
0.000

0.170 0.162

Table A1: Clinical accuracy metrics per pathology for our best model. All the predictions were generated using the
GIT-CXR (MV+C+CL) model.
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labelled in the manual review. The validation set
contains a random set of 500 patients and all of
their associated studies. Finally, all the remaining
studies are made available in the training set, re-
sulting in a 222,758 - 1,808 - 3,269 distribution of
train-validation-test studies.

Studies One patient can have one or more studies
and one study can have one or more chest X-ray im-
ages and exactly one report. One report can contain
one or more sections - free-text details about the pa-
tient’s condition - such as ’comparison’, ’clinical
history’, ’indication’, ’reasons for examination’,

’impression’ and ’findings’. An example of a study
can be seen in Figure 1, where Figure 1a is the free-
text report and the corresponding Figures 1b, 1c,
1d are the chest X-ray images taken from different
views of the patient.

Generation of Reports Previous works use dif-
ferent sections of the reports. For example, (Endo
et al., 2021) uses both the ’findings’ and the ’im-
pression’, whereas (Nguyen et al., 2021), (Lovelace
and Mortazavi, 2020) and (Miura et al., 2020) use
only the ’findings’ field. Considering the distri-
bution of the reports in regards to the sections
they contain, out of the 227,835 studies, 189,561
(83.2%) reports contain an ’impression’ section,
and 155,716 (68.4%) reports contain a ’findings’
section. This adds up to 95.4% of the entire dataset.
Therefore, we decided to use both the ’findings’
and the ’impression’, discarding the studies that
do not contain reports with at least one of them.
Additionally, they incorporate the most relevant
information out of all the sections. We also pre-
process the text and eliminate most symbols and
upper-case letters.

Images The MIMIC-CXR-JPG dataset consists
of chest X-ray images that are taken from different
views of the patient - the front (Figure 1b, anterior-
posterior (AP)), the back (Figure 1c, posterior-
anterior (PA)), the lateral (Figure 1d, LATERAL),
or more particularly, the left-lateral (LL) part of
the patient. In our experiments, we compare a
single-view approach (also investigated by Endo
et al. (2021) and Wang et al. (2022b)) and a multi-
view approach (also seen in Nguyen et al. (2021)
and Miura et al. (2020)) of handling the situation
involving multiple scans per study.

Labels For the labelling of our generated reports,
we have chosen to use the CheXbert labeler by Smit
et al. (2020), a radiology report labelling method

based on a biomedically pre-trained BERT (Devlin
et al., 2018) that has near radiologist performance
in labeling medical conditions and is 5.5% more ac-
curate than CheXpert. Related works that also use
the CheXbert labeler are (Miura et al., 2020) and
(Endo et al., 2021), as opposed to works that use
the CheXpert labeler (Chen et al., 2020; Lovelace
and Mortazavi, 2020; Nguyen et al., 2021).

C Artifacts

Here we discuss the scientific artifacts used and
created in this work.

Regarding data artifacts, as described in Sec-
tion B, we employ our method on the largest avail-
able dataset, namely MIMIC Chest X-ray Database
v2.0.0 (Johnson et al., 2019a) and it’s processed
version MIMIC Chest X-ray JPG Database v2.0.0
(Johnson et al., 2019b). Both are released under
the licence PhysioNet Credentialed Health Data
License 1.5.01 and data use agreement PhysioNet
Credentialed Health Data Use Agreement 1.5.02

after completing the required training CITI Data
or Specimens Only Research3.

Regarding model artifacts, we used the base vari-
ant of the GIT model (Wang et al., 2022a), released
on Huggingface4 under the MIT Licence.

The evaluation for NLG metrics was done using
the Huggingface library 5, while the clinical accu-
racy metrics were computed using the ChexBert
labeler for classification and then the sklearn6 met-
rics P, R and F1 for evaluation. While we already
provided a description in Section 4.2, the exact
usage will also be provided in our code.

Regarding the created artifacts, we will make
our code, comprising all the approaches discussed
in Section 3, publicly available.

1https://physionet.org/content/mimic-cxr/view-
license/2.1.0/

2https://physionet.org/content/mimic-cxr/view-dua/2.1.0/
3https://physionet.org/content/mimic-cxr/view-required-

training/2.1.0/
4https://huggingface.co/microsoft/git-base
5https://huggingface.co/metrics
6https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.metrics.html
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