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ABSTRACT

With the development of multimodality and large language
models, the deep learning-based technique for medical image
captioning holds the potential to offer valuable diagnostic rec-
ommendations. However, current generic text and image pre-
trained models do not yield satisfactory results when it comes
to describing intricate details within medical images. In this
paper, we present a novel medical image captioning method
guided by the segment anything model (SAM) to enable en-
hanced encoding with both general and detailed feature ex-
traction. In addition, our approach employs a distinctive pre-
training strategy with mixed semantic learning to simultane-
ously capture both the overall information and finer details
within medical images. We demonstrate the effectiveness of
this approach, as it outperforms the pre-trained BLIP2 model
on various evaluation metrics for generating descriptions of
medical images.

Index Terms— Medical Image, Multimodal, Image Cap-
tioning, Dual Image Encoders, Large Language Model

1. INTRODUCTION

Medical imaging, including techniques such as ultrasound,
MRI, and CT, involves the use of radiographic methods for
the diagnosis and treatment of internal human ailments. Uti-
lizing deep learning for medical image description technology
enables the generation of medical reports, unveiling rich clini-
cal information to offer doctors valuable diagnostic assistance
[1H3]. In recent years, with the exploration and development
of deep learning techniques in the field of text-image multi-
modality, there has emerged a trend of using contrastive learn-
ing for cross-modal pre-training with image and text pairs [4-
7. These models have achieved promising results in down-
stream tasks such as image captioning.

Overlooking the detailed semantic information is a main
challenge when adapting the general pre-trained models to the
medical domain. In the case of medical imaging, a significant
portion of diagnoses relies on the detailed features within spe-
cific regions of an image. Due to the inherent ambiguity of
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Fig. 1. Overview of (a) BLIP2 and (b) MSMedCap (Ours).
MSMedCap implements a supplemented fine-grained feature
extraction to synergize functionalities between encoders.

language combined with varying levels of granularity in tex-
tual descriptions, text-only supervised general models strug-
gle to efficiently capture the fine details present in the images.
This limitation arises from the difficulty of the image encoder
to capture subtle feature differences in localized areas of im-
ages with blurry boundaries, noise, and poor contrast [[1]]. In
an effort to enhance model performance, the challenge of un-
stable generalization capability persists [8].

In this paper, we propose a Medical image Captioning
model based on a dual-image encoder and Mixed Semantic
learning, namely MSMedCap. As shown in Fig. I, MSMed-
Cap employs a detailed feature extraction to capture the fine-
grained information. Specifically, our model contains a dual-
encoder architecture: a ViT image encoder pre-trained with
CLIP [5] to extract the overall information, and a segment
anything model (SAM) [9] guided encoder to capture fine-
grained details. The functionalities of the two encoders are
well complemented and synergized by employing a distinc-
tive pre-training strategy with mixed semantic learning to si-
multaneously capture both the overall information and finer



details within medical images. We conducted experiments on
various datasets [10-12]] to evaluate our model, confirming
the effectiveness of our proposed method.

The key advantages of MSMedCap include:

* We present an innovative SAM-guided dual-encoder ar-
chitecture that enables the capture of information with
different granularities in medical images.

* A distinctive pre-training strategy is designed to com-
plement both encoders, showcasing excellent synergy
while simultaneously preserving the overall and de-
tailed semantic knowledge from the two encoders.

e Our proposed MSMedCap outperforms the baseline
BLIP2 models [7] on ROCO [12] and MedICaT [11]
datasets with significant improvements.

2. METHOD

In this section, we first describe the model architecture. Then
we present the mixed semantic pre-training strategy, fol-
lowed by the illustration of adapting the large language model
(LLM) for medical image caption in the down-stream task.

2.1. Model Architecture

To capture both general and detailed features, we use the dual-
encoder for feature extraction, guided by the segment any-
thing model (SAM) [9]. Then the features are aligned and ag-
gregated by the dual query Transformers (Q-Former) [7] and
linear projection layer. Finally, the LLM is adopted to gener-
ate medical captions with the text prompt. The overview of
the model architecture is shown in Fig. [2l The details of each
component are described as follows.
Dual Image Encoders. We utilize two ViT Encoders trained
separately based on CLIP and SAM, namely, fcrp and fsam,
to encode image features. The images x are separately in-
putted into these two Image Encoders, resulting in two sets
of distinct image embedding vectors verp € RVXC vganm €
RQ xS ,

vewr = feur(X), (D

vsam = fsam(X), (2)

where N and () represent the number of feature vectors, C
and S represent the dimensions of each feature vector.

Dual Query Transformers (Q-Former). The features out-
putted by the dual encoders are processed through cross at-
tention separately, resulting in aligned features through their
respective Q-Formers (gcepp and gsam) as follows,

Ve = geue(deLp, Verp) s 3)

VsaM = gsaM (Qsam; Vsam), 4)

where qcpip, qsam € RM*P are two sets of learnable query
vectors within the Q-Former. Note that linear projection lay-
ers are adopted as the output layer of Q-Formers.

Large Language Model (LLM). The OPT LLM [13] is em-
ployed to generate medical captions. We combine the outputs
of Q-Formers and text prompt embedding v as the input to
the LLM, which can be formulated as follows,

e = Concat(VcLip, VSAM; Viext)s @)

c =LLM(e), (6)

where Concat() represents the concatenation operation.

2.2. Mixed Semantic Pre-training

Models pre-trained using different methods yield distinct
granularity and semantic information when extracting fea-
tures from images. By harnessing the strengths of vari-
ous pre-training approaches, we adopt a distinctive training
strategy to combine general image information and medi-
cal domain-specific image information. This pre-training
strategy is shown in Fig. 3]

In this stage, we separately trained Q-Formers for CLIP
and SAM. Initially, we froze the image encoders and fed the
images through the encoder to obtain extracted image fea-
tures. We input both the trainable Soft Queries and embed-
ded image captions into the Q-Former, connecting the image
features extracted by the image encoder through Cross Atten-
tion to the Q-Former. It’s important to note that Cross At-
tention only operates on the portion corresponding to the Soft
Query, and the caption’s portion is not used. Taking inspi-
ration from BLIP2[7], we optimized the Q-Former with the
following three objectives and used corresponding masks at
the Self Attention to meet the different requirements of these
three objectives.

* Image-Text Matching (ITM): Classifying pairs of (im-

age, text) inputs to determine their relevance.

» Image-Based Text Generation (ITG): Generating corre-

sponding textual descriptions given image inputs.

* Image-Text Contrastive Learning (ITC): Reducing the
distance between image and corresponding text fea-
tures while increasing the distance from irrelevant text
features.

Due to the need for combining both general semantic
information and fine-grained image details in medical im-
age analysis, our model training process involves achieving
mixed-semantic representation learning for CLIP and SAM.
Given that CLIP excels at capturing more general semantic
information, we aim to preserve this capability in our model.
Therefore, we load the pre-trained parameters of CLIP Q-
Former from BLIP2 [7]], which is trained on general image
datasets. In contrast, the SAM image encoder has already un-
dergone MAE [14] pre-training and trained on segmentation
tasks[9], making it more adept at capturing fine-grained im-
age details compared to CLIP. To capture the medical image
details, such as pixel-wise semantics, we train the Q-Former
of SAM using a combination of both general and medical
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Fig. 2. Model Architecture. Utilizing frozen dual image encoders and trainable dual Q-Formers enables the extraction of
image features at different granularities. During the full model training, only the parameters of the Q-Formers, Soft Queries,

and Linear Layers can be trained.
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Fig. 3. Mixed Semantic Pre-training. For the CLIP Q-
Former, we train it using the general datasets. As for the SAM
Q-Former, we simultaneously train it on both the general and
medical datasets.

datasets (COCO [10], ROCO [12], and MedICaT [11]). We
demonstrate in our subsequent experiments that this train-
ing strategy is relatively more effective than other methods,
maximizing feature diversity.

2.3. Captioning with the Frozen LLM

Due to the mixed semantic pre-training accomplished in the
previous stage, the model has already acquired the ability to
capture medical image information at both global and local
levels and align effectively with text. In this stage, we fine-
tune the complete model on ROCO and MedICaT datasets
with the frozen LLM to generate medical image captions. We
utilize the OPT [13] as our LLM. Initially, we freeze all pa-
rameters of the two image encoders and the LLM, focusing
solely on training the Q-Formers and the linear projection
layer. Features extracted through the CLIP and SAM en-
coders, as well as their respective Q-Formers and linear pro-
jection layers, are concatenated and fed into the LLM. The
model is trained using the LLM loss.

3. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

3.1. Experimental Setup

Datasets. Three widely used datasets are adopted in our ex-
periments, i.e., COCO [10], ROCO [[12]], and MedICaT [11]].
We employ these datasets for the purpose of training and test-
ing. Specifically, the COCO dataset consists of common im-
ages, which is referred to as general datasets in the following.
The ROCO and MedICaT datasets consist of medical images,
which is referred to as medical datasets in the following. To
be precise, for the COCO dataset [[10], we select the train2014
version for training but don’t use it to test the output, in the
consideration of the fact that general datasets don’t match our
task. For the medical datasets, we choose 100,000 images
from MedICaT [11] and 60,000 images from ROCO [12]] for
training, and 50,000 images from MedICaT [11] and 8,000
images from ROCO [12] for testing.

Metrics. We employed BLEU [15]], METEOR [16], ROUGE_L
[17], CIDEr [18]], BERTSCORE [19], BARTSCORE [20],
and BLEURT(21]] as the evaluation metrics. For the purpose
of convenient comparison, we scale the scores for each met-
ric, which is shown in Table E} Higher scores of the metrics
indicate more outstanding qualities of generated results.

Baseline Methods. The optimal model obtained through
our approach is referred to as MSMedCap, which is com-
pared against the state-of-the-art model BLIP2 and the re-
vised model SAM-BLIP2, whose CLIP encoder is replaced
by SAM encoder.

Implementation Details. We conducted three epochs of
training for each of the two stages, the mixed semantic pre-
training stage and the captioning stage. Furthermore, for our
model during the generation process in the finetuning stage,
we conducted hyperparameter tuning to guide it and ensure
that the generated results are as coherent as possible.



Models Bleul Bleu2 Bleu3 METEOR ROUGEL CIDEr BERT score BLEURT
(x10%) (x10%) (x10%) (x10%) (x10%) (x10%) (x10%) (x10Y)

BLIP2 (G) * 7.4 3.0 1.2 26.1 9.7 23.7 72.3 -11.5
BLIP2 (G+M) 53.2 20.6 7.5 283 11.1 16.4 71.6 -11.5
SAM-BLIP2 (G+M) 83.4 294 10.0 35.5 9.3 11.1 72.7 9.3
MSMedCap (G, G) ** 101.6 45.4 222 59.1 15.1 56.9 76.6 -7.7
MSMedCap (G+M, G) 107.2 45.8 22.3 53.0 14.3 36.6 75.9 -7.8
MSMedCap (G+M, G+M) 48.1 22.8 10.9 49.4 14.7 61.0 76.6 9.1
MSMedCap (G, G+M) 108.9 48.1 23.1 62.6 154 57.5 76.8 -7.6

Table 1. Comparison with Benchmarks Across Different Evaluation Metrics. (* The content in parentheses represents the
training set for the model; ** The content in parentheses represents the training set for the CLIP Q-Former and the SAM Q-
Former, respectively; G = pre-trained on the general datasets, M = pre-trained on the medical datasets; the same below)

3.2. Experimental Design and Results

To verify the advantage of our architecture and the validity
of the training strategy, we perform two sets of experiments.
Regarding the naming of the experimental models, it is de-
scribed in Table[l

Effectiveness of Model Architecture. We evaluate the out-
put of MSMedCap(G, G+M) and compared it with three mod-
els, including BLIP2(G), BLIP2(G+M) and SAM-BLIP2(G+
M). Our model shows significant improvement compared to
the other three models. It seems that the cooperation of the
CLIP encoder and SAM encoder is performs better than ei-
ther of them alone. The CLIP encoder helps capture general
semantic information and the SAM encoder helps capture de-
tailed semantic information. Their cooperation significantly
improves the quality of the generated text.

Effectiveness of Mixed Semantic Pre-training. In the
mixed semantic pre-training stage, we design different train-
ing strategies for the CLIP Q-Former and the SAM Q-Former.
The ablation study shown in Table[T] verifies the advantage of
our training strategy compared to other strategies includ-
ing MSMedCap(G, G), MSMedCap(G, G+M), MSMed-
Cap(G+M, G+M). The superiority of our model MSMed-
Cap(G, G+M) compared to MSMedCap(G+M, G+M) un-
derscores the effectiveness of mixed semantic training. The
superiority of our model MSMedCap(G, G+M) compared
to MSMedCap(G+M, G) underscores that the SAM encoder
is more proficient at capturing fine-grained medical image
details compared to the CLIP encoder.

Qualitative Results. As shown in Fig. @] we selected sev-
eral representative sets of samples from the testing dataset to
demonstrate the effectiveness of our model.

4. CONCLUSION

Facing suboptimal results with BLIP2 in generating patholog-
ical diagnoses on medical datasets, we introduced enhance-
ments using the SAM framework. Leveraging the CLIP2 en-
coder for capturing broader information and the SAM en-
coder for finer details, we combined both alignment training
and text generation on medical datasets. This approach out-

(GT): Figure 2 CT scan of sinuses, coronal and axial views of the maxillary sinus
(MSMedCap): The coronal and axial computed tomography ct scan of the right
maxillary sinus.

(BLIP2): A ct scan and an mri of the same area

o 8./ |
{GT) Coronal image of T1-weighted
MRI showing a well-circumscribed
lesion in the left parotid gland.
(MSMedCap): Coronal t1-weighted

(GT): Computed tomography scan of
the pelvis revealed a highly vascular
enhancing mass (arrow) in the pelvis.
(MSMedCap): A computed tomography
scan of the pelvis showing an intra- magnetic resonance imaging (mri)
abdominal mass showing a lesion in the left parotid
(BLIP2): A ct scan with an arrow gland

pointing to the right side of the image. (BLIP2): A ct scan of the head and
neck.

Fig. 4. Results Visualization. In our experimental results, we
selected several sets of images for visual presentation, com-
paring our model (MSMedCap) with the baseline (BLIP2 [7]))
and the ground truth (GT).

performed the original model across various metrics, signif-
icantly enhancing output quality. This successful integration
addresses the limitations of BLIP2 in providing professional
and detailed diagnoses in the medical domain.

Irrelevant details in training captions confuse the model
due to matching letter-based labels. We aim to improve ac-
curacy by using a larger language model to refine captions
and incorporate medical knowledge. Meanwhile, existing
evaluation metrics are inadequate for medical diagnostics as
they lack a specialized understanding of medical knowledge.
We’re considering training-specific evaluation metrics for
accurate assessment.
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