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Abstract

Medical foundation models (FMs) have shown tremendous promise amid the rapid
advancements in artificial intelligence (AI) technologies. However, current medical
FMs typically generate answers in a black-box manner, lacking transparent reason-
ing processes and locally grounded interpretability, which hinders their practical
clinical deployments. To this end, we introduce DeepMedix-R1, a holistic medical
FM for chest X-ray (CXR) interpretation. It leverages a sequential training pipeline:
initially fine-tuned on curated CXR instruction data to equip with fundamental
CXR interpretation capabilities, then exposed to high-quality synthetic reasoning
samples to enable cold-start reasoning, and finally refined via online reinforcement
learning to enhance both grounded reasoning quality and generation performance.
Thus, the model produces both an answer and reasoning steps tied to the image’s
local regions for each query. Quantitative evaluation demonstrates substantial
improvements in report generation (e.g., 14.54% and 31.32% over LLaVA-Rad
and MedGemma) and visual question answering (e.g., 57.75% and 23.06% over
MedGemma and CheXagent) tasks. To facilitate robust assessment, we propose
Report Arena, a benchmarking framework using advanced language models to
evaluate answer quality, further highlighting the superiority of DeepMedix-R1.
Expert review of generated reasoning steps reveals greater interpretability and
clinical plausibility compared to the established Qwen2.5-VL-7B model (0.7416
vs. 0.2584 overall preference). Collectively, our work advances medical FM devel-
opment toward holistic, transparent, and clinically actionable modeling for CXR
interpretation.

1 Introduction

Recent years have witnessed remarkable progress in the development of generative artificial in-
telligence (AI), with foundation models (FMs) emerging as a unifying framework for integrating
knowledge across domains. By pretraining on large-scale, heterogeneous datasets, FMs—including
both large language models (LLMs) [1] and vision-language models (VLMs) [2]—have demonstrated
the capacity to address a broad array of downstream tasks [3–6] through a single and adaptable archi-
tecture. This paradigm shift, in which a single FM serves as the foundation for diverse applications,
has rapidly gained traction within the AI community [7, 8].
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Report generation:
Findings: There is bilateral patchy opacification, 
more pronounced in the lower lung zones, 
consistent with atelectasis and/or dependent 
airspace opacities. No definite focal 
consolidation or pleural effusion is clearly seen, 
though the right costophrenic angle appears 
slightly blunted.
Impression: Bilateral lower lung zone patchy 
opacities, likely representing atelectasis or 
dependent changes. Right costophrenic angle 
blunting, possibly a small effusion or scarring.

Visual question answering:
Question: What is the most prominent finding related to the heart in this 
image?
Answer: The cardiac silhouette appears enlarged, which is consistent with 
cardiomegaly.
Question: Are there any abnormalities n oted in the lungs?
Answer: Yes, there are bilateral patchy opacities, especially in the lower 
lung fields, which could suggest atelectasis (collapsed lung tissue) or 
dependent changes. The right costophrenic angle also appears somewhat 
blunted.
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Figure 1: The overall architecture and experimental results of DeepMedix-R1. (a) is the illustration for
the report generation and VQA tasks. (b) is the data distribution of the XrayBench for testing. (c) and
(d) are the results for model comparison on report generation and VQA, respectively, demonstrating
DeepMedix-R1 outperforms state-of-the-art open-source FMs in both general and medical domains.
The metrics Micro-5, Macro-5, Micro-14, and Macro-14 are obtained from F1-CheXbert. (e) is
the general comparison between DeepMedix and DeepMedix-R1. (f) is the expert annotation for
reasoning processes from five dimensions. (g) is the illustration of the supervised fine-tuning and
reinforcement learning stages.

Under this broader context, FMs in the medical domain have exhibited significant potential, garnering
increasing attention from both academia and industry. These advanced AI systems, trained on
vast multimodal datasets—including medical imaging, electronic health records, and biomedical
literature—demonstrate transformative capabilities across diverse healthcare applications [9–12]. By
processing and analyzing complex medical data at scale while adapting to specialized clinical tasks
through fine-tuning, they emerge as powerful tools for improving diagnostic accuracy, optimizing
workflows, and potentially accelerating medical discoveries [13]. For instance, Li et al. [14] introduce
a comprehensive collection of biomedical multimodal instruction-following data and propose a
curriculum learning strategy for their FM, LLaVA-Med. This vision-language conversational assistant
is specifically designed to address open-ended research questions related to biomedical images.
Similarly, Gao et al. [15] present ALPaCA, a slide-level FM for computational pathology, which
achieves robust performance in whole-slide image question answering across multiple cancer types
and tissue sites. Additionally, Zambrano et al. [16] develop LLaVA-Rad using a systematic three-
phase approach involving pre-training, alignment, and fine-tuning. Their model outperforms both
larger general-purpose models and domain-specific alternatives in chest X-ray report generation.

Despite their promise, current open-source medical FMs typically suffer from two critical limita-
tions. First, the absence of transparent reasoning significantly hinders their clinical utility, as current
models predominantly operate as black boxes and generate diagnostic outputs without revealing the
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underlying clinical rationale [17]. This lack of interpretability prevents healthcare professionals from
verifying that the model is making accurate decisions based on the facts of the disease—a major
concern in high-stakes medical environments where explainability is paramount [18, 19]. Second,
current models exhibit limited capability in precisely localizing individual findings within medical
images [20–22]. Although these systems demonstrate proficiency in holistic image interpretation,
they often fail to identify and analyze clinically relevant localized regions comprehensively. This
constitutes a critical limitation since radiological and pathological diagnoses fundamentally rely on
meticulous evaluation of specific anatomical features or pathological abnormalities at a granular
level [23, 24]. Moreover, the evaluation of medical FMs presents a critical yet formidable challenge.
Unlike conventional AI systems that produce structured outputs, medical FMs typically generate
unstructured free-text responses (e.g., diagnostic reports), making automated assessment complicated.
This challenge is compounded by the fact that divergent responses may represent clinically plausible
variations rather than errors, necessitating expert evaluation with specialized medical knowledge.
Consequently, this reliance on human expertise introduces inherent subjectivity and scalability limita-
tions [25]. Conventional natural language generation (NLG) metrics (e.g., BLEU [26], METEOR [27],
and ROUGE-L [28]) are fundamentally limited to assessing surface-level textual similarity and fail to
capture clinical validity and nuance, highlighting the need for domain-specific evaluation frameworks.

To address these limitations, we propose a novel approach integrating grounded interpretation
and step-wise reasoning for medical image analysis using FMs, with a specific focus on chest
X-rays (CXRs). The overall architecture and experimental results are shown in Fig.1. First, we
systematically curated a comprehensive multi-source CXR dataset encompassing diverse clinical
scenarios, including report generation (findings and impression sections), visual question answering
(VQA), and localized image interpretation. Building upon this foundation, we adapted the state-
of-the-art general-purpose VLM Qwen2.5-VL-7B [29] through extensive instruction fine-tuning
(351.5K samples), equipping the resulting DeepMedix model with fundamental CXR interpretation
capabilities. Second, we generated high-quality synthetic reasoning data (3.9K samples) incorporating
grounded image representations to overcome the model cold-start problems [30, 31]. The continuous
fine-tuning upon it endows the model with preliminary capabilities in grounded understanding and
reasoning. Finally, we implemented an advanced online reinforcement learning framework, i.e.,
group relative policy optimization (GRPO) [30], to simultaneously enhance both reasoning quality
and generation performance of DeepMedix by scoring both the final outputs and the underlying
reasoning processes. This scoring mechanism serves as feedback to iteratively optimize the model
(on 6.6K samples), ultimately creating our enhanced DeepMedix-R1 model.

To comprehensively evaluate the CXR interpretation capabilities of open-source FMs across both
general and medical-specific domains, we developed XrayBench (as shown in Fig.1b), a multimodal
evaluation framework comprising 14.2K carefully curated samples. This benchmark systematically
assesses model performance on two clinically critical tasks: report generation (including both findings
and impression sections), and VQA, utilizing data from four diverse medical imaging datasets. To
assess the quality of the final output, conventional NLG-based metrics and fact-based evaluation are
utilized. Besides, an LLM-as-judge evaluation framework for comprehensive performance analysis,
namely Report Arena, is introduced to assess paired outputs from competing models on report
generation tasks. Additionally, CXR experts conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the reasoning
process. We have three key observations from the experiment results: (1) On automated metrics
for both report generation (NLG-based metrics like BLEU, METEOR and ROUGE-L, and fact-
based metrics like F1-RadGraph [32] and F1-CheXbert [33]) and VQA (accuracy), DeepMedix-R1
outperforms state-of-the-art open-source FMs in both general and medical domains, achieving 31.32%
and 57.75% higher than MedGemma [34] on report generation and VQA tasks, respectively; (2) We
implement an LLM-as-judge evaluation framework (i.e., Report Arena) to comparatively assess paired
outputs from competing models on report generation tasks. This approach, analogous to Chatbot
Arena’s methodology [35], enables systematic quality ranking through LLM-mediated pairwise
comparisons; Benchmarking results position DeepMedix-R1 in first place, followed sequentially by
LLaVA-Rad [16], DeepMedix, and MedGemma models. (3) We carry out annotation by four domain
experts who evaluate the reasoning processing across five key dimensions, i.e., Relevance, Correctness,
Completeness, Grounded Preference, and Overall Preference. Evaluation results demonstrate that
DeepMedix-R1 generally outperforms Qwen2.5-VL-7B in reasoning quality and is strongly preferred
by medical experts.
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2 Results

Overview of Results

In the experiment, we employ three general-purpose vision-language FMs: Qwen2.5-VL-7B [29],
Qwen2.5-VL-32B [29], DeepSeek-VL-7B [36]. To investigate the effects of grounded understanding
and reasoning, we introduce Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think) that employs specialized prompting to enable the
Qwen2.5-VL-7B model to generate both the reasoning process and the final answer simultaneously.
For comparative analysis, we additionally evaluate two medical FMs (HuatuoGPT-Vision [37]
and MedGemma [34]) and two CXR-specific FMs (CheXagent [38] and LLaVA-Rad [16]). The
XrayBench for testing integrates four key datasets: two for report generation (MIMIC-CXR [39] and
Open-I [40]) and two for VQA (Ext-VQA [41] and CXR-VQA [42]). Its detailed statistics are shown
in Fig.1b.

The overall results for report generation and VQA of DeepMedix-R1 and baselines are shown
in Fig.1c and Fig.1d, respectively. For report generation, DeepMedix-R1 outperforms all com-
pared models—including the supervised fine-tuning baseline DeepMedix, as well as state-of-the-art
domain-specific models LLaVA-Rad and MedGemma—across all evaluation metrics, with aver-
age improvements of 21.76%, 14.54%, and 31.32%, respectively. For VQA, DeepMedix-R1 also
performs best across all baselines, while LLaVA-Rad shows a relatively limited performance as
it is specifically fine-tuned only for report generation tasks. Compared with strong baselines like
DeepMedix, MedGemma, and CheXagent, DeepMedix-R1 has an improvement of 4.54%, 57.75%,
and 23.06%, respectively. We also show the effectiveness of the online reinforcement learning in
Fig.1e. DeepMedix-R1 demonstrates an average improvement of 7.06% over DeepMedix, with
significant gains across all benchmarks: 30.51% on MIMIC-CXR findings, 14.16% on MIMIC-CXR
impression, 21.79% on OPEN-I findings, 14.32% on OPEN-I impression, 2.32% on Ext-VQA, and
7.30% on CXR-VQA. These results highlight the substantial positive impact of integrating online
reinforcement learning into CXR FMs. We provide detailed analyses in subsequent sections.

Automated metrics on report generation

At the beginning, to have an overview of the model generation, we provide length distributions
for ground truth and results from LLaVA-Rad, DeepMedix, and DeepMedix-R1, on MIMIC-CXR
findings, MIMIC-CXR impression, OPEN-I findings, and MIMIC-CXR impression. The results
are shown in Fig.2abcd, respectively. From them, we find that after the first stage, DeepMedix and
LLaVA-Rad demonstrate comparable results to the ground truth in terms of report length alignment.
LLaVA-Rad wound generate more tokens on MIMIC-CXR impression and OPEN-I findings than
ground truth, which could potentially produce unnecessary or incorrect information. After online
reinforcement learning, the distribution of model DeepMedix-R1 demonstrates a more pronounced
shift toward the desired direction to truth on MIMIC-CXR findings and OPEN-I impression, compared
with DeepMedix. On MIMIC-CXR impression and OPEN-I findings, DeepMedix-R1 would generate
more tokens and be more inclined to generate responses of average length (i.e., 40–60).

The detailed results of the report generation are summarized in Tab.1 and the average performance
across four tasks is shown in Fig.2e. For the detailed components of the test sets, i.e., MIMIC-CXR
findings, MIMIC-CXR impression, OPEN-I findings, and OPEN-I impression, it is evident that
general-purpose models perform poorly across both NLG-based and fact-based evaluation metrics.
Among FMs in the medical domain, LLaVA-Rad serves as a strong baseline, particularly on the
MIMIC-CXR findings and MIMIC-CXR impression sections. However, our proposed DeepMedix-R1
achieves an average improvement of 10.20% (0.3230 vs. 0.2931) and 10.47% (0.2563 vs. 0.2320),
respectively. On average, we can observe that DeepMedix-R1 consistently outperforms all other
models, achieving the highest scores in most metrics and the overall highest weighted average of
0.2934. Specifically, the general-purpose FMs (Qwen2.5-VL-7B, Qwen2.5-VL-32B, and DeepSeek-
VL-7B) exhibit limited performance. The best model Qwen2.5-VL-32B among them has an average
of 0.1433, which is only 28.84% of DeepMedix-R1. Also, the thinking process does not enhance the
model’s performance. Compared with medical FMs, DeepMedix-R1 has obvious improvements, i.e.,
69.63% for HuatuoGPT-Vision (0.1730), 75.30% for CheXagent (0.1674), 14.54% for LLaVA-Rad
(0.2562), 31.20% for MedGemma (0.2236). Furthermore, compared with fine-tuned DeepMedix,
DeepMedix-R1 demonstrates consistent improvements across all four test components as well as the
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Table 1: The report generation results are presented for MIMIC-CXR findings, MIMIC-CXR
impression, OPEN-I findings, and MIMIC-CXR impression, followed by the weighted average
across these four splits. The metrics Micro-5, Macro-5, Micro-14, and Macro-14 are obtained from
F1-CheXbert. The best and second-best values for each metric are highlighted in bold and boxed,
respectively.

Model NLG-based Metric Fact-based Metric Average
BLEU-1 BLEU-2 BLEU-3 BLEU-4 METEOR ROUGE-L F1-RadGraph Macro-14 Micro-14 Macro-5 Micro-5

MIMIC-CXR Findings
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 0.0732 0.0367 0.0200 0.0117 0.1932 0.1434 0.0930 0.1327 0.2137 0.1643 0.1769 0.1144
Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think) 0.0615 0.0304 0.0197 0.0147 0.0764 0.1106 0.0493 0.1198 0.1741 0.1492 0.1509 0.0870
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 0.0887 0.0440 0.0235 0.0136 0.2127 0.1538 0.0921 0.2260 0.3461 0.3258 0.3476 0.1704
DeepSeek-VL-7B 0.1356 0.0566 0.0300 0.0194 0.1673 0.1730 0.0619 0.1300 0.2444 0.1118 0.1710 0.1183
HuatuoGPT-Vision 0.2244 0.1133 0.0631 0.0390 0.2361 0.1998 0.1127 0.2222 0.3532 0.3543 0.4099 0.2116
CheXagent 0.0277 0.0170 0.0134 0.0115 0.0424 0.0658 0.0965 0.1275 0.1818 0.1935 0.2479 0.0932
LLaVA-Rad 0.2911 0.1757 0.1189 0.0846 0.2500 0.2928 0.2077 0.3154 0.4753 0.4592 0.5535 0.2931

MedGemma 0.1752 0.0960 0.0586 0.0377 0.2613 0.2122 0.1864 0.3347 0.5041 0.4616 0.5183 0.2587
DeepMedix 0.2445 0.1589 0.1147 0.0871 0.2291 0.2870 0.1832 0.2271 0.3956 0.3476 0.4477 0.2475
DeepMedix-R1 0.3402 0.2149 0.1479 0.1059 0.2895 0.3292 0.2387 0.3126 0.5189 0.4821 0.5726 0.3230

MIMIC-CXR Impression
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 0.0616 0.0280 0.0164 0.0112 0.1323 0.0975 0.0710 0.2072 0.3053 0.3258 0.3635 0.1473
Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think) 0.0628 0.0414 0.0347 0.0311 0.0720 0.0836 0.0475 0.1475 0.2199 0.2088 0.2352 0.1077
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 0.0624 0.0279 0.0164 0.0113 0.1392 0.0939 0.0585 0.2028 0.3117 0.3190 0.3454 0.1444
DeepSeek-VL-7B 0.0624 0.0272 0.0171 0.0126 0.1026 0.0942 0.0273 0.1386 0.2245 0.1288 0.1634 0.0908
HuatuoGPT-Vision 0.1176 0.0556 0.0342 0.0243 0.1651 0.1225 0.0714 0.1959 0.3227 0.3347 0.3874 0.1665
CheXagent 0.1795 0.1337 0.1140 0.1033 0.2032 0.2162 0.1792 0.2359 0.4130 0.3866 0.4417 0.2369

LLaVA-Rad 0.1852 0.1074 0.0741 0.0546 0.2135 0.1961 0.1396 0.2498 0.4258 0.4195 0.4865 0.2320
MedGemma 0.1321 0.0699 0.0480 0.0361 0.1759 0.1368 0.1177 0.2465 0.4146 0.4199 0.4861 0.2076
DeepMedix 0.1682 0.1378 0.1231 0.1151 0.1884 0.2089 0.1779 0.2100 0.3744 0.3346 0.4314 0.2245
DeepMedix-R1 0.2135 0.1376 0.1035 0.0832 0.2379 0.2191 0.1739 0.2697 0.4491 0.4249 0.5071 0.2563

OPEN-I Findings
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 0.0468 0.0263 0.0165 0.0104 0.1706 0.1298 0.1344 0.0576 0.1302 0.0264 0.0280 0.0706
Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think) 0.0984 0.0575 0.0418 0.0336 0.1000 0.1418 0.0939 0.0729 0.3281 0.0372 0.0451 0.0955
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 0.0577 0.0310 0.0188 0.0118 0.1925 0.1384 0.1083 0.0693 0.1093 0.0631 0.0800 0.0800
DeepSeek-VL-7B 0.0822 0.0369 0.0224 0.0154 0.1680 0.1575 0.1366 0.0816 0.2331 0.0573 0.1111 0.1002
HuatuoGPT-Vision 0.0883 0.0464 0.0284 0.0184 0.2298 0.1610 0.1483 0.1019 0.1853 0.1524 0.2093 0.1245
CheXagent 0.0560 0.0376 0.0287 0.0236 0.0643 0.0758 0.0655 0.1364 0.2349 0.1709 0.2750 0.1062
LLaVA-Rad 0.3397 0.2150 0.1469 0.1106 0.3032 0.3464 0.2859 0.2131 0.3790 0.2600 0.3211 0.2655

MedGemma 0.1530 0.0955 0.0643 0.0442 0.2909 0.2150 0.2874 0.2195 0.3756 0.1621 0.3143 0.2020
DeepMedix 0.3298 0.2098 0.1556 0.1215 0.2916 0.3384 0.2907 0.1631 0.3852 0.1943 0.2453 0.2478
DeepMedix-R1 0.3958 0.2535 0.1834 0.1362 0.3846 0.3753 0.3267 0.2498 0.3905 0.2952 0.3286 0.3018

OPEN-I Impression
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 0.0280 0.0155 0.0111 0.0085 0.0943 0.0590 0.0415 0.1005 0.1826 0.1089 0.1385 0.0717
Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think) 0.0556 0.0451 0.0414 0.0396 0.0641 0.0614 0.0321 0.0685 0.2162 0.0514 0.0752 0.0682
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 0.0276 0.0147 0.0105 0.0080 0.1002 0.0546 0.0418 0.0790 0.1031 0.0947 0.1044 0.0581
DeepSeek-VL-7B 0.0553 0.0289 0.0228 0.0195 0.1117 0.0761 0.0293 0.0910 0.4715 0.0380 0.0561 0.0909
HuatuoGPT-Vision 0.0224 0.0111 0.0080 0.0062 0.0781 0.0491 0.0272 0.0751 0.0949 0.1065 0.1296 0.0553
CheXagent 0.2544 0.2136 0.1919 0.1764 0.2470 0.2542 0.1815 0.1935 0.5775 0.1521 0.1831 0.2387
LLaVA-Rad 0.1442 0.0854 0.0647 0.0532 0.2027 0.1450 0.1061 0.2019 0.5172 0.1923 0.3333 0.1860
MedGemma 0.0863 0.0533 0.0411 0.0339 0.1566 0.1003 0.0732 0.1910 0.4086 0.1999 0.2887 0.1484
DeepMedix 0.3639 0.2820 0.2332 0.2305 0.3565 0.3224 0.2909 0.1162 0.5847 0.1633 0.1913 0.2850

DeepMedix-R1 0.3426 0.2888 0.2577 0.2377 0.3628 0.3457 0.2893 0.2061 0.5915 0.2837 0.3774 0.3258

Weighted Average
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 0.0625 0.0305 0.0175 0.0111 0.1574 0.1158 0.0823 0.1561 0.2438 0.2181 0.2420 0.1216
Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think) 0.0642 0.0383 0.0295 0.0251 0.0752 0.0972 0.0503 0.1238 0.2082 0.1581 0.1726 0.0948
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 0.0701 0.0338 0.0191 0.0120 0.1706 0.1189 0.0748 0.1924 0.2938 0.2843 0.3067 0.1433
DeepSeek-VL-7B 0.0939 0.0404 0.0234 0.0162 0.1352 0.1303 0.0499 0.1268 0.2544 0.1088 0.1537 0.1030
HuatuoGPT-Vision 0.1522 0.0754 0.0437 0.0285 0.1922 0.1515 0.0905 0.1899 0.3063 0.3104 0.3621 0.1730
CheXagent 0.1133 0.0846 0.0723 0.0652 0.1295 0.1462 0.1365 0.1797 0.3171 0.2702 0.3265 0.1674
LLaVA-Rad 0.2373 0.1420 0.0974 0.0711 0.2344 0.2432 0.1759 0.2706 0.4509 0.4054 0.4896 0.2562

MedGemma 0.1478 0.0813 0.0530 0.0372 0.2184 0.1710 0.1550 0.2768 0.4488 0.4001 0.4705 0.2236
DeepMedix 0.2284 0.1641 0.1313 0.1136 0.2272 0.2606 0.1979 0.2058 0.4019 0.3154 0.4044 0.2410
DeepMedix-R1 0.2907 0.1912 0.1409 0.1096 0.2807 0.2873 0.2219 0.2809 0.4862 0.4275 0.5107 0.2934

average part (0.2934 vs. 0.2401), underscoring the efficacy of reinforcement learning in CXR report
generation.

For detailed evaluation, we provide the CheXbert F1 score for top-10 supported medical observations
in the report collection, as shown in Fig.2fg on MIMIC-CXR findings and OPEN-I findings, respec-
tively. DeepMedix-R1 shows better F1 scores against baselines. On average across MIMIC-CXR
findings, DeepMedix-R1 achieves a score of 0.4966, demonstrating significant improvements over
existing FMs. Specifically, it outperforms Qwen2.5-VL-7B (0.2094) by 137.15%, HuatuoGPT-Vision
(0.3050) by 62.80%, CheXagent (0.1788) by 177.75%, LLaVA-Rad (0.4562) by 8.86%, MedGemma
(0.4487) by 10.69%, and even our baseline model (DeepMedix, 0.4176) by 18.91%. Across all obser-
vations, DeepMedix-R1 demonstrates optimal performance in detecting “Support Devices”, “Pleural
Effusion”, “Lung Opacity”, “Atelectasis”, “Enlarged Cardiomediastinum”, “Edema”, and “No Find-
ing” observations. However, its capability is relatively limited for “Cardiomegaly”, “Pneumonia”, and
“Consolidation”. On average across OPEN-I findings, DeepMedix-R1 achieves an F1 score of 0.3523,
showing performance gains of 133.23% over Qwen2.5-VL-7B (0.1511), 83.10% over HuatuoGPT-
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Figure 2: The results of the report generation tasks. (a), (b), (c), and (d) are the length distributions
of the generated report in MIMIC-CXR findings, MIMIC-CXR impression, OPEN-I findings, and
OPEN-I impression, respectively. (e) is the weighted average performance comparison across
all report generation tasks. (f) and (g) are the detailed CheXbert-F1 scores on top-10 supported
observations on MIMIC-CXR findings and OPEN-I findings, respectively. “EC” is short for “Enlarged
Cardiomediastinum”. (h) and (i) present the numerical matrices for pairwise model comparisons and
corresponding win rates in our Report Arena evaluation framework, respectively. (j) comparatively
visualizes each model’s performance across both conventional automated metrics and Report Arena
rankings, with circle sizes proportionally representing the number of model parameters.

Vision (0.1924), 89.52% over CheXagent (0.1859), 5.03% over LLaVA-Rad (0.3354), 19.71% over
MedGemma (0.2943), 14.09% over DeepMedix (0.3088). Across all observations, DeepMedix-R1
demonstrates optimal performance for “No Finding” (comparable with DeepMedix), “Enlarged
Cardiomediastinum”, “Atelectasis”, “Pleural Effusion”, and “Support Devices”. It achieves secondary
performance levels for “Lung Opacity”, “Cardiomegaly”, “Fracture”, and not good enough on “Lung
Lesion”, and “Pleural Other”. Notably, while DeepMedix initially fails to outperform CheXagent and
MedGemma models, the implementation of online reinforcement learning in DeepMedix-R1 yields
substantial performance gains, ultimately surpassing all benchmark models.
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Figure 3: The results of the VQA tasks, demonstrating that our DeepMedix-R1 consistently out-
performs competing models from both general and fine-grained perspectives. (a) and (b) are the
accuracies across all different question types on Ext-VQA and CXR-VQA, respectively. (c) and (d)
are the detailed F1 scores on top-10 observations on Ext-VQA and CXR-VQA, respectively. “PEO”
is short for “Pulmonary edema/hazy opacity”, and “ECS” is short for “Enlarged cardiac silhouette”.

Results of Report Arena

Fig.2hij presents the pair battle count matrix, win rate matrix, and ranking scores from the report arena,
respectively. ganjueFrom Fig.2i, models specifically designed for medical or CXR tasks (LLaVA-Rad,
MedGemma, DeepMedix, and DeepMedix-R1) consistently outperform general-purpose vision-
language models (e.g., Qwen2.5-VL-7B, Qwen2.5-VL-32B, and DeepSeek-VL-7B) across most
comparisons. For example, DeepMedix achieves the 0.77 win rates against Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think)
and 0.82 against DeepSeek-VL-7B. HuatuoGPT-Vision does not perform well compared with other
baselines, failing to outperform even general-purpose models and only having a marginal advantage
over DeepSeek-VL-7B with a win rate of 0.59. DeepMedix can win most baselines, except for
LLaVA-Rad (win rate 0.45) and MedGemma (win rate 0.44). Further, DeepMedix-R1 can almost
win all models, e.g., HuatuoGPT-Vision (0.88), CheXagent (0.90), MedGemma (0.65). While the
(DeepMedix-R1, LLaVA-Rad) pair achieves a win rate of 0.4, the reverse pairing (LLaVA-Rad,
DeepMedix-R1) shows a lower win rate of 0.27. From Fig.2j, it is observed that DeepMedix-R1 ranks
first, followed by LLaVA-Rad, DeepMedix, MedGemma, Qwen2.5-VL-32B, CheXagent, Qwen2.5-
VL-7B, Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think), HuatuoGPT-Vision, and DeepSeek-VL-7B in sequential order.
The results demonstrate that larger model size improves performance, while the reasoning mode
of general-purpose models fails to yield significant gains. Furthermore, we observe a moderately
positive correlation between automated evaluation scores and ranking scores, with DeepMedix-R1
achieving top performance across both metric types.

Evaluation on VQA

The detailed results of the VQA are presented in Fig.3ab. As shown in the results, general-purpose
models exhibit suboptimal performance in this domain. On the Ext-VQA dataset, DeepMedix-R1
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Table 2: Expert annotation (two groups) result across five dimensions, i.e., relevance, correctness,
completeness, grounded preference, and overall preference. The agreement illustrates inter-group
labeling consistency, representing the agreement level among different annotation groups for the
specified metric.

Model Relevance Correctness Completeness Grounded Preference Overall Preference

Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think)
Group 1 0.9308 0.7622 0.6220 0.1905 0.2619
Group 2 0.9899 0.7441 0.9238 0.2679 0.2548
Average 0.9603 0.7531 0.7729 0.2292 0.2584

DeepMedix-R1
Group 1 0.9317 0.7014 0.7647 0.8095 0.7381
Group 2 0.9886 0.7993 0.9536 0.7321 0.7452
Average 0.9601 0.7503 0.8592 0.7708 0.7416

Agreement 0.9190 0.7686 0.7447 0.7762 0.7101

demonstrates superior accuracy across multiple question types, including presence, abnormality,
attribute, anatomy, size, plane, and gender. Notably, DeepMedix achieves particularly competitive
results in anatomy, size, and plane-related questions (e.g., 0.9101 accuracy for plane questions). On
average, DeepMedix-R1 delivers significant performance improvements over state-of-the-art medical
FMs, e.g., 66.97% over HuatuoGPT-Vision (0.4338), 16.04% over CheXagent (0.6242), 77.79%
over MedGemma (0.4074). Similarly, on the CXR-VQA dataset, DeepMedix-R1 attains the highest
accuracy across all question categories (presence, abnormality, location, view, level, and type). For
instance, it achieves an accuracy of 0.9800 on “view” questions. Compared to leading medical FMs,
DeepMedix-R1 shows substantial gains, e.g., 69.75% over HuatuoGPT-Vision (0.3881), 32.52%
over CheXagent (0.4972), 39.27% over MedGemma (0.4731). In general, reinforcement learning
enhances VQA performance, as evidenced by improved scores on both datasets (0.7243 vs. 0.7079
and 0.6589 vs. 0.6141, respectively).

We also compute recall rates for key abnormalities, attributes, and anatomical structures, with the top-
10 highest-frequency objects visualized in Fig.3cd. On average of Ext-VQA dataset, our reasoning
model DeepMedix-R1 achieves an average recall of 0.6804, demonstrating significant improvements
over medical FMs, e.g., 3.80% over CheXagent (0.6555) and 14.07% over DeepMedix (0.5965).
Notably, DeepMedix-R1 performs best on the following objects: “Lung opacity”, “Pleural effusion”,
“Vascular congestion”, “Endotracheal tube”, and “Enteric tube”. On average of CXR-VQA dataset,
the performance gains are even more pronounced. Compared to medical FMs, DeepMedix-R1
achieves an average recall of 0.6670, with improvements of 107.85% over CheXagent (0.3209)
and 37.36% over DeepMedix (0.4856). For nearly all objects—including “Atelectasis”, “Pleural
effusion”, “Opacity”, “Cardiomegaly”, “Pulmonary edema”, “Pneumonia”, “Consolidation”, and
“Vascular congestion”—our method DeepMedix-R1 delivers the highest performance. The sole
exception is “Pneumothorax”, where it does not outperform alternatives. Additionally, our reasoning
DeepMedix-R1 exhibits consistent improvements over DeepMedix across both datasets.

Expert evaluation for reasoning process

We present two concrete case studies in Fig.4 for findings generation and VQA, respectively, with
all five annotation dimensions clearly illustrated. The final annotation of the reasoning process is
shown in Tab.2. The agreement of the two groups is relatively high, with the highest 0.9190 at
relevance and the lowest 0.7101 at overall preference. Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think) and DeepMedix-R1
perform comparably and are high at Relevance (0.9603 vs. 0.9601) but less at Correctness (0.7531
vs. 0.7503), indicating FMs usually generate relevant steps towards the answer while there is a large
room for completely correct expression, regarded as a widespread hallucination problem in generative
models [43]. The Completeness of Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think) is much less than DeepMedix-R1 (0.7729
vs. 0.8592), demonstrating Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think) model would miss some key reasoning steps.
For model preference, DeepMedix-R1 scores higher than Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think) at both grounded
and overall parts (0.7708 vs. 0.2292, 0.7416 vs. 0.2584), indicating our model is more likely to be
accepted by professional doctors.

3 Discussion

To enhance the performance, reasoning ability, and grounded perception of FMs for CXRs, we
introduce the DeepMedix-R1 model by instruction fine-tuning, cold start for reasoning, and group
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DeepMedix-R1:
Answer: A right PICC line ends in the mid SVC. There is an  unchanged moderate left pleural 
effusion. Retrocardiac atelectasis is stable. There is no pneumothorax. The visualized
osseous structures are unremarkable.
Reasong processing: 1) The right PICC line is visualized as a radiopaque line entering from
the right side of the chest, with the tip projecting over the mid-superior vena cava (SVC), 
indicating appropriate positioning, in [300, 120, 350, 400]; Relevance:         Correctness: 
2) There is an unchanged moderate left pleural effusion, as evidenced by the persistent
blunting of the left costophrenic angle and increased density in the left lower lung field,
specifically in [70, 340, 245, 510]; Relevance:         Correctness: 
3) There is stable retrocardiac atelectasis, seen as increased density and loss of aeration in 
the region behind the cardiac silhouette, specifically in [180, 370, 320, 500];
Relevance:         Correctness: 
4) The right lung field demonstrates no evidence of pneumothorax, as there is no visible pleural line or lucency at the right lung
apex or lateral lung edge, specifically in [280, 110, 430, 410]; Relevance:         Correctness: 
5) The visualized osseous structures, including the ribs, clavicles, and proximal humeri, show no acute fractures or destructive
 bone lesions, specifically in [35, 80, 475, 210]. Relevance:         Correctness:
Completeness: 

a

Findings generation: The PICC line on the right
has migrated slightly more proximally with the
distal lead tip now in the proximal SVC. Heart
size is within normal limits. There is a left
retrocardiac opacity and a small left-sided
pleural effusion. There is no signs for acute
pulmonary edema or pneumothoraces. 
Calcified granulomas are seen within the left
upper lobe.

Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think):
Answer: Right-sided opacity and elevation of the right diaphragm suggesting a possible pleural effusion or consolidation.
Reasong processing: 1. **Anatomical Structures**: - The image shows a chest X-ray with the patient's shoulders and upper thorax visible. - The bony
structures (ribs, clavicles, scapulae) are clearly visible. - The heart shadow is present in the mediastinum. - The lungs are visible bilaterally, with the 
right lung appearing slightly more opaque than the left. Relevance:         Correctness: 
2. **Abnormalities**:  - There appears to be a significant amount of fluid or opacity in the right hemithorax, which could indicate pleural effusion or 
consolidation. - The left lung field seems relatively clear compared to the right. - There are multiple intravenous lines and catheters visible in the 
image, which may obscure some details but do not appear to be causing any immediate concern for the primary pathology. - The diaphragm on the 
right side appears elevated, which could suggest a shift due to the fluid or consolidation. Relevance:         Correctness: 
3. **Reasoning Process**: - The right-sided opacity and elevation of the diaphragm suggest a possible pleural effusion or consolidation. - The left 
lung appears normal, which helps to differentiate between these possibilities. - The presence of intravenous lines does not obscure the primary 
pathology but should be noted for context. Relevance:         Correctness:
Completeness: 
 

Grounded Preference: 
DeepMedix-R1
Overall Preference:
DeepMedix-R1

b

Question: what abnormalities are seen in this
image?
Answer: pleural effusion, atelectasis, 
emphysema, pneumothorax

DeepMedix-R1:
Answer: pleural effusion, atelectasis, cardiomegaly, calcification
Reasong processing: 1) There is a significant area of increased opacification in the right lower
hemithorax, with blunting of the right costophrenic angle and a meniscus sign, consistent with 
a right pleural effusion, specifically in [30, 320, 280, 495]; Relevance:         Correctness: 
2) There is a smaller opacity and blunting at the left costophrenic angle, which is indicative of 
a left pleural effusion, specifically in [280, 390, 470, 495]; Relevance:         Correctness: 
3) The right hemidiaphragm is elevated and the opacity is homogeneous, which suggests the 
presence of a moderate pleural effusion on the right side, specifically in [30, 370, 280, 470]; 
Relevance:         Correctness: 
4) The left pleural effusion is small and less dense compared to the right, with only mild blunting
and subtle opacification seen on the left side, specifically in [280, 400, 470, 495];
Relevance:         Correctness: 
5) The lung fields above the effusions do not show signs of pneumothorax, such as visible pleural line or absence of lung markings, 
specifically in [0, 0, 512, 512]. Relevance:         Correctness:
Completeness: 

Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think):
Answer: Potential subtle changes in the lung fields that may require further investigation.
Reasong processing: 1. **Lungs**: The lung fields appear to be relatively clear without any obvious consolidation or masses. However, there 
might be some subtle changes in the periphery that could be indicative of early changes, but these need to be interpreted carefully.
Relevance:         Correctness: 
2. **Heart Size**: The heart size appears to be within normal limits. There are no signs of cardiomegaly (enlarged heart).
Relevance:         Correctness: 
3. **Diaphragm**: The diaphragm appears to be intact with no evidence of elevation or flattening,  which could suggest pleural effusion or 
other pathologies. Relevance:         Correctness: 
4. **Bony Structures**: The bony structures of the thorax, including the ribs and clavicles, appear intact without any obvious fractures or lytic 
lesions. Relevance:         Correctness: 
5. **Soft Tissues**: There are no obvious soft tissue masses or swelling noted in the image. Relevance:         Correctness: 
6. **Pleural Spaces**: The costophrenic angles appear sharp, suggesting no significant pleural effusion. Relevance:         Correctness:  
Completeness: 

Grounded Preference:
DeepMedix-R1
Overall Preference: 
DeepMedix-R1

Figure 4: Two case studies for reasoning processing annotation across five dimensions, i.e., Rele-
vance, Correctness, Completeness, Grounded Preference, and Overall Preference. It is observed
that DeepMedix-R1 demonstrates superior performance in both grounded preference and overall
preference for the reasoning process.

relative policy optimization stages. A comprehensive evaluation demonstrates that DeepMedix-
R1 outperforms state-of-the-art open-source FMs in both general and medical-specific domains.
Furthermore, online reinforcement learning significantly improves both model performance and
reasoning capabilities.

Based on the results, we have three ways to the future work. Firstly, as online reinforcement learning
is particularly beneficial for medical FMs, it enables them to continuously adapt and improve their
performance based on real-time interactions and feedback. As there is a wealth of domain knowledge
in the medical field [44, 45], it can be effectively leveraged to design a well-informed reward function
for reinforcement learning. By incorporating expert insights, structured rules, or heuristic-based
metrics into the reward mechanism, the reinforcement learning agent can receive more meaningful
and interpretable feedback, guiding its learning process toward desired behaviors. This approach not
only accelerates convergence by reducing sparse reward challenges but also enhances the model’s
alignment with domain-specific objectives, ensuring that the learned policies are both practical and
high-performing in real-world applications.

Secondly, compared to general-purpose FMs designed for broad tasks, medical FMs tailored for
healthcare applications still exhibit suboptimal performance in clinical settings. To address this
limitation, strategies such as building larger and more finely curated datasets, diversifying task-
specific training objectives, and aggregating biased data from multiple institutions and hospitals can
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help mitigate performance gaps [46–48]. By incorporating more comprehensive and representative
data, along with targeted task design, medical FMs can achieve improved accuracy, robustness, and
generalizability in real-world clinical scenarios. It can be seen that our model indeed enhances
the reasoning capability by utilizing the LLM-synthesized reasoning data and online reinforcement
learning. However, it still suffers from the limitation of data quality. Thus, while acquiring latent
medical reasoning process data is highly resource-intensive, it remains indispensable for training
explainable FMs. A unified standard is also needed to make FMs easy to learn.

Finally, the annotation results indicate that the model achieves a Correctness score of 0.7503 and a
Completeness score of 0.8592. While these metrics are significantly higher than baseline Qwen2.5-
VL-7B (think), they remain insufficient for real-world deployment due to the persistent issue of
hallucination in current FMs [49, 50]. Even minor inaccuracies or omissions would lead to critical
errors in high-stakes applications in medical and healthcare domains. To mitigate this limitation,
a substantial number of samples for the grounded understanding task can be incorporated during
the fine-tuning phase. Also, in the future, further advancements in training methodologies—such
as reinforcement learning with human feedback, adversarial validation, or hybrid neuro-symbolic
approaches—will be essential to mitigate hallucinations and push correctness and completeness
closer to the near-perfect levels required for reliable and scalable AI solutions.

4 Methods

Model Optimization

Like the LLM fine-tuning, in the first stage for instruction fine-tuning and the second stage for cold
start reasoning, the next token prediction [51] is carried out to optimize FMs based on the instruction
Q and X-ray I and previously generated text tokens with the loss function:

LSFT = −
N∑

n=1

log
(
xn|x<n, I,O

)
. (1)

In the second stage, we prompt closed-scoured GPT-4.11 to generate reasoning processing given
X-rays, task prompt, and ground truth. We then check the validity of the derived reasoning procedures
by prompting Qwen2.5-VL-32B and filter out those that are clearly unreasonable, e.g., the provided
bounding box of the image region exceeds the maximum edge of the image. Finally, 3.9K samples
are kept and used for the cold start training.

In the third stage, the GRPO algorithm [30] is utilized for online reinforcement learning to enhance
the reasoning ability. Specifically, we optimize the model by comparing the relative performance of
different policies or actions within the same group for CXR tasks, rather than relying on traditional
critic models to evaluate the value of each action. It is to enable the model to compare its output
with multiple candidate outputs generated by itself. Formally, P (Q) denote the question set used for
training. q = [Q, I] is a sampled query in the current iteration. πθold and πθnew (πθ) denote the old
policy and current new policy, respectively. o is a complete response sampled from a policy. Let πθref
denote the reference policy, which in practice is the frozen base model (DeepMedix). G is the number
of responses sampled per question in each iteration. For each question q, GRPO samples a group
of outputs {o1, o2, · · · , oG} from the old policy model πθold . The policy model πθ is optimized by
maximizing the objective:

JGRPO(θ) = E[q ∼ P (Q), {oi}Gi=1 ∼ πθold(O|q)]

1

G

G∑
i=1

1

|oi|

|oi|∑
t=1

{
min

[
πθ(oi,t|q, oi,<t)

πθold(oi,t|q, oi,<t)
Âi,t, clip

(
πθ(oi,t|q, oi,<t)

πθold(oi,t|q, oi,<t)
, 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ

)
Âi,t

]
− βDKL [πθ||πref ]

}
.

(2)

ϵ and β are hyper-parameters. The KL divergence [52] term serves as a regularization for the policy
update, preventing πθ from deviating too far from the reference model πθold . It is estimated using the
following unbiased estimator:

DKL [πθ||πref ] =
πref (oi,t|q, oi,<t)

πθ(oi,t|q, oi,<t)
− log

πref (oi,t|q, oi,<t)

πθ(oi,t|q, oi,<t)
− 1, (3)

1https://openai.com/index/gpt-4-1/
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where πref is the reference model which is usually the initial fine-tuned DeepMedix model. β is
the coefficient of the KL penalty. Âi,t represents the advantage computed using relative rewards
among outputs within each group. Suppose a group of outputs {o1, o2, · · · , oG} has reward r =

{r1, r2, · · · , rG}, there is Âi,t =
ri−mean(r)

std(r) . For each output oi and its ground label li, we set its
reward ri based on three distinct perspectives, i.e., answer score, image coordinate score, and format
score. The answer score directly reflects the alignment degree between the generated answer and the
ground truth, given by:

rans,i = 1.5∗

{ I(oi = li), closed-ended questions
F1(oi, li), multi-object questions
1/3[BLEU1(oi, li) + BLEU4(oi, li) + ROUGE− L(oi, li)], otherwise.

(4)

Image coordinate scores focus the model’s awareness on specific local grounded regions within
CXRs, given by:

rcoo,i = max
(
Ncoo(oi) ∗ 0.05 + ϕ(oi), 0.15

)
. (5)

Ncoo function counts the number of coordinates presented in the reasoning process. ϕ is the deviation
control parameter, and we set it to -0.2, which means that if the coordinate is beyond the range of
the X-ray image then we set a penalty. The format score indicates if the model response followed
the predefined format, i.e., the thinking process in the “<think>...</think>” tag and the final result in
“\boxed{}” tag, given by:

rfom,i =

{
1.0 conforms to format
0.0 otherwise. (6)

Finallly, the final reward is formally as: ri = (1− λ)rans,i + λrfom,i + rcoo,i. The λ is set to 0.1 as
the default.

Report Arena

To give a comprehensive evaluation of cutting-edge open-sourced vision-language FMs, automated
NLG metrics (BLEU, METEOR, and ROUGE-L) and fact metrics (F1-RadGraph and F1-CheXbert)
are utilized on report generation tasks. In the VQA tasks, we utilize the overall accuracy covering both
exact match accuracy of closed-ended questions and F1 scores for multi-object questions that need to
predict a set of abnormalities, positions or attributes. Beyond these automated metrics for evaluation,
inspired by Chatbot Arena [35, 53], we implement an LLM-as-judge evaluation framework, namely
Report Arena to comparatively assess paired outputs from competing models on report generation
tasks. Suppose there are totally M models, m1,m2 ∈ [M] are the indices of the models. We define
At = (m1,m2) as the model pair at time t, and the response from LLM is Ht ∈ {0, 1}, indicating
whether model m1 is better than m2 for a specific report generation given a CXR image. In the
current stage t, the probability Pt(a) for sampling model pair a for evaluation is given by:

Pt(a) ∝

√ ∑̂
t,a,a

|{t : At = a}| −

√ ∑̂
t,a,a

|{t : At = a}|+ 1
, (7)

where
∑̂

t is the estimated covariance matrix. After the sampling and judging process, the Bradley-
Terry [54] model with the logistic form is implemented to calculate scores for all models:

ŝ = argmin
ξ

T∑
t=1

1

P (At)
CE

(
Ht,

1

1 + e
ξAt,2

−ξAt,1

)
, (8)

where ξ is a M-dimensional vector to represent model scores and CE is the binary cross-entropy
loss. Based on the learned ranking scores, we normalized them to the [0,1] range using max-absolute
scaling. We totally sample 6K pairs for evaluation.

Expert Annotation

For the final reasoning processing annotation, we design five metrics covering three progressive
levels:

(1) Reasoning step. Reflecting the detail of each reasoning step of reasoning processing, metric
Relevance and Correctness are utilized. The former indicates whether the content described in the
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specific step is relevant to the correct answer, while the latter denotes whether the content described
in the specific step truly reflects the CXR content, including specific local regions.

(2) The whole reasoning process of models. Metric Completeness is utilized, indicating whether the
reasoning process is complete, i.e., for obtaining the correct answer, are all the reasoning process
descriptions provided by the model sufficient?

(3) Reasoning preference for samples. Given the sample and the generated reasoning process
by models, we need to judge which model is better. Metric Grounded Preference and Overall
Preference are introduced. The former evaluates the fine-grained image description of the overall
reasoning process and determines which model is better, covering whether there are fine-grained
descriptions, their correctness, and their correlation regarding the correct answer. The latter evaluates
the professionalism of the overall reasoning process and the extent to which the correct answer can
be obtained through reasoning.

For the annotation, we randomly sampled 210 samples and their reasoning processing generated by
DeepMedix-R1 and Qwen2.5-VL-7B (think) from XrayBench (as other medical-specific models have
no ability to generate the reasoning processing for the answer). Four expert CXR physicians were
divided into two groups for annotation, with each group responsible for evaluating all samples.

Data availability

The MIMIC-CXR dataset is publicly accessible on PhysioNet (https://physionet.org/content/mimic-
cxr-jpg/2.1.0/). The OpenI dataset can be downloaded from Kaggle
(https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/raddar/chest-xrays-indiana-university). The MS-CXR
dataset is available on PhysioNet (https://physionet.org/content/ms-cxr/1.1.0/). For vi-
sual question-answering (VQA) tasks, the Ext-VQA and CXR-VQA datasets are also
available on PhysioNet (https://physionet.org/content/mimic-ext-mimic-cxr-vqa/1.0.0/,
https://physionet.org/content/medical-cxr-vqa-dataset/1.0.0/) The XrayBench is available via
Huggingface (https://huggingface.co/datasets/Qika/xraybench).

Code availability

The model is trained with LLaMA-Factory (https://github.com/hiyouga/LLaMA-Factory) and
EasyR1 (https://github.com/hiyouga/EasyR1). The source codes are available online at
https://github.com/DeepReasoning/DeepMedix-R1. The final DeepMedix-R1 is available online at
https://huggingface.co/Qika/DeepMedix-R1.
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