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Abstract

Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) is a critical medical imaging modality in clinical diagnosis
and research, yet its complexity and heterogeneity pose challenges for automated analysis, par-
ticularly in scalable and generalizable machine learning applications. While foundation models
have revolutionized natural language and vision tasks, their application to MRI remains limited
due to data scarcity and narrow anatomical focus. In this work, we present Decipher-MR, a 3D
MRI-specific vision-language foundation model trained on a large-scale dataset comprising 200,000
MRI series from over 22,000 studies spanning diverse anatomical regions, sequences, and patholo-
gies. Decipher-MR integrates self-supervised vision learning with report-guided text supervision to
build robust, generalizable representations, enabling effective adaptation across broad applications.
To enable robust and diverse clinical tasks with minimal computational overhead, Decipher-MR
supports a modular design that enables tuning of lightweight, task-specific decoders attached to a
frozen pretrained encoder. Following this setting, we evaluate Decipher-MR across diverse bench-
marks including disease classification, demographic prediction, anatomical localization, and cross-
modal retrieval, demonstrating consistent performance gains over existing foundation models and
task-specific approaches. Our results establish Decipher-MR as a scalable and versatile foundation
for MRI-based Al, facilitating efficient development across clinical and research domains.

1 Introduction

Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) is a cornerstone of modern medical imaging, providing detailed,
non-invasive visualization of soft tissues across various anatomical regions. It plays a crucial role in di-
agnosing and monitoring conditions in neurology, cardiology, musculoskeletal health, etc. However, the
complexity of MR images, compounded by variations in acquisition protocols and sequences, presents
significant challenges for automated analysis [1]. While traditional machine learning techniques have
advanced image analysis, they still rely heavily on large labeled datasets and often struggle to gener-
alize across different scanners, data sources, and clinical tasks, limiting their scalability and clinical
reliability.

In response to these limitations, foundation models, large-scale deep learning models pre-trained on
diverse and often unlabeled data, have emerged as a transformative approach in artificial intelligence.
These models, which have achieved remarkable success in fields such as natural language processing
(e.g., GPT)[2] and computer vision (e.g., CLIP, DINO)[3][4][5], learn general-purpose representations
that can be effectively adapted to various downstream tasks. By utilizing self-supervised learning
and vast heterogeneous unlabeled data, foundation models help reduce the dependency on manual
annotations and offer improved robustness and transferability across domains.
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Recently, foundation models have gained increasing attention in medical imaging as a step toward
building unified feature extractors for diverse medical tasks and application development. Extensive
research has explored both vision-only and vision-language pretraining for specific modalities—such as
X-ray[6][7], CT[8][9], and pathology images[10][11]-demonstrating the effectiveness of both approaches
in capturing modality-specific features, with the latter excelling at capturing cross-modal representa-
tions. Some foundation models are designed to leverage a combination of medical imaging modalities,
providing a universal solution that is adaptable across various image types|12|[13][14]. These mod-
els support a broad spectrum of applications, including classification, segmentation, and retrieval,
sometimes achieving remarkable few-shot or zero-shot performance with minimal fine-tuning. Fur-
thermore, certain foundation models are specifically tailored to address critical tasks in radiological
use cases, such as segmentation[15][16], while also enabling efficient zero-shot performance through
effective prompting|[17][18].

Despite these advancements, the application of foundation models to MRI remains largely underde-
veloped. While some foundation models incorporate mixed modalities during pretraining — including
MRI, CT, positron emission tomography, and microscopy — MRI data constitutes only a small fraction
of the training set, leading to significant data imbalance. Additionally, existing MRI-specific founda-
tion models often focus on narrow anatomical regions[16][19][20][21] limiting their generalizability.
Given MRI’s inherent heterogeneity, stemming from variations in scanner hardware, pulse sequences,
clinical protocols, and its three-dimensional nature, there is a need for the development of large-scale,
3D MRI-specific foundation models trained on diverse datasets spanning different anatomical regions,
imaging sequences, and disease conditions.

Considering this need, we introduce Decipher-MR, a 3D foundation model specifically designed for
MRI. Decipher-MR is trained on a large-scale dataset more than 200,000 3D MRI series from over
22,000 studies, covering a diverse range of ages, body regions, imaging sequences, and anatomical
structures. With radiology reports available for most MRI studies, we further enhance Decipher-
MR through text supervision on top of self-supervised vision learning, improving its robustness and
enabling zero-shot search capabilities. Our pretraining approach combines unimodal learning with a
vision—language alignment stage, allowing the model to learn rich, clinically relevant representations.

Given the diversity of medical AI tasks and the inefficiency of fine-tuning large models for each,
Decipher-MR is designed to support a modular and reusable development pipeline. Task-specific
decoders can be flexibly attached and tuned atop the frozen pretrained encoder, enabling efficient
adaptation without requiring full model retraining. To evaluate this, we assess Decipher-MR across a
wide range of tasks in a frozen encoder setting, including disease and demographic prediction, imaging
attribute classification, organ and anomaly segmentation and localization, as well as cross-modal tasks
like text-to-image and image-to-text retrievals. Our model consistently outperforms state-of-the-art
foundation models and matches or exceeds specialized end-to-end training approaches with faster
convergence. These results establish Decipher-MR as a scalable and versatile foundation for MRI-
based Al in clinical and research applications.

2 Results

2.1 Decipher-MR Pretraining

Decipher-MR was pretrained on a large and diverse MRI dataset comprising 22,594 studies and 203,233
series (Fig. 1a), with corresponding radiology reports available for 20,658 studies. The dataset spans
a broad age range (0 to 90 years), covers a wide spectrum of body regions and MRI protocols, and
features scans acquired from multiple vendors, including GE, Siemens, Philips, Toshiba, etc. This
diversity ensures robust representation across various imaging systems and clinical environments.

We employed a two-stage pretraining strategy (Fig. 1b). In the first stage, we independently
pretrained the image and text encoders using self-supervised learning: a student-teacher contrastive
framework for the vision encoder and masked language modeling for the text encoder. In the second
stage, we conducted joint image-report contrastive pretraining to align visual and textual represen-
tations. This approach enables the model to capture both global and fine-grained imaging features,
while learning visual patterns aligned with key anatomical and pathological descriptors in the re-
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Figure 1: (a) Distribution of the diverse pretraining dataset across age, sex, imaging sequences, body
regions, and scanner manufacturers. The number of MRI series is shown for each body region, sequence
type, and manufacturer, while the number of MRI studies is shown across age ranges and sex. (b)
Overview of the two-stage pretraining framework of Decipher-MR. (c¢) Evaluation of Decipher-MR in
a frozen encoder setup. Extracted embeddings are either used directly for retrieval tasks or paired
with tunable and relatively lightweight decoders for specific tasks. Evaluation covers diverse tasks,
including classification, cross-modal retrieval, and image localization.

ports—thereby enhancing visual representation quality and enabling effective bidirectional retrieval
between image scans and text descriptions. More details of pretraining can be found in Method 4.4.

The Decipher-MR was evaluated across a diverse set of MRI-related tasks, including classification,
retrieval, segmentation, localization, and visual grounding (Fig. 1c). To address the challenge posed
by increasing model sizes and the need for separate designs and training for each task, we aimed to
establish a more efficient, modular development pipeline. This approach involves attaching and fine-
tuning standardized, lightweight task-specific decoders to a pretrained but frozen encoder, thereby
avoiding repeated tuning of large encoder networks (Fig. 1¢). In the following sections, we demonstrate
and compare model performance across these tasks using this frozen encoder framework.

2.2 Decipher-MR Learns Robust Visual Representation for Classification
Tasks

A broad range of clinical and radiological tasks involving MRI can be formulated as classification
problems, including disease diagnosis, demographic prediction, body region identification, image se-
quence classification, and contrast detection. We benchmarked our method against state-of-the-art
foundation models using a simple probing setup, where the pretrained encoder was frozen and only
a lightweight three-layer MLP attached on top was fine-tuned across these varied tasks. Our model
consistently outperformed DINOv2[4] and BiomedCLIP[14] by a large margin, and demonstrated clear
advantages over MedImagelnsight[12], achieving average gains of 2.9% in disease classification, 3.0%
in demographic prediction, and 0.2% in imaging-related attribute detection (Fig. 2a). Performance
differences between models became more pronounced under limited data settings (Supplementary Ta-
ble 3-5), especially in tasks such as imaging attribute detection where performance otherwise tends
to saturate (Fig. 2c¢). Further details on the classification tasks within each category, along with the
datasets used, are provided in Methods Section 4.8 and Supplementary Table 2

We additionally performed bias analyses across sexes using the same probing setup (Fig. 2d). For
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Figure 2: (a) Comparison of foundation models on multiple medical image classification tasks using
a simple MLP probe on CLS embeddings. (b) Ablation of GE MR foundation models pretrained on
different subsets of data: MRI-only, head and neck only, and T2-weighted only. (¢) Performance under
low-data regimes, where the MLP decoder is trained with varying proportions of labeled data. Full
results across all tasks are in Supplementary Table 3-5. (d) Bias analysis of the top three foundation
models, comparing performance when training and testing within or across sexes. For all figures above,
mean AUC was used as the evaluation metric, except for age prediction, which was assessed using MAE
(lower is better).

both body region and age prediction tasks, all three top-performing models performed better when
trained and tested on the same sex, with further gains observed when using combined male and female
training data. Nonetheless, Decipher-MR maintained superior performance even when tested across
sexes (an average advantage of 5.5% over Medimagelnsight across three tasks), demonstrating its
robustness to demographic variation.

These findings highlight the strength of our model in capturing transferable and clinically mean-
ingful imaging features, with the potential to improve diagnostic accuracy, enhance clinical workflows,
and reduce errors. Importantly, most of evaluations were performed without task-specific preprocess-
ing (e.g., skull stripping, registration, or organ cropping) or fine-tuning, ensuring fair and direct model
comparisons. Further performance improvements are possible through specialized model architectures
and task-optimized data preprocessing. For instance, simply resizing MR images in-plane to match
MedImagelnsight’s input resolution substantially improved performance in tasks such as liver and
prostate lesion classification, brain age regression, and attribute detection (Fig. 2a). Additional crop-
ping around the region of interest can further enhance performance for localized tasks—for instance,
prostate lesion classification improved by 7% when cropping around the prostate (ProstateCrop vs.
Prostate in Fig.2a and Supplementary Table 3), further amplifying Decipher-MR’s advantage over
other models. However, such cropping can impair performance on tasks that rely on broader anatom-
ical context, such as age prediction from prostate MRI (Supplementary Table 3), which benefits from



information beyond the prostate region.

2.3 Decipher-MR Benefits from Text and Diversity in Pretraining Data

To further assess the contributions of textual supervision and data diversity during pretraining, we
conducted ablation studies using foundation models trained under varying conditions: vision-only
(MRI without text), limited anatomical coverage (head and neck only), and restricted protocol types
(T2-weighted only).

Significant performance gains were observed with second-stage image—text contrastive pretrain-
ing, which consistently outperformed models trained solely on imaging data (Fig. 2b). These results
highlight the benefit of weak supervision from radiology reports and demonstrate the effectiveness of
our two-stage pretraining strategy. Notable improvements were found in cardiac disease classification
(+5.0%), prostate lesion classification (42.4%), and several low-data scenarios, including brain age
regression (+3.2%), body region detection (+4.2%), and contrast detection (+1.6%), with the latter
two particularly pronounced under low-data scenarios (Fig. 2c).

Moreover, controlling for the contribution of text supervision and comparing against models trained
on images only, pretraining on a diverse MRI dataset consistently improved performance across most
tasks. Specifically, it outperformed models trained on constrained subsets, achieving average gains
of 1.7%, 1.6%, and 1.6% over the head-neck-only model, and 1.3%, 2.1%, and 1.3% over the T2-
only model for disease classification, demographic prediction, and imaging-related attribute detection,
respectively (Fig.2b and Supplementary Table3-5). Notably, improvements were observed even on
head-neck-focused tasks such as Alzheimer’s disease classification (3.8%) and brain-age prediction
(3.1%) compared to the head-neck-only model, highlighting the benefit of pretraining on diverse, non-
task-specific anatomical regions. These evidences underscore the critical importance of anatomical and
protocol diversity for developing generalizable foundation models (Fig. 2b).
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Figure 3: Cross-modal retrieval performance on (a) Sourcel (body region retrieval) and (b) Source2
(head-neck tumor pathology retrieval) datasets. Metrics include mean average precision (mAP) and
precision@N—the proportion of queries where all top-N retrieved items match the correct category
(i-e., body region or tumor sub-anatomical location).



2.4 Decipher-MR Supports Cross-modality Retrieval

Zero-shot cross-modal retrieval enables matching between MRI images and text—such as retrieving
scans from text queries or linking relevant report descriptions to a given image—without the need for
additional model fine-tuning. This capability is supported in our Decipher-MR through image-text
contrastive pretraining. We evaluated its performance alongside two other medical vision-language
models, MedImagelnsight[12] and BioMedCLIP[14], across both in-domain and out-of-domain datasets.

On in-domain datasets, querying with either full reports or just the conclusion sections (Supple-
mentary Fig. 1) retrieved the correct paired scan within the top 10 results in approximately 26% of
cases, significantly outperforming MedImagelnsight (5.1%) (Supplementary Table 6).

For robust body region retrieval, Decipher-MR demonstrated consistently high success rates on the
out-of-domain Sourcel dataset (Fig. 3a). It achieved a top-3 localization success rate of 91.4% using full
reports and 78.8% with short, single-organ descriptions (details in Supplementary Fig. 2b and Table
1), outperforming MedImagelnsight’s 81.1% and 63.7%, respectively. Similar trends were observed
in reverse (image-to-text) retrieval tasks. Beyond top-N accuracy, Decipher-MR also achieved higher
mean average precision (mAP), reflecting better overall ranking of relevant results. This improvement
was particularly pronounced when using short and simple text queries which are more reflective of
real-world applications where users are likely to use concise descriptions.

For tumor pathology retrieval in out-of-domain head and neck datasets using images as queries,
Decipher-MR attained 39.3% accuracy in retrieving conclusion sections describing similar tumor types
within the same sub-anatomical region (details in Supplementary Fig. 2a and Table 1), substantially
outperforming BioMedCLIP (19.5%) and MedImagelnsight (26.8%) (Fig. 3b). In the reverse text-
to-image task, Decipher-MR (32.2%) again outperformed BiomedCLIP (21.0%) but lagged behind
MedImageInsight (46.8%). However, both models showed comparable mean average precision (mAP),
with MedImagelnsight’s higher top-N accuracy likely inflated because of lower retrieval diversity—it
returned only 223 unique images (top three appeared 126 times), compared to 353 for Decipher-MR
(top three appeared 36 times). This greater image-side diversity contributed to Decipher-MR/’s superior
performance in the reverse image-to-text retrieval.

2.5 Decipher-MR Enables Robust Medical Image Segmentation with Fast
Convergence

Three-dimensional anatomical segmentation plays a vital role in MRI-based clinical workflows, support-
ing diagnosis, surgical planning, and treatment monitoring. To evaluate the effectiveness of Decipher-
MR for segmentation tasks, we tested it on three datasets covering abdominal (AMOS[22]), pelvic
(MRDLAS), and cardiac regions (ACDCJ23]). A frozen encoder configuration was used to specifically
assess the model’s feature extraction capabilities without fine-tuning encoder parameters.

Across all datasets, Decipher-MR, paired with a ResNet-based decoder (Method 4.10) consistently
outperformed MedSAM3D[24] under the same frozen-encoder setting. Remarkably, even though only
the decoder was trained, the performance was comparable to nnUNet[25], a widely used, fully tuned,
state-of-the-art end-to-end segmentation framework in medical imaging (Fig. 4a). Qualitative examples
in Fig. 4c show accurate segmentation of small abdominal organs and cardiac structures at both end-
diastole (ED) and end-systole (ES), closely aligned with ground truth annotations. These results
underscore the strong representational power of Decipher-MR across diverse anatomical regions.

Training convergence speed was another notable advantage. Decipher-MR converged rapidly,
achieving a Dice score of 0.82 on ACDC and 0.77 on AMOS within just one epoch, which was markedly
faster than SAMMed3D (Fig. 4b). This highlights the value of strong pretrained initialization.

An interesting observation emerged regarding preprocessing resolution: segmentation performance
with Decipher-MR, consistently improved with higher-resolution resampling compared to the median
voxel spacing commonly used in nnUNet. However, gains plateaued in datasets like AMOS, likely
due to mixed image orientations, with performance saturating around the 25th percentile spacing
(Supplementary Table 7).
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Figure 4: (a) Anatomical segmentation performance across three body-region datasets, compared to
nnUNet (end-to-end) and SAMed3D (frozen encoder). (b) Validation Dice score over training epochs,
comparing convergence speed between Decipher-MR and SAMed3D as frozen encoders. (c¢) Qualitative
examples of abdominal and cardiac segmentation using Decipher-MR as a frozen encoder. (d) Anomaly
localization and visual grounding (e.g., missing organs, tumors), compared to end-to-end models. (e)
Qualitative examples of anomaly localization using Decipher-MR as a frozen encoder, including cases
of neck tumors and prostatectomy. Ground truth bounding boxes are shown in blue, and predicted
boxes in red.

2.6 Decipher-MR Supports Anomaly Localization and Visual Grounding

Beyond classification and organ segmentation, accurate pathology or anomaly localization is critical
for the clinical deployment of AI models, especially when integrating human input. To investigate this,
we evaluated Decipher-MR on anomaly localization tasks involving head and neck tumors and surgi-
cally removed organs (e.g., prostatectomy, hepatectomy, and pneumonectomy) (Fig. 4e), under two
settings: standalone localization and visual grounding guided by human-provided text input describing
anatomical location and pathology types. For each setting, we adopted state-of-the-art task-specific
frameworks: DETR3D|26] for localization and MedRPG|27] for visual grounding, replacing and ini-
tializing their visual encoders with Decipher-MR (Method 4.11).

In both scenarios, using Decipher-MR as a frozen encoder consistently outperformed the original
end-to-end trained models, achieving a 14% improvement in localization and an 11.5% gain in visual
grounding, as measured by mean Intersection over Union (mlIoU; Fig.4d) between predicted and groun-
truth bounding boxes. These results underscore the strength of Decipher-MR’s visual representations
for identifying and localizing different types of anomalies in MR images. Qualitative examples in
Fig.4e illustrate the localization performance on neck tumors and prostatectomy cases, showing good



alignment between model predictions and ground truth annotations.

3 Discussion

In this study, we introduced Decipher-MR, an MRI-specific 3D vision-language foundation model
pretrained on a large and diverse collection of MR, datasets. We evaluated its capabilities across a
comprehensive range of downstream tasks—including classification, cross-modal retrieval, organ seg-
mentation, and anomaly localization—spanning multiple stages of the clinical workflow. Experimental
results on both propriety and public datasets demonstrated that Decipher-MR is a powerful feature
extractor for MR images. It consistently outperformed other foundation models on simple probing
tasks and achieved performance on par with or exceeding state-of-the-art, task-specific models trained
end-to-end. One particularly interesting finding is that Decipher-MR maintains strong performance
even though its pretraining data primarily consists of individuals under the age of 70 and rarely include
cases of Alzheimer’s disease [28]. Despite this, it performs competitively on related tasks, suggesting
a degree of generalization beyond the original pretraining distribution.

These advantages are largely attributed to the diversity of the pretraining data and the effectiveness
of the pretraining strategy. Our ablation studies showed that including data from various body regions
and MRI protocols led to improvements across most classification tasks, highlighting the robustness
of the learned embeddings. This is consistent with observations that models pretrained on narrow
or homogeneous data tend to underperform on body regions not represented during training [20]. A
further benefit comes from the use of text supervision. Our two-stage pretraining pipeline allows
flexible integration of both image-only data and image-text pairs. This not only enables cross-modal
retrieval but also enhances classification performance, particularly in tasks related to body region,
disease category, and demographic attributes.

Recognizing the critical importance of generalizability and bias mitigation in medical AI[29], we con-
ducted sex-based generalization evaluations across several probing tasks, including Alzheimer’s disease
classification, brain age prediction, and body region recognition. Decipher-MR consistently outper-
formed other models when applied across sexes, demonstrating greater robustness in cross-sex scenar-
ios. However, despite its advantage, Decipher-MR, like all foundation models, showed performance
drops under cross-sex evaluation, highlighting the need for bias mitigation during fine-tuning[30][31],
though its more robust feature extraction could potentially offer a stronger foundation for fairer, more
generalizable models.

As the field moves toward increasingly large and general-purpose models[32], a central challenge in
medical Al is addressing the diverse range of clinical tasks without relying on bespoke architectures
or repeated retraining. Decipher-MR tackles this by enabling modular reuse: a frozen, pretrained
encoder paired with relatively lightweight, task-specific decoders—including MLP classifiers, ResNet-
based segmentation heads, and localization/visual grounding modules. Despite minimal tuning, these
components achieved performance comparable to or exceeding fully end-to-end models with rapid
convergence, thus enabling efficient adaptation and streamlined development across a broad spectrum
of medical imaging tasks.

That said, task-specific data processing remains critical to unlocking the full potential of foundation
models. We observed, for instance, that simple input resizing improved classification accuracy in
certain tasks, while variations in resampling spacing significantly impacted segmentation outcomes.
Local cropping proved beneficial for tasks targeting specific regions (e.g., tumor classification), but
negatively affected those requiring broader anatomical context, such as age prediction. Additional pre-
processing steps, such as skull-stripping [33] and brain registration for neuroimaging tasks [34], or tumor
localization and cropping before classification [35], could further enhance performance. Moreover,
further decoder designs that jointly model classification and localization may offer performance boosts
on more complex tasks.

Despite these advantages, several limitations remain. While Decipher-MR showed strong per-
formance in cross-modal retrieval, particularly for anatomical region retrieval, its effectiveness in
pathology-focused retrieval was more limited. This likely stems from insufficient diversity in textual
report data during pretraining. Additionally, we did not observe significant improvements in imaging
attribute classification (e.g., sequence or contrast type) using additional text supervision. Future work



could incorporate richer DICOM metadata during pretraining to improve model capability in these
areas and enable more radiology-relevant search functionalities. Finally, while our frozen encoder setup
has shown robust performance, encoder fine-tuning may be necessary to unlock further gains for certain
applications. We plan to explore various tuning strategies to optimize the trade-off between efficiency
and task-specific performance.

In conclusion, we present Decipher-MR as one of the first multi-anatomy, multi-protocol MRI
foundation models capable of supporting a wide range of downstream tasks. Our results demonstrate
its potential to enable more efficient, modular, and scalable development of Al solutions for MRI data,
paving the way for broader adoption of foundation models in clinical practice.

4 Methods

4.1 Pretraining Dataset

We compiled a diverse MRI dataset for model pretraining, encompassing various body regions such as
the brain, head and neck, abdomen, pelvis, spine, knee, and others, with radiology reports available for
the majority of the studies. To ensure data quality, we rigorously curated and preprocessed the scans,
excluding those with missing slices, non-uniform spacing, low resolution, limited slice counts, or noisy
voxel values. After preprocessing, the dataset consisted of 22,594 MRI studies and 203,233 MRI series,
with reports for 20,658 studies. Each study includes a corresponding radiology report and several MRI
series, covering different protocols such as T1, T2, DWI, and more. 85% of studies were utilized in
pretraining, with the remaining 15% studies reserved for downstream evaluations and validations.

4.2 Evaluation Dataset

We evaluated our Decipher-MR model using both proprietary and public datasets, benchmarking it
against other methods.
Proprietary datasets: We employed four proprietary datasets for different evaluation tasks:

e Validation set of our pretraining datasets: Contains around 2,000 studies and 20,000 MRI
series, with radiology reports for most studies. MRI sequence details, body regions, and contrast
usage were extracted from DICOM headers.

e Sourcel Dataset: Comprises 370 studies spanning various body regions, including the head,
spine, abdomen, pelvis, extremities, and breast (Supplementary Fig. 2b and Table 1). A subset
includes bounding box annotations for tumors and missing organs resulting from surgical removal.

e Source2 Head and Neck MRI Dataset: Includes 592 studies, each with multiple MRI series
and reports. Most cases involve head and neck tumors, with annotations for tumor type and
subregion (Supplementary Fig. 2a and Table 1).

¢ MRDLAS Segmentation Dataset: Provides segmentation masks for 10 pelvic organs across
93 pelvic T2 MRIs.

Public datasets: We also utilized seven public datasets for different evaluation tasks:

e ADNI: A dataset for Alzheimer’s disease research, containing diagnoses for cognitively normal
(CN), mild cognitive impairment (MCI), and Alzheimer’s disease (AD) individuals, along with
patient demographics. We used 1,700 baseline T1-weighted MRIs from ADNI1 and ADNI2 for
classification evaluations.|[36]

e PICAI: A prostate cancer dataset comprising 1,500 bi-parametric MRI (bpMRI) exams per pa-
tient, including T2-weighted (T2W), high b-value diffusion-weighted imaging (DWT), and apparent
diffusion coefficient (ADC) maps, along with annotated prostate and tumor masks and diagnostic
labels (benign vs. malignant) [37].

e ACDC: A cardiac MRI dataset with 150 exams across five subgroups, including four pathological
conditions (myocardial infarction, dilated cardiomyopathy, hypertrophic cardiomyopathy, abnor-
mal right ventricle) and one healthy group, along with segmentation masks for three heart regions
[23].

e LLD-MMRI: A multi-phase liver MRI dataset for lesion diagnosis, covering seven lesion types:
three malignant (intrahepatic cholangiocarcinoma, liver metastases, hepatocellular carcinoma)



and four benign (hepatic hemangioma, hepatic abscess, hepatic cysts, focal nodular hyperplasia)
[38].

e MRART: A dataset of T1-weighted structural MRI head scans capturing three levels of motion
artifacts [39].

e AMOS: An abdominal multi-organ segmentation dataset containing 60 MRI scans with voxel-
level annotations for 15 organs [22].

4.3 Model Architecture

For Decipher-MR, we employed a 3D Vision Transformer (ViT) [40] as the image encoder, using
non-overlapping 8x8x8 volumetric patches. FEach patch was flattened and passed through a linear
projection to generate patch embeddings. The rest of the architecture follows the standard ViT-Base
configuration, consisting of 86 million parameters and a 768-dimensional embedding size. Trilinear
position embedding interpolation enables the model to handle inputs of variable sizes during inference
and downstream applications.

For the text encoder [41], we adopted a BERT-based architecture initialized with PubMedBERT
[42], which was pre-trained on biomedical literature. It uses the same 768-dimensional embedding size
and supports a maximum sequence length of 512 tokens. A linear projection was applied to the [CLS]
token from both the image and text encoders to map them into a shared 512-dimensional multimodal
embedding space.

4.4 Model Pretraining

Leveraging our extensive and diverse pretraining datasets, we implemented a two-stage pretraining
strategy: (1) standalone pretraining of the image and text encoders using self-supervised learning
methods, and (2) multimodal contrastive pretraining. This two-stage approach enables the model to
capture both global and detailed imaging features, along with visual cues that reflect critical patholog-
ical and anatomical information described in the image reports. Additionally, multi-modal contrastive
learning enhances cross-modal retrieval, allowing the model to search for relevant image scans from a
database based on text input and vice versa.

4.4.1 First stage (vision): Student-Teacher Self-Supervised Learning for Vision Encoder

For the first stage of image encoder pretraining, we employed DINOv2 [4], a Student-Teacher Self-
Supervised Learning strategy designed for vision transformers (ViTs). The student network learns to
match the teacher network’s representations at both the image and patch levels. At the patch level,
the student predicts the teacher’s features for masked regions using Masked Image Modeling (MIM).
At the image level, a multi-crop contrastive objective aligns features from local crops with the teacher’s
global representation. The teacher network processes full images and updates its parameters through
an exponential moving average (EMA) of the student’s parameters.

4.4.2 First stage (text): Masked Language Pretraining for Text Encoder

For the first stage of text encoder pretraining, we fine-tuned a PubMedBERT model[42] on our med-
ical report data using masked language modeling (MLM). In MLM, random tokens within the input
text are masked, and the model learns to predict the original tokens based on the surrounding con-
text. This approach enables the model to capture domain-specific linguistic patterns and improve its
understanding of terminology in MRI reports.

4.4.3 Second stage: Image-Report Contrastive Learning

In the second stage of pretraining, we leveraged the pretrained vision and text encoders from the
first stage and further refined them using an Image-Report Contrastive Learning approach [3] to align
image and text embeddings in a shared multi-modal embedding space. During training, MRI-report
pairs are processed to generate their respective embeddings. The model encourages embeddings from
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matching image-report pairs to be close in the shared space while pushing apart embeddings from
non-matching pairs. Details regarding the construction of image and text inputs, along with the data
sampling strategy designed to enhance contrastive learning, are provided in Section 4.4.5.

4.4.4 Data Augmentation

To enable a generalist foundation model capable of handling inconsistencies in MRI resolution, size,
and acquisition protocols across scanners and body regions, we tailored our vision encoder training
to be robust to such inconsistencies. Beyond standard augmentations like rotation and flipping, we
customized the cropping strategy used in DINO’s teacher network. DINOv2 includes two global crops,
and we adapted them for MRI by defining one crop that covers the entire scan resized to the input
dimensions, and another partial crop extracted at a randomly selected resolution to introduce scale
diversity. From these two global crops, we generated local crops for the student network, enabling the
model to process the same scan at multiple resolutions and learn consistent image-level representa-
tions. In the second stage of multi-modal contrastive training, we preserved more complete contextual
information while keeping robustness to resolution variation by randomly cropping within 75%-100%
of the image size and resizing to a relatively larger input size to retain fine details (Method 4.5).

4.4.5 Organ-Based Study-level Data Sampling

Each MRI study includes a single report and multiple corresponding MRI series. First, to preserve
study-level consistency, series and reports from the same study are never treated as non-matching
pairs during training—that is, we avoid introducing false negative examples by ensuring that matching
image-report pairs from the same study are always treated as positive pairs. More importantly, MRI
data and reports describing different body regions or organs often exhibit clear distinctions, which can
be easily separated in embedding space. However, variations in MRI data and reports from the same
body region often reflect subtle but clinically important anatomical differences related to pathologies
or other factors. To capture these nuances, we implement a batch-wise sampling strategy that, with
high probability, selects MRI studies whose reports describe the same organ (i.e., “Mapped organ” in
Supplementary Fig.1) within each batch. We then use the organ-specific descriptions in the reports
as the language input (i.e., “Details” in Supplementary Fig.1). This approach enhances contrastive
learning by focusing on differences within the same anatomical region, guiding the model to attend to
localized features relevant to the targeted organ and thereby improving the extraction of meaningful
representations and clinically significant information.

4.5 Pretraining Data Processing

MRI Processing: We first applied foreground cropping to all MRI images using Otsu’s method to
remove the black background. Each image was then rescaled to the range of -1 to 1 based on the 1st
and 99th percentiles of pixel intensities. For the first-stage pretraining, we set the global crop size to
256x256%x24 and the local crop size to 128 x128x 16, selected based on the median dimensions of our
pretraining dataset. As described in Section 4.4.4, the first global crop was resized to match the target
size while preserving the x-y aspect ratio, with black padding added as needed The second global crop
was a random crop with variable resolution. In the second-stage contrastive training, the larger crops
mentioned in Section 4.4.4 were resized to 384 x384x48 to provide a more comprehensive view within
each crop.

Report Processing: We first used Llama 3.3 [43] to process the noisy MRI reports by removing
study details unrelated to imaging and extracting organ-specific descriptions and conclusions into sep-
arate sections, including any identified abnormalities. We then mapped each organ section to a list
of standard SNOMED anatomical entities [44] using AWS Comprehend Medical [45] for the sampling
process described in Section 4.4.4. Additional details, including the prompt used and examples of
reports before and after processing, are provided in Supplementary Fig. 1.
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4.6 Pretraining Implementation Details

During the initial stage of vision encoder pretraining, the model was trained for 100 epochs with a
batch size of 64 and a peak learning rate of 0.002. We employed a cosine learning rate scheduler
with a linear warmup over the first 10 epochs, a teacher momentum consine schedule from 0.992 to
1, and a weight decay cosine schedule from 0.04 to 0.4. For the text encoder, we initialized it from
PubMedBERT and fine-tuned it on our report data for 100 epochs with a learning rate of 5e-5 and an
MLM probability of 0.15.

In the second stage—contrastive training—we used a batch size of 96 and trained for 20 epochs.
A cosine learning rate scheduler with linear warmup over the first 2 epochs was employed, along
with a weight decay schedule from 0.04 to 0.4. We assigned different peak learning rates to different
components: 3e-4 for the linear projection head, and 3e-5 for both the vision and text encoders
initialized from first stage. This learning rate configuration encourages effective adaptation to text
supervision while preserving the pretrained knowledge from the first stage.

4.7 Baselines

We compared our models to different subsets of following baseline vision encoders, selected based on
the nature of the tasks.

e DinoV2[4]: A 2D vision model pretrained using a student-teacher self-supervised learning ap-
proach on large-scale natural image datasets.

e BiomedCLIP[14]: A 2D vision-language model pretrained using a contrastive self-supervised
learning approach on 15 million biomedical image-text pairs, sourced from 4.4 million biomedical
articles in PubMed.

e SAMMed3DJ[24]: A 3D medical segmentation model trained within the SAM framework using
CT and MRI data. We specifically evaluated the model’s 3D encoder as a feature extractor for
various tasks, assuming it can effectively capture meaningful anatomical information from 3D
medical images by leveraging its pre-training on segmentation tasks.

e MedImagelnsight[12]: A vision-language model pretrained on medical images with associated
text and labels from diverse modalities, including X-ray, CT, MRI, dermoscopy, OCT, fundus
photography, ultrasound, histopathology, and mammography.

4.8 Classification and Regression

We evaluated Decipher-MR on MRI classification and regression tasks across five public datasets
(ADNI, PICAI, AMOS, MRART, LLD-MMRI) as well as our proprietary dataset. These datasets
cover a range of conditions and tasks including Alzheimer’s disease, cardiac disease, prostate cancer,
liver cancer, body region classification, image sequences, motion artifact detection, and demographic
predictions (Supplementary Table 2).

For each task, we applied a 3-layer MLP with 768-dimensional hidden layers, 20% dropout, and
ReLU activations to the CLS token of the backbone ViT, serving as the classification or regression head.
All evaluations and comparisons followed a simple probing setup, with the weights of the pretrained
vision backbone frozen.

To accommodate different MRI image sizes and model input requirements, we randomly cropped
subvolumes or selected slices from 3D MRI scans as input to the pretrained encoders during training.
For Decipher-MR, we used images at their original resolution with an input size of (256, 256, 24)
consistent with the first-stage pretraining. For other foundation models, input sizes were selected
according to their specific requirements, with slice resizing applied for 2D methods following their
respective preprocessing pipelines. During validation and testing, predictions from all subvolumes
(obtained via a sliding window approach) or slices were averaged to produce a final prediction for each
MRI image.

We further assessed the impact of data preprocessing by evaluating performance on the PICAI
dataset using MRI images cropped around the prostate based on provided masks. Additionally,
we performed supplementary evaluations across all datasets using in-plane resizing to 512x512 for
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Decipher-MR, matching the higher-resolution input requirements of MedImagelnsight. This variant is
denoted as Decipher-MR (high-reso) in the figures.

To ensure reproducibility, we used 50 random train/validation/test splits for all experiments. We
report the average AUROC for classification tasks and the average mean absolute error (MAE) for age
regression.

4.9 Cross-Modal Retrieval

We evaluated Decipher-MR’s zero-shot cross-modal retrieval performance on text-to-image and image-
to-text tasks across three datasets, comparing it against two biomedical vision-language models: Med-
Imagelnsight and Biomed CLIP.

Using the validation split from our pretraining dataset, we performed paired report-to-image re-
trieval, where both full reports and conclusion sections were used as queries. Retrieval success was
quantified as the percentage of cases in which the ground-truth MRI image appeared within the top
5, 10 and 20 results.

To test generalization, we evaluated on two out-of-domain datasets. On Sourcel set, which contains
reports and MRIs across nine body regions, we assessed body region retrieval using both full and
organ-specific text sections. Performance was measured by the percentage of cases where all top N
retrieved scans belonged to the same body region as text query, evaluated at top 1, 3 and 5 results.
On the Source2 Head-Neck dataset, which includes cases with tumors across thirteen sub-anatomical
regions, we performed pathology-related retrieval using conclusion sections. Detailed text queries
and ground-truth categories are provided in Supplementary Fig. 2 and Table 1. Performance was
measured by the percentage of cases in which all top-N retrieved scans depicted a tumor in the same
sub-region described by the query text. For both datasets, we also performed reverse image-to-text
retrieval using MRI images as queries to retrieve the corresponding report sections.

To ensure consistency with the multimodal pretraining setup and optimal alignment between visual
and text embeddings, all MRI inputs were resized to 384x384x48 during retrieval evaluation for
Decipher-MR. For BiomedCLIP and MedImagelnsight, which use 2D inputs, the similarity between a
3D MRI and a text query was computed as the maximum cosine similarity across all slices.

4.10 Segmentation

We evaluated our model on anatomical organ segmentation tasks by fine-tuning a segmentation decoder
while keeping the pretrained encoder’s weights frozen, using a five-fold cross-validation protocol.

For the decoder, we adapted architectures from the SegResNet framework[46], a ResNet-based
segmentation model. The decoder was modified to leverage patch embeddings from the final and
three intermediate layers of the encoder, using skip connections between encoder and decoder stages
to preserve spatial detail and support segmentation of complex anatomical structures.

All images and masks were resampled to standardized voxel resolutions prior to training. In addition
to resampling to median voxel spacing as in nnUNet, we also experimented with multiple resolution
levels across each dataset—including the 25th percentile, 10th percentile, and smallest voxel spacing
(i.e., highest resolution)—to assess the impact of input resolution on performance.

We benchmarked Decipher-MR against the 3D vision encoder from MedSAM3D, pretrained for seg-
mentation, and the state-of-the-art nnUNet[25], trained end-to-end as upper-bound references. Eval-
uation was conducted on three datasets: one propriety dataset, MRDLAS (pelvic organs), and two
public datasets, AMOS and ACDC, targeting abdominal and cardiac organ segmentation, respectively.
For MRDLAS and ACDC, we report the mean Dice score averaged over five cross-validation folds and
all organs, using the same five-fold split as the nnUNet paper[47] for ACDC and directly adopting
their reported score as the nnUNet performance. For AMOS, we used the official train/validation
split[22], reported the mean Dice across all organs on the validation set, and referenced the nnUNet
performance from the original AMOS paper|22].

13



4.11 Localization and Visual Grounding

We evaluated Decipher-MR on anomaly localization tasks under two settings: (1) visual-only localiza-
tion, where bounding boxes are predicted from image input alone, and (2) visual grounding, where text
prompts guide spatial prediction. We adopted two representative frameworks: a transformer-based 3D
localization model adapted from DETR3D [26], and the visual grounding model MedRPG [27], for
which we converted the original 2D ResNet backbone to 3D. In the latter, visual patch embeddings
from a frozen vision encoder were fused with text embeddings via a multimodal transformer, and a
shared regression token was used to predict 3D bounding boxes through a lightweight MLP head. A
combination of L1 loss and generalized IoU was used for training.

MRI volumes were resampled to a standardized size of 256 x256 x40 voxels. A sliding window strat-
egy was used during inference to accommodate GPU memory constraints. For grounding, synthetic
prompts—referring to anatomical regions, sides (e.g., “right kidney”), and pathology types (e.g., “tu-
mor”, “removal”’)—were used during both training and evaluation to mimic real-world clinical language.

Experiments were conducted on subsets of the Sourcel and MRDLAS datasets, which include
bounding box annotations for conditions such as prostatectomy, brain tumors, hepatectomy, neck
tumors, and pneumonectomy, covering head, neck, abdominal, and pelvic regions. For both tasks, we
replaced the visual encoder in each framework with Decipher-MR (frozen) and compared against the
original end-to-end trained models. We report mean Intersection over Union (mloU), averaged over
five independent runs with different data splits.
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8 Supplementary

Original report:

CLINICAL INFORMATION: n.d. non-renal insf.. / Diagnostic
orientation: BILATERAL ADRENAL ADENOMAS. / Contrast: NO
/ Anesthesia: NO STUDY TECHNIQUE: Abdominal MRl without
IV contrast. REPORT: Right adrenal nodule 28 mm,
homogeneous, spindle-shaped, with signal characteristics in
in-phase and out-of-phase sequences that make it
compatible with adenoma. Left adrenal gland slightly
thickened, hyperplastic in appearance, without

nodules. Liver morphology and normalsignal. millimetric
cystin segment VIIl. Undilated bile ducts. The vesicle has a
smooth and thin wall, without lithiasis. Pancreas of normal
morphology, without focal lesions or dilation of ducts. Kidneys
of normal cortical size and thickness, with no focal lesions or
dilation of the urinary tract. CONCLUSIONS: Right adrenal
nodule with features compatible with adenoma. Thickened
left adrenal with hyperplastic appearance.

Report processing prompt:

Extract all the relevant medical findings related to visual cues
in medical images.

- Organize the findings by anatomicalregions or organs,
clearly separating each section with the name of the organ or
body part.

- For spine-related reports, treat each section (e.g., Cx, Cy) as
a separate anatomical region.

- Ignore any past medical history, prior studies, or any
additional context not directly related to the anatomical
findings.

- For each organ, assess whether it exhibits any pathological
conditions or is normal based on the provided descriptions.
Add 'Yes' if there is pathology and 'No' if the organ appears
normal at the end of descriptions.

- Provide only the relevant information about the organs
described in the report, without adding any extra commentary
or context.

- Ensure all anatomical regions or organs mentioned in the
report are included in the output.

- Do not combine multiple organs into a single key (e.g., "Liver
and Spleen"). Each organ should have its own key.

- Ifthe reportincludes a conclusion or summary of diseases,
include one additional line with the label “Conclusion:”
followed by the summary. If no conclusion is provided, omit
this line.

- Respect the original content and format of the report. Do not
add new information or make assumptions beyond what is
explicitly mentioned in the report.

Processed and restructured report:

Right Adrenal Gland:

Mapped structure: Adrenal structure (body structure), Entire right
adrenalgland (body structure)

Abnormality: Yes,

Details: 28 mm nodule, homogeneous, spindle-shaped, signal
characteristics compatible with adenoma.

Left Adrenal Gland:

Mapped organ: Adrenal structure (body structure), Structure of left
adrenalgland (body structure)

Abnormality: Yes,

Details: slightly thickened, hyperplastic in appearance, without
nodules.

Liver:

Mapped organ: Liver structure (body structure)

Abnormality: Yes,

Details: normal morphology, normal signal, millimetric cystin
segment VIII.

Gallbladder:

Mapped organ: Gallbladder structure (body structure)
Abnormality: No,

Details: smooth and thin wall, without lithiasis.

Bile Ducts:

Mapped organ: Bile duct structure (body structure)
Abnormality: No,

Details: undilated.

Pancreas:

Mapped organ: Pancreatic structure (body structure)
Abnormality: No,

Details: normal morphology, without focal lesions or dilation of
ducts.

Kidneys:

Mapped organ: Both kidneys (body structure)

Abnormality: No,

Details: normal cortical size and thickness, with no focal lesions
or dilation of the urinary tract.

Conclusion:

Abnormality: Yes,

Details: Right adrenal nodule with features compatible with
adenoma, Thickened left adrenal with hyperplastic appearance.

Supplementary Figure 1: Details of the report processing procedure, including the prompt used for the LLM, along
with an example of an original unprocessed report and the final processed and restructured output used for pretraining.
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(a) Head-neck Tumor Retrieval:

Category: Salivary glands

Text query/candidates:

Conclusion: 1.4 cm left parotid nodule, likely
pleomorphic adenoma .

Category: Pharynx

Text query/candidates:

Conclusion: Large oropharyngeal mass with
extensive local invasion and bony erosions,
bilateral cervical adenopathy.

Category: Nerve tumors (e.g., schwannoma)
Text query/candidates:

Conclusion: Mass-like lesion along the
expected trajectory of the superior trunk of
the left brachial plexus, possibly representing
a peripheral nerve sheath tumor.

(b) Body-region Retrieval:

Category: Heart

Text query/candidates:

Right Ventricle: chamber size is normal with an end-
diastolic dimension of 35 mm, global systolic function is
normal.

Category: Lower Extremity
Text query/candidates:
Plantar Musculature: severe atrophy

Category: Spine

Text query/candidates:

Lumbar Spine: patchy T1 hyperintense and T2
hyperintense signal within the subcutaneous
fatin the right upper lumbarregion.
associated enhancement. configuration
suggests a vascular etiology, likely a venous
vascular malformation. small disk bulge or
protrusion at the L4-5 level posteriorly.

Supplementary Figure 2: Examples of ground truth and text query/candidates in cross-modal retrieval tasks. (a)Head-
neck tumor pathology retrieval (Source2 dataset): The ground-truth labels correspond to tumor types or specific
anatomical subregions affected, and the text queries/candidates are the conclusion sections of reports describing the
tumor. (b) Body region retrieval (Sourcel dataset): The ground truth category corresponds to the anatomical body
region. Text queries/candidates are derived from individual organ-specific descriptions in the report. Full-report
queries/candidates are formed by concatenating all such descriptions from a single report.

Body Region Categories (Sourcel) Tumor Subregion Categories (Source2)

Head
Spine
Chest
Heart
Abdomen
Pelvis
Breast
Upper Extremity
Lower Extremity

Gliomas
Meninges
Nerve tumors (e.g., schwannoma)
Pituitary
Skull base
Extra-axial metastasis
Salivary glands
Larynx
Pharynx
Nasal cavity
Oral cavity
Orbit
Neck (including thyroid)

Supplementary Table 1: Ground-truth category lists for the two cross-modal retrieval tasks. The first column lists
nine body region categories used for body region retrieval with the Sourcel dataset. The second lists thirteen tumor
subregion categories from the Source2 dataset, representing tumor types or affected anatomical regions.
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Dataset Classification Tasks Performed
ADNI Multi-class classification (CN vs. MCI vs. AD); binary classification (CN vs. MCI,
CN vs. AD); brain age prediction (regression); and sex classification.
ACDC Classification of five cardiac disease subtypes.
PICAI Benign vs. malignant prostate tumor classification; age prediction from prostate MRI.
LLD-MMRI Classification of seven liver lesion types (four malignant, three benign).
MRART Classification of three levels of motion artifacts.
Proprietary Classification of 11 body regions, T1 vs. T2 image sequences, and binary contrast
Dataset presence, based on labels extracted from DICOM headers.
Supplementary Table 2: Classification tasks conducted on each dataset.
ADNI ACDC LLD-MMRI
Models 10% 25% all MCI AD all 10%  25%  all
Decipher-MR (high-reso) 0.612 0.631 0.655 0.596 0.827 0.822 0.675 0.717 0.781
Decipher-MR 0.603 0.622 0.657 0.615 0.826 0.85 0.672 0.716 0.775
Decipher-MR (1% stage) 0.596 0.62 0.655 0.600 0.829 0.809 0.658 0.707 0.769
MedImagelnsight 0.561 0.585 0.62 0.589 0.757 0.876 0.680 0.729 0.788
DINOv2 0.557 0.582 0.617 0.588 0.708 0.776 0.670 0.713 0.763
Biomed CLIP 0.552 0.567 0.611 0.579 0.707 0.766 0.658 0.702 0.764
SAMMed-3D 0.540 0.553 0.581 0.553 0.664 0.691 0.580 0.596 0.632
Decipher-MR Headneck  0.581 0.596 0.637 0.589 0.799 0.756 0.651 0.704 0.757
Decipher-MR T2 0.575 0.606 0.642 0.594 0.792 0.820 0.651 0.695 0.761
PICAI PICAI-Crop
Models 10% 25% all  10% 25%  all
Decipher-MR (high-reso) 0.632 0.671 0.720 0.688 0.717 0.758
Decipher-MR 0.620 0.660 0.700 0.691 0.722 0.770
Decipher-MR (1% stage) 0.616 0.658 0.696 0.686 0.717 0.752
MedImagelnsight 0.614 0.658 0.709 0.676 0.699 0.725
DINOv2 0.569 0.599 0.660 0.684 0.702 0.731
Biomed CLIP 0.594 0.631 0.695 0.666 0.687 0.709
SAMMed-3D 0.525 0.556 0.599 0.648 0.654 0.663
Decipher-MR Headneck  0.622 0.659 0.703 0.698 0.727 0.763
Decipher-MR, T2 0.617 0.658 0.699 0.678 0.716 0.750

Supplementary Table 3: Performance on disease classification tasks.
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ADNI PICAI PICAI-Crop
Sex (1) Age (1) Age (1) Age (1)

Models 10% 25% all  10% 25% all  10% 25% all  10% 25%  all

Decipher-MR (high-reso) 0.979 0.989 0.994 4.523 4.294 4.044 4.774 4.528 4.214 5.296 5.103 4.802
Decipher-MR 0.983 0.992 0.995 4.559 4.353 4.143 4.679 4.435 4.064 5.220 4.971 4.676
Decipher-MR (15¢ stage) 0.978 0.989 0.994 4.708 4.437 4.167 4.689 4.406 4.087 5.150 4.863 4.532
MedImagelnsight 0.983 0.992 0.996 4.883 4.704 4.460 4.899 4.665 4.387 5.361 5.236 5.125
DINOv2 0.978 0.992 0.996 5.026 4.814 4.556 4.940 4.722 4.435 5.347 5.216 5.066
BiomedCLIP 0.963 0.980 0.989 5.225 5.095 4.902 5.114 4.958 4.772 5.444 5.323 5.206
SAMMed-3D 0.944 0.956 0.963 5.390 5.266 5.19 5.520 5.436 5.295 5.574 5.553 5.534
Decipher-MR Headneck 0.987 0.993 0.996 4.889 4.609 4.301 4.716 4.488 4.178 5.197 4.950 4.609
Decipher-MR T2 0.966 0.983 0.992 4.948 4.628 4.339 4.700 4.378 4.160 5.195 4.914 4.595

Supplementary Table 4: Performance on demographic predictions.
Body region Image sequence Contrast Motion

Models 1%  10% all 1%  10% all 1%  10% all  10% 25%  all

Decipher-MR (high-reso) 0.932 0.981 0.989 0.931 0.992 0.999 0.741 0.898 0.947 0.917 0.925 0.932
Decipher-MR 0.911 0.977 0.988 0.937 0.991 0.999 0.732 0.885 0.951 0.905 0.917 0.928
Decipher-MR (1st stage) 0.874 0.972 0.987 0.959 0.993 0.999 0.723 0.883 0.952 0.904 0.915 0.925
MedImagelnsight 0.943 0.979 0.989 0.928 0.988 0.998 0.722 0.894 0.948 0.921 0.926 0.932
DINOv2 0.868 0.973 0.988 0.865 0.975 0.997 0.695 0.856 0.936 0.910 0.916 0.924
Biomed CLIP 0.902 0.968 0.986 0.883 0.970 0.994 0.697 0.830 0.923 0.896 0.905 0.914
SAMMed-3D 0.739 0.924 0.967 0.609 0.838 0.937 0.592 0.715 0.830 0.563 0.607 0.692
Decipher-MR Headneck  0.858 0.960 0.983 0.897 0.985 0.998 0.713 0.857 0.938 0.900 0.910 0.920
Decipher-MR T2 0.854 0.968 0.986 0.933 0.990 0.999 0.653 0.877 0.948 0.910 0.917 0.925

Supplementary Table 5: Performance on prediction of imaging-related attributes

DP188 (validation set)
Query Entire Report Conclusion
Models @5 @10 @20 @5 @10 @20
Decipher-MR 0.176 0.258 0.361 0.105 0.170 0.258
BiomedCLIP 0.007 0.018 0.038 0.011 0.022 0.041
MedImagelnsight 0.030 0.051 0.085 0.025 0.040 0.074

Supplementary Table 6: Zero-shot cross-modal retrieval on DP188 validation set

Median 25% 10% Max
AMOS (Abdomen) 0.801 0.857 0.851 0.851
ACDC 0.869 0.879 0.879 0.908

Supplementary Table 7: Segmentation performance across different resampling spacings
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