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Abstract

Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) is indispensable in clinical practice but remains
constrained by fragmented, multi-stage workflows encompassing acquisition, reconstruc-
tion, segmentation, detection, diagnosis, and reporting. While deep learning has achieved
progress in individual tasks, existing approaches are often anatomy- or application-specific
and lack generalizability across diverse clinical settings. Moreover, current pipelines rarely
integrate imaging data with complementary language information that radiologists rely
on in routine practice. Here, we introduce OmniMRI, a unified vision-language founda-
tion model designed to generalize across the entire MRI workflow. OmniMRI is trained
on a large-scale, heterogeneous corpus curated from 60 public datasets, over 220,000
MRI volumes and 19 million MRI slices, incorporating image-only data, paired vision-
text data, and instruction-response data. Its multi-stage training paradigm, comprising
self-supervised vision pretraining, vision-language alignment, multimodal pretraining, and
multi-task instruction tuning, progressively equips the model with transferable visual rep-
resentations, cross-modal reasoning, and robust instruction-following capabilities. Qual-
itative results demonstrate OmniMRI’s ability to perform diverse tasks within a single
architecture, including MRI reconstruction, anatomical and pathological segmentation,
abnormality detection, diagnostic suggestion, and radiology report generation. These
findings highlight OmniMRI’s potential to consolidate fragmented pipelines into a scal-
able, generalist framework, paving the way toward foundation models that unify imaging
and clinical language for comprehensive, end-to-end MRI interpretation.

1 Introduction

Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) remains one of the most powerful non-invasive tools for
diagnostic radiology, offering unparalleled soft tissue contrast and high-resolution anatomical
detail across a wide range of neurological, musculoskeletal, and oncological conditions [1].
However, despite its clinical value, MRI workflows are inherently complex and resource-
intensive, spanning time-consuming acquisition and image reconstruction [2], labor-intensive
anatomical landmark measurement [3], and image interpretation and radiological report writ-
ing that heavily rely on the expertise of radiologists [4, 5]. These multi-stage pipelines con-
tribute to substantial costs, workflow inefficiencies, and variability in diagnostic outcomes,
especially amid increasing imaging volumes and a persistent shortage of trained radiologists.
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Deep learning (DL) methods [6] have made significant progress in automating specific steps
of the MRI pipeline, such as reconstruction from undersampled k-space data [7–9], anatomical
or pathological segmentation [10–12], abnormality detection [13,14], and disease classification
or prediction [15–17]. However, most existing models are narrowly trained for a single task,
anatomy, or contrast setting, which limits their generalizability across diverse patient popu-
lations, scanner types, acquisition protocols, and pathologies. Building separate models for
each step not only increases engineering burden and system complexity but also prevents the
exploitation of shared representations and inter-task consistency. In addition, conventional
supervised pipelines often fail to incorporate linguistic information that is central to clinical
practice. Language conveys patient symptoms and medical history, provides nuanced context
beyond imaging, and forms the basis of radiological documentation, clinical guidelines, and
medical knowledge bases, underscoring its indispensable role in medical decision-making.

Foundation models (FMs) [18] have emerged as a promising paradigm to overcome these
limitations. By pretraining on large-scale, heterogeneous, and largely unlabeled datasets, FMs
learn transferable representations that can be adapted to new scenarios with minimal (few-
shot) or even no supervision (zero-shot) [19,20], thereby improving generalization across data
domains and tasks across computer vision (e.g., DINO [21], MAE [22], iBOT [23]) or natural
language processing (e.g., BERT [24], GPT [25], LLaMA [26]). Furthermore, Transformer
[27]-based architectures are inherently well-suited for multimodal integration, enabling the
mapping of visual patches, textual tokens, and metadata into a shared representation space.
This capability facilitates vision–language reasoning, as demonstrated by recent advances such
as CLIP [28], BLIP [29], Flamingo [30], LLaVA [31]. Motivated by these advances, a few recent
reports, such as BrainSegFounder [32], MedSAM [33], FATE-SAM [34], and VISTA3D [35]
have shown the significant potential of applying the FMs in improving MRI segmentation and
visual processing.

In this work, we propose OmniMRI, a unified MRI foundation model designed to gener-
alize across the entire MRI workflow (Figure 1), built upon core principles: 1) Large-scale
and diverse data construction (Figure 1A). We collected and curated MRI datasets from 60
data sources spanning diverse geometric populations, institutions, vendors, field strengths,
anatomies, and pathologies, ensuring broad coverage of clinical variability. 2) Unified vision-
language architecture (Figure 1B). OmniMRI processes both visual and textual inputs, in-
cluding 2D slices, 3D volumes, metadata, and natural language instructions, through a shared
autoregressive Transformer backbone with multimodal self-attention and a mixture-of-experts
feedforward network. This design supports multi-modal integration and flexible task adap-
tation without the need for separate models. 3) Unified vision–language training paradigm
(Figure 1C). A multi-stage pipeline combines Vision pretraining, vision–language modeling,
and multi-task instruction tuning, enabling OmniMRI to follow natural language prompts and
seamlessly switch across pixel-level and semantic-level tasks. Guided by task instructions,
OmniMRI performs image reconstruction, segmentation, abnormality detection, diagnostic
suggestion, and radiology report generation within a single model (Figure 1D). This unified
framework consolidates task-specific pipelines into a generalist solution, enabling zero-shot
transfer across contrasts, anatomies, and tasks, and integrating full-stack MRI tasks into a
single scalable system.

2 Training Dataset Construction

A critical prerequisite for training a generalist foundation model is access to a large-scale,
diverse, and well-structured dataset that captures the full complexity of clinical MRI work-
flows. Here, we present the collection and construction of the OmniMRI training corpus,
designed to enable unified learning across full-stack MRI tasks. The data construction pro-
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Figure 1: Overview of OmniMRI framework. (A) Large-scale and diverse MRI dataset construction.
The training corpus integrates heterogeneous public datasets, covering diverse patient demographics
(age, sex, geography), scanner vendors and field strengths, acquisition protocols and sequence types,
anatomical regions, and task-specific annotations. (B) Unified vision–language architecture. MRI
inputs (2D slices or 3D volumes) and textual inputs (metadata, prompts, or reports) are processed by
modality-specific encoders, fused into a shared autoregressive Transformer backbone with a Mixture-
of-Experts feedforward module, and decoded into either images or text depending on the task. (C)
Unified training paradigm. The model is trained through a multi-stage process: vision pretraining on
image-only data, vision–language alignment and multimodal pretraining with paired image–te4xt data,
and multi-task instruction tuning using instruction–response data. (D) Full-stack MRI task capability.
OmniMRI supports a wide range of downstream tasks, including image reconstruction, segmentation,
abnormality detection, diagnostic suggestion, and radiology report generation, within a single unified
framework.
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cess consists of two main steps. First, we identify and integrate heterogeneous sources to
ensure abundance and diversity of MRI data (§2.1). Second, we organize the collected data
into three categories tailored to different training stages (§2.2): (1) image-only data for vision
pretraining; (2) paired vision–text data for vision-language alignment and pretraining; and
(3) instruction-response data for multi-task instruction tuning.

2.1 Data Source

The OmniMRI dataset was constructed by curating and harmonizing data from 60 publicly
available MRI datasets, ensuring both scale and diversity (Figure 1A). In total, it encom-
passes 47,917 patients, 70,580 scans, 224,194 volumes, and over 19 million slices, spanning
multiple continents (North America 63.3%, Asia 20.4%, Europe 16.3%) with a wide age range
(mean ages 47–57 years, ranging from 1-87 years) and balanced sex ratio (male 50.37%, fe-
male 49.63%). Acquisitions were collected from major vendors (Siemens, GE, Philips) across
multiple scanner models and field strengths (1.5T, 3T), with comprehensive sequence cov-
erage including T1-, T2-, FLAIR-, PD-, and diffusion-weighted scans, in 2D or 3D formats.
Anatomical diversity spans the brain (25%), breast (16%), knee (12%), prostate (7%), and
other organ systems, covering a broad spectrum of pathologies.

Crucially, the dataset integrates extensive supervision for downstream applications, with
annotations distributed across segmentation (53.6%), diagnosis (19.6%), reconstruction (17.9%),
and detection (5.5%). This large-scale, heterogeneous, and multi-annotated resource provides
the foundation needed to develop a unified generalist model for full-stack MRI tasks.

2.2 Data Construction

To support unified vision–language pretraining and multi-task adaptation, we constructed
a large-scale multimodal MRI dataset specifically aligned with the training paradigm. The
process integrates heterogeneous sources, harmonizes diverse data formats, and provides an-
notations (where available) for multi-task supervision. In particular, we designed three com-
plementary datasets, each tailored to a distinct stage of model training: 1) Image-only data for
vision pretraining. 2) Paired vision-text data for vision–language alignment and pretraining.
3) Instruction-response data for multi-task instruction tuning.

2.2.1 Image Only Data

Image-only data refers to MRI volumes not related to any specific annotations, which are
critical for self-supervised vision pretraining. This type of data enables the model to learn
anatomy- and contrast-aware representations independent of manual labels, providing a strong
foundation for visual understanding. To construct this corpus, we curated MRI scans from
DICOM files as well as raw k-space data.

2.2.2 Paired Vision-Text Data

To capture the textual information associated with each MRI volume, we designed a hierar-
chical description template that systematically organizes linguistic information from low-level
imaging attributes to high-level clinical interpretations. Each description is structured across
progressive levels of clinical semantics, including: (1) imaging modality and sequence pa-
rameters, (2) visible anatomical structures, (3) tissue signal characteristics, (4) pathological
findings, and (5) diagnostic impression. This framework provides standardized and compre-
hensive text representations of MRI data, facilitating effective vision–language modeling. An
example of the hierarchical description template is shown in Figure 2. For majority of MRI

4



volumes, parts of the hierarchical description can be obtained directly from existing metadata
or annotations. (1) Imaging modality and sequence parameters are readily available in the
DICOM header. (4) Pathological findings and (5) diagnostic impressions can often be in-
ferred from existing ground-truth labels, bounding boxes, or structured radiology reports. In
contrast, (2) anatomical structures and (3) tissue signal characteristics are rarely annotated
in standard clinical datasets. These mid-level semantic descriptors require detailed anatom-
ical recognition and nuanced radiological interpretation, making manual labeling costly and
impractical at scale.

To address this gap, we employ a generative augmentation strategy inspired by MAGPIE
[36]. Specifically, we utilize a locally hosted Qwen-VL [37] vision–language foundation model
to automatically generate structured text descriptions directly from MRI images. This model
is prompted with carefully designed instructions to produce consistent outputs for the missing
components, visible anatomical structures and tissue signal characteristics. The generation
process is constrained by our hierarchical template, which standardizes vocabulary and format,
thereby minimizing variability in free-form outputs. Running inference on a secure local server
further ensures data privacy and mitigates risks associated with cloud-based processing.

2.2.3 Instruction-Response Data

To enable multi-task instruction tuning within a unified framework, we constructed a set of
standardized, task-specific instruction-response pairs that cast diverse MRI-related objectives
into a consistent instruction-following paradigm. In this formulation, all tasks are expressed
as language-guided problems, allowing a single vision–language model to learn across the
full MRI workflow. Each training instance consists of three components: (1) image tokens
derived from MRI volumes, (2) a natural language instruction specifying the task, and (3) the
corresponding ground-truth response. Depending on the task, the output may take different
forms, including reconstructed images, segmentation masks, classification labels, detection
bounding, and free-text diagnostic reports.

3 Unified Vision–Language Architecture

To enable full-stack MRI task coverage, we design OmniMRI as a unified vision-language
autoregressive Transformer. The architecture is inspired by recent advances in large-scale
multimodal models such as Janus-Pro [38], BLIP-o3 [39], Bagel [40], and Ming-Omni [41],
and uniquely adapted to volumetric MRI data and multi-task MRI settings.

3.1 Unified Vision-Language Modeling

The architecture of OmniMRI is illustrated in Figure 1B. It is designed to jointly encode
and process both visual and textual information within a unified vision–language framework,
enabling the model to learn shared representations across tasks of varying granularity and
complexity. Visual inputs consist of either 2D MRI slices or 3D volumetric data, which are
embedded into image tokens using a Swin Transformer–based vision encoder [42] that captures
hierarchical spatial features across different resolutions. In parallel, textual inputs, including
structured metadata from DICOM headers, descriptive clinical annotations, radiology reports,
or task-specific prompts, are processed by a lightweight text tokenizer/encoder, producing
language tokens. The image and language tokens are then interleaved and fused into a single
sequence, which is processed by a unified autoregressive Transformer backbone adapted from
Qwen2.537. This backbone employs multimodal self-attention to jointly model visual and
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{
  "image_modality_sequence": {
    "modality": "",                           // e.g., "MRI"
    "sequence": "",                           // e.g., "T1-weighted", "T2-FLAIR", "PD-FS"
    "plane": "",                              // e.g., "axial", "sagittal", "coronal"
    "acquisition_quality_or_artifacts": ""    // e.g., "motion artifacts present", "normal"
  },
  "visible_anatomical_structures": {
    "bony_structures": "",                    // e.g., "vertebral bodies, femur"
    "articular_structures": "",               // e.g., "cartilage, meniscus, synovium"
    "soft_tissues_and_musculature": "",       // e.g., "muscles, tendons, subcutaneous fat"
    "organs_or_central_structures": "",       // e.g., "brain parenchyma, liver, uterus"
    "neurovascular_or_connective_structures": "", // e.g., "spinal cord, cranial nerves, ligaments"
    "spaces_or_cavities_or_joint_compartments": "" // e.g., "ventricles, spinal canal, joint space"
  },
  "tissue_signal_characteristics": {
    "normal_signal_appearance": "",           // e.g., "normal gray-white matter differentiation"
    "abnormal_signal_patterns": "",           // e.g., "hyperintense lesion in white matter"
    "symmetry_and_structural_integrity": ""   // e.g., "symmetric, no displacement"
  },
  "pathological_findings": {
    "structural_abnormalities": "",           // e.g., "disc herniation, cartilage thinning"
    "signal_abnormalities_or_fluid_collections": "", // e.g., "effusion, edema, hemorrhage"
    "masses_or_suspicious_lesions": ""        // e.g., "enhancing mass in frontal lobe"
  },
  "diagnostic_impression": {
    "suggestive_of": "",                      // e.g., "osteoarthritis, glioma"
    "severity_or_grading": "",                // e.g., "moderate (grade II)", "BIRADS 4"
    "recommendation": ""                      // e.g., "follow-up MRI in 6 months", "biopsy recommended"
  }
}

Figure 2: Hierarchical text prompt template for MRI volumes. The template defines structured fields
that capture progressive levels of clinical semantics, ranging from image modality and acquisition
parameters to visible anatomical structures, tissue signal characteristics, pathological findings, and
diagnostic impressions.

linguistic relationships, while a mixture-of-experts feedforward network improves parameter
efficiency and scalability.

3.2 Unified Multi-Task Decoding

To accommodate the heterogeneity of outputs in full-stack MRI tasks, OmniMRI adopts a
dual-decoder design branching from the shared vision–language Transformer backbone. An
image decoder, implemented with a diffusion-based [43] generation head, handles pixel-level
tasks such as image reconstruction and anatomical or lesion segmentation, producing high-
fidelity spatial outputs from image inputs or prompt-guided conditions. In parallel, a text
decoder generates semantic-level outputs for lesion detection, diagnostic suggestion, and ra-
diology report generation, producing structured labels or free-text descriptions in natural
language. Both decoders are jointly optimized within a unified multi-task training frame-
work, leveraging a shared cross-modal representation space.
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4 Unified Vision-Language Training Paradigm

To establish OmniMRI as a unified foundation model capable of addressing the full spectrum
of MRI tasks, we adopt a multi-stage training pipeline that progressively builds generalizable
visual representations, cross-modal reasoning ability, and instruction-following skills. The
training consists of four stages. First, we pretrain the vision encoder on the image-only data
in a self-supervised manner (§4.1). Second, we perform vision–language contrastive learning
on paired image–text data to align visual embeddings with text embeddings (§4.2). Third, we
conduct unified multimodal pretraining, where a shared autoregressive Transformer jointly
models interleaved vision and language tokens to learn multimodal reasoning (§4.3). Finally,
we perform multi-task instruction tuning using instruction–response pairs, allowing the model
to adapt to diverse downstream tasks within a unified instruction-following framework (§4.4).

4.1 Vision Pretraining

To learn robust and transferable visual representations tailored for MRI, we perform self-
supervised pretraining of a vision encoder using the image-only data, without reliance on
annotations. We adopt a Swin Transformer [42, 44, 45] as the encoder, given its effective-
ness in capturing spatial features across volumetric data. The pretraining strategy integrates
multiple complementary objectives that operate at different spatial scales to capture both
local anatomical details and global semantic structures. First, at the pixel level, we employ
a masked image modeling task [46] in which random patches of the input volume are hidden,
and the model is trained to reconstruct low-level intensity distributions. Second, at the patch
level, we used a contrastive objective20 that encourages representations of neighboring patches
within the same volume to be more similar than those from different volumes. Third, at the
volume level, we apply instance discrimination across whole MRI volumes based on acquisi-
tion characteristics such as sequence type, orientation, and anatomical content, encouraging
high-level semantic grouping across data variations. Together, these objectives enable the
vision encoder to capture rich anatomical priors, sequence-specific variations, and domain-
invariant features, laying a strong foundation for downstream tasks ranging from low-level
reconstruction to high-level semantic interpretation.

4.2 Vision-Language Alignment

To align visual and textual modalities we perform vision–language contrastive learning on
the paired image–text data. The pretrained vision encoder (§4.1) is frozen, and a lightweight
text encoder (initialized from Qwen2.537) produces text embeddings in a shared latent space.
A trainable alignment layer projects high-dimensional visual features into this space. Using
a CLIP-style contrastive loss28, the model is optimized such that matched image–text pairs
exhibit higher cosine similarity than mismatched ones. This stage provides a crucial bridge
between unimodal visual pretraining and multimodal reasoning.

4.3 Vision-Language Pretraining

Building upon the aligned embedding space, we perform unified multimodal pretraining with
a shared autoregressive Transformer backbone. Visual tokens (from MRI slices or volumes)
and language tokens (from prompts or clinical descriptions) are interleaved into a single se-
quence. The model is trained with a next-token prediction objective across both modalities.
Given a prefix of mixed image and text tokens, it learns to predict the next token, regard-
less of its modality. This joint modeling approach enables the Transformer to internalize the
joint distribution of anatomy, imaging patterns, and medical language, thereby developing
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Table 1: Representative prompt examples for full-stack MRI tasks. Each task is formulated in a uni-
fied instruction–response format, where the input consists of an MRI image (or volume) and a natural
language instruction, and the output corresponds to the desired task-specific response. Examples in-
clude image reconstruction (¡img¿ output), segmentation (¡seg¿ mask), abnormality detection (¡bbox¿
bounding box), diagnostic suggestion (structured text response), and report generation (free-text re-
sponse).

Task Instruction Example Output

Image Reconstruction “<img> Reconstruct the image from this under-sampled MRI data.” <img>

Image Segmentation “<img> Segment the cartilage and meniscus in this knee MRI.” <seg>

Abnormality Detection “<img> Identify and localize any bone marrow edema or meniscus tear in this image.” <bbox>

Diagnostic Suggestion “<img> Provide your diagnosis of this MRI volume.” <response>

Report Generation “<img> Generate a diagnostic report based on this MRI scan.” <response>

multimodal reasoning capabilities. The model learns to associate visual cues with semantic
concepts, infer task intent, and generate clinically meaningful outputs conditioned on both
visual and textual information.

4.4 Multi-Task Instruction Tuning

Following vision-language pretraining, we perform multi-task instruction tuning to further
adapt the OmniMRI model to downstream clinical tasks using the instruction-response data.
Each training instance consists of an MRI image (or volume), a natural language instruc-
tion specifying the task, and the corresponding ground-truth response. This prompt-based
conditioning mechanism unifies heterogeneous MRI tasks under a single input–output for-
mat, enabling image reconstruction, image segmentation, abnormality detection, diagnostic
suggestion, and report generation to be trained within the same framework. Representative
instruction templates for these tasks are summarized in Table 1, where the input always
combines imaging data with a natural language prompt and the output corresponds to the
desired task-specific response (e.g., reconstructed image, segmentation mask, bounding box,
diagnostic suggestion, or free-text report.

For instance, a reconstruction task may involve a prompt like: “This is a coronal fat-
suppressed MRI of the knee with 4× acceleration. Please reconstruct the image using the
under-sampled data,” with the corresponding supervision being the high-resolution image.
For segmentation, prompts such as “Segment the anterior cruciate ligament (ACL) in this
T2-weighted axial MRI” guide the model to predict anatomical masks. Diagnostic prompts
like “Does this image suggest an ACL tear?” are paired with binary or multi-label responses,
while free-text generation tasks are driven by prompts such as “Generate a diagnostic im-
pression based on this sagittal PD-FS knee MRI,” requiring the model to produce clinically
coherent reports. All tasks are trained under a unified framework, using the same input-
output formatting and decoding backbone, which allows the model to generalize across task
types without architectural modifications. By leveraging this unified instruction–response for-
mulation and a shared decoding backbone, OmniMRI generalizes across task types without
requiring architectural modifications. Across all stages, we carefully balance data modality
and task type (Table 2) to maximize cross-task generalization and efficient representation
reuse.
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Table 2: Data ratio settings for each training stage. Three categories of data, image-only data,
vision–text paired data, and instruction–response data, are allocated across four stages of training.
Image-only data are used exclusively for vision pretraining, paired vision–text data dominate the
vision–language alignment and multimodal pretraining phases, and instruction–response data are pri-
marily employed for multi-task instruction tuning.

Dataset / Training Phase
Vision

Pretraining
Vision–Language

Alignment
Vision–Language

Pretraining
Multi-task

Instruction Tuning

Image only data 1 0 0 0
Vision–Text Paired Data 0 1 0.8 0
Instruction–Response Data 0 0 0.2 1

5 Results

To evaluate the effectiveness of OmniMRI, we demonstrate its performance across five MRI
tasks. For each task, we present several qualitative examples that highlight the model’s ability
to follow diverse instructions and produce clinically meaningful outputs.

MRI Reconstruction OmniMRI demonstrates robust capability in reconstructing high-
fidelity images from undersampled MRI acquisitions across diverse anatomies by following
the instruction: “Reconstruct the image from the given undersampled MRI data.” As illus-
trated in Figure 3A, the model consistently restores fine anatomical detail and suppresses
undersampling artifacts across varied use cases.

• Brain: Accurately reconstructs fine structural details from 6× accelerated scans, pre-
serving cortical and subcortical features.

• Breast: Recovers clear tissue boundaries under 2× acceleration, supporting lesion visi-
bility.

• Prostate: Maintains soft-tissue contrast even with 6× acceleration, critical for delineat-
ing glandular structures.

• Knee: Reconstructs sharp cartilage–bone interfaces under 6× acceleration, ensuring
musculoskeletal interpretability.

Across all examples, aliasing artifacts present in the undersampled inputs are effectively
suppressed, yielding images with preserved diagnostic quality and interpretability. These re-
sults highlight OmniMRI’s generalizability across anatomies, acceleration factors, and clinical
use cases.

Image Segmentation OmniMRI demonstrates robust capability in segmenting diverse
anatomical structures and pathological regions across multiple organ systems by following
organ-specific instructions. As illustrated in Figure 3B, the model accurately delineates:

• Brain: Enhancing and non-enhancing tumor regions with precise spatial boundaries.

• Knee: Bony structures and cartilaginous tissue, critical for musculoskeletal assessment.

• Prostate: Peripheral and transition zones, supporting cancer localization.

• Heart: Cardiac chambers and myocardium with well-defined borders. Across these
examples, the predicted masks exhibit sharp boundary definition and anatomical fidelity,
maintaining alignment with clinical landmarks.
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B. Image Segmentation

"Segment the enhancing and 
non-enhancing tumors from this brain MRI scan."

"Segment the left ventricle, right ventricle,
and myocardium from this cardiac MRI scan"

"Segment the peripheral zone and transition zone
from this prostate MRI scan."

"Segment the bones and cartilages 
from this knee MRI scan"

Image Input Image Output Image Input Image Output

 "Reconstruct the image from the given undersampled MRI data."
A. Image Reconstruction

Image Input Image Output Image Input Image Output

6x Acceleration

6x Acceleration

2x Acceleration

6x Acceleration

Figure 3: Qualitative results of OmniMRI on MRI reconstruction and segmentation tasks. (A) Im-
age reconstruction. OmniMRI restores high-fidelity images from undersampled inputs across diverse
anatomies, including the brain, breast, prostate, and knee. (B) Image segmentation. OmniMRI delin-
eates anatomical and pathological. Examples include segmentation of enhancing and non-enhancing
brain tumors, knee bones and cartilages, prostate peripheral and transition zones, and cardiac cham-
bers and myocardium.

The consistency of segmentation performance across heterogeneous organs and tissue types
of underscores OmniMRI’s ability to generalize segmentation instructions, bridging applica-
tions from neuroimaging to musculoskeletal, body, and cardiac MRI.

Abnormality Detection OmniMRI demonstrates the capability to detect and localize
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Findings:
1. Joint Space: The joint space appears normal in width, without any significant
narrowing or widening.
2. Menisci: The meniscal structures are visible and appear to be intact without
any obvious tears or lesions.
3. Cartilage: The articular cartilage surfaces of the femur and tibia appear smooth
and intact without any visible lesions, tears, or cartilage loss.
4. Bones:The cortical bone of the femur and tibia appears intact without any
fractures or lesions.The subchondral bone marrow appears homogeneous
without any abnormal signal intensity.
5. Soft Tissues: The surrounding soft tissues, including muscles and ligaments,
appear normal without any significant swelling or abnormal signal intensity.
6. Joint Fluid: There is no evidence of joint effusion or abnormal fluid
accumulation within the joint space.

Impression:
- The MRI examination of the knee joint in the sagittal plane shows no evidence
of meniscal tears, cartilage lesions, fractures, or joint effusion. The joint space is
normal in width, and the surrounding soft tissues appear intact.

Recommendations:
- No immediate interventions are recommended based on this MRI finding.
Follow-up with a healthcare provider as per routine or as directed by the patient's
clinical symptoms.

"There is an area with high signal in this
brain MRI scan, what is your suggestion
of diagnosis?"

The MRI scan provided is an axial view of the brain, an FLAIR (Fluid-
Attenuated Inversion Recovery) sequence, which is commonly used to highlight
abnormalities in the brain by suppressing cerebrospinal fluid (CSF) signal. 

From the image, there is a hyperintense (bright) area in the left occipital lobe,
which suggests the presence of an abnormality such as a lesion, infarct, or other
pathological process. The surrounding brain tissue appears relatively normal, but
the exact diagnosis cannot be determined solely from this image without clinical
correlation and additional imaging or tests.

Possible considerations:
1. Encephalomalacia / Gliosis (chronic stage)

Typically follows prior ischemic stroke, hemorrhage, or trauma.
Appears as high FLAIR signal due to gliosis, often with surrounding volume

loss and ex vacuo dilatation of the ventricle.
2. Subacute / Chronic Infarct

Depending on stage, infarcts can appear hyperintense on FLAIR.
Chronic infarcts often evolve into encephalomalacia with gliosis.

3. Post-inflammatory or Post-infectious change
Could be sequelae of encephalitis or demyelination.

Most likely in this image: encephalomalacia/gliosis from a prior insult (ischemic
or traumatic), since the ventricle appears enlarged adjacent to the lesion,
suggesting tissue loss rather than an active mass.

A. Abnormality Detection
"Localize the abnormality

in this brain scan."
"An Edema (94%) is found

at [165, 182, 84, 92] "
“Does the meniscus show 

any abnormalities?"
A meniscus tear (87%)

 is found at [ 227, 186, 34, 15]

B. Diagnostic Suggestion

C. Report Generation

"Provide a radiology report for this Knee
MRI."

Figure 4: Qualitative results of OmniMRI on higher-level tasks. (A) Abnormality detection. The
model identifies and localizes brain edema and meniscus tears in the knee, producing bounding boxes.
(B) Diagnostic suggestion. OmniMRI generates structured diagnostic reasoning. In the brain MRI
example, the model highlights a hyperintense region in the occipital lobe and provides differential
considerations (encephalomalacia, chronic infarct, post-inflammatory change), before suggesting the
most likely diagnosis. (C) Report generation. OmniMRI produces coherent radiology reports that
capture anatomical context, pathological findings, impressions, and recommendations.
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abnormalities across diverse anatomical regions by generating bounding boxes and region-
level predictions. As shown in Figure 4A, the model accurately identifies edema in the brain,
producing bounding boxes with high confidence scores that align closely with radiologically
confirmed pathological regions. Notably, OmniMRI also captures subtle abnormalities such
as meniscal tears in the knee, which are often visually challenging to detect. These results
highlight the model’s ability to perform both coarse- and fine-grained abnormality detection
across different organ systems, supporting diagnostic workflows that require sensitivity to
subtle imaging findings while maintaining robustness across broader pathologies.

Diagnostic Suggestion When prompted with diagnostic queries, OmniMRI produces
structured, clinically oriented suggestions that integrate imaging observations with medical
reasoning. As illustrated in the brain MRI example (Figure 4B), the model identifies a hy-
perintense region in the left occipital lobe and provides a differential diagnosis that includes
encephalomalacia, chronic infarct, and post-inflammatory changes, before suggesting the most
likely interpretation. This output demonstrates OmniMRI’s capacity to move beyond binary
classification, instead offering interpretive reasoning that mirrors radiological practice. By
synthesizing imaging features with clinical knowledge, OmniMRI enables hypothesis gener-
ation and decision support, highlighting its potential role as an assistive tool in radiology
workflows and multidisciplinary care.

Report Generation OmniMRI is capable of generating coherent, structured, and clin-
ically meaningful radiology reports directly from MRI images and task-specific instructions.
In the knee MRI example, the model-produced report systematically addresses each relevant
component of interpretation: Joint space evaluation; Menisci morphology and integrity; Car-
tilage thickness and defects; Bone structures and marrow signal; Surrounding soft tissues.
The report then concludes with a diagnostic impression and actionable recommendations,
mirroring the organization and language of expert radiology practice. By providing both
anatomical context and pathology assessment in natural language format, OmniMRI outputs
demonstrate not only interpretive accuracy but also workflow relevance. These results high-
light the model’s potential to unify image analysis and structured reporting, thereby reducing
documentation burden for radiologists while maintaining clinical fidelity and consistency.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we introduced OmniMRI, a unified vision–language foundation model designed to
span the full MRI workflow—from low-level tasks such as image reconstruction and segmenta-
tion to higher-level functions including abnormality detection, diagnostic suggestion, and radi-
ology report generation. Unlike prior approaches narrowly tailored to specific anatomies, con-
trasts, or isolated tasks, OmniMRI leverages a single multimodal architecture with instruction-
following capability, enabling flexible adaptation across diverse clinical settings.

By integrating a large-scale, heterogeneous MRI corpus with a multi-stage training paradigm,
comprising self-supervised vision pretraining, vision–language alignment, multimodal pre-
training, and multi-task instruction tuning—OmniMRI learns rich, transferable representa-
tions that support both zero-shot generalization and supervised specialization. Our qualitative
evaluations demonstrate its ability to:

• Restore high-fidelity reconstructions from undersampled acquisitions,

• Generate accurate anatomical and pathological segmentations,

• Localize subtle abnormalities across organs,

• Provide structured diagnostic reasoning, and
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• Produce clinically coherent radiology reports.

Together, these results highlight a pathway toward generalist foundation models in medi-
cal imaging, showing that traditionally fragmented, task-specific pipelines can be consolidated
into a scalable framework that unifies image understanding with language-based clinical rea-
soning.

While our current evaluation focuses on qualitative demonstrations, future directions in-
clude large-scale quantitative benchmarking, prospective validation with radiologist readers,
and exploration of deployment strategies for integration into clinical workflows. These steps
will be essential to fully realize OmniMRI’s potential to augment radiology practice, reduce
workflow burden, and advance precision imaging.
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Sharifzadeh, Miko l aj Bińkowski, Ricardo Barreira, Oriol Vinyals, Andrew Zisserman,
and Karén Simonyan. Flamingo: a Visual Language Model for Few-Shot Learning. In
S. Koyejo, S. Mohamed, A. Agarwal, D. Belgrave, K. Cho, and A. Oh, editors, Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 35, pages 23716–23736. Curran Asso-
ciates, Inc., 2022.

[31] Haotian Liu, Chunyuan Li, Qingyang Wu, and Yong Jae Lee. Visual instruction tuning.
In A. Oh, T. Naumann, A. Globerson, K. Saenko, M. Hardt, and S. Levine, editors,
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 36, pages 34892–34916.
Curran Associates, Inc., 2023.

[32] Joseph Cox, Peng Liu, Skylar E. Stolte, Yunchao Yang, Kang Liu, Kyle B. See, Huiwen
Ju, and Ruogu Fang. Brainsegfounder: Towards 3d foundation models for neuroimage
segmentation. Medical Image Analysis, 97:103301, 2024.

[33] Nhat-Tan Bui, Dinh-Hieu Hoang, Minh-Triet Tran, Gianfranco Doretto, Donald Adjeroh,
Brijesh Patel, Arabinda Choudhary, and Ngan Le. Sam3d: Segment anything model
in volumetric medical images. In 2024 IEEE International Symposium on Biomedical
Imaging (ISBI), pages 1–4, 2024.

15



[34] Xingxin He, Yifan Hu, Zhaoye Zhou, Mohamed Jarraya, and Fang Liu. Few-shot adap-
tation of training-free foundation model for 3d medical image segmentation, 2025.

[35] Yufan He, Pengfei Guo, Yucheng Tang, Andriy Myronenko, Vishwesh Nath, Ziyue Xu,
Dong Yang, Can Zhao, Benjamin Simon, Mason Belue, Stephanie Harmon, Baris Turk-
bey, Daguang Xu, and Wenqi Li. Vista3d: A unified segmentation foundation model for
3d medical imaging. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pages 20863–20873, June 2025.

[36] Zhangchen Xu, Fengqing Jiang, Luyao Niu, Yuntian Deng, Radha Poovendran, Yejin
Choi, and Bill Yuchen Lin. Magpie: Alignment data synthesis from scratch by prompting
aligned llms with nothing, 2024.

[37] An Yang, Anfeng Li, Baosong Yang, Beichen Zhang, Binyuan Hui, Bo Zheng, Bowen Yu,
Chang Gao, Chengen Huang, Chenxu Lv, Chujie Zheng, Dayiheng Liu, Fan Zhou, Fei
Huang, Feng Hu, Hao Ge, Haoran Wei, Huan Lin, Jialong Tang, Jian Yang, Jianhong Tu,
Jianwei Zhang, Jianxin Yang, Jiaxi Yang, Jing Zhou, Jingren Zhou, Junyang Lin, Kai
Dang, Keqin Bao, Kexin Yang, Le Yu, Lianghao Deng, Mei Li, Mingfeng Xue, Mingze
Li, Pei Zhang, Peng Wang, Qin Zhu, Rui Men, Ruize Gao, Shixuan Liu, Shuang Luo,
Tianhao Li, Tianyi Tang, Wenbiao Yin, Xingzhang Ren, Xinyu Wang, Xinyu Zhang,
Xuancheng Ren, Yang Fan, Yang Su, Yichang Zhang, Yinger Zhang, Yu Wan, Yuqiong
Liu, Zekun Wang, Zeyu Cui, Zhenru Zhang, Zhipeng Zhou, and Zihan Qiu. Qwen3
technical report, 2025.

[38] Xiaokang Chen, Zhiyu Wu, Xingchao Liu, Zizheng Pan, Wen Liu, Zhenda Xie, Xingkai
Yu, and Chong Ruan. Janus-pro: Unified multimodal understanding and generation with
data and model scaling, 2025.

[39] Jiuhai Chen, Zhiyang Xu, Xichen Pan, Yushi Hu, Can Qin, Tom Goldstein, Lifu Huang,
Tianyi Zhou, Saining Xie, Silvio Savarese, Le Xue, Caiming Xiong, and Ran Xu. Blip3-
o: A family of fully open unified multimodal models-architecture, training and dataset,
2025.

[40] Chaorui Deng, Deyao Zhu, Kunchang Li, Chenhui Gou, Feng Li, Zeyu Wang, Shu Zhong,
Weihao Yu, Xiaonan Nie, Ziang Song, Guang Shi, and Haoqi Fan. Emerging properties
in unified multimodal pretraining, 2025.

[41] Inclusion AI, Biao Gong, Cheng Zou, Chuanyang Zheng, Chunluan Zhou, Canxiang
Yan, Chunxiang Jin, Chunjie Shen, Dandan Zheng, Fudong Wang, Furong Xu, Guang-
Ming Yao, Jun Zhou, Jingdong Chen, Jianxin Sun, Jiajia Liu, Jianjiang Zhu, Jun Peng,
Kaixiang Ji, Kaiyou Song, Kaimeng Ren, Libin Wang, Lixiang Ru, Lele Xie, Longhua
Tan, Lyuxin Xue, Lan Wang, Mochen Bai, Ning Gao, Pei Chen, Qingpei Guo, Qinglong
Zhang, Qiang Xu, Rui Liu, Ruijie Xiong, Sirui Gao, Tinghao Liu, Taisong Li, Weilong
Chai, Xinyu Xiao, Xiaomei Wang, Xiaoxue Chen, Xiao Lu, Xiaoyu Li, Xingning Dong,
Xuzheng Yu, Yi Yuan, Yuting Gao, Yunxiao Sun, Yipeng Chen, Yifei Wu, Yongjie Lyu,
Ziping Ma, Zipeng Feng, Zhijiang Fang, Zhihao Qiu, Ziyuan Huang, and Zhengyu He.
Ming-omni: A unified multimodal model for perception and generation, 2025.

[42] Ze Liu, Yutong Lin, Yue Cao, Han Hu, Yixuan Wei, Zheng Zhang, Stephen Lin, and
Baining Guo. Swin transformer: Hierarchical vision transformer using shifted windows.
In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV),
pages 10012–10022, October 2021.

16



[43] Florinel-Alin Croitoru, Vlad Hondru, Radu Tudor Ionescu, and Mubarak Shah. Diffu-
sion models in vision: A survey. IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine
Intelligence, 45(9):10850–10869, 2023.

[44] Yucheng Tang, Dong Yang, Wenqi Li, Holger R. Roth, Bennett Landman, Daguang Xu,
Vishwesh Nath, and Ali Hatamizadeh. Self-supervised pre-training of swin transformers
for 3d medical image analysis. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pages 20730–20740, June 2022.

[45] Ali Hatamizadeh, Vishwesh Nath, Yucheng Tang, Dong Yang, Holger R. Roth, and
Daguang Xu. Swin unetr: Swin transformers for semantic segmentation of brain tumors
in mri images. In Alessandro Crimi and Spyridon Bakas, editors, Brainlesion: Glioma,
Multiple Sclerosis, Stroke and Traumatic Brain Injuries, pages 272–284, Cham, 2022.
Springer International Publishing.

[46] Zhenda Xie, Zheng Zhang, Yue Cao, Yutong Lin, Jianmin Bao, Zhuliang Yao, Qi Dai,
and Han Hu. Simmim: A simple framework for masked image modeling. In Proceedings
of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR),
pages 9653–9663, June 2022.

17


	Introduction
	Training Dataset Construction
	Data Source
	Data Construction
	Image Only Data
	Paired Vision-Text Data
	Instruction-Response Data


	Unified Vision–Language Architecture
	Unified Vision-Language Modeling
	Unified Multi-Task Decoding

	Unified Vision-Language Training Paradigm
	Vision Pretraining
	Vision-Language Alignment
	Vision-Language Pretraining
	Multi-Task Instruction Tuning

	Results
	Conclusion

