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Abstract 

 
It is an open secret that ImageNet is treated as the panacea of pretraining. Particularly in 
medical machine learning, models not trained from scratch are often finetuned based on 
ImageNet-pretrained models. We posit that pretraining on data from the domain of the 
downstream task should almost always be preferred instead. 
We leverage RadNet-12M, a dataset containing more than 12 million computed tomography 
(CT) image slices, to explore the efficacy of self-supervised pretraining on medical and natural 
images. Our experiments cover intra- and cross-domain transfer scenarios, varying data 
scales, finetuning vs. linear evaluation, and feature space analysis. 
We observe that intra-domain transfer compares favorably to cross-domain transfer, achieving 
comparable or improved performance (0.44% - 2.07% performance increase using RadNet 
pretraining, depending on the experiment) and demonstrate the existence of a domain 
boundary-related generalization gap and domain-specific learned features.  
 
1 Introduction 
 
Is there a guaranteed-to-be-best dataset to pretrain on, given a task? One could argue that 
any task‘s dataset is best represented by features learned on itself or a dataset from the same 
underlying distribution or domain. This representativeness is something other datasets cannot 
necessarily guarantee. More specifically, we ask: “Why is my medical AI looking at pictures of 
birds? Should it not look at pictures of tumors to learn about tumors?” On the other hand, one 
could argue that any image should be representable by a generic set of features, no matter 
where that set is learned, just like a human could describe a previously unseen image 
accurately, using only a small number of words. After all, humans are also “pretrained” on 
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natural images while growing up, before “getting finetuned” on medical images to become 
radiologists. 
 
In the literature, many papers describe successful transfer learning applications where 
pretraining on one domain improves finetuning on another, while others found that 
unsupervised pretraining offered no substantial improvements, implying both lines of 
reasoning have at least some merit: 
Cherti & Jitsev [1] explored the efficacy of supervised pretraining and transfer learning in 
medical-medical, natural-natural and cross-domain scenarios. Their findings indicated that in 
some cases, upscaling the available pretraining data led to proportionally increased 
performance, while for few-shot tasks the effect disappeared. They additionally reported that 
models pretrained on ImageNet-21k [2] outperformed models pretrained on the largest 
available X-Ray datasets when finetuning on X-Ray image downstream tasks. Notably, the 
combined number of labeled X-Rays available for this comparison were about 16 times fewer 
than the images contained in ImageNet-21k (approx. 873k vs. approx. 14M). 
Leveraging around 100 million medical images from multiple modalities for self-supervised 
pretraining, Ghesu et al. reported that their self-supervised algorithm, together with the 
significant dataset upscaling, yielded a significant advantage over both training from scratch 
and pretraining with other methods, achieving state-of-the-art performance across several 
medical downstream tasks [3]. 
Mei et al. created RadImageNet, a dataset composed of 1.4 million medical images and 
reported that models trained on RadImageNet achieved superior performance compared to 
ImageNet-pretrained models [4]. Their downstream tasks consisted of medical images. They 
further observed a correlation between the size of the dataset in the downstream task and the 
transfer learning performance, noting that RadImageNet yielded greater improvements on 
smaller datasets. 
While noting that ImageNet-pretraining was often a de facto method for medical image 
classification problems, Raghu et al. observed across a range of different model architectures 
and medical imaging tasks, that pretraining with ImageNet yielded no significant performance 
boost and that meaningful feature reuse did not always occur after pretraining [5]. 
Newell & Deng [6] experimentally probed the efficacy of self-supervised training using 
synthetic data and various pretraining algorithms. They observed an anti-proportional 
correlation between pretraining utility and the number finetuning images and noted that in 
some cases, pretraining offered only accelerated convergence or even no performance gain. 
In a study on cross-domain generalization [7], which pretrained on publicly available data, 
Cohen et al. found that many of their models could perform well after finetuning on the same 
downstream task, yet disagree in their predictions, as well as that models that were in strong 
agreement nonetheless performed poorly, implying that generalization to other tasks is often 
a nuanced process. 
A study by Gururangan et al. [8] explored intra-domain transfer learning on Natural Language 
Processing (NLP) tasks, using multi-phased pretraining on different datasets. They found that 
spending at least some time training on data from the domain of the downstream task led to 
consistent performance gains. 
 
Based on these previous findings and the lines of reasoning we offered above, we formulate 
the following hypotheses: 
I) When applying transfer learning, any difference between the pretraining and finetuning task 
domains produces a generalization gap [9]. This happens because the two underlying data 
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distributions, and consequently learned feature subsets, are likely to be different at least to 
some degree [10], [11]. Intuitively, we expect this gap to shrink or disappear in an intra-domain 
transfer learning scenario, since the data distributions are highly similar or identical. In 
essence, we propose that “there is no better data to train medical questions on than 
medical data”. 
II) The generalization gap effect is not symmetrical. A model trained on a specific pretraining 
dataset may learn a superset of the features or concepts it would learn from a different dataset. 
While this is most likely not true for every downstream task at once (because that would require 
the training dataset to be representative for every such task), it may well be true for a 
significant fraction of them. We posit that “some pretraining datasets are principally more 
useful than others''. 
Providing an answer to which of these two hypotheses is true not only provides fundamental 
insights into the nature of finetuning and domain adaptation and transfer learning, but more 
importantly provides us with practical strategies to improve our medical AI models. 
 

 
Fig. 1: Schematic visualization of the transfer learning experiment. 
During the transfer learning experiment, models are pretrained on medical, natural, or no images and the value of 
the pretraining in terms of performance gains is measured across a number of downstream tasks, which also come 
from the medical or natural image domain. Each downstream task has a set of hyperparameters and build 
instructions that is shared between executions and makes extension of the framework straightforward and more 
easily reproducible. 
 
Our main contributions are as follows: 

● To validate these hypotheses, we leverage RadNet-1.28M and RadNet-12M, two 
pretraining datasets comprised of 12 million CT image slices from our local hospital 
and four publicly available datasets from the natural and medical image domain. 

● We design an experimental setup (cf. Fig. 1 and the Methods section) to compare 
unsupervised pretraining efficacy, depending on dataset domain, task complexity, and 
in a linear evaluation vs finetuning scenario. 

● We present our results and uncertainty estimations, discuss them with respect to our 
hypotheses, and perform feature space analysis for our models. 
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● Finally, we discuss guidelines for the choice of pretraining datasets, depending on 
downstream tasks, and publish our code framework and pretrained models for the 
reproduction or extension of our work. 

 
2 Methods 
 
2.1 Datasets and tasks 
 
2.1.1 RadNet-X 
  
The RadNet-X datasets were created specifically for the purpose of this work. The computed 
tomography (CT) data stems from the PACS of the University Hospital Essen, Germany, and 
was tested for eligibility in the following manner: Every image with fewer than 30 slices in the 
z-direction is excluded to guarantee that data comes from high resolution scans and to 
guarantee exclusion of things like screen captures, scouts, or topograms. Every image slice 
with fewer than 25% coverage (anything other than air) is also removed. Every remaining slice 
is resampled to 256 x 256 pixels in size. There are no additional exclusion criteria based on 
patients or dates. This process yielded 12,034,617 slices (approx. 84.8% the size of 
ImageNet-21k) from 90,663 CTs. Data used by Koitka et al. [15] and Jonske et al. [16] was 
reused for this study. We opt for only a single modality because we intend to test our 
hypotheses on a narrow, clearly defined subdomain. The slices are automatically labeled 
based on metadata, dividing them into 7 anatomical classes – “head”, “thorax”, “abdomen”, 
“extremities”, “pelvis”, “spine”, and “other”. 
  
Since comparability with ImageNet-1k is the stated goal of this dataset, the RadNet-1.28M 
dataset contains exactly as many slices as ImageNet-1k does images, while the RadNet-12M 
dataset contains every slice available. RadNet-1.28M maintains the same ratio of classes as 
RadNet-12M, but excludes images of the “other” class (which includes slices impossible to 
label, such as those belonging to whole-body images, for which every slide would belong to 
the “other” class). RadNet-1.28M is used as a pretraining and finetuning (classification) 
dataset, while RadNet-12M is only used as a pretraining dataset. 
 
Due to human anatomy, there exists a strong correlation between neighboring slices of every 
CT image. This correlation effectively reduces the amount of information contained in the 
dataset compared to one in which every image slice comes from a different scan. In the 
Results section, we report results for RadNet-1.28M LB (lower bound) and UB (upper bound). 
These results are interpolated using RadNet-1.28M, RadNet-12M, and a scale factor (see 
supplementary materials), to offset this effect. We note that when comparisons are drawn 
between ImageNet and RadNet, we generally refer to RadNet-1.28M (LB/UB-adjusted), as 
RadNet-1.28M and RadNet-12M themselves do not offer a fair comparison to ImageNet-1k in 
terms of image numbers. As discussed in the supplementary materials, we consider RadNet-
1.28M (UB-adjusted) results the closest radiological imaging analog to ImageNet-1k. 
  
While we cannot make the dataset itself publicly available, the pretrained model weights for 
both RadNet-X datasets are made publicly available (permission granted by the responsible 
IRB, cn. 20-9745-BO). 
 



5 

2.1.2 ImageNet-1k 
  
ImageNet-1k [2] consists of 1.28 million RGB images of 1000 classes. Human-created labels 
exist for every point of data and have a one-to-one relation with images. We perform 
pretraining and finetuning on this dataset. We make an even, stratified split of the official 
validation set to obtain a validation and test set. 
  
2.1.3 LiTS 2017 
  
LiTS (Liver Tumor Segmentation) 2017 [12] is a segmentation dataset composed of abdominal 
CT images. The data comes from 131 distinct patients and totals 41’561 individual 2D slices, 
all of which are professionally segmented into background, liver, and tumor regions. We use 
LiTS only as a downstream segmentation task. The official validation set is evenly split to 
obtain a validation and test set. 
 
2.1.4 BraTS 2020 
 
BraTS (Brain Tumor Segmentation) 2020 [13] is a segmentation dataset composed of cranial 
MRT scans. The training data comes from 369 glioma patients. For each patient, T1, T1ce, 
T2, and FLAIR modalities are available. Tumor regions are divided into Tumor Core (TC), 
Active Tumor (AT), and Whole Tumor (WT) regions. BraTS 2020 is used only as a downstream 
segmentation task. Empty slices are removed from the dataset. We use 30 patients each from 
the official training dataset to construct a validation and test set. 
 
2.1.5 ChestX-Ray8 
  
ChestX-Ray8 [14] is a medical imaging dataset containing 108,948 frontal-view X-ray images 
of 32,717 unique patients. Classification labels for each X-ray were automatically acquired by 
text-mining the corresponding reports for specific disease symptoms. As the dataset contains 
instances with multiple findings, we use ChestX-Ray8 as a downstream classification task but 
extend the cross-entropy loss to cover multi-label cases. We construct a training and validation 
set from the official “train_val” set using a 90-10 split. Due to the multi-label classification, 
these subsets are not stratified. To avoid bias from an uneven split, these subsets (but not the 
test set) are randomized between multiple runs of the same experiment. 
 
2.2 Experimental setup 
 
To test our hypotheses, we combine all four pretraining options (training from scratch, 
ImageNet-1k, RadNet-1.28M, and RadNet-12M) and all five finetuning tasks (ImageNet 
classification, RadNet classification, ChestX-Ray8 multi-label classification, LiTS 2017 
segmentation, and BraTS 2020 segmentation) in several different settings. 
 
To pretrain, we apply the self-supervised contrastive algorithm SimCLR [17] on a ResNet-50 
[18] architecture. We choose self-supervision during pretraining to circumvent the annotation 
bottleneck of medical imaging datasets. The ResNets are randomly initialized. Pretraining is 
performed with a batch size of 4096, using the LARS optimizer [19]. For the learning rate, we 
apply the square root rule used by Chen et al. [17], yielding a learning rate of 4.8. All input 
images are resized to 3 x 256 x 256 pixels so that all models possess the same number of 
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parameters, facilitating fair comparison between the datasets. For RadNet images this is done 
by concatenating the same slice thrice along the channel axis. All images are normalized to 
the range [0, 1]. All models are pretrained on their respective datasets for 100 epochs, using 
NT-CrossEntropy Loss [17]. To prevent pretraining instability from information leakage, our 
ResNet-50 uses SyncBatchNorm [20] in place of BatchNorm [21]. 
  
For the finetuning, the SimCLR MLP head is replaced by a new head. To use the pretrained 
models, RadNet, LiTS 2017 and ChestX-Ray8 images are converted to three-channel images 
as described above. For BraTS 2020, the T2 channel is discarded for the same reason 
(discarding the T2-channel empirically had the smallest performance impact). Finetuning is 
performed with a common set of hyperparameters per individual finetuning task, regardless of 
the pretraining dataset, to allow for a fair comparison (for a detailed discussion on this matter, 
refer to the supplementary materials). Where necessary for segmentation, we extend the 
ResNets into a symmetrical U-Net-like [22] architecture. Newly added parts of a model are 
randomly initialized with PyTorch [23] default settings. All loss functions used are 
CrossEntropyLoss or a variation thereof (pixel-wise cross entropy for segmentations, multi-
label cross entropy for ChestX-Ray8). For specific hyperparameters or further implementation 
details, consult the supplementary materials or our code and documentation 
(https://github.com/TIO-IKIM/Transfer-learning-across-domain-boundaries) 
 
2.3 Initial Experiments 
 
2.3.1 Experiment 1 (Task Dependency) 
According to hypothesis 1, we expect to see a generalization gap when we the pretraining and 
finetuning dataset domain are different. If hypothesis 1 is correct, we expect RadNet-
pretrained models to outperform ImageNet-pretrained models on the RadNet and potentially 
ChestX-Ray8, BraTS 2020, and LiTS 2017 downstream tasks. Simultaneously, we test 
hypothesis 2 - if the relative performance loss in the cross-domain transfer scenarios is 
asymmetrical, this is a strong indication that hypothesis 2 is correct. 
 
2.3.2 Experiment 2 (Finetuning vs. Linear Evaluation) 
To investigate hypothesis 2 further, we perform a linear evaluation by allowing only a single 
learnable linear layer on top of the otherwise frozen pretrained models. This effectively 
increases the difficulty of the task and enforces the reuse of features learned during 
pretraining. For segmentation tasks, the added U-Net decoder is necessarily randomly 
initialized at the start of the linear evaluation and thus needs to be trained to achieve any 
meaningful results. In this case, we allow the training of weights of half the model. 
 
2.3.3 Experiment 3 (Task Complexity) 
In a few-shot transfer learning scenario, features learned during pretraining in the same 
domain should, intuitively, be significantly more useful than those learned in a different 
domain. Few-shot finetuning allows for very little change in feature compositions, simply 
because there are fewer overall training steps. Indeed, a similar effect has been observed by 
Cherti & Jitsev [1]. We define the complexity of a task as the ratio of labeled examples per 
number of target classes. We increase this complexity by decreasing the training dataset size 
to 50% (M), 10% (S), 1% (XS), or 0.1% (XXS) in a stratified manner, or decrease it by removing 
classes. The original task’s validation and test sets are kept. 
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2.4 Reported metrics 
 
For classification tasks, we report the accuracy (ImageNet, RadNet) and average AUC 
(ChestX-Ray8), while for segmentation tasks (LiTS 2017, BraTS 2020) we report DICE scores 
for each class. We also provide uncertainty estimates for all metrics, based on four separate 
runs of the same experiment (using the same hyperparameters and dataset splits, but different 
random initializations). Finally, we report relative performance comparisons and their 
significance based on Welch’s t-test [24] (cf. “S1 - Significance of experimental results” in the 
supplementary materials). 
 
3 Results 

 
Fig. 2: Intra-domain outperforms cross-domain transfer learning. 
Performance across four separate runs for every combination of pretraining dataset and finetuning task of 
experiments 1 and 2 are on display: a, Finetuning on BraTS 2020 (Enhancing Tumor). b, Finetuning on BraTS 
2020 (Tumor Core). c, Finetuning on BraTS 2020 (Whole Tumor). d, Finetuning on ChestX-Ray8. e, Finetuning on 
ImageNet-1k. f, Finetuning on LiTS 2017 (Liver). g, Finetuning on LiTS 2017 (Lesion). h, Finetuning on RadNet-
1.28M. i, Linear evaluation on BraTS 2020 (Enhancing Tumor). j, Linear evaluation on BraTS 2020 (Tumor Core). 
k, Linear evaluation on BraTS 2020 (Whole Tumor). l, Linear evaluation on ChestX-Ray8. m, Linear evaluation on 
ImageNet-1k. n, Linear evaluation on LiTS 2017 (Liver). o, Linear evaluation on LiTS 2017 (Lesion). p, Linear 
evaluation on RadNet-1.28M. 
 
Firstly, we observe that pretraining on any dataset yields some degree of improved 
performance in almost every finetuning scenario we tested (cf. Figs. 2, 3). We further observe 
that intra-domain transfer learning (e.g. RadNet→RadNet) generally offers equal or slightly 
improved performance compared to cross-domain transfer learning (e.g. ImageNet→RadNet), 
although this is not unambiguously observed everywhere. If the complexity of the task is 
increased by reducing the number of images per class during finetuning, or only linear 
evaluation is performed instead of finetuning, this intra-domain advantage grows both in 
absolute terms (cf. Figs 2, 3) and in statistical significance. 
 

a b c d e

f g h i j

k l m n o

p
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Fig. 3: The intra-domain advantage scales with task complexity. 
Performance across four separate runs for every combination of pretraining dataset, finetuning task of experiment 
3 are on display: a, Finetuning on BraTS 2020 (50%, Enhancing Tumor). b, Finetuning on BraTS 2020 (50%, Tumor 
Core). c, Finetuning on BraTS 2020 (50%, Whole Tumor). d, Finetuning on BraTS 2020 (10%, Enhancing Tumor). 
e, Finetuning on BraTS 2020 (10%, Tumor Core). f, Finetuning on BraTS 2020 (10%, Whole Tumor). g, Finetuning 
on ChestX-Ray8 (50%). h, Finetuning on ChestX-Ray8 (10%). i, Finetuning on ImageNet-1k (10%). j, Finetuning 
on ImageNet-1k (1%). k, Finetuning on ImageNet-100. l, Finetuning on ImageNet-100 (10%). m, Finetuning on 
ImageNet-100 (1%). n, Finetuning on ImageNet-10. o, Finetuning on ImageNet-10 (10%). p, Finetuning on 
ImageNet-10 (1%). q, Finetuning on LiTS 2017 (50%, Liver). r, Finetuning on LiTS 2017 (50%, Lesion). s, 
Finetuning on LiTS 2017 (10%, Liver). t, Finetuning on LiTS 2017 (10%, Lesion). u, Finetuning on RadNet-1.28M 
(10%). v, Finetuning on RadNet-1.28M (1%). w, Finetuning on RadNet-1.28M (0.1%). 
 
We further note that the observed intra-domain advantage is not symmetrical - for example, 
pretraining on RadNet instead of ImageNet, followed by linear evaluation on RadNet, offers a 
statistically less significant and substantially smaller relative performance gain than the 
reverse case (𝛥!"#.%&' = 0.44%, 𝑝 = 0.541 vs. 𝛥("#) = 0.79%, 𝑝 = 0.231). This asymmetry 
appears to intensify during linear evaluation (𝛥!"#.%&'	(,-./01,) = 2.07%, 𝑝 = 0.025 vs. 
𝛥("#)	(,-./01,) = 42.92%, 𝑝 < 0.001) or for increasing task complexity (𝛥!"#.%&'	(334) = 1.63%, 
𝑝 = 0.114 vs. 𝛥("#)(34) = 131.62%, 𝑝 < 0.001). 
 
Notably, the observed intra-domain advantage does not apply across all medical imaging 
tasks - RadNet-1.28M pretraining yields slightly superior or comparable performance only on 
RadNet and LiTS (both CT imaging datasets), but inferior performance on BraTS (an MRI 
dataset), for example.  
 
Additionally, we note that even between target classes in the same task, different behaviors 
can be observed. For example, RadNet-pretrained models generally outperform ImageNet-
pretrained models in liver segmentation, but not tumor segmentation, where RadNet-1.28M 
(UB-adjusted) performs similarly to ImageNet-1k. This effect is conserved when linearly 
evaluating, making it unlikely that the effect is purely a statistical coincidence. 
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4 Discussion 
 
From our above observations, we conclude that cross-domain transfer learning indeed 
degrades performance compared to intra-domain transfer learning in accordance with our first 
hypothesis, particularly in few-shot or linear evaluation scenarios. On CT-based downstream 
tasks (e.g. RadNet→RadNet vs. ImageNet→RadNet, cf. Fig. 2), the intra-domain advantage 
is relatively small and only observed with any statistical significance over many runs, 
compared to natural image-based tasks. We argue that there are multiple factors at play in 
such cases: 

1. If a task is very simple, the finetuning process will likely “solve” it, irrespective of any 
pretraining or frozen weights, given enough time. As RadNet-1.28M only possesses 6 
classes, compared to ImageNet’s 1,000, this appears probable. However, since 
finetuning from scratch still yields a lower performance than pretrained models, an 
additional explanation is needed.  

2. In some cases, unstable training can obfuscate predicted effects through large 
uncertainties - this is particularly true for few-shot transfer scenarios, where overfitting 
can easily occur. 

 
Our first explanation is corroborated by the loss behavior during training (cf. Fig. 4). Despite 
similar test-time performance, the train-time loss falls at markedly different speed between 
pretraining on medical or natural images (or nothing at all), meaning the intra-domain 
advantage, while probably extant, is strongly suppressed. This phenomenon may provide an 
explanation for the findings of Newell & Deng [6], who frequently observed no tangible 
performance gains for self-supervised pretraining, but often observed an initially accelerated 
increase in performance during training. Interestingly, while pretraining almost universally 
improved convergence speed, an intra-domain advantage is only observed in some 
experiments and is not statistically significant in many cases. Again, this effect is stronger for 
greater task complexity (cf. Fig 4). Our second explanation is substantiated by the fact that 
the expected intra-domain advantage for both data domains is visible and amplified 
substantially for most few-shot finetuning scenarios (see Results). 
 
The asymmetrical generalization gap we observe follows an intuitive logic: Information 
encoded in the color channels has different meanings between RadNet- and ImageNet-
pretraining - whereas models pretrained on ImageNet can reuse any texture-encoding feature 
and “discard” color-encoding features in a cross-domain transfer scenario, RadNet-pretrained 
models must learn an entirely new concept in the reverse case. The asymmetry and its 
dependency on task complexity corroborate our second hypothesis, that some pretraining 
datasets generalize better than others, as ImageNet pretraining delivers a set of features that 
on average transfer extremely well (though they do not generally outperform intra-domain 
transfer). We note that preliminary testing with grayscale ImageNet showed that this “color 
channel advantage” appears to be not solely responsible for the observed asymmetry, 
however. 
 
Another implication of our results is that data domains possess very narrow definitions - 
judging by their performance, RadNet’s CT images are part of the same subdomain as the 
LiTS CT images, but not as the BraTS MRI images - if there exists such a thing as a medical 
image domain, its subdomains (CTs, MRIs, X-rays, etc.) are distinct entities divided by 
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generalization gaps. Depending on which two imaging modalities are compared, the gap has 
a different width, with CTs and X-rays possessing only a minute gap compared to CTs and 
MRIs. This result aligns perfectly with intuitive reasoning - CT and X-ray images operate on 
the same physics, attenuation of high-energy radiation, while MRI images are created via 
nuclear magnetic resonance. 
 
Finally, we observe that an increase in the scale of available pretraining data almost 
universally improved transfer performance of RadNet-pretrained models, often even beyond 
ImageNet performance (cf. Figs. 2, 3). 
 
 

 
Fig. 4: Training loss behavior and time to convergence are improved by intra-domain transfer. 
Training loss and time to convergence (based on a running mean of the validation performance) for each 
combination of pretraining dataset and finetuning task of experiments 1 and 2 are on display: a, Finetuning on 
BraTS2020. b, Finetuning on ChestX-Ray8. c, Finetuning on ImageNet-1k. d, Finetuning on LiTS 2017. e, 
Finetuning on RadNet. f, Linear evaluation on BraTS2020. g, Linear evaluation on ChestX-Ray8. h, Linear 
evaluation on ImageNet-1k. i, Linear evaluation on LiTS 2017. j, Linear evaluation on RadNet. 
 
4.1 Additional feature space analysis 
 
Our second hypothesis can be further scrutinized by quantifying feature reuse - if ImageNet 
pretraining offers a feature set of above-average generalizability, we should observe increased 
feature reuse compared to other pretraining datasets. We also expect to see a higher feature 
reuse for the ImageNet→RadNet scenario compared to the RadNet→ImageNet scenario.  
 
Figs. 5a-e depict such a quantification, approximating the representational similarity of lowest-
level convolution filters before and after finetuning using Centered Kernel Alignment [25] (RBF-
CKA). We find that feature reuse is indeed greater in intra-domain than in cross-domain 
transfer scenarios for the ImageNet and RadNet classification tasks, but not for the LiTS 
segmentation task. Similarly to our observations on performance, reduced feature reuse 
reaffirms that CT images and MRI images constitute separate data domains. Additionally, we 
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observe the expected higher average feature reuse for ImageNet pretraining (averaged across 
all scenarios), compared to RadNet pretraining or no pretraining (cf. Fig. 5f). Interestingly, this 
feature reuse remains high even when the color channels no longer encode color, e.g. in CT 
images, or encode different information, like MRI sequences. The implication is that for early 
convolution kernels, ImageNet-pretraining encodes shape and texture much more strongly 
than color. This is in agreement both with our previous observations, as well as literature [26]. 
 

 
Fig. 5: Intra-domain transfer leads to development of unique features and meaningful feature reuse. 
Increased feature reuse is evident for intra-domain transfer scenarios. Feature reuse is measured for the first three 
convolution layers of the pretrained and finetuned models (using RBF-kernel CKA). Feature reuse is shown for: a, 
Finetuning on BraTS2020. b, Finetuning on ChestX-Ray8. c, Finetuning on ImageNet-1k. d, Finetuning on LiTS 
2017. e, Finetuning on RadNet. f, Average feature reuse across all tasks in experiment 1. Subfigures g-l encode 
what fraction of the dataset was correctly predicted by which pretraining sources (i.e. the bar labeled “ImageNet” 
shows the fraction of the test set identified correctly only by the ImageNet-pretrained model, but not by any other 
models). This was done for: g, Finetuning on ImageNet-1k. h, Linear evaluation on ImageNet-1k. i, Finetuning on 
RadNet-1.28M. j, Linear evaluation on RadNet-1.28M. k, Finetuning on LiTS 2017. l, Linear evaluation on LiTS 
2017. An intra-domain advantage exists, with a significant number of data points only predicted by the model 
pretrained on data of the same domain. This effect is amplified in the linear evaluation scenario. 
 
4.2 The nature of the intra-domain transfer performance gains 
 
To understand where the performance gains of RadNet pretraining are found in practical 
terms, we investigated two possibilities: I) Unique low-level features which models acquire 
during in-domain pretraining are responsible for the intra-domain advantage. In this case we 
expect to see many data points which only the model with the intra-domain advantage 
correctly identifies and few or no data points which only the other models correctly identify. II) 
Alternatively, the classification process could be so intractable that such features cannot be 
isolated. In that case, whether or not a data point is correctly identified by a model should 
appear close to random, depending only on that model’s known performance but not the data 
point itself.  
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Figs. 5g-l display histograms of the fraction of data points (images in classification, pixels in 
segmentation) correctly identified by the combination of models described on the X-axis. For 
example, the bar labeled “ImageNet” shows the number of data points identified correctly only 
by the ImageNet-pretrained model, but not by any other models. The corresponding hatched 
bars show the expected numbers for the same combination of models, assuming the second 
explanation is correct. 
 

 
Fig. 6: RadNet’s intra-domain advantage relates to explainable, macroscopic image properties. 
Four example images from the LiTS 2017 segmentation task are shown, containing, from top to bottom, the original 
image, the ground truth segmentations (green for liver tissue, red for lesions), and areas correctly predicted only 
by the RadNet-pretrained model, but not the ImageNet-pretrained model (blue) and the reverse case (yellow). Each 
image corresponds to one or two of the three typical scenarios in which RadNet appears to outperform ImageNet: 
a, Border region between liver and tumor. b, Border region between liver and surrounding tissue. c, Semi-insular 
region of the liver. d, Insular region of the liver. Note that the images shown are some of the more extreme examples 
- most of the time, the differences in predictions are much more minute. 
 
We observe that two models with similar performance do not necessarily correctly classify the 
same data. Similarly, models with superior performance do not correctly classify a strict 
superset of data compared to models of inferior performance. This observation is in agreement 
with previous observations by Cohen et al. [7]. While there exists for every model at least a 
small number of data points which only that model could correctly identify, this number is 
always highest for the model(s) pretrained on the task domain (rightmost bars in Figs. 5g-l). 
This effect is again substantially magnified during linear evaluation. From these observations 
and the significant difference between the hatched and unhatched bars, we conclude that 
explanation I) is true. Interestingly, not all of the unique features or feature combinations 
hypothesized by explanation I) are learned by any one model, with notably different predictions 
even between RadNet-1.28M and RadNet-12M pretraining.  
 
Through investigation of around 60 LiTS images with high prediction discrepancies between 
RadNet- and ImageNet-pretrained models, we found that an appreciable part of the 
performance gains for the LiTS liver segmentation corresponded to explainable, macroscopic 

a b c d



13 

image/region properties. Most improvements are observed in border regions between two 
classes and for (semi-)insular segmentation targets like seemingly unconnected pieces of liver 
tissue, whose connection to the liver is vertical. All three scenarios seem reasonable for 
RadNet-pretrained models to perform well in: Insular areas of organ tissue are highly likely to 
appear in the training set during RadNet-pretraining and unlikely during ImageNet-pretraining. 
Furthermore, contrast-enhancing features must be learned during RadNet pretraining to 
identify structures, whereas ImageNet-pretraining can do the same using only texture or color 
information, giving RadNet-pretrained models a distinct advantage in tissue border regions on 
the colorless CT images of LiTS or RadNet, where the unenhanced contrast is low. Fig. 6 
shows several representative examples of this advantage for RadNet- vs. ImageNet-
pretraining in the “LiTS, linear evaluation” scenario. 
 
5 Conclusions & Outlook 
 
In this paper, we systematically explored the efficacy of self-supervised pretraining and 
transfer learning across multiple datasets from the natural and medical image domains. Our 
experiments demonstrated the existence of a performance-degrading generalization gap that 
occurs during transfer learning if the pretraining and finetuning dataset originate from different 
domains. They further highlighted that different combinations of pretraining and finetuning 
datasets yield differently sized gaps, depending on task domain, complexity, and whether 
linear evaluation was performed. We confirmed our initial hypotheses that I) intra-domain 
pretraining is generally preferable, even though II) some datasets such as ImageNet 
generalize better on average. Finally, we provided evidence that in-domain pretraining yields 
unique low-level features which are preserved during finetuning on data from the same 
domain, and discussed the nature of the performance gains they provided.  
 
Several limitations apply to this work. Firstly, our conclusions may not generalize to different 
hyperparameters. Models trained using pretraining algorithms, supervision levels, or data 
domains different from ours may not support our conclusions. The generalization gap 
asymmetry might not be a product of intrinsic data domain characteristics, but rather of the 
complexity of the downstream task - while RadNet-1.28M has the same size as ImageNet-1k, 
a task of the same complexity (1000 unique and mutually exclusive classes vs. 6) is almost 
impossible to achieve using automatically labeled, generic CT scans. However, this limitation 
is only of theoretical concern, as all practical tasks in image-guided medical machine learning 
come with this caveat. 
 
We summarize a general set of rules for optimal transfer learning performance, based on our 
experiments: 

● Intra-domain transfer learning typically outperforms cross-domain transfer learning by 
at least a small margin in performance. Occasionally, this is accompanied by increased 
convergence speed. In short, “My medical AI should be looking at pictures of 
tumors instead of birds to learn about tumors.” 

● The higher the downstream task’s complexity, the more valuable intra-domain 
pretraining becomes. 

● Large-scale pretraining almost always results in performance gains. We observed no 
performance saturation for further upscaling of the pretraining in many scenarios, with 
RadNet-12M-pretrained models often outperforming ImageNet-1k-pretrained models. 
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This insight is particularly relevant for clinical settings, where plentiful data from the 
same imaging modality are often available but very costly to annotate. This data 
should be leveraged in unsupervised pretraining where possible. 

● There is no “one size fits all” solution. Using ImageNet as a default pretraining 
dataset is suitable. However, if the best possible performance on that task is more 
relevant than a quick solution, there is no substitute for testing multiple pretraining 
datasets, particularly from the same data domain as the task. 

● We observed that the generalization gap varies very nuancedly; Even the target class 
or metric, e.g. liver vs. lesion on the LiTS task, can be relevant for the choice of 
pretraining dataset. 

 
In future work, we plan to extend RadNet-12M with additional data from other modalities, such 
as MRI and X-rays. We also plan to pretrain additional architectures using RadNet and publish 
their model weights. Further, we believe that research extending our work to other pretraining 
algorithms and supervised scenarios constitutes a promising research direction, which would 
address some of the limitations of this work. Creating large-scale models pretrained on a 
previously untapped wealth of unlabeled clinical images will be of great value to the 
exponentially growing, yet notoriously data-starved [27] field of medical computer vision. 
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Supplementary Materials 
 
S1 - Significance of experimental results 
 
We report the significance of performance gains or losses based on Welch’s t-test. This test 
quantifies the probability that two populations of samples with different mean and standard 
deviation were sampled from the same underlying distribution. In layman’s terms, the resulting 
p-value is the probability that our performance gain comes from a real effect in the experiment 
and is not random noise. Figs. SF1-3 contain the relative performance gains/losses between 
any pairing of pretraining options on a specific finetuning task and their corresponding p-value. 
Note that the p-values for the LB/UB-adjusted RadNet results generally have increased 
uncertainties compared to the unadjusted results. This additional uncertainty stems from the 
interpolation process and error propagation, and does not imply any sort of training instability 
for RadNet-pretrained models. 
 

 
Fig. SF1: Relative performance and significance of results in experiment 1. 
In each subplot, each possible pair of pretraining options is compared once for the task and performance metric 
specific to that subplot. The p-values are derived from Welch’s t-test. To read a subplot, apply the following logic: 
For the given task and metric, pretraining on the dataset in this row is better/worse than pretraining on the dataset 
in this column by some percentage and with a significance of the given p-value. 
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Fig. SF2: Relative performance and significance of results in experiment 2. 
In each subplot, each possible pair of pretraining options is compared once for the task and performance metric 
specific to that subplot. The p-values are derived from Welch’s t-test. To read a subplot, apply the following logic: 
For the given task and metric, pretraining on the dataset in this row is better/worse than pretraining on the dataset 
in this column by some percentage and with a significance of the given p-value. 
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Fig. SF3: Relative performance and significance of results in experiment 3. 
In each subplot, each possible pair of pretraining options is compared once for the task and performance metric 
specific to that subplot. The p-values are derived from Welch’s t-test. To read a subplot, apply the following logic: 
For the given task and metric, pretraining on the dataset in this row is better/worse than pretraining on the dataset 
in this column by some percentage and with a significance of the given p-value. 
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S2 - On hyperparameter choice 
  
One can make a fair comparison between two pretraining datasets in two ways - either one 
argues that both competing training procedures are maximally optimized (which cannot be 
guaranteed without an exhaustive hyperparameter search) and therefore represent the best 
outcome the training procedure can offer. In this case, hyperparameters for networks 
pretrained on different data may be different on the same downstream task, if those 
parameters really do squeeze out that extra .1 percent of accuracy. 
  
Alternatively, one can argue that both competing training procedures are not optimized, using 
arbitrary hyperparameters that converge with a reasonable performance when training from 
scratch and which are constant for any given downstream task. However, this may favor one 
of the competitors (which one specifically is unclear). Whether it actually does is impossible to 
know without a sufficiently fine-grained mapping of the entire hyperparameter space. 
  
Given the prohibitive computational cost of such endeavors, we opt to not perform any large 
hyperparameter searches, and instead make an arbitrary (but sufficiently stable and 
performant) choice of hyperparameters for each downstream task's finetuning process, 
creating as fair a comparison as possible, by first testing each task with a few learning rates 
and decay factors on an untrained model and then reusing that parameter set. 
 
Performance metrics reported in this paper may fall short of literature equivalents where such 
a hyperparameter search or extensive auxiliary procedures (additional regularization, auxiliary 
heads, optimizer choice, complex learning rate scheduling, etc.) were performed by the 
authors (although they remain surprisingly competitive on some tasks, considering this 
handicap). We abstain from using pre-existing hyperparameter heuristics or auxiliary 
procedures where possible, as those were typically developed by observing effectiveness in 
a specific domain (usually ImageNet). One exception to this approach is the use of the square 
root learning rate heuristic for LARS [17] and on ImageNet, as optimization using LARS was 
necessary to reduce the computation time requirements to within reasonable time scales. The 
hyperparameters for all runs can be found in Tab. ST1 or at https://github.com/TIO-
IKIM/Transfer-learning-across-domain-boundaries 
  
It is important to note that while the comparisons presented in our experiments are fair in the 
sense of unbiased sampling of the hyperparameter space, they are just that; a sample in a 
very high-dimensional space. It is therefore possible that the behavior we report is different in 
other areas of this parameter space and that the conclusions we draw do not generalize, 
although preliminary experiments with other parameters do not suggest that this is the case. 
Similarly, our results depend on the available data and a varied dataset with more medical 
imaging modalities or more data may produce different results. The scale of our experiments 
implies that neither is the case, but does not guarantee it. 
 
S3 - Correlation between neighboring slices in RadNet 
 
Neighboring slices of one CT image are necessarily similar, since (thankfully) organs cannot 
have random gaps or slices offset in random directions. Hence, already having neighboring 
slices in the dataset reduces the new information a slice added to the dataset can provide 
during training. To some degree, this is unavoidable, because human anatomy is a strongly 



22 

constraining factor. However, even compared to a dataset in which every slice comes from 
the CT scan of a different, random patient, some information is redundant. While we cannot 
provide a dataset consisting completely of uncorrelated slices, we can scale up our initial 
dataset until the information content of the new dataset is the same as that of an entirely 
uncorrelated dataset the size of our initial dataset, so that only the domain-specific redundancy 
remains. 
 
We will try to motivate an approximate lower and upper bound for a scale factor 𝑆, by which 
the amount of data in RadNet-1.28M should be multiplied to achieve a fairer comparison. In 
our results, we report the performances of a hypothetical RadNet-1.28M scaled with the lower 
and upper bound for 𝑆. These performances are estimated using interpolation. 
 
To arrive at an approximate lower bound 𝑆56, we test the compressibility of a set of correlated 
images (i.e. an entire 3D CT scan) compared to an equally-sized set of random images drawn 
from RadNet. Any gain in compressibility is most likely due to the exploitation of correlated 
image features, implying a reduced information content in the correlated images. This 
calculation yields a lower bound because the compression algorithm is not guaranteed to be 
able to exploit every correlation - in practice, 𝑆 is likely to be much larger. To measure 
compressibility, we used Python’s gzip compression package [28] (at default settings). We 
calculate the compressibility ratio across all images (weighted by the number of slices) in 
RadNet-1.28M and find: 𝑆56 = ∑ 7!"##.(-)

7#%&'"(
	𝑤-89::;

-<# ≈ 1.136 . 

 
To arrive at an upper bound 𝑆=6, we utilize the concept of mutual information (MI) [29]. 𝑀𝐼 
quantifies the amount of information about a variable 𝑋# which can be inferred by observing a 
correlated variable 𝑋%. Note that 𝑀𝐼 does not specifically capture representational similarity in 
the way a human observer might understand, only a mathematical measure of “shared 
information” (unlike CKA which was expressly designed for the former purpose).  
 
For every combination of an image and a random reference image, we can establish a relative 
𝑀𝐼 between two slices of the former image as follows: 

● Calculate the 𝑀𝐼 between every combination of two image slices of the first image (In 
theory, this can be done for all combinations, but beyond around 10 slices, the 𝑀𝐼 will 
already be quite small) 

● Normalize these 𝑀𝐼 values by using the 𝑀𝐼 between a slice and itself as 𝑀𝐼>1? and 
the average 𝑀𝐼 between the image slice and slices from the reference image as 𝑀𝐼>-.. 
The resulting relative utility value 𝑈, with 𝑈-,A = 1 − '(),+	"	'(()&

'((%,"'(()&
, is a measure of the 

usefulness of a slice, compared to a random one. The closer 𝑈-,A is to 0, the less new 
information that slice will give us. A utility of 0 indicates that a slice with an identical 
distribution (in a 2d-histogram) already exists in our data, while a 1 indicates that the 
new slice is as new as a slice from a random reference image. 

 
We can then calculate our upper bound 𝑆=6 as the sum of the worst utility 𝑈-,>1? for every 
slice i, divided by the number of slices in our dataset. In order not to “count double”, slices are 
added to the dataset one by one, calculating the worst utility with respect to the dataset at the 
time that the new image is added.  
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Our calculation yields an upper bound because the average 𝑀𝐼 between slices of the same 
CT image is likely, albeit not guaranteed, to stem from anatomy-related correlation (since we 
have already subtracted the average 𝑀𝐼 that we expect to exist between two slices of different 
CT images, which should cover aspects all CT images have in common, like the bed or air 
around the patient). For RadNet-1.28M, we find that 𝑆=6 ≈ 3.807.  
 
A typical distribution of 𝑈 vs. frame distance (for all slice pairings in a single image and a 
reference image) is shown in Fig. SF4. Note that this distribution varies from image to image 
depending on reference image, captured body region, filters, and frame distance. 
 

 
Fig. SF4: Typical distribution of image utility in a single 3D CT scan. 
In a 3D CT scan, the closer an image slice is to its neighbor, the more information it contains about its neighbor. 
As seen in this figure, the actual value of an image is significantly decreased if its direct neighbor is already in the 
dataset. The curve shown was computed for a CT with a frame distance of 5mm. Its shape is representative for 
most scans, although scan region, frame distance, and image quality cause significant variations. 
 
Note that the upper bound represents a more realistic approximation of 𝑆: The underlying 2d-
histograms of the 𝑀𝐼 calculation are very finely binned (64 bins wide along both axes vs. 4096 
possible integer values each pixel can have in a typical CT), which implies that high 𝑀𝐼 values 
do indeed represent highly similar images and not just vaguely similar histograms, while the 
lower bound is somewhat restricted in how high it can go because of things like noise (which 
is incompressible) and imperfect compression of existing similarities. 
 
S4 - Feature Uniqueness 
 
By randomly splitting all features of a convolution layer into smaller segments and averaging 
over the CKA similarity of all pairings, we can obtain a measure for the uniqueness of the 
features obtained during pretraining (cf. Fig. SF5). Surprisingly, we find that RadNet-based 
pretraining yields substantially greater feature uniqueness than ImageNet-based pretraining, 
in spite of working without any color information. A possible explanation for this phenomenon 
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is two-fold: Firstly, given a number of (as established above) correlated images, a part of the 
features created will likely be the result of overfitting to the differences between two or more 
highly correlated images. These features, representative of statistical noise, will be highly 
unique, but not useful. This explanation is corroborated by the fact that the RadNet-1.28M-
pretrained model has more unique features than the RadNet-12M-pretrained model. 
Secondly, as ImageNet pretraining encodes color information, the feature uniqueness of its 
respective model may be reduced if the model encodes the same shape, texture, or gradient 
multiple times in different color combinations, which it may have to do in some cases during 
pretraining. This would explain why ImageNet-1k encodes less unique features than both 
RadNet-pretrained models. 
 
Between the increased feature uniqueness, and favorable performance in intra-domain 
transfer scenarios, we conclude that RadNet-based pretraining results in a number of highly 
specialized features, which increase performance on CT-based downstream tasks.  
 

 
Fig. SF5: Feature uniqueness of convolution layers after pretraining. 
For each model, feature uniqueness is quantified by comparing the similarity of the convolution kernels after 
pretraining with themselves, by way of splitting the set of all kernels of a convolution layer into subsets and 
comparing each individual pairing. The higher the uniqueness coefficient, the more the individual kernels differ from 
one another. Surprisingly, RadNet-pretrained models appear to have more unique features than the ImageNet-
pretrained model. 
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Tables 
 

Dataset name 
(pretraining) 

Batch size Learning rate Optimizer Method # of images 

ImageNet-1k 4096 4.8 LARS SimCLR 1,281,167 

RadNet-1.28M 4096 4.8 LARS SimCLR 1,281,167 

RadNet-12M 4096 4.8 LARS SimCLR 12,034,617 

Task name 
(Experiments 

1, 2, 4) 

 
Batch size 

 
Learning rate 

 
Optimizer 

 
Decay factor 

 
Class weights 

BraTS 2020 128 1.0e-3 AdamW [30] 0.95 Background: 1 
Others: 5 

ChestX-Ray8 128 5.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 BG: 1e-3 
Others: 1 

ImageNet-1k 4096 4.8 LARS 0.97 Equal 

LiTS 2017 128 2.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 BG: 1 
Liver: 3 

Lesion: 10 

RadNet-1.28M 4096 1.0e-2+ LARS 0.97 Equal 

Task name 
(Experiment 3) 

Batch size Learning rate Optimizer Decay factor Class weights 

BraTS 2020 (M) 128 1.0e-3 AdamW 0.95 BG: 1 
Others: 5 

BraTS 2020 (S) 128 1.0e-3 AdamW 0.95 BG: 1 
Others: 5 

ChestX-Ray8 
(M) 

128 5.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 BG: 1e-3 
Others: 1 

ChestX-Ray8 
(S) 

128 5.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 BG: 1e-3 
Others: 1 

ImageNet-1k 
(S) 

1024 2.4 LARS 0.97 Equal 

ImageNet-1k 
(XS) 

256 1.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 Equal 

ImageNet-100 1024 2.4 LARS 0.97 Equal 

ImageNet-100 
(S) 

256 1.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 Equal 

ImageNet-100 
(XS) 

256 1.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 Equal 

ImageNet-10 256 1.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 Equal 

ImageNet-10 
(S) 

256 1.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 Equal 
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ImageNet-10 
(XS) 

64 1.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 Equal 

LiTS 2017 (M) 128 2.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 BG: 1 
Liver: 3 

Lesion: 10 

LiTS 2017 (S) 128 2.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 BG: 1 
Liver: 3 

Lesion: 10 

RadNet (S) 1024 5.0e-3 LARS 0.97 Equal 

RadNet (XS) 256 1.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 Equal 

RadNet (XXS) 256 1.0e-4 AdamW 0.97 Equal 

 
Table ST1: Hyperparameters. 
Additional settings can be found in the config files at our code repository (https://github.com/TIO-IKIM/Transfer-
learning-across-domain-boundaries). The “decay factor” entry refers to learning rate decay; all training runs used 
a decaying learning rate, where the learning rate would be reduced by multiplying with the decay factor after each 
epoch. ImageNet and RadNet finetuning tasks trained for 100 epochs, all other tasks for 50 epochs. 
+ - Surprisingly, working with the usual batch size dependency for learning rates in LARS (which usually result in 
very large learning rates ≥ 1) caused significant instability and degraded performance in early experiments when 
finetuning on RadNet. Consequently, we reduced the learning rate until this behavior disappeared. 


