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Abstract

Label scarcity problem is the main challenge that hinders the wide application of deep learning sys-
tems in automatic cardiovascular diseases (CVDs) detection using electrocardiography (ECG). Tuning
pre-trained models alleviates this problem by transferring knowledge learned from large datasets to
downstream small datasets. However, bottlenecks in computational efficiency and CVDs detection per-
formance limit its clinical applications. It is difficult to improve the detection performance without
significantly sacrificing model computational efficiency. Here, we propose a computation-efficient semi-
supervised learning paradigm (FastECG) for robust and computation-efficient CVDs detection using
ECG. It enables a robust adaptation of pre-trained models on downstream datasets with limited super-
vision and high computational efficiency. First, a random-deactivation technique is developed to achieve
robust and fast low-rank adaptation of pre-trained weights. Subsequently, we propose a one-shot rank
allocation module to determine the optimal ranks for the update matrices of the pre-trained weights.
Finally, a lightweight semi-supervised learning pipeline is introduced to enhance model performance
by leveraging labeled and unlabeled data with high computational efficiency. Extensive experiments on
four downstream ECG datasets demonstrate that FastECG not only outperforms the state-of-the-art
methods in multi-label CVDs detection but also consumes fewer GPU footprints, training time, and
parameter storage space. As such, this paradigm provides an effective solution for achieving high com-
putational efficiency and robust detection performance in the clinical applications of pre-trained models
under limited supervision.
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1 Introduction

Cardiovascular diseases have become the deadliest ’killer’ of human health in recent years[1l]. As a non-
invasive and low-cost tool, ECG provides a visual representation of the electrical activity of the heart and is
widely used in the detection of various CVDs[2, 3]. Benefiting from recent progress in computing hardware,
ECG-based deep learning systems have achieved notable success in automatic CVDs detection[4-6]. How-
ever, previous deep learning models required sufficient labeled samples to achieve satisfactory performance
when trained on new application scenarios with unseen CVDs|7, 8]. However, collecting well-labeled ECG
recordings requires physicians’ expertise and their laborious manual annotation, and therefore is expensive
and time consuming in clinical practice[9, 10]. Additionally, constantly updating models to adapt to dif-
ferent downstream datasets often introduces heavy computational burdens[11]. As such, designing a fast
and robust deep learning paradigm for ECG-based CVDs detection under limited supervision is highly in
demand but remains challenging.

Recent advancements in pre-trained models (PMs) have enhanced the performance of deep learning
models on the downstream datasets without large-scale labeled data[l12-14]. A commonly used pipeline
consists of pre-training over-parameterized backbone models on large-scale datasets, and then fine-tuning
them on small downstream datasets in a supervised manner. In this process, the prior knowledge learned
from the large datasets during pre-training is transferred to the downstream datasets, thereby improving
the model performance on new application scenarios[15]. For instance, Kiyasseh et al. proposed a self-
supervised method to pre-train a large model for ECG-based CVDs detection[16]. Their fine-tuned model
demonstrated robust performance on downstream datasets with only 25% of labeled data. Subsequently,
using 8 million ECG recordings, Akhil et al. pre-trained a vision-transformer model with self-supervised
masked image modeling to improve the fine-tuning performance on downstream datasets[17].

However, two bottlenecks still greatly limit the clinical application of CVDs detection systems based
on PMs. (1) The bottleneck in CVDs detection performance. Fine-tuning of pre-trained models
is currently conducted in a purely supervised manner. When the sample size of the labeled data is very
scarce in the downstream datasets, model performance may drop due to over-fitting[18]. Fortunately, a large
number of unlabeled data in the medical domain are relatively easy to collect. Semi-supervised learning
(SSL) is able to extract sufficient information from the unlabeled data and outperform the supervised
models trained with the same amount of labeled data[8, 19-22]. For example, self-tuning integrates the
exploration of unlabeled data and the knowledge transfer of PMs into a united framework, which significantly
outperforms supervised fine-tuning on five downstream tasks[18]. Oliveira et al. conducts a comprehensive
comparison analysis between SSL and supervised methods in ECG-based CVDs detection, demonstrating
the superior performance of the SSL methods. Utilizing a knowledge distillation mechanism, MixTeacher
delivers an effective SSL framework for atrial fibrillation detection under limited supervision, reducing
the workload of ECG recordings annotation by 98%][9]. Despite their robust performance, existing SSL
methods are mainly built on pseudo-label techniques and the weak-strong consistency training on unlabeled
samples[7, 8, 21, 23, 24], which greatly increase the GPU memory footprint and computation time during
model training. Furthermore, SSL. methods using teacher-and-student models for knowledge distillation
require two full copies of the corresponding PMs, thus increasing the model storage consumption. Therefore,
it is necessary to address the bottleneck of computational efficiency during the performance enhancement
of PMs using semi-supervised learning.

(2) The bottleneck in computational efficiency. Fine-tuning and SSL methods both update all
the parameters of PMs. Despite their effectiveness, both methods have the main drawback that the tuned
models have the same number of parameters as PMs, thus being computationally inefficient as the PMs
scale up. Specifically, they require saving the gradients of all the parameters in PMs and even the momen-
tum parameters, resulting in large GPU memory footprints when training large PMs[25]. Additionally,
each tuned model can be regarded as a full copy of the corresponding PMs, and therefore leading to high
storage consumption when simultaneously tuned on multiple datasets [26]. To address this, parameter-
efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) methods have been introduced to reduce the trainable parameters during model
training [11, 27, 28]. For example, BitFit[27] only tunes the bias terms in pre-trained models while freez-
ing the remaining parameters, greatly reducing the number of trainable parameters. Low-rank adaptation
(LoRA) achieves the same goal by updating the pre-trained weights with low-rank decomposition matri-
ces. Consequently, parameter-efficient methods provide an effective solution to achieve parameter-efficient
semi-supervised learning by integrating with different SSL methods. Despite their parameter efficiency, a
comprehensive study concluded that they could not achieve on-par performance with fine-tuning on some
complex downstream tasks[29]. AdaLoRA and IncreLoRA further improve the performance of LoRA by
allocating different ranks to different pre-trained weights based on their importance[26, 30]. However, the
above performance improvement is achieved at the cost of increased training time for iterative importance
estimation.



Therefore, a dilemma is encountered: model performance improvement often comes at the expense of a
large sacrifice of computational efficiency. Specifically, semi-supervised learning enhances CVDs detection
performance, but at a significantly increased computational cost. Conversely, parameter-efficient meth-
ods that prioritize computational efficiency may compromise CVDs detection performance. Consequently,
achieving a superior detection performance with high computation efficiency poses a great challenge to the
clinical application of PMs in ECG-based CVDs detection.

In this study, we propose a united paradigm capable of addressing the above two bottlenecks simultane-
ously. It is a computation-efficient semi-supervised learning paradigm (FastECG) for adapting pre-trained
models on downstream datasets with high computational efficiency under limited supervision. Our method
enables robust and low-cost detection of CVDs in clinical practice using ECG recordings. As shown in
Fig.1, first, a base backbone is pre-trained on a large-scale 12-lead ECG dataset in a supervised manner,
which provides a foundation model for downstream tasks. Second, a random-deactivation low-rank adapta-
tion (RD-LoRA) method formulates a low-cost and robust pipeline for updating the pre-trained backbone
on downstream datasets. Specifically, it stochastically activates or deactivates low-rank adaptation in each
trainable layer of the backbone with a probability p. To reduce GPU memory footprint, the pre-trained
weights in each layer are always frozen. Theoretical analysis indicates that the random deactivation oper-
ation integrates various sub-networks generated during model training, thus overcoming the performance
bottleneck in tuning PMs. Additionally, deactivating low-rank adaptation in some layers reduces compu-
tation costs and speeds up the training process, especially when the backbone model size is large. Third,
a one-shot rank allocation module allocates the optimal ranks for the low-rank matrices in each layer. In
contrast to AdaLoRA[26] and IncreLoRA[30], the proposed method is able to determine the optimal ranks
using only one gradient backward iteration, improving the adaptation performance at low computational
costs.

Additionally, a lightweight semi-supervised learning module is developed to leverage the abundant infor-
mation within unlabeled data. This module uses unlabeled data to stabilize the statistics estimation in
batch normalization layers, enhancing their generalization performance on unseen data distributions. Com-
pared to the pseudo-labeling and the weak-strong consistency training methods[8, 23, 24|, our lightweight
module overcomes the label scarcity problem with significantly higher computational efficiency.

Finally, extensive experiments on four downstream ECG datasets demonstrate the superior CVDs detec-
tion performance of the proposed FastECG against various state-of-the-art models under very limited
supervision. Most importantly, our method only requires 66.5% training time, 70.7% GPU memory foot-
print, and 1.8%-5.8% trainable parameters of the state-of-the-art SSL methods. In conclusion, our proposed
computation-efficient semi-supervised learning paradigm provides an effective solution to overcome the two
bottlenecks that limit the clinical applications of PMs in ECG-based CVDs detection.

2 Results

Designing a robust and low-cost deep learning paradigm for CVDs detection under label-scarcity conditions
remains a challenge in medical intelligence. The proposed FastECG addresses this challenge by introducing a
novel computation-efficient semi-supervised learning paradigm (Fig.1), which integrates four important sub-
modules. We conduct extensive and systematic experiments to evaluate its effectiveness and computational
efficiency on various public databases. Our results indicate that FastECG not only outperforms state-of-
the-art semi-supervised and parameter-efficient semi-supervised baselines in ECG-based CVD detection but
also demonstrates satisfactory computational efficiency.

2.1 Datasets and experiment protocols

In this section, we utilized a large-scale dataset to pre-train the backbone model and evaluated the perfor-
mance of our FastECG on four downstream datasets. First, an openly available ECG dataset (CODE-15%)
collected by the Telehealth Center of the Universidade Federal de Minas Gerais[5, 31] is used for base back-
bone pre-training. The CODE-15% dataset contains 15% of the ECG data from the restricted CODE-full
dataset[5, 32]. Specifically, there are 345779 ECG recordings from 233770 patients in the CODE-15% dataset,
alongside six CVD labels: 1st degree AV block (1dAVb), left bundle branch block (LBBB), right bundle
branch block (RBBB), sinus tachycardia (ST), atrial fibrillation (AF) and sinus bradycardia (SB). Each
ECG recording lasts 7-10s, and the sampling rate is 300-600 Hz. Subsequently, we use four small datasets for
downstream model retraining and evaluation: the Georgia 12-lead ECG Challenge (G12EC) database[33],
the Chapman-Shaoxing database[34], the Ningbo database[35], and the Physikalisch-Technische Bunde-
sanstalt (PTB-XL) database[36]. Specifically, the G12EC database contains 10344 ECG recordings from
10,344 people, and the PTB-XL database comprises 21837 recordings from 18885 patients. The Chapman
database contains 10,646 recordings from 10646 patients, and the Ningbo database encompasses 40258
recordings from 40258 patients. Only 34,905 recordings in the Ningbo database are publicly available[33].



a. Backbone Model Architecture and Pre-training b. Random-Deactivation Low-Rank Adaptation
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Fig. 1: Overview of FastECG. a. The architecture of the pre-trained backbone model. It consists
of three convolution blocks, eight self-attention blocks, and one classification block in the base backbone.
It is pre-trained on a public 12-lead ECG dataset using the supervised multi-label binary cross-entropy
loss. b. Random-deactivation low-rank adaptation. On the downstream datasets, the pre-trained
weights {W{¢}™ ; in the backbone are updated by the proposed random-deactivation low-rank adaptation.
It randomly activates or deactivates the low-rank matrices ({B}"_; and {A*}? ;) in each trainable layer
with a given probability p. Note that all the pre-trained weights are frozen during model training. All
the low-rank matrices are activated and merged into the pre-trained weights in the testing stage. The
merge process generates an ensemble network combining all the sub-networks produced by the random
deactivation operation. c. One-shot rank allocation. The ranks of the low-rank matrices are determined
by the proposed one-shot rank allocation method using only one gradient backward on the labeled samples.
The matrices with high importance are allocated with a higher rank than those with low importance. d.
Lightweight semi-supervised learning. During the low-rank adaptation process, unlabeled samples
from the downstream datasets are combined with the labeled samples to estimate the statistics in batch-
normalization layers. Subsequently, only the labeled data is forwarded to the self-attention blocks for CVDs
detection, and the unlabeled data is released in GPU memory. This lightweight semi-supervised pipeline
improves the model performance in a computational-efficient way.
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The recordings from the four downstream databases are around 10 seconds, and the sampling rate is 500
Hz. Additionally, each database contains over 17 different CVDs, and multiple CVDs can be identified from
one ECG segment simultaneously.

The base backbone model is first pre-trained on the CODE-15% dataset using the ECG recordings and
the corresponding multi-label ground truths. The architecture of the backbone is shown in Fig.1. AdawW
optimizer([37] is used for the pre-training process with a learning rate of 1le-3 and a batch size of 1024. Then,
the pre-trained backbone is retrained on the four downstream datasets using different methods under limited
supervision. Taking the G12EC database as an example, the ECG recordings are split into a training set and
a held-out test set in a ratio of 0.9: 0.1. Then, the training set is divided into a labeled training set and an
unlabeled training set in a ratio of 0.05: 0.95. A validation set is randomly sampled from the labeled training
set and accounts for 20% of it, which is used for selecting the best-performing model during training. For
model comparisons, we reproduce several baseline models in semi-supervised learning: ReMixMatch[23],
FixMatch[8], FlexMatch[21], SoftMatch[24], MixedTeacher[9], Adsh[38], SAW[39], and parameter-efficient
methods: LoRA[25], DyLoRA[40], AdaLoRA[26], IncreLoRA[30].

We comprehensively evaluate the model performance of various methods using multiple metrics and
training costs. Since multiple CVDs can be detected from one recording simultaneously, we used metrics on
multi-label classification. Our metrics include ranking loss, coverage, mean average precision (MAP), macro
AUC, macro Gg=2, and macro Fjg_s. We set the 8 value to be 2 for all the corresponding experiments fol-
lowing the configurations provided in ref.[41]. Lower values indicate better model performance in the first



two metrics (ranking loss and coverage), whereas the inverse holds for the remaining metrics. A detailed
computation process for the metrics can be found in Supplementary Materials Section 1. Additionally, we
report the training costs of different models. Specifically, the GPU memory footprint (Mem), the number of
trainable parameters (Params), and the averaged training time for each optimization iteration (Time/iter)
are presented. The higher the number of trainable parameters, the higher the parameter storage consump-
tion. Note that the number of trainable parameters of FastECG can be adjusted by the initial rank r. Lower
ranks indicate fewer trainable parameters. The AdamW optimizer[37] is used under a learning rate of le-3
and a batch size of 64 for all the compared methods. All the experiments are conducted in a single NVIDIA
A6000 graphics processing unit using the Pytorch library.

2.2 Analysis of the cardiovascular diseases detection result

Table 1 shows that our proposed FastECG achieved superior detection performance on four datasets with
the lowest computational costs compared with the baseline models. For example, in the G12EC dataset,
FastECG with » = 16 achieves a macro Fg—p of 0.551+0.017, which is 4.1% larger than the second-
best model’s (FixMatch) performance. In Supplementary Materials Section 2, we present the detection
performance of different models on each CVD. The results demonstrate that FastECG ranks the best in
some CVDs, such as atrial fibrillation and first-degree AV block. It also achieves comparable performance
to the compared methods in the remaining CVDs. Regarding computational costs, it requires 33.5% less
training time than MixedTeacher, occupies 29.3% less GPU memory than Adsh, and has only 5.8% of
the trainable parameters found in them. When the initial rank r decreases to 4, FastECG shows a slight
performance drop in four datasets, but the number of trainable parameters further decreases to 1.8% of the
baseline models. This observation indicates the stability and robustness of the FastECG under extremely
low parameter budgets.

We further compare the proposed FastECG with the parameter-efficient methods, which are integrated
with FixMatch for parameter-efficient semi-supervised learning. For example, FixMatch with low-rank adap-
tation (LoRA) is denoted as 'FixMatch+LoRA’ Similar to the FastECG, their budgets for the number of
trainable parameters are controlled by the initial rank r. As illustrated in Fig. 2, we report their macro-
Fj—o scores, macro-Gg=2 scores, and Time/iter on four datasets at sufficient (r = 16) and limited (r = 4)
budget levels. The macro-Fg—o and macro-Gg—s scores of the FixMatch without parameter-efficient train-
ing (Params: 9.505M) are denoted as gray dotted lines. The experiment results indicate that FastECG
consistently outperforms the other methods on four datasets at different budget levels. Under a suffi-
cient parameter budget (r = 16), FastECG achieves a macro-Gg=o score of 0.307£0.016 on the G12EC
dataset, which is 2.8% higher than the FixMatch with LoRA. When the parameter budget is limited
(r =4), FastECG still outperforms it by 1.5%. Additionally, FastECG achieves the highest training speed
and the best performance with the least trainable parameters compared to other parameter-efficient semi-
supervised learning frameworks. On the four datasets, FastECG requires 50% less training time compared
to other methods. This phenomenon demonstrates the computational efficiency of the proposed FastECG.
The Extended Data Table 1 presents detailed comparison results on more evaluation metrics, which pro-
vides supplementary evidence on the efficiency of the proposed FastECG in CVDs detection. Paired t-tests
are conducted to evaluate the significance levels of the performance difference between FastECG and the
aforementioned SOTA methods (Supplementary Materials Section 3 Fig. S1). Based on the calculated two-
sided p-value, it can be observed that FastECG outperforms the baselines at a 0.05 significance level in
most datasets and evaluation metrics, which indicates a significant superiority for the proposed FastECG
framework.

In summary, our experiment results demonstrate the robustness and computational efficiency of the
FastECG in semi-supervised cardiovascular disease detection at different parameter budget levels. In other
words, FastECG can enhance the detection performance of ECG-based CVDs detection models without
introducing heavy computation burdens.

2.3 Effect of the ratio of labeled samples

Here, we compare the proposed FastECG and baseline models under various ratios of labeled samples in
the datasets. Specifically, we adjust the ratio of the labeled samples in the dataset from 5% to 15% and
present the averaged performance of different models on the four datasets in Fig. 3a. The experiment results
demonstrate the superiority of the proposed FastECG compared with FixMatch and FixMatch with LoRA
under various ratios of the labeled data, especially when the ratio is low. As the ratio decreases from 15%
to 5%, the performance advantage of FastECG over other models becomes more significant. When using
15% labeled data, FastECG achieves improvements of 1.3% on the macro Fz—y compared to FixMatch
with LoRA. In contrast, FastECG outperforms it by 1.9% on the macro Fg—s using 5% labeled data. In



Table 1: Performance comparisons of FastECG and semi-supervised baselines on the base backbone. The
average performance on all CVDs within each dataset is shown across six seeds. The standard deviation is
also reported for the evaluation metrics.

Methods Params | Mem | Time/iter | Ranking Loss | Coverage | Macro AUC 1t MAP 1 Macro Gg— T Macro Fg_g T

G12EC Dataset

ReMixMatch 9.505 M 7.699 GB 271 ms 0.178+0.033 5.635+0.529 0.7594+0.015 0.310+£0.019 0.18440.017 0.387+0.031
MixedTeacher 9.505 M 3.941 GB 147 ms 0.107+0.009 4.224+40.236  0.835+0.010 0.46440.003 0.2754+0.016 0.507+0.025
FixMatch 9.505 M 5.784 GB 187 ms 0.107£0.006 4.29240.163  0.82940.004 0.468+0.009 0.280+0.010 0.510£0.016
FlexMatch 9.505 M 5.784 GB 187 ms 0.11340.005 4.365+0.133  0.8294+0.009 0.45040.022 0.27440.019 0.497+0.035
SoftMatch 9.505 M 5.784 GB 187 ms 0.110£0.006 4.313+0.128 0.83440.004 0.457+£0.010 0.276+0.017 0.504£0.021
Adsh 9.505 M 3.887 GB 207 ms 0.11140.003 4.387+£0.129  0.827+0.005 0.45840.007 0.2684+0.009 0.489+0.013
SAW 9.505 M 5.784 GB 188 ms 0.112+40.003 4.369+0.105 0.82740.005 0.459+0.017 0.26940.018 0.494+0.024
FastECG,—=16 0.510 M 2.747 GB 98 ms 0.092+0.002 3.867+0.088 0.8551+0.005 0.476+0.006 0.307+0.016 0.551+0.017
FastECG,—4 0.183 M 2.743 GB 98 ms 0.0894+0.003 3.804+0.095 0.853+0.004 0.467+0.006 0.304+0.013 0.553+0.020

PTB-XL Dataset

ReMixMatch 9.505 M 7.699 GB 301 ms 0.068+0.008 3.699+0.196 0.82740.006 0.350+0.010 0.21240.015 0.423+£0.028
MixedTeacher 9.505 M 3.941 GB 164 ms 0.037£0.003 2.84140.095 0.88440.008 0.509+0.008 0.3164+0.007 0.542+0.014
FixMatch 9.505 M 5.784 GB 208 ms 0.038+0.001 2.905+0.061 0.88240.004 0.510+0.006 0.32240.007 0.541£0.007
FlexMatch 9.505 M 5.784 GB 209 ms 0.03940.001 2.93740.048 0.88740.005 0.505+0.005 0.3164+0.008 0.536+0.007
SoftMatch 9.505 M 5.784 GB 209 ms 0.039£0.003 2.91940.097 0.8854+0.006 0.508+0.007 0.31740.009 0.540£0.011
Adsh 9.505 M 3.887 GB 316 ms 0.038+0.002 2.879+0.054 0.886+0.004 0.511+0.005 0.32240.008 0.543+0.015
SAW 9.505 M 5.784 GB 208 ms 0.037£0.003 2.855+0.093 0.8894+0.005 0.520+0.007 0.323+0.019 0.548+0.017
FastECG,—-16 0.582 M 2.748 GB 110 ms 0.031+0.000 2.641+0.020 0.901+0.003 0.530+0.005 0.346+0.006 0.578+0.006
FastECG,—4 0.159 M 2.744 GB 109 ms 0.030+0.001 2.626+0.026 0.899+0.004 0.526+0.005 0.346+0.005 0.580+0.006

Ningbo Dataset

ReMixMatch 9.506 M 7.699 GB 312 ms 0.071£0.010 3.999+0.231 0.867+0.008 0.33840.024 0.21440.016 0.430£0.020
MixedTeacher 9.506 M 3.941 GB 173 ms 0.035+0.002 2.98240.077 0.9254+0.006 0.496+0.020 0.32440.018 0.549+0.028
FixMatch 9.506 M 5.784 GB 217 ms 0.03540.003 3.025+0.121  0.92240.009 0.49340.023 0.3214+0.014 0.545+0.020
FlexMatch 9.506 M 5.784 GB 217 ms 0.037£0.002 3.0784+0.090  0.92140.007 0.489+0.024 0.3184+0.012 0.544+0.019
SoftMatch 9.506 M 5.784 GB 217 ms 0.035+0.001 3.018+0.049 0.92340.005 0.496+0.024 0.32140.014 0.552£0.020
Adsh 9.506 M 3.887 GB 423 ms 0.035+0.002 3.007£0.090 0.9214+0.004 0.492+0.023 0.318+0.010 0.54540.012
SAW 9.506 M 5.784 GB 215 ms 0.037£0.001 3.064£0.036  0.92440.004 0.492+0.024 0.31440.010 0.536£0.016
FastECG,—-16 0.550 M 2.748 GB 115 ms 0.030+0.001 2.805+0.063 0.928+0.002 0.505+0.019 0.334+0.011 0.569+0.014
FastECG,—-4 0.168 M 2.744 GB 114 ms 0.030+0.001 2.776+0.028 0.929+0.001 0.500+0.017 0.3274+0.010 0.567+0.011

Chapman Dataset

ReMixMatch 9.504 M 7.699 GB 270 ms 0.101+£0.025 3.574+0.393 0.8394+0.011 0.403+0.015 0.246+0.018 0.428+0.020
MixedTeacher 9.504 M 3.941 GB 148 ms 0.047+0.002 2.615+0.068 0.8894+0.012 0.519+0.018 0.32740.019 0.510£0.024
FixMatch 9.504 M 5.784 GB 186 ms 0.046+0.004 2.626+0.096 0.8974+0.006 0.520+0.009 0.33940.012 0.518+0.025
FlexMatch 9.504 M 5.784 GB 185 ms 0.047£0.004 2.659+0.103 0.8954+0.006 0.518+0.008 0.3254+0.010 0.495+0.019
SoftMatch 9.504 M 5.784 GB 187 ms 0.047+0.004 2.649+0.079 0.8984+0.006 0.525+0.012 0.3354+0.011 0.511+40.021
Adsh 9.504 M 3.887 GB 207 ms 0.046+0.004 2.621£0.117 0.89640.005 0.528+0.008 0.33540.013 0.517£0.020
SAW 9.504 M 5.784 GB 185 ms 0.049+0.003 2.699+0.072 0.89740.007 0.524+0.009 0.33340.012 0.510£0.020
FastECG,—-16 0.581 M 2.748 GB 97 ms 0.040+0.002 2.483+0.055 0.896+0.006 0.536+0.004 0.355+0.005 0.530+0.008

FastECG,—4 0.180 M 2.743 GB 97 ms 0.038+0.002 2.418+0.049 0.898+0.005 0.526+0.006 0.352+0.009 0.530+0.012

Extend Data Fig.1, we also compare FastECG with other baseline models, where FastECG consistently
outperforms them in CVDs detection under various labeled ratios.

2.4 Rank initialization in the one-shot rank allocation

Rank initialization is an important component in low-rank adaptation, which controls the number of train-
able parameters during model training. In this section, we adjust the initial rank from 4 to 32 and present
the averaged model performance on the four datasets in Fig.3b. Note that the labeled ratio is set to 5%.
The results indicate that FastECG with high initial ranks (r = 16,32) achieves better performance than
that with low initial ranks (r = 4,8). This is because the model with higher ranks has more trainable
parameters and thus demonstrates a larger capacity during training.

2.5 Effect of the number of important weight matrices

Based on the proposed one-shot rank allocation, FastECG allocates a rank r to the incremental matrices
with high importance and a rank r/2 to the matrices with low importance. The ratio of the important
matrices to the total number of pre-trained matrices is defined as the coefficient c. The higher the coefficient
is, the higher the ratio of the important matrices. In Fig.3c, we adjust the coefficient from 0.2 to 0.8 and
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Fig. 2: Comparison between FastECG and parameter-efficient semi-supervised methods on the base back-
bone. Circles with various colors denote different models, and their size represents the number of trainable
parameters. The training time for each optimization iteration (Time/iter) of different methods is also
reported. The gray dotted lines represent the performance of the FixMatch baseline without parameter-
efficient training (approximately 9.505M trainable parameters). The first row of the figure presents the
performance of different models with sufficient parameter budgets (r = 16), while the second row reports
their performance under limited parameter budgets (r = 4).

report the averaged model performance across four datasets. Note that the labeled ratio is set to 5%, and
the initial ranks r for all the low-rank matrices are set to 16. It can be observed that the performance
of the proposed model is relatively insensitive to the changes in the c¢. In the Extended Data Fig.2, we
visualize the rank distribution generated by the proposed method under various coefficients ¢. When the
ratio of important matrices decreases from 0.8 to 0.2, the proposed method allocates more ranks to the self-
attention and classification blocks than the convolution blocks. This phenomenon indicates that the deep
modules exhibit higher importance than the shallow modules during model training, which aligns with the
conclusions made by previous studies[26, 42].

2.6 Effect of the deactivation probability

For each pre-trained weight W¢ in the FastECG, the proposed RD-LoRA deactivates its low-rank matrices
(A%, B%) in the current iteration at a probability of p, which produces multiple sub-networks during model
training. All the low-rank matrices are activated in the testing stage, generating an ensemble network that
combines all the sub-networks. Consequently, the probability p is an important parameter that controls
the training time and the final performance of the proposed FastECG. In Fig.3d, we adjust p from 0.1 to
0.5 and present the averaged model performance across four datasets, including the training time for each
iteration. Note that the labeled ratio is set to 5%, and the initial ranks for all the low-rank matrices are
set to 16. The results show that the FastECG with p = 0.2 demonstrates the best detection performance
compared with the model with other settings. In addition, it can be observed that the training time of the
FastECG decreases as p increases. The reason is that the larger the p is, the more low-rank matrices are
deactivated during model training, which speeds up the forward-backward propagation.

2.7 Performance comparisons under different backbone sizes

Previous studies have demonstrated that the backbones pre-trained on a large-scale dataset with a large
model size usually have better performance than the other backbones[43, 44]. In the previous sections,
we have already proved the robustness and computation efficiency of the proposed FastECG under a base
backbone with 9.505 million parameters. Here, we compare its performance with other baseline models
under medium and large backbones, which share the same architecture as the base backbone but have more
parameters. Specifically, the medium backbone has 50.494 million parameters, and the large backbone has
113.490 million parameters (Extended Data Table 2). They are pre-trained on the CODE-full dataset, a huge
but restricted ECG dataset with 2,322,513 ECG recordings from 1,558,772 patients[5, 31]. In Extended Data
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Fig. 3: The sensitivity analysis on the FastECG with the base backbone. (a) We adjust the ratio of the
labeled samples in the dataset from 0.05 to 0.15 and report the averaged performance of different models
across four datasets and six random seeds. (b) Averaged performance of the FastECG across four datasets
and six random seeds under different initial ranks r. (c¢) We adjust the ratio of the important weight matrices
to the total number of weight matrices and report the averaged performance across four datasets and six
random seeds. Important weights are adapted with rank r while the remaining weights are adapted with
rank 1r. (d) Averaged performance and training time of the FastECG across four datasets and six random
seeds under different deactivation probability p.



Table 3 and Table 4, we report the performance of FastECG and semi-supervised baselines on the medium
and the large backbones, respectively. The results demonstrate that FastECG achieves similar and even
better CVDs detection performance than the semi-supervised baselines and exhibits the lowest computation
costs. For example, using the medium backbone, FastECG achieves a macro Fg—g of 0.599+0.010, which
is 3.7% larger than the second-best model’s (SAW) performance in the PTB-XL dataset. Using the large
backbone, FastECG achieves a macro Fg—s of 0.56540.010 in the G12EC dataset, outperforming SAW by
3.1%. Regarding the computational costs, the number of trainable parameters of FastECG is 0.9% to 3.1% of
the other baselines on the medium backbone and 0.6% to 2.1% on the large backbone. In addition, FastECG
demonstrates the lowest GPU memory consumption and the highest training speed compared to the other
semi-supervised baselines. For the memory footprint, FastECG achieves an average GPU memory usage of
6.16 GB using the medium backbone and 9.22 GB using the large backbone, 3.09 GB and 4.59 GB less
than the second-best model (Adsh). Furthermore, FastECG achieves an average training time per iteration
of 259.25 ms using the medium backbone and 485.5 ms using the large backbone, 162.5 ms and 289.75 ms
faster than the second-best model (Mixed Teacher). These phenomenons demonstrate that as the number of
model parameters increases, the computational efficiency advantage of FastECG over other models becomes
increasingly apparent. In Extended Data Table 5 and Table 6, we present the performance of FastECG
and parameter-efficient semi-supervised methods on the medium and large backbones, respectively. It can
be observed that FastECG outperforms the other models in CVDs detection on both medium and large
backbones. Additionally, FastECG demonstrates the fastest training speed across four datasets compared
with other parameter-efficient methods. In Supplementary Materials Section 3 Fig. S2-S3, we provide the
paired t-test results of the model performance on the two backbones. The statistical results indicate that
FastECG outperforms the above baselines in ECG-based CVDs detection at a 0.05 significance level in most
conditions.

2.8 Ablation study

We conducted an ablation study to evaluate the contribution of the modules implemented in FastECG.
Specifically, we remove each of the proposed three modules from the FastECG and record the correspond-
ing model performance on the four datasets. Note that the initial rank r is 16 for all the compared models.
(1) The random-deactivation low-rank adaptation improves model performance and compu-
tational efficiency. It randomly deactivates the low-rank matrices in each trainable layer with a given
probability, which generates multiple sub-networks during model training. All the low-rank matrices are acti-
vated in the testing stage, and the sub-networks are merged into a robust ensemble network. In the G12EC
dataset, the FastECG with the random deactivation module increases the macro Fjg—o from 0.536+0.021 to
0.551+0.017 and decreases the ranking loss from 0.0954+0.004 to 0.092+0.002. Additionally, the Time/iter
is reduced from 104 ms to 98 ms. This observation indicates that the computation cost of training a sub-
network with fewer low-rank matrices is lower than optimizing the entire network. (2) The one-shot
rank allocation method improves low-rank adaptation performance with high computational
efficiency. One drawback of LoRA[25] is its inability to allocate an optimal rank for each incremental
matrix[26, 30]. Here, the proposed rank allocation method determines the optimal ranks using only one
gradient-backward iteration with high computational efficiency. As shown in Table 2, removing the proposed
module decreases the detection performance of FastECG in the four datasets. For example, the macro Fjg_»
decreases from 0.530+0.008 to 0.514+0.018 and the coverage increases from 2.48340.055 to 2.503+0.040
on the Chapman dataset. Additionally, it can be observed that the one-shot rank allocation module does
not introduce heavy computational burdens (Time/iter only increases by 1-2ms), demonstrating its high
computational efficiency. (3) The proposed lightweight semi-supervised learning benefits model
performance under limited supervision without greatly increasing the training time. It utilizes
the unlabeled data to stabilize the statistics within the BN layers in the convolution blocks, preventing
them from over-fitting to small amounts of labeled data. When the module is removed, the performance of
the FastECG decreases on all the datasets. For example, the macro Fig—, score decreases from 0.551+0.017
to 0.536+0.029 on the G12EC dataset. Compared to other semi-supervised baselines (Table 1), the extra
computation costs (Time/iter only increases by 20ms) caused by the proposed module are much lower.
In Supplementary Materials Section 3, ablation studies on the medium and large backbones are provided,
consistently demonstrating the notable contribution of the proposed three techniques.

3 Discussion

Bottlenecks in model performance and computational efficiency have become great challenges in the clin-
ical application of CVDs detection systems based on pre-trained models, especially when the supervised
information is scarce in the downstream ECG datasets. Previous studies usually overcome the performance
bottleneck at the cost of a large drop in computational efficiency[18, 22, 26, 30]. In this paper, we propose



Table 2: Ablation study of the proposed FastECG on the base backbone. 'w/o random deactivation’
represents the FastECG without the random deactivation technique, and the deactivation probability p is
set to zero. 'w/o rank allocation’ represents the FastECG without the one-shot rank allocation, and all
pre-trained weights are updated with the initial rank » = 16. 'w/o unlabeled data’ denotes the FastECG
without the unlabeled data for lightweight semi-supervised learning.

Methods Time/iter | Ranking Loss | Coverage || Macro AUC 1 MAP 7t Macro Gg=2 T Macro Fyeta T

G12EC Dataset

w/o random deactivation 104ms 0.095£0.004 3.954+0.163  0.848+0.007 0.4704+0.007  0.29440.015 0.536+£0.021
w/o rank allocation 97ms 0.092£0.002 3.848+0.049  0.849£0.007 0.467+0.009  0.29440.016 0.537+0.019
w/o unlabeled data 78ms 0.092£0.002 3.895+0.104 0.85440.004 0.4754+0.011  0.29740.021 0.536+0.029
FastECG 98ms 0.0924+0.002 3.867+0.088 0.855+0.005 0.476+0.006 0.307+0.016 0.551+0.017

PTB-XL Dataset

w/o random deactivation 115ms 0.034£0.002 2.741+£0.062  0.890£0.005 0.5164+0.009  0.3284+0.012 0.554+0.011
w/o rank allocation 108ms 0.032£0.001 2.692+0.046  0.895+£0.003  0.5304+0.005  0.33240.011 0.560+0.014
w/o unlabeled data 87ms 0.031£0.002 2.670+£0.064  0.899+0.004 0.5324+0.006  0.3324+0.010 0.565+0.007
FastECG 110ms 0.031+0.000 2.641+0.020 0.901+0.003 0.530+0.005 0.346+0.006 0.578+0.006

Ningbo Dataset

w/o random deactivation 121ms 0.032£0.003 2.887+£0.085  0.9254+0.005 0.4974+0.015  0.32140.013 0.553+0.017
w/o rank allocation 114ms 0.030£0.001 2.801+£0.023  0.928+0.002  0.4974+0.021  0.325+0.010 0.563+0.014
w/o unlabeled data 92ms 0.031£0.001 2.821+£0.058  0.92940.003  0.4994+0.017  0.32540.012 0.559+0.018
FastECG 115ms 0.030+0.001 2.805+0.063 0.928+0.002 0.505+0.019 0.334+0.011 0.569+0.014

Chapman Dataset

w/o random deactivation 102ms 0.041£0.003 2.505+0.080 0.895+0.010 0.5264+0.005  0.33540.012 0.514+0.015
w/o rank allocation 96ms 0.041£0.001 2.503+£0.040  0.892+0.008  0.5274+0.012  0.346+0.007 0.514+0.018
w/o unlabeled data 77ms 0.040£0.002 2.468+0.050 0.896+0.010 0.533+0.010  0.35040.020 0.527+0.026
FastECG 97ms 0.040+0.002 2.483+0.055 0.896+0.006 0.536+0.004 0.355+0.005 0.530+0.008

a computationally efficient semi-supervised learning paradigm (FastECG) for adapting the PMs on down-
stream datasets with limited supervision and high computational efficiency. Experiment results on four
downstream ECG datasets and three backbone settings indicate that FastECG achieves superior CVDs
detection performance and computational efficiency compared to state-of-the-art methods.

Our proposed FastECG paradigm enhances the performance of pre-trained models without a large sacri-
fice of computational efficiency, including GPU memory footprint, training time, and storage consumption.
Through integrating the sub-networks generated by the random-deactivation operation, the expected CVDs
detection performance of FastECG is superior to the other compared methods, such as LoRA[25] and
DyLoRA[40]. Tts training time is also decreased due to omitting the computation of the update matrices
for the deactivated low-rank matrices. In addition, determining the optimal rank distribution is a popular
method to improve the low-rank adaptation performance of the pre-trained models. However, AdaLoRA[26]
and IncreLoRA[30] continuously adjust the optimal ranks during the training process, decreasing the model
computation efficiency. In contrast, the one-shot allocation method avoids this by determining the opti-
mal ranks using only one forward-backward propagation before model training. In the downstream ECG
datasets, the label scarcity problem is a crucial factor that results in the performance bottleneck of pre-
trained models. Although semi-supervised learning offers an effective solution to address the label scarcity
problem and overcome the bottleneck[21, 24, 45, 46], the commonly utilized semi-supervised techniques
such as consistency training can be expensive in large pre-trained models and greatly increase their training
time[47]. In contrast, FastECG adopts a lightweight semi-supervised learning pipeline, which leverages the
unlabeled data to stabilize the statistic estimation in batch normalization layers. The extracted features
of unlabeled data can be released in the self-attention blocks, which saves a lot of GPU memory footprint
and computation time. Our results demonstrate that the lightweight semi-supervised learning method can
help FastECG overcome the performance bottleneck without significantly decreasing its computational effi-
ciency. In summary, the theoretical and empirical analysis indicates that FastECG is able to improve the
detection performance and computational efficiency simultaneously.

In conclusion, our study offers a fast and robust semi-supervised learning paradigm for ECG-based
CVDs detection under limited supervision. It provides a feasible solution for efficiently adapting pre-trained
models on downstream ECG datasets. We hope this learning paradigm will pave the way for the application
of automatic CVDs detection systems and broaden its applicability to various ECG-based tasks.
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Our FastECG has a limitation that should be addressed before its clinical application. The class-
imbalance problem limits the model performance on ECG recordings with rare CVDs. It tends to make
negative predictions on the rare CVDs to achieve minimal training loss, which might result in sub-optimal
classification performance on the test data with different class distributions. Previous studies addressed the
problem by class-resampling[48-51], cost-sensitive learning[52-54]. However, the models with class resam-
pling might overfit the minority categories and underfit the abundant information within the majority
categories[54]. Cost-sensitive learning avoids this drawback by directly allocating higher importance to the
minority classes than the majority classes[55] while introducing additional training time on hyper-parameter
searching[56]. As such, developing a computation-efficient and robust method for multi-label CVDs classifi-
cation under imbalance class distributions is still an ongoing issue that deserves more attention from future
studies.

4 Methods

4.1 Backbone model pre-training

The base backbone model is pre-trained on a public 12-lead ECG dataset (CODE-15%), where 345779
ECG recordings from 233770 patients are provided. The medium and large backbones are pre-trained
on a restricted dataset with 2,322,513 ECG recordings from 1,558,772 patients (CODE-full). The specific
settings of the backbone models with different sizes are shown in Extended Data Table 2. Note that multiple
abnormalities could be identified from one ECG recording simultaneously, which indicates that a multi-
label classification model should be implemented for ECG-based CVDs detection. As shown in Fig.1, The
backbone model M (X) consists of three parts: (1) Convolution blocks, (2) Self-attention blocks, and (3)
Classification blocks. Specifically, the convolution blocks comprise multiple convolution layers (Conv) and
batch normalization layers. The Leaky-Relu function is used as the activation function and skip-connection
is implemented[57]. In addition, a simple but efficient self-attention pipeline is employed in the self-attention
blocks[13] and two successive fully-connected layers with sigmoid activation are used for label prediction in
the classification block. A multi-label binary cross-entropy function is employed for model training, defined
as,

B C
1
E(Y M( - 7;; — Yic 1Og( — P, c) +y1010gpz cs (1)
Where X = {x;}B |, ; € R1?*L are the ECG recordings in the current mini-batch, L is the signal length and
= {y;}B | is the corresponding ground truths. Di.c is the model prediction on class ¢ and C'is the number
of categories. During model training, a held-out validation set is used for early-stop model validation. The
best-performing model on the validation set is used for downstream tasks on small-scale datasets.

4.2 Random-deactivation low-rank adaptation

Recent studies have demonstrated that low-rank adaptation (LoRA) can drastically decrease computation
and storage costs in large-scale neural network fine-tuning while achieving promising performance on down-
stream tasks[25, 26, 29]. The LoRA method models the incremental update of the pre-trained weights by
the matrix multiplication of two low-rank matrices. For a hidden layer output A = W X the LoRA forward
process is defined as,

h=(Wy+ AW)X = (Wy+ BA)X, (2)
where Wy, AW € R4z B e RU*" and A € R"*92 and the rank 7 < min(dy,ds). The LoRA freezes the
pre-trained weight W, during model training and only optimizes the low-rank matrices A and B, which
greatly reduces the number of trainable parameters during model training[25]. However, the incremental
updates of low-rank matrices are inadequate for learning robust representations in downstream tasks[58].
To bridge the performance gap efficiently, we propose a novel random-deactivation low-rank adaptation
(RD-LoRA) method, which randomly activates or deactivates the low-rank matrices in each trainable layer
with a given probability p. To be specific, the forward process of the proposed RD-LoRA can be defined as,

L, z=p
0, z<p’

h=(Wo+0BA)X,6 = { (3)

where 6 ~ B(d,1 — p) can be regarded as a binary gate controlled by a random variable z following a
uniform distribution U(0,1). In the training stage, the multi-label binary cross-entropy loss defined in Eq.1
is employed for parameter optimization. In the testing stage, for input data X; and the pre-trained weight
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Wy, the expectation of the output of the RD-LoRA can be given as,
Es~B(5,1-p) [Pt] = EsB(s,1-p) [(Wo + IBA)Xy]. (4)

Considering that the test data X; is independent from the network parameters, the covariance matrix
Cov(X:, Wy + 0AB) equals zero, and thus,

Es~p(5,1-p) [t] = Es~B(s,1-p) [(Wo + 0BA)Xy] = (E [Wo]+(1-p)E [BA)E [Xi] = (Wo+(1—p)BA) Xy (5)

Similar to LoRA, the low-rank matrices are merged into the pre-trained weight Wy in the testing stage to
avoid extra inference costs, and the random-drop operation is deactivated. According to Eq.(5), to ensure
the expected output will be the same as the output with RD-LoRA, the merged matrix should be computed
as

W =W, + (1 —p)BA. (6)
After merging the low-rank matrices into the pre-trained weights of different layers, the final network can
be viewed as an ensemble of all possible sub-networks during model training, which improves its stability
and generalization performance on unseen test datasets. Additionally, randomly deactivating some low-rank
matrices avoids the computation of update matrices in some layers, which improves training speed in the
low-rank adaptation of large-scale models.

4.3 Ensemble optimization properties of the RD-LoRA

In this section, we briefly analyze the ensemble properties of the proposed RD-LoRA. Here, we simply
consider a network M with n fully-connected layers, defined as M (X) = [[;_, WX, where X is the input
data and W € RutX¢in ig the pre-trained weight matrix at the i-th layer. During model training, a convex
loss function L£(Y, M (X)) is employed for parameter optimization. When the RD-LoRA is activated, the
expectation of the loss function Es.p(s,1—p) [L(Y, M(X))] can be given as,

A=p)"L(Y, [[We+BAYX)+> " |p(1—p)" LY, [] Wi+ B AYWHX | +--+p"L(Y, [[WiX),
i=1 j=1 i=1,i#] i=1

(7)
where the low-rank matrices {A?}" , and {B%}" ; are trainable while the pre-trained weights {W{}™
are frozen. Eq.(7) can be regarded as a weighted mean of the losses of different sub-networks, which are
minimized during model training. The number of activated low-rank matrices of the sub-networks is lower
than the entire network. Consequently, the training costs of the sub-networks are lower than those of the
entire network. In the testing stage, all the low-rank matrices are merged into the pre-trained weights, which
generates an ensemble model combing all the possible sub-networks. The testing loss can be estimated as

n

LY, Esps1-p) [M(Xe)]) =L <Y7 Es~B(5,1-p) [H(Wé 4§ BIANX,

=1

) =LY, [[Wg + (1 -p)B'A") X,).
i=1

(8)
In this paper, the multi-label binary cross-entropy loss with sigmoid activation o(M (X)) =
[c(M(X))1,0(M(X))2,---0(M(X))c] is convex according to the second-order condition of convexity, where
C is the number of categories. Specifically, the Hessian matrix of £(Y,o(M(X))) is diagonal and the c-th
element of the main diagonal can be given as,

LY, 0(M
IM(X)

gX») =y.o(M(X))e(1—o(M(X))e)+ (1 —ye)o(M(X))e(1 — a(M(X)).) 9)
=o(M(X))c(1 - o(M(X))c) =0,

where Y = [y1, 92, - yc], ye € {0,1} and o(M (X)) = (1 + e MX))=1 According to Eq (9), the Hessian
matrix of L(Y,o(M(X))) is positive semidefinite, demonstrating the convexity of the loss function. Based
on Jensen’s inequality, the loss of any ensemble average is smaller than the average loss of the ensemble
components,

LY, Esps,1-p) IM(Xt)]) < Esup(s,i—p) [L(Y, M(X2))]- (10)
In the training stage, the proposed RD-LoRA optimizes the parameters of multiple sub-networks and
generates an ensemble network in the testing stage, improving the model performance on the testing data.
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4.4 Efficient one-shot rank allocation

Another limitation of LoRA is that it prespecifies the same rank for all low-rank incremental matrices,
neglecting that their importance in model training varies across layers. In response to this limitation,
AdaLoRA[30] and IncreLoRA[26] proposed to dynamically adjust the ranks of different incremental matrices
during model training based on their importance, which improved the low-rank adaptation performance.
However, these dynamic methods require continuous calculation of the importance of all low-rank matrices
in each iteration, significantly increasing the computation time. Additionally, their rank allocation processes
are based on the singular value decomposition (SVD) theory and thus require an extra regularization
loss to force the orthogonality of the low-rank matrices. This property introduces extra hyper-parameters
and computation costs. Here, we propose an efficient one-shot rank allocation method to overcome the
computation inefficiency of the existing dynamic methods.

Above all, we introduce some preliminaries about how to estimate the importance of weights in neural
networks. Based on the first-order Taylor expansion, the importance of a weight matrix can be computed
by the error induced by removing it from the network[59], defined as,

N, 2

; (11)

1

N,
€ =1

LY, M(X))

awi oW

(W) = <axMu»—amﬁmeam%ﬂ

where W¥(35) is the j-th element in the weight matrix W*, N, is the number of elements in W* and © is
the Hadamard product. However, the gradient matrix % can not be obtained because W is frozen
during the low-rank training process. To solve this problem, we approximate it using its incremental update

AW, which can be computed by low-rank matrices A* and B using the Eq.(2).

OL(Y,M(X)) 1 1 , o , S 1 . o
o AW = — [(Wi+ BiAY) — (Wi + Bl AL )] = =(BIAL — B, | Al
aWz n n [( 0 t t) ( 0 t+1 t+1)] 77( 4t t+1 t+1)
IR Y i OLY,M(X)), . OL(Y,M(X))
_ gL M(X))  OLEY, M(X)) ,; 0L, M(X)) OL(Y, M(X))
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where A! and B are the low-rank matrices at training round ¢, constant 7 is the learning rate and Wy is the
pre-trained weight. Although Eq.(12) enables importance score estimation during model training, iterative
matrix multiplication induces a heavy computation burden. Hence, we propose to simplify the estimation
function Eq.(12) and compute the importance score in a ’one-shot’ manner. Specifically, we only use the first
gradient-backpropagation process to achieve the entire rank allocation process and fix the ranks of different
low-rank matrices during the remaining training iterations. In the first backpropagation process, the low-
rank matrices {A?}7" ;| are initialized from a normal distribution N(0,0?) and {B?}" | are initialized to
zero. Consequently, the gradient of {A?}" | at the 0-th (first) iteration is zero according to Eq.(2). Based
on the above initialization conditions, Eq.(12) at the 0-th iteration can be rewritten as,

LY, M (X))
oW;

LY, M(X)) ,; OL(Y,M(X))
OB} o A}

1 .
x —EAW(j = =0,B) =0, (13)

where {W{}7_, are the pre-trained weight matrices in the backbone model M (X). Then, the importance
score of the pre-trained weight Wj can be approximated as,

OL(Y, M (X)) ?

9B (14)

%)@mg

vy = 1) = ( 2

Then, we sort the importance [ (W) of all pre-trained matrices in descending order and allocate different
ranks for their low-rank matrices. Here, we assume the ranks of the incremental matrices corresponding
to the important weights should be higher than those of the incremental matrices associated with the
unimportant weights. The allocated rank r? of the incremental matrices of the pre-trained weight W¢ is
defined as,

1

V——

1 . =k =ne, (15)
57, otherwise
where r is an initial rank, and ¢ is a hyper-parameter that controls the number of important weight
matrices. Note that the allocated ranks {r*}? ; are fixed during the remaining iterations, and the low-rank

{T‘, T(W{) in the top-k of {T(Wg)}*
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matrices ({B*}7;, {A*}™ ) are reset based on their allocated ranks. Eq.(14) is only computed at the 0-th
iteration, which avoids numerous matrix multiplication. In addition, the proposed rank allocation process
does not require constraint on the orthogonality of low-rank matrices. In summary, the above advantages
allow the proposed method to have a faster training speed compared to existing dynamic methods, such as
AdaLoRA[30] and IncreLoRA[26].

4.5 Lightweight semi-supervised learning

Semi-supervised learning (SSL) is an efficient tool for model performance enhancement when large-scale
unlabeled data is available[7, 60]. Recently, many studies utilized label guessing and consistency regu-
larization to further improve the model performance in SSL tasks, such as FixMatch[8], FlexMatch[21]
and SoftMatch[24]. However, the above two techniques require the output predictions of the weak and
strong-augmented unlabeled samples, which induces extra computation costs. Consequently, traditional
SSL methods usually exhibit much higher memory costs and longer training time than the naive supervised
models. Based on the backbone model, we propose a lightweight SSL. method without extensive consistency
training and pseudo-label guessing.

The main drawback of fully-supervised learning on small datasets is over-fitting, while semi-supervised
learning alleviates this problem by utilizing large-scale unlabeled data. However, the heavy computation
burden limits their application in real-world scenarios. Consequently, a natural question is: How can we
alleviate the over-fitting problem in a lightweight but effective manner? Our solution is to update the batch
normalization (BN) layers in a semi-supervised manner using both labeled and unlabeled data. Subsequently,
the unlabeled data is released, and only the labeled data is forwarded to the self-attention and classification
blocks for loss computation. For labeled inputs {xz}f\g and unlabeled inputs {x;}iszl, the mean value p
and the variance o of the semi-supervised BN layers in the convolution blocks can be updated as,

~y Np 1 — 5 Ny
MszBzfﬂZ‘*‘ Ny ZCUZ» (16)
i=1 i=1
y Np 1=y Ny
=N (z — 1)* + N (z, — p)?, (17)
B3 U i3

where Ny and Ny are the numbers of labeled and unlabeled samples in the current mini-batch, and
Ne__ Note that N equals Ny in this study, thus v = 0.5. With very limited labeled data zy, the

V= NpiNo
estimated mean pp = - Np i and variance op = o SN (43 — pp)? in traditional BN are prone
to be influenced by the over-fitting problem according to the law of large numbers. On the contrary, the
proposed semi-supervised BN alleviates the problem by utilizing large-scale unlabeled data x,, for parameter
estimation, which improves the model performance on unseen distributions. Since the BN layers do not exist
in the self-attention and classification blocks, we only forward the labeled features to them to reduce memory
cost and training time. Although the proposed method discards the label guessing and the consistency
regularization modules, the results demonstrate that it achieves similar or even better performance on four
datasets than the SOTA SSL methods. Additionally, its computation costs are much lower than the existing

methods, including less memory consumption and faster training speed.

4.6 Signal pre-processing and data augmentation

Artifact removal and data augmentation are two factors that play important roles in model performance.
Firstly, we introduce the signal pre-processing pipeline employed in the proposed framework. The ECG
recordings from the CODE-15% and CODE-full databases are first resampled to a 400Hz sampling rate
following the configuration of the dataset provider[5]. The sampling rate of the recordings from the four
downstream databases remains unchanged. Subsequently, a band-pass filter (1-47Hz) is applied to remove
the power-line interference and baseline drift. Then, the pre-processed signals are normalized using z-
score normalization. Secondly, CutMix[61] is employed for labeled data augmentation. Since the sample
generation process of CutMix requires true labels that are absent in the unlabeled data, we employed the
ECGAugment[10] for unlabeled data augmentation, which generates new samples by randomly selecting a
transformation to perturb the pre-processed signals. Note that only the weak-augmentation module in the
ECGAugment is employed.
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Algorithm 1 FastECG algorithm

Input:
- Labeled dataset Dg = {X},Y,} and unlabeled dataset Dy = {X,};
- Pre-trained model My = {W{i}? ; Initial rank r; The ratio of important weights ¢; The random-
deactivation probability p; Batch sizes of the labeled samples (Np) and the unlabeled samples (Ny/).
Output: Adapted model M with the updated parameters {W? = W{¢ + (1 — p)A* B} ;
1: One-shot rank allocation
2: Compute the importance of each pre-trained weight using the Eq.(14) and the labeled dataset Dp;
3. Based on the initial rank r and the ratio ¢, allocate the final rank 7% of the incremental matrices (A%, B?)
of the pre-trained weight W{ using Eq.(15).

4: for 1 to iteration do

5: sample labeled data {x, ¥y} from Dp;

6: sample unlabeled data {z,} from Dy;

7: apply data augmentation to x; and x,;

8: Lightweight semi-supervised learning

o: Based on Eq.(16) and Eq.(17), update the semi-supervised batch-normalization layers in the
convolution blocks using the labeled data x; and the unlabeled data x,,.

10: release the unlabeled data z, in the GPU memory

11: Random-deactivation low-rank adaptation

12: initialize hg = xp

13: fori=1,2,..n do

14: sample ¢; from the Bernoulli distribution B(d,1 — p)

15: hl = (Wé + 5BiAi)hi_1

16: end for

17: Based on the model output h,, and the ground-truth y;, compute the supervised multi-label binary

cross-entropy loss using Eq.(1).
18: apply an early-stop strategy to avoid overfitting;
19: end for
20: Merge the incremental matrices into the pre-trained weights, as {W? = W¢ + (1 — p)B* A} ;

5 Data availability

The Georgia 12-lead ECG Challenge (G12EC) database, the Chapman-Shaoxing database, the Ningbo
database, and the Physikalisch-Technische Bundesanstalt (PTB-XL) database can be freely down-
loaded from https://physionet.org/content /challenge-2021/1.0.3/. The CODE-15% database is available at
https://zenodo.org/records/4916206. Restrictions apply to the availability of the CODE-full database, and
requests to access it must be submitted and reviewed individually by the Telehealth Network of Minas
Gerais (antonio.ribeiro@ebserh.gov.br) for academic use only.

6 Code availability

All relevant models were implemented based on Python language and a popular deep-
learning framework Pytorch. The source code and the pre-trained backbones can be found at
https://github.com/KAZABANA /FastECG.
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Extended Data Table 1: Performance comparisons between FastECG and parameter-efficient semi-
supervised baselines on the base backbone. The average performance on all CVDs within each dataset is
shown across six seeds. The standard deviation is also reported for the evaluation metrics.

Methods Params | Time/iter | Ranking Loss | Coverage | Macro AUC 1 MAP 1 Macro Gg—2 T Macro Fg—2 T

G12EC Dataset

FixMatch 9.505 M 187 ms 0.107£0.006  4.2924+0.163 0.8294+0.004 0.468+0.009 0.280+0.010 0.510£0.016
+ LoRA,—16 0.795 M 204 ms 0.098+0.003  4.003+0.114 0.8414+0.009 0.460+0.017  0.279£0.022  0.518+0.031
+ DyLoRA,—16 0.795 M 204 ms 0.098+0.004  3.981+0.084 0.841+0.009 0.456+0.010 0.2824+0.017  0.51540.022
+ AdaLoRA,—i6 0.796 M 237 ms 0.096+£0.003  3.986+0.110 0.8444+0.007 0.461+0.008 0.284+0.015 0.520£0.015
+ IncreLoRA,—16 0.824 M 430 ms 0.088+0.003  3.770+0.056 0.850+0.005 0.460+0.008 0.289£0.011  0.532£0.013
+ LoRA,—4 0.222 M 202 ms 0.092+0.004  3.859+0.124 0.850+0.007 0.467+0.004 0.2894+0.014  0.52940.024
+ DyLoRA,_4 0.222 M 203 ms 0.095+£0.002  3.9154+0.106 0.843+0.005 0.460+0.009 0.278+0.017 0.518+0.016
+ AdaLoRA,—4 0.222 M 236 ms 0.093+£0.003  3.871+0.079 0.8494+0.005 0.463+0.008 0.288+0.011  0.528+0.016
+ IncreLoRA,—4 0.246 M 292 ms 0.090+£0.001  3.8174+0.043 0.8474+0.005 0.454+0.006 0.281+0.015  0.52140.022

FastECG,—1¢ 0.510 M 98 ms 0.092+0.002 3.867+0.088 0.855+0.005 0.476+0.006 0.307+0.016 0.551+0.017
FastECG, -4 0.183 M 98 ms 0.089+0.003 3.804+0.095 0.853+0.004 0.467+0.006 0.304+0.013 0.553+0.020

PTB-XL Dataset

FixMatch 9.505 M 208 ms 0.038+£0.001  2.905+0.061 0.882+0.004 0.510+0.006 0.3224+0.007  0.54140.007
+ LoRA,—156 0.795 M 225 ms 0.033+£0.001 2.733+£0.034 0.892+0.002 0.520£0.006 0.3314+0.005 0.55740.004
+ DyLoRA,—16 0.795 M 226 ms 0.033+0.001 2.716+£0.057 0.894+0.003 0.524£0.003 0.3214+0.010 0.553+0.010
+ AdaLoRA,—is 0.796 M 262 ms 0.032£0.001  2.687+0.025 0.896+0.003 0.508+0.009  0.3264+0.012  0.55240.015
+ IncreLoRA,—16 0.825 M 469 ms 0.031+£0.001 2.620£0.020 0.903£0.002 0.520£0.004 0.3424+0.008  0.57340.008
+ LoRA,—4 0.222 M 225 ms 0.032+0.001 2.673+£0.035 0.898+0.004 0.522+0.006 0.3294+0.012  0.55440.009
+ DyLoRA,—4 0.222 M 225 ms 0.032£0.001  2.668+0.036 0.896+0.003 0.521+0.005 0.3284+0.008  0.55440.008
+ AdaLoRA,—4 0.223 M 263 ms 0.032+£0.000  2.696+0.010 0.896+0.002 0.510+0.003 0.323£0.008  0.550%0.012
+ IncreLoRA,—4 0.246 M 322 ms 0.031+£0.001 2.630+£0.034 0.899+0.004 0.518+0.006 0.338+0.009 0.570+0.010

FastECG, -1 0.582 M 110 ms 0.031+0.000 2.641+0.020 0.901+0.003 0.530+0.005 0.346+0.006 0.578+0.006
FastECG,—4 0.159 M 109 ms 0.030+0.001 2.626+0.026 0.899+0.004 0.526+0.005 0.346+0.005 0.580+0.006

Ningbo Dataset

FixMatch 9.506 M 217 ms 0.035+£0.003  3.0254+0.121 0.9224+0.009 0.493+0.023 0.321£0.014  0.54540.020
+ LoRA,—16 0.796 M 234 ms 0.032+£0.001  2.864+0.045 0.926+0.002 0.497+0.018 0.326+£0.007  0.561£0.008
+ DyLoRA,—16 0.796 M 235 ms 0.032+£0.002  2.8744+0.083 0.9274+0.003 0.498+0.017 0.321£0.011  0.553%0.016
+ AdaLoRA,—i6 0.797 M 272 ms 0.032+£0.002  2.8514+0.054 0.925+0.003 0.487+0.021 0.317£0.017  0.546+0.028
+ IncreLoRA,—16 0.827 M 491 ms 0.030+£0.001  2.7724+0.045 0.9294+0.003 0.499+0.023 0.328+0.011  0.564+0.016
+ LoRA,—4 0.223 M 234 ms 0.031+£0.001 2.84240.046 0.926+£0.003 0.489+0.026 0.3194+0.013  0.5514+0.019
+ DyLoRA,—4 0.223 M 234 ms 0.031+£0.001 2.841+£0.034 0.924+0.003 0.489+£0.020 0.323+0.016  0.556+0.026
+ AdaLoRA,—4 0.224 M 272 ms 0.033+£0.001  2.896+0.037 0.923+0.004 0.480+0.018 0.312+0.006  0.543+0.017
+ IncreLoRA,—4 0.247 M 332 ms 0.030+£0.001 2.794+0.046 0.927£0.002 0.490+£0.025 0.3144+0.014  0.55140.022

FastECG,—¢ 0.550 M 115 ms 0.030+0.001 2.805+0.063 0.928+0.002 0.505+0.019 0.334+0.011 0.569+0.014
FastECG,—4 0.168 M 114 ms 0.030+0.001 2.776+0.028 0.929+0.001 0.500+0.017 0.327+0.010 0.567+0.011

Chapman Dataset

FixMatch 9.504 M 186 ms 0.046+£0.004  2.626+0.096 0.897+0.006 0.520+0.009 0.3394+0.012  0.51840.025
+ LoRA,—16 0.795 M 201 ms 0.041+£0.002  2.4934+0.058 0.8994+0.005 0.521+0.014 0.3384£0.011  0.515+0.015
+ DyLoRA,—16 0.795 M 202 ms 0.042+0.004  2.5124+0.091 0.8994+0.003 0.524+0.011 0.336%£0.009 0.511£0.015
+ AdaLoRA,—1s 0.795 M 234 ms 0.042£0.001  2.5204+0.039 0.883+0.011 0.503£0.020 0.3384+0.018  0.4984+0.019
+ IncreLoRA,—16 0.822 M 426 ms 0.041+£0.003  2.48440.072 0.88440.017 0.495+0.022 0.334£0.019  0.504£0.029
+ LoRA,—4 0.222 M 201 ms 0.038+0.001 2.427+40.039 0.902+0.006 0.522+0.010 0.338+0.011  0.523+0.012
+ DyLoRA,—4 0.222 M 200 ms 0.039£0.002  2.4454+0.057 0.898+0.010 0.518+0.013  0.33140.008  0.506+0.016
+ AdaLoRA,—4 0.222 M 233 ms 0.039+£0.002  2.4574+0.044 0.8914+0.010 0.5124+0.014 0.3454+0.014  0.521£0.018
+ IncreLoRA,—4 0.246 M 288 ms 0.039+0.001 2.446+0.039 0.888+0.008 0.502+0.015 0.3394+0.014  0.505+0.022

FastECG,—1¢ 0.581 M 97 ms 0.040+0.002 2.483+0.055 0.896+0.006 0.536+0.004 0.355+0.005 0.530+0.008
FastECG,—4 0.180 M 97 ms 0.038+0.002 2.418+0.049 0.898+0.005 0.526+0.006 0.352+0.009 0.530+0.012
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Extended Data Table 2: Backbone model specifications. N¢oy. indicates the number of convolution blocks,
N4+ indicates the number of self-attention blocks, and N indicates the number of classification blocks. C'
is the number of convolution channels. Hidden size is the hidden layer dimension of the self-attention blocks.
Head Num is the number of heads in multi-head self-attention. Params is the total number of parameters
in the backbone.

Backbone Size Neonw Natt Nes C Hidden size Head Num Params
Base 3 8 1 256 256 16 9.505M
Medium 3 12 1 512 512 16 50.494M
Large 3 12 1 768 768 16 113.490M
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Extended Data Fig. 1: Performance comparisons between FastECG and the baseline models under various

labeled ratios using the base backbone.
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Extended Data Fig. 2: The rank distributions generated by the proposed one-shot rank allocation method
on four datasets using the base backbone. Specifically, we visualize the allocated rank of each block in the
backbone network, which is the average rank of the incremental matrices within the block. For simplicity,
we present the abbreviations of different blocks.(’Conv1’: the 1-st convolution block; 'Att1’: the 1-st self-
attention block ; 'Cls’: classification block.
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Extended Data Table 3: Performance comparisons between FastECG and semi-supervised baselines on the
medium backbone. The average performance on all CVDs within each dataset is shown across six seeds.
The standard deviation is also reported for the evaluation metrics.

Methods Params | Mem | Time/iter | Ranking Loss | Coverage | Macro AUC 1 MAP 1 Macro Gg—2 T Macro Fg—g T

G12EC Dataset

ReMixMatch 50.493 M 17.931 GB 719 ms 0.160+0.009 5.299+0.175 0.7661+0.014 0.318+0.020 0.19440.013 0.430+0.023
MixedTeacher 50.493 M 9.461 GB 396 ms 0.096+0.003 4.0164+0.060 0.846+0.008 0.499+0.009 0.303+0.014 0.537£0.018
FixMatch 50.493 M 13.589 GB 499 ms 0.096+0.006 4.0274£0.109 0.850+0.009 0.49940.014 0.29940.016 0.529+0.016
FlexMatch 50.493 M 13.589 GB 498 ms 0.104£0.003 4.2164+0.070  0.848+0.008 0.499+0.009 0.29440.019 0.521£0.020
SoftMatch 50.493 M 13.589 GB 498 ms 0.097+0.003 4.096+0.093 0.853+0.007 0.50540.008 0.309+0.010 0.536+0.013
Adsh 50.493 M 9.251 GB 524 ms 0.098+0.003 4.1074+0.090 0.845+0.008 0.493£0.011 0.298+0.014 0.531£0.020
SAW 50.493 M 13.589 GB 499 ms 0.100£0.003 4.12940.083  0.847+0.004 0.49040.007 0.2934+0.014 0.526+0.012
FastECG,—-16 1.568 M 6.158 GB 243 ms 0.086+0.004 3.740+0.134 0.862+0.006 0.507+0.007 0.317+0.022 0.561+0.024
FastECG,—4 0.458 M 6.146 GB 241 ms 0.085+0.002 3.741+0.068 0.862+0.007 0.503+0.006 0.316+0.013 0.560+0.015

PTB-XL Dataset

ReMixMatch 50.494 M 17.931 GB 797 ms 0.064+0.005 3.589+0.161 0.8154+0.012 0.335+0.017 0.20940.010 0.423+0.009
MixedTeacher 50.494 M 9.459 GB 440 ms 0.032+0.001 2.706+£0.049 0.898+0.004 0.539+0.005 0.340+0.013 0.559+0.012
FixMatch 50.494 M 13.589 GB 553 ms 0.034£0.002 2.767+0.053 0.898+0.003 0.536+0.006 0.34040.006 0.556+0.010
FlexMatch 50.494 M 13.589 GB 553 ms 0.034£0.001 2.74740.047 0.90110.004 0.529+0.004 0.348+0.013 0.559£0.008
SoftMatch 50.494 M 13.589 GB 553 ms 0.034£0.001 2.790+0.026 0.8984+0.003 0.533+0.004 0.34140.007 0.553+0.009
Adsh 50.494 M 9.251 GB 796 ms 0.033£0.002 2.757£0.079 0.9014+0.003 0.537+£0.007 0.33940.008 0.557+0.014
SAW 50.494 M 13.589 GB 554 ms 0.034£0.001 2.778+0.050 0.8994+0.001 0.531+0.010 0.34440.011 0.562+0.009
FastECG,—-16 1.485 M 6.161 GB 271 ms 0.0274+0.001 2.5394+0.033 0.913+0.003 0.550+0.004 0.369+0.005 0.588+0.003
FastECG,—4 0.505 M 6.150 GB 270 ms 0.0274+0.001 2.529+0.019 0.914+0.003 0.547+0.003 0.372+0.006 0.599+0.010

Ningbo Dataset

ReMixMatch 50.496 M 17.932 GB 825 ms 0.082+0.016 4.22440.386  0.82940.025 0.298+0.038 0.19540.027 0.396+0.034
MixedTeacher 50.496 M 9.459 GB 457 ms 0.031£0.002 2.856+0.078 0.926+0.009 0.52540.023 0.34240.016 0.571£0.023
FixMatch 50.496 M 13.589 GB 572 ms 0.031£0.002 2.86940.081 0.93140.003 0.531+0.021 0.34940.014 0.5754+0.015
FlexMatch 50.496 M 13.589 GB 573 ms 0.031£0.002 2.853+0.081 0.930+0.002 0.52440.012 0.3474+0.013 0.575+0.018
SoftMatch 50.496 M 13.589 GB 574 ms 0.031£0.002 2.8774£0.094 0.9274+0.002 0.525%+0.019 0.34440.014 0.5734+0.017
Adsh 50.496 M 9.251 GB 1061 ms 0.031£0.002 2.868+0.061 0.9274+0.004 0.523+0.013 0.34240.012 0.571£0.017
SAW 50.496 M 13.589 GB 572 ms 0.032£0.002 2.911+0.105 0.9304+0.003 0.525+0.017 0.34240.013 0.5784+0.016
FastECG,—-16 1.705 M 6.172 GB 282 ms 0.027+0.001 2.701+0.051 0.933+0.003 0.531+0.018 0.356+0.013 0.588+0.021
FastECG,—4 0.507 M 6.160 GB 282 ms 0.026+0.001 2.661+0.058 0.934+0.004 0.525+0.018 0.352+0.013 0.587+0.020

Chapman Dataset

ReMixMatch 50.492 M 17.931 GB 715 ms 0.101£0.019 3.608+0.283  0.8234+0.021 0.362+0.036 0.230+0.029 0.426+0.028
MixedTeacher 50.492 M 9.461 GB 394 ms 0.037£0.002 2.420£0.071  0.9094+0.010 0.539+0.007 0.348+0.016 0.513+0.026
FixMatch 50.492 M 13.589 GB 495 ms 0.038+0.004 2.43940.092 0.9054+0.010 0.538+0.011 0.35740.009 0.522+0.020
FlexMatch 50.492 M 13.589 GB 495 ms 0.041+0.003 2.51940.077 0.9014+0.004 0.531+0.011 0.345+0.016 0.512+0.030
SoftMatch 50.492 M 13.589 GB 495 ms 0.043£0.004 2.546+0.101  0.90240.009 0.535+0.008 0.35540.015 0.526+0.026
Adsh 50.492 M 9.251 GB 527 ms 0.039+0.004 2.440+0.073  0.9094+0.006 0.546+0.007 0.356+0.007 0.530+0.013
SAW 50.492 M 13.589 GB 493 ms 0.043£0.003 2.549+0.073 0.9014+0.006 0.531+£0.008 0.35740.013 0.532£0.027
FastECG,—-16 1.601 M 6.159 GB 241 ms 0.035+0.002 2.362+0.049 0.909+0.007 0.553+0.013 0.367+0.008 0.540+0.019
FastECG,—-4 0.402 M 6.145 GB 240 ms 0.0344+0.001 2.3344+0.033 0.908+0.008 0.538+0.014 0.361+0.009 0.531+0.019
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Extended Data Table 4: Performance comparisons between FastECG and semi-supervised baselines on the
large backbone. The average performance on all CVDs within each dataset is shown across six seeds. The
standard deviation is also reported for the evaluation metrics.

Methods Params | Mem | Time/iter | Ranking Loss | Coverage | Macro AUC 1 MAP 1 Macro Gg—2 T Macro Fg_o T

G12EC Dataset

ReMixMatch 113.489 M 26.325 GB 1418 ms 0.157+0.016 5.240+£0.328 0.776+0.017 0.336+0.025 0.205+0.019 0.432+0.027
MixedTeacher 113.489 M 14.257 GB 728 ms 0.111+£0.022 4.36540.447 0.835+0.026 0.489+0.018 0.285+0.017 0.517£0.029
FixMatch 113.489 M 20.061 GB 966 ms 0.100+£0.005 4.14740.113  0.843£0.007  0.493+0.008 0.293+0.011 0.518+0.015
FlexMatch 113.489 M 20.061 GB 966 ms 0.099+0.006 4.0884+0.149  0.847£0.003  0.489+0.005 0.299+0.011 0.534£0.015
SoftMatch 113.489 M 20.061 GB 943 ms 0.100+£0.007 4.13840.194  0.84740.004 0.498+0.005 0.297+0.004 0.532+0.013
Adsh 113.489 M 13.815 GB 951 ms 0.103£0.003 4.24040.073  0.843£0.008 0.496+0.007  0.29440.010 0.521+£0.023
SAW 113.489 M 20.061 GB 939 ms 0.102+0.002 4.18940.070 0.8424+0.003 0.49040.005 0.300+0.007 0.534+0.019

FastECG,—-16 2.658 M 9.217 GB 453 ms 0.085+0.005 3.778+0.140 0.857+0.004 0.509+0.007 0.322+0.009 0.5651+0.010
FastECG,—4 0.761 M 9.206 GB 453 ms 0.084+0.003 3.7424+0.117 0.8594+0.004 0.506+0.007 0.323+0.004 0.561+0.002

PTB-XL Dataset

ReMixMatch 113.490 M 26.325 GB 1614 ms 0.063+0.011 3.59040.332  0.834+0.024 0.380+0.029 0.237+0.027 0.449+0.033

MixedTeacher 113.490 M 14.257 GB 809 ms 0.035+0.001 2.831+£0.032 0.895+0.006 0.5224+0.004  0.334+0.006 0.556+0.008
FixMatch 113.490 M 20.061 GB 1072 ms 0.035+0.003 2.805+£0.102 0.894+0.004 0.521+0.006 0.342+0.007 0.560£0.012
FlexMatch 113.490 M 20.061 GB 1071 ms 0.041£0.004 3.0164+0.124  0.893£0.004 0.519£0.006 0.342+0.010 0.557£0.010
SoftMatch 113.490 M 20.061 GB 1047 ms 0.038+0.003 2.886+£0.094 0.893+0.004 0.523+0.007  0.334+0.007 0.542+0.011
Adsh 113.490 M 13.815 GB 1432 ms 0.036+0.003 2.848+0.114 0.892+0.002 0.527+0.005 0.343£0.009 0.563£0.010
SAW 113.490 M 20.061 GB 1039 ms 0.035+0.002 2.825+0.068 0.899+0.006 0.532+0.006 0.347+0.007 0.560£0.010

FastECG,—-16 2.235 M 9.220 GB 508 ms 0.030+0.002 2.618+0.061 0.909+0.004 0.537+0.004 0.358+0.005 0.587+0.008
FastECG,—4 0.712 M 9.211 GB 506 ms 0.029+0.001 2.602+0.028 0.908+0.003 0.535+0.004 0.356+0.006 0.5821+0.008

Ningbo Dataset

ReMixMatch 113.493 M 26.325 GB 1637 ms 0.069+0.012 3.94940.262 0.863+0.011  0.339£0.026 0.226+0.017 0.442+40.021
MixedTeacher 113.493 M 14.257 GB 840 ms 0.033+0.002 2.934+0.079 0.929+0.003 0.518+0.021 0.341+0.018 0.572+0.026
FixMatch 113.493 M 20.061 GB 1111 ms 0.033£0.002 2.962+£0.070 0.926+0.004 0.513%+0.024 0.33740.018 0.56340.027
FlexMatch 113.493 M 20.061 GB 1083 ms 0.035+0.002 3.0384+0.076  0.9264+0.004 0.51140.023 0.332+0.012 0.562+0.017
SoftMatch 113.493 M 20.061 GB 1080 ms 0.034£0.002 2.999+£0.081 0.924+0.005 0.513%+0.023 0.333£0.014 0.56140.022
Adsh 113.493 M 13.815 GB 1896 ms 0.035£0.003 3.0034+0.111  0.927£0.003  0.511+£0.023 0.342+0.011 0.570£0.014

SAW 113.493 M 20.061 GB 1077 ms 0.035+0.002 3.00940.083 0.9254+0.005 0.509+0.025 0.33740.014 0.56540.025
FastECG,—-16 2.234 M 9.235 GB 530 ms 0.0294+0.001 2.7794+0.027 0.931+0.002 0.523+0.027 0.344+0.010 0.578+0.013
FastECG,—4 0.740 M 9.223 GB 528 ms 0.028+0.001 2.741+0.039 0.930+0.002 0.513+0.018 0.346+0.007 0.5841+0.009

Chapman Dataset

ReMixMatch 113.487 M 26.324 GB 1406 ms 0.090£0.013 3.3914+0.212  0.850£0.007 0.416+0.017  0.265+0.011 0.453£0.021

MixedTeacher 113.487 M 14.257 GB 724 ms 0.040+£0.003 2.493+0.077 0.904+0.009 0.544+0.011 0.341+£0.007 0.516+0.022
FixMatch 113.487 M 20.061 GB 960 ms 0.042+£0.002 2.545+0.048 0.900+0.008 0.5344+0.014  0.350%+0.013 0.518+0.026
FlexMatch 113.487 M 20.061 GB 937 ms 0.045+0.003 2.620+£0.079 0.895+0.014 0.523+0.024 0.333+0.018 0.495+0.025
SoftMatch 113.487 M 20.061 GB 931 ms 0.043+£0.003 2.555+£0.068 0.894+0.008 0.536+0.011 0.345+0.010 0.518+0.021
Adsh 113.487 M 13.815 GB 957 ms 0.046+0.003 2.649+£0.075 0.893+0.009 0.533+0.010 0.341+£0.010 0.511+0.014
SAW 113.487 M 20.061 GB 933 ms 0.044+0.004 2.599+£0.093 0.900+£0.007 0.533%+0.011 0.344+0.015 0.518+0.029

FastECG,—16 2.205 M 9.223 GB 451 ms 0.037+0.001 2.417+0.035 0.904+0.004 0.556+0.006 0.371+0.010 0.552+0.018
FastECG,—-4 0.716 M 9.206 GB 451 ms 0.036+0.001 2.404+0.041 0.902+0.006 0.550+0.008 0.365+0.006 0.5481+0.010
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Extended Data Table 5: Performance comparisons between FastECG and parameter-efficient semi-
supervised baselines on the medium backbone. The average performance on all CVDs within each dataset
is shown across six seeds. The standard deviation is also reported for the evaluation metrics.

Methods Params | Time/iter | Ranking Loss | Coverage | Macro AUC 1 MAP 1 Macro Gg—2 T Macro Fg—2 T

G12EC Dataset

FixMatch 50.493 M 499 ms 0.096+£0.006  4.0274+0.109 0.8504+0.009 0.499+0.014 0.29940.016  0.529+0.016
+ LoRA,—16 2.135 M 545 ms 0.093+£0.003  3.943+0.094 0.854+0.005 0.494+0.006 0.300£0.016  0.534£0.024
+ DyLoRA,—16 2.135 M 542 ms 0.092+0.003  3.913+0.117 0.851+0.007 0.494+0.012 0.2964+0.015  0.5334+0.021
+ AdaLoRA,—1s 2.136 M 585 ms 0.096+£0.004  4.013+0.095 0.8474+0.008 0.478+0.014 0.296+0.009  0.533£0.008
+ IncreLoRA,—16 2.164 M 977 ms 0.085+0.003  3.683+0.100 0.859+0.007 0.482+0.005 0.299£0.011  0.553£0.014
+ LoRA,—4 0.597 M 543 ms 0.092+0.003  3.895+0.075 0.850+0.007 0.485+0.006 0.2924+0.021  0.52240.021
+ DyLoRA,_4 0.597 M 542 ms 0.093+£0.006  3.9104+0.159 0.8514+0.006 0.483+0.008 0.292+0.017  0.53240.021
+ AdaLoRA,—4 0.598 M 584 ms 0.093+£0.005  3.933+0.135 0.850%+0.005 0.486+0.005 0.295+0.008  0.533£0.012
+ IncreLoRA,—4 0.621 M 749 ms 0.084+0.003  3.660+0.114 0.8614+0.007 0.486+0.008 0.301+0.007  0.55240.013

FastECG,—1¢ 1.568 M 243 ms 0.086+0.004 3.740£0.134 0.862+0.006 0.507+0.007 0.317+0.022 0.561+0.024
FastECG, -4 0.458 M 241 ms 0.085+0.002 3.741+0.068 0.862+0.007 0.503+0.006 0.316+0.013 0.560+0.015

PTB-XL Dataset

FixMatch 50.494 M 553 ms 0.034£0.002  2.767+0.053 0.898+0.003 0.536+0.006 0.34040.006  0.55640.010
+ LoRA,—156 2.135 M 603 ms 0.030+£0.001 2.632£0.050 0.906+£0.005 0.532£0.005 0.3524+0.008 0.57140.012
+ DyLoRA,—16 2.135 M 603 ms 0.031+£0.001 2.683+£0.060 0.903+£0.006 0.533£0.008 0.3444+0.017  0.567+0.017
+ AdaLoRA,—is 2.137T M 652 ms 0.031£0.001  2.636+0.022 0.905+0.004 0.529+0.006 0.35040.006  0.57140.005
+ IncreLoRA,—16 2.005 M 1090 ms 0.029+0.001 2.567+£0.029 0.908+0.004 0.540£0.007 0.36440.007 0.586+0.013
+ LoRA,—4 0.598 M 602 ms 0.030+£0.001 2.609+0.056 0.908+0.005 0.530£0.006 0.345+0.008 0.571+0.013
+ DyLoRA,—4 0.598 M 600 ms 0.030£0.001  2.607+0.038 0.907+0.003 0.530+0.005 0.3424+0.022  0.56440.016
+ AdaLoRA,—4 0.598 M 650 ms 0.030+£0.001 2.610£0.024 0.907£0.003 0.534£0.005 0.3544+0.003  0.5784+0.006
+ IncreLoRA,—4 0.623 M 830 ms 0.028+0.000  2.548+0.009 0.9124+0.002 0.542+0.005 0.362£0.013  0.586+0.012

FastECG, -1 1.485 M 271 ms 0.027+0.001 2.539+0.033 0.913+0.003 0.550+0.004 0.369+0.005 0.588+0.003
FastECG,—4 0.505 M 270 ms 0.027+0.001 2.529+0.019 0.914+0.003 0.547+0.003 0.372+0.006 0.599+0.010

Ningbo Dataset

FixMatch 50.496 M 572 ms 0.031+£0.002  2.8694+0.081 0.931+0.003 0.531+0.021 0.349£0.014  0.575+0.015
+ LoRA,—16 2.137 M 625 ms 0.0284+0.001  2.7594+0.044 0.9274+0.003 0.518+0.017 0.345+£0.008  0.580+0.012
+ DyLoRA,—16 2.137 M 625 ms 0.028+0.002  2.7354+0.061 0.9284+0.004 0.502+0.022 0.331£0.009  0.564+0.014
+ AdaLoRA,—16 2.139 M 674 ms 0.030+£0.001 2.799+0.084 0.927+£0.002 0.507£0.020 0.3304+0.010 0.565+0.018
+ IncreLoRA,—16 2.145 M 1124 ms 0.027+£0.001  2.6794+0.044 0.9324+0.002 0.521+0.014 0.337£0.008  0.569+0.015
+ LoRA,—4 0.600 M 624 ms 0.028+0.001 2.72240.058 0.929+0.002 0.516£0.014 0.338+0.015 0.565+0.016
+ DyLoRA,—4 0.600 M 621 ms 0.028+0.001 2.717£0.039 0.929+0.002 0.510£0.018 0.335+0.011  0.569+0.017
+ AdaLoRA,—4 0.600 M 672 ms 0.030+£0.003  2.790+0.083 0.9274+0.004 0.505+0.019 0.325+£0.006  0.558+0.017
+ IncreLoRA,—4 0.622 M 858 ms 0.027+£0.001 2.667+£0.018 0.931+£0.001 0.519+£0.013 0.338+0.010  0.569+0.018

FastECG,—¢ 1.705 M 282 ms 0.027+0.001 2.701£0.051 0.933+0.003 0.531+0.018 0.356+0.013 0.588+0.021
FastECG,—4 0.507 M 282 ms 0.026+0.001 2.661+0.058 0.934+0.004 0.525+0.018 0.352+0.013 0.587+0.020

Chapman Dataset

FixMatch 50.492 M 495 ms 0.038+£0.004  2.4394+0.092 0.905+0.010 0.538+0.011  0.35740.009  0.52240.020
+ LoRA,—16 2.134 M 540 ms 0.038+0.002  2.42440.053 0.89940.009 0.532+0.021 0.3454+0.009  0.51440.024
+ DyLoRA,—16 2.134 M 540 ms 0.037+£0.004  2.401+0.095 0.903+0.008 0.531+0.013 0.345+0.013  0.518+0.027
+ AdaLoRA,—1s 2.135 M 583 ms 0.037£0.002  2.3944+0.066 0.894+0.009 0.511+£0.020 0.3434+0.004  0.49340.013
+ IncreLoRA,—16 2.159 M 962 ms 0.035+0.001 2.337£0.034 0.889+0.010 0.515£0.013 0.3424+0.011  0.496+0.017
+ LoRA,—4 0.596 M 539 ms 0.036+£0.002  2.3724+0.051 0.901+0.005 0.535+0.007 0.357£0.010  0.521£0.022
+ DyLoRA,—4 0.596 M 537 ms 0.036+£0.002  2.3714+0.034 0.903+0.005 0.528+0.015 0.35040.011  0.51540.020
+ AdaLoRA,—4 0.597 M 580 ms 0.036+£0.002  2.3624+0.029 0.9014+0.008 0.5214+0.018 0.344£0.006  0.508+0.006
+ IncreLoRA,—4 0.618 M 746 ms 0.035+£0.002  2.348+0.046 0.888+0.010 0.510+0.016  0.344£0.008  0.502£0.020

FastECG,—1¢ 1.601 M 241 ms 0.035+0.002 2.362+0.049 0.909+0.007 0.553+0.013 0.367+0.008 0.540+0.019
FastECG,—4 0.402 M 240 ms 0.034+0.001 2.334+0.033 0.908+0.008 0.538+0.014 0.361+0.009 0.531+0.019
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Extended Data Table 6: Performance comparisons between FastECG and parameter-efficient semi-
supervised baselines on the large backbone. The average performance on all CVDs within each dataset is
shown across six seeds. The standard deviation is also reported for the evaluation metrics.

Methods Params | Time/iter | Ranking Loss | Coverage | Macro AUC 1 MAP 7t Macro Gg—2 T Macro Fg—s 1

G12EC Dataset

FixMatch 113.489 M 966 ms 0.100£0.005  4.147£0.113 0.8434+0.007 0.493£0.008 0.293£0.011  0.518%+0.015
+ LoRA,—16 3.201 M 1023 ms 0.094£0.003  3.983£0.134 0.8494+0.004 0.492£0.006 0.294£0.010 0.530%0.020
+ DyLoRA,—16 3.201 M 1024 ms 0.091£0.003  3.911£0.070 0.849+0.005 0.49240.008 0.29740.017  0.534+0.022
+ AdaLoRA,—16 3.203 M 1025 ms 0.093£0.003  3.972£0.119 0.8424+0.003 0.482£0.008 0.296£0.008 0.5324+0.010
+ IncreLoRA,—16 3.245 M 1575 ms 0.084£0.002  3.708+0.075 0.851+0.003 0.493£0.008 0.309£0.013  0.543+0.021
+ LoRA,—4 0.896 M 1021 ms 0.092+0.005  3.895+0.130 0.851+0.005 0.4934+0.007 0.2964+0.010 0.530+0.012
+ DyLoRA,_4 0.896 M 1021 ms 0.090£0.004  3.864£0.133 0.849+0.006 0.495+0.008 0.301£0.010 0.5354+0.008
+ AdaLoRA,—4 0.896 M 1021 ms 0.089£0.002  3.852£0.069 0.847+0.004 0.487£0.003 0.297£0.018 0.527+0.024
+ IncreLoRA,—4 0.921 M 1348 ms 0.082+£0.003  3.666+0.086 0.856+0.006 0.497+0.007 0.308+£0.010 0.542+0.016

FastECG,—1¢ 2.658 M 453 ms 0.085+0.005 3.778+0.140 0.857+0.004 0.509+0.007 0.322+0.009 0.565+0.010
FastECG, -4 0.761 M 453 ms 0.0844+0.003 3.7424+0.117 0.859+0.004 0.506+0.007 0.323+0.004 0.561+0.002

PTB-XL Dataset

FixMatch 113.490 M 1072 ms 0.0354+0.003  2.805+0.102 0.894+0.004 0.52140.006 0.3424+0.007 0.560+0.012
+ LoRA,—156 3.202 M 1135 ms 0.030£0.001  2.635£0.023 0.903+0.002 0.522£0.006 0.332£0.010 0.5504+0.014
+ DyLoRA,—16 3.202 M 1135 ms 0.031£0.001  2.674£0.030 0.906+0.002 0.528+0.002 0.346+£0.010 0.566+0.008
+ AdaLoRA,—1s 3.203 M 1138 ms 0.033£0.000  2.716+0.019 0.894+0.003 0.51740.006 0.34540.008 0.558+0.006
+ IncreLoRA,—16 3.167 M 1758 ms 0.031£0.001  2.660£0.030 0.898+0.004 0.519£0.004 0.348+£0.012 0.566+0.012
+ LoRA,—4 0.897 M 1133 ms 0.030£0.001  2.621£0.026 0.904+0.003 0.523£0.006 0.342£0.012 0.564+0.014
+ DyLoRA,—4 0.897 M 1133 ms 0.030£0.001  2.63240.030 0.903+0.004 0.52540.004 0.33940.011  0.570+0.010
+ AdaLoRA,—4 0.897 M 1134 ms 0.032£0.001  2.699£0.052 0.8974+0.004 0.516£0.004 0.339£0.007 0.56740.007
+ IncreLoRA,—4 0.920 M 1493 ms 0.030£0.000  2.631£0.016 0.901+0.002 0.524£0.005 0.351£0.005 0.573+0.010

FastECG, -1 2.235 M 508 ms 0.030+0.002 2.618+0.061 0.909+0.004 0.537+0.004 0.358+0.005 0.587+0.008
FastECG,—4 0.712 M 506 ms 0.0294+0.001 2.602+0.028 0.908+0.003 0.535+0.004 0.356+0.006 0.582+0.008

Ningbo Dataset

FixMatch 113.493 M 1111 ms 0.033£0.002  2.962£0.070 0.926+0.004 0.513£0.024 0.337£0.018 0.563%+0.027
+ LoRA,—16 3.205 M 1177 ms 0.030£0.002  2.845+0.073 0.9254+0.003 0.508+0.023 0.336+£0.009 0.566+0.017
+ DyLoRA,—16 3.205 M 1176 ms 0.030£0.002  2.834£0.093 0.927+0.003 0.504£0.024 0.326£0.013  0.553%+0.019
+ AdaLoRA,—16 3.206 M 1180 ms 0.031£0.001  2.855+0.074 0.9204+0.002 0.491£0.017 0.315£0.011  0.545+0.018
+ IncreLoRA,—16 3.247 M 1766 ms 0.028+0.001  2.750£0.030 0.926+0.004 0.50240.024 0.3304+0.009 0.562+0.017
+ LoRA,—4 0.900 M 1173 ms 0.029+£0.001  2.802£0.053 0.925+0.002 0.510£0.023 0.332£0.010 0.563+0.018
+ DyLoRA,—4 0.900 M 1174 ms 0.030£0.001  2.803£0.035 0.926+0.003 0.505£0.028 0.330£0.010 0.564+0.020
+ AdaLoRA,—4 0.900 M 1175 ms 0.031£0.003  2.846+0.128 0.922+0.002 0.49540.023 0.3264+0.012  0.555+0.023
+ IncreLoRA,—4 0.923 M 1545 ms 0.028+£0.001  2.736£0.028 0.9274+0.003 0.499£0.016 0.329£0.011  0.5614+0.017

FastECG,—¢ 2.234 M 530 ms 0.029+0.001 2.779+0.027 0.931+£0.002 0.523+0.027 0.344+0.010 0.578+0.013
FastECG, -4 0.740 M 528 ms 0.0284+0.001 2.7414+0.039 0.930+0.002 0.513+0.018 0.346+0.007 0.584+0.009

Chapman Dataset

FixMatch 113.487 M 960 ms 0.04240.002  2.54540.048 0.900+0.008 0.53440.014 0.35040.013  0.518+0.026
+ LoRA,—16 3.200 M 1016 ms 0.040£0.003  2.501£0.079 0.896+0.004 0.541£0.005 0.343£0.015 0.50940.024
+ DyLoRA,—16 3.200 M 1016 ms 0.040£0.004  2.484£0.080 0.897+0.006 0.537£0.009 0.352£0.006 0.524+0.021
+ AdaLoRA,—1s 3.201 M 1018 ms 0.037£0.002  2.416+0.039 0.894+0.003 0.5314+0.011 0.343+0.011  0.509+0.021
+ IncreLoRA,—16 3.231 M 1541 ms 0.033£0.002  2.309£0.037 0.895+0.008 0.539£0.014 0.355+£0.010 0.51740.017
+ LoRA,—4 0.894 M 1016 ms 0.038+£0.001  2.452£0.039 0.901+0.006 0.542£0.008 0.338+£0.015 0.5124+0.028
+ DyLoRA,—4 0.894 M 1015 ms 0.037£0.003  2.41540.068 0.899+0.005 0.5334+0.015 0.3414+0.013  0.505+0.021
+ AdaLoRA,—4 0.895 M 1015 ms 0.036£0.001  2.412£0.039 0.898+0.005 0.543£0.007 0.341£0.007 0.51740.019
+ IncreLoRA,—4 0.920 M 1340 ms 0.033£0.001  2.316£0.028 0.8974+0.007 0.539£0.025 0.360£0.017 0.528+0.019

FastECG,—1¢ 2.205 M 451 ms 0.0374+0.001 2.4174+0.035 0.904+0.004 0.556+0.006 0.371+0.010 0.552+0.018
FastECG,—4 0.716 M 451 ms 0.036+0.001 2.404+0.041 0.902+0.006 0.550+0.008 0.365+0.006 0.548+0.010
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