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Beyond Discrete Tokens: Preserving Numerical Continuity
in Medical Vision-Language Models

Dianye Huang, Jiamei Guo, Yue Zhou, Mingde Li,
Yi Xiong, Wei Wang, Nassir Navab, and Zhongliang Jiang

Abstract— Objective: To develop a unified vision-language
model for prompt-conditioned quantitative ultrasound measure-
ment that addresses the mismatch between continuous mea-
surement targets and discrete token-based numerical prediction.
Methods: This article presents HAD-VLM, a hybrid autoregressive-
diffusion framework that combines autoregressive text generation
with continuous measurement prediction within a shared back-
bone. Visual prompt tuning adapts the vision encoder to ultra-
sound images. A diffusion process predicts a five-component rep-
resentation comprising caliper endpoint coordinates and measure-
ment length. A post-processing strategy combining the proposed
coordinate-length consistency mechanism with ensemble predic-
tion is introduced to refine measurement estimates. We evaluate
four echocardiographic measurement tasks on EchoNet-LVH, with
additional assessments of medical question answering and X-ray
vertebral measurement. Results: HAD-VLM achieves mean abso-
lute errors of 1.36, 2.77, 3.05, and 1.16 mm for IVSd, LVIDd, LVIDs,
and LVPWd, respectively, reducing errors by 21.4-37.6% relative
to the Vicuna-based autoregressive baseline. It also outperforms
fine-tuned Qwen3-VL and direct MLP regression across all four
tasks. Medical question answering performance is preserved on
the evaluated dataset. For X-ray vertebral measurement, HAD-VLM
reduces mean absolute error from 11.4 to 6.7 pixels. Conclusion:
Integrating autoregressive language generation with diffusion-
based continuous prediction improves quantitative medical image
measurement while retaining prompt-conditioned task flexibility.
Significance: HAD-VLM provides a unified approach to combining
language interaction with anatomically grounded numerical predic-
tion for quantitative medical image analysis.

Index Terms— Vision-Language Models, Ultrasound Im-
age, Ultrasound Measurement, Multi-task Learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantitative measurements are essential components of clinical
image interpretation. Anatomical dimensions, lesion diameters, and
ventricular volumes provide objective information for diagnosis,
disease characterization, and longitudinal follow-up [1], [2]. In ultra-
sound (US), obtaining these measurements often requires identifying
anatomical landmarks and manually positioning calipers or tracing
anatomical boundaries. These procedures increase examination work-
load and are subject to intra- and inter-observer variability [3], [4].
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Fig. 1: An illustration of the mismatch between continuous anatom-
ical measurements and discrete token-based numerical prediction.

Deep learning has therefore been widely investigated to automate
US measurement, with promising results in anatomical segmenta-
tion, landmark localization, and quantitative cardiac assessment [2],
[5], [6]. Nevertheless, many existing systems operate on predefined
anatomical targets and output schemas [7]–[9].

Vision-language models (VLMs) offer a complementary approach
by allowing image analysis tasks to be specified through natural-
language instructions. Advances in biomedical visual question an-
swering and radiology report generation demonstrate the potential of
a shared vision-language backbone to support diverse image inter-
pretation tasks [10]–[12]. For quantitative US assessment, such an
interface could allow a clinician to specify the desired measurement
through a text prompt while sharing visual and semantic representa-
tions across related tasks. Realizing this capability, however, requires
accurate numerical prediction alongside language generation.

A central challenge lies in the mismatch between continuous
measurement targets and discrete token-based output modeling, as il-
lustrated in Fig. 1. Clinically relevant quantities, such as distances and
diameters, are continuous variables, whereas autoregressive VLMs
typically represent numerical values as token sequences and optimize
their likelihood through categorical next-token prediction. Although
language models can learn numerical relationships, this objective does
not explicitly account for the magnitude of numerical errors [13],
[14]. For example, depending on the tokenizer, the value ’10.1’ may
be decomposed into ’10’, ’.’, and ’1’, each generated sequentially.
Such a representation does not explicitly preserve numerical prox-
imity: similar values may have different tokenizations, and token-
level prediction errors do not directly reflect distances between
the corresponding values. For caliper-based measurements, small

ar
X

iv
:2

61
0.

32
94

8v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 2

3 
O

ct
 2

02
6

https://arxiv.org/abs/2610.32948v1


2 GENERIC COLORIZED JOURNAL, VOL. XX, NO. XX, XXXX 2023

Fig. 2: Overview of HAD-VLM for prompt-conditioned quantitative ultrasound measurement. The framework comprises (a) an prompt-
adapted vision encoder, (b) a projector, (c) a hybrid LLM, and (d) a post-processing module. It integrates autoregressive text generation with
diffusion-based continuous measurement prediction via a 5-tuple measurement representation and a coordinate-length consistency mechanism.

perturbations in endpoint coordinates should produce correspond-
ingly small changes in the measured length; however, conventional
token-based prediction does not explicitly enforce this geometric
relationship. Errors in individual digits or decimal placement can
also substantially alter the predicted value, potentially compromising
measurement precision. Furthermore, token-by-token generation for
inferring numerical values can introduce cumulative errors, hindering
precise diagnostic measurements.

To address this challenge, we propose HAD-VLM, a hy-
brid autoregressive-diffusion vision-language model for prompt-
conditioned quantitative US measurement. HAD-VLM combines
autoregressive text generation with diffusion-based prediction of
continuous measurements within a unified backbone. To connect
numerical outputs with their spatial interpretation, we introduce a
five-tuple measurement representation that couples caliper endpoint
coordinates with the corresponding length, together with a coordinate-
length consistency mechanism that encourages agreement between
the predicted geometry and measurement value.

Our objective is to support multiple quantitative measurement tasks
through a common language-conditioned interface while retaining the
numerical precision required for meaningful image assessment. The
shared architecture enables task conditioning through text prompts
and joint learning across measurement targets. The main contributions
are summarized as follows:

• We introduce HAD-VLM, a unified framework that combines
autoregressive text generation with continuous diffusion-based
prediction for prompt-conditioned US measurement.

• We develop a five-tuple measurement representation and a
coordinate-length consistency mechanism to couple anatomical
localization with numerical estimation.

• We evaluate the framework across multiple US measurement
tasks and analyze the effects of cross-task learning, continuous
prediction, and the hybrid architecture on measurement accuracy
and language performance.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work to introduce
a hybrid autoregressive-diffusion formulation for quantitative US
measurement, targeting precise numerical prediction while preserving
the flexible language capabilities of VLMs within a single unified

model. Specifically, we evaluate the framework in both ultrasound
and X-ray imaging to examine its applicability across modalities.
On ultrasound images, HAD-VALM performs four echocardiographic
measurements specified through natural-language prompts, achieving
measurement errors comparable in magnitude to previously reported
inter-observer differences. For LVIDd and LVIDs, MAEs of 2.77 and
3.05 mm are numerically lower than the inter-observer differences of
2.97 and 3.60 mm reported in a separate study [15]. These findings
support the potential of HAD-VLM for accurate, language-guided
quantitative medical image assessment.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Deep Learning for Quantitative Ultrasound Assessment

Deep learning approaches to quantitative US assessment com-
monly estimate anatomical landmarks, segment structures, or directly
regress clinically relevant quantities [5], [16]. In echocardiography,
EchoNet-Dynamic combines ventricular segmentation with video-
based estimation of cardiac function, enabling automated beat-to-
beat assessment [6]. EchoNet-LVH further demonstrates automated
measurement of ventricular dimensions and wall thickness for quan-
titative characterization of left ventricular hypertrophy [2]. In lung
ultrasound, Lucassen et al. benchmark deep learning methods for B-
line detection and introduce single-point localization of B-line origins
to support interpretable quantification [17]. These studies establish
strong task-specific approaches to reducing manual measurement
effort and improving reproducibility. Such systems may support sev-
eral related measurements, but their requested outputs are generally
specified by a predefined task configuration. Our work investigates a
language-conditioned formulation in which the measurement target
is specified through a prompt and processed by a shared model.
This formulation aims to facilitate joint learning across measurement
tasks and provide a common interface for anatomical localization,
numerical estimation, and associated textual outputs. Specialized
measurement models remain important references for assessing the
accuracy of this more flexible formulation.
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B. Vision-Language Models for Medical Image Interpretation
Medical VLMs have expanded the scope of image analysis from

fixed-label prediction to instruction-following and open-ended lan-
guage generation. LLaVA-Med adapts a general-purpose vision-
language assistant to biomedical images through domain-specific
alignment and visual instruction tuning [10]. For echocardiographic
video analysis, EchoAgent uses an LLM to orchestrate specialized
vision tools for temporal localization, anatomical measurement, and
guideline-based clinical interpretation [18]. In radiology, MAIRA-
2 generates chest X-ray reports with spatial grounding of findings,
linking textual descriptions to supporting image regions [11]. These
developments illustrate the value of integrating visual evidence and
language within a shared model. Quantitative measurement introduces
an additional requirement: numerical outputs must be accurate and
consistent with the underlying image geometry. Success in visual
question answering or report generation does not, by itself, estab-
lish this capability. Studies of numerical representations show that
language models can encode magnitude information, but numerical
precision depends on the representation and training objective [13].
HAD-VLM addresses this requirement by explicitly modeling contin-
uous measurement variables alongside autoregressive textual outputs
and linking predicted lengths to their associated caliper coordinates.

C. Continuous Prediction in Vision-Language Frameworks
Recent studies have explored continuous prediction within

language-conditioned architectures. Xue et al. proposed REO-VLM
that augments a VLM with a regression branch for Earth obser-
vation and incorporates language-derived information into numeri-
cal estimation [14]. It demonstrates that generative and regression
capabilities can coexist within a unified framework, providing a
relevant precedent for quantitative vision-language modeling. Hy-
brid autoregressive-diffusion models offer another route to combin-
ing discrete and continuous outputs. Transfusion trains a shared
Transformer using next-token prediction for text and diffusion for
continuous image representations [19]. In robotics, HybridVLA in-
tegrates autoregressive and diffusion-based action prediction within
a shared language-model backbone and combines their outputs for
manipulation [20]. DiffusionVLA likewise combines autoregressive
reasoning with diffusion-based action generation [21]. Together, these
studies demonstrate that language-related processing and continuous
generation can be learned within coordinated architectures.

HAD-VLM builds on this general modeling principle and adapts
it to quantitative US measurement. Its task requires continuous
predictions to agree with both the language-specified anatomical
target and the geometry of the corresponding caliper placement.
Accordingly, HAD-VLM couples endpoint coordinates and measure-
ment length in a structured representation and introduces an explicit
coordinate-length consistency mechanism. The distinction lies in this
measurement-specific formulation and its integration with textual
outputs. The benefit of diffusion over direct regression is assessed
empirically through the corresponding ablation.

III. METHOD

To jointly generate “discrete” textual descriptions and “continuous”
numerical values for US measurements, we propose HAD-VLM.
In this model, each numerical value is predicted directly as a
continuous variable via a diffusion-based process, with the VLM
serving as the denoising backbone. As shown in Fig. 2, the overall
architecture comprises four main components: (a) a prompt-adapted
vision encoder tailored to US data; (b) an MLP projector that aligns
visual feature representations with the LLM token space; (c) an LLM
augmented with a diffusion embedder and a diffusion head dedicated

Fig. 3: Illustration of the coordinate-length consistency mechanism
with a threshold selection based on validation-set discrepancies.

to numerical regression, and (d) a post-processing module that further
refines the predicted measurements. Detailed descriptions of each
component are provided below.

A. Adapting Vision Encoder to US Data via Learnable Prompts
As shown in Fig. 2 (a), we adopt CLIP ViT-L/14 [22] as the visual

backbone and use Visual Prompt Tuning (VPT) [23] to adapt its
representations to US images while keeping the pretrained backbone
frozen. Following DGL [24], we introduce L = 4 learnable local
prompts at each Transformer layer and G = 4 global prompts at the
first layer. The global prompts propagate through subsequent layers,
whereas the local prompts are layer-specific.

Let I denote the input image and P the collection of learnable
prompts. The prompted encoder produces the final class-token rep-
resentation h(D)

cls and global-prompt representations {h(D)
g,j }

G
j=1. We

concatenate the class token and the first global-prompt token to obtain
visual representation as follow

fv = Concat
(
h
(D)
cls , h

(D)
g,1

)
, (1)

where
{
h
(D)
cls , h

(D)
g,j

}
⊂ FCLIP(I;P), and D is the number of

Transformer layers.
A two-layer MLP projects this representation into the LLM em-

bedding space:

v = Pψ(fv) =W2 GELU(W1fv + b1) + b2, (2)

where ψ = {W1, b1,W2, b2} denotes the projector parameters. The
projector is initialized from LLaVA [25], subject to compatibility of
its input feature dimensions.

B. US Measurement with Hybrid LLM
1) Model Architecture: As illustrated in Fig. 2 (c), HAD-VLM

uses Vicuna-7B-v1.5 [26] as its LLM backbone. The input comprises
tokenized user prompts p together with projected visual tokens v
from the vision-language connector. The model produces two types
of outputs: (1) textual descriptions generated autoregressively, and
(2) numerical measurements predicted via a diffusion-based process.
Each numerical measurement is represented as a continuous 5-tuple:

x0 = [us, vs, ue, ve,m]⊤ ∈ R5, (3)

where (us, vs) and (ue, ve) denote normalized start and end coordi-
nates, respectively, and m is the corresponding length in pixels.

This 5-tuple is regressed via a DDPM-based denoising process
from xt to x0 followed by a diffusion head [27]. A learnable
embedder maps the noisy tuple and timestep into the LLM embedding
space:

zt = Ediff(xt, t). (4)
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Algorithm 1 HAD-VLM Inference
Input: Image I , prompt p, trained model Θ
Input: Ensemble size R, threshold τ , decoding budget Nmax

Input: DDIM schedule {tk}Kk=0, K = 4
Output: Text y and measurement estimation x̂0

1: Encode I to obtain v using Eqs. (1)–(2)
2: Initialize empty sequences y
3: for n = 1, . . . , Nmax do

// Autoregressive text generation
4: Decode token a from PΘ(· | v, p, y)
5: if a = <EOS> then
6: break
7: end if
8: y ← y ∥ a ▷ Append the generated token

// Diffusion-based quantitative measurement
9: if y ends with the opening delimiter [ then

10: c← PΘ(· | v, p, y)
11: for r = 1, . . . , R do
12: x̂

(r)
0 ← DDIMSampleθ(c, {tk}Kk=0)

13: m̃(r) ← Dτ (x̂
(r)
0 )

14: end for
// Ensemble aggregation and sample selection

15: Compute r⋆, m⋆ using Eq. (9)
// Insert measurement and resume text generation

16: y ← y ∥ Tokenize
(
String(m⋆)

)
∥ ]

17: end if
18: end for
19: return

(
y, x̂

(r⋆)
0

)

This embedding is inserted at the numerical prediction slot. Let c
denote the preceding visual and textual context. The LLM processes
the augmented sequence, and the diffusion head predicts the noise
from the hidden representation at that slot:

ϵ̂θ(xt, t, c) = gϕ([PΘ(c, zt)]diff) ∈ R5, (5)

where gϕ(·) is the diffusion head, PΘ(·) is the LLM, and Θ denotes
the model parameters. Under this noise-prediction parameterization,
the clean tuple estimate at timestep t is

x̂0|t =
xt −

√
1− ᾱt ϵ̂θ(xt, t, c)√

ᾱt
. (6)

Thus, the head predicts noise, while the reverse sampling process
recovers the continuous measurement.

2) Numerical Prediction Post-Processing: At test time, to
enhance prediction accuracy, we further introduce a coordinate-
length consistency mechanism based on the predicted 5-tuple x̂0,
as shown in Fig. 3. This tuple yields two length estimates: m̂coord,
computed from the predicted coordinates, and m̂, directly regressed
by the model. We quantify the discrepancy between these two length
estimates as ∆ = |m̂coord − m̂| and apply

Dτ (x̂0) =

m̂, ∆ > τ,

m̂coord + m̂

2
, ∆ ≤ τ,

(7)

where the coordinate-length consistency threshold τ is calibrated on
the validation set. For each validation prediction, we compute the
absolute discrepancy between the coordinate-derived length and the
directly regressed length:

τ = Q0.85

(
∆i

Nval
i=1

)
, ∆i =

∣∣m̂coord,i − m̂i

∣∣ (8)

where Q0.85 denotes the empirical 85th percentile and Nval is the
number of validation predictions used for calibration. The percentile
level is selected based on validation performance, and the resulting
threshold is fixed during testing.

To reduce variability associated with diffusion sampling, we obtain
R = 20 independently initialized predictions [28]. Each tuple is post-
processed separately, and the final scalar length is

(r⋆,m⋆) = Medianr=1,...,R

{
Dτ

(
x̂
(r)
0

)}
. (9)

where median aggregation applies to post-processed lengths; endpoint
predictions are associated with their individual sampled tuples.

3) Hybrid Model Inference: To decouple numerical regression
from autoregressive text decoding without extending the vocabulary,
we use square brackets (“[” and “]”) as control tokens, thereby
avoiding the need to train embeddings for newly introduced spe-
cial tokens. When the model generates “[”, it switches from text
generation to diffusion-based regression; when “]” is produced,
autoregressive decoding resumes. Specifically, upon generating “[”,
we initialize xT ∼ N (0, I) and perform fixed-step DDIM sampling
(4 steps) to obtain the predicted value x̂0. After regression, “]” is
manually appended to the sequence, and text decoding continues.
This alternating decoding mechanism allows diffusion regression to
condition on all preceding visual and textual tokens while avoiding
the discretization of continuous numerical values. The final output,
therefore, contains both structured textual descriptions and continuous
measurement predictions.

Algorithm 1 summarizes the hybrid inference procedure. At each
measurement slot, multiple diffusion samples are independently gen-
erated and post-processed to obtain an ensemble estimate. The final
length and a representative 5-tuple are stored in the measurement
records, while the length is also inserted into the text sequence before
autoregressive decoding resumes. This procedure preserves structured
numerical outputs and makes the predicted measurements available
as context for subsequent text generation.

C. Loss Functions and Training Strategy

1) Loss Functions: We jointly optimize two objectives: (1)
a standard language modeling loss for textual tokens, and (2) a
diffusion denoising loss for continuous measurement regression. For
text generation, we employ the autoregressive cross-entropy loss:

Lce = −E(v,p,y)

 Ny∑
n=1

logPΘ(yn | v, p, y<n)

 , (10)

where v and p denote the tokenized visual features and user
prompts, respectively, and y represents the target text sequence. For
diffusion-based regression, we sample t and noise ϵ to construct
a noisy measurement xt = αtm + σtϵ. The model predicts the
noise component from the LLM hidden state at the diffusion slot:
ϵ̂θ(xt, t, c) = gϕ(hθ(xt, t, c)), where hθ denotes the LLM backbone,
gϕ is a lightweight regression head, and c denotes the contextual
condition. The diffusion objective minimizes the mean squared error:

Ldiff = Em, t, ϵ
[
∥ϵ− ϵ̂θ(xt, t, c)∥22

]
. (11)

2) Three-Stage Training Strategy: We empoly a three-stage
training strategy to progressively align visual-language representa-
tions, stabilize continuous numerical regression, and ultimately enable
joint optimization:

1) Alignment: Optimize the visual prompts and the vision-
language connector with Lce while keeping CLIP and the LLM
backbone frozen;
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TABLE I: Quantitative comparison on four EchoNet-LVH measurement tasks, including IVSd, LVIDd, LVIDs, and LVPWd (MAE: mean
absolute error; RMSE: root mean squared error; r: Pearson correlation coefficient; R2: coefficient of determination; MAD: mean absolute
deviation reflecting expert measurement variability [15]).

Models IVSd (MAD: 1.20) LVIDd (MAD: 2.97) LVIDs (MAD: 3.60) LVPWd (MAD: 1.16)

MAE ↓ RMSE ↓ R2 ↑ r ↑ MAE ↓ RMSE ↓ R2 ↑ r ↑ MAE ↓ RMSE ↓ R2 ↑ r ↑ MAE ↓ RMSE ↓ R2 ↑ r ↑

VLM (Vicuna) 1.82 2.54 0.25 0.62 3.62 5.00 0.60 0.82 3.88 4.99 0.65 0.82 1.86 8.43 -12.55 0.15
Fine-tuned Qwen3-VL 1.68 2.44 0.32 0.60 3.71 4.87 0.60 0.79 3.82 5.01 0.64 0.81 1.47 1.95 0.28 0.57
VLM + MLP Regression 1.41 2.00 0.54 0.74 3.00 3.95 0.74 0.86 3.42 4.52 0.71 0.85 1.28 1.67 0.47 0.71

HAD-VLM (ours) 1.36 1.96 0.56 0.75 2.77 3.62 0.78 0.89 3.05 4.00 0.77 0.88 1.16 1.54 0.55 0.74
All MAE, RMSE, and MAD values are reported in mm. Bold values indicate the best reported result for each metric.

Fig. 4: Qualitative visualization of three representative prediction patterns.

2) Regression: Activate the diffusion segment, optimize diffusion-
related modules with Ldiff , and apply LoRA to the last four
LLM layers;

3) Joint Training: Jointly optimize Lce + Ldiff over all trainable
parameters to improve consistency between textual descriptions
and numerical measurements.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Setup
1) Dataset: We evaluate the proposed method on

EchoNet-LVH [2], a publicly available ultrasound dataset for
quantitative assessment of left ventricular structure. It contains
approximately 12,000 B-mode echocardiography videos acquired
from the parasternal long-axis view. The dataset provides annotated
measurement endpoints in pixel coordinates for three key cardiac
structures with phase labels distinguishing diastole and systole.
In this work, we focus on four clinically relevant measurements
as regression targets: interventricular septum diastole (IVSd), left
ventricular internal dimension diastole (LVIDd), left ventricular
internal dimension systole (LVIDs), and left ventricular posterior
wall diastole (LVPWd).

As shown in Table II, the dataset is partitioned into training,
validation, and test sets in an 87:3:10 ratio, with 40,690 annotated

TABLE II: EchoNet-LVH dataset split for the measurement tasks.

Split IVSd LVIDd LVIDs LVPWd Total

Training set 10265 10312 9859 10254 40690
Validation set 310 309 284 310 1213
Test set 1163 1170 1154 1164 4651

frames used for training. To facilitate multimodal learning, we convert
the structured annotations into text-measurement pairs by wrapping
them with diversified natural-language QA prompts generated using
ChatGPT, thereby constructing structured textual outputs aligned with
the corresponding numerical targets.

2) Training Details: We jointly train the model to predict IVSd,
LVIDd, LVIDs, and LVPWd, with the target measurement specified
through the user prompt. Optimization is performed using AdamW
with a weight decay of 0.01 on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU, using a
batch size of 8 and gradient clipping set to 1.0. Training follows the
three-stage schedule described in Sec. III-C with training hyperpa-
rameters determined empirically based on preliminary experiments:
Stage 1 (Alignment) is conducted for 15 epochs with a learning rate
of 1×10−4; Stage 2 (Regression) runs for 30 epochs at 1×10−5; and
Stage 3 (Joint Training) proceeds for 15 epochs at 1×10−6. During
regression and joint training, LoRA is applied to the last four LLM
layers with rank r = 32, scaling factor α = 64, and dropout rate
0.05. For diffusion-based regression, we adopt v-prediction with 100
timesteps and employ the squaredcos cap v2 noise schedule.

B. Comparison with Baseline Methods
We compare HAD-VLM with three baselines representing different

numerical prediction strategies. VLM (Vicuna) uses Vicuna-7B-v1.5
to generate measurement values autoregressively as discrete text
tokens. Fine-tuned Qwen3-VL [29] adopts the same token-based
prediction strategy after fine-tuning on EchoNet-LVH, allowing
us to examine the effect of using an alternative VLM backbone.
VLM + MLP Regression replaces the diffusion-based prediction head
with an MLP that directly regresses continuous measurement values,
which shares the same settings of REO-VLM [14]. All methods are
evaluated on the same test samples for each measurement task.
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TABLE III: Ablation results across four EchoNet-LVH measurement tasks: IVSd, LVIDd, LVIDs, and LVPWd. (MAE: mean absolute
error; RMSE: root mean squared error; r: Pearson correlation coefficient; MAD: mean absolute deviation reflecting expert measurement
variability [15]. All MAE, RMSE, and MAD values are reported in mm.)

Models IVSd (MAD: 1.20) LVIDd (MAD: 2.97) LVIDs (MAD: 3.60) LVPWd (MAD: 1.16)

MAE ↓ RMSE ↓ R2 ↑ r ↑ MAE ↓ RMSE ↓ R2 ↑ r ↑ MAE ↓ RMSE ↓ R2 ↑ r ↑ MAE ↓ RMSE ↓ R2 ↑ r ↑

w/o prompt tuning 1.93 2.80 0.11 0.41 5.07 6.64 0.26 0.58 5.60 7.40 0.22 0.54 1.58 2.08 0.18 0.48
w/o cons. w/o ens. 1.49 2.14 0.47 0.69 3.04 3.98 0.75 0.87 3.31 4.29 0.74 0.86 1.31 1.73 0.42 0.67
w/ cons. w/o ens. 1.46 2.07 0.51 0.72 2.96 3.85 0.75 0.87 3.34 4.41 0.72 0.85 1.23 1.60 0.52 0.73

HAD-VLM (ours) 1.36 1.96 0.56 0.75 2.77 3.62 0.78 0.89 3.05 4.00 0.77 0.88 1.16 1.54 0.55 0.74
w/: with, w/o: without, cons.: coordinate-length consistency, ens.: ensembling strategy. All MAE, RMSE, and MAD values are reported in mm.
Bold values indicate the best reported result for each metric.

As shown in Table I, HAD-VLM consistently outperforms the
Vicuna-based autoregressive baseline across all four measurements.
For IVSd, MAE decreases from 1.82 to 1.36 mm, corresponding to a
25.3% reduction, while R2 increases from 0.25 to 0.56. For LVIDd,
MAE decreases from 3.62 to 2.77 mm, a 23.5% reduction, and R2

improves from 0.60 to 0.78. Similar improvements are observed for
LVIDs and LVPWd, with MAE decreasing from 3.88 to 3.05 mm
and from 1.86 to 1.16 mm, respectively. These results support
the effectiveness of the proposed hybrid framework for quantitative
ultrasound measurement.

To further examine the roles of the backbone and numerical
prediction strategy, we compare HAD-VLM with fine-tuned Qwen3-
VL and a VLM equipped with a direct MLP regression head. Qwen3-
VL generates numerical values autoregressively as discrete tokens.
HAD-VLM achieves lower MAE across all four tasks, including
2.77 and 3.05 mm for LVIDd and LVIDs, compared with 3.71
and 3.82 mm for Qwen3-VL. Thus, adopting an alternative VLM
backbone while retaining token-based numerical prediction does not
match the accuracy of HAD-VLM under the evaluated settings. Direct
MLP regression improves upon both autoregressive baselines, but
HAD-VLM further reduces LVIDd and LVIDs MAE from 3.00 to
2.77 mm and from 3.42 to 3.05 mm, corresponding to reductions
of 7.7% and 10.8%, respectively. These improvements, together with
lower RMSE and higher R2 and Pearson correlation across all four
tasks, favor the diffusion-based framework over direct regression in
the evaluated configurations.

The MAEs achieved by HAD-VLM are of a similar magnitude
to previously reported expert measurement variability: 1.20 mm for
IVSd, 2.97 mm for LVIDd, 3.60 mm for LVIDs, and 1.16 mm for
LVPWd reported by Tromp et al. [15]. This comparison provides
context for the observed errors, although differences in datasets and
evaluation protocols prevent direct conclusions about equivalence to
expert performance or the contribution of annotation variability to
the remaining errors.

Fig. 4 illustrates the relationship between spatial localization and
numerical accuracy. In panel (a), predicted segments closely overlap
with the reference annotations and yield small length errors. Panel (b)
shows cases in which endpoint deviations alter the estimated segment
length, resulting in larger measurement errors. In panel (c), spatially
displaced segments nevertheless have lengths close to those of the
reference segments and therefore yield small numerical errors. These
examples highlight that accurate length prediction does not nec-
essarily imply anatomically accurate caliper placement, motivating
assessment of both endpoint localization and numerical measurement.

C. Ablation Studies
We evaluate the contributions of visual prompt tuning and the two

components of the proposed post-processing strategy: coordinate-
length consistency and ensemble prediction. Table III compares the

complete HAD-VLM with three variants: removing visual prompt
tuning (w/o prompt tuning), disabling both post-processing compo-
nents (w/o cons. w/o ens.), and retaining coordinate-length consis-
tency while disabling ensemble prediction (w/ cons. w/o ens.).

Removing visual prompt tuning (w/o prompt tuning) leads to the
largest performance degradation among the evaluated variants, with
deterioration across all four tasks and metrics. For IVSd, MAE
increases from 1.36 to 1.93 mm, while R2 decreases from 0.56
to 0.11. The degradation is particularly pronounced for ventricular
diameter measurements: LVIDd and LVIDs MAE increase from 2.77
to 5.07 mm and from 3.05 to 5.60 mm, respectively. These results
highlight the importance of adapting the pretrained CLIP encoder to
ultrasound images for accurate anatomical measurement.

Disabling both post-processing components (w/o cons. w/o ens.)
also reduces performance. For example, LVIDd MAE increases
from 2.77 to 3.04 mm (9.7%), accompanied by a decrease in R2

from 0.78 to 0.75. Introducing coordinate-length consistency without
ensembling (w/ cons. w/o ens.) reduces LVPWd MAE from 1.31
to 1.23 mm (6.1%). Similar improvements are observed for IVSd
and LVIDd, although LVIDs MAE increases slightly from 3.31 to
3.34 mm. This suggests that consistency-based refinement benefits
most measurement targets, with its effectiveness varying across tasks.

Adding ensemble prediction to the consistency-enabled variant
improves all four metrics across all tasks. For example, LVIDd MAE
decreases from 2.96 to 2.77 mm, while LVIDs MAE decreases from
3.34 to 3.05 mm. Their corresponding R2 values increase from 0.75
to 0.78 and from 0.72 to 0.77, respectively. These results support
aggregating repeated diffusion predictions to improve measurement
accuracy.

Finally, the improvement over autoregressive prediction is already
evident without either post-processing component. For LVIDd, the
hybrid model without consistency or ensembling achieves an MAE
of 3.04 mm, compared with 3.62 mm for the autoregressive baseline
in Table I; the complete framework further reduces this error to
2.77 mm. This comparison indicates that post-processing provides
additional gains beyond those achieved by the hybrid prediction
framework.

D. Single-Task versus Multi-Task Training
To examine the effect of joint training across measurement tasks,

we compare a single multi-task HAD-VLM with four independently
trained single-task models, each dedicated to one measurement. In
the multi-task setting, the target measurement is specified through
the user prompt, allowing all four tasks to be supported by a shared
model. As shown in Table IV, multi-task training achieves lower
MAE and RMSE and higher R2 and Pearson correlation across
all four measurements. The largest improvements are observed for
ventricular diameter estimation. For LVIDd, MAE decreases from
3.69 to 2.77 mm, corresponding to a 24.9% reduction, while RMSE
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TABLE IV: Comparison of single-task and multi-task training on
EchoNet-LVH.

Task Training MAE ↓ RMSE ↓ R2 ↑ r ↑

IVSd Single-task 1.44 2.01 0.54 0.74
HAD-VLM (ours) 1.36 1.96 0.56 0.75

LVIDd Single-task 3.69 4.84 0.61 0.80
HAD-VLM (ours) 2.77 3.62 0.78 0.89

LVIDs Single-task 3.69 4.89 0.66 0.83
HAD-VLM (ours) 3.05 4.00 0.77 0.88

LVPWd Single-task 1.27 1.63 0.49 0.72
HAD-VLM (ours) 1.16 1.54 0.55 0.74

MAE and RMSE are reported in mm. Bold values indicate the best result.

decreases from 4.84 to 3.62 mm and R2 increases from 0.61 to 0.78.
For LVIDs, MAE decreases from 3.69 to 3.05 mm, a 17.3% reduction,
accompanied by an RMSE decrease from 4.89 to 4.00 mm and an
increase in R2 from 0.66 to 0.77. Pearson correlation also improves
from 0.80 to 0.89 for LVIDd and from 0.83 to 0.88 for LVIDs.

Smaller but consistent gains are observed for wall thickness
measurements. Multi-task training reduces IVSd and LVPWd MAE
from 1.44 to 1.36 mm and from 1.27 to 1.16 mm, respectively, with
corresponding improvements in the remaining metrics. These findings
are consistent with beneficial representation sharing across related
anatomical measurement tasks, with no observed performance degra-
dation on any evaluated task. Joint training therefore enables HAD-
VLM to support multiple prompt-specified measurements within a
single model while improving accuracy.

E. Evaluation on Language Ability Preservation

To assess whether adaptation to quantitative ultrasound measure-
ment affects language performance, we evaluate HAD-VLM and the
original Vicuna-7B-v1.5 checkpoint on the medical question answer-
ing dataset from [30]. We report word-level F1 and BERTScore,
including precision, recall, and F1, to assess lexical overlap and
semantic similarity between generated and reference answers.

As shown in Table V, HAD-VLM achieves higher scores across
all four metrics. Word-level F1 increases from 0.298 to 0.320, while
BERTScores (Precision/Recall/F1) improve from 0.855, 0.885, and
0.869 to 0.873, 0.891, and 0.882, respectively. These results indicate
that training on the curated EchoNet-LVH dataset preserves medical
question answering performance on the evaluated benchmark while
introducing continuous measurement capabilities.

F. Cross-Modality Generalization to X-Ray Imaging

1) Dataset: To assess the applicability of HAD-VLM beyond
ultrasound, we evaluate superior endplate length measurement in cer-
vical spine radiographs. We construct a dataset of 9,926 samples from
the Cervical Spine X-ray Atlas (CSXA) V3.0 [31] by cropping C4 and
C5 vertebral regions, with an 85:15 training–test split. As illustrated
in Fig. 5, the target measurement is defined as the Euclidean distance
between the anterior and posterior endpoints of the superior endplate
of the vertebral body. Since the images originate from heterogeneous
sources and consistent pixel-to-physical-distance calibration is un-
available, measurements are evaluated in pixel space without applying
physical-distance calibration; accordingly, all lengths and errors are
reported in pixels.

2) Results: The reference superior endplate lengths in the curated
dataset have a mean of 170.4 pixels and a standard deviation of
29.73 pixels. As shown in Table VI, HAD-VLM reduces the mean

Fig. 5: Illustration of superior endplate length measurements for the
Left: (a) C4 and Right: (b) C5 vertebrae.

TABLE V: Evaluation results on the medical QA dataset [30].

Models F1 ↑ BERT P ↑ BERT R ↑ BERT F1 ↑

VLM (vicuna) 0.298 0.855 0.885 0.869
HAD-VLM (ours) 0.320 0.873 0.891 0.882
Bold values indicate the best reported result for each metric.

absolute error from 11.4 to 6.7 pixels compared with the Vicuna-
based autoregressive baseline, corresponding to a 41.2% reduction.
The standard deviation of the absolute errors also decreases from 93.9
to 5.7 pixels, indicating substantially less dispersion in measurement
errors. These results demonstrate improved accuracy and consistency
for C4/C5 superior endplate length estimation and support the appli-
cability of the proposed framework beyond ultrasound.

TABLE VI: Measurement results on the CSXA-derived X-ray dataset.

Models Numerical prediction Absolute errors

VLM (vicuna) Discrete tokens 11.4±93.9
HAD-VLM (ours) Continuous diffusion 6.7±5.7
Absolute errors are reported in mean±std pixels.
Bold values indicate the best reported result.

V. DISCUSSION

In this work, we investigate quantitative ultrasound measurement
and move beyond task-specific regression networks by introducing a
hybrid vision-language framework, HAD-VLM, that generates text
autoregressively and predicts numerical measurements directly in
continuous space via an embedded diffusion-based process. Ex-
perimental results demonstrate improved regression accuracy and
robustness compared with the discrete token-based autoregressive
baseline. A current limitation is that the framework focuses on
linear measurements. Nevertheless, such measurements are widely
applicable in clinical practice, including tumor size estimation, vessel
diameter assessment, organ length measurement (e.g., kidney length),
myocardial wall thickness evaluation, etc. Extending the proposed
framework to more complex geometric or area-based measurements
is a promising direction for future work.

Beyond ultrasound, the proposed hybrid autoregressive-diffusion
formulation can potentially apply to other imaging modalities, such
as X-ray, CT, and MRI. Another promising direction is to incor-
porate higher-quality report supervision that follows a “qualitative-
to-quantitative” workflow, where anatomical structures and bound-
ary characteristics are described before numerical measurements
are reported. Such structured supervision may provide meaningful
anatomical priors, thereby improving the accuracy and reliability of
quantitative prediction.
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VI. CONCLUSION

We presented HAD-VLM, a unified vision-language framework for
prompt-conditioned quantitative ultrasound measurement that com-
bines autoregressive text generation with diffusion-based continuous
prediction. A five-tuple representation couples caliper endpoint coor-
dinates with measurement length, while a post-processing strategy
comprising coordinate-length consistency and ensemble prediction
further refines the estimates. On four EchoNet-LVH measurement
tasks, HAD-VLM achieved MAEs of 1.36, 2.77, 3.05, and 1.16 mm
for IVSd, LVIDd, LVIDs, and LVPWd, respectively, outperforming
both autoregressive baselines and direct MLP regression across all
evaluated metrics. Ablation experiments supported the contributions
of ultrasound-specific visual adaptation and post-processing, while
multi-task training improved performance over independently trained
single-task models. Medical question answering performance was
preserved on the evaluated benchmark. An additional evaluation
of cervical vertebral superior endplate length measurement reduced
MAE from 11.4 to 6.7 pixels, providing preliminary evidence of ap-
plicability beyond ultrasound. These findings support integrating lan-
guage generation and continuous numerical prediction within a shared
architecture to enable flexible, anatomically grounded measurement.
HAD-VLM offers a foundation for language-guided measurement
assistance and the incorporation of quantitative image findings into
clinical reporting workflows. Future work will investigate validation
across institutions and imaging conditions, measurement uncertainty
estimation, and integration into comprehensive report generation.
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