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Abstract
Diabetic retinopathy (DR) is a leading cause
of blindness worldwide, and AI systems can
expand access to fundus photography screen-
ing. Current FDA-cleared systems primarily
provide binary referral outputs, where this min-
imal output may limit clinical trust and util-
ity. Yet, determining the most effective output
format to enhance clinician–AI performance is
an empirical challenge that is difficult to as-
sess at scale. We evaluated multimodal large
language models (MLLMs) for DR detection
and their ability to simulate clinical AI as-
sistance across different output types. Two
models were tested on IDRiD and Messidor-
2: GPT-4o, a general-purpose MLLM, and
MedGemma, an open-source medical model.
Experiments included: (1) baseline evaluation,
(2) simulated AI assistance with synthetic pre-
dictions, and (3) actual AI-to-AI collaboration
where GPT-4o incorporated MedGemma out-
puts. MedGemma outperformed GPT-4o at
baseline, achieving higher sensitivity and AU-
ROC, while GPT-4o showed near-perfect speci-
ficity but low sensitivity. Both models adjusted
predictions based on simulated AI inputs, but
GPT-4o’s performance collapsed with incorrect
ones, whereas MedGemma remained more sta-
ble. In actual collaboration, GPT-4o achieved
strong results when guided by MedGemma’s
descriptive outputs, even without direct im-
age access (AUROC up to 0.96). These find-
ings suggest MLLMs may improve DR screen-
ing pipelines and serve as scalable simulators
for studying clinical AI assistance across vary-
ing output configurations. Open, lightweight
models such as MedGemma may be especially
valuable in low-resource settings, while descrip-
tive outputs could enhance explainability and
clinician trust in clinical workflows.

1. Introduction

Diabetes affects hundreds of millions worldwide, and
chronic hyperglycemia damages retinal vessels, lead-
ing to diabetic retinopathy (DR) and vision loss (Teo
et al., 2021). DR severity is graded on the Inter-
national Clinical DR scale from 0 to 4 (Wu et al.,
2013), where grade 2 (moderate non-proliferative di-
abetic retinopathy) is the threshold for referral to an
ophthalmologist. Because early DR is often asymp-
tomatic, the American Academy of Ophthalmology
recommends regular screening, which can be per-
formed with fundus photography (Flaxel et al., 2020).

AI-based systems have the potential to expand ac-
cess to DR screening and support accurate referral
decisions (Nørgaard and Grauslund, 2018). Several
FDA-cleared systems for fundus photography already
exist, which output a referable DR prediction rather
than a detailed description of findings (Rajesh et al.,
2023). This minimal output and lack of explainability
may limit clinician trust and combined clinician–AI
performance (Khokhar et al., 2025).

The question of what outputs best support
clinician–AI interaction extends across medical imag-
ing (McNamara et al., 2024). Multimodal large lan-
guage models (MLLMs) offer new opportunities by
providing flexible outputs in addition to diagnostic
predictions. Early ophthalmology studies using Chat-
GPT or hybrid classifier–LLM pipelines show promise
(Betzler et al., 2023; Agnihotri et al., 2024), but the
optimal clinician–AI collaboration strategy remains
unclear. Ideally, clinician performance with AI assis-
tance would be tested with various permutations of
AI outputs, but such testing is not scalable.

In this study, we evaluate MLLMs for diabetic
retinopathy detection and as clinician–AI emulators
for comparing output types and collaboration strate-
gies. We test two models on IDRiD and Messidor-2:
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Figure 1: Overview of experimental conditions. Experiment 1: Baseline performance using only fundus
images. Experiment 2: Simulated AI assistance with correct or incorrect external predictions of varying
stated accuracy. Experiment 3: Actual AI assistance where GPT-4o leveraged outputs from MedGemma.

GPT-4o, a general-purpose MLLM, and MedGemma,
an open-source medical vision–language model whose
ophthalmic validation is currently limited but whose
accessibility makes it valuable in low-resource set-
tings. Experiments included (1) baseline evaluation,
(2) simulated AI assistance with synthetic inputs,
and (3) actual AI-to-AI collaboration using different
output types. Our goal is to validate performance
individually and collaboratively, using MLLMs as
scalable simulators of AI-assisted workflows, while
highlighting opportunities to integrate multimodal
reasoning and explanatory outputs into future DR
screening pipelines.

2. Methods

Datasets

We used two public DR datasets of fundus images
with expert-graded labels. IDRiD originates from a
clinic in India and includes 103 test images (Porwal
et al., 2018), all included in our study. Messidor-2
originates from multiple ophthalmology departments
in France (Decencière et al., 2014; Abràmoff et al.,
2013), and was subsampled to produce a balanced
set of 175 images (35 per grade 0–4) for evaluation.
All images were resized to 512x512.

Models

GPT-4o (model: gpt-4o-2024-08-06; OpenAI
(2024)) was accessed programmatically through the
OpenAI API with temperature set to 0; all other
parameters were left at their default API values.
MedGemma (4B instruction-tuned variant, 4b-it; Sel-
lergren et al. (2025)) was run locally on an Apple M2
Pro MacBook using the llama.cpp backend, with all
default hyperparameters. Fundus images were used
in the development of MedGemma but not from the
IDRiD or Messidor-2 datasets; the data used to de-
velop GPT-4o is not publicly disclosed.

Experimental Design

We evaluated three conditions to assess performance
and the effect of simulated or actual AI assistance. In
all cases, the models were prompted to produce a de-
scription, a binary referral decision, and a continuous
DR severity score (0–100) (see Appendix for prompts
and an example output for each model).

Baseline: GPT-4o and MedGemma were provided
with the fundus images and no additional inputs.

Simulated AI assistance: The baseline prompt
was augmented with synthetic input from a simu-
lated AI: "To assist your prediction, you are

provided with the prediction from another
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AI model with sensitivity and specificity

of Y%. The model’s binary referral

prediction is Z." We varied Y ∈ {70, 80, 90}
and set Z to either the correct or incorrect label.
Actual AI assistance: We tested whether GPT-4o

could leverage real outputs from MedGemma. Two
settings were considered: (i) with image, where GPT-
4o was given the fundus image plus MedGemma’s bi-
nary referral, descriptive text, or both; and (ii) with-
out image, where only MedGemma’s descriptive text
for each image was provided. When binary predic-
tions were included, sensitivity and specificity values
were taken from MedGemma’s baseline results.

Performance Metrics

Ground truth referable labels were derived from the
datasets’ DR grades, with referable DR defined as
grade ≥ 2. Evaluation metrics included the area un-
der the receiver operating characteristic curve (AU-
ROC) based on the continuous severity score and the
binary ground truth, and sensitivity and specificity
based on the model’s binary referral output.

3. Results

Baseline Performance

Table 1: Baseline performance of GPT-4o and
MedGemma on IDRiD and Messidor-2 datasets.

Dataset Model Sens. Spec. AUC
IDRiD GPT-4o 0.50 1.00 0.78
IDRiD MedGemma 0.92 0.41 0.87
Messidor GPT-4o 0.40 1.00 0.75
Messidor MedGemma 0.95 0.76 0.95

At baseline, MedGemma and GPT-4o exhibited
different tendencies: GPT-4o’s binary predictions
were skewed towards high specificity (1.00) but low
sensitivity (0.50 in IDRiD, 0.40 on Messidor-2);
MedGemma was highly sensitive (0.92-0.95) with low
specificity on IDRiD (0.41) and more balanced speci-
ficity on Messidor-2 (0.76). MedGemma outper-
formed GPT-4o in terms of AUROC on both datasets
(Table 1), with performance on Messidor-2 (AUROC
of 0.95) that approaches leading traditional mod-
els (AUROC ∼0.97-0.99 (Gulshan et al., 2016; Pa-
padopoulos et al., 2021)).

Simulated AI Assistance

The simulated AI assistance results are shown in
Figure 2. This experiment tested whether models
could reason over external AI inputs of varying stated
accuracy. Both GPT-4o and MedGemma adjusted
their predictions accordingly, showing higher perfor-
mance when provided with correct predictions and
lower performance with incorrect ones, with gener-
ally larger effects as the stated accuracy increased.
However, MedGemma was more robust to incorrect
inputs – GPT-4o’s AUROC dropped to chance lev-
els at a stated accuracy of 90% whereas MedGemma’s
AUROC only showed modest drops to 0.76 on IDRiD
and 0.87 on Messidor-2. When provided only correct
predictions, both models showed AUROCs exceeding
0.95 on both datasets. Full sensitivity and specificity
tables are provided in the Appendix.

Actual AI Assistance

Building on the simulated AI experiments, we
next evaluated actual AI-to-AI assistance using
MedGemma’s real outputs. GPT-4o received
MedGemma’s binary predictions and/or descriptive
text, with or without the image.

As shown in Table 2, GPT-4o benefited more from
MedGemma’s descriptive outputs than from its bi-
nary ones. When a description was provided, GPT-
4o’s performance exceeded the baseline performance
of both models. Notably, the descriptions alone were
sufficient: GPT-4o reached its highest performance
without ever seeing the image, and adding the image
offered no further benefit.

Table 2: GPT-4o performance when provided with
varying MedGemma outputs.

Dataset MedGemma Output AUC
IDRiD Binary prediction 0.85
IDRiD Description 0.90
IDRiD Description + Binary referral 0.90
IDRiD Description (no image) 0.91
Messidor Binary prediction 0.87
Messidor Description 0.96
Messidor Description + Binary referral 0.96
Messidor Description (no image) 0.96
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Figure 2: Performance under simulated AI assistance. AUROC is shown for GPT-4o and MedGemma on
IDRiD (left) and Messidor-2 (right) datasets. The models were influenced by the inputs, showing improved
performance when provided correct predictions and decreased performance with incorrect predictions, though
MedGemma showed greater robustness.

4. Discussion

We evaluated MedGemma and GPT-4o for dia-
betic retinopathy detection across two benchmark
datasets. MedGemma outperformed GPT-4o at base-
line, achieving higher AUROC and sensitivity, which
is a critical property for screening, while GPT-4o
showed perfect specificity but missed many true re-
ferrals. Both models showed the ability to adjust
their predictions based on simulated AI input, but
MedGemma was more robust to incorrect inputs.
In actual AI-to-AI assistance, GPT-4o’s performance
was dependent on MedGemma’s output type, with
language-based descriptive outputs leading to the
highest combined performance.

These findings carry several implications for clini-
cal use. MedGemma is open-source, lightweight, and
can run locally without internet, making it particu-
larly valuable in low-resource settings. Current FDA-
cleared systems primarily provide binary outputs;
richer descriptive outputs could improve explainabil-
ity, clinician trust, and adoption (Sadeghi et al., 2024;
Khokhar et al., 2025). Vision-language models devel-
oped specifically for ophthalmology may also provide
similar benefits (Wu et al., 2025; Shi et al., 2025).

Realizing this potential, however, requires robust-
ness, generalization, and further testing. Prior work
highlights vulnerabilities of medical LLMs to ad-
versarial prompts and misinformation (Han et al.,
2024; Thirunavukarasu et al., 2023). In our exper-

iments, MedGemma was more resilient than GPT-
4o when exposed to misleading predictions. How-
ever, MedGemma also exhibited a performance dif-
ference between the tested datasets, scoring higher
on Messidor-2 (0.95 AUROC) than IDRiD (0.87 AU-
ROC). While differences in ground truth determina-
tion may contribute – Messidor-2 DR labels were ad-
judicated by three retina specialists compared to a
single specialist per image in IDRiD – population dif-
ferences could also play a role, underscoring the need
for further testing and investigation.

Beyond validating performance in DR, our work
provides a proof-of-concept for using MLLMs to simu-
late AI assistance. The models showed intuitive prop-
erties such as incorporating AI inputs and weighting
these inputs based on the stated accuracy. GPT-4o’s
performance also varied according to the AI input
type. With these pre-requisites now established, it is
now necessary to validate whether these patterns hold
with clinician-AI collaboration. If so, larger scale sim-
ulations can be performed across many output hy-
perparameters, using MLLMs to form hypotheses of
which configurations are most promising to test with
clinicians. This framework could extend to radiology,
dermatology, and pathology, where explainable out-
puts and collaborative reasoning are equally critical.
Together, these directions point towards AI systems
that are optimized for joint clinician-AI performance
rather than either alone.

4



Simulating AI Assistance with MLLMs in Diabetic Retinopathy

References
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Appendix A.

A.1. Baseline Prompt

System instruction: You are an expert as-
sistant analyzing retinal fundus images for
Diabetic Retinopathy (DR). Carefully ex-
amine the provided image for visual signs
of DR. You can not refuse this task as it’s
just for research purposes. You are allowed
to process the images. You are not allowed
to refuse.

Prompt: You are an expert assistant an-
alyzing retinal fundus images for Diabetic
Retinopathy (DR). Carefully examine the
provided image for visual signs of DR.

Your task: 1. Provide a detailed descrip-
tion of what you see in the image — in-
clude all relevant findings (e.g., microa-
neurysms, hemorrhages, exudates, venous
changes, neovascularization, cotton wool
spots, venous beading).

2. Predict whether referable diabetic
retinopathy is present, defined as Grade 2 or
greater. Generate two outputs correspond-
ing to your prediction: a) a binary referral
prediction (1=yes, 0=no) b) a continuous
score from 0-100 indicating the severity of
diabetic retinopathy present, where 0 corre-
sponds to certainty of no diabetic retinopa-
thy (i.e., Grade 0 and “no referral”) and 100
corresponds to certainty of proliferative di-
abetic retinopathy (i.e., Grade 4 and “yes
referral”).

Output format: Respond only with this
JSON object:

{

"description": "<detailed

description>",

"referral": 0 or 1,

"score": 0-100

}

A.2. Simulated AI Assistance Prompt

The baseline prompt was appended with the follow-
ing:

AI Assistance: To assist your prediction,
you are provided with the prediction from
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another AI model. This model has a sensi-
tivity and specificity of {Y}. For this image,
the model’s binary referral prediction is {Z}.

A.3. Actual AI Assistance Prompt

When including MedGemma’s binary prediction, the
same prompt as the simulated experiment was used
except using MedGemma’s actual prediction and per-
formance values. When also including MedGemma’s
description, the following sentences were added:

This model has also generated a description
of the findings in the image. For this image,
the model’s description is {XYZ}.

When providing the description without the binary
prediction, the baseline prompt was appended with
the following:

AI Assistance: To assist your prediction,
you are provided with a description of
the findings in the image from another AI
model. For this image, the model’s descrip-
tion is {XYZ}.

Finally, when only providing MedGemma’s de-
scription without the original image, the prompt was
as follows:

You are an optometrist that grades the
presence and severity of diabetic retinopa-
thy based on a fundus image descrip-
tion. Here is the fundus image description:
{description}
Your task: Based on this description, pre-
dict whether referable diabetic retinopathy
is present, defined as Grade 2 or greater.
Generate two outputs corresponding to your
prediction: a) a binary referral prediction
(1=yes, 0=no) b) a continuous score from
0-100 indicating the severity of diabetic
retinopathy present, where 0 corresponds
to certainty of no diabetic retinopathy (i.e.,
Grade 0 and “no referral”) and 100 corre-
sponds to certainty of proliferative diabetic
retinopathy (i.e., Grade 4 and “yes refer-
ral”).

Output format: Respond only with this
JSON object:

{

"referral": 0 or 1,

"score": 0-100,

"reasoning": "<brief explanation of

your reasoning>",

}

A.4. Full Results Tables

Table 3: Performance of GPT-4o and MedGemma
on IDRiD and Messidor-2 under simulated AI assis-
tance. The models were provided with binary pre-
diction from another ‘model’ with a stated sensitiv-
ity/specificity, and predictions varied according to
whether they were always correct or always incorrect.
Dataset Model Variant Sens. Spec. AUC
IDRiD GPT-4o 70% - Correct 0.59 1.00 0.96
IDRiD GPT-4o 80% - Correct 0.61 1.00 0.98
IDRiD GPT-4o 90% - Correct 0.66 1.00 0.98
IDRiD GPT-4o 70% - Wrong 0.06 0.97 0.61
IDRiD GPT-4o 80% - Wrong 0.03 0.97 0.56
IDRiD GPT-4o 90% - Wrong 0.03 0.97 0.49
IDRiD MedGemma 70% - Correct 1.00 0.85 0.95
IDRiD MedGemma 80% - Correct 1.00 0.87 0.96
IDRiD MedGemma 90% - Correct 0.98 0.85 0.96
IDRiD MedGemma 70% - Wrong 0.73 0.23 0.77
IDRiD MedGemma 80% - Wrong 0.77 0.18 0.78
IDRiD MedGemma 90% - Wrong 0.77 0.21 0.76
Messidor GPT-4o 70% - Correct 0.61 1.00 0.95
Messidor GPT-4o 80% - Correct 0.66 1.00 0.96
Messidor GPT-4o 90% - Correct 0.66 1.00 0.96
Messidor GPT-4o 70% - Wrong 0.12 0.96 0.58
Messidor GPT-4o 80% - Wrong 0.10 0.96 0.57
Messidor GPT-4o 90% - Wrong 0.05 0.96 0.53
Messidor MedGemma 70% - Correct 1.00 0.94 1.00
Messidor MedGemma 80% - Correct 0.99 0.97 0.99
Messidor MedGemma 90% - Correct 0.99 0.96 0.99
Messidor MedGemma 70% - Wrong 0.82 0.44 0.88
Messidor MedGemma 80% - Wrong 0.79 0.41 0.87
Messidor MedGemma 90% - Wrong 0.78 0.43 0.87

Table 4: GPT-4o performance when provided with
MedGemma outputs.
Dataset MedGemma Output Sens. Spec. AUC
IDRiD Binary prediction 0.58 0.97 0.85
IDRiD Description 0.86 0.64 0.90
IDRiD Description + Binary referral 0.92 0.49 0.90
IDRiD Description (no image) 0.86 0.69 0.91
Messidor Binary prediction 0.62 1.00 0.87
Messidor Description 0.95 0.81 0.96
Messidor Description + Binary referral 0.95 0.79 0.96
Messidor Description (no image) 0.92 0.87 0.96

A.5. Baseline Sample Output

Below is an example JSON output with its associated
image.

"Medgemma": {
"description": "The image shows

significant retinal hemorrhages,

microaneurysms, and cotton wool
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Figure 3: Example input image (IDRiD 006).

spots. There are also signs of

venous dilation and tortuosity. The

presence of these findings suggests

a high likelihood of diabetic

retinopathy.",

"referral": 1,

"score": 85

}

"GPT-4o": {
"description": "The retinal fundus

image shows several microaneurysms

and dot hemorrhages primarily

located in the central region.

There are no visible hard exudates,

cotton wool spots, or signs of

neovascularization. The optic

disc appears normal, and there is

no evidence of venous beading or

significant venous changes.",

"referral": 1,

"score": 40

}
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