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Abstract

Vision-language models (VLMs) are increasingly integrated into clinical work-
flows. However, existing benchmarks primarily assess performance on common
anatomical presentations and fail to capture the challenges posed by rare variants.
To address this gap, we introduce AdversarialAnatomyBench, the first benchmark
comprising naturally occurring rare anatomical variants across diverse imaging
modalities and anatomical regions. We call such variants that violate learned
priors about “typical” human anatomy natural adversarial anatomy.
Benchmarking 22 state-of-the-art VLMs with AdversarialAnatomyBench yielded
three key insights. First, when queried with basic medical perception tasks, mean
accuracy dropped from 74% on typical to 29% on atypical anatomy. Even the
best-performing models, GPT-5, Gemini 2.5 Pro, and Llama 4 Maverick, showed
performance drops of 41-51%. Second, model errors closely mirrored expected
anatomical biases. Third, neither model scaling nor interventions, including bias-
aware prompting and test-time reasoning, resolved these issues. These findings
highlight a critical and previously unquantified limitation in current VLMs: their
poor generalization to rare anatomical presentations. AdversarialAnatomyBench
provides a foundation for systematically measuring and mitigating anatomical
bias in multimodal medical artificial intelligence (AI) systems. The data and
code will be available soon.

Introduction

Vision-language models (VLMs) are increasingly deployed across clinical decision-

support systems, diagnostic assistance platforms, and medical education, reflecting a

broader shift toward multimodal artificial intelligence (AI) in healthcare. As VLMs

move from research prototypes to clinical tools, ensuring their reliability across the

full spectrum of anatomical presentations becomes paramount.

However, the spectrum of anatomical phenotypes includes anatomical variants that

deviate from textbook anatomy. In this paper, we will refer to these variants as atypical,

while we will refer to common phenotypes as typical. While atypical variants are

individually rare, they collectively affect a substantial portion of patients. For example,

polydactyly, the presence of supernumerary digits, occurs in approximately 1 in 800

to 2,700 births [1]. Horseshoe kidney, where the two kidneys are fused at their lower

poles, affects roughly 1 in 500 individuals [2]. Situs inversus, a complete mirror-image
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reversal of organ positioning, occurs in approximately 1 in 10,000 people [3]. These

and other anatomical variants span diverse organ systems and manifest across clinical

imaging modalities, thus affecting all domains of medical care.

The clinical stakes of misdiagnosing rare anatomical presentations are consider-

able, as failure to recognize such variants can lead to inappropriate treatment planning

or delayed diagnosis of associated pathologies. In consequence, clinical AI systems

must demonstrate robust performance not only on the common anatomical presenta-

tions that dominate training data, but also on the atypical variants. This requirement

extends beyond accuracy on typical cases to encompass reliable generalization across

the full range of human anatomical diversity, which is pivotal to reduce bias and

facilitate safe real-world deployment.

VLMs trained on internet-scale data learn strong statistical priors that favor typical

anatomy, reflecting training distributions heavily skewed toward typical presentations

such as five fingers, two separate kidneys, and standard organ positioning. Unlike tra-

ditional medical AI systems designed for single tasks within narrow domains, these

foundation models must generalize across diverse medical scenarios, creating a fun-

damental tension: learned priors that enhance performance on common cases can

override critical visual evidence when encountering rare variants. Current evalua-

tion frameworks do not systematically compare performance on typical and atypical

presentations, obscuring a critical limitation in model reliability [4, 5].

This work has been inspired by recent progress in the general computer vision

community. A recent line of work demonstrated that VLMs in general domains exhibit

strong prior bias that overrides visual evidence [6], and that in the medical domain,

VLMs exploit textual cues over visual information and display shortcut behaviors

[7, 8]. Another body of work within the medical AI community has primarily focused

on clinical attack scenarios [9], demographic biases, and performance disparities across

marginalized groups [10, 11]. However, no systematic evaluation of VLM performance

3



on naturally occurring rare anatomical variants in medical imaging has been conducted

to date. It remains unknown whether anatomical priors learned from typical anatomy

cause systematic errors when models encounter atypical presentations.
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Fig. 1 Natural adversarial anatomy exposes anatomical bias in vision-language models.
Examples from AdversarialAnatomyBench demonstrate how large multimodal models are biased by
learned expectations of typical anatomy: (left) for situs inversus, most models predict the apex of
the patient’s heart to be on the left side instead of right; (middle) for a horseshoe kidney, the models
describe multiple kidneys instead of one fused organ; (right) for macrodactyly they assume the middle
finger to be the longest.

To address this gap, we propose the following hypothesis: VLMs exhibit strong

anatomical bias, leading to systematic failure on rare anatomical variants

despite clear visual evidence.

Our contribution in this paper is twofold

1. New open medical benchmark: To systematically test our hypothesis, we intro-

duce the first benchmark of naturally occurring rare anatomical variants. Inspired
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by Hendrycks et al. [12], who coined the term “natural adversarial examples” in

the context of adversarial attacks to describe images that are easily classified by

humans but challenging for models, we name our benchmark AdversarialAnatomy-

Bench (see Fig. 1). It comprises 200 diverse images obtained from seven medical

image modalities, annotated with questions and ground truth answers. Each atyp-

ical anatomical variant is matched with a corresponding typical reference image to

enable direct quantification of performance gaps and bias alignment (see Fig. 2).

2. New insights on VLM biases: Using AdversarialAnatomyBench, we systemati-

cally evaluate 22 state-of-the-art VLMs (general-purpose and medical-specific) with

respect to performance on typical and atypical cases. Specifically, we investigate

the following research questions (RQs):

• RQ1: Do state-of-the-art VLMs accurately recognize rare anatomical variants

when visual evidence contradicts learned priors?

• RQ2: Are model answers aligned with expected anatomical biases?

• RQ3: Can scaling the model size, explicit prompting about possible rare anatom-

ical variants, or allocating additional test-time compute mitigate the visual

bias?

Results

To enable systematic assessment of anatomical bias in VLMs we propose Adversari-

alAnatomyBench, a benchmark of 200 medical images from seven imaging modalities

covering rare anatomical variants across diverse body regions (Fig. 2). Each atypi-

cal anatomical variant is matched with a corresponding typical reference image and

evaluated using standardized perception questions, allowing direct quantification of

performance gaps and bias alignment, as depicted in Fig. 2. In addition to accuracy,

the benchmark incorporates the “bias rate” metric [6] measuring the rate at which

model answers align with expected “typical anatomy” priors on atypical images.
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Nose Teeth

HeartBronchi

Aorta

Forearm

Lower leg

Kidneys

Feet

Spleen

Lungs

Hand

Ureter

Pregnancy

Testes

Gall bladder

Ribs

Urethra

Uterus

ModalityQuestionConditionTypical 
case

Atypical 
case

X-rayHow many teeth 
do you see?

Hyperdontia: 
Supernumerary 
teeth
Hypodontia: 
Missing teeth

X-rayFrom the patient’s 
perspective, on 
which side of their 
body is the apex of 
their heart?

Situs inversus: 
Mirror-image 
visceral 
arrangement

MRAHow many arterial 
branches of the 
aortic arch do you 
see?

Aortic arch 
variant: 
Aberrant 
subclavian 
artery

CTIs the left lobe of 
the liver touching 
the spleen?

Beaver tail liver

CTHow many renal 
pelvises do you 
see?

Supernumerary 
kidney: 
Additional 
renal unit

X-rayWhich finger is the 
longest?

Macrodactyly

FluoroscopyHow many ureters 
do you see?

Ureteral 
duplication

UltrasoundHow many 
embryos or 
fetuses do you 
see?

Multifetal 
gestation: 
Twin/triplet 
pregnancy

X-rayHow many bones 
can you see in the 
lower leg?

Tibial 
hemimelia

X-rayHow many 
navicular bones 
do you see in this 
image?

Accessory 
navicular: 
Supernumerary 
tarsal bone

Liver

Answer: 34 Answer: 32

Answer: 4 Answer: 3

Answer: True Answer: False

Answer: 3 Answer: 2

Answer: 3 Answer: 2

Answer: 3 Answer: 1

Answer: 3 Answer: 2

Answer: 4 Answer: 2

Answer: LeftAnswer: Right

Answer: Ring Answer: Middle

Fig. 2 AdversarialAnatomyBench comprises 200 image-question pairs displaying atypical
and typical anatomy across seven medical imaging domains. The images span seven imag-
ing domains, including magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), X-ray, magnetic resonance angiography
(MRA), computed tomography (CT), ultrasound, fluoroscopy, and photography across 20 anatomi-
cal regions of the human body. The table (right) shows examples of typical and atypical cases for 10
representative questions from the benchmark.

State-of-the-art VLMs show dramatic performance drops on

rare anatomical variants

While most VLMs showed reasonable performance on typical anatomy (range of accu-

racy: 43.9-89.9%), they failed dramatically on rare anatomy (18.0-43.0%) (Fig. 3a and

Table 1). Performance gaps ranged up to 69.0 percentage points (pp), and even the
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Fig. 3 State-of-the-art vision-language models exhibit severe performance degradation
on rare anatomical variants. (a): Mean accuracy, averaged over the 10 models included in the
figure, drops from 73% on typical anatomy (green) to 34% on rare variants (blue), with gaps ranging
between 7-61 percentage points (pp). (b): Bias rate, defined as the percentage of image-question pairs
for which the model’s prediction matches the expected ”typical anatomy” answer on atypical images,
ranges from 41-69%. The medical-specific model - MedGemma 4B - shows only similar performance
on atypical cases as a general-purpose variant with the same architecture. The error bars denote 95%
confidence intervals computed via stratified bootstrapping. (R) highlights reasoning models.

best performing models, GPT-5, Gemini 2.5 Pro, and Llama 4 Maverick, showed gaps

between 27 and 42 pp.
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Errors predominantly match expected anatomical bias

Depending on the model investigated, 65-95% of errors align with typical anatomy pre-

dictions (Fig. 3b and Table 1), meaning the model provides the answer corresponding

to typical anatomy. For example, for polydactyly (more than 5 fingers), VLMs predict

5 (fingers) in 80% of atypical cases; for patients with one fused kidney (horseshoe or

pancake kidney), VLMs predict 2 separate kidneys in 95% of cases, and for ureteral

duplication, models assume only 2 ureters in 82% of cases.

Model ↑ Accuracy (atypical) ↑ Accuracy (typical) ↓ Bias rate

GPT-5 (R) 43.0% (37.0%, 49.0%) 79.9% (74.0%, 86.0%) 49.1% (42.0%, 55.0%)

Gemini 2.5 Pro (R) 40.0% (34.0%, 46.0%) 81.0% (76.0%, 86.0%) 50.0% (43.0%, 57.0%)

Llama 4 Maverick 39.8% (36.0%, 44.0%) 67.1% (61.0%, 73.0%) 48.2% (43.0%, 53.0%)

Grok 4 (R) 38.0% (33.0%, 43.0%) 71.8% (67.0%, 76.0%) 43.1% (36.0%, 50.0%)

Gemma 3 4B 37.0% (35.0%, 39.0%) 43.9% (40.0%, 48.0%) 41.2% (37.0%, 46.0%)

MedGemma 4B 33.0% (31.0%, 35.0%) 69.9% (65.0%, 75.0%) 44.0% (40.0%, 48.0%)

Mistral Medium 3.1 31.1% (28.0%, 34.0%) 70.0% (65.0%, 75.0%) 61.0% (57.0%, 65.0%)

GPT-5 Mini (R) 31.0% (26.0%, 36.0%) 81.0% (76.0%, 86.0%) 59.0% (53.0%, 66.0%)

Llama 4 Scout 28.9% (26.0%, 31.0%) 63.0% (60.0%, 66.0%) 56.1% (51.0%, 61.0%)

Qwen3-VL 8B 27.1% (23.0%, 30.0%) 83.0% (78.0%, 87.0%) 65.0% (60.0%, 70.0%)

GPT-5 Nano (R) 27.1% (24.0%, 30.0%) 69.0% (65.0%, 74.0%) 63.9% (60.0%, 68.0%)

Claude 4.5 Haiku (R) 26.0% (23.0%, 29.0%) 74.9% (69.0%, 81.0%) 67.0% (62.0%, 72.0%)

Claude 4.5 Sonnet (R) 26.0% (21.0%, 31.0%) 81.1% (75.0%, 86.0%) 69.0% (64.0%, 75.0%)

Qwen3-VL 235B (A22B) 25.9% (23.0%, 29.0%) 78.0% (73.0%, 83.0%) 66.2% (61.0%, 71.0%)

GLM 4.5V (R) 25.1% (22.0%, 28.0%) 85.9% (81.0%, 91.0%) 68.9% (65.0%, 73.0%)

Gemini 2.5 Flash (R) 25.0% (22.0%, 29.0%) 89.9% (86.0%, 94.0%) 71.0% (66.0%, 76.0%)

Mistral Small 3.2 24B 25.0% (22.0%, 28.0%) 71.0% (67.0%, 75.0%) 68.0% (64.0%, 71.0%)

Qwen3-VL 2B 25.0% (22.0%, 29.0%) 71.0% (66.0%, 76.0%) 62.1% (58.0%, 66.0%)

Gemma 3 27B 24.0% (20.0%, 27.0%) 68.0% (63.0%, 72.0%) 65.0% (61.0%, 70.0%)

Qwen3-VL 4B 23.0% (20.0%, 25.0%) 72.9% (67.0%, 79.0%) 69.0% (65.0%, 73.0%)

Qwen3-VL 30B (A3B) 22.0% (20.0%, 24.0%) 77.9% (72.0%, 84.0%) 68.1% (64.0%, 72.0%)

Gemini 2.5 Flash Lite (R) 18.0% (15.0%, 21.0%) 87.0% (82.0%, 92.0%) 76.0% (72.0%, 80.0%)

Table 1 22 state-of-the-art models used in our benchmarking study sorted by accuracy
on atypical images. 95% CIs were calculated using stratified bootstrapping with 1,000 resamples.
Reasoning models are denoted by (R).
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Architectural scaling and inference-time strategies fail to

overcome anatomical priors

The accuracy for both typical and atypical cases remains stagnant with increasing

model size. The small improvement in accuracy on typical cases (from 71.0% at 2B to

78.0% at 235B) contrasts with almost no increase in accuracy on atypical cases (from

25.0% at 2B to 25.9% at 235B), demonstrating that standard parameter scaling does

not mitigate anatomical bias (Fig. 4).

2B 4B 8B 30B (A3B) 235B (A22B)
Model Size (Parameters)

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

A
cc

ur
ac

y

71.0% 72.9%

83.0%
77.9% 78.0%

25.0% 23.0%
27.1%

22.0%
25.9%

Typical
Atypical
MoE models

Fig. 4 Scaling the number of model parameters does not result in performance increase
on atypical cases. Shown are evaluations of models from the Qwen3-VL family of increasing size.
The green line denotes performance on typical cases, and the blue line denotes performance on atypical
cases. Mixture-of-experts (MoE) models are marked with stars, with the number of active parameters
given in parentheses. The shaded region represents 95% confidence intervals computed with stratified
bootstrap.

When prompts explicitly mention the possibility of rare anatomical variants, all

models shown in Fig. 5 show improvements in the range of 5 to 13 pp, except

GLM-4.5V, for which performance declines by 6 pp. No prompting strategy, however,

eliminated the performance disparity between atypical and typical cases. We also found

that when given the option to answer with “Unsure”, frontier models rarely choose to

do so, on average in 3.1% of cases for the typical and in 2.5% of cases for the atypical

images (see Supplementary Figure 1)
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Fig. 5 Explicit prompting about rare conditions does not generally protect against
anatomical bias. When prompts explicitly mention the possibility of rare anatomical variants
(orange), vision-language models show modest improvements on rare anatomy tasks compared to
standard neutral prompts (blue). Translucent bars represent the performance on typical cases; opaque
bars, on rare anatomy. Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals, and (R) reasoning models.

Test-time reasoning provided no consistent improvements on atypical anatomies

across models (see Fig. 6 and Supplementary Table 2). For GPT-5, the performance

on typical cases increased by 5.9 pp when moving from the low to the high reasoning

setting. For all three models, the difference in performance on atypical cases across

different reasoning budgets ranged from 1.0 to 4.0 pp.

Low Medium High
Reasoning Effort

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

A
cc

ur
ac

y

42.0% 43.0% 42.0%

78.9% 79.9%
84.9%

GPT-5 (R)

Atypical
Typical

Low Medium High
Reasoning Effort

28.9% 26.0% 27.0%

76.1%
81.1% 78.9%

Claude 4.5 Sonnet (R)

Atypical
Typical

Low Medium High
Reasoning Effort

42.0% 40.0% 44.0%

82.9% 81.0% 83.0%

Gemini 2.5 Pro (R)

Atypical
Typical

Fig. 6 Test-time reasoning does not improve performance on atypical cases. Three fron-
tier vision-language models, GPT-5, Claude 4.5 Sonnet, and Gemini 2.5 Pro, are evaluated under
varying computational budgets. Model performance remains stagnant despite increased reasoning
effort. Shaded regions denote 95% confidence intervals computed using stratified bootstrapping.
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Discussion

In this paper, we introduce the concept of natural adversarial anatomy. Inspired by

the term “natural adversarial images” introduced by Hendrycks et al. to describe

naturally occurring examples that are trivial for humans yet consistently fool vision

models, natural adversarial anatomy refers to real, clinically encountered anatomical

variants that violate strongly learned priors about “typical” human anatomy [12].

These cases, such as polydactyly, horseshoe kidney, and situs inversus, are visually

unambiguous to clinicians but systematically misinterpreted by VLMs because their

statistical expectations override clear visual evidence.

We introduce AdversarialAnatomyBench, the first benchmark of naturally occur-

ring “adversarial anatomy” to challenge VLMs across a broad range of imaging

modalities and anatomical sites. It allows for controlled, stress-testing of VLMs under

scenarios where anatomical priors are misaligned with observed presentations, offering

a complementary robustness paradigm that exposes failure modes invisible to standard

benchmarks.

Evaluating 22 state-of-the-art VLMs reveals systematic failures: accuracy drops by

16-79% on atypical variants, and 65–95% of errors align with “typical anatomy” priors.

Neither model scaling nor bias-aware prompting and advanced reasoning strategies

substantially mitigate these biases. These findings uncover a fundamental limitation of

current multimodal architectures: deeply ingrained anatomical priors override visual

evidence, posing significant risks for clinical deployment and underscoring the need

for bias-aware model design and rare-case evaluation standards.
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Implications

From a clinical perspective, the observed performance gap stands as a clear warning

sign: models fail to even identify easily verifiable, albeit atypical, cases. These find-

ings suggest that VLMs should not be deployed for diagnostic tasks without explicit

evaluation on atypical anatomical presentations.

From a methodological machine learning perspective, anatomical bias demon-

strates a fundamental limitation in multimodal fusion architectures. Strong priors

learned from internet-scale data override fine-grained visual perception, a bias mech-

anism consistent with findings in the general vision domain [6]. A strength of this

study is its systematic evaluation of multiple mitigation strategies, including scal-

ing model size, varying prompts, and increasing the test-time reasoning budget. Our

experiments show that increasing model size does not improve performance on atyp-

ical cases, suggesting that model scale alone is insufficient to address failures on rare

anatomical variants. Explicitly prompting models about the possibility of encountering

rare conditions yields only modest gains on atypical cases, and no prompting strategy

succeeds in closing the performance gap between typical and atypical cases. Notably,

test-time reasoning provides no consistent improvements compared to the substantial

gains observed on mathematical and coding tasks [13].

Two mechanisms may explain the limited effectiveness of these interventions.

First, anatomical priors are deeply embedded during pretraining on billions of typical

anatomy images, making them difficult to override at inference time. Second, medi-

cal images lack the step-by-step verifiability characteristic of mathematical problems;

accurate diagnosis requires overriding priors at the visual perception stage, before

linguistic reasoning can be applied.
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Relation to prior work

Research in the general vision domain has shown that VLMs often fail when confronted

with altered depictions of familiar categories, relying on statistical priors rather than

direct visual evidence [6]. To address such vulnerabilities, benchmarks such as Nat-

uralBench have been introduced to evaluate model robustness using image–question

pairs that are easy for humans but challenging for models, and to penalize responses

that ignore crucial visual cues [14]. In the medical domain, the literature on visual bias

in VLMs remains limited. Existing studies indicate that medical VLMs tend to exploit

textual context more heavily than image content [7] and exhibit demographic biases

[10, 11]. While several recent perspective papers and review articles have mentioned

the potential risk of VLMs failing on rare or atypical cases [15–17], we are not aware

of any study or benchmark dedicated to systematically investigating this hypothesis.

Limitations

With the present work, we are the first to systematically investigate the performance

of state-of-the-art VLMs on images of typical vs atypical anatomy.

Despite this significant progress, our benchmark only covers a fraction of atypical

conditions that occur in clinical practice. Moreover, while our findings show that the

models strongly rely on anatomical priors, they do not directly demonstrate that

models perform worse on patients with atypical anatomy in clinically relevant tasks.

In the design of this study, we deliberately opted for basic visual perception tasks

rather than questions more directly tied to medical diagnosis for two reasons. First,

these tasks do not require specialized clinical expertise: any general-purpose model

should be capable of determining, for example, how many fingers appear on a hand,

even if it lacks advanced diagnostic capabilities. This ensures that failures cannot be

attributed to missing medical knowledge but instead reflect genuine perceptual or

bias-driven limitations. Second, using discrete, objectively verifiable answers allows for
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robust and reproducible evaluation without the challenges associated with open-ended

clinical questions. This design choice not only minimizes ambiguity in evaluation but

also makes the benchmark straightforward for others to adopt, extend, and compare

against.

Furthermore, to enable data sharing and ensure reproducibility, we focused exclu-

sively on images obtained from publicly available sources. While this approach allows

other researchers to replicate our findings, it introduces the possibility that some of

the images in our benchmark may have been included in the training data of certain

models.

An additional limitation lies in our reliance on single-image assessment, which does

not capture the clinical reality of longitudinal monitoring or comparative image analy-

sis, where radiologists often evaluate changes across multiple time points. Nevertheless,

even within this simplified evaluation setting, we uncovered severe failure modes

that were not solved by model scaling, prompt engineering, or increased test-time

computation.

Future Work

Several directions merit further investigation. First, AdversarialAnatomyBench should

be expanded to encompass additional rare conditions, imaging modalities, and open-

ended question formats. Complementing this expansion, future studies should examine

the impact of clinical context, such as patient history and indication for imaging, on

model performance, as such contextual information routinely informs clinical decision-

making in practice.

From a methodological standpoint, developing effective debiasing strategies

remains a critical priority. Promising approaches include architectural modifications

such as visual grounding mechanisms [18] and reinforcement learning-based reasoning

[19], as well as training data augmentation techniques. In particular, future research
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should investigate whether augmenting training datasets with rare anatomical variants

can mitigate the observed biases.

Beyond single-image evaluation, subsequent work should assess multi-image rea-

soning capabilities and the extent to which models can interpret temporal progression

across serial imaging studies. Finally, clinical validation studies are needed to eval-

uate the real-world impact of these limitations in radiological workflows, including

the potential benefits of radiologist-in-the-loop configurations that leverage human

oversight to compensate for model shortcomings.

The broader implications of this work can be summarized as follows: Our find-

ings underscore the need for robust rare-case evaluation as a standard requirement in

medical AI deployment. For foundation model development, the results highlight that

improved prompting or scaling alone is insufficient, and that architectural innovations

will be required to prevent inappropriate reliance on typical-anatomy priors. From a

clinical practice perspective, recognizing the limitations of VLMs when confronted with

rare anatomical variants is essential to ensure safe and informed adoption. Finally, for

regulatory frameworks, our findings suggest that evaluation standards should explic-

itly incorporate rare but clinically significant edge cases to better reflect real-world

patient diversity and safeguard clinical reliability.

Methods

AdversarialAnatomyBench Concept

We name our medical visual question answering benchmark AdversarialAnatomy-

Bench, drawing inspiration from natural adversarial examples and their emphasis on

inputs that are easy for humans but challenging for models [12]. In this context, our

benchmark focuses specifically on questions involving deviations from typical anatomy.

Our benchmark builds upon the following fundamental design decisions:
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• Diversity: Images are selected to cover multiple modalities, including magnetic res-

onance imaging (MRI), X-ray, magnetic resonance angiography (MRA), computed

tomography (CT), ultrasound, fluoroscopy, and photographs, as well as diverse

regions of the body (Fig. 2).

• Paired design: Each atypical anatomical variant is matched with a correspond-

ing typical reference image and evaluated using standardized perception questions,

allowing direct quantification of performance gaps. Questions are formulated in a

way that ensures images of atypical cases produce answers different from those

observed in the majority of the population. This design choice prevents models

which disregard the attached images and rely only on language priors to produce a

single default answer from performing well on the benchmark [20].

• Verifiability: Questions are designed to allow unambiguous verification by avoiding

open-ended answers in favor of categorical or numerical responses.

The benchmark uses three metrics to evaluate the models’ performance:

• Accuracy (atypical) measuring the accuracy on the rare anatomical variants.

• Accuracy (typical) measuring the accuracy on the typical cases.

• Bias rate [6] defined as the percentage of model answers matching the expected

anatomical prior on atypical images.

Together with the metric values, we report 95% confidence intervals calculated

by bootstrap stratified by question type with 1000 re-samples. Specifically, given a

question set Q = q1, . . . , qNq and a corresponding set of image setsX = Xq1 , . . . , XqNq
,

for each of B = 1000 bootstrap replicates, for each qi we sample with replacement

nqi = |Xqi | images to form X∗
i = x∗

i,1, . . . , x
∗
i,nqi

. For example, for the “From the

patient’s perspective, on which side of their body is the apex of their heart?” question,

when computing the accuracy on atypical cases, we have 4 available images, so we

sample 4 images with replacement. The full bootstrap dataset for each replicate is
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obtained by concatenating across question types: X∗ = X∗
1 || . . . ||X∗

Nq
where || denotes

concatenation. The evaluation metrics are computed on each X∗, yielding bootstrap

estimates used to compute the confidence intervals.

Data and Questions

Questions were developed collaboratively by a team of clinicians and data scientists

to ensure both medical accuracy and methodological rigor. To assemble the image

dataset, we systematically searched multiple online medical data repositories and

publicly available datasets [21–25], and the full list of sources is provided in our repos-

itory. This process yielded 200 images spanning various regions of the body (Fig. 2)

across seven imaging modalities. During curation, we manually removed any markers

or annotations from images in cases where they could reveal the correct answer, such

as overlays indicating the head of an embryo. All images were resized such that the

longer side does not exceed 1,024 pixels while maintaining the original aspect ratio.

For certain questions, such as those involving tooth counts, multiple responses could

reflect anatomical bias (e.g., 28-32 teeth in the case of adult dentition); our evaluation

accounts for this range when computing bias alignment.

Models

We included 22 VLMs from the leading model families for which image understand-

ing capabilities and model access were publicly available at the time of evaluation

(see Supplementary Table 1). The selection spanned both closed-weight and open-

weight systems and included general-purpose VLMs as well as a medically oriented

model (MedGemma 4B). For model families offering multiple variants, we evaluated

all accessible versions to enable intra-family comparison. The final set comprised mod-

els from Alibaba (Qwen3-VL series), Anthropic (Claude 4.5 series), Google (Gemini
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2.5 series, Gemma 3 series, and MedGemma 4B), Meta (Llama 4 series), Mistral (Mis-

tral 3 series), OpenAI (GPT-5 series), xAI (Grok-4), and zAI (GLM-4.5V). All models

were evaluated under standardized inference parameters, with temperature set to zero

where supported. Model outputs were obtained either through APIs or via locally

hosted deployments, depending on availability.

RQ1 and RQ2 Experimental design

The purpose of this experiment was to assess whether VLMs accurately recognize

rare anatomical variants in images and whether incorrect answers align with expected

anatomical biases. Each model was provided with an image accompanied by a baseline,

neutral prompt: ”Answer the following question based on the attached medical image:

question.” This prompting strategy was used consistently across all experiments unless

otherwise specified. Models were instructed to output their answers in a standardized

format, which was then compared against the ground truth annotations.

RQ3 Experimental design

The purpose of the third experiment was to assess whether varying the models’ config-

uration can mitigate the visual bias. To this end, we investigated three complementary

strategies: Scaling, bias-aware prompting, and test-time reasoning. For all experiments,

we kept the base setup from RQ1.

Scaling experiment. To investigate the effect of scaling model parameters on

anatomical bias, we utilized the Qwen3-VL model family because it represents the

current state-of-the-art among open-weight vision-language models and provides a con-

sistent architecture across a wide range of model sizes, including the 2B, 4B, 8B, 30B,

and 235B variants. The two largest variants (30B and 235B) are mixture-of-experts

(MoE) architectures, and the reported parameter counts denote the total number of

parameters in each model.
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Prompting experiment. To evaluate whether alternative prompting strategies

could mitigate anatomical bias, while otherwise maintaining the same experimental

conditions as in RQ1, we tested two additional prompt variants:

• ”Rarity-aware”: ”You are a medical expert. Answer the following question solely

based on the attached medical image, keeping in mind that it might contain rare

cases or non-standard anatomy: question.”

• “Medical expert”: ”You are a medical expert, answer the following question solely

based on the attached medical image, ignoring population biases: question.”

We conducted this experiment on eight state-of-the-art VLMs spanning both closed-

weight and open-weight systems: GPT-5, Gemini 2.5 Pro, Llama 4 Maverick, Grok-4,

Mistral Medium 3.1, Claude 4.5 Sonnet, Qwen3-VL 235B, and GLM-4.5V.

In a separate experiment, we investigated whether allowing models to express

uncertainty would reduce erroneous responses on atypical cases. To this end, we

repeated the RQ1 experiment with an additional response option by appending the

following suffix to the prompt: ”However, if you are unsure, you may answer ’Unsure’.”

Reasoning experiment. To investigate whether extended reasoning improves per-

formance, we evaluated three frontier models that allowed for setting specific reasoning

budgets: GPT-5, Claude Sonnet 4.5, and Gemini 2.5 Pro. Each model was tested at

three levels of reasoning effort, designated as ”low,” ”medium,” and ”high.”:

• For GPT-5, we used the model’s native reasoning presets corresponding to these

three levels.

• For Gemini 2.5 Pro, we configured the maximum number of reasoning tokens

to 1,024, 8,192, and 24,576 for the low, medium, and high settings, respectively,

following the specifications outlined in the model documentation [26].

• For Claude Sonnet 4.5, for fairness of the comparison, we matched the reasoning

token counts of Gemini 2.5 Pro.
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Unless otherwise specified, we report the results for the “medium” reasoning preset.
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Supplementary material

Organization Name Medical Access Model Size

Alibaba Qwen3-VL 235B No Open 235B (A22B)
Qwen3-VL 30B No Open 30B (A3B)
Qwen3-VL 8B No Open 8B
Qwen3-VL 4B No Open 4B
Qwen3-VL 2B No Open 2B

Anthropic Claude 4.5 Sonnet (R) No Closed -
Claude 4.5 Haiku (R) No Closed -

Google Gemini 2.5 Pro (R) No Closed -
Gemini 2.5 Flash (R) No Closed -
Gemini 2.5 Flash Lite (R) No Closed -
Gemma 3 27B No Open 27B
Gemma 3 4B No Open 4B
MedGemma 4B Yes Open 4B

Meta LLama 4 Maverick No Open 400B (A17B)
LLama 4 Scout No Open 109B (A17B)

Mistral Mistral Medium 3.1 No Closed -
Mistral Small 3.2 24B No Open 24B

OpenAI GPT-5 (R) No Closed -
GPT-5 mini (R) No Closed -
GPT-5 nano (R) No Closed -

xAI Grok 4 (R) No Closed -
zAI GLM 4.5V (R) No Open 106B (A12B)

Table 1 Model Overview. Our evaluation included 22 models from leading
model families and included both open and closed-weight models of varying
sizes. Reasoning models are denoted with (R) and the numbers in parentheses
in the “Model Size” column provide the active parameter count for case of
mixture-of-experts (MoE) models.
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Model ↑ Accuracy (atypical) ↑ Accuracy (typical) ↓ Bias rate

GPT-5 (high) (R) 42.0% (37.0%, 48.0%) 84.9% (79.0%, 90.0%) 45.0% (38.0%, 51.0%)

GPT-5 (medium) (R) 43.0% (37.0%, 49.0%) 79.9% (74.0%, 86.0%) 49.1% (42.0%, 55.0%)

GPT-5 (low) (R) 42.0% (36.0%, 48.0%) 78.9% (73.0%, 85.0%) 48.0% (41.0%, 54.0%)

Gemini 2.5 Pro (high) (R) 44.0% (37.0%, 50.0%) 83.0% (77.0%, 89.0%) 51.0% (44.0%, 58.0%)

Gemini 2.5 Pro (medium) (R) 40.0% (34.0%, 46.0%) 81.0% (76.0%, 86.0%) 50.0% (43.0%, 57.0%)

Gemini 2.5 Pro (low) (R) 42.0% (37.0%, 48.0%) 82.9% (78.0%, 88.0%) 52.1% (45.0%, 58.0%)

Claude 4.5 Sonnet (high) (R) 27.0% (23.0%, 31.0%) 78.9% (73.0%, 84.0%) 69.1% (64.0%, 74.0%)

Claude 4.5 Sonnet (medium) (R) 26.0% (21.0%, 31.0%) 81.1% (75.0%, 86.0%) 69.0% (64.0%, 75.0%)

Claude 4.5 Sonnet (low) (R) 28.9% (25.0%, 32.0%) 76.1% (70.0%, 82.0%) 66.1% (62.0%, 70.0%)

Table 2 Reasoning experiment results. Increased amount of reasoning does not result in improved
performance on atypical cases. Reasoning models are denoted with (R).
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Fig. 1 Models rarely choose to answer with “Unsure” when provided with a possibility
to do so. The unsure answer is chosen only in up to 13% of typical (green) and 10% atypical (blue)
cases, with some models, including Gemini 2.5 Pro and Llama 4 Maverick never providing unsure
responses. Reasoning models are marked with (R).
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