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Abstract

Purpose

To compare the diagnostic performance between Chat Generative Pre-trained Transformer (ChatGPT), based on
the GPT-4 architecture, and radiologists from patient's medical history and imaging findings in challenging
neuroradiology cases.

Methods

We collected 30 consecutive "Freiburg Neuropathology Case Conference” cases from the journal Clinical
Neuroradiology between March 2016 and June 2023. GPT-4 based ChatGPT generated diagnoses from the
patient's provided medical history and imaging findings for each case, and the diagnostic accuracy rate was
determined based on the published ground truth. Three radiologists with different levels of experience (2, 4, and
7 years of experience, respectively) independently reviewed all the cases based on the patient's provided medical
history and imaging findings, and the diagnostic accuracy rates were evaluated. The Chi-square tests were
performed to compare the diagnostic accuracy rates between ChatGPT and each radiologist.

Results

ChatGPT achieved an accuracy rate of 23% (7/30 cases). Radiologists achieved the following accuracy rates: a
junior radiology resident had 27% (8/30) accuracy, a senior radiology resident had 30% (9/30) accuracy, and a
board-certified radiologist had 47% (14/30) accuracy. ChatGPT's diagnostic accuracy rate was lower than that of
each radiologist, although the difference was not significant (p = 0.99, 0.77, and 0.10, respectively).

Conclusion

The diagnostic performance of GPT-4 based ChatGPT did not reach the performance level of either junior/senior
radiology residents or board-certified radiologistsin challenging neuroradiology cases. While ChatGPT holds
great promise in the field of neuroradiology, radiologists should be aware of its current performance and

limitations for optimal utilization.
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I ntroduction

Chat Generative Pre-trained Transformer (ChatGPT) is a cutting-edge large language model developed by
the OpenAl company [1]. ChatGPT, based on the GPT-4 architecture, has remarkable capabilitiesin
understanding natural languages and generating human-like text responses across a wide variety of topics[2-4].
ChatGPT holds the promise to revolutionize many industries, and professionalsin various fields are considering
itsimplementation to enhance efficiency and support decision-making processes [5].

Artificial intelligence has already been applied to clinical applicationsin the field of radiology, showing
remarkable benefits [6-8]. ChatGPT holds the potential to be a valuable tool in radiology, and severa initial
applications of ChatGPT have been reported [9-18]. GPT-3.5 based ChatGPT almost passed a text-based
radiology examination without specific radiology training, and the subsequent GPT-4 based ChatGPT has passed
the examination, surpassing the performance of its predecessor [19, 20]. Considering its potential for clinical
applicationsin radiology, radiologists need to be aware of ChatGPT's current performance and limitations for
optimal utilization.

Diagnostic neuroradiology isacomplex field that requires specialized expertise to interpret diverse imaging
findings associated with various diseases [21]. Radiologists may benefit from the assistance provided by
ChatGPT, especially in diagnosing complex and challenging cases. Recent studies have reported the diagnostic
performance of GPT-4 based ChatGPT in thefield of radiology [9, 10]; however, ChatGPT's diagnostic
performance in challenging neuroradiology cases and its comparison with radiologists diagnostic performance
have not yet been investigated and remain unclear. Thejournal Clinical Neuroradiology presents diagnostic cases
in the "Freiburg Neuropathology Case Conference" section that are both educational and interesting, as well as
complex and challenging for clinicians. By comparing the diagnostic performance of ChatGPT and radiologists
in these cases, we can gain valuable insights into the capabilities of ChatGPT in neuroradiology.

This study aimed to compare the diagnostic performance, based on patient's medical history and imaging
findings, between GPT-4 based ChatGPT and radiologistsin challenging neuroradiology cases using the

"Freiburg Neuropathology Case Conference" cases published in Clinical Neuroradiology.
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Methods
Study design

In this study, we input the patient's medical history and imaging findings into ChatGPT, which generated
differential and final diagnoses. We utilized imaging findings instead of the images themselves, as the current
version of ChatGPT could not directly process images. The diagnostic performance of ChatGPT was evaluated
by assessing the accuracy rate of the ChatGPT's diagnosis. The study design adhered to the Standards for
Reporting Diagnostic Accuracy Studies statement [22]. Ethics committee approval was not required since this

study utilized only published cases.

Data collection

Thejournal Clinical Neuroradiology publishes diagnostic cases in the "Freiburg Neuropathology Case
Conference" section, with one case being published per issue. The 2016 World Health Organization (WHO)
Classification of Tumours of the Central Nervous System (CNS) introduced a molecular tumor classification into
the diagnostic framework of CNS tumors, and the latest 2021 WHO Classification of Tumours of the CNS built
upon the molecular approach, adding more molecular features and updating pathologic diagnoses [23]. Given the
paradigm shift of the WHO Classification of Tumours of the CNS in 2016, we included the "Freiburg
Neuropathology Case Conference" cases from 2016 onward and collected 30 consecutive cases from March
2016 (volume 26, issue 1) to June 2023 (volume 33, issue 2). We collected the patient's medical history from the
"Case Report" section, the imaging findings from the "Imaging” section, and the diagnosis (actual ground truth)
from the "Diagnosis" section of each case. The "Case Report” section contained the descriptions of
biopsy/surgical findings and postoperative clinical course; thus, we excluded these descriptions from the patient's

medical history. Fig. 1 shows the data collection flowchart.

Input/output procedure for ChatGPT and Output evaluation
Weinitially entered the following prompt as the task into ChatGPT based on the GPT-4 architecture (May

24 version; OpenAl, California, USA; https://chat.openai.com/): Asa physician, | plan to utilize you for research

purposes. Assuming you are a hypothetical physician, please walk me through the process from differential
diagnosis to the most likely disease step by step, based on the patient’s information | am about to present. Please
list three possible differential diagnosesin order of likelihood. Subsequently, we input the patient's medical

history and imaging findings and obtained the output from ChatGPT for each case (an illustrative example is
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presented in Fig. 2). We started a new ChatGPT session for each case and input both the prompt and the patient's
medical history/imaging findings to prevent any potential influence of previous answers on ChatGPT's output.
These processes were conducted once for each case between June 8 and June 9, 2023.

The output generated by ChatGPT consisted of three differential diagnoses and one final diagnosis chosen
from them. Two board-certified radiologists (13 years of experience [H.T.]; 7 years of experience [D.H.])
determined whether the differential diagnoses and final diagnosis generated by ChatGPT aligned with the actual

ground truth. If there were any discrepancies, a final decision was made by consensus.

Radiologists interpretation

All 30 cases from the "Freiburg Neuropathology Case Conference" were independently reviewed by three
radiologists with different levels of experience: one junior radiology resident (Reader 1 [S.O.]; 2 years of
experience in radiology), one senior radiology resident (Reader 2 [T.O.]; 4 years of experience in radiology,
including 1 year of training in neuroradiology), and one board-certified radiologist (Reader 3 [D.H.]; 7 years of
experience in radiology, including 4 years of training in neuroradiology). Each radiologist conducted their
diagnoses based on the "Case Report” (excluding the descriptions of biopsy/surgical findings and postoperative
clinical course) and the "Imaging” sections (both the description of the imaging findings and the images
themselves). They provided three differential diagnoses and one final diagnosis chosen from them for each case.
All radiologists were blinded to the differential and final diagnoses generated by ChatGPT, as well as the actual

ground truth. The accuracy rates of these diagnoses were considered as the radiologists diagnostic performance.

Statistical analysis
Statistical analyses were performed with R software (version 4.0.2, 2020; R Foundation for Statistical

Computing, Vienna, Austrig; http://www.r-project.org/). As the current GPT-4 based ChatGPT has been trained

on data available up to September 2021 [1], the cases published until September 2021 had potential for bias.
Thus, we categorized the cases into two groups. those with publication dates through September 2021 and those
from October 2021 onward. We performed pairwise Fisher's exact tests to compare the diagnostic accuracy rates
of the final diagnosis and the differential diagnoses between the two groups. Additionally, we performed the
Chi-square tests to compare the diagnostic accuracy rates of the final diagnosis and differential diagnoses
between ChatGPT and each radiologist. Adjustment for multiplicity was not performed because this was an

exploratory study. A two-sided p value < 0.05 was considered statistically significant.
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Results

The 30 cases from the "Freiburg Neuropathology Case Conference" cases cons sted of 27 cases of
neoplastic diseases and 3 cases of hon-neoplastic diseases. ChatGPT successfully generated one final diagnosis
and three differential diagnoses for each case and exhibited afinal diagnostic accuracy of 23% (7/30 cases) and a
differential diagnostic accuracy of 40% (12/30 cases) (Table 1). The final diagnostic accuracy rates were 17%
(4/23 cases) for the cases published through September 2021 and 43% (3/7 cases) for those from October 2021
onward, while the differential diagnostic accuracy rates were 39% (9/23 cases) for the cases through September
2021 and 43% (3/7 cases) for those from October 2021 onward. No significant difference was observed in either
the final or differential diagnostic accuracy rates between the two periods (p = 0.31 and 0.99, respectively).

Regarding the radiologists interpretations, the accuracy ratesfor the final and differential diagnoses were as
follows: Reader 1 (junior radiology resident) achieved accuracy rates of 27% (8/30) and 47% (14/30), Reader 2
(senior radiology resident) achieved accuracy rates of 30% (9/30) and 63% (19/30), and Reader 3
(board-certified radiologi st) achieved accuracy rates of 47% (14/30) and 70% (21/30). Among the three
radiologists, those with more years of experience demonstrated higher diagnostic accuracy rates in both the final
and differential diagnoses.

When comparing ChatGPT and radiologists, ChatGPT's diagnostic accuracy rates for the final and
differential diagnoses were lower than those of each radiologist. Regarding the final diagnostic accuracy rates,
no significant difference was observed between ChatGPT and each radiologist (p = 0.99, 0.77, and 0.10,
respectively). As for the differential diagnostic accuracy rates, no significant difference was observed between
ChatGPT and Reader 1 or Reader 2 (p = 0.79 and 0.12, respectively), while Reader 3 showed a significantly

higher accuracy rate compared to ChatGPT (p = 0.04) (Table 2).
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Discussion

This study compared the diagnostic performance, based on patient's medical history and imaging findings,
between GPT-4 based ChatGPT and radiologists with various levels of experience in challenging diagnostic
casesin neuroradiology. GPT-4 based ChatGPT achieved a final diagnostic accuracy of 23% (7/30 cases) and a
differential diagnostic accuracy of 40% (12/30 cases) for the "Freiburg Neuropathology Case Conference” cases
published in Clinical Neuroradiology between March 2016 and June 2023. No significant difference was
observed in the diagnostic accuracy rates of ChatGPT between the cases published until September 2021 and
those from October 2021 onward. ChatGPT'sfinal and differential diagnostic accuracy rates were lower than
those of ajunior radiology resident, a senior radiology resident, and a board-certified radiologist, although not
significantly so. Only the board-certified radiologist had a significantly higher differential diagnostic accuracy
compared to ChatGPT.

To the best of our knowledge, this study is the first to compare the diagnostic performance of GPT-4 based
ChatGPT and radiologists in challenging neuroradiology cases. Although a previous study has reported the
diagnostic performance of GPT-4 based ChatGPT from patient's medical history and imaging findingsin general
radiology [10], no study has evaluated and compared the diagnostic performance of ChatGPT and radiologists on
challenging neuroradiology cases. This study found that the diagnostic performance of GPT-4 based ChatGPT
did not reach the performance level of either junior/senior radiology residents or board-certified radiologistsin
challenging neuroradiology cases.

ChatGPT has the potential to improve the clinical workflow in radiology [24, 25]. Several studies have
reported that ChatGPT offers valuable assistance to radiologists in various tasks, including supporting
diagnosi s/decision-making, determining imaging protocols, generating/simplifying radiology reports, writing
medical publications, and providing patient education [9-18]. With the advancement of medical imaging
technologies and the overutilization of imaging examinations, the workload for radiologists has increased,
thereby contributing to diagnostic errorsin neuroradiology [26, 27]. Integrating ChatGPT as adiagnostic tool in
clinical practiceis expected to save radiologists interpretation time and reduce their workload [9, 10], potentially
leading to a decrease in diagnostic errors and improved patient outcomes.

While ChatGPT has the potential to revitalize the field of neuroradiology, radiologists need to recognize its
limitations and exercise caution when integrating ChatGPT into clinical practice. This study demonstrated that
the diagnostic performance of GPT-4 based ChatGPT did not reach the performance level of either junior/senior

radiology residents or board-certified radiologistsin challenging neuroradiology cases. Radiologists may need
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the diagnostic assistance provided by ChatGPT, especially in complex and challenging cases. However, our
resultsindicated that ChatGPT's diagnostic performanceisinadequate in challenging neuroradiology cases, and
the current ChatGPT cannot fully replace the expertise of radiologists. The majority of casesin this study were
neoplastic diseases, and the wide variety of histopathological types and imaging findings associated with these
neoplastic diseases may have contributed to ChatGPT's insufficient diagnostic accuracy [23, 28]. In addition,
radiologists should be aware that the output generated by ChatGPT may not fully correspond to the 2021 WHO
classification of CNStumors [23], given that the current ChatGPT has been trained on data up to September
2021 [1]. Furthermore, the current ChatGPT's diagnostic performancein clinical practice should be considered
dependent on the radiologist's ability, asit cannot directly processimages and relies on the inputs of imaging
findings provided by radiologists. The development of ChatGPT-based algorithms may improve these limitations,
thus radiologists need to be familiar with these rapidly evolving technologies for optimal utilization.

This study had several limitations. Firdt, this study included arelatively small sample size, which limitsthe
statistical power of the analyses. Second, ChatGPT's diagnostic performance was evaluated in a controlled
environment using the "Freiburg Neuropathology Case Conference" cases, which may not accurately reflect the
complexities and challenges of real-world clinical practice. Third, this study utilized the "Freiburg
Neuropathology Case Conference” cases in Clinical Neuroradiology as challenging cases in the field of
neuroradiology; however, the definition of challenging neuroradiology cases may be inherently subjective.
Further studies are required to explore various types of challenging diagnostic cases in neuroradiology. Finally,
since the majority of casesin this study were neoplastic diseases, the comparison of diagnostic performance

between ChatGPT and radiologists may be inadequate for non-neoplastic diseases.

Conclusion

This study demonstrated that the diagnostic performance of GPT-4 based ChatGPT did not reach the
performance level of either junior/senior radiology residents or board-certified radiologistsin challenging
neuroradiology cases. These findings indicate that the current version of ChatGPT cannot fully replace the
expertise of radiologists. While ChatGPT holds great promisein the field of neuroradiology, radiologists should
be aware of its current performance and limitations for optimal utilization. Further improvements, such as

fine-tuning the GPT-4 model to achieve higher performance in radiology tasks, could be future research.
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Tables

Table 1. ChatGPT's diagnostic accuracy

Correct answer (accuracy rate [%])

Final diagnosis Differential diagnosis
Overall diagnostic accuracy 7/30 (23%) 12/30 (40%)
Etiology
Neoplastic disease 6/27 (22%) 10/27 (37%)
Non-neoplastic disease 1/3 (33%) 2/3 (67%)
Publication date
Until September 2021 4/23 (17%) 9/23 (39%)

From October 2021 onward 3/7 (43%) 3/7 (43%)
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Table 2. Comparison of the diagnostic accuracy between ChatGPT and radiologists

13

Correct answer (accuracy rate [%6])

Final diagnosis ~ pvalue’

Differential diagnosis

p value

GPT-4 based ChatGPT 7/30 (23%)

Reader 1 (Junior radiology resident) 8/30 (27%) 0.99
Reader 2 (Senior radiology resdent) 9/30 (30%) 0.77
Reader 3 (Board-certified radiologist)  14/30 (47%) 0.10

12/30 (40%)
14/30 (47%)
19/30 (63%)

21/30 (70%)

0.79
0.12

*k

0.04

GPT; Generative Pre-trained Transformer

* The Chi-square tests are performed to compare the accuracy rates between ChatGPT and each radiologist

** p<0.05


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.28.23294607
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.28.23294607; this version posted August 29, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

14

Figurecaptions
Fig. 1

Data collection flowchart

Fig. 2

Anillustrative example of the input to and output from ChatGPT. a Input texts (patient's medical history
and imaging findings) to ChatGPT. b Output texts generated by ChatGPT. The differential diagnoses are
highlighted in the blue area, and the final diagnosis is highlighted in the red area. In this case [29], the

final diagnosis generated by ChatGPT was correct
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Clinical Neuroradiology "Freiburg Neuropathology Case Conference"
from March 2016 (Volume 26, Issue 1) to June 2023 (Volume 33, Issue 2)

30 cases were included

v \ 4

"Case Report" section "Imaging" section "Diagnosis" section

Excluded the following descriptions
* *  Biopsy/Surgical findings
* Postoperative clinical course

Patient's medical history Imaging findings Diagnosis
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History

An 89-year-old patient was admitted through our Accident and Emergency department
after a domestic fall. Upon neurological examination, the patient appeared somnolent and
had a dysarthric speech. A cranial computer tomography, as well as subsequent magnetic
resonance imaging (MRI) of the head revealed a right cerebellar mass. A cranial CT also
performed in relation with a domestic fall 3.5 years earlier already showed a small
hypodense lesion in the same location. Due to the increase in size and the increasing mass
effect of the lesion, with compromised cerebrospinal fluid (CSF) outflow, surgery was
recommended.

Imaging findings

The cranial CT upon admission revealed a well-circumscribed right cerebellar mass. In
retrospect, the lesion had already been apparent on a previous cranial CT performed 3.5
years earlier. At that time the lesion appeared to be much smaller. On T2 weighted images
from the current MRI the lesion had a multicystic lobulated matrix and presented with a
space-occupying effect and surrounding hyperintense signal alterations in fluid attenuated
inversion recovery images (FLAIR) extending to the contralateral side. The local mass effect
included a displacement of the fourth ventricle and consecutive signs of an obstructive
hydrocephalus with enlargement of the lateral ventricles and the third ventricle and a
periventricular oozing. On native T1weighted images the lesion was hypointense. On T1
weighted images after administration of gadolinium the walls of the cystic components as
well as the nodular parts of the lesion showed homogeneous and intense contrast
enhancement. The lesion had a broad-based contact to the inconspicuously configured
tentorium cerebelli. The nodular parts of the mass showed signs of high perfusion and
hypervascularisation in the MRI-perfusion relative cerebral blood volume (rCBV) map
compared to normal brain tissue. On diffusion weighted images (b-value=1000), the lesion
did not show any signs of restricted diffusion.
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As a hypothetical physician analyzing this case, here is how | would approach this:

Step 1: Consider the Clinical Presentation

The patient is an 89-year-old who was admitted following a fall and presented with
somnolence and dysarthric speech. The clinical presentation suggests some neurological
dysfunction, which is supported by the imaging findings of a right cerebellar mass that has
been increasing in size over 3.5 years and now causing mass effect and obstructive

hydrocephalus.

Step 2: Review Imaging Findings

The cranial CT and MRI showed a well-circumscribed right cerebellar mass that has
increased in size over 3.5 years. The mass has a multicystic lobulated matrix, displacement
of the fourth ventricle, and obstructive hydrocephalus. It is hypointense on native T1-
weighted images and shows intense and homogeneous enhancement of the walls of the
cystic components and the nodular parts post-contrast. There is no sign of restricted
diffusion on diffusion-weighted images, and the nodular parts show high perfusion on MRI-

perfusion rCBV maps.

Step 3: Formulate Differential Diagnoses

1. Hemangioblastoma: This tumor is typically found in the cerebellum and often has a
cystic appearance with an enhancing mural nodule, which fits the description of the mass
in this case. Hemangioblastomas often exhibit intense enhancement post-contrast and
may show high blood flow on perfusion studies.

2. Metastatic Tumor: In an elderly patient, it's essential to consider metastasis. The brain,
including the cerebellum, is a common site for metastasis from various primary tumors,
such as lung or breast cancer. The enhancement post-contrast and the mass effect could
be consistent with a metastatic tumor.

3. Pilocytic Astrocytoma: Though more common in children, these tumors can occur in
adults. They are often cystic with an enhancing mural nodule and can cause mass effect.
However, the age of the patient makes this diagnosis less likely compared to a

hemangioblastoma or metastasis.

Step 4: Most Likely Diagnosis
Given the imaging features including the cystic appearance, intense post-contrast
enhancement, and high perfusion, a Hemangioblastoma would be at the top of the

differential diagnosis.

Step 5: Additional Steps

To confirm the diagnosis, a surgical biopsy or resection followed by histopathological
examination would be needed. Also, assessing for underlying conditions associated with
hemangioblastoma such as Von Hippel-Lindau disease is important, even though it is less
likely in an elderly patient. In the case of a metastatic tumor, a search for a primary
malignancy would also be necessary. Consulting a neurosurgeon for the management of the

mass and obstructive hydrocephalus is essential.
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