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Abstract. Recently, there has been a growing interest in Multimodal
Large Language Models (MLLMs) due to their remarkable potential in
various tasks integrating different modalities, such as image and text,
as well as applications such as image captioning and visual question an-
swering. However, such models still face challenges in accurately caption-
ing and interpreting specific visual concepts and classes, particularly in
domain-specific applications. We argue that integrating domain knowl-
edge in the form of an ontology can significantly address these issues.
In this work, as a proof of concept, we propose a new framework that
combines ontology with MLLMs to classify images of plant diseases. Our
method uses concepts about plant diseases from an existing disease ontol-
ogy to query MLLMs and extract relevant visual concepts from images.
Then, we use the reasoning capabilities of the ontology to classify the
disease according to the identified concepts. Ensuring that the model
accurately uses the concepts describing the disease is crucial in domain-
specific applications. By employing an ontology, we can assist in verifying
this alignment. Additionally, using the ontology’s inference capabilities
increases transparency, explainability, and trust in the decision-making
process while serving as a judge by checking if the annotations of the con-
cepts by MLLMs are aligned with those in the ontology and displaying
the rationales behind their errors. Our framework offers a new direction
for synergizing ontologies and MLLMs, supported by an empirical study
using different well-known MLLMs.

Keywords: Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) · Explain-
able Artificial Intelligence · Ontology · Description Logic.

1 Introduction

In the last few years, an exciting progress has been made in the field of Natural
Language Processing (NLP) with the use of Large Language Models (LLMs).
These LLMs have shown impressive zero and few shot reasoning performance on
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most NLP tasks such as summarization and question answering [38]. In other
words, users can explain a task to the model (prompting) and it will execute it
(zero-shot inference), or can offer a few demonstrative examples to guide toward
the desired task and output format (few-shot inference) [8]. Hence, prompting
provides a simple method to exploit the capabilities of LLMs without the need
for fine tuning.

Motivated by the success of such models, a huge interest has been raised
toward integrating other modalities such as vision which led to the new field of
Multimodal Large Language Model (MLLM). One of the best known MLLMs
is GPT-4V [2]. Since its release in September 2023, there has been a surge of
interest in MLLMs in both research and industry leading to the proposal of
various new MLLMs such as LLaVa [20] and Gemini [1]. Eventhough MLLMs
have shown impressive performance, they suffer from various problems such as
hallucinations, lack of explainability and domain specific knowledge [28,26]. The
phenomenon of hallucination arises from the MLLM being trained on non-factual
data, thus enabling them to generate highly plausible yet inaccurate responses
[24,17]. Also, their ability in domain specific knowledge application is still under
explored. Current MLLMs are primarily trained and tested on general tasks
such as visual question answering using common images from the internet which
restrict their utility in domain specific fields such as agriculture or healthcare [34].
However, such domains require robust semantic and fine grained understanding
abilities. For example in [26], the authors showed that these MLLMs are not
proficient few-shot learners in the biomedical domain. In this work, we argue
that integrating domain knowledge in the form of an ontology could play an
important role in mitigating such problems. Hence, in this work, as a proof of
concept, we propose a novel framework that combines an ontology with MLLMs
to classify images of plant diseases.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

– Semantic enrichment of MLLMs through ontology driven prompt-
ing mechanism: We propose a method that integrates ontological knowl-
edge into the prompting of MLLM. The ontology provides needed knowledge
to guide the model toward the identification of relevant contextual visual
concepts. This will help in improving the model’s ability to produce results
that are semantically aligned and coherent with the domain knowledge.

– Ontologies as a judge of MLLM performance: Ontologies represent
the semantics of a specific domain in a structured way. By evaluating how
well the MLLM output aligns with the concepts and relationships defined in
the ontology, we can assess how well they understand the domain in study.
This not only helps in the evaluation of MLLM but could help in selecting
the adequate MLLM for the domain in study. Especially with the fast de-
velopment of the field, many MLLMs are proposed and choosing the right
one is a tedious and time consuming task. Evaluation by ontology could
make the selection challenge easier and automatic. Hence, we propose a new
evaluation metric for MLLMs based on the ontology.
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– Toward an explainable image classification approach exploiting
MLLMs and ontologies: Incorporating the ontology reasoning capabil-
ities into our framework can enhance the explainability of classification. By
combining the visual concepts identified by an MLLM with the inferred
knowledge from the ontology, the reasoner can generate the classification re-
sults through logical inference based on the axioms and relationships defined
in the ontology. This approach will make the classification more explainable
for the users. It enables them to understand the rationale behind each clas-
sification decision. Also, in case of misclassification, this method enables the
identification of concepts given by the MLLM that have contributed to the
incorrect outcome.

In conclusion, our work contributes to the growing field at the intersection of
the semantic web and generative AI. We offer an approach towards the synergy
of ontologies and MLLMs and highlight the opportunities and challenges of such
an integration. Also, an empirical study of different MLLMs is presented and the
domain of rice plant disease classification is used as a proof of concept. However,
our method could be easily extended to other fields where an ontology of visual
concepts is present.

2 Related Work

There has been a growing interest in the AI-community lately towards devel-
oping different MLLMs [1,2,20]. MLLMs started to be used in multiple tasks
such as visual question answering [14], image captioning [21,29], detection [18],
segmentation [37] and image generation [30].

A standard MLLM architecture is composed of three components which are a
pre-trained modality encoder, a pre-trained LLM such GPT-3 [5] and a modal-
ity interface to connect them [40]. An example for a vision encoder is CLIP
[29] which aligns text with images through pre-training on a massive dataset of
paired images and their textual descriptions. In [25], authors used an MLLM for
medical visual question answering (VQA), they pre-trained the model on medical
image-text data from publications. Then they evaluated their MLLM’s abilities
with physicians. They found that their proposed model improves performance
in medical VQA by 20 %.

Even though LLMs and MLLMs have shown impressive performance, they
suffer from various problems such as hallucinations, lack of explainability and of
domain specific knowledge [28,26]. This has inspired the semantic web commu-
nity to contribute their expertise in mitigating such problems through the incor-
poration of additional knowledge in the form of ontologies or knowledge graphs
(KG). The survey in [28] provides a summary of such endeavours and outlines
future directions toward the synergy of KGs and LLMs. In [7] the authors present
a knowledge aware prompt tuning approach where they inject knowledge into
the prompt template and employ knowledge as constraints for template opti-
mization. Instead of manual prompts, prompt tuning is based on automatically
refining prompts to maximise the performance of LLMs. The work in [39] further
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enhances the knowledge injection method through placing knowledge of entities
into the context of LLMs and filtering noisy information. However, their method
cannot handle complex or structured knowledge such as OWL reasoning rules
and description logic.

Prior to MLLMs, there have been a lot of works that tried to make use of
KG for multimodal tasks involving vision and text. This is due to their ability
to outline a wide range of explicit class semantics.

For example [32] present an approach that makes use of Wordnet [23] which
is a lexical database defining word interrelations, for multiclass object detection
problems. In their approach, hierarchical relationships from WordNet [23] are
used to enable objects with limited training data to leverage statistical strength
from related objects.

Other works such as [31] exploit commonsense KGs such as ConceptNet [33]
to improve the connection between visual and semantic embeddings by generat-
ing commonsense embeddings and address the task of zero shot classification. Re-
cent work such as [35] introduce FashionKLIP developed for e-commerce which
integrates a fashion multimodal knowledge graph to a CLIP model for image
text retrieval. While [9] proposes a new strategy of fusing the language guidance
using scene graphs with the pre-trained multi-modal such as CLIP, they found
that baseline models such as CLIP can not adequately model complex word
knowledge.

Our proposed work for integrating ontology with MLLMs differs from ex-
isting approaches in several aspects. First, unlike previous work which focuses
on exploiting ontological structure or multimodal capabilities independently, our
approach combines both paradigms. By doing so, we aim to exploit their respec-
tive strengths to collaboratively tackle image classification tasks, hence enhanc-
ing explainability and deepening our understanding of multimodal performance
through rich semantic grounding. Also, our method takes a step towards an en-
hanced prompt-based ontology mechanism without the need for huge tuning or
optimising efforts. Moreover, our proposed method makes use of an existing on-
tology about rice plant diseases without the need of creating a new ontology with
multimodal capabilities. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first approach
that tries to combine ontology reasoning and recent MLLMs and evaluates their
strengths and limitations in semantic concept visual identification for a domain
specific field such as plant diseases.

3 Methods

The framework illustrated in Fig.1 represents our workflow for integrating on-
tologies and MLLMs in the context of plant disease classification.

At the core of our approach is an ontology (see Section 3.1). In the first
step (1), concepts representing disease associated abnormalities are extracted
from this ontology. These concepts are fed to the prompt designer (see Section
3.3). This component leverages them together with an image of a diseased leaf
to generate a prompt (2) which is then provided to a MLLM. In its answer,
this model returns abnormality observations (3) in a JSON format. The OWL
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Fig. 1. The framework of the proposed method.

Expression Generator transforms them into a OWL class definition (4). This
expression is used by the reasoner to obtain the corresponding disease class from
the ontology (5) and return the diagnosis to the user (6) (see Section 3.2).

In the upcoming sections, we will describe various parts of our framework in
detail. First, we will introduce the used ontology (Section 3.1), and then we will
explain the prompt design step (Section 3.3). Finally, we will provide the query
construction and reasoning process (Section 3.2).

3.1 Incorporating Domain Knowledge through Ontology Usage

In this section, we describe in detail the ontology used for our approach. Ontolo-
gies play an important role in representing facts and knowledge about a specific
domain of interest. The abundance of such ontologies motivates us to make use
of them in our proposed framework. In this work, we will reuse the RiceDO 4

ontology [16]. It models knowledge related to traits and phenotypes of various
rice diseases including abnormal appearance characteristics and symptoms [16].
RiceDO was developed taking into account the best practices for ontology design
[27] reusing other ontologies such as PDO [15] and PPO [4]. It was developed
with the aim of integrating it with an expert system for rice disease identifi-
cation and disease control recommendations. It was evaluated and assessed by
ontology experts and senior agronomists, where important criteria such as ap-
propriateness, consistency, and ontology satisfaction were considered [16]. Out
of the classes contained in the ontology, four are of interest for our case. These
are “RiceDisease”, “Abnormality”, “SymptomCharacteristic” and “PlantPart”.

– RiceDisease: describes diseases in rice and classifies them into four sub-
classes: Rice bacterial disease, rice fungal disease, rice phytoplasma disease
and rice viral disease. Each disease is then represented as a subclass under

4 The RiceDO ontology is available in OWL format at
https://github.com/RiceManFramework/riceman/blob/master/RiceDO.owl.

https://github.com/RiceManFramework/riceman/blob/master/RiceDO.owl
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the corresponding category (i.e., rice bacterial blight disease is a subclass of
rice bacterial disease).

– Abnormality: this class was adopted from the PPO [4]. When a disease
manifests on a leaf it shows a range of observable abnormalities including
symptoms such as spots or lesions which indicate the presence of infection,
the color of those symptoms (e.g., brown) and the shape of those symptoms
(e.g., circular). By carefully observing and analysing such abnormalities,
farmers and agronomists can gain the needed information to identify the
specific diseases affecting the plant. Hence three subclasses are added to the
ontology: ColorAbnormality, SymptomAbnormality and ShapeAbnormality.

– PlantPart: Since different symptoms could appear in different plant parts
this class is used to define the area of the plant that is infected (e.g., leaf).

– SymptomCharacteristic: This class is used to combine frequently used
concepts for example, ‘having a spot symptom on leaves’ can be defined by
SpotOnLeaf, where SpotOnLeaf represents the definition of a symptom that
is ‘(hasSymptom some Spot) and (hasSymptomAt some Leaf)’.
The object properties we reuse in our approach from RiceDo are the fol-
lowing: hasColor, hasShapeOfSymptomAbnormality, hasSymptom, hasSymp-
tomAt and abnormalityGroup. The first three properties are used to define re-
lation from RiceDisease to colorAbnormality, ShapeOfSymptomAbnrmality
and SymotomAbnormality, respectively. HasSymptomAt defines a relation
from RiceDisease to PlantPart. Finally, abnormalityGroup is used to group
various characteristics that can occur together on a certain disease [16]. For
example, for the rice brown spot fungal disease, the property abnormality-
Group is used to group characteristics ‘light yellow halo spot on leaf ’; that
is, abnormalityGroup some (SpotOnLeaf and (hasColor some LightYellow)
and (hasShape some Halo)).

3.2 Query Construction and Reasoning

After getting the abnormality concepts from MLLM, the next step to query the
ontology to get the corresponding disease. RiceDo model rice diseases as TBox
axioms using the description logic-based formalism [16].

We employ HermiT reasoner 5 to identify diseases basesed on subsumption
relations between classes. We implement this using OWL API [12], a Java API
that allows parsing and manipulation of ontological structures and using reason-
ing engines. For this aim, a description logic (DL) query is created. The JSON
format output from the MLLM is transformed into an OWL class expression
using the following steps [16]:

– We align the observed symptom, color and shape using existential quantifi-
cation via properties hasSymptom, hasColor, hasShape respectively.

– We combine these encapsulated expressions through the use of conjunction.
– Finally, we associate the full combination using existential quantification

through the abnormalityGroup property.
5 http://www.hermit-reasoner.com/.

http://www.hermit-reasoner.com/
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Figure 2 gives an example of a constructed OWL class expression of the identified
visual concepts by MLLM using the previous technique.

Fig. 2. Description logic queries for classifying the disease based on the concepts iden-
tified by the Multimodal Large Language model (MLLM).

3.3 Prompt design using extracted concepts from the ontology

Prompt engineering is the art of communication with a generative large language
model [6]. Prompt is defined as the additional information or hints provided to
a model to guide its behavior or help it perform a specific task [10]. This gives
the MLLM the ability to make predictions using only prompts without the need
to update their parameters or retrain them on other tasks or datasets. Recently
different prompt design strategies were proposed [24]. However the inclusion of
ontology concepts as a direct contextual information for visual models have not
been widely explored as far as we know. Hence in our work, we propose a prompt
creation algorithm with ontology context integration.

The ontology will be used to help the mapping between the visual level
(fine-grained diseases properties) and the semantic level (what is the disease
corresponding concepts (i.e., color, symptom, and shape)).

The algorithm 1 takes as input an ontology O and a given entity that de-
scribes the general type of images (e.g., "rice leaf"). First, it starts by extracting
relevant concepts from the ontology, focusing on identifying abnormalities. This
extraction process involves reasoning and parsing the ontology to locate and iso-
late abnormalities related to the symptoms, shapes, and colors associated with
diseases on the leaf. Once extracted, these concepts are integrated as contextual
information for the prompt, enhancing the algorithm’s ability to analyze and
interpret the image within a well-defined conceptual framework. This ensures a
more accurate and relevant analysis, particularly in identifying disease-related
abnormalities.

We have also followed the design principles recommended in [6] specifically
the task description, the output format definition and contextual information.

While the prompt created in our study is used in the plant disease classifica-
tion scenario, the underlying framework is generalizable. For instance, consider
the classification of skin diseases. Here, we would have images of skin lesions
and an ontology describing various skin diseases based on characteristics such as
color, shape, and symptoms. Our prompt structure can be seamlessly adapted to
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Algorithm 1 Prompt creation algorithm with ontology context
Input: Ontology O, {entity} ▷ In our use case, entity will be "rice leaf"
Output: prompt
symptom, color, shape ← ExtractConceptsFromOntology(O)
prompt = f""" As an expert of {entity} diseases, your task is to examine the given
image of the {entity} in a detailed manner to look for color abnormalities, symptom
abnormalities, and shape of symptom abnormalities.
Alongside the image of {entity}, you will be provided with the possible set of color
abnormalities and symptom abnormalities and the shape of these symptoms delim-
ited by triple quotes.

▷ Task description
Return the information in the following JSON format (note xxx is a placeholder, if
the information is not available in the image, put “N/A” instead):
{“SymptomAbnormality”: xxx, “ColorAbnormality”: xxx, “ShapeOfSymptomAbnor-
mality”: xxx}
Don’t provide anything other than the results in the JSON format.

▷ Output format
” ’ "ColorAbnormality": {color},
"SymptomAbnormality": {symptom},
"ShapeOfSymptomAbnormality": {shape}
” ’ ▷ Contextual infromation extracted from ontology
"""
return prompt

this new context. As shown in algorithm 1, the prompt can automatically incor-
porate ontology-derived concepts like colorAbnormality, SymptomAbnormality,
and ShapeOfSymptomAbnormality. The user would only need to specify which
entity is being tested which could also be “skin lesion”.

4 Experiments and results

4.1 Experimental settings

Fig. 3. Sample images from the rice leaf disease dataset [13]
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Our dataset of rice diseases consists of four distinct classes which are Brown
Spot, Leaf Blast, Leaf Scald and Narrow Brown Spot. For our use case we col-
lected 20 images per disease class. This number is sufficient for our zero-shot
classification use case which minimizes the need for a large training dataset. To
ensure diversity within our dataset, we employed a dual-source strategy: for each
disease class, 10 images were directly collected from [13], and the remaining 10
images were segmented and extracted from [11].

Figure 3 presents some sample images from the four disease classes.

Evaluated MLLMs We prompt and evaluate the performance of four leading
MLLMs using the ontology: GPT-4V (gpt-4-vision-preview) [2], Gemini-Pro-
Vision (gemini-1.0-pro-vision-001)[1], LLaVA (v1.6-7/34b) [19], and Claude-3
(opus-20240229) [3]. To prompt these models, we used the proposed platform in
[22]. To have a fair comparison between the MLLMs we use the default param-
eters in [22] where temperature is set to 0.7, Top P is set to 1 and Max output
tokens are set to 1024.

Evaluation metrics To measure the degree of alignment between the concepts
identified by the MLLM and the ontology defined concepts, we use the Exact
Measure (EM) metric, where EM=1 if the MLLM concept prediction exactly
matches the ground truth concept as defined by the ontology otherwise EM=0.
Then, the following accuracies will be measured as follows: For each visual con-
cept (i.e. symptom, color, and shape) we will count

ConceptWiseAccuracy =
TruePositive

TruePositive+ FalsePositive
(1)

where True positive is the number of images where the concept identified by
the MLLM was in alignment with the ontology (EM=1); False positive is the
number of images where the concept was incorrectly predicted (EM=0). For
each image class, we have the concepts from the ontology.

4.2 Results and Discussion

Experiment 1: Ontology as a judge of MLLM performance

Multimodal large model evaluation per general concept identification:
Fig. 4 shows the performance results of different MLLMs in fine grained con-
cept identification, particularly focusing on symptoms, colors and shapes. For
the symptom concept, Claude-3 demonstrates the highest alignment with the
ontology concepts, followed by Gemini-Pro-Vision in the second position, while
GPT-4V and LLava showed lesser accuracies. This indicates that Claude-3 has
a better capacity in capturing symptom-related concepts semantics compared to
other MLLMs. In addition, the similarity between disease symptoms of differ-
ent diseases can lead to confusion such as mistaking a spot for a lesion or vice
versa. Similarly, for the color concept where Gemini-Pro-Vision showed better
performance, GPT-4V and Claude-3 were close in accuracy while LLaVA lags
significantly behind. Since we are evaluating the output of MLLMs based on
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Fig. 4. Comparative performance of different MLLMs per concept (i.e, symptom, color
and shape) identification.

an exact match to the ontology axioms definition of concepts within a specific
disease class, we encountered an issue with one example. The LLava model de-
scribed the color of a spot as “YellowishBrown” whereas the ontology defined
it as “brownishYellow”. This difference highlights an interesting aspect for en-
hancing ontology design in the future by integrating considerations for colors
similarities and the models’ perception of colors. However, diseases often depict
closely related color symptoms, making it important to capture such small dif-
ferences for accurate disease classification. Also, in future work, we will adjust
accuracy metrics to account for this type of similarity and leverage the similar-
ity between concepts encoded in the ontology. Finally, for the shape concept,
GPT-4V performed the best compared to the other MLLMs.

Multimodal large model evaluation per concept identification for each
class: A second aspect that is important to examine is how well the MLLMs
are in identifying specific fine grained semantic concepts within each class. Fig.5
shows this in detail. In Fig.5.a, for the Brown Spot, the concept ‘hasSymp-
tom.Spot’ was consistently identified by Gemini-Pro-Vision and Claude-3 across
all the tested images which shows their alignment with the class definition in the
ontology. Also, Llava achieved a comparable performance with an accuracy of 0.8.
However, GPT-4V did not accurately detect ‘hasSymptom.Spot’ showing a bias
toward interpreting the spot as a lesion. For the narrow brown spot disease class,
the ontology characterises the symptom concept as ‘hasSymptom.Lesion’. While
GPT-4V for this class achieved full accuracy, it does not necessarily imply that
it accurately identified the concept. Since as we showed above, GPT-4V exhibits
a bias toward lesions, potentially affecting its identification. This is also shown in
the leaf blast class (‘hasSymptom.Spot’) and leaf scald (‘hasSymptom.Lesion’).

In Fig.5.b, the performance of color concept identification and alignment with
ontology per class is presented. As we can see, GPT-4V, Gemini-Pro-Vision and
Claude-3 achieved similar performance levels across Brown Spot, Narrow Brown
Spot, while for Leaf Blast class, the performance of GPT-4V was much less than
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Fig. 5. Comparative performance of different MLLMs per concept per class.

the other two. However, the Scald disease class posed challenges for all three
models. On the other hand, LLaVA achieved significantly lower performance
across all classes.

In Fig.5.c, the performance of shape concept identification and alignment
with concept description by the ontology for each specific class is shown. Brown
spot class with its concept ‘hasShape some Oval or Circular’ was easily identified
by all the models. This is not the case with Narrow Brown Spot where the concept
is ‘hasShape linear’, where Claude-3 comes first with an accuracy of 0.85 then
comes Gemini-Pro-Vision with 0.6 and GPT-4V and LLaVA achieved similar
accuracy of 0.5.

None of the models could capture the shape concept for the class Leaf Blast
described by the ontology as ‘ hasShape some Eye’, while most of the models
considered it as ‘oval’ shape.

This highlights a crucial consideration: if we aim to integrate ontologies and
MLLMs, it will be important to thoroughly assess and quantify the similarity of
how concepts are identified in both domains. Therefore, refining the embedding
space of MLLMs with these concepts could be a significant step toward bringing
them closer and enhancing their semantic perception of concepts.

Distribution of concepts abnormalities for each model : To have a de-
tailed insight of each model returned answers, we computed the distributions
of the different defined ontology concepts for each model. Figure 6 shows the
occurrence frequencies of different symptoms, shape and colors abnormalities by
each model. This allows to visually compare the frequency and types of ontology
defined abnormalities each model identified, highlighting their sensitivity and
specificity in concepts detection tasks.
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This alignment helps reveal how closely models’ choices are to the expert
knowledge which helps in highlighting the areas of strength and the potential
bias.

Fig. 6. Distribution of concepts abnormalities for each MLLMs.

As we can note in Fig.6.c, brown is the most frequently chosen color among
the set. Also, in the context of symptoms, the Fig.6.a validate GPT-4V vision
bias, that we noticed in previous experiment, towards classifying symptoms as
Lesion. Finally, for shape abnormalities (Fig.6.b), we notice the tendency towards
identifying oval shapes. This observation is significant as the ontology often uses
oval and circular shapes together in disease axiom descriptions, suggesting a
possible confusion of these categories by the models. Such insights are important
to ensure that future models are not only accurate but also aligned with expert
expectations, leading to more reliable and practical applications.

Experiment 2: Ablation study- prompting healthy leaves with no vi-
sual abnormalities concepts We conducted an ablation study with healthy
leaves to evaluate the model’s ability to adhere to the instructions of "no symp-
tom detected" (i.e N/A) and refrains from reporting abnormalities when none
are present. Hence, we curated a dataset of 20 images exclusively containing
healthy rice leaves. These images were verified to be free from any abnormalities
in symptoms, color or shape. This helps ensure that the model does not halluci-
nate symptoms in healthy leaves, confirming that the use of ontological concepts
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Fig. 7. Ablation study

is context-sensitive and appropriate. Figure 7 presents an analytical comparison
of the four models: LLaVa, GPT-4V, Gemini-Pro-Vision and Claude 3 evalu-
ated across the three concepts categories abnormalities: Symptom, Color and
Shape of Symptom. The results indicate a positive outcome, with the majority
of the models demonstrating a high percentage of non-detection of abnormalities
indicating the efficacy of the approach. Specifically, Gemini-Pro-Vision demon-
strates 100 % of no detected abnormalities across all categories which shows its
robustness in following the given instructions. For symptom and shape, if the
model returns “N/A” then that’s counted as a no abnormality detected. For color
abnormality, if the model return “Green” or “N/A” we consider it as no abnormal-
ity detected. GPT-4V also showed strong performance, with minor exceptions.
While LLAVA showed strong performance in Color and shape abnormalities,
it had a tendency toward hallucinating the symptom despite its non existence.
Finally Calude-3 showed balanced results with higher hallucinations instances
than the others. These findings show the potential of our proposed approach
for the evaluated models while highlighting areas for future improvements for
Calude-3 and LLAVA models.

Experiment 3: Toward an explainable image classification approach
exploiting MLLM and ontology In this experiment, we aim to demonstrate
how incorporating ontology reasoning into our framework can significantly im-
prove the explainability of disease classification compared to directly prompting
an MLLM like Gemini-Pro-Vision. As shown in Fig.8, we presented Gemini-
Pro-Vision with the same image of rice disease twice. In the first instance, we
employed our specifically designed prompt enriched with relevant ontological
knowledge (see Fig.8.a). In the second instance, we used a standard classifica-
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Fig. 8. Explainability experiment

tion prompt as shown in Fig8.b. When prompted using our proposed approach,
Gemini-Pro-Vision accurately identified the disease concepts. Then, by using
these identified concepts to reason on the ontology, we were able to achieve a
fine-grained classification of Rice Narrow Brown Leaf Spot disease. In contrast,
directly prompting Gemini-Pro-Vision resulted in a misclassification as brown
spot disease.

This highlights the weakness of MLLMs in distinguishing fine- grained vari-
ations between diseases [36], especially when lacking a deeper understanding
facilitated by ontological reasoning.

Table 1. Performance of our proposed approach compared to direct prompting using
Gemini.

Disease Class Direct prompt approach Our proposed approach
Narrow Brown Spot 0 0.3
Brown Spot 0.4 0.95
Leaf Blast 0 0
Leaf Scald 0 0

The performance of our proposed approach compared to direct prompting
is detailed in Table 1. Since our method exploits the model’s ability to identify
ontology- aligned concepts, its overall performance is still partially dependent on
the MLLM inherent capabilities. However, it successfully classified both Narrow
Brown Leaf Spot and Brown Spot diseases. Furthermore, in cases of misclas-
sification, our approach offers a valuable advantage. It allows us to show the
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specific concepts identified by the MLLM that contributed to the incorrect out-
come. This enables us to explain the reasoning behind the misclassification, such
as the model failing to identify the correct semantic symptom (e.g., spot), color
(e.g., brown), or shape (e.g., oval) concepts based on the defined ontology. This
level of explainability is a significant benefit of our approach.

5 Conclusion

The development of Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) represents a
significant recent breakthrough in large language models by incorporating mul-
timodality, particularly for understanding visual information. However, despite
their impressive performance, MLLMs suffers from various problems such as
hallucinations, lack of explainability and domain-specific knowledge.

In this paper, we contribute to the semantic enrichment and evaluation of
MLLMs by incorporating knowledge in the form of an ontology. Our framework
uses the power of ontologies in many ways: first, by using contextual information
extracted from the ontology to prompt different state-of-the-art MLLMs and by
using the ontology as a judge to evaluate their capabilities in fine-grained seman-
tic concept identification. Finally, by incorporating ontology reasoning capabili-
ties, our framework provides a new road toward combining both the capabilities
of MLLMs and ontology towards an explainable and trustworthy classification.
As a proof of concept for our approach, we worked on the classification prob-
lem of plant diseases. However, our proposed framework is general and domain-
independent and could be easily extended to other fields.

While our work demonstrates the potential of ontologies with MLLMs, a
fundamental limitation remains the difficulty in capturing all expert knowledge
within a single ontological framework, which motivates toward combining do-
main knowledge through the exploration of multiple ontologies. Also, in future
work, we aim to integrate the ontology judgment decision in the learning pro-
cess to guide the MLLMs toward the most optimal results. Besides, applying our
framework to other fields with a visually defined ontology may help uncover new
insights into the MLLM’s fine-grained abilities and promote more exploration of
the synergy and alignment of these two paradigms.

Supplemental Material Statement: Our detailed results, source code and dataset are
publicly released as supplemental material on Github https://github.com/jihenAM/
MLLM_ONTO
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