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Abstract

Large language models (LLMs) have achieved significant performance progress in
various natural language processing applications. However, LLMs still struggle
to meet the strict requirements for accuracy and reliability in the medical field
and face many challenges in clinical applications. Existing clinical diagnostic
evaluation benchmarks for evaluating medical agents powered by LLMs have
severe limitations. Firstly, most existing medical evaluation benchmarks face
the risk of data leakage or contamination. Secondly, existing benchmarks often
neglect the characteristics of multiple departments and specializations in modern
medical practice. Thirdly, existing evaluation methods are limited to multiple-
choice questions, which do not align with the real-world diagnostic scenarios.
Lastly, existing evaluation methods lack comprehensive evaluations of end-to-
end real clinical scenarios. These limitations in benchmarks in turn obstruct
advancements of LLMs and agents for medicine. To address these limitations,
we introduce ClinicalLab, a comprehensive clinical diagnosis agent alignment
suite. ClinicalLab includes ClinicalBench, an end-to-end multi-departmental
clinical diagnostic evaluation benchmark for evaluating medical agents and LLMs.
ClinicalBench is based on real cases that cover 24 departments and 150 diseases.
We ensure that ClinicalBench does not have data leakage. ClinicalLab also includes
four novel metrics (ClinicalMetrics) for evaluating the effectiveness of LLMs in
clinical diagnostic tasks. We evaluate 17 general and medical-domain LLMs and
find that their performance varies significantly across different departments. Based
on these findings, in ClinicalLab, we propose ClinicalAgent, an end-to-end clinical
agent that aligns with real-world clinical diagnostic practices. We systematically
investigate the performance and applicable scenarios of variants of ClinicalAgent
on ClinicalBench. Our findings demonstrate the importance of aligning with
modern medical practices in designing medical agents. The code and dataset are
publicly available atlhttps://github.com/WeixiangYAN/Clinicallab.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated exceptional capabilities across a wide variety
of natural language processing tasks [[12} 137,19, 30} 133]]. Recent studies attempt to apply LLMs to
the medical field [29], aiming to improve the efficiency of healthcare systems through early disease
diagnosis and timely health management, thereby reducing the workload of medical professionals.
However, the high sensitivity of the medical field and the strict requirements for accuracy and
reliability in clinical decision-making pose great challenges to LLMs. Recent studies find that LLMs
are prone to producing hallucinations in medical diagnoses [28} 4], and such erroneous diagnoses
could harm the physical and psychological health of patients and also potentially lead to serious
medical negligence. How to effectively, reliably, and comprehensively evaluate the true capabilities
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Figure 1: The workflow diagram of ClinicalAgent. Clinical Agent covers the entire process starting
from the moment a patient enters the clinic and ending when the patient is discharged, which includes
six key steps: 1) department guide; 2) preliminary consultation; 3) laboratory examination; 4)
imageological examination; 5) final consultation; 6) medical treatment.

of LLMs and the accuracy of their diagnostic results, as well as reveal their limitations to avoid
potential misdiagnosis, remains an unresolved problem.

Recent studies find that existing benchmarks cannot effectively evaluate the medical capabilities
of LLMs [43] [36]. Firstly, existing benchmarks are often based on data collected from online
consultation platforms or medical textbooks [34], which could easily be included in the training
data of LLMs, that is, leading to data leakage or contamination and thus biasing the performance
evaluation of LLMs. Secondly, the departmental setup in modern medicine is designed to address
the complex medical needs of different structures and functions of human organs. The specific
skills and treatment methods vary significantly across different departments. However, existing
evaluation benchmarks overlook the characteristics of multi-departmental and highly specialized
nature of modern medicine, hence they are insufficient in capturing performance differences across
departments. Thirdly, existing evaluation methods typically confine themselves to multiple-choice
questions [14} 24} 44], which does not align with real-world clinical diagnostic scenarios. In actual
medical environments, patients seek medical services because they are uncertain about their health
conditions, rather than knowing the possible disease options and then seeking a doctor’s judgment.
Last but not least, there is currently no evaluation method that can comprehensively and reliably
evaluate the end-to-end practicality of LLMs in the entire clinical diagnosis process, which starts
from the moment a patient enters the clinic and ends when the patient is discharged. This issue
will in turn limit the design and evaluation of practical medical agents powered by LLMs and harm
exploitation of the full potential of LLMs.

To address these limitations, we introduce ClinicalBench, an end-to-end multi-departmental clinical
diagnostic evaluation benchmark for effectively and comprehensively evaluating the clinical diag-
nostic capabilities of LLMs. ClinicalBench is based on real cases that cover 24 departments and 150
diseases. ClinicalBench consists of 8 clinical diagnostic tasks. We ensure that ClinicalBench does
not have data leakage. We evaluate the clinical diagnostic capabilities of LLMs in two dimensions.
The task dimension measures the performance of each model in different tasks, while the department
dimension evaluates the performance difference of each model across various medical specialties.
Additionally, we propose four novel metrics (ClinicalMetrics) to precisely measure the effectiveness
of LLMs in department guide and their clinical diagnostic capabilities. We evaluate 17 mainstream
LLMs on ClinicalBench. The evaluation results reveal their performance in different departmental
scenarios, reflecting their strengths and weaknesses in simulating human medical practice. We find
that different LLMs typically excel in different departmental areas, and no single LLM can
perform excellently well in all departmental domains. This behavior conforms to the needs of
modern medical specialization.

Inspired by the findings, we propose ClinicalAgent, a novel clinical diagnostic agent that automat-
ically assigns departments based on patient complaints and organizes joint consultations with the
top-K experts in the assigned department to provide unified diagnostic results. Figure|l|depicts the
workflow of ClinicalAgent. Experiments show that Clinical Agent outperforms top-performing LLMs
in clinical diagnostic performance, demonstrating the importance of aligning with modern medical



Table 1: Comparison between existing benchmarks and datasets for evaluating LLMs in the medical field.

Benchmark #Samples Multi-Departmental End-to-End Language “Task Type Data Source
CMB-Exam 280,839 v/ (Human-annotated) x Chinese Multi-Choice QA Public (Examinations)
CMB-Clin 74 x x Chinese Generative QA Public (Textbooks)
CMExam 68,119 v (GPT4-annotated) x Chinese Multi-Choice QA Public (Examinations)
MedBench 1,025 x x Chinese Multi-Choice QA Public (Examinations) & Private (Real medical records)
MMedBench 1,136 v (GPT4-annotated) x Six Languages Multi-Choice QA Public (Examinations & Websites)
MedQA (USMLE-style part) 1,273 x x English Multi-Choice QA Public (Examinations)
PubMedQA 500 x x English Multi-Choice QA Public (Websites)
MMLU (Six medical subtasks) 1,089 X x English Multi-Choice QA Public (Examinations)
HealthSearchQA 3,173 X X English Multi-Choice QA Public (Websites)
"7 " ClinicalBench (Ours) 1500~ v (Collected from various departments) v ¢ Chinese & English ~ Generative QA & Multi-Choice QA Private (Real medical records)

practice for advancing agentic medical systems. We release ClinicalLab, a comprehensive clinical
diagnosis agent alignment suite, including ClinicalBench, ClinicalMetrics, and ClinicalAgent, to
promote development of clinical diagnostic agents.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

* ClinicalBench: We establish the first real-case-based, data-leakage-free, end-to-end multi-
departmental benchmark for evaluating the clinical diagnostic capabilities of LLMs. This bench-
mark covers most departments (totalling 24) and most extensive varieties of diseases (totalling
150).

* ClinicalMetrics: We introduce four novel metrics to evaluate the effectiveness of LLMs in
clinical diagnostics, including Department Win Rate, Department Instruction Following Rate,
Comprehensive Diagnostic Accuracy, and Acceptability.

* ClinicalAgent: We propose a clinical diagnostic agent tailored for modern medical settings. It
surpasses competitive LLMs in the ClinicalBench evaluation and provides comprehensive validation
and analysis of its practicality.

2 Related Work

2.1 Existing Medical Benchmarks

The Chinese Medical Benchmark [34]] consists of CMB-Exam and CMB-Clin, with data collected
from various public examination databases and multiple-choice questions from textbooks. Med-
Bench [5] also includes multiple-choice questions from the Chinese mainland medical licensing
examination and 1025 QA pairs based on electronic medical records. MMedBench [26]] is a mul-
tilingual medical evaluation benchmark covering six languages, with data sourced from medical
textbooks and open-source medical websites in different languages. Different from our method of
collecting real cases from different departments, MMedBench and CMExam [20] utilize GPT-4 to
categorize each question according to a pre-defined list of departments. However, according to the
experimental results shown in Figure[3] GPT-4 exhibits significant errors in departmental classifica-
tion. MedQA [15] consists of multiple-choice questions collected from professional medical board
examinations. Its USMLE-style English subset offers four possible answer options for each question
and is widely used to evaluate the performance of LLMs in the medical domain. PubMedQA [16] is
a biomedical QA dataset collected from the PubMed website, where questions need to be answered
with Yes/No/Maybe. MMLU [12] is a benchmark covering 57 tasks across multiple domains, recent
work [28] extracts 6 medicine-related tasks from MMLU to evaluate the medical capabilities of
LLMs. Furthermore, HealthSearchQA [28]] is a dataset based on medical conditions and related
symptoms frequently searched by users on search engines, aiming to evaluate a model’s ability to
handle real-world user’s concerns about their health.

Table [T| compares statistics of existing benchmarks and datasets for evaluating LLMs in the medical
field and our ClinicalBench, including the number of samples, task types, language coverage, and
data sources. In summary, the main shortcomings of existing evaluation benchmarks include: (1)
lack of comprehensive and evenly distributed departmental coverage to prevent evaluation bias; (2)
data sources often come from easily accessible online consultation platforms, medical textbooks, and
professional examinations, which poses high risks of data leakage; (3) existing benchmarks primarily
test medical knowledge through multiple-choice questions, which differ significantly from real-world
diagnostic scenarios.



2.2 Existing Agents for Medical Applications

Recent works attempt to solve medical and healthcare issues through paradigms of dividing tasks
and collaboration among multiple agents. MedAgent [31] is the first multi-agent framework in the
medical field that improves the accuracy of solving medical multiple-choice questions by allowing
the same LLM to play different roles in multi-round collaborative dialogues. However, the design of
MedAgent still relies on the multiple-choice question format, which differs significantly from the
diagnostic process in the real world. On the other hand, Williams et al. [35]] effectively simulate
real-world human behavior patterns through agents played by ChatGPT to address the challenge
of incorporating human behavioral factors into epidemic models. MDAgents [[17] is a multi-agent
framework that employs an adaptive decision-making mechanism, addressing medical multiple-
choice questions through multiple stages of checking problem complexity, dynamically recruiting
experts, reasoning, and decision-making. Meanwhile, Agent Hospital [18]] improves diagnostic
accuracy by simulating nearly all medical processes within a hospital and trains doctor agents through
doctor-patient interaction simulations. However, due to the lack of a comprehensive dataset covering
the entire medical process, currently its effectiveness is only validated on the MedQA multiple-choice
dataset. In summary, existing medical agents suffer from severe limitations and constraints in designs
and evaluations due to the lack of benchmarks and datasets based on real diagnostic processes.
Therefore, developing an evaluation benchmark based on real medical diagnostic processes is critical.
Furthermore, most previously proposed medical agents perform clinical diagnosis by using prompts
to make the same model play different roles. In contrast, our ClinicalAgent is driven by the evaluation
results and analysis of prior models on ClinicalBench. ClinicalAgent uses different models to play
different roles and implements dynamic department scheduling and doctor allocation strategies
for clinical diagnosis, ensuring a strong alignment with real hospital settings.

3 ClinicalBench: An End-to-End, Real-Case-based, Data-Leakage-Free
Benchmark for Multi-Department Clinical Diagnostic Evaluation

In this section, we provide a detailed description and analysis of the ClinicalBench benchmark,
including data sources and licensing information (Section[3.T), the data collection and quality control
processes (Section [3;2]), statistical overviews of the relevant datasets (Section @]), and descriptions
of the 8 medical tasks (Section [3.4).

3.1 Data Sources & Licenses

The data samples used in the ClinicalBench benchmark are sourced from real clinical medical records
of officially certified Grade 3A hospitals in Chinzﬂ The collection of this data strictly adheres to
the principles of patient privacy protection. No information related to the hospitals is disclosed.
As detailed in Data Processing & Quality, to protect patient privacy, any personally identifiable
information (PII) of patients, treatment regions, or other sensitive information has been manually
identified and removed by the team of doctors. All data is obtained legally and ethically, and has been
reviewed and approved by the Ethics Committees of the relevant hospitals, ensuring that research
activities on these data comply with ethical and legal obligations.

We are committed to responsible data management and strictly follow relevant laws and regulations
involving the collection, use, and distribution of protected health information. To ensure the legal and
regulated use of the dataset, we have formulated the ClinicalBench Usage and Data Distribution
License Agreement, which can be found in the Github. This agreement strictly requires all users to
use the data solely for research purposes and to adhere to strict regulations protecting patient privacy,
prohibiting any form of personal information tracking or identification. Through these measures, we
ensure the legality and ethics of data acquisition and use while supporting research that may promote
the development of LLMs in clinical diagnostics.

3.2 Data Processing & Quality

The ClinicalBench benchmark is manually created by three senior clinicians and two Al researchers.
As shown in Figure 2] the creation process covers 4 key steps, as follows. (1) The Data collection

LT3

’Grade 3A hospitals are the highest level hospitals in China’s “three-grade, six-class” classification system.
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Figure 2: The data management pipeline for ClinicalBench.

Ranking
menLM2- A HNEEEN S EEEEEEEEEN -1
Gemini-pro-ll - HIUHEE HENNEEEENN -2
Gastrointestinal Surgical Dept. (40%) [GI] | PIrOl08Y Dept: (10%) INE] e+ HNEET H ENEEENEN 3
hroid Surgical Dept. (3% [T Pediatrics Dept. (4.0%) [PD] viii NN EEEENEEEEn .
7rokd Sargonl Bep. G:30%) ITO1 Thoraci 1 Dept. (467%) [TS] Qwen- EEEE EEEENEEE »
Breast Sugical Dept. 267% [B5] e 0 S Baichuanz- [NEN N WN ]
Cardiovasular Medicine Dept. (2.67%) [CM] ’ HuatuoGPT2- EENEEEEE [ | N
Hernia Surgical Dept. (.67%) [HS] Gastracnterology Dept. (467%) 1G] f;hwdi—«", | - — I | - ;
. V8 PT-3.5- -
Vascular Surgical Dept. 2.67%) [VS] Cordine Sargie Dot 790 151 cmosEE EECEHE S
Hematology Dept. (2.0%) (HE] winGe12- 5 = n =
i - 10
(Obstetrics Dept. (1.33%) [OB]— | - Respiratory Medicine puLse-Ill ] [ ] | |
Dept. (4.67%) [RM] -1
nus & Intestine BlueLM- [ ] i
Surgical Dept. 6.67%) A1 Otolaryngology Head & Spark-3-
Neck Surgical Dept. (5:33%) [OH] Taiyi-LLM- -13
Hepatobiliary & Pancreas SOt ] -14
Surgial Dept (667%) P Neureloy Dept. 639%) (NL] DISC-MeaLLM
BianQue-2- -1s
Orthopedis Dept. (667%) ORI Gomniony Dept G 16T B @0 o B @9 6Y O3 oM 5 68 45 69 @S 68 on K ar NB o1 6§ @B vs 08 16
Urinary Surgical Dept. (60%) [US] Departments 7

Endocrinology Dept. (533%) [EN]

Figure 4: Ranking of different LLMs across de-
partments, with the x-axis representing depart-
ment abbreviations (abbreviations correspond to
Figure 3 and the y-axis representing the models.

Figure 3: Departments and distribution of case
samples in ClinicalBench.

step focuses on authenticity, diversity, privacy. Based on department divisions and common disease
types in each department, the medical team selects representative real cases for each disease from the
hospital case database with permission for research. Given that these clinical case data is the private
information of hospitals, the risk of data leakage to any LL.Ms is completely eliminated. (2) The
Professional knowledge review step ensures the accuracy of the data. The team of doctors conducts
a detailed professional review of the diagnostic information, treatment process, and results of each
case to ensure the medical accuracy and proficiency of the data. (3) The Privacy protection and
de-identification step ensures privacy protection. To protect patient privacy, the team of doctors
conducts two rounds of independent reviews to identify and remove any content that could reveal
patient identities, treatment regions, or other sensitive information. (4) The Data integrity and
compliance check step aims for completeness and ethical compliance. Two Al researchers are
responsible for reviewing the data to ensure that each record is complete, and meets the medical task
requirements set in Section[3.4] Additionally, they reconfirm that the dataset does not contain any
sensitive information and strictly complies with the ethical guidelines.

3.3 Data Statistics

ClinicalBench is a fine-grained evaluation benchmark specifically designed for multi-departmental
clinical diagnosis, covering 24 departments such as pediatrics, orthopedics, and neurosurgery. Figure[3]
presents detailed information about the various departments covered by ClinicalBench. It involves
150 different diseases, each comprising 10 specific cases, totaling 1500 samples, with an average
of about 1000 tokens per caseﬂ Table|l|provides relevant information about ClinicalBench. To the
best of our knowledge, ClinicalBench is the most comprehensive clinical diagnostics evaluation
benchmark to date, covering the widest range of departments and diseases.

3 All samples are originally in Chinese and translated into English using GPT-4 for reading and usage.



Each case in ClinicalBench contains detailed clinical data, such as the patient’s gender, agfﬂ chief
complaint, medical history, and physical examination. Additionally, the cases include various medical
imaging reports, such as X-rays, computed tomography (CT) scans, magnetic resonance imaging
(MRI), and ultrasound examinations, as well as biochemical, immunological, microbiological, and
pathological laboratory examination results from biological samples such as blood, urine, and
cerebrospinal fluid. The preliminary diagnosis, diagnostic basis, differential diagnosis, and treatment
plans provided by doctors from each department collectively support a range of end-to-end clinical
decision-making processes. A complete data example is provided in Table [5H9]

3.4 Task Overview

ClinicalBench systematically evaluates the end-to-end practicality of LLMs in clinical diagnosis
by simulating the complete patient visit process, from the patient’s entry into the hospital to their
discharge. We divide the entire process into 8 specific tasks, covering various stages from preliminary
reception to final diagnosis and treatment plan formulation. These tasks are categorized into three
main functional groups: department guide, clinical diagnosis, and imaging diagnosis.

3.4.1 Department Guide (Multi-Choice QA)

When patients first enter the hospital, guiding them to the correct department for further consultation,
examination and treatment is crucial for providing targeted medical services. This task requires the
model to choose the most reasonable department from a given set of 24 departments based on a chief
complaint CC, i.e., D = LLMyep_guice(CC'), where D denotes the selected department. This task
evaluates the decision-making accuracy, and instruction-following capability of LLMs in real-world
medical scenarios.

3.4.2 Clinical Diagnosis (Generative QA & Multi-Choice QA)

The Clinical Diagnosis task evaluates the LLM’s clinical diagnostic capabilities in real cases and its
analysis and interpretation abilities. Clinical Diagnosis includes 6 sub-tasks, each designed according
to the standard diagnostic process recommended by the Chinese official record [22]. Specifically,
each case K includes chief complaint C'C, medical history H, physical examination V', laboratory
examination results A, and medical imaging reports R. The 6 sub-tasks are defined as follows.

Preliminary Diagnosis (PD): The model generates a list of possible diseases P based on CC, H,
V,and A, i.e., P = LLMpp(CC, H,V, A). This task primarily evaluates the model’s information
synthesis and reasoning abilities.

Diagnostic Basis (DB): The model needs to provide supportive medical evidence B for each possible
disease in P, i.e., B = LLMpp(P, K). This task mainly evaluates the model’s evidence extraction
ability and helps mitigate hallucinations.

Differential Diagnosis (DD): After considering P, the model should perform a differential
analysis to exclude other diseases D that have different causes but similar manifestations, i.e.,
D = LLMpp(P, B, K). This task primarily evaluates the model’s abilities in analytical comparison
and decision-making.

Final Diagnosis (FD): Integrating all information, the model needs to determine the final diagnosis
F,ie., FF = LLMgp(P, D, B, K). This task mainly evaluates the model’s comprehensive judgment
ability and the accuracy of clinical diagnosis.

Principle of Treatment (PT): The model determines the treatment principles and guidelines G for F’,
i.e., G = LLMpr(F). This task primarily evaluates the model’s memorization of medical standard
operating procedures and knowledge points.

Treatment Plan (TP): The model formulates specific treatment steps and plans 7" for the given case
K, including medication, surgical intervention, and physical therapy, i.e., T = LLMzp(F, G, K).
This task mainly evaluates the model’s abilities in knowledge application and strategic planning.

“Gender and age are crucial factors in clinical diagnosis, and with PII and other sensitive information
removed, they alone are typically not considered PIL. Therefore, we decide to retain these two information.



3.4.3 Imaging Diagnosis (Generative QA)

The imaging diagnosis task requires LLMs to understand medical images and use detailed textual
descriptions to identify key features in findings, such as tumors, inflammation, or other pathological
changes, providing imaging diagnostic reports R, i.e., R = LLMyqge_diag (¥). This task evaluates
the LLM’s ability to analyze and interpret medical imaging reports for diagnostic support.

4 Experiments of LLMs on ClinicalBench

4.1 Models

To comprehensively analyze strengths and weaknesses of a broad selection of competitive LLMs
on different tasks and departments in ClinicalBench, we evaluate 11 general LLMs, including
GPT-4 [23], GPT-3.5 [23]], Gemini-Pro-1.0 [11]], InternLM2-20B-Chat [6], Yi-34B-Chat [39], Qwen-
72B-Chat [2], Baichuan2-13B-Chat [38]], Claude3 [[1]], ChatGLM3-6B [10], BlueLM-7B-Chat [32],
and Spark-3 [13]. We also evaluate 6 Chinese medical LLMs, including HuatuoGPT2-34B [7],
WiNGPT2-14B-Chat [27]], PULSE-20B [41]], Taiyi-LLM [21]], DISC-MedLLM|3]], and BianQue-
2 [8]. To ensure the reproducibility of the experiments, we set the temperature parameter to 0 or
set the do_sample parameter to F'alse. The experimental evaluation is completed through API calls
using 8 NVIDIA A6000 GPUs.

4.2 Evaluation Metrics (ClinicalMetrics)

We propose four novel metrics to precisely measure the effectiveness of LLMs in department guide
and their clinical diagnostic capabilities, as follows. Additionally, we use metrics such as accuracy,
BLEU [25]], ROUGE [19], and BertScore [40] to evaluate the experimental results. See Appendix
Al for details.

Department Win Rate (DWR) measures the relative performance of LLMs in clinical diagnosis
across different medical departments, which is calculated as Eq. [T}

m n

DWR:;Z(:LZOL—(T{—D)) )

j=1 i=1

where m and n denote the total number of departments and models, respectively; r{ is the ranking of
model ¢ in department j (based on the Avg. score).

Department Instruction Following Rate (DIFR) measures the degree to which LLMs follow task
instructions when generating the quantity and names of ranked departments. It is the average of two
sub-metrics: DIFR-Q and DIFR-N.

Department Quantity Following Rate (DIFR-Q) measures the consistency between the quantity of
top K’ departments generated by the model and the quantity of K departments specified in the task
instructions, which is calculated as Eq.

Yil1 Sixi=rk}
N
where Sy /-y 18 an indicator function that equals 1 if the quantity of K ! departments generated for

the ¢-th sample, matches the specified quantity K in the task instructions, and O otherwise. N is the
total quantity of test samples.

DIFR-Q = (2)

Department Name Following Rate (DIFR-N) measures the consistency of the department names
generated by the model with the names in a predefined list of 24 departments, which is calculated as

Eq.[3
Ei]il Z]K:l match(i, j)
S K

where K7/ represents the number of departments generated for the i-th sample, and the match function
match(i, j) checks whether the department name generated for the j-th position in the i-th sample is

DIFR-N = (3)



Table 2: Performance of LLMs across 8 medical tasks in ClinicalBench. The PD and FD tasks are
evaluated based on Accuracy, while other Clinical Diagnosis subtasks are evaluated using the average
of of BLEU, ROUGE, and BERTScore scores. For an LLM, we compute the average (Avg.) score
over all the 9 scores under the 8 tasks as its overall performance on ClinicalBench.

Model Department Guide Clinical Diagnosis I i Overall

ode Acc DIFR PD DB DD FD PT TP  Diagnosis DWR CDR Acceptability Avg.
InternLM2-20B-Chat ~ 64.47 97.18 7820 46.22 3098 51.13 33.05 30.75 35.88 1491 3140 11.11 51.98
Gemini-Pro 62.07 94.45 69.13  50.59 3126 50.00 32.54 29.29 36.35 14.48  30.13 10.85 50.63
Yi-34B-Chat 58.80 98.08 72,60 4741 3174 4833 32.86 28.62 36.34 1430 26.13 9.25 50.53
GPT-4 61.47 87.02 7147 4094 30.69 54.20 3252 29.10 37.61 1270 33.27 11.37 49.45
Qwen-72B-Chat 63.67 85.35 7333 39.72 30.05 53.33 3139 29.46 34.00 11.96 33.07 10.89 48.92
HuatuoGPT2-34B 59.20 97.37 70.60 42.58 2635 47.67 3220 29.44 30.40 10.17  27.13 8.73 48.42
Baichuan2-13B-Chat ~ 53.73 87.43 7400 4396 28.10 44.80 31.53 30.19 36.91 10.96  21.53 7.35 47.85
Claude3 58.93 92.47 6293 3376 2632 49.93 34.12 31.25 35.26 9.30  27.27 8.76 47.22
GPT-3.5 56.80 89.50 5727 38.66 2824 47.13 29.12 30.78 37.78 9.96 2427 7.99 46.14
ChatGLM3-6B 46.40 95.88 5800 4251 27.83 3840 31.78 30.88 35.02 9.96 15.93 5.35 45.19
WiNGPT2-14B-Chat ~ 42.13 79.15 5733 43.74 24.61 46.87 2786 25.74 41.39 8.57 1653 5.40 43.20
PULSE-20B 54.93 50.08 4920 37.89 2671 41.53 31.15 30.34 37.07 9.00 20.87 6.81 39.88
BlueLM-7B-Chat 4533 82.13 44.67 3524 1878 36.00 28.84 26.72 34.40 6.26 16.73 4.82 39.12
Spark-3 34.87 95.7 60.53 36.88 24.44 3507 9.77 837 31.63 417 1180 2.62 37.47
Taiyi-LLM 44.00 97.07 16.87 1743 1079 1827 1217 11.32 31.65 322 7.60 1.27 28.84
DISC-MedLLM 45.67 73.59 327 184 167 207 190 1.67 20.63 1.70  0.40 0.02 12.87
BianQue-2 0.07 10.21 267 174 004 000 3.64 473 29.51 .39 0.00 0.00 4.50

in the predefined list of departments. If so, match(i, j) = 1; otherwise, it is 0. N is the total number
of test samples.

Comprehensive Diagnostic Accuracy (CDR) measures the accuracy of LLMs in simultaneously
predicting correct department guide and disease diagnosis, which is calculated as Eq. 4}

N

CDR = Zi:l SgU«idE(i) X sdiagnosis(i)

N
where Sgyiqe (i) and Sgiqgnosis(?) are indicator functions of correctness for the i-th sample in the

guide and diagnosis tasks, respectively. If the prediction is correct, the function value is 1, and 0
otherwise. N is the total number of test samples.

“

Acceptability measures the comprehensive performance of LLMs in terms of prediction accuracy
in department guide and disease diagnosis tasks, as well as the language quality of other generated
diagnostic content, reflecting the overall effectiveness of the model in handling complex clinical
situations. It is calculated as Eq. [5]
1 1 K M
e . ko
Acceptability = i ; CDR(7) | x NEM Z Z Z Metric,, (i) Q)

i=1 k=1m=1

where CDR(¢) is the indicator function of the i-th sample correctly predicting both guide and
diagnosis tasks. Metriclfn(i) represents the score of the m-th evaluation metric for the ¢-th sample
in the k-th diagnostic task. NN is the total number of test samples. M is the number of evaluation
metrics, which include BLEU, ROUGE, and BERTScore. K is the total number of diagnostic
tasks, including diagnostic basis, differential diagnosis, principles of treatment, treatment plans, and
imaging diagnosis.

4.3 Results & Analysis

Table [2 shows the performance of 17 LLMs on ClinicalBench. The prompt templates for various
tasks can be found in Appendix Table[IO]I2] Note that all experiments in this work are conducted on
the original Chinese samples of ClinicalBenclﬂ

Performance on each task. On the Department Guide task, InternLM2 performs the best in
guiding patients to the correct department (Accuracy). We find LLMs occasionally hallucinate and
incorrectly guide patients to non-existent departments. Yi-Chat excels at following instructions,
generating department names with high accuracy and minimal hallucinations. Among clinical
diagnosis sub-tasks, InternLM?2 leads in the PD task, demonstrating a strong ability to identify
possible diseases based on initial symptoms. Gemini-Pro performs the best in the DB task, effectively

>We also provide the code to support evaluations using the English translations of ClinicalBench.



extracting supportive medical evidence and exhibiting good reliability in clinical settings. Yi-Chat
performs the best in the DD task, effectively eliminating interference from similar conditions with
fewer hallucinations. GPT-4 excels in the FD task, demonstrating superior judgment and diagnostic
accuracy. Claude3 leads in the PT and TP tasks, showcasing its deep understanding and application
of basic medical knowledge. On the Imaging Diagnosis task, WiNGPT?2 is significantly ahead
all other models, indicating strong capabilities in analyzing medical imaging reports and utilizing
medical equipment information.

Overall Performance. InternLM?2 achieves the top Overall DWR of 14.91 and Avg. 51.98,
indicating its superiority over other models across multiple departments with balanced performance.
We hypothesize that the diverse pre-training data, the thorough data filtering methods, and careful
executions of pre-training, supervised fine-tuning, and alignments through a novel reinforcement
learning [6] may have contributed to the superior performance of InternLM2. GPT-4 performs the
best in simultaneously predicting the correct department and disease diagnosis (CDR), showing its
ability to complete 33.27% of end-to-end medical consultations. Moreover, GPT-4 demonstrates the
effectiveness of its content quality and accuracy with a top acceptability score of 11.37.

Overall Findings. From the rask dimension, we observe that existing LLMs are not yet fully
capable of handling end-to-end clinical diagnosis tasks. Interestingly, we find that the clinical
diagnostic capabilities of general LLMs are better than those of the specialized medical LLMs;
hence, how to improve specialized models with medical data remains an open challenge. From the
department dimension, Figure [d] shows the rankings of different models across various departments,
demonstrating that

no single LLLM excels in all departmental domains. This finding aligns well with the reality of
human medical experts, where no single expert can master all departmental domains.

5 ClinicalAgent: An End-to-End Clinical Agent Aligned with Real-World
Multi-Departmental Clinical Diagnostic Practices

5.1 ClinicalAgent: Methodology

Our findings in Section4.3] shows obvious performance deficiencies when requiring a single model
to play different departmental roles in highly specialized medical scenarios. We believe that setting
specific agents for different departments, i.e., the agent for each department is powered by the
LLM that performs best in the specific domain, aligns better with the real-world practices of human
medical experts. Therefore, we propose ClinicalAgent, an End-to-End Clinical Agent Aligned
with Real-World Multi-Departmental Clinical Diagnostic Practices, with its diagnostic process
shown in Figure |I| ClinicalAgent operates in 6 stages, as follows. Details of the stages and the
workflow algorithm can be found in Appendix [A.2]

Departmental Guide: The patient P A presents a chief complaint C'C' to the patient navigator agent
PN. Based on C'C' and the prior knowledge PK of LLM rankings obtained in Table 2| agent PN
arranges N clinicians from the K most relevant departments in the consultation room to prepare a
preliminary consultation for PA. The purpose of this stage is to quickly and accurately identify the
patient’s initial needs and arrange for the appropriate specialty medical team to diagnose.

Preliminary Consultation: The patient P A meets multiple clinicians from different departments in
the consultation room, such as pediatrics clinician powered by GPT-4, orthopedic clinician powered
by InternLM2. Each clinician makes a preliminary diagnosis PD based on the C'C, medical
history H, and physical examination V, and decide on further laboratory L E' and imageological I F
examinations.

Laboratory Examination: According to the recommendations L E from the preliminary consultation,
the patient P A proceeds to the biochemical testing room for necessary laboratory examination results,
such as blood tests and urine analysis. The output is the corresponding laboratory results A.

Imageological Examination: According to the recommendations I E' from the preliminary consulta-
tion, the patient P A undergoes necessary imageological tests, such as X-rays, CT scans, or MRI. The
output is the corresponding medical imaging report 1.



Final Consultation: The patient P A returns to the consultation room and provides the A and R to
the team from the preliminary consultation. Based on the newly obtained laboratory and imaging
reference information, the medical team provides the final diagnosis £'D and treatment plans 7 P.

Medical Treatment: The patient PA receives corresponding treatment based on F'D and TP,
including treatments conducted in the treatment room and medication dispensed in the pharmacy.
Finally, the patient leaves the hospital after completing the treatment.

5.2 ClinicalAgent: Evaluations

Experimental Setup As described in Section [2.2] existing medical agents such as MedAgent [31]]
only support multiple-choice questions and do not support end-to-end diagnosis. Therefore, we
compare the default configuration of ClinicalAgent with several variants and the top-performing
LLM:s in Table[2]to verify the effectiveness of the Clinical Agent approach. Each variant, Agent#K @N,
employs different department scheduling and clinician allocation strategies for clinical diagnosis,
where K denotes the number of departments to be scheduled, and N denotes the number of the top
clinicians assigned to each department. For example, Agent#1 @3 schedules three top clinicians from
the same department for diagnosis. We use three evaluation methods to measure the quality and
accuracy of the agent’s diagnostic results: automatic evaluation, human evaluation, and GPT-40
evaluation. A detailed description of the three evaluation methods can be found in Appendix[A.3]

According to modern medical practice, accurately guiding patients to the most appropriate de-
partments is a crucial initial step in ClinicalAgent. Therefore, we thoroughly evaluate the patient
navigation capabilities of various LLMs to select the best patient navigator. As shown in Table
despite the fact that Yi-Chat yields slightly lower Acc@1 than other models, we choose it as the
patient navigator due to its near-perfect instruction following performance and minimal hallucinations.
Detailed analysis and explanation of the reasons can be found in Appendix[A.4]

Results & Analysis Table 4] and Figure [5|illustrate the performance of 4 LLMs and 3 configura-
tions of ClinicalAgent using the three different evaluation methods. Tables in the Appendix
provide detailed case studies, including case information, diagnostic results from human doctors and
seven models. Using both Automatic Evaluation and Human Evaluation methods, ClinicalAgent
(Agent#K @N) based on department scheduling and doctor allocation strategies leads top-performing
LLMs with a large margin. With GPT-40 evaluation, GPT-4 achieves the highest score of 90.93,
which is probably attributable to the evaluation model’s preference for its own generated answers [42].
Even so, ClinicalAgent (Agent#K @N) receives competitive GPT-40 scores up to §9.40. Overall,
ClinicalAgent (Agent#K @N) excel in handling complex diagnosis tasks, showcasing the effectiveness
of collaborative diagnostic strategies across multiple departments and doctors.

Interestingly, different configurations of ClinicalAgent exhibit varying performance; overall,
Agent#1@3 performs the best. We conduct deeper analysis of these variants. Figure [6] shows
that Agent#1 @3 excels in fluency, relevance, and proficiency in medicine, benefiting from integrating
diagnostic opinions from multiple doctors within the same department, which effectively fills in
gaps and reduces misdiagnosis. However, due to its focus on a single department, Agent#1@3 falls
slightly short in completeness and is more suitable for clinical diagnosis of a single disease or
multiple closely related diseases. Figure [6] shows that Agent#3@1 excels in comprehensiveness
and proficiency in medicine, but its fluency and relevance are slightly compromised. This may
be attributed to errors in Department Guide Acc@3, leading to noisy opinions from doctors from
irrelevant department. Overall, Agent#3 @1 benefits from diverse expertise across departments and

Table 3: Detailed performance of LLMs on the Table 4: Performance of ClinicalAgent and top-

Departmental Guide task. performing LLMs using three evaluation methods.
Model Acc@1 Acc@3 Acc@5 DIFR-Q DIFR-N Avg. Model Automatic Score Human GPT-4o
Gemini-Pro 62.07 8573  92.00 100.0 88.90  85.74 DWR CDR  Acceptability ~Avg.  Score Score
Yi-Chat 58.80  83.60  86.07 99.93 96.23  84.93 InternLM2 1491 31.40 11.11 5198  54.66 85.09
InternLM2 64.47 79.87 84.67 100.0 94.37  84.68 GPT-4 1270 3327 11.37 4945 5590 90.93
HuatuoGPT2  59.20 80.47 88.87 100.0 94.73  84.65 Gemini-Pro  14.48 30.13 10.85 50.63  58.84 79.61
GPT-4 61.47 86.13 90.13 100.0 7403 8235 Yi-Chat 1430 2613 925 5053 5242 86.61
Claude3 5893 7933 8567 1000 8493 8177 Agend3@1 1230 5273 783"~ " 5446~ 5947~ 8561
GPT-3.5 56.80  8L13  89.00 1000  79.00  81.87 Agent#1@3 1430  54.00 18.22 51.66 6276  89.40
Qwen 6367 8073 8667 1000 7070 8035 Agent#l@1 17.00 35.13 12.57 53.02 5784 8246
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generates high-quality diagnostic results more suitable for joint clinical diagnosis of multiple
complex or loosely related diseases. In contrast, while Agent#1 @ 1’s performance is inferior to
the collaboration of multiple experts, it still significantly outperforms other top-performing LLMs,
demonstrating the effectiveness of flexible and optimized department scheduling and doctor
allocation strategies in clinical diagnostic agents.

Notably, as shown in Figure[3] the trends based on different metrics do not completely align. This
discrepancy arises from the varying emphases of each metric and highlights the limitations of existing
metrics, demanding future studies.

6 Conclusion

We introduce ClinicalLab, which provides a comprehensive set of resources, tools, and foundational
design methodologies for medical agents, offering crucial support for evaluating and designing future
LLMs and medical agents.

7 Limitations

To date, no medical agents have been evaluated on real clinical data, including the recent Agent
Hospital [18]. Existing agents are primarily designed to handle multiple-choice question answering
and are not suitable for simulating complex real-world scenarios. Therefore, ClinicalAgent cannot be
directly compared with other agents. However, as a foundational method, ClinicalAgent can be well
integrated with other agents.

We have not conducted practical engineering tests on widely recognized methods such as few-shot
learning and RAG, although these methods have proven effective in other medical agents. Future
research can consider combining these mature techniques with our ClinicalAgent approach to explore
their potential applications in clinical settings. We view this as a direction for future work.

The data in ClinicalBench comes from mainland China and only follows the officially recommended
diagnostic methods and procedures in mainland China [22]]. Therefore, there may be a lack of
representativeness for other regions and countries.

8 Ethical Considerations

Given that our research involves real patient records and their associated diagnostic processes, ethical
considerations are central to this study. To mitigate potential ethical and privacy risks, we take the
following measures: First, we implement privacy protection measures for all medical records by
removing patient identities, treatment area information, and other sensitive content from the data
samples. Second, we conduct three rounds of independent and rigorous review of the dataset to
ensure it does not contain any sensitive information. Additionally, our study has been approved by the
medical ethics committee of the hospital providing the data samples and has been officially notarized
by a notary institution. Finally, we require all users of the dataset to agree to the ClinicalBench Usage
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and Data Distribution License Agreement before downloading, which includes a commitment to
protect patient privacy and explicit provisions prohibiting the tracking or identifying of any personal
information. Through these measures, we ensure the ethical and legal compliance of our research.

References

(1]

(2]

(3]

(4]

(5]

(6]

(71

(8]

Anthropic. The Claude 3 Model Family: Opus, Sonnet, Haiku. https://www-cdn.anthropic!|
com/de8ba9%b01c9ab7cbabf5c33b80b7bbc618857627/Model_Card_Claude_3.pdf, 2024.

Jinze Bai, Shuai Bai, Yunfei Chu, Zeyu Cui, Kai Dang, Xiaodong Deng, Yang Fan, Wenbin
Ge, Yu Han, Fei Huang, Binyuan Hui, Luo Ji, Mei Li, Junyang Lin, Runji Lin, Dayiheng Liu,
Gao Liu, Chenggiang Lu, Keming Lu, Jianxin Ma, Rui Men, Xingzhang Ren, Xuancheng
Ren, Chuangi Tan, Sinan Tan, Jianhong Tu, Peng Wang, Shijie Wang, Wei Wang, Shengguang
Wu, Benfeng Xu, Jin Xu, An Yang, Hao Yang, Jian Yang, Shusheng Yang, Yang Yao, Bowen
Yu, Hongyi Yuan, Zheng Yuan, Jianwei Zhang, Xingxuan Zhang, Yichang Zhang, Zhenru
Zhang, Chang Zhou, Jingren Zhou, Xiaohuan Zhou, and Tianhang Zhu. Qwen technical
report. CoRR, abs/2309.16609, 2023. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2309.16609. URL https:
//doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2309.16609.

Zhijie Bao, Wei Chen, Shengze Xiao, Kuang Ren, Jiaao Wu, Cheng Zhong, Jiajie Peng, Xuanjing
Huang, and Zhongyu Wei. Disc-medllm: Bridging general large language models and real-world
medical consultation. CoRR, abs/2308.14346, 2023. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2308.14346. URL
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2308.14346.

Sébastien Bubeck, Varun Chandrasekaran, Ronen Eldan, Johannes Gehrke, Eric Horvitz, Ece
Kamar, Peter Lee, Yin Tat Lee, Yuanzhi Li, Scott M. Lundberg, Harsha Nori, Hamid Palangi,
Marco Tilio Ribeiro, and Yi Zhang. Sparks of artificial general intelligence: Early experiments
with GPT-4. CoRR, abs/2303.12712, 2023. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2303.12712. URL https:
//doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2303.12712.

Yan Cai, Linlin Wang, Ye Wang, Gerard de Melo, Ya Zhang, Yanfeng Wang, and Liang
He. Medbench: A large-scale chinese benchmark for evaluating medical large language
models. In Michael J. Wooldridge, Jennifer G. Dy, and Sriraam Natarajan, editors, Thirty-
Eighth AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, AAAI 2024, Thirty-Sixth Conference on
Innovative Applications of Artificial Intelligence, IAAI 2024, Fourteenth Symposium on Ed-
ucational Advances in Artificial Intelligence, EAAI 2014, February 20-27, 2024, Vancouver,
Canada, pages 17709-17717. AAAI Press, 2024. doi: 10.1609/AAAIL.V38116.29723. URL
https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v38116.29723.

Zheng Cai, Maosong Cao, Haojiong Chen, Kai Chen, Keyu Chen, Xin Chen, Xun Chen, Zehui
Chen, Zhi Chen, Pei Chu, Xiaoyi Dong, Haodong Duan, Qi Fan, Zhaoye Fei, Yang Gao, Jiaye
Ge, Chenya Gu, Yuzhe Gu, Tao Gui, Aijia Guo, Qipeng Guo, Conghui He, Yingfan Hu, Ting
Huang, Tao Jiang, Penglong Jiao, Zhenjiang Jin, Zhikai Lei, Jiaxing Li, Jingwen Li, Linyang
Li, Shuaibin Li, Wei Li, Yining Li, Hongwei Liu, Jiangning Liu, Jiawei Hong, Kaiwen Liu,
Kuikun Liu, Xiaoran Liu, Chengqi Lv, Haijun Lv, Kai Lv, Li Ma, Runyuan Ma, Zerun Ma,
Wenchang Ning, Linke Ouyang, Jiantao Qiu, Yuan Qu, Fukai Shang, Yunfan Shao, Demin
Song, Zifan Song, Zhihao Sui, Peng Sun, Yu Sun, Huanze Tang, Bin Wang, Guoteng Wang,
Jiaqi Wang, Jiayu Wang, Rui Wang, Yudong Wang, Ziyi Wang, Xingjian Wei, Qizhen Weng,
Fan Wu, Yingtong Xiong, and et al. Internlm2 technical report. CoRR, abs/2403.17297, 2024.
doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2403.17297. URL https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2403.17297.

Junying Chen, Xidong Wang, Anningzhe Gao, Feng Jiang, Shunian Chen, Hongbo Zhang,
Dingjie Song, Wenya Xie, Chuyi Kong, Jianquan Li, Xiang Wan, Haizhou Li, and Benyou Wang.
Huatuogpt-ii, one-stage training for medical adaption of llms. CoRR, abs/2311.09774, 2023.
doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2311.09774. URL https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.09774.

Yirong Chen, Zhenyu Wang, Xiaofen Xing, Huimin Zheng, Zhipei Xu, Kai Fang, Junhong
Wang, Sihang Li, Jieling Wu, Qi Liu, and Xiangmin Xu. Bianque: Balancing the questioning
and suggestion ability of health 1lms with multi-turn health conversations polished by chatgpt.
CoRR, abs/2310.15896, 2023. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2310.15896. URL https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2310.15896.

12


https://www-cdn.anthropic.com/de8ba9b01c9ab7cbabf5c33b80b7bbc618857627/Model_Card_Claude_3.pdf
https://www-cdn.anthropic.com/de8ba9b01c9ab7cbabf5c33b80b7bbc618857627/Model_Card_Claude_3.pdf
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2309.16609
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2309.16609
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2308.14346
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2303.12712
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2303.12712
https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v38i16.29723
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2403.17297
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.09774
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2310.15896
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2310.15896

[9] Karl Cobbe, Vineet Kosaraju, Mohammad Bavarian, Mark Chen, Heewoo Jun, Lukasz Kaiser,
Matthias Plappert, Jerry Tworek, Jacob Hilton, Reiichiro Nakano, Christopher Hesse, and John
Schulman. Training verifiers to solve math word problems. CoRR, abs/2110.14168, 2021. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.14168.

[10] Zhengxiao Du, Yujie Qian, Xiao Liu, Ming Ding, Jiezhong Qiu, Zhilin Yang, and Jie Tang. All
NLP tasks are generation tasks: A general pretraining framework. CoRR, abs/2103.10360, 2021.
URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2103.10360.

[11] Gemini. Gemini: a family of highly capable multimodal models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2312.11805, 2023.

[12] Dan Hendrycks, Collin Burns, Steven Basart, Andy Zou, Mantas Mazeika, Dawn Song, and
Jacob Steinhardt. Measuring massive multitask language understanding. In 9th International
Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2021, Virtual Event, Austria, May 3-7, 2021.
OpenReview.net, 2021. URL |https://openreview.net/forum?id=d7KBjmI3GmQ.

[13] Ltd Iflytek Co. Spark-3 website. |https://xinghuo.xfyun.cn/sparkapi?ch=ptdh-api,
2024.

[14] Di Jin, Eileen Pan, Nassim Oufattole, Wei-Hung Weng, Hanyi Fang, and Peter Szolovits. What
disease does this patient have? A large-scale open domain question answering dataset from
medical exams. CoRR, abs/2009.13081, 2020. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.13081.

[15] Di Jin, Eileen Pan, Nassim Oufattole, Wei-Hung Weng, Hanyi Fang, and Peter Szolovits. What
disease does this patient have? A large-scale open domain question answering dataset from
medical exams. CoRR, abs/2009.13081, 2020. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.13081.

[16] Qiao Jin, Bhuwan Dhingra, Zhengping Liu, William W. Cohen, and Xinghua Lu. Pubmedqa:
A dataset for biomedical research question answering. CoRR, abs/1909.06146, 2019. URL
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.06146.

[17] Yubin Kim, Chanwoo Park, Hyewon Jeong, Yik Siu Chan, Xuhai Xu, Daniel McDuff, Cynthia
Breazeal, and Hae Won Park. Adaptive collaboration strategy for llms in medical decision
making. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.15155, 2024.

[18] Junkai Li, Siyu Wang, Meng Zhang, Weitao Li, Yunghwei Lai, Xinhui Kang, Weizhi Ma, and
Yang Liu. Agent hospital: A simulacrum of hospital with evolvable medical agents. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2405.02957, 2024.

[19] Chin-Yew Lin and Eduard H. Hovy. Automatic evaluation of summaries using n-gram co-
occurrence statistics. In Marti A. Hearst and Mari Ostendorf, editors, Human Language
Technology Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational
Linguistics, HLT-NAACL 2003, Edmonton, Canada, May 27 - June 1, 2003. The Association for
Computational Linguistics, 2003. URL https://aclanthology.org/Ne3-1020/.

[20] Junling Liu, Peilin Zhou, Yining Hua, Dading Chong, Zhongyu Tian, Andrew Liu, Helin
Wang, Chenyu You, Zhenhua Guo, Lei Zhu, and Michael Lingzhi Li. Benchmarking large
language models on cmexam - A comprehensive chinese medical exam dataset. In Alice
Oh, Tristan Naumann, Amir Globerson, Kate Saenko, Moritz Hardt, and Sergey Levine, ed-
itors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 36: Annual Conference on Neu-
ral Information Processing Systems 2023, NeurlPS 2023, New Orleans, LA, USA, Decem-
ber 10 - 16, 2023, 2023. URL http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2023/hash/
a48ad12d588c597f4725a8b84aft647b5-Abstract-Datasets_and_Benchmarks.html.

[21] Ling Luo, Jinzhong Ning, Yingwen Zhao, Zhijun Wang, Zeyuan Ding, Peng Chen, Weiru Fu,
Qinyu Han, Guangtao Xu, Yunzhi Qiu, Dinghao Pan, Jiru Li, Hao Li, Wenduo Feng, Senbo
Tu, Yuqi Liu, Zhihao Yang, Jian Wang, Yuanyuan Sun, and Hongfei Lin. Taiyi: A bilingual
fine-tuned large language model for diverse biomedical tasks. CoRR, abs/2311.11608, 2023.
doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2311.11608. URL https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.11608.

[22] National Health Commission of the People’s Republic of China.  Basic standards
for medical record writing (trial). http://www.nhc.gov.cn/yzygj/s3585u/200904/
ebe63919d67b4c65a76b3f61d1¢c80cd6.shtml), 2022.

13


https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.14168
https://arxiv.org/abs/2103.10360
https://openreview.net/forum?id=d7KBjmI3GmQ
https://xinghuo.xfyun.cn/sparkapi?ch=ptdh-api
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.13081
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.13081
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.06146
https://aclanthology.org/N03-1020/
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2023/hash/a48ad12d588c597f4725a8b84af647b5-Abstract-Datasets_and_Benchmarks.html
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2023/hash/a48ad12d588c597f4725a8b84af647b5-Abstract-Datasets_and_Benchmarks.html
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.11608
http://www.nhc.gov.cn/yzygj/s3585u/200904/ebe63919d67b4c65a76b3f61d1c80cd6.shtml
http://www.nhc.gov.cn/yzygj/s3585u/200904/ebe63919d67b4c65a76b3f61d1c80cd6.shtml

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

OpenAl. GPT-4 technical report. CoRR, abs/2303.08774, 2023. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2303.
08774. URL https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2303.08774.

Ankit Pal, Logesh Kumar Umapathi, and Malaikannan Sankarasubbu. Medmcqa: A large-scale
multi-subject multi-choice dataset for medical domain question answering. In Gerardo Flores,
George H. Chen, Tom J. Pollard, Joyce C. Ho, and Tristan Naumann, editors, Conference
on Health, Inference, and Learning, CHIL 2022, 7-8 April 2022, Virtual Event, volume 174
of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 248-260. PMLR, 2022. URL https:
//proceedings.mlr.press/v174/pal22a.htmll

Kishore Papineni, Salim Roukos, Todd Ward, and Wei-Jing Zhu. Bleu: a method for automatic
evaluation of machine translation. In Proceedings of the 40th Annual Meeting of the Association
for Computational Linguistics, July 6-12, 2002, Philadelphia, PA, USA, pages 311-318. ACL,
2002. doi: 10.3115/1073083.1073135. URL https://aclanthology.org/P02-1040/.

Pengcheng Qiu, Chaoyi Wu, Xiaoman Zhang, Weixiong Lin, Haicheng Wang, Ya Zhang,
Yanfeng Wang, and Weidi Xie. Towards building multilingual language model for medicine.
CoRR, abs/2402.13963, 2024. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2402.13963. URL https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2402.13963.

Winning Health AI Research. Wingpt2 website. https://github.com/winninghealth/
WiNGPT2, 2024.

Karan Singhal, Shekoofeh Azizi, Tao Tu, S. Sara Mahdavi, Jason Wei, Hyung Won Chung,
Nathan Scales, Ajay Kumar Tanwani, Heather Cole-Lewis, Stephen Pfohl, Perry Payne, Martin
Seneviratne, Paul Gamble, Chris Kelly, Nathaneal Schirli, Aakanksha Chowdhery, Philip An-
drew Mansfield, Blaise Agiiera y Arcas, Dale R. Webster, Gregory S. Corrado, Yossi Matias,
Katherine Chou, Juraj Gottweis, Nenad Tomasev, Yun Liu, Alvin Rajkomar, Joelle K. Barral,
Christopher Semturs, Alan Karthikesalingam, and Vivek Natarajan. Large language models
encode clinical knowledge. CoRR, abs/2212.13138, 2022. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2212.13138.
URL https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2212.13138.

Karan Singhal, Tao Tu, Juraj Gottweis, Rory Sayres, Ellery Wulczyn, Le Hou, Kevin Clark,
Stephen Pfohl, Heather Cole-Lewis, Darlene Neal, Mike Schaekermann, Amy Wang, Mo-
hamed Amin, Sami Lachgar, Philip Andrew Mansfield, Sushant Prakash, Bradley Green, Ewa
Dominowska, Blaise Agiiera y Arcas, Nenad Tomasev, Yun Liu, Renee Wong, Christopher
Semturs, S. Sara Mahdavi, Joelle K. Barral, Dale R. Webster, Gregory S. Corrado, Yossi Ma-
tias, Shekoofeh Azizi, Alan Karthikesalingam, and Vivek Natarajan. Towards expert-level
medical question answering with large language models. CoRR, abs/2305.09617, 2023. doi:
10.48550/ARX1IV.2305.09617. URL https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2305.09617.

Peiyang Song, Kaiyu Yang, and Anima Anandkumar. Towards large language models as copilots
for theorem proving in lean. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.12534, 2024.

Xiangru Tang, Anni Zou, Zhuosheng Zhang, Yilun Zhao, Xingyao Zhang, Arman Cohan, and
Mark Gerstein. Medagents: Large language models as collaborators for zero-shot medical
reasoning. CoRR, abs/2311.10537, 2023. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2311.10537. URL fhttps:
//doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.10537,

BlueLM Team. Bluelm: An open multilingual 7b language model. https://github.com/
vivo-ai-lab/BluelM, 2023.

Yuchen Tian, Weixiang Yan, Qian Yang, Qian Chen, Wen Wang, Ziyang Luo, and Lei Ma.
Codehalu: Code hallucinations in 1lms driven by execution-based verification. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2405.00253, 2024.

Xidong Wang, Guiming Hardy Chen, Dingjie Song, Zhiyi Zhang, Zhihong Chen, Qingying Xiao,
Feng Jiang, Jianquan Li, Xiang Wan, Benyou Wang, and Haizhou Li. CMB: A comprehensive
medical benchmark in chinese. CoRR, abs/2308.08833, 2023. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2308.
08833. URL https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2308.08833.

Ross Williams, Niyousha Hosseinichimeh, Aritra Majumdar, and Navid Ghaffarzadegan. Epi-
demic modeling with generative agents. CoRR, abs/2307.04986, 2023. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.
2307.04986. URL https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2307.04986.

14


https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2303.08774
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v174/pal22a.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v174/pal22a.html
https://aclanthology.org/P02-1040/
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2402.13963
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2402.13963
https://github.com/winninghealth/WiNGPT2
https://github.com/winninghealth/WiNGPT2
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2212.13138
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2305.09617
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.10537
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.10537
https://github.com/vivo-ai-lab/BlueLM
https://github.com/vivo-ai-lab/BlueLM
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2308.08833
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2307.04986

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

Jiageng Wu, Xiaocong Liu, Minghui Li, Wanxin Li, Zichang Su, Shixu Lin, Lucas Garay,
Zhiyun Zhang, Yujie Zhang, Qingcheng Zeng, et al. Clinical text datasets for medical artificial
intelligence and large language models—a systematic review. NEJM Al, page Alra2400012,
2024.

Weixiang Yan, Haitian Liu, Yunkun Wang, Yunzhe Li, Qian Chen, Wen Wang, Tingyu Lin,
Weishan Zhao, Li Zhu, Shuiguang Deng, and Hari Sundaram. Codescope: An execution-based
multilingual multitask multidimensional benchmark for evaluating 1lms on code understanding
and generation. CoRR, abs/2311.08588, 2023. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2311.08588. URL
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.08588.

Aiyuan Yang, Bin Xiao, Bingning Wang, Borong Zhang, Ce Bian, Chao Yin, Chenxu Ly,
Da Pan, Dian Wang, Dong Yan, Fan Yang, Fei Deng, Feng Wang, Feng Liu, Guangwei Ai,
Guosheng Dong, Haizhou Zhao, Hang Xu, Haoze Sun, Hongda Zhang, Hui Liu, Jiaming
Ji, Jian Xie, Juntao Dai, Kun Fang, Lei Su, Liang Song, Lifeng Liu, Liyun Ru, Luyao Ma,
Mang Wang, Mickel Liu, MingAn Lin, Nuolan Nie, Peidong Guo, Ruiyang Sun, Tao Zhang,
Tianpeng Li, Tianyu Li, Wei Cheng, Weipeng Chen, Xiangrong Zeng, Xiaochuan Wang, Xiaoxi
Chen, Xin Men, Xin Yu, Xuehai Pan, Yanjun Shen, Yiding Wang, Yiyu Li, Youxin Jiang,
Yuchen Gao, Yupeng Zhang, Zenan Zhou, and Zhiying Wu. Baichuan 2: Open large-scale
language models. CoRR, abs/2309.10305, 2023. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2309.10305. URL
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2309.10305.

Alex Young, Bei Chen, Chao Li, Chengen Huang, Ge Zhang, Guanwei Zhang, Heng Li,
Jiangcheng Zhu, Jianqun Chen, Jing Chang, Kaidong Yu, Peng Liu, Qiang Liu, Shawn Yue,
Senbin Yang, Shiming Yang, Tao Yu, Wen Xie, Wenhao Huang, Xiaohui Hu, Xiaoyi Ren, Xinyao
Niu, Pengcheng Nie, Yuchi Xu, Yudong Liu, Yue Wang, Yuxuan Cai, Zhenyu Gu, Zhiyuan Liu,
and Zonghong Dai. Yi: Open foundation models by 01.ai. CoRR, abs/2403.04652, 2024. doi:
10.48550/ARXIV.2403.04652. URL https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2403.04652.

Tianyi Zhang, Varsha Kishore, Felix Wu, Kilian Q. Weinberger, and Yoav Artzi. Bertscore:
Evaluating text generation with BERT. In 8th International Conference on Learning Represen-
tations, ICLR 2020, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, April 26-30, 2020. OpenReview.net, 2020. URL
https://openreview.net/forum?id=SkeHuCVFDr.

Xiaofan Zhang, Kui Xue, and Shaoting Zhang. Pulse: Pretrained and unified language service
engine. 2023. URL https://github.com/openmedlab/PULSE.

Lianmin Zheng, Wei-Lin Chiang, Ying Sheng, Siyuan Zhuang, Zhanghao Wu, Yonghao
Zhuang, Zi Lin, Zhuohan Li, Dacheng Li, Eric P. Xing, Hao Zhang, Joseph E. Gonzalez,
and Ion Stoica. Judging llm-as-a-judge with mt-bench and chatbot arena. In Alice Oh,
Tristan Naumann, Amir Globerson, Kate Saenko, Moritz Hardt, and Sergey Levine, edi-
tors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 36: Annual Conference on Neu-
ral Information Processing Systems 2023, NeurlPS 2023, New Orleans, LA, USA, Decem-
ber 10 - 16, 2023, 2023. URL http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2023/hash/
91f18a1287b398d378ef22505bf41832-Abstract-Datasets_and_Benchmarks.htmll

Hongjian Zhou, Boyang Gu, Xinyu Zou, Yiru Li, Sam S. Chen, Peilin Zhou, Junling Liu,
Yining Hua, Chengfeng Mao, Xian Wu, Zheng Li, and Fenglin Liu. A survey of large language
models in medicine: Progress, application, and challenge. CoRR, abs/2311.05112, 2023. doi:
10.48550/ARX1IV.2311.05112. URL https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.05112.

Ming Zhu, Aman Ahuja, Wei Wei, and Chandan K. Reddy. A hierarchical attention retrieval
model for healthcare question answering. In Ling Liu, Ryen W. White, Amin Mantrach, Fabrizio
Silvestri, Julian J. McAuley, Ricardo Baeza- Yates, and Leila Zia, editors, The World Wide Web
Conference, WWW 2019, San Francisco, CA, USA, May 13-17, 2019, pages 2472-2482. ACM,
2019. doi: 10.1145/3308558.3313699. URL https://doi.org/10.1145/3308558.3313699.

15


https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.08588
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2309.10305
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2403.04652
https://openreview.net/forum?id=SkeHuCVFDr
https://github.com/openmedlab/PULSE
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2023/hash/91f18a1287b398d378ef22505bf41832-Abstract-Datasets_and_Benchmarks.html
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2023/hash/91f18a1287b398d378ef22505bf41832-Abstract-Datasets_and_Benchmarks.html
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.05112
https://doi.org/10.1145/3308558.3313699

A Appendix

A.1 Evaluation Metrics

Accuracy indicates the proportion of samples correctly classified by the department to the total
number of samples. BLEU [25] measures the degree of overlap between the predicted output and
the reference output, ranging from 1-gram to 4-gram. Rouge [19]] primarily evaluates based on the
longest common subsequence found between the generated texts and the human-written reference
ones. BertScore [40] leverages a pre-trained BERT model and its deep contextual representations to
gauge the semantic similarity between the generated and reference texts.

A.2 ClinicalAgent Algorithm

Departmental Guide: The patient P A presents a simple chief complaint C'C' to the patient navigator
agent PN powered by LLMy;, where LLMy-; donates to the LLM Yi-Chat [39]. Based on C'C' and
the prior knowledge P K obtained in Table agent PN arranges N clinicians CL;(j = 1,2,...,N)
from the K most relevant departments DF;(i = 1,2, ..., K) in the consultation room to prepare a
preliminary consultation for P A, where K denotes the number of departments to be scheduled, and
N denotes the number of the top clinicians assigned to each department. This process is represented
as {DE,CL} = Ufil (DEZ'7 {C’Lj}é-vzl) , where DE; € PNym,,(CC),{CL;} € PK(DE;).
The purpose of this stage is to quickly and accurately identify the patient’s initial needs and arrange
for the appropriate specialty medical team to diagnose.

Preliminary Consultation: The patient P A meets with multiple clinicians from different depart-

ments in the consultation room, such as pediatrics clinician CLg%d%'a_tZics powered by GPT-4, or-

. s Orthopedics s Hematology
thopedic clinician CLy,,,. """ ;5 powered by InternLM2, and hematology clinician C'L_, - "2~

powered by Gemini-Pro. Each clinician makes a preliminary diagnosis PD based on the chief
complaint C'C, medical history H, and physical examination V', and decide on further labora-
tory LE and imageological I FE examinations. This process is represented as {PD,LE,IE} =

CL?iTl"“ (Ufil U;vzl cLP®(cc, H, V)), where CL?iﬁ"”l is the top doctor in the department
most related to CC.

Laboratory Examination: According to the recommendations L E from the preliminary consultation,
the patient P A proceeds to the biochemical testing room for necessary laboratory examination results,
such as blood tests and urine analysis. The output is the corresponding laboratory results A. This
process is represented as A = J, ., p Lab(test, PA).

Imageological Examination: According to the recommendations /E from the preliminary con-
sultation, the patient PA undergoes necessary imageological tests, such as X-rays, CT scans, or
MRI. The output is the corresponding medical imaging report 2. This process is represented as
R = Uesrerr Img(test, PA).

Final Consultation: The patient PA returns to the consultation room and provides the lab-
oratory results A and imageological report R to the team from the preliminary consultation.
Based on the newly obtained laboratory and imaging data, the medical team provides the fi-
nal diagnosis F'D and treatment plans TP. This process is represented as (F'D,TP) =

OLyos (UL ULy CLY ™ (PD,CC. H.V. A B)).
Medical Treatment: The patient PA receives corresponding treatment based on F'D and TP,

including treatments conducted in the treatment room and medication dispensed in the pharmacy.
Finally, the patient leaves the hospital after completing the treatment.

The workflow of the aforementioned ClinicalAgent is shown in Algorithm I}

A.3 Evaluation Methods for ClinicalAgent

Automatic Evaluation We continue to use the automatic metrics mentioned in Section to
evaluate the performance of ClinicalAgent, including DWR, CDR, acceptability, and Avg.
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Algorithm 1 ClinicalAgent Algorithm
1: Input: Chief Complaint CC, Medical History H, physical examination V', Priori Knowledge
P K, Number of departments arranged /', Number of Clinicians N
: Output: Final Diagnosis F'D, Treatment Plan T'P

2
3:
4: % Entry: Hospital

5: CT <0 % Clinician Team

6: DE + PN uM(CC,K) % Determine relevant departments
7: for k =1to K do

8 forn =1to N do

9: C szj?\f[ < Mapping(DE}), PK,n) % Retrieve and call clinicians
10: CT.append(C LR
11: end for
12: end for
13:

14: % Entry: Consultation Room

15: C'Lcpair < SelectLeadClinician(C'T)

16: PD,LE,IE «+ 0,0,0

17: for CL; in CT do

18: PD,;, LE;,IFE; <—CLZ(CC7H7V)

19: PD.append(PD;); LE.append(LE;); IE.append(IE;)

20: end for

21: PD,LE,IE + Aggregate(PD, CLchair), Aggregate(LE, C Lopair ), Aggregate(IE, C Lopair)

23: % Entry: Biochemical Testing Room
24: A+ 0

25: for test; in LE do

26: Aj < Biochemist(test;, PA)
27: A.append(A4;)

28: end for

30: % Entry: Radiology Room

3: R+ 0

32: for test,, in IE do

33: R, + Radiologist(test,,, PA)
34: R.append(R,,)

35: end for

37: % Back: Consultation Room

38: FD, TP «+ 0,0

39: for CL; in CT do

41: FD.append(FD;); TP.append(TP;)

42: end for

43: FD,TP <« Aggregate(FD,CLcpair), Aggregate(T' P, C Lonair)

45: 9% Entry: Treatment Room
46: Nurse(PA,FD,TP) % Administer treatment

48: % Entry: Drug Room
49: Pharmacist(PA, FD,TP) % Dispense medication
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Human Evaluation To evaluate the quality and accuracy of the model’s diagnostic results, we
hire seven medical experts from different departments, with an average of over ten years of clinical
experience, to conduct a human evaluation experiments. We randomly select 20 data cases and
provide the experts with diagnostic results from seven different scenarios: ClinicalAgent, two baseline
variants, and the four LLMs that perform best in the automatic evaluation. Each diagnostic result
is anonymized to ensure that the evaluators cannot identify the corresponding model. Additionally,
each sample is graded by two different experts in a double-blind cross-evaluation setting. Following
the setup of previous work [34], we ask the evaluators to rate the diagnostic results on a scale of 1-5
in four dimensions: fluency, relevance, completeness, and proficiency in medicine. Detailed rubics
are provided in Figure[7]

HEESI R &L (Model Diagnostic Quality
Evaluation)
ESHRAEINT (The rating criteria are as follows)

FEAtE (Fluency)

19 TRWEETEFIRANEF K ER (Completely broken and unreadable sentence
pieces)

24y KERSIERE, REBEIILAIE (Mostly broken with few readable tokens)

39 B—ERAE, {BIFCHMR (Moderately fluent but with limited vocabulary) EREDENE, WESBER, WHEEEHTINEENTS, (Please  *
49 EREERERHEER LRIRHHI (Mostly coherent in expressing complex read the question carefully, compare it with the solution, and rate the model's

subjects) N )

59 AZKFERFIE (Human-level fluency) answer on 4 dimensions.)

18X 14 (Relevance)

1% S[EM5E2 T X (Completely unrelated to the question) 143 (point) 243 (point) 3% (point) 4% (point) 5% (point)
24 SEBE—EX*R, EEEZEMAM (Some relation to the question, but mostly

off-topic) STR#BYE (Fluency) O O O O O

39 HX, BRRZERNZBAT (Relevant, but lacking focus or key details)
49 BEARX, BRRT AR ERE (Highly relevant, addressing the main aspects of

N HEXY
the fquesnon) o » (Relevance) O O O O O
59 HigEX, HEMittET T ER (Directly relevant and precisely targeted to the
question) SEEEME
b 52!
5SE (Completeness) (Completeness) O O O O o

19 REFFTE (Extremely incomplete)

29 NFEF5E, EEHMR (Amost incomplete with limited information) ESAIRE L

39 H—ENTEME, H—L(E5 (Moderate completeness with some information) (Proficiency in e) e) e} e} e}
45y KERHEBEBEETR (Mostly complete with most of the information displayed)
59 FiAEEZEEM (Fully complete with all information presented)
E%40iR%E 1% (Proficiency in medicine)

19 ERERETHNES, RBESARIE (Using plain languages with no medical
terminology)

24y BEE—EEFMR, EBRZFNAT (Equipped with some medical knowledge
but lacking in-depth details)

39 JEMitthEA T —EREREFER (Conveying moderately complex medical
information with clarity)

453 WEFAREEILIMNIAR, EHLLHETEHEIR (Showing solid grasp of medical
terminology but having some minor mistakes in detail)

59 EFMBEMNEFANR LERFTS R (Fully correct in all presented medical
knowledge)

medicine)

Figure 7: A survey questionnaire for human evaluation of model diagnostic quality, including rating
criteria for four dimensions: fluency, relevance, completeness, and proficiency in medical knowledge.

GPT-40 Evaluation We randomly select one data sample for each disease, totaling 150 cases. We
use GPT-40 to score the diagnostic results from seven models mentioned in Section following
the same rubics as human evaluation. The prompt templates used are provided in Table[13]and [T4]

A.4 Patient Navigator Settings

Following the experimental design in Section[5.2} we use the Acc@K metric to evaluate navigation
accuracy, with K values set at 1, 3, and 5. Additionally, following the description in Section@, we
calculate the DIFR-Q and DIFR-N to evaluate instruction following during navigation.

InternL.M2, Gemini-Pro, and GPT-4 exhibit outstanding accuracy. Although most models are nearly
perfect in the DIFR-Q, they perform poorly in the DIFR-N, especially GPT-4, having a DIFR-N of
only 74.03%. Overall, Gemini-Pro and Yi sexhibit remarkable performance. However, Gemini-Pro
still has deficiencies in the correctness of department names. We expect the patient navigator to
not only accurately guide patients to the appropriate departments but also to minimize errors in
department names. Therefore, we choose Yi-Chat as the patient navigator for ClinicalAgent.
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Data Example (Chinese)

[0 455 ]« 2e4fflleaa244c2d8124e537d2b061e3
[FH2 ] HHARA

CXIEE D

*%ﬂiuu PHEFH, XXY o (B3R THEB GFRE LHITELLLE . )

U #RBRAIK .

R BET2RAWNARKARMEHAR A, Ao k& HFEF ALY, £100ml EXE. O
B Z2h, RMAK. R, RE@E. aff, REREH. B4 TR . LhRFTETER
m&&ﬂ% AN SRR FEWAT K3F, KT RBHT .

(NS -3 A%K%ﬁ&%é,ﬁ%%ﬁ,ﬁ%%%%ﬂyﬁﬂ@ﬁﬁﬁ,*%@ﬁﬁww
%oﬁi&,i&ﬂﬁﬁ,iﬁﬁﬁ:@%@&*@&:i%ii%%&%%:%%%T*
fig& . Murphy’sAEFAYE. EALKERER . PHEm. MFaFTHHRLALFE . UM A&
ERERBELALER . MERERELE WEREZTHESEPEREVHE, REHERE. B
o FIEF .

B &

1. %zt

LILCTFia383%: () &AM T HBRERBAEY, ZB3-6M K ECT. Q) W TrH &
?w&ﬁ@%\%k’ﬁ%T%\aR%Mw% %Hmﬁ%%@%(@%ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁT
TRER, EUMRIZ—FhE. G)FETSLIEM. 6)BEFRRE. (7) THIFCTH
ARALFF .

1.2, 3R T3 +38 58, (1) AFARAL « S 4fqb; I K TTRRE R - (2) PSS &M . 3) i g
FYERRE .

13. 88 B +=85ms: () REH R kL B R IRRARBAMALR. 2 4 F
GEEHMIES 3) BNE LR, @) TR ERE A .

2. FRHEHE:

2.1 wHA: (1) 424w (RBC) 3.0 x 10'*/L |; (2) fe 4= & & (HGB) 97g/L |; (3) 4rtmjit ik
F(HCT) 27.9% |; (4) f )t S (M40 3%)(PLTI) 47 x 10°/L |; (5) F 3 & s BAR(MPV)
13.2fL 1; (6) fu 1 2 o 5 (PCT) 0.06% |

22 ;AL (1) REABRALEHBAST) 60U/L 1; (2) & & G(TP) 61.69/L |; (3)
&8 % @(ALB) 31.7g/L |; (4) & % /3K % @ IAL(A/G) 1.11.2 — 2.4 |; (5) & f2 4z £(TBIL)
41.5mol /L 1; (6) B A2 42 % (DBIL) 10.0mol/L 1; (7) &l #% M2 4 % (IBIL) 31.5mol /L 1; (8) 7T &
% @ (PA) 93.5mg/L |; (9) 45(Ca) 2.10mmol /L |; (10) 44(Na) 136mmol /L |; (11) #%i& & (OSM)
272mOsm/kg | -

23. B AN (1) % o 8 7 B RI#PTH) 20.85 1; (2) % fo 8 5 B#(TTH#) 19.5S 13
(3) H 4 & @ B#Fe#) 1.1g/L |; (4) B 2% 3 E(PT%) 43% |; (5) B Iz /& L A (PT.INR)
1.810.85 — 1.25 1 -

2.4. Wi AR EHAED: (1) F M & G(AFP) 307.2ng/mL 1; (2) ¥ 4k 41 & 19-9(CA19-9)
69.9U/mL 7 -

(& & T\l/]i‘ ]:
. %m%ﬁ%(niﬁ% W (2) BE B RS R A E fh; (3) AL, (4) R (5) &
b

2. BRI

21 BXZBHIARERFXRE, BRERRMERAIK .

22 hi& A F L XU W () M3 TE., REMESHE, M TREL. KLMAEHKW
% Q) MEK, ﬁ&ﬁﬁ% TRAKE, BMIFE OB RkBE LHILERFRA, FEMT
KA A Murphy’stEFHE, EALERER - "F &M ﬁéﬁﬁ%iﬁﬁ*ﬂﬂﬂi%ﬁ;ﬁ) LA
WMREERALALER . FEF R4 WERETEBBEPAEVHA, EHFHERF,;
4) e EFEF

23. W EAZIHUW: (1) CTHa+¥ B« AL, BK, £F T, BRSKRG
3k, MRITAT A Ak gk, (2) AR AR Fla 3 R w: IFARAL . SF4ede K, MAkEE; 3) R

s =dE R R E K KA R s TR R

24, THERZLHLW. () o ENT: L@BRBO)FI. @ik G MHGB)FAK, 4w
HWQMEﬂVM(bﬁi%T XA ABMAKLBEHBBEASDI &, EZGOTP)EL. 6%
G(ALB)S 1% . & % &/ % g W i(A/G)EA&, ¥ Az £(TBIL)F & . A A4z £(DBIL)F
%,m&mﬁ%ﬂmu%%,ﬁé&é@m%m,%@@%m,%mm%m,%ﬁﬁm%@%
& (3) Bt o) G AR D R 5k AR B R#PTHFE % . Bt BN RHTTH & FEE G
B#Feg) &A%, B EHEPT) %A, BIFFELEPTINRFA F .

Table 5: A data example from ClinicalBench.
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Data Example (Chinese)

3. £ B YU

3. B mEmit i TRHRFRLFLE, PEREEZABRER, REKX
R RIN . HhERT500ml, BPAKE AR, TE2XAARL . ot REALEGR
o AFxHmEE, RAAFTHERER, BAREZRAT W mhdih.

32, HITEBEHE . BEEFXRAX TG G EN 2B L E A, 85%89R A
HRbER. RO EARELT R B EEAR . FRALETRAIAFTLEF EBLA XK
AR R LR EH T E b, R aRRT4E G LR R#ATHH

33 A ACHERRG I s 5% T KA K didn . RILA R e (8) B4, '%'L’T‘405W\J’-’
BB, ARMEAHATR . BRFHAEENR, BRAEAF ARG R L R GLENBE

Rk 8B4
4aﬁﬁm~ﬁ$ RAFMR IR oo .
BHRRM: () HTFREBILZADREE, Q BHBELFL, AARIHFRE
53
6. BF TR () REEFRE T AR ZHRAR . 20K WM AGHRIE. 2) %57 LS

FHKBELEEARA RN E LR B, LB IR GRA SR %ﬁﬁ@%&iﬁw%%
Fo XML M EAR, LEHARLT, ﬂ&%ﬁm@%m&&m+%ﬁ VAR E F X ¥t
ERAELF . Q) RECEA. w%mi%A% ML, AT RIGME, HFRELESE
BRITARTFREH

(CTFia+383&] .

BB (D) M A THEERRLEEBLYH, K A5mmx4mm - U T oF T
NEZRMEGBEY. QUB: ANHINEHITHT, AERALAFEAY . ABAARLA D
MRHEEY . SR BEZEARLAILIFE . AOMAEMBEEE. £FTH. §RAT
WEEET . THLEY. (3) M RE: Az e H R AR K %ﬁ/»ﬁ"?iﬁ’j H’rﬂ&:i%)\%}uﬁ‘e
STHETTRAHARESZEEY, AEYllom, ¥BEEHHAEBML . FETTILS £
+£@%mzﬁ% BREAZH0Tem, HEBERLENA . FASREERLY K. @) E:
Rote®, BEME. BAARLFEFEE, BEZTTRARREY . 5) ME: MAEARE R, £
RASAFERAY, MINTAFTTRLEEAET . THLEH. 6B BEFE, BEKR |
ﬁ,*%%%zﬁ%&%%#% U)EM%:iL%L%%&Q (8) BB s AR,

BRI E ALAFEA 9) & - nz@m&ﬁmﬁﬂ%*x%k%aé% A7 7 i
%*k&ﬁﬁ,ﬁm££% #Eﬁ% A IR K &ﬂﬁi FHE . BRAA
El ﬁiﬁ@ BERAARLE. FEEY. um %&@&h*m%kﬁa

BHRGW () AR T HFREBALEY, ZB3-6MAELECT. QM THE4%. (3)
H&m MR, £ET#H. BRSWKRGK, MINAT5HKEk. @) FEMSTHBET I o &
%, BBUMRIZ—FE. O)FAEAFTLZRLIER. O lREFRE. (7) THIFCTARAL

WEAE -

[”*L#/Lx TFia+3gm] .

VA FIERRRKA, AR F % . MR FRT2E I &1 5 %, WSS M
ﬂ/TZEﬂ'oﬂy‘% A28 6mm . &MY T A W*PL%E’&%—%’“%%% ek F AL TR ifa
FY. MEARIENA, ABSHY . MR . EBRN. 5384, KI1RRS

BE N EER . IR BHREE . ‘
2. MALUWE: (1) AFARAL . 4. MK, Q) ITKEE . @) AFSSEINEMR. 5) g
m BRI

(. §. +=#m) :

1 BARPT N RE@RA . FTRBREE @%,i$%ﬁ, éEMﬁo@%®%%
PREAAMENSTH . FIAEEAY, REHRGKRELEFT R, TRLARSKb K.
Mikik, 4 ﬁé&xf&&xkﬁﬁwm,ﬁmwmmi)5*&¢A%&&mm,m%
ﬂmmmi)awﬂﬁﬁwrf ERB ALK, tcaiE. i, TLRA DA K
BE, R, e, += %%&%*L%L%%

2. MR () R EHRGFAE R EIARARALRRELR. Q) EBHRETHYE
. Q) BZAHBERKR. 4 ITERSEEER -

Table 6: A data example from ClinicalBench. (Cont. Tabldd)
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Data Example (English)

[Case ID]: 2e4ff11eaa244c2d8124e537d2b061e3
[Department|: Gastroenterology

[Case Summary]:

Patient Basic Information: Middle-aged male, XX years old. (We anonymize the age information in the
sample data presented.)

Chief Complaint: Vomiting blood for 2 days after eating.

Medical History: The patient experienced vomiting of coffee-colored gastric contents (approximately
100ml) accompanied by dizziness, palpitations, and weakness after consuming hard food 2 days ago.
There was no abdominal distension, pain, melena, or bloody stool, nor any confusion. The patient was
treated conservatively with acid-suppressing and hemostatic medications, after which symptoms of
vomiting blood improved. The patient has a history of chronic Hepatitis B for three years, which has
not been treated.

Physical Examination: Pale skin and mucous membranes, flat abdomen with no visible peristaltic
waves and presence of abdominal breathing. No abdominal wall vein varicosity was observed. The
abdomen was soft without fluid wave or shifting dullness, and no palpable masses. There was no
significant tenderness or rebound tenderness, and the liver and spleen were not palpable below the ribs.
Murphy’s sign was negative. No evident kidney area tenderness or percussion pain, and no abnormal
vascular pulsation in the abdomen. No significant tenderness at bilateral ureteral pressure points. Liver
dullness was present, with the upper boundary at the right mid-clavicular line at the fifth intercostal
space, with no shifting dullness. Bowel sounds were normal.

Auxiliary Examination:

1. Imaging Examination:

1.1. CT Scan (Plain + Contrast): (1) Ground glass nodule in the lower lobe of the right lung,
suggest a follow-up CT in 3-6 months. (2) Linear opacities in the lower lobes of both lungs. (3) Liver
cirrhosis, splenomegaly, varices at the lower end of the esophagus and the gastric fundus, and varices in
front of the spleen. (4) Possible subcapsular hemangioma in liver segment S7, further examination with
MRI suggested. (5) Multiple small cysts in the right lobe of the liver. (6) Fluid accumulation in the
gallbladder fossa. (7) No apparent abnormalities in the lower abdominal CT scan.

1.2. MRI (Plain + Contrast): (1) Liver cirrhosis, fibrosis; enlarged spleen; portal hypertension. (2)
Small cyst in liver segment S5. (3) Minor fluid accumulation in the gallbladder fossa.

1.3. Esophagogastroduodenoscopy: (1) Esophageal varices rupture treated with banding and
tissue glue sclerotherapy. (2) Esophageal drug injection via gastroscopy. (3) Endoscopic hemostasis.
(4) Portal hypertensive gastropathy.

2. Laboratory Examination:

2.1. Routine Blood Test: (1) Red Blood Cells (RBC) 3.0 x 1()12/L 13 (2) Hemoglobin (HGB)
97¢/L |; (3) Hematocrit (HCT) 27.9% |; (4) Platelet Count (Impedance method) (PLT-I) 47 x 10°/L
1; (5) Mean Platelet Volume (MPV) 13.2fL T; (6) Plateletcrit (PCT) 0.06% /.

2.2. Blood Biochemistry Test: (1) Aspartate Aminotransferase (AST) 60U /L T; (2) Total Protein
(TP) 61.6g/L |; (3) Albumin (ALB) 31.7¢g/L |; (4) Albumin/Globulin Ratio (A/G) 1.11.2 — 2.4
1; (5) Total Bilirubin (TBIL) 41.5mol/L T; (6) Direct Bilirubin (DBIL) 10.0mol/L 1; (7) Indirect
Bilirubin (IBIL) 31.5mol/L T; (8) Prealbumin (PA) 93.5mg/L |; (9) Calcium (Ca) 2.10mmol/L |;
(10) Natrium (Na) 136mmol/L |; (11) Osmolality (OSM) 272mOsm/kg |.

2.3. Coagulation Function Test: (1) Prothrombin Time# (PT#) 20.8S 1; (2) Thrombin Time#
(TT#) 19.5S 71; (3) Fibrinogen# (Fg#) 1.1g/L |; (4) Prothrombin Activity (PT%) 43% /; (5)
International Normalized Ratio (PT.INR) 1.810.85 — 1.25 7.

2.4. Tumor Marker Test: (1) Alpha-Fetoprotein (AFP) 307.2ng/mL T; (2) Carbohydrate Antigen
19-9 (CA19-9) 69.9U/mL .

[Clinical Diagnosis]:
1. Preliminary Diagnosis: (1) Upper gastrointestinal bleeding; (2) Uptured esophagogastric varices
bleeding; (3) Liver cirrhosis; (4) Anemia; (5) Electrolyte imbalance.

Table 7: A data example from ClinicalBench. (Cont. Tabld6)
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Data Example (English)

2. Diagnostic Basis:

2.1. History of chronic Hepatitis B, and vomiting blood for 2 days after eating hard food.

2.2. Physical examination supports the diagnosis: (1) Flat abdomen, no gastrointestinal peristaltic
waves, abdominal breathing present, no visible abdominal wall vein varicosity. (2) Soft abdomen, no
fluid wave or shifting dullness, no palpable masses, no significant tenderness or rebound pain, liver and
spleen not palpable below the ribs, Murphy’s sign negative, no evident renal tenderness or percussion
pain, no abnormal vascular pulsation in the abdomen. (3) No significant tenderness at bilateral ureteral
pressure points. Liver dullness present, upper boundary at the right mid-clavicular line at the fifth
intercostal space, no shifting dullness. (4) Normal bowel sounds.

2.3. Imaging examinations support the diagnosis: (1) CT Scan (Plain + Contrast) showing liver
cirrhosis, splenomegaly, varices at the lower end of the esophagus and the gastric fundus, and varices
in front of the spleen. (2) MRI (Plain + Contrast) indicating liver cirrhosis, fibrosis, enlarged spleen,
portal hypertension. (3) Endoscopy (Esophagus, Stomach, Duodenum) revealing ruptured esophageal
varices and portal hypertensive gastropathy.

2.4. Laboratory examinations support the diagnosis: (1) Routine Blood Test shows: decreased
red blood cells (RBC), decreased hemoglobin (HGB), and decreased hematocrit (HCT). (2) Blood
biochemistry Test shows: increased aspartate aminotransferase (AST), decreased total protein (TP),
decreased albumin (ALB), decreased albumin/globulin ratio (A/G), increased total bilirubin (TBIL),
increased direct bilirubin (DBIL), increased indirect bilirubin (IBIL), decreased prealbumin (PA),
decreased calcium (Ca), decreased natrium (Na), and decreased osmolarity (OSM). (3) Coagulation
Function Test shows: increased prothrombin time (PT), increased thrombin time# (TT#), decreased
fibrinogen# (Fg#), decreased percent activity (PT%), and increased International Normalized Ratio
(PT.INR).

3. Differential Diagnosis:

3.1. Gastric and Duodenal Ulcer with Bleeding: Bleeding is a common complication of ulcer dis-
ease. Minor bleeding often presents with no clinical symptoms and is only detected during fecal occult
blood tests. A bleed greater than 500ml is considered severe, primarily manifested as vomiting blood,
bloody stools, and varying degrees of anemia. In patients with a history of ulcer disease presenting with
significant gastrointestinal bleeding, gastric and duodenal ulcers should be the first consideration.

3.2. Mallory-Weiss Tear: This condition involves a longitudinal mucosal tear at the gastroe-
sophageal junction or cardia leading to upper gastrointestinal bleeding, with 85% of patients presenting
with symptoms of vomiting blood. The typical presentation occurs after an episode of nausea or
vomiting. Gastroscopy can diagnose this condition by identifying active bleeding, adherent blood clots,
or a fibrin crust on or near the mucosal tear at the gastroesophageal junction.

3.3. Gastrointestinal Tumor with Bleeding: About 5% of cases may experience significant bleeding,
presenting as vomiting blood and/or melena (black stools). It is commonly seen in individuals over 40
years old, especially males, who have recently experienced poor general condition, abdominal pain, or
other gastrointestinal symptoms. Patients with a personal or family history of gastrointestinal tumors
should be particularly considered.

4. Final Diagnosis: Rupture and bleeding of esophagogastric varices.

5. Principle of Treatment: (1) Maintain normal respiratory and circulatory system function. (2)
Control bleeding conditions, interventional or surgical treatment.

6. Treatment Plan: (1) Based on the patient’s condition, establish intravenous access, withhold
food and water, and monitor vital signs. (2) For treatment, administer intravenous infusion of omepra-
zole and somatostatin to stop bleeding and protect the stomach from acid; ceftriaxone to prevent
infection, and magnesium isoglycyrrhizinate to improve liver function abnormalities; regularly mon-
itor complete blood count, and perform blood transfusion treatment when necessary; provide fluid
replacement to maintain stability of electrolytes and acid-base balance, as well as nutritional support
and other symptomatic treatments. (3) Complete routine admission tests such as electrocardiograms
and cardiac echocardiography, determine surgical indications, rule out contraindications for surgery,
and then schedule endoscopic surgery when appropriate.

Table 8: A data example from ClinicalBench. (Cont. Tabld7)
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Data Example (English)

[CT Scan (Plain + Contrast)]:

1. Findings: (1) Lungs: There is a ground-glass nodule in the dorsal segment of the right lower
lobe, approximately Smm x 4mm in size. There are strip-like high-density shadows in both lower
lobes. (2) Mediastinum: The structures of both hilum are normal; trachea and bronchi are patent. No
significantly enlarged lymph nodes seen in the mediastinum. The heart is normal in size, shape, and
position. No pleural thickening on both sides. Dilated and tortuous vessels are visible at the lower
end of the esophagus and the fundus of the stomach. (3) Liver: Increased volume of the left hepatic
lobe with uneven parenchymal density and irregular liver margins. A small patchy slightly hyperdense
shadow is seen subcapsularly in liver segment S7, about 1.1cm in diameter, showing progressive
enhancement post-contrast. Multiple small round hypo-dense shadows are seen in the right lobe,
the largest being about 0.7cm in diameter, with no enhancement post-contrast. No dilatation of the
intrahepatic and extrahepatic bile ducts. (4) Gallbladder: Normal size, no wall thickening, no abnormal
density within the lumen, fluid seen in the gallbladder fossa. (5) Spleen: Enlarged spleen with no
obvious abnormal enhancement, multiple dilated and tortuous vascular shadows anterior to the hilum.
(6) Pancreas: Clear outline, normal shape and size, no abnormal density or pancreatic duct dilation. (6)
Adrenal Area: No significant abnormalities. (7) Kidneys: Symmetrical kidneys, normal in shape and
size, no abnormal density. (8) Abdomen and Pelvis: No enlarged lymph nodes in the abdominal cavity
and retroperitoneal space. Normal prostate morphology and size, no abnormalities within. Normal
seminal vesicle glands in size, shape, and density. The bladder is well-filled, with no wall thickening,
and no abnormal density within. No enlarged lymph nodes in both pelvic walls and inguinal areas.

2. Impression: (1) Ground-glass nodule in the dorsal segment of the right lower lobe, recommend
follow-up CT in 3-6 months. (2) Strip-like densities in both lower lobes. (3) Cirrhosis, splenomegaly,
esophageal and gastric fundal varices, varices anterior to the spleen hilum. (4) Possible small
hemangioma subcapsularly in liver segment S7, recommend further examination with MRL (5)
Multiple small cysts in the right lobe of the liver. (6) Fluid in the gallbladder fossa. (7) No significant
abnormalities in the lower abdominal CT scan.

[MRI Scan (Plain + Contrast))]:

1. Findings: (1) Liver: Not large in volume, with diffuse distribution of thin, reticular high signal
T2 fat-suppressed strands; small round high signal T2 lesion in liver segment S5, about 6mm in
diameter. Gallbladder is small, with no significant abnormal signal within; a small amount of liquid
signal in the gallbladder fossa. (2) Spleen: Significantly enlarged, with uniform signal. (3) Pancreas
and Kidneys: Regular shape, uniform signal. (4) Adjacent to the gastroesophageal junction and gastric
fundus: Twisted small vascular shadows. Portal vein and splenic vein are thickened.

2. Impression: (1) Cirrhosis, fibrosis. (2) Splenomegaly. (3) Portal hypertension.(4) Small cyst in
liver segment S5. (5) Small amount of fluid in the gallbladder fossa.

[Esophagogastroduodenoscopy]:

1. Findings: The passage through the esophagus was smooth, with moderate varices in the lower
segment appearing beaded and exhibiting positive red signs. Five rings of esophageal variceal ligation
were performed using a variceal banding device. The gastroesophageal junction was well-functioning
and patent, with esophageal varices extending to the fundus of the stomach, where cluster-like varices
were visible. Sandwich method applied: two sites injected with 10 ml of polidocanol each and 3 ml of
tissue adhesive (6 vials each). The gastric body mucosa was inflamed and eroded. The mucosa of the
gastric antrum was congested and edematous, primarily red with interspersed white, showing scattered
small patches of erosion. The pylorus was round and well-functioning; no obvious abnormalities were
observed in the duodenal bulb.

2. Impression: (1) Esophageal variceal rupture with banding and tissue adhesive sclerotherapy.
(2) Esophagogastroscopic medication injection. (3) Endoscopic hemostasis. (4) Portal hypertensive
gastropathy.

Table 9: A data example from ClinicalBench. (Cont. Tabl¢g)
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Prompt for Department Guide (Chinese)

BR—GEBREFHERTH R RBEARBOMI . FRAEREEL FRERAZ
Gl kb~ RE BAEBTOHE ‘
EHREHEER QA RTH—IHE, FEOLSRONE.

{Patient Basic Information & Chief Complaint}

AT RERMAEI A
{Hospital Departments}

B HAE

Prompt for Department Guide (English)

You are an experienced hospital guide. Based on the information provided by the patient, including
gender, age, and symptoms, please select a department from the list of hospital departments that the

patient needs to visit for treatment most.
Please ensure that your response includes only one selected department without any additional content.

The following is the patient’s information:
{Patient Basic Information & Chief Complaint}

The following is the list of hospital departments:
{Hospital Departments}

Your selected department:

Table 10: Prompt templates for department guide.



Prompt for Clinical Diagnosis (Chinese)

&% — 1225 F § 4 (Department} 16 R E £, RIFELZGRBIBR, FIHR/—AF AL
Him . S| RS, BEATNH

LT GW . 5P BELTRAEAG—HREHERRG LA

2. GHTIRYE . o &1 EEOE A 5 BT 6 1R IE .

3. 5A W AR TRSEEL BAERG KRR, FHERAATEECNER . 4o
REUNATERZHATERN VW, FEBEDESWAR,. BFLEH. 7.

4. ZRYWT . —HHEXLRRRETRKR . RE RGBT ORBO LA

5.3 B . LR E ST S 09 TR BT e — AR

6. BT IR &I B A F BT

HHRBGEEF AT

“F YR . <EIRAE G A0 B 5 B>
BBTIRIE . <BRE G ITIRES
K758 <B4 KR 5 B>
ERUW . <BREG L EYB>
BN <EBRAEGLT RS
BRI <BREGE ST RS

VATF & 2 2 6y Rl 38 &
{Case Summary}

TSR 6 16 AR5 BT

\. .

Prompt for Clinical Diagnosis (English)

You are an experienced {Department} clinician. Based on the given clinical case summary, please
analyze and provide a professional, detailed, and comprehensive clinical diagnosis, including the
following 6 parts:

1. Preliminary Diagnosis: List the names of one or multiple diseases that the patient might have.

2. Diagnostic Basis: List the basis for your preliminary diagnosis.

3. Differential Diagnosis: List several diseases that could cause the patient’s current symptoms and
briefly explain why you exclude them. If you believe differential diagnosis is unnecessary, please
directly response “The diagnosis is clear and no differentiation is needed.”

4. Principal Diagnosis: The name of a disease that is most harmful to the patient’s physical health and
needs immediate treatment.

5. Therapeutic Principle: Outline the general principles for treating your principal diagnosis.

6. Treatment Plan: List the rough treatment plan.

Please ensure that your response follows this format:
“Preliminary Diagnosis: <Your Preliminary Diagnosis>
Diagnostic Basis: <Your Diagnostic Basis>
Differential Diagnosis: <Your Differential Diagnosis>
Principal Diagnosis: <Your Principal Diagnosis>
Therapeutic Principle: <Your Therapeutic Principle>
Treatment Plan: <Your Treatment Plan>"

The following is the given clinical case summary:
{Case Summary}

Your clinical diagnosis:

Table 11: Prompt templates for clinical diagnosis.
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Prompt for Imaging Diagnosis (Chinese)

B2 225 F F OB E L, ARYE % T 6 {Imageological Examination Type} 4 & &4 ¥ &9
WG A5 H AT AT AL 6 Y AR BT
HHARE AR ARG .

VAT & 4 R AR BT .
{Findings}

SR8 H AR BT

Prompt for Imaging Diagnosis (English)

You are an experienced radiologist. Based on the findings section of the given {Imageological
Examination Type} examination report, please analyze and list professional impression.
Please ensure that your response is highly concise.

The following is the given findings:
{Findings}

Your impression:

Table 12: Prompt templates for imaging diagnosis.
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Prompt for GPT-40 Evaluation (Chinese)

BR—AZAIFE R, FI AL ETHRARBODEYG R E. BOLEAGERAREDEY
R AAXH . RERFEZRRE LERSTEBRITESY - FHEA AT 5045 8 R T4
B

il 7k
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- — AN A I AN 1F] AR 4 i 6 = A

RS
{Question For Medical Task}
[ R2 4 ]

(5% % %]
{Solution By Human Doctor}
EXES 53

A = &
{Answer By Model}
(B = A4 R

A AR AJSONAS X AR R 69 6913 8 R, BRAZBISON. 2 xf & AN 42 B 69 38 47 2 471F
2 W THIAT R
(RN 3, “AB KM 3, R 3, < F AL 3)

Table 13: The prompt template for evaluation using GPT-4o.
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Prompt for GPT-40 Evaluation (English)

You are an Al evaluator specializing in assessing the quality of answers provided by other language
models. Your primary goal is to rate the answers based on their fluency, relevance, completeness,
proficiency in medicine. Use the following scales to evaluate each criterion:

Fluency:

1: Completely broken and unreadable sentence pieces
2: Mostly broken with few readable tokens

3: Moderately fluent but with limited vocabulary

4: Mostly coherent in expressing complex subjects

5: Human-level fluency

Relevance:

1: Completely unrelated to the question

2: Some relation to the question, but mostly off-topic

3: Relevant, but lacking focus or key details

4: Highly relevant, addressing the main aspects of the question
5: Directly relevant and precisely targeted to the question

Completeness:

1: Extremely incomplete

2: Almost incomplete with limited information

3: Moderate completeness with some information

4: Mostly complete with most of the information displayed
5: Fully complete with all information presented

Proficiency in medicine:

1: Using plain languages with no medical terminology

2: Equipped with some medical knowledge but lacking in-depth details

3: Conveying moderately complex medical information with clarity

4: Showing solid grasp of medical terminology but having some minor mistakes in detail
5: Fully correct in all presented medical knowledge

You will be provided with the following information:
- a question

- the solution to the question

- amodel’s answer to the question

[question]
{Question For Medical Task}
[end of question]

[solution]
{Solution By Human Doctor}
[end of solution]

[answer]
{Answer By Model}
[end of answer]

Make sure to provide your evaluation results in JSON format and ONLY the JSON, with separate
ratings for each of the mentioned criteria as in the following example:
{“fluency”: 3, “relevance”: 3, “completeness”: 3, “proficiency”: 3}

Table 14: The prompt template for evaluation using GPT-4o. (Cont. [T3)
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Case Study (Chinese)
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Table 15: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench.
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Case Study (Chinese)
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Table 16: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Agent#1 @3.
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Case Study (Chinese)

(Agent#3@ R4 6041 % S35 . 16 /R Wi Ao 1R 3501 -
L FHE §9 FRM A

2. BB (1) S R R A 2) ARG NREERA e

BRI 3) R A (4) SR B B 47 (5) 22 R s (6) 42 BEARAS i

3. UWIRIE: (1) BH A A EMRINME £, #f—%%']%%%%&éﬁﬁhﬁ%éﬁvﬂmﬂﬂb%%
%wmm%mﬂﬁ%:ﬁm%%\&%&ﬁ%%,&%W CEEMAEERG . Q) HES
%%ﬂﬁﬁ%%%@ﬁk%@,%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%,%m‘ FRAFEE, REOLE, &
ﬁW&ﬁ(@%%iﬁ BEramp i S, PREMBRAE N CRREG 2 EH
m’ REBEE ij\r)ir m;%é%;ma@ﬁiﬁ%ﬁ& REBE R, wiFHEMK. 5) 8
7 ﬂ‘s}uﬂfl B R AR fﬂi%ﬂfﬁ&&ﬂ%ﬂ&&%fﬁ TRAEE RTIFETRAZTEN -

wP J &ﬁ

4L%ﬁﬁ%:&ﬂﬁ* REMERE, EREFRGER—FHE, TRAICTFH%
2 E T AR .

42 FPREMRYG . BERTBGA, ERVMRRIFEREG, FLEEEREAI S
TR EREAHSL .

43. Ak E . BEXEVIMBERER, BRBFARTHF RS, RYTLEMHE .

44 PRERG . BXARBGREERGER, ks EEEAREF, H1RELE.

45 FHREG . BERT 2 FRAFFE

s B R, B E YR .
Sﬁ“ﬁﬁ’ﬁhiﬁﬁ%#mW%&o
rEW(n%ﬁ%& BHAMREBLT, BERE . CHEY . B HRAR .

%& %m%i% cQFABF  RERFTE, THREZAFTIEEKS *u%%
W5 H R %#ﬁwm%&w%ﬂi ﬂﬁﬁ%%%&ﬁM%§@%($#%$ :
TFEKRERE . A RERETOES, TUALZRRTES @%%ﬂ Bk - ﬁm%i
FF @ NBEER: WAL ST #RAZTET . O U ER LB &

L. Wi AR AH

VA B 9 SEARAS fo JE -

B Q) AURE. LA TEERA . CREY, BIHKER. #ATL R
%ﬁ& ﬁﬁ%i%ér(mmiﬁ%%ﬁm%é BR M A5 15 AL R B ABAE B ARG HF
R Q) BREBECTER, WEETMHETE, SH2HLATAMEER, RFPRERERGE
RERERTITMIRBEEAAR, FRFELREZLEERG . 4 AKRWT REL Tt
%ﬁwﬁ‘(ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ@é#mm%méﬁgm,%H%&;m%%&,ﬁﬁm‘ - (6)

B TAMELT, HAERERE . (7) RESBELNEH £ GIRIE. ﬁ%%m&+%£%ﬁx
1'{3 WEERFTE .

8%@¢M(D%%:%§k¢i%’ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ’iﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁ\%ﬁrﬁﬁﬁ%
GAER, NMBREZTAREE, LFFAN. QRE: BAKRIDEF, # EBEAL
AEEE, FASREET k. Q). BAKIEE, SAEETRYEY, WMaiﬂﬁé
ﬁ~ﬁ&z%mmﬁfﬁﬂ BRRFEW . RFEEERY, KIAHTIx48cm RBETHA
EMRERBRRL, otd W@&ﬁm£uiﬁxw®&% WBAERDPER, THREEY
S:i%%%#%,i% R ) B NEEE . ME. RIEFE, BELBALE, &
%ﬁﬁW%W’iﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ’%%%%iﬁ%:iﬁ*%%emﬂmﬂzﬁﬁ%%*
RALFHE . (DMEERE.: FEMIALALHERNBER. RFILVIHEK. LR, ¥
BEGHA . a MEFREERY L, BELERAELE-AFAUNREFE R, #ilit—F
REARAGREGER, CT- MRIRF AR RELEF . b £EET (FKE. 2E . %
M. EEEE) ARRALFF .

Table 17: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Agent#3@1.
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Table 18: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Agent#1 @1.
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Table 19: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by InternLM?2.
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Table 20: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by GPT-4.

34



Case Study (Chinese)

(Gemini-Pro#® #£ 89 £+ 2 S5 . 6 K5 BT Fe 12507 ] -
1. #Z %4 Fiamkshat.

2. W F I () R G ) ik R ) v &
BT (4) B8R

3. UWIRE: (1) BEXARAG ERIME S, BEALMR, RERAEAL L, KA
Xﬁ,ﬂm%%%ﬁwm%@#ﬁéi%%%\Eﬁ@%ﬁ@ﬁ)5%@% EE MM, R
WEBTMATRKR,; MEDE XYY, BRBEEGTR. Q) £RELEE @K (WBC) #
. hEmBE % (LYMPH%) i, ¢ﬁh%%5%%(NHH%)ﬁm’$ﬁ%%%
st (MONO#) # &, PHimmesta (NEUT#H) A&, i (RBC) Bk, i
g (HGB) Mf%, srfmppivs (HCT) BAk, T3 halmaf (MPV) &, % mipsest
& (BASO#) # %, CRE%&a (CRP) # & . @) itk E2ErEEZa (TP) Kk, &%
@ (ALB) M4&, 45 (Ca) Mk .

4, %K 51581

4.1 BEM A . BERES . Rek, RERRFE, BETFE, REMEHKR BEX TR
B, RILMEAE#KtEK, MEFRE, FEFRBHREARES.

42, g . BELES . Rek, REIRRF, BEETFE, TEWEHIK BEXTFRAE

B RRMEHKGR, WhERE, AMBEGRAMES. [ [AKELRA]  26E

43, Fifs . BE bk, RER, REM . RE . RARFER.
5. ﬁ‘x""i“l’—*ﬁ M RE R R

oo o nnis ks RN -

R «f(@”ﬁi% (4 FREF .

L a i A SRR

_ami?, Fo ABRE. Q) EALHBRT MAREFEOR . ) RELEE

v e RN A SR

8. MG W: M. AFRTR—ABRIAMNKEER, IRKF, AFDE LY, LH
#7.9%x4.8cm -

Table 21: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Gemini-Pro.
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Table 22: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Yi-34B-Chat.
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Case Study (English)

[Case ID]: 94d8abab8a4643cc91c2443e96f00027
[Department|: Hepatobiliary & Pancreatic Surgery

[Case Summary]:

Patient Basic Information: Middle-aged male, XX years old. (We anonymize the age information in the
sample data presented.)

Chief Complaint: Upper left abdominal pain for 2 hours.

Medical History: The patient developed severe and persistent upper left abdominal pain 2 hours ago
after being struck by the steering wheel while driving. There are no factors that aggravate or relieve the
pain. The patient does not exhibit headache, confusion, nausea, vomiting, chest tightness, shortness
of breath, fever, fatigue, frequent urination, or urgency. There is evidence of bilateral rib fractures.
The patient was brought to our emergency department by EMS. An abdominal ultrasound indicated
“abnormal splenic echo suggestive of hematoma.” The patient was admitted under the diagnosis of
“traumatic splenic rupture” for further treatment. The patient has a clear history of trauma from a car
accident. Previously healthy.

Physical Examination: The patient is alert but in distress and uncooperative during the examination.
Coarse breath sounds and wet rales are audible in both lungs. Heart rhythm is regular without
pathological murmurs. The abdomen is flat, without visible peristaltic waves, and abdominal breathing
is present with no abdominal wall varices observed. The abdominal muscles are tense with significant
tenderness and rebound tenderness in the upper left quadrant, along with muscle guarding. The liver
dullness is intact, with the upper border of the liver located at the right midclavicular line in the fifth
intercostal space. Bowel sounds are diminished. Further abdominal examination is refused due to pain.
Muscle strength in the limbs is grade V, with normal muscle tone and no edema in the lower extremities.
Auxiliary Examination:

1. Imaging Examination:

1.1. Color Doppler Ultrasound: (1) Abnormal echogenicity between the spleen and left kidney,
locally encapsulated, suggestive of hematoma. (2) Fatty liver. (3) Uneven echogenicity of the spleen,
indicating a possible contusion. (4) No obvious effusion is seen in the visualized parts of the abdominal
cavity; please correlate with clinical findings and consider routine ultrasound follow-up if necessary.

2. Laboratory Examination:

2.1. Routine Blood Test: (1) White Blood Cells (WBC) 10.8 x 10° /L 1; (2) Lymphocyte
Percentage (LYMPH%) 11.9% |; (3) Neutrophil Percentage (NEUT%) 78.7% 7; (4) Monocyte Count
(MONO#) 0.64 x 10° /L T; (5) Neutrophil Count (NEUT#) 8.5 x 10° /L T; (6) Red Blood Cells
(RBC) 3.4 x 10'?/L |; (7) Haemoglobin (HGB) 104¢g/L |; (8) Hematocrit (HCT) 31.0% |; (9) Mean
Platelet Volume (MPV) 10.1fL 7; (10) Basophils Count (BASO#) 0.07 x 109/L T; (11) C-reactive
Protein (CRP) 45.77mg/ L.

2.2. Blood Biochemistry Test: (1) Total Protein (TP) 55.4g/L |; (2) Albumin (ALB) 35.1g/L |;
(3) Calcium (Ca) 2.06mmol /L |.

[Color Doppler Ultrasound]:

Findings: (1) Liver: Normal in shape and size, with a smooth and continuous capsule. The
parenchymal echoes are fine and enhanced. The intrahepatic tubular structures are clearly and naturally
aligned, and the main lumen of the portal vein is of normal diameter. (2) Gallbladder: Normal in shape
and size, with a still smooth wall. No abnormal echoes are seen in the lumen, and there is no dilatation
of the intrahepatic and extrahepatic bile ducts. (3) Spleen: Normal in shape and size, with uneven
parenchymal echoes. Between the spleen and left kidney, there is an irregularly shaped hypoechoic
area with unclear boundaries and uneven internal echoes, measuring approximately 7.9x4.8 cm. (4)
Pancreas: Normal in shape and size, with uniform parenchymal echoes, and no dilatation of the main
pancreatic duct. (5) Kidneys: Both kidneys are normal in position, shape, and size, with smooth and
regular contours, clear corticomedullary differentiation, and uniform distribution of parenchymal echoes.
The collecting system shows no separation. (6) CDFI: No significant abnormalities in blood flow signals.
Supine examination of the abdominal cavity revealed no significant free fluid dark areas in the visible
parts.

Table 23: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench.
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Case Study (English)

[Clinical Diagnosis & Imaging Diagnosis Provided by Doctor]:

1. Preliminary Diagnosis: (1) Traumatic splenic rupture; (2) Rib fractures; (3) Traumatic pneumo-
nia.

2. Diagnostic Basis:

2.1. The patient experienced upper left abdominal pain 2 hours after a trauma.

2.2. Physical examination supports the diagnosis: The patient is alert with a painful expression
and shows poor cooperation during the examination. Coarse respiratory sounds in both lungs with
audible moist sounds, regular heart rhythm with no pathological murmurs heard, flat abdomen with no
gastrointestinal peristalsis waves, abdominal respiration present, no visible abdominal wall varicose
veins. Tense abdominal muscles with significant tenderness in the upper left abdomen, no rebound
tenderness or muscle rigidity noted, liver dullness present with the upper liver border at the right
midclavicular line at the level of the fifth rib, reduced bowel sounds, remainder of the abdominal
examination not conducted due to pain. Limb strength grade V, normal muscle tone, and no swelling in
the lower extremities.

2.3. Imaging examinations support the diagnosis: (1) Color Doppler Ultrasound shows abnormal
echoes between the spleen and left kidney, suggesting a localized encapsulated hematoma, with little
change from previous; fatty liver; uneven spleen echoes suggest a contusion injury; part of the abdominal
cavity shows no significant fluid accumulation. Please correlate with clinical findings and consider
routine ultrasound follow-up if necessary.

2.4. Laboratory examinations support the diagnosis: (1) Routine Blood Test shows elevated white
blood cells (WBC), decreased lymphocyte percentage (LYMPH%), increased neutrophil percentage
(NEUT%), elevated monocyte count (MONO#), increased neutrophil count (NEUT#), decreased red
blood cells (RBC), decreased hemoglobin (HGB), decreased hematocrit (HCT), elevated mean platelet
volume (MPV), elevated basophil count (BASO#), and increased C-reactive protein (CRP). (2) Blood
biochemistry Test shows decreased total protein (TP), decreased albumin (ALB), and decreased calcium
(Ca).

3. Differential Diagnosis:

3.1. Acute perforation of peptic ulcer: Typical history of ulcer disease, sudden worsening of
abdominal pain, tense abdominal muscles, disappearance of liver dullness, and the presence of free gas
under the diaphragm seen on X-ray.

3.2. Cholelithiasis and acute cholecystitis: Typically presents with biliary colic, pain located in the
upper right abdomen radiating to the right shoulder, positive Murphy’s sign, slight elevation of blood
and urine amylase, with ultrasound and X-ray cholangiography confirming the diagnosis.

3.3. Acute necrotizing enteritis: Presents with abdominal pain, distension, bloody stools, high
fever, and vomiting, with severe abdominal distension and significant systemic toxic symptoms.

4. Final Diagnosis: Splenic rupture.

5. Principle of Treatment: (1) Prioritize life over spleen preservation; (2) Younger age favors
spleen preservation; (3) Choose one or several spleen-preserving methods based on the extent of splenic
damage; (4) Close monitoring is necessary after spleen-preserving surgery to prevent delayed splenic
rupture; (5) For elderly patients, those in poor general condition, severe multiple injuries, or significant
prolongation of prothrombin time, splenectomy is recommended.

6. Treatment Plan: (1) Provide critical care, cardiac monitoring, establish venous access, declare
medical emergency, and closely monitor vital signs. (2) Administer fluids to restore blood volume. (3)
Determine surgical indications, exclude contraindications, and proceed with emergency surgery.

7. Impression: (1) Abnormal echoes between the spleen and left kidney, suggesting a localized
encapsulated hematoma, with little change from previous. (2) Fatty liver. (3) Uneven spleen echoes
suggest a contusion injury. (4) Part of the abdominal cavity shows no significant fluid accumulation;
please correlate with clinical findings and consider routine ultrasound follow-up if necessary.

Table 24: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by human doctor.
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Case Study (English)

[Clinical Diagnosis & Imaging Diagnosis Provided by Agent#1 @3]:

1. Department Guide: Hepatobiliary & Pancreatic Surgery.

2. Preliminary Diagnosis: (1) Traumatic splenic rupture with hematoma formation; (2) Closed
abdominal trauma; (3) Bilateral rib fractures; (4) Mild anemia; (5) Mild hypocalcemia; (6) Fatty liver.

3. Diagnostic Basis: (1) The patient has a clear history of trauma from a car accident, particularly
severe upper left abdominal pain and left rib fractures resulting from impact with the steering wheel.
(2) Severe abdominal pain, muscular tension, tenderness, and rebound tenderness suggest possible
internal organ injury. (3) Color Doppler Ultrasound shows uneven echogenicity of the spleen,
suggesting a possible contusion, and abnormal echos between the spleen and left kidney, enclosed,
suggesting a hematoma. (4) Laboratory examinations show elevated white blood cells and neutrophil
percentage, significantly increased C-reactive protein indicating an acute inflammatory response;
decreased hemoglobin and red blood cell suggest mild anemia; reduced calcium levels indicate mild
hypocalcemia. (5) Ultrasound did not reveal significant abdominal effusion but does not entirely rule
out liver contusion and other visceral injuries.

4. Differential Diagnosis:

4.1. Pancreatic injury: Although no significant abdominal effusion was seen on ultrasound,
pancreatic injury needs further exclusion due to symptoms similar to splenic rupture, which can be
excluded via CT or other imaging tests.

4.2. Intestinal rupture or perforation: Signs of peritonitis need to be differentiated from small or
large intestine perforation, which can be diagnosed with CT or upright abdominal plain films.

4.3. Kidney injury: Ultrasound suggests abnormal echos between the spleen and left kidney,
further investigation is needed to ascertain kidney damage.

4.4. Thrombocytopenia: Although platelet count is within normal range, increased MPV suggests

possible platelet dysfunction rather than a decrease in quantity. _
5. Final Diagnosis: Traumatic splenic rupture with hematoma formation.

6. Principle of Treatment: (1) Emergency management: Assess vital signs, maintain airway
patency, correct shock, control bleeding. (2) Surgical treatment: For splenic rupture with hematoma

formation, surgical intervention should be undertaken promptly to assess the spleen’s damage and

decide whether splenectomy or splenic repair is necessary. _

(3) Anti-infection treat-

ment: Prevent and control infection, administer broad-spectrum antibiotics. (4) Correct anemia and
electrolyte disorder: Transfusion, blood products supplementation, and correction of hypocalcemia. (5)
Monitor vital signs and organ functions: Close observation of vital signs, urine output, ECG, blood gas
analysis, etc., to promptly detect and manage potential complications.

7. Treatment Plan: (1) Complete abdominal CT scan to clarify the extent of splenic damage, the
presence of other organ injuries (like liver contusion), and kidney condition. (2) If splenic rupture is
confirmed as severe, schedule an emergency exploratory laparotomy, decide during surgery whether
to perform splenectomy or splenic repair, and address other potential organ injuries. (3) Administer
broad-spectrum antibiotics pre- and post-surgery to prevent infection. (4) Based on changes in
hemoglobin and hematocrit, timely transfuse red blood cell suspension to supplement blood volume.
(5) Administer calcium treatment to correct hypocalcemia. (6) Post-surgery, closely monitor patient’s
vital signs, abdominal signs, and laboratory index changes, adjusting the treatment plan accord-

ingly. If liver contusion is severe, corresponding measures need to be taken. _

Table 25: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Agent#1 @3.
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Case Study (English)

8. Impression: (1) Normal morphology, size, structure, blood flow signals of the liver, gallbladder,
pancreas, and both kidneys; intrahepatic and extrahepatic bile ducts, the main trunk of the portal vein,
and collecting system appear normal. (2) However, the parenchyma of the spleen shows heterogeneous
echogenicity changes, and a patchy, irregular hypoechoic area between the spleen and left kidney, with
unclear boundaries and uneven internal echoes, measuring about 7.9x4.8cm. This finding suggests
the possibility of a local space-occupying lesion in the spleen, such as nodules, tumors, or other
inflammatory lesions. Further investigation with CT, MRI, or tissue biopsy is recommended. (3) No
significant free fluid shadows observed within the abdominal cavity, ruling out the possibility of large
volume ascites. In summary, imaging shows local abnormality in the spleen and irregular hypoechoic
area between the spleen and kidney, necessitating further investigation of the space-occupying lesion.
No significant abnormalities observed in other related organs.

Table 26: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Agent#1@3. (Cont. Tabld25)

40



Case Study (English)

[Clinical Diagnosis & Imaging Diagnosis Provided by Agent#3@1]:
1. Department Guide: Hepatobiliary & Pancreatic Surgery.
2. Preliminary Diagnosis: (1) Traumatic splenic rupture with hematoma formation; (2) Left

3. Diagnostic Basis: (1) The patient has a clear history of a traffic accident, specifically an impact
that caused the steering wheel to lose control and bilateral rib fractures. (2) Severe abdominal pain,
abdominal muscle tension, tenderness, and rebound tenderness suggest potential internal organ injury.
(3) Color Doppler Ultrasound indicates uneven splenic echogenicity, suggesting possible contusion,
and abnormal echoes between the spleen and left kidney with localized encapsulation, indicating
hematoma formation. (4) Laboratory examinations show elevated white blood cells, increased
neutrophil percentage, significantly elevated C-reactive protein indicating acute inflammatory response;
reduced hemoglobin and red blood cells indicating mild anemia; decreased blood calcium levels. (5)
Ultrasound shows no significant abdominal effusion, liver contusion not specifically mentioned, and the
liver dullness border is present, suggesting the liver may not be severely damaged.

4. Differential Diagnosis:

4.1. Pancreatic injury: Although no significant abdominal effusion was seen on ultrasound, further
investigation for pancreatic injury is needed, which can be ruled out by imaging studies such as CT.

4.2. Liver contusion: Ultrasound indicates fatty liver, but liver contusion is not specifically
mentioned, requiring correlation with clinical presentation and further imaging studies for exclusion.

4.3. Intestinal rupture: The patient shows no obvious symptoms of peritonitis, and ultrasound does
not suggest intestinal abnormalities, therefore, intestinal rupture is not considered.

4.4. Gallbladder injury: The patient lacks typical symptoms of gallbladder injury such as jaundice
and upper right abdominal pain, therefore, not considered.

4.5. Kidney contusion and laceration: Ultrasound indicates abnormal echoes between the

_suggesting hematoma formation, thus included in the preliminary diagnosis.

5. Final Diagnosis: Traumatic splenic rupture with hematoma formation.
6. Principle of Treatment: (1) Emergency management: Maintain vital signs stability, including
oxygen therapy, ECG monitoring, establishing intravenous access, fluid resuscitation, and blood
transfusion. (2) Surgical treatment: Depending on the condition assessment, exploratory laparotomy
may be needed to determine the extent of damage and perform splenectomy or splenic repair while
assessing and managing other organ injuries. (3) Non-surgical treatment: For patients with mild
symptoms and stable vital signs, conservative treatment may be attempted, including observation,
fluid resuscitation, and antibiotic therapy. (4) Anti-infection treatment: Prevent and control infection,
administer broad-spectrum antibiotics. (5) Correction of anemia and electrolyte disturbances:
Transfusion of blood products

_and correction of hypocalcemia.

7. Treatment Plan: (1) Emergency management: Immediately provide the patient with oxygen
therapy, ECG monitoring, establish intravenous access, and necessary support including fluid
resuscitation and blood transfusion. (2) Complete abdominal enhanced CT scan to determine the extent
of splenic injury and other organ injuries. (3) Based on CT results, if severe splenic rupture is confirmed,
immediately arrange emergency exploratory laparotomy, during which the extent of splenic injury will
dictate whether splenectomy or splenic repair is performed, and other organ injuries are assessed. (4)
Administer broad-spectrum antibiotics preoperatively and postoperatively to prevent infection. (5)
Based on changes in hemoglobin and hematocrit, timely transfusion of red cell suspensions to replenish
blood volume. (6) Administer calcium supplementation to correct hypocalcemia. (7) Postoperatively,
closely monitor the patient’s vital signs, abdominal signs, and laboratory indicators to adjust the
treatment plan.

Table 27: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Agent#3@1.



Case Study (English)

8. Impression: (1) Liver: Normal shape and size, smooth continuous capsule, fine, enhanced
parenchymal echogenicity, clear intrahepatic vascular structures, normal main portal vein diameter,
no abnormalities. (2) Gallbladder: Normal shape and size, smooth wall, no abnormal echoes within
the lumen, no dilation of intrahepatic and extrahepatic bile ducts. (3) Spleen: Normal shape and
size, uneven parenchymal echoes, an irregular hypoechoic area between the spleen and left kidney,
unclear boundaries, uneven internal echoes, measuring about 7.9 x4.8 cm, suggesting possible localized
lesion, such as nodules, tumors, or other space-occupying lesions. (4) Pancreas: Normal shape and
size, uniform parenchymal echoes, no dilation of the main pancreatic duct, no abnormalities. (5)
Kidneys: Normal position, shape, size, smooth contours, clear corticomedullary differentiation, uniform
parenchymal echo distribution, no separation of the collecting system, no hydronephrosis. (6) CDFI:
No significant abnormalities in blood flow signals. (7) Abdominal Exploration: In supine position, no
significant free fluid dark areas seen, suggesting no significant ascites. Overall impression: a. Uneven
spleen parenchymal echoes, irregular hypoechoic area between the spleen and left kidney, further
examination recommended to clarify the nature of the lesion, such as CT, MRI, or live tissue pathol-
ogy. b. No significant abnormalities in other organs (liver, gallbladder, pancreas, kidneys, and abdomen).

Table 28: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Agent#3@1. (Cont. Tabld27)
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Case Study (English)

[Clinical Diagnosis & Imaging Diagnosis Provided by Gemini-Pro]:
1. Department Guide: Hepatobiliary & Pancreatic Surgery.

2. Preliminary Diagnosis: (1) Splenic laceration; (2) Liver contusion; _

(3) Rib fractures; (4) Fatty liver.

3. Diagnostic Basis: (1) The patient has a clear history of trauma from a car accident, presenting
with severe, unbearable abdominal pain accompanied by headaches and bilateral rib fractures. (2)
Imaging examinations show abnormal echoes between the spleen and left kidney, locally encapsulated,
suggesting hematoma with no significant change from previous observations; uneven echo from the
spleen suggests possible laceration. (3) Laboratory examinations indicate elevated white blood cells
(WBC), decreased lymphocyte percentage (LYMPH%), increased neutrophil percentage (NEUT %),
elevated monocyte count (MONO#), increased neutrophil count (NEUT#), decreased red blood
cells (RBC), decreased hemoglobin (HGB), decreased hematocrit (HCT), elevated mean platelet
volume (MPV), elevated basophil count (BASO#), and increased C-reactive protein (CRP). (4) Blood
Biochemistry Tests show decreased total protein (TP), decreased albumin (ALB), and decreased
calcium (Ca).

4. Differential Diagnosis:

4.1. Pancreatic contusion: No nausea, vomiting, or loss of consciousness; the abdomen is flat
without visible peristaltic waves, abdominal breathing is present, no abdominal wall varices observed,
bowel sounds are diminished, and further abdominal examination was refused due to pain.

4.2. Gallbladder contusion: No nausea, vomiting, or loss of consciousness; the abdomen is flat

without visible peristaltic waves, abdominal breathing is present, no abdominal wall varices observed,
bowel sounds are diminished, and further abdominal examination was refused due to pain. -

4.3. Renal contusion: No hematuria, no back pain, and no symptoms of frequent urination,
urgency, or pain during urination.

5. Final Diagnosis: Splenic laceration.

6. Principle of Treatment: (1) Aggressive hemostasis and shock correction. _

(2) Anti-infection treatment.(3) Nutritional support

therapy. (4) Surgical treatment if necessary.
7. Treatment Plan: (1) Blood transfusion and fluid therapy to correct shock. _

€3
Antibiotic treatment to prevent infection. (3) Nutritional support therapy to provide energy and protein.
(4) Surgery may be considered depending on the patient’s condition.

8. Impression: A sheet-like irregular hypoechoic area is visible between the spleen and left kidney,
with unclear boundaries and uneven internal echoes, measuring approximately 7.9x4.8 cm.

Table 29: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Gemini-Pro.
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Case Study (English)

[Clinical Diagnosis & Imaging Diagnosis Provided by Agent#1 @1]:

1. Department Guide: Hepatobiliary & Pancreatic Surgery.

2. Preliminary Diagnosis: (1) Traumatic splenic rupture with hematoma formation; (2) Fatty liver;
(3) Bilateral rib fractures; (4) Mild anemia; (5) Mild hypocalcemia.

3. Diagnostic Basis: (1) The patient has a clear history of trauma from a car accident, particularly
the steering wheel _impact and bilateral rib
fractures. (2) Severe and persistent abdominal pain accompanied by abdominal muscle tension,
tenderness, and rebound pain, suggesting possible visceral organ damage. (3) Color Doppler Ultrasound
indicates uneven echogenicity of the spleen, suggestive of a contusion, and abnormal echogenicity
between the spleen and left kidney, localized encapsulation, suggesting hematoma. (4) Laboratory
examinations show increased total white blood cells, increased percentage of neutrophils, and
significantly elevated C-reactive protein, indicating an acute inflammatory response; simultaneously,
reduced hemoglobin and red blood cells suggest mild anemia. (5) Blood Biochemistry Test shows
decreased total protein and albumin levels, and reduced calcium ion concentration.

4. Differential Diagnosis:

4.1. Pancreatic Injury: Although ultrasound shows no obvious abdominal effusion, further
investigation is needed for pancreatic injury, as its symptoms are similar to splenic rupture, which can
be excluded by imaging studies such as CT.

4.2. Liver Injury: Ultrasound indicates fatty liver, but liver contusion is not specifically mentioned;
further imaging studies are needed to exclude this, combined with clinical symptoms.

4.3. Small intestine or colon perforation: Peritonitis signs need to be differentiated from small
intestine or colon perforation, which can be diagnosed with the help of CT or upright abdominal plain
films.

5. Final Diagnosis: Traumatic splenic rupture with hematoma formation.

6. Principle of Treatment: (1) Emergency surgery: For patients with splenic rupture and hematoma
formation, if the condition is critical, exploratory laparotomy should be performed as soon as possible to
assess the damage to the spleen and decide whether to perform a splenectomy or splenorrhaphy. (2) Anti-
infection treatment: To prevent and control infection, broad-spectrum antibiotics are administered. (3)
Correction of anemia and electrolyte disorders: Blood transfusions, blood product supplementation,

and cor-
rection of hypocalcemia. (4) Monitoring of vital signs and organ function: Close observation of the
patient’s vital signs, urine output, ECG, blood gas analysis, etc., to promptly detect and manage
possible complications.

7. Treatment Plan: (1) Further refine abdominal enhanced CT scans to clarify the extent of splenic
injury and the presence of other organ damage. (2) Based on CT results, if splenic rupture is severe,
arrange for emergency exploratory laparotomy, during which the extent of spleen damage will determine
whether a splenectomy or splenorrhaphy is performed. (3) Administer broad-spectrum antibiotics
before and after surgery to prevent infection. (4) Based on changes in hemoglobin and hematocrit,
timely transfusion of red blood cells to replenish blood volume. (5) Calcium supplementation to
correct hypocalcemia. (6) Post-surgery, closely monitor the patient’s vital signs, abdominal signs, and
laboratory indicator changes to adjust treatment plans.

Table 30: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Agent#1 @1.



Case Study (English)

8. Impression: (1) Liver: Normal shape and size, intact capsule, enhanced homogeneous echogenic-
ity, clear intrahepatic vascular structures, normal main portal vein diameter. (2) Gallbladder: Normal
shape and size, smooth wall, no abnormal echoes in the cavity, no dilation seen in intra- and extrahepatic
bile ducts. (3) Spleen: Normal shape and size, but uneven echogenicity, an irregular hypoechoic
area between the spleen and left kidney, unclear boundaries, inhomogeneous internal echoes, ap-
proximately 7.9x4.8 cm in size. (4) Pancreas: Normal shape and size, uniform echogenicity, no
dilation of the main pancreatic duct. (5) Kidneys: Normal position, shape, size, smooth and regu-
lar contours, clear corticomedullary differentiation, uniform distribution of parenchymal echoes, no
separation in the collecting system, no hydronephrosis. (6) CDFI blood flow signal examination
found no significant abnormalities. (7) Supine position exploration of the abdominal cavity showed
no obvious free liquid dark areas, suggesting no significant ascites. Based on the above imaging
findings, the initial impression might be a local splenic lesion (such as nodules, tumors, etc.) and the

irregular hypoechoic area between the spleen and left kidney needs further evaluation. -

_No obvious abnormalities were seen in other organs.

Table 31: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Agent#1@1. (Cont. Tabld30)
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Case Study (English)

[Clinical Diagnosis & Imaging Diagnosis Provided by GPT-4]:
1. Department Guide: Hepatobiliary & Pancreatic Surgery.

2. Preliminary Diagnosis: (1) Abdominal contusion; _
_ (2) Splenic contusion; (3) Splenic hematoma; _
_ (5) Fatty liver; (6) Bilateral rib fractures; (7) Peritonitis.

3. Diagnostic Basis: (1) The patient has a history of a traffic accident with abdominal impact.
(2) Color Doppler Ultrasound shows abnormal echoes between the spleen and left kidney, local
encapsulation suggesting hematoma, and uneven splenic echoes indicating possible contusion. (3)
Color Doppler Ultrasound indicates fatty liver. (4) There is a confirmed diagnosis of bilateral rib
fractures. (5) Abdominal muscle tension, with tenderness and rebound pain, indicating signs of
peritoneal irritation. (6) Routine Blood Test shows increased white blood cells and C-reactive protein,
suggesting an inflammatory response. (7) Blood Biochemistry Test shows decreased total protein and
albumin, possibly related to protein loss or dilution due to abdominal injury.

4. Differential Diagnosis:

4.1. Pancreatic contusion: Requires further exclusion based on clinical and imaging examinations.

4.2. Abdominal organ _ perforation: The patient
shows no obvious gastrointestinal symptoms such as nausea or vomiting, and ultrasound does not reveal
significant effusion, but caution is needed.

4.3. Damage to other solid abdominal organs: Further exclusion is required based on clinical and
imaging examinations.

5. Final Diagnosis: Splenic contusion.

6. Principle of Treatment: (1) Stabilize the patient’s vital signs. (2) Control internal bleeding to
prevent shock. (3) Prevent and treat infections.

(4) Protect and restore splenic function, avoiding
unnecessary splenectomy. (5) Monitor and manage potential complications.

7. Treatment Plan: (1) Closely monitor vital signs and maintain hemodynamic stability. (2)
Conservative treatment: bed rest, fasting, intravenous fluid replenishment, and transfusion therapy (if
necessary). (3) Antibiotic treatment: to prevent or treat infections. (4) Pain control: appropriate use of
analgesics. (5) Regular re-evaluation by ultrasound or CT to monitor changes in splenic hematoma and
contusion. (6) If splenic rupture or persistent bleeding occurs, consider surgical treatment. (7) For fatty
liver, advise the patient to improve lifestyle and adjust diet. (8) For rib fractures, provide appropriate
pain control and supportive treatment.

8. Impression: (1) Liver: No significant abnormalities.

(2) Gallbladder: No significant abnormalities. (3) Spleen: Heterogeneous parenchymal echoes
with an irregular hypoechoic area between the spleen and left kidney, approximately 7.9 x4.8cm,
further clinical correlation needed (possible perisplenic lesion or other). (4) Pancreas: No significant
abnormalities. (5) Kidneys: No significant abnormalities. (6) Blood flow examination (CDFI): No
significant abnormalities. (7) Abdominal cavity: No significant free fluid.

Table 32: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by GPT-4.
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Case Study (English)

[Clinical Diagnosis & Imaging Diagnosis Provided by InternLM2]:
1. Department Guide: Hepatobiliary & Pancreatic Surgery.
2. Preliminary Diagnosis: (1) Abdominal blunt trauma: splenic rupture, liver contusion, kidney

() Faty e ) Thromboeytoeni: AN DOGIOF o THE FAGENS GGEGRETAT
3. Diagnostic Basis: (1) The patient has a clear history of abdominal trauma, presenting
with severe abdominal pain, abdominal muscle tension, tenderness, and rebound pain, suggesting
the possibility of abdominal blunt trauma. (2) Ultrasonography shows abnormal echos between
the spleen and left kidney, with localized encapsulation, considering hematoma, suggesting the
possibility of splenic rupture or kidney contusion. (3) Laboratory examinations show increased

white blood cells, increased percentage and count of neutrophils, suggesting the possibility of
infection. (4) Decreased hemoglobin and red blood cells, indicating hemorrhagic anemia. (5)

Decreased mean platelet volume, indicating thrombocytopenia.

(6) Decreased total

protein, albumin, and calcium levels, indicating hypoalbuminemia and electrolyte disturbances.

4. Differential Diagnosis:

4.1. Intestinal obstruction: The patient shows no symptoms of nausea or vomiting, and abdominal
X-rays do not reveal any apparent air-fluid levels, ruling out intestinal obstruction.

4.2. Acute pancreatitis: The patient has no upper abdominal pain, nausea, or vomiting, and levels
of serum amylase and lipase are normal, ruling out acute pancreatitis.

4.3. Gastrointestinal perforation: The patient shows no signs of pneumoperitoneum, and
abdominal X-rays do not reveal free air under the diaphragm, ruling out gastrointestinal perforation.

4.4. Peritonitis: The patient shows no signs of fever or chills, and abdominal signs are not typical,
ruling out peritonitis.

5. Final Diagnosis: Abdominal blunt trauma (splenic rupture, liver contusion, kidney contusion

).
6. Principle of Treatment: (1) Emergency management: quickly assess patient vital signs, maintain
airway patency, correct shock, and control bleeding. (2) Surgical treatment: For abdominal blunt

trauma such as splenic rupture, liver contusion, and kidney contusion, _

surgery should be performed as
soona s possible to remove necrotic tissue, stop bleeding, and repair damaged organs. (3) Anti-infection
treatment: Select appropriate antibiotics based on culture results to treat infections. (4) Nutritional
support: Provide sufficient nutritional support to the patient to correct hypoalbuminemia and electrolyte
disturbances. (5) Monitor the condition: Closely monitor patient vital signs, blood routine, and
biochemistry indicators, and adjust the treatment plan timely.
7. Treatment Plan: (1) Immediate abdominal CT scan to clarify the extent and severity of splenic
rupture, liver contusion, and kidney contusion.

_ (2) Emergency blood transfusion and fluid resuscitation to

correct shock and hemorrhagic anemia.

(3) Emergency surgery to remove necrotic
tissue, stop bleeding, and repair damaged organs. (4) Postoperative administration of broad-spectrum
antibiotics to prevent infection. (5) Provide enteral nutrition support to the patient to correct
hypoalbuminemia and electrolyte disturbances. (6) Closely monitor postoperative patient vital signs,
blood routine, and biochemistry indicators, and adjust the treatment plan timely.

Table 33: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by InternL.M2.



Case Study (English)

8. Impression: (1) Liver: Normal morphology, size, capsule, parenchymal echogenicity, and
intrahepatic tubular structures; the main portal vein diameter is normal. (2) Gallbladder: Normal
morphology, size, smooth walls, no abnormal echoes within the lumen, no dilation of intra- or extra-
hepatic bile ducts. (3) Spleen: Normal morphology and size, uneven parenchymal echoes, irregular
hypoechoic area between the spleen and left kidney, indistinct margins, inhomogeneous internal echoes,
approximately 7.9 x4.8 cm. (4) Pancreas: Normal morphology, size, and parenchymal echos, no dilation
of the main pancreatic duct. (5) Kidneys: Normal position, morphology, size, outline, corticomedullary
differentiation, and parenchymal echo distribution, no separation in the collecting system. (6) CDFI:
No significant abnormalities in blood flow signals detected. (7) Abdominal cavity: Supine position
exploration, no apparent free fluid dark areas observed.

Table 34: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by InternLM2. (Cont. Tabld33)

48



Case Study (English)

[Clinical Diagnosis & Imaging Diagnosis Provided by Yi-34B-Chat]:
1. Department Guide: Hepatobiliary & Pancreatic Surgery.
2. Preliminary Diagnosis: (1) Closed abdominal trauma; (2) Splenic injury; (3) Left kidney

R R P —

Traumatic shock? (Based on symptoms and elevated white blood cells in the blood routine, shock is

possible but requires further examination to confirm) _

3. Diagnostic Basis: (1) Closed abdominal trauma: Based on the patient’s history of vehicular
accident and symptoms of abdominal pain, tenderness, and rebound pain. (2) Splenic injury: Color
Doppler Ultrasound indicates abnormal echogenicity in the spleen, suggestive of hematoma formation
and uneven echogenicity indicating possible contusion. (3) Left kidney injury: Color Doppler

Ultrasound shows abnormal echogenicity in the left kidney, suggestive of hematoma formation.

(4) Fatty liver: Diagnosed via Color Doppler
Ultrasound. (5) Rib fractures: Based on the history of steering wheel loss of control and description of

bilateral rib fractures. (6) Traumatic shock: Based on symptoms and elevated white blood cells,

although shock is possible, further examination is needed to confirm. _

4. Differential Diagnosis:

4.1. Liver rupture: Although the patient has a history of abdominal trauma and signs of peritonitis,
Color Doppler Ultrasound did not indicate liver rupture, and the liver dullness boundary is intact, hence
liver rupture is not considered.

4.2. Intestinal rupture: The patient has no apparent symptoms of peritonitis, and Color Doppler
Ultrasound did not show any abnormality in the intestines, hence intestinal rupture is not considered.

4.3. Pancreatic injury: The patient shows no obvious symptoms such as upper abdominal pain,
back pain, or elevated serum amylase, and the pancreas appeared normal on Color Doppler Ultrasound,
hence pancreatic injury is not considered.

5. Final Diagnosis: Closed abdominal trauma including splenic injury, left kidney injury, .

and rib fractures.

6. Principle of Treatment: (1) Emergency management: Includes maintaining airway patency,
stabilizing vital signs, and supportive treatments like fluid and blood transfusions. (2) Surgical
treatment: Based on the progression of the condition, exploratory laparotomy may be required to clarify
the extent of the injuries and to perform necessary repairs or resections. (3) Non-surgical treatment: For
patients with mild symptoms and stable vital signs, conservative treatment including observation, fluid
administration, and antibiotic use may be initiated.

7. Treatment Plan: (1) Emergency handling: Immediate oxygen administration, ECG monitoring,
establishing IV access, and necessary support treatments like fluid and blood transfusions. (2) Labora-
tory examinations: Reevaluation of complete blood count, biochemical tests, and coagulation functions,
monitoring changes in hemoglobin, platelets, and prothrombin time. (3) Imaging examinations:

Abdominal CT scan if necessary to
further clarify injury location and severity. (4) Surgical preparation: If needed, immediate preparations
for exploratory laparotomy, including preparing the operating room, anesthesia, and surgical team.
(5) Non-surgical treatment: For patients with stable vital signs and mild symptoms, conservative
management including bed rest, vital signs monitoring, and antibiotics to prevent infection may be
pursued.

Table 35: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Yi-34B-Chat.
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Case Study (English)

(6) Intensive care: Patients with shock or other severe complications should be admitted to the ICU
for close monitoring and treatment. Note that the above diagnoses and treatment plans are based on
the provided case summary and examination results, and may need adjustments based on specific
patient conditions and further test results. Due to the lack of pathological examination and some key
laboratory test results, such as coagulation functions, the above diagnostic and treatment plans may be
modified based on subsequent test results. Additionally, as the patient may have multi-organ injuries,
the treatment plan should be comprehensively considered based on the severity of the injuries and the
overall condition of the patient.

8. Impression: (1) Liver: Normal in shape and size, increased parenchymal echogenicity, normal
diameter of the main portal vein, no abnormalities observed. (2) Gallbladder: Normal in shape and size,
smooth walls, no abnormal echogenicity inside, no dilation of intrahepatic and extrahepatic bile ducts.
(3) Spleen: Normal in shape and size, uneven parenchymal echogenicity, presence of a hypoechoic
area, unclear boundaries, and uneven internal echogenicity. (4) Pancreas: Normal in shape and size,
uniform parenchymal echogenicity, no dilation of the main pancreatic duct. (5) Kidneys: Both kidneys
normal in position, shape, size, uniform distribution of parenchymal echogenicity, no separation of the
collecting system, no abnormalities observed. (6) CDFI: No significant abnormalities in blood flow
signals. (7) Abdominal exploration: Supine position shows no significant free fluid dark areas.

Table 36: A detailed case study on ClinicalBench, diagnosed by Yi-34B-Chat. (Cont. Tabld35)
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