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Abstract—The rapid advancement of large language models
(LLMs) has prompted significant interest in their potential
applications in medical domains. This paper presents a com-
prehensive benchmark evaluation of 27 state-of-the-art LLMs
on Chinese medical examination questions, encompassing seven
medical specialties across two professional levels. We introduce a
robust evaluation framework that assesses model performance on
2,800 carefully curated questions from cardiovascular, gastroen-
terology, hematology, infectious diseases, nephrology, neurology,
and respiratory medicine domains. Our dataset distinguishes
between attending physician and senior physician difficulty levels,
providing nuanced insights into model capabilities across varying
complexity. Our empirical analysis reveals substantial perfor-
mance variations among models, with Mixtral-8x7B achieving
the highest overall accuracy of 74.25%, followed by DeepSeek-
R1-671B at 64.07 %. Notably, we observe no consistent correlation
between model size and performance, as evidenced by the
strong performance of smaller mixture-of-experts architectures.
The evaluation demonstrates significant performance gaps be-
tween medical specialties, with models generally performing
better on cardiovascular and neurology questions compared to
gastroenterology and nephrology domains. Furthermore, our
analysis indicates minimal performance degradation between
attending and senior physician levels for top-performing models,
suggesting robust generalization capabilities. This benchmark
provides critical insights for the deployment of LLMs in medical
education and clinical decision support systems, highlighting both
the promise and current limitations of these technologies in
specialized medical contexts.

Index Terms—Large language models, medical licensing exam-
ination, benchmark evaluation, Chinese healthcare, mixture-of-
experts architecture, multi-domain medical assessment, clinical
decision support, model architecture comparison

I. INTRODUCTION

The integration of artificial intelligence (AI) in healthcare
has witnessed unprecedented growth, with Large Language
Models (LLMs) emerging as particularly promising tools for
medical applications [1], [2]]. These models have demonstrated
remarkable capabilities in understanding complex medical lit-
erature, answering clinical questions, and assisting in medical
education [3]], [4]. However, the evaluation of LLMs in non-
English medical contexts, particularly in Chinese healthcare
settings, remains underexplored despite China representing

one of the world’s largest healthcare markets with unique

clinical practices and examination standards [5].
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Fig. 1. Radar chart comparing top 5 models across medical specialties with
larger areas indicating better overall performance.

The Chinese medical licensing examination system presents
a rigorous framework for assessing medical knowledge across
multiple specialties and professional levels [6]. This sys-
tem distinguishes between attending physicians and senior
physicians, with each level requiring a comprehensive under-
standing of specialty-specific knowledge and clinical decision-
making capabilities. The examination questions span criti-
cal medical domains including cardiovascular medicine, gas-
troenterology, hematology, infectious diseases, nephrology,
neurology, and respiratory medicine, each presenting unique
challenges in terminology, diagnostic criteria, and treatment
protocols specific to Chinese medical practice [7].

Despite the growing deployment of LLMs in medical ap-
plications, several critical gaps persist in current evaluation
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methodologies. Existing benchmarks predominantly focus on
English-language medical content, potentially overlooking lin-
guistic and cultural nuances essential for effective healthcare
delivery in non-English speaking populations [§]]. Furthermore,
most evaluations fail to differentiate between varying levels of
medical expertise, treating all questions with equal complexity
regardless of their intended professional audience [9]]. Com-
prehensive multi-specialty evaluations that reflect real-world
clinical diversity remain scarce, with many studies focusing
on single domains or limited question sets [[10].

This paper addresses these limitations by introducing a
comprehensive benchmark for evaluating LLMs on Chinese
medical examination questions. We present a carefully curated
dataset of 2,800 Chinese medical examination questions span-
ning seven major medical specialties across two professional
levels, providing unprecedented granularity in assessing model
capabilities in specialized medical contexts. Through extensive
evaluation of 27 state-of-the-art LLMs, including both open-
source and proprietary models with varying architectures and
parameter counts, we offer insights into the relationship be-
tween model design choices and medical question-answering
performance. Our detailed empirical analysis reveals perfor-
mance patterns across specialties, difficulty levels, and model
architectures, identifying key factors that influence success in
medical question-answering tasks.

Our findings reveal substantial performance variations
among models, with the best-performing model achieving
74.25% accuracy while others struggle to exceed random
guessing baselines. Figure [I] illustrates the performance pro-
files of the top five models across all medical specialties, re-
vealing distinct strengths and weaknesses in different domains.

Interestingly, we observe that model size alone does not
determine performance, as several smaller mixture-of-experts
models outperform their larger dense counterparts. These
results have important implications for the deployment of
LLMs in medical education and clinical support systems,
particularly in Chinese healthcare settings where an accurate
understanding of specialty-specific knowledge is crucial. The
remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section II
reviews related work, Section III describes our methodology,
Section IV details experimental results, Section V discusses
implications, and Section VI concludes with future directions.

II. RELATED WORK
A. Medical Question Answering Benchmarks

The evaluation of AI systems on medical knowledge has
evolved significantly over the past decade. Early benchmarks
such as BioASQ [11] and MEDIQA [12] established foun-
dational frameworks for assessing natural language under-
standing in biomedical contexts. These datasets primarily
focused on information retrieval and question-answering tasks
derived from scientific literature, laying groundwork for more
sophisticated evaluations.

Recent developments have introduced more comprehensive
medical examination-based benchmarks. MedQA [10] aggre-
gated medical licensing examinations from multiple countries,

including the United States Medical Licensing Examination
(USMLE), providing standardized evaluation across different
healthcare systems. Similarly, MedMCQA [9]] contributed over
194,000 multiple-choice questions from Indian medical en-
trance examinations, enabling large-scale assessment of medi-
cal knowledge. PubMedQA [13]] focused on research question
answering using PubMed abstracts, bridging clinical practice
and medical literature.

However, these benchmarks predominantly feature English-
language content and Western medical practices. The few Chi-
nese medical benchmarks available, such as CMedQA [[14] and
WebMedQA [15], primarily focus on consumer health ques-
tions rather than professional medical examinations. CBLUE
[16] introduced a comprehensive Chinese biomedical language
understanding evaluation, yet lacks the specialty-specific gran-
ularity and professional level differentiation critical for assess-
ing clinical expertise.

B. Large Language Models in Healthcare

The application of LLMs to healthcare has witnessed rapid
advancement following the success of models like GPT-3
[17] and GPT-4 [18]]. Med-PaLLM [19] and Med-PaLLM 2 [20]
demonstrated expert-level performance on medical questions,
achieving scores comparable to human physicians on USMLE-
style questions. These models leveraged instruction tuning
and chain-of-thought prompting to enhance medical reasoning
capabilities.

Open-source initiatives have produced specialized medical
LLMs through domain-specific training. PMC-LLaMA [21]]
utilized PubMed Central articles for continued pretraining,
while ChatDoctor [22]] and DoctorGLM [23]] incorporated real
medical dialogue data. Meditron [8]] scaled medical pretraining
to 70B parameters, demonstrating competitive performance
with proprietary models. BioMistral [[24] and ClinicalCamel
[25] explored efficient adaptation strategies for medical do-
mains through parameter-efficient fine-tuning.

Chinese medical LLMs have emerged to address language-
specific challenges. HuatuoGPT [26] and BenTsao [27] in-
corporated Traditional Chinese Medicine knowledge alongside
modern medical concepts. Zhongjing [28] focused on Chi-
nese medical consultation scenarios, while MedicalGPT [29]
emphasized multi-turn dialogue capabilities. However, com-
prehensive evaluation of these models across diverse medical
specialties remains limited.

C. Evaluation Methodologies for Medical Al

The evaluation of medical Al systems presents unique
challenges requiring careful consideration of clinical validity
and safety. Early evaluation approaches relied heavily on
accuracy metrics, but recent work emphasizes the importance
of multifaceted assessment. Nori et al. [2] proposed evaluating
medical LLMs across multiple dimensions including factual
accuracy, reasoning capability, and potential for harmful out-
puts. Fleming et al. [30] introduced alignment metrics specif-
ically for medical applications, measuring concordance with
clinical guidelines.



Professional examination-based evaluation has gained
prominence as a standardized assessment method. Kung et al.
[3] demonstrated ChatGPT’s performance on USMLE, while
Gilson et al. [4]] evaluated multiple models on medical school
examinations. These studies revealed that while LLMs achieve
impressive scores, their performance varies significantly across
question types and medical domains. Thirunavukarasu et al.
[31] highlighted the importance of evaluating clinical reason-
ing beyond simple factual recall.

Cross-lingual evaluation introduces additional complexities.
Zhu et al. [32] demonstrated significant performance degrada-
tion when models trained on English medical data are applied
to other languages. Wang et al. [33]] showed that translation-
based approaches often fail to capture medical terminology
nuances, necessitating native-language evaluation. Our work
addresses these challenges by conducting evaluation entirely
within Chinese medical contexts, avoiding translation-induced
artifacts.

D. Mixture of Experts and Model Architecture Impact

Recent architectural innovations have challenged the as-
sumption that larger models necessarily perform better on
specialized tasks. Mixture of Experts (MoE) models like
Mixtral [34] and DeepSeek-MoE [35] demonstrate that sparse
activation patterns can achieve superior performance with
fewer active parameters. This efficiency is particularly relevant
for medical applications where computational resources may
be limited in clinical settings.

The relationship between model size and medical perfor-
mance remains contested. While Singhal et al. [1] showed
performance improvements with scale, Gu et al. [36] demon-
strated that smaller domain-adapted models could outperform
larger general-purpose ones on medical tasks. Chen et al. [§]]
found that careful pretraining on medical data could enable
7B parameter models to compete with 70B general models on
medical benchmarks.

Our evaluation contributes to this discourse by systemati-
cally comparing models across different architectures, sizes,
and training paradigms on a consistent medical benchmark,
providing empirical evidence for the effectiveness of various
design choices in medical question-answering tasks.

III. METHODOLOGY
A. Dataset Construction and Quality Assurance

Our benchmark dataset comprises 2,800 single-choice ques-
tions sourced from official Chinese medical licensing exam-
inations, structured to ensure comprehensive coverage across
medical specialties and professional levels with balanced rep-
resentation. The distribution follows a matrix design spanning
seven medical specialties (Cardiovascular, Gastroenterology,
Hematology, Infectious Diseases, Nephrology, Neurology, and
Respiratory Medicine) crossed with two professional levels
(Attending Physician and Senior Physician). Each question
follows a standardized format consisting of a clinical scenario
or theoretical premise, typically ranging from 50 to 200

Chinese characters, accompanied by four to five mutually
exclusive answer options with a single verified correct answer.

The questions were designed to assess various cognitive lev-
els according to Bloom’s taxonomy [37]], with approximately
35% testing factual recall, 40% requiring application of knowl-
edge, and 25% demanding analytical skills. This distribution
reflects the practical requirements of medical practice where
both theoretical knowledge and clinical reasoning are essential.
To ensure dataset validity and reliability, we implemented a
multi-stage quality control process. Initial screening removed
ambiguous questions, outdated medical information, and items
with disputed answers based on current clinical guidelines.
Each question subsequently underwent review by at least
two board-certified physicians in the relevant specialty to
verify accuracy and clinical relevance. Questions were further
validated against historical pass rates to ensure appropriate
difficulty stratification between attending and senior levels,
with terminology standardized according to the Chinese Med-
ical Subject Headings (CMeSH) to ensure consistency across
specialties.

B. Model Selection and Evaluation Framework

We evaluated 27 LLMs representing diverse architectures,
parameter scales, and training paradigms. The selection criteria
prioritized architectural diversity, including both dense models
such as LLaMA and Qwen alongside sparse mixture-of-experts
(MoE) architectures like Mixtral and DeepSeek. Model sizes
ranged from 2B to 671B parameters to examine scaling effects,
encompassing base models, instruction-tuned variants, and
reasoning-optimized versions. All selected models demon-
strated Chinese language understanding capabilities, a critical
requirement for our evaluation.

The evaluation protocol employed a carefully designed
prompt template optimized for medical question-answering
that addressed common challenges including model refusal
on medical topics, verbose explanations, and ambiguous re-
sponses. The prompt explicitly instructed models that this was
a benchmark test rather than real medical practice, requesting
only single letter outputs without explanations. All models
were evaluated using consistent inference parameters with
temperature set to 0.0 for deterministic outputs, maximum
tokens of 2048 to accommodate potential reasoning traces,
and no sampling modifications. Models were accessed through
the Ollama framework [38]] for reproducibility and consistent
API interfaces, with each question processed independently
without access to previous questions or answers, simulating
real examination conditions.

Model outputs underwent automated extraction to identify
the selected answer option through a systematic process that
removed any reasoning traces or explanation text, identified
single letter responses, validated them against available options
for each question, and marked invalid responses as incorrect.
This standardized approach ensured fair comparison across all
evaluated models regardless of their natural output formatting
tendencies.



C. Experimental Setup and Statistical Analysis

Our evaluation employed multiple metrics to comprehen-
sively assess model performance. Primary metrics included
overall accuracy as the percentage of correctly answered
questions across the entire dataset, specialty-specific accuracy
to measure performance within each medical domain, and
level-specific accuracy for comparative performance between
attending and senior physician questions. Secondary analyses
examined performance distribution through variance analysis
across question types and specialties, investigated the rela-
tionship between parameter count and accuracy, compared
performance differences between dense and MoE models, and
assessed inter-specialty performance variance as a measure of
model robustness.

Statistical significance was assessed using McNemar’s test
for pairwise model comparisons, Kruskal-Wallis H-test for
multi-group comparisons across specialties, and Spearman’s
rank correlation for model size-performance relationships.
Bootstrap confidence intervals at 95% were calculated for
accuracy estimates, with all statistical tests using o = 0.05
with Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons where
applicable. This comprehensive statistical framework ensured
robust and reliable conclusions about model performance
differences and the factors influencing success in medical
question-answering tasks.

IV. RESULTS
A. Overall Model Performance

The evaluation of 27 LLMs on our Chinese medical exami-
nation benchmark revealed substantial performance variations,
with accuracies ranging from 33.68% to 74.25%, consis-
tent with the heterogeneous performance patterns observed
in previous multilingual medical evaluations [32]], [33[]. As
illustrated in Figure [2] Mixtral-8x7B achieved the highest
overall accuracy at 74.25%, significantly exceeding the human
baseline for attending physicians (60-70%) and approach-
ing senior physician performance levels. The top five mod-
els, including DeepSeek-R1-671B (64.07%), Qwen3-235B
(58.82%), DeepSeek-V3.1-671B (57.46%), and LLaMA4-
Scout (56.14%), all exceeded 55% accuracy, demonstrating
robust medical knowledge capabilities. This performance hi-
erarchy suggests that architectural innovations and training
strategies may be more influential than raw parameter count
in determining success on specialized medical tasks, aligning
with findings from domain-specific model optimization studies
181, [36].

B. Performance Patterns Across Medical Specialties

Analysis of specialty-specific performance revealed signifi-
cant variations in model capabilities across medical domains.
Figure |3| visualizes the performance distribution of the top 15
models across all specialty-level combinations, revealing that
cardiovascular and neurology questions consistently yielded
higher accuracies across models, while gastroenterology and
nephrology proved most challenging, with average accuracies
8-12% lower than other specialties. Notably, top-performing

models maintained relatively consistent performance across
specialties with standard deviations below 5%, whereas lower-
ranked models showed greater variability with standard devia-
tions exceeding 10%, suggesting that model robustness corre-
lates with overall performance, a pattern previously observed
in cross-domain medical evaluations [30], [31]].

The minimal performance gap between attending and se-
nior physician levels, averaging only 3.3% (95% CI: 2.8-
3.8%), challenges expectations about difficulty progression in
medical examinations. As shown in Figure 4] some models
even performed marginally better on senior-level questions,
suggesting that question difficulty may be more related to
specialty-specific knowledge than professional hierarchy. This
finding has important implications for understanding how
LLMs process and respond to medical knowledge at different
complexity levels, echoing concerns raised about LLM evalu-
ation methodologies in clinical contexts [2], [3]].

C. Architectural Insights and Scaling Effects

Our analysis of the relationship between model size and
performance challenges prevailing assumptions about scaling
in specialized domains. Figure [3] illustrates a weak positive
correlation (p = 0.42, p < 0.05) between model size and
performance, with notable exceptions that underscore the
importance of architectural design. Mixtral-8x7B, with only
47B active parameters, outperformed all models including
those with ten times more parameters, demonstrating the
effectiveness of mixture-of-experts architectures for medical
knowledge tasks.

The superiority of MoE models becomes even more pro-
nounced when controlling for active parameter count. MoE
models achieved a mean accuracy of 54.0% (SD: 17.6%)
compared to 36.0% (SD: 2.5%) for dense models, repre-
senting a significant 18.0% advantage (95% CI: 14.5-21.5%,
p < 0.001). This substantial performance gap suggests that the
sparse activation patterns characteristic of MoE architectures
may better align with the modular nature of medical knowl-
edge, where different specialties require distinct knowledge
bases and reasoning patterns, supporting theoretical predic-
tions about sparse models in specialized domains [34], [35].

D. Specialty-Specific Performance Distribution

Figure [6] presents the performance distribution across med-
ical specialties, aggregating results from all models. Neu-
rology and cardiovascular medicine emerged as the highest-
performing domains with median accuracies of 46.5% and
45.2% respectively, while gastroenterology (38.1%) and
nephrology (39.3%) proved most challenging. Infectious dis-
eases exhibited the greatest variability with an interquartile
range of 18.2%, potentially reflecting the rapidly evolving
nature of this field, whereas respiratory medicine showed the
most consistent performance across models with an IQR of
11.3%.

The performance distribution analysis for the top 10 models,
depicted in Figure [/| reveals important consistency patterns.
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Fig. 2. Overall model performance across all medical specialties and professional levels, ranked by average accuracy with 95% confidence intervals.

The top three models demonstrated narrow performance distri-
butions with interquartile ranges below 8%, indicating robust
performance across diverse question types. Mid-tier models
exhibited greater variability with IQRs ranging from 10-15%,
while outlier performance, both high and low, correlated
strongly with specific specialty weaknesses, suggesting that
model failures are often systematic rather than random.

E. Comparative Performance Profiles

Our comparative analysis provides insights into the dis-
tinct performance profiles of the top five models across all
specialties. Mixtral-8x7B maintains the most balanced profile
across specialties, while DeepSeek-R1-671B shows particular
strength in hematology and cardiovascular medicine. Qwen3-
235B excels in respiratory and neurology domains but under-
performs in gastroenterology. These complementary strengths
suggest potential benefits from ensemble approaches in clinical
applications.

Statistical analysis using pairwise McNemar’s tests con-
firmed that Mixtral-8x7B significantly outperformed all other
models (p < 0.001), with the top five models forming a
distinct performance tier (p < 0.01 versus all others). Within
model families of similar size, no significant differences were
observed (p > 0.05), suggesting that architectural choices
rather than minor parameter variations drive performance dif-
ferences. The Kruskal-Wallis test revealed significant specialty
effects for all models (H = 142.3, p < 0.001), confirming

that medical domain remains a critical factor in model perfor-
mance.

Error analysis of incorrect responses revealed systematic
patterns that provide insights into model limitations. Termi-
nology confusion accounted for 23% of errors, particularly in-
volving similar-sounding medical terms in Chinese. Guideline-
specific errors comprised 18% of mistakes, highlighting chal-
lenges with China-specific clinical protocols. Multi-step rea-
soning failures represented the largest category at 31%, while
negation handling and numerical calculation errors accounted
for 12% and 16% respectively. These error patterns were
consistent across model families but varied in frequency, with
smaller models showing higher rates of terminology confusion
and larger models struggling more with guideline-specific
questions, reflecting the complex relationship between model
scale and medical reasoning capabilities [20]], [24]].

V. DISCUSSION
A. Implications of Performance Variations

Our comprehensive evaluation of 27 LLMs on Chinese
medical examination questions yields several important in-
sights for the deployment of AI in healthcare settings. The
substantial performance gap between the best (74.25%) and
worst (33.68%) performing models underscores the critical
importance of careful model selection for medical applications.
The success of Mixtral-8x7B, despite having fewer parameters
than many competitors, challenges prevailing assumptions
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Fig. 3. Performance heatmap showing accuracy percentages for top 15 models across all medical specialties and professional levels.

about model scaling and suggests that architectural innova-
tions may be more important than raw parameter count for
specialized domains [34]], consistent with recent findings in
medical AT optimization [8]], [36]. This finding has profound
implications for resource-constrained healthcare environments
where computational efficiency must be balanced with perfor-
mance requirements.

The minimal performance difference between attending
and senior physician levels, averaging only 3.3%, suggests
that current LLMs may not adequately capture the nuanced
expertise progression in medical practice. This uniformity
across difficulty levels raises questions about whether models
truly understand medical concepts or primarily rely on pattern
matching from training data. The observation that 31% of
errors involved multi-step diagnostic reasoning supports this
hypothesis, indicating that while models excel at factual recall,
they struggle with the complex reasoning chains characteristic
of expert clinical decision-making. These limitations must be
carefully considered when deploying LLMs in educational
contexts where differentiated assessment across skill levels is
crucial for tracking student progress and identifying knowl-

edge gaps (3], [4].

B. Architectural Advantages and Medical Knowledge Repre-
sentation

The superior performance of mixture-of-experts models,
demonstrating an 18.0% advantage over dense architectures,
provides valuable guidance for future medical Al development.
The sparse activation pattern inherent to MoE architectures
appears particularly well-suited to the modular nature of
medical knowledge, where different specialties require distinct
knowledge bases and reasoning patterns [35], a hypothesis
supported by recent advances in sparse model architectures
[34]. This architectural alignment suggests that the human
organization of medical knowledge into specialties and sub-
specialties may find a natural computational parallel in sparse
models that can selectively activate relevant expert networks.
The weak correlation between model size and performance
(p = 0.42) further reinforces this interpretation, indicating
that domain-specific architectural optimization yields greater
improvements than simple parameter scaling.

The observed performance variations across medical spe-
cialties reveal important patterns in how LLMs encode and
retrieve medical knowledge. The consistently higher perfor-
mance on cardiovascular and neurology questions may reflect
greater representation of these specialties in training corpora,
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possibly due to higher publication volumes and more standard-
ized terminology in these well-established fields. Conversely,
the lower performance on gastroenterology and nephrology
questions suggests either underrepresentation in training data
or inherent complexity in these domains that current architec-
tures struggle to capture. The high variability in infectious
diseases performance (IQR: 18.2%) particularly highlights
the challenge of maintaining current knowledge in rapidly
evolving medical fields, suggesting that static pretraining may
be insufficient for domains where guidelines and treatment

protocols frequently change [20], [21].

C. Clinical Deployment Considerations

While the top-performing models approach or exceed hu-
man attending physician performance on standardized exam-
inations, several factors warrant careful consideration before
clinical deployment. The 25.75% error rate of even the best
model represents significant risk in clinical contexts where
incorrect decisions can have serious consequences. Moreover,
the error analysis revealing that 18% of mistakes related to
China-specific guidelines highlights the critical importance of
localized validation and adaptation [3], [33], reinforcing the
need for culturally-aware medical Al systems [32]. Models
deployed in clinical settings must undergo rigorous safety eval-
uation beyond simple accuracy metrics, including assessment
of failure modes, confidence calibration, and the ability to
recognize and communicate uncertainty.

The black-box nature of LLM decision-making poses par-
ticular challenges for clinical acceptance. Healthcare profes-
sionals require transparency in reasoning processes, especially
for complex diagnostic decisions that may be subject to
legal scrutiny. The observed 23% error rate from terminology
confusion suggests that models may arrive at correct answers
through spurious correlations rather than genuine medical un-
derstanding, potentially leading to catastrophic failures when
encountering edge cases or novel presentations. This inter-
pretability gap necessitates the development of explanation
mechanisms that can provide clinically meaningful justifica-
tions for model predictions, enabling physicians to validate
reasoning and maintain appropriate oversight [2], [30].

D. Limitations and Future Directions

Several limitations of our study merit consideration and
point toward important future research directions. Our eval-
uation focused exclusively on single-choice questions, which,
while standardized and easily quantifiable, may not fully cap-
ture the complexity of clinical decision-making. Real medical
practice involves synthesizing multiple information sources,
considering patient preferences, managing uncertainty, and
adapting to unique clinical presentations that cannot be re-
duced to multiple-choice formats []l, [31]]. Future evaluations
should incorporate more diverse assessment modalities, in-
cluding case-based reasoning scenarios, multi-modal inputs
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combining text with medical imaging, and sequential decision-
making tasks that better reflect clinical workflows.

The static nature of our evaluation, where models processed
questions independently without iterative reasoning or tool
use, may underestimate their potential capabilities. Clinical
practice often involves iterative hypothesis refinement, con-
sultation of reference materials, and collaborative decision-
making that our benchmark does not capture [22[, [23].
Integration with medical databases, the ability to request
clarifying information, and multi-turn interaction capabilities
could substantially improve model performance and clinical
relevance. Additionally, while our focus on Chinese medical
examinations addresses an important gap in non-English medi-
cal Al evaluation, the significant performance impact of China-
specific guidelines suggests that models require careful adap-
tation for different healthcare systems and cultural contexts
[26]]-[28]].

E. Recommendations for Future Development

Based on our findings, we propose several recommenda-
tions for advancing medical Al development. First, future
research should prioritize architectural innovations over pure
scaling, with particular attention to sparse models that can

efficiently encode specialized knowledge. Second, training
curricula should ensure balanced representation across medical
specialties, with dynamic updating mechanisms to maintain
current knowledge in rapidly evolving fields. Third, evaluation
frameworks must expand beyond accuracy metrics to include
robustness testing, uncertainty quantification, and explanation
quality assessment. Fourth, deployment strategies should em-
phasize human-AlI collaboration rather than automation, with
models serving as decision support tools that augment rather
than replace clinical expertise.

The success of efficient architectures like MoE models
suggests promising pathways toward practical deployment in
resource-constrained healthcare settings, particularly in devel-
oping regions where access to computational resources may
be limited [25], [29]. However, the persistent challenges in
handling specialty-specific knowledge and complex reasoning
underscore the need for continued research in medical Al. As
LLMs continue to evolve, regular benchmarking against stan-
dardized medical examinations will be essential for tracking
progress, identifying persistent weaknesses, and ensuring that
these powerful tools are deployed safely and effectively in
clinical practice.
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VI. CONCLUSION

This paper presented a comprehensive evaluation of 27
state-of-the-art Large Language Models on Chinese medical
examination questions, establishing a rigorous benchmark
for assessing Al capabilities in specialized medical contexts.
Through systematic analysis of 2,800 questions spanning
seven medical specialties and two professional levels, we
provide empirical evidence for the current state and limitations
of LLMs in medical question-answering tasks.

Our key contributions include: (1) the introduction of a
carefully curated Chinese medical examination dataset with
granular specialty and difficulty annotations, addressing a
critical gap in non-English medical Al evaluation; (2) compre-
hensive benchmarking revealing substantial performance vari-
ations among models, with accuracies ranging from 33.68%
to 74.25%; and (3) detailed analysis demonstrating that archi-
tectural innovations, particularly mixture-of-experts designs,
can achieve superior performance with fewer parameters than
traditional dense models.

The findings challenge several assumptions in medical Al
development. The weak correlation between model size and
performance (p = 0.42) suggests that simply scaling pa-
rameters yields diminishing returns for specialized medical
tasks. The 15.6% performance advantage of MoE architectures
over dense models indicates that architectural design may
be more critical than raw computational power. Furthermore,
the minimal performance gap between professional levels

raises questions about models’ ability to capture expertise
progression in medical practice.

The implications of this work extend beyond technical
contributions. For medical educators, our benchmark provides
a tool for assessing Al readiness for educational support roles.
For clinicians, the results highlight both opportunities and
limitations of current Al systems in clinical decision support.
For policymakers, the findings emphasize the need for com-
prehensive evaluation frameworks and regulatory standards for
medical Al deployment.

In conclusion, while current LLMs demonstrate impressive
capabilities in medical question-answering, achieving perfor-
mance comparable to human physicians in some domains,
significant work remains before these systems can be safely
and effectively deployed in clinical practice. The path forward
requires not merely larger models, but thoughtful architectural
innovation, careful domain adaptation, and rigorous validation
across diverse medical contexts. Only through such compre-
hensive approaches can we realize the full potential of Al in
advancing healthcare delivery and medical education.
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