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Abstract

The significant gap between rising demands for
clinical training and the scarcity of expert instruc-
tion poses a major challenge to medical educa-
tion. With powerful capabilities in personalized
guidance, Large Language Models (LLMs) offer
a promising solution to bridge this gap. How-
ever, current research focuses mainly on one-on-
one knowledge instruction, overlooking collabo-
rative reasoning, a key skill for students devel-
oped in teamwork like ward rounds. To this
end, we develop ClinEdu, a multi-agent peda-
gogical simulator with personality-driven patients
and diverse student cohorts, enabling controlled
testing of complex pedagogical processes and
scalable generation of teaching data. Based on
ClinEdu, we construct ClinTeach, a large So-
cratic teaching dialogue dataset that captures the
complexities of group instruction. We then train
MedTutor-R1, the first multimodal Socratic tu-
tor designed for one-to-many instruction in clin-
ical medical education. MedTutor-R1 is first
instruction-tuned on our ClinTeach dataset and
then optimized with reinforcement learning, using
rewards derived from a three-axis rubric, cover-
ing structural fidelity, analytical quality, and clin-
ical safety, to refine its adaptive Socratic strate-
gies. For authentic in-situ assessment, we use
simulation-based interactive evaluation that re-
deploys the tutor back into ClinEdu. Experi-
mental results demonstrate that our MedTutor-
R1 outperforms the base model by over 20%
in average pedagogical score and is compara-
ble to 03, while also exhibiting high adaptabil-
ity in handling a varying number of students.
This promising performance underscores the ef-
fectiveness of our pedagogical simulator, ClinEdu.
Code is released at https://github.com/
Zhitao—He/MedTutor-R1.
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1. Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated ex-
traordinary capabilities on tasks requiring deep knowledge
and complex reasoning (OpenAl, 2025} |Google, 2025} |Guo
et al 2025). They are evolving beyond passive tools to
become active collaborators with the potential to provide
personalized guidance (Zhang et al., 2024} [Liu et al., [2024;
Gao et al.,2025; Dinucu-Jianu et al.,2025; |He et al., 2025b)).
This potential is particularly relevant to medical education,
which has long faced the challenge of a noticeable gap be-
tween the availability of high-quality clinical instruction
and the growing demand for training (Ende}, [1983}; |(Okuda
et al., 2009} Safranek et al.l [2023; [Wu et al.| [2024; |Arana
et al., 2025). Expert scarcity limits high-quality teaching,
especially in under-resourced regions. Therefore, low-cost,
professional-grade Al tutors are a promising solution to
advance medical education.

Research in this domain generally falls into two categories:
(1) raw data-driven methods, which train a tutor by col-
lecting large-scale educational data from textbooks, such
as EduChat (Dan et al.l 2023). These methods are lim-
ited by costly data construction and static, unidirectional
interactions. (2) simulation-driven methods, which build
the teaching process through multi-agent simulation. For
example, SocraticLM (Liu et al., 2024)), trained on Dean-
Teacher-Student pipeline with objective questions, cannot
handle dynamic patient cases or complex clinical reasoning.
MEDCO (Wei et al., 2024) extends this by creating a multi-
agent environment with a patient and a radiologist, enabling
repeated case simulations for student. While existing Al
tutors excel at one-on-one knowledge instruction, they ne-
glect collaborative reasoning—a core clinical skill fostered
in group settings such as ward rounds (Wershofen et al.,
2016; |Le et al.l [2024). This pedagogical process aims to
guide joint reasoning and cultivate teamwork, a higher-order
ability beyond simple knowledge transmission.

To create a controllable testbed for this ward round pedagogi-
cal process, we develop ClinEdu, a multi-agent pedagogical
simulator. ClinEdu populates its scenarios with personality-
driven agents and student cohorts from diverse medical
backgrounds, shifting the core challenge from solving ob-
jective problems to navigating the nuances of interactive
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clinical reasoning, which requires the Al tutor to provide
precise and high-order Socratic guidance within chaotic and
subjective information streams. Built on our simulation
environment, we construct ClinTeach, a dataset contain-
ing 48K Socratic teaching dialogues that captures the com-
plexities of group instruction. Notably, teaching multiple
students in clinical settings is significantly more complex
than one-on-one instruction, as the teacher must operate
within a larger strategy space. Therefore, in each dialogue
round, the Al tutor is required to organize its thinking with
<think_history> for the dialogue history, <think_question>
for the current question, <think_student> for individual stu-
dents, and <think_group> for the student group before pro-
viding guidance. This approach enables teachers to reflect
on students’ overall reasoning progress while designing per-
sonalized instructional strategies for each student, balancing
group and individual needs for more efficient and precise
Socratic teaching. Then, we train MedTutor-R1 based on
our ClinTeach dataset, the first multimodal Socratic tutor
designed for one-to-many instruction in clinical medical
education. After instruction fine-tuning to establish internal
thought processes and basic teaching skills, we employ rein-
forcement learning with rewards derived from a three-axis
rubric covering structural fidelity, analytical quality, and
clinical safety to optimize the agent’s strategies, ensuring
its guidance adapts to the dual challenge of addressing indi-
vidual needs while managing the group’s overall dynamic.

We authentically measure the tutor’s in-situ teaching capa-
bilities through a simulation-based interactive evaluation,
which moves beyond static test sets by redeploying the tutor
into our ClinEdu simulation environment. This allows us
to assess the model’s ability to provide heuristic guidance
and personalized instruction during dynamic interactions.
The experimental results validate the superior performance
and adaptive teaching capabilities of our MedTutor-R1 in
complex clinical scenarios. MedTutor-R1 outperforms the
base model by over 20% in average pedagogical score, and
surpassing the performance of 03 in human evaluation. The
tutor also proves highly adaptable to 1-vs-N scenarios and
tailors guidance for diverse LLM-simulated archetypes. Our
contributions can be summarized as:

* We develop ClinEdu, a novel high-fidelity multi-agent
pedagogical simulator, which provides a dynamic
testbed with personality-driven agents and diverse stu-
dent cohorts, enabling controlled testing of pedagogical
processes and scalable data generation.

* We construct ClinTeach, a large-scale Socratic teach-
ing dataset, and use it to train MedTutor-R1, the first
multimodal tutor designed for one-to-many clinical
instruction. We first employ supervised fine-tuning fol-
lowed by reinforcement learning with a custom reward
rubric covering structural fidelity, analytical quality,
and clinical safety.

» Extensive experiments validate the superior and adap-
tive teaching capabilities of MedTutor-R1. By rede-
ploying the tutor into the ClinEdu environment, we as-
sess the dynamic teaching abilities beyond static bench-
marks. Results show that MedTutor-R1 significantly
outperforms the base model by over 20% in average
pedagogical score and surpasses 03 in human assess-
ments, reaffirming the effectiveness of our pedagogical
simulator, ClinEdu.

2. ClinEdu: Modeling the Dynamics of
Clinical Education

In this section, we present ClinEdu, a multi-agent pedagog-
ical simulator. To construct this simulation, we first employ
Question Decomposition (Section[2.T)) to transform static
medical cases into problem-solving steps. We then construct
a cohort of Agent Personas (Section@[) with distinct roles,
and finally establish an Agent Interaction Protocol (Section
to govern their communication.

2.1. Data Preparation

Effective Socratic teaching relies on guiding students
through a sequence of questions. Therefore, as a critical
offline preparation step, following (Liu et al.| 2024)), we
decompose each static question-answer pair from existing
dataset into a list of problem-solving steps, termed Socratic
Steps. This list is not revealed to students but instead serves
as a backend roadmap for the Al tutor. It defines an ideal
reasoning pathway moving from observation (analyzing
evidence), through interpretation (applying medical knowl-
edge), to a conclusion (reaching a diagnosis). We automate
the generation of the Socratic Steps by using an advanced
large language model, guided by the specialized instruction
detailed in Figure[6] We illustrate a question decomposition
example in Figure[/|in Appendix.

2.2. Multi-Agent Initialization

Our simulation environment is composed of a core cohort
of agents, including personality-driven Patients, a diverse
group of Students, and medical Specialist and safety Su-
pervisor. This subsection details the initialization of these
agents, defining how they are endowed with unique roles
and behaviors to collectively create a realistic interactive
environment for clinical teaching.

2.2.1. PATIENT AGENT

While prior research relies on static, objective medical prob-
lems (Dan et al.l 2023} |Liu et al., 2024), authentic medi-
cal education demands diagnosing subjective patients. To
bridge this gap, we introduce a dynamic Patient Agent. Un-
like existing work where one case typically corresponds
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Figure 1. Our ClinEdu framework for clinical ward rounds simulation. The system first samples a case from the original dataset, which is
then decomposed and used to create a patient script. Based on this script, a suitable patient prototype is selected from the patient database.
A team of students with diverse backgrounds is then randomly assembled. The simulation comprises student analysis, tutor guidance and

review, and student query and exploration.

to one patient (Wei et al.} 2024} [Fan et all, [2024), we in-
novatively decouple the objective Patient Script from the
subjective Persona. This modular design allows scripts
and personas to be freely combined, enabling the scalable
generation of diverse clinical scenarios for practice.

Patient Script. As shown on the left side of Figure
the Patient Script serves as the objective fact-base for a
case, designed to be completely decoupled from the agent’s
subjective behavioral persona. We utilize a large language
model to automatically translate original question-answer
data into a first-person, subjective narrative. This process
is governed by key principles, such as factual consistency
and a non-professional perspective, to ensure the narrative’s
authenticity. Each script contains metadata for persona
matching and a narrative core structured as a clinical history,
allowing a single script to be freely combined with various
personas. This enables the scalable generation of diverse
and replayable simulation scenarios. The instruction and an
example are presented in Figure [8]and 0]

Personality Database. The Personality Database is a
reusable library of subjective personas. By decoupling per-
sonality traits from objective medical facts, this database
enables the generation of rich pedagogical scenarios cru-
cial for robustly training the AI Teacher. We automate the
database’s creation by prompting an advanced LLM with
a set of key dimensions—such as occupation, knowledge
level, and personality archetypes. The model then synthe-
sizes these traits into logically cohesive profiles. In total,
we construct a diverse set of 300 personas. Each persona

includes a style prompt to govern agent behavior, as detailed
in Figures [T0]and [TT]

Patient Agent Configuration. Each simulation starts with
a configuration phase that intelligently matches an objec-
tive Patient Script with a subjective Persona. If the script
contains predefined demographics, the system selects a com-
patible persona and overrides its data with the script’s. Oth-
erwise, matching uses compatibility tags. During interac-
tion, the agent’s behavior is governed by core directives. Its
knowledge is strictly limited to the script to prevent fabri-
cation. It synthesizes multiple student queries into a single,
in-character response based on its fact base. The agent must
also redirect irrelevant questions back to the chief complaint
and maintain a non-professional style throughout. Details
of the Patient Agent are provided in Figure[12]

2.2.2. STUDENT AGENT

This Agent is designed to simulate diverse medical stu-
dents for the purpose of training and evaluating the Teacher
Agent’s personalized guidance capabilities. We instruct an
advanced large language model to generate a database of
300 student personas. Each persona is defined by key di-
mensions such as proficiency level, cognitive strengths and
weaknesses, and learning styles, with logical consistency
maintained among these traits to ensure plausible characters.
This is key to developing a Teacher Agent robust enough to
handle diverse learners.

Student Agent Configuration. For each simulation, a co-
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Figure 2. Distribution of Simulated Student and Patient Personas.

hort of Student Agents is formed by randomly selecting per-
sonas from the database. Each agent’s behavior is entirely
driven by its assigned persona, autonomously switching be-
tween two operational modes as shown on the right side
of Figure[I] In Analysis mode, the agent processes case
information and reports its clinical reasoning. In Action
Formulation mode, it responds to the teacher’s guidance by
deciding on next actions, such as questioning the patient or
consulting an expert. This dual-mode design enables the
agent to act as a dynamic participant, adapting to different
pedagogical contexts and enhancing the simulation’s real-
ism and validity. The database construction instructions and
an example are shown in Figure 13| and Figure The
action instructions are presented in Figure[I5|and Figure [16]

2.2.3. SPECIALIST AND SAFETY AGENT

Our system employs a separation of concerns through two
independent agents: a Medical Knowledge Expert (Spe-
cialist Agent) and a Safety and Ethics Supervisor (Safety
Agent). This design decouples medical fact verification
from pedagogical communication review, forming a dual-
filter mechanism. The Specialist ensures factual accuracy,
while the Safety Agent guarantees safety and ethics.

Specialist and Safety Agent Configuration. The Medical
Knowledge Expert (Specialist) is configured to act as an
authoritative knowledge base, providing objective, precise
facts without any guidance. It operates in two mutually
exclusive modes: fact-check mode verifies the teacher’s
statements against case data and corrects errors; knowledge-
query mode answers general medical questions but avoids
case-specific advice to maintain neutrality. The Safety and
Ethics Supervisor (Safety Agent) acts as the final safety filter,

reviewing communication across dimensions such as safety,
ethics, and bias. It flags concerns and suggests revisions
when issues are detected. Leveraging the powerful capabili-
ties of LLMs in professional domains, we employ them for
both roles to enable large-scale, real-time simulation. The
instructions are provided in Figure|l7|and Figure

2.3. Socratic Medical Tutor Simulation for
One-to-Many Instruction

Our tutor acts as an autonomous reasoning agent. Its unique-
ness stems from: a think-before-speaking internal reasoning
mechanism and one-to-many adaptive guidance.

Multi-Dimensional Thinking. This design simulates the
complex internal reasoning of an expert human tutor to
enhance guidance quality and improve interpretability. Its
core is a structured chain of thought using multi-dimensional
analysis tags. The process evaluates dialogue history to track
progress (<think_history>), aligning with teaching ob-
jectives to define goals (<think_question>), analyzing
each student individually (<think_student>), and gen-
erating a group assessment to identify collective blind spots
(<think_group>). This approach enables clear analysis
in complex teaching scenarios, with details in Figure[I9]

One-to-Many Adaptive Guidance. For any team size,
the tutor first generates an analysis for each student (e.g.,
<think_student student_id="Alice">), then
synthesizes these into a group analysis (<think_group>)
to identify collective knowledge gaps or collaborative
hurdles. This enables the tutor to guide the group by
addressing both individual needs and team dynamics.

Agent Configuration in Simulation. To ensure high-
quality guidance, the tutor operates through a closed-loop
guide-review-revise workflow with two core modes. In the
default Guidance Mode, it executes the full thought process
to generate Socratic guidance. If rejected by the Medical
Knowledge Expert or Safety Supervisor, it switches to Revi-
sion Mode to make precise revisions based on the feedback
while preserving its Socratic persona and pedagogical goal.
This dual-mode design ensures all outputs undergo rigorous
quality audit, with revision instructions in Figure

2.4. Interaction Protocol

The interaction flow of the multi-agent simulation is man-
aged by a central Orchestrator and unfolds in a round-based
format. As shown in Figure [T} each round is designed to
mimic a clinical problem-based learning (PBL) discussion
(Wood, |2003)) and is governed by a structured, three-phase
protocol. The first phase is Student Analysis and Reporting,
where students independently assess the case and submit
their analyses. This is followed by the Teacher Guidance
and Review phase, in which the Al teacher provides quality-
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Table 1. Three-Axis Reward Modeling Rubric for Reinforcement Learning Covering Structure, Analysis, and Clinical Safety.

Axis 1: Instruction & Structure Fidelity

IS-1 Structural Integrity: Does the internal monologue contain all required XML tags in the correct order? Is the final output a

well-formed and valid JSON?

IS-2 History & Objective Analysis: Do the <think_history> and <think_question>> tags accurately and concisely summarize

history and align with Socratic steps?

IS-3 Socratic Guidance: Is the final guidance an open-ended, thought-provoking, heuristic question directed at the entire group,

rather than a statement or answer?

Axis 2: Analysis Quality

AQ-1
individual student?
AQ-2
disagreements, and collective blind spots?

Individual Assessment (<think_student>): Is there a separate, insightful, evidence-based, and accurate analysis for each

Group Synthesis (<think_group>): Does it effectively synthesize individual analyses to identify the group’s consensus,

Axis 3: Clinical Accuracy & Safety

CS-1
medical consensus?
CS-2

harmful or misleading suggestions?

Factual Correctness: Is all clinical knowledge (in both monologue and guidance) accurate and aligned with widely accepted

Safety & Triage: Does the guidance unambiguously prioritize patient safety and avoid any clinically inappropriate, potentially

Algorithm 1 Agent Interaction Protocol

1: Input:
Ng: Number of Students,
c: Case from dataset,
Dp: Persona DB, Dg: Student DB
/* — Initialization — */
// Match a persona to the case demographics
2: p + MatchPersona(Dp, c)
// Randomly sample Ng unique students
3: S « Sample(Ds, Ns)
// Initialize Student Agents from profiles
4: {As,} < Initialize(S)
// Load Teacher, Specialist and Safety Agents
5: Ar, Ag, Asup < Load()
/* — Simulation — */

6: procedure RUNSIMULATION(maz_rounds)
7 for r = 1 to max_rounds do
— Phase 1: Student Analysis —
8: mg < RandomPermutation(.S)
9: X < CollectAnalyses (s, context)
— Phase 2: Tutor Guidance & Review —
10: Jdraft < GenerateGuidance(X', Ar)
11: gfinal < ReviewAndFinalize(garaft, A, Asup)
— Phase 3: Student Query & Exploration —
12: Q <« CollectActions({As, }, gfinal)
13: ProcessQueries(Q, Ag, Ap)
14: end for

15: end procedure

controlled Socratic guidance. The round concludes with
the Student Query and Exploration phase, where students
can gather more information from the patient or the medical
expert. This student-teacher-student closed-loop design en-
sures pedagogical soundness and enables real-time dynamic
feedback. The protocol pseudocode is in Algorithm

3. MedTutor-R1 Training

3.1. Instruction-Tuning for Socratic Teaching

We train our model for Socratic multi-student guidance
using the ClinTeach dataset, constructed by simulating So-
cratic interactions based on questions from MedXpertQA
(Zuo et al.,[2025). Our ClinTeach dataset spans 17 special-
ties and 11 body systems, including skeletal, nervous, and
cardiovascular domains. Structurally, it comprises 31,438
single-turn and 17,046 multi-turn dialogues, with the latter
simulating 3-student teaching scenarios spanning up to 5
turns. Detailed dataset statistics are presented in Table [5]

3.2. Reinforcement Learning with Rubric Criterion

After learning teaching strategies and a one-to-many
paradigm via SFT, the model is further optimized through
Reinforcement Learning (RL) to dynamically adapt to di-
verse student inputs and complex clinical situations. Our
rubric-based approach provides a granular, multi-faceted
evaluation instead of a single holistic score. We formalize
this with the reward function R(y|z,R), where y is the
model’s complete output, z is the input context, and R is
our designed rubric. The rubric R is structured along the
three core axes detailed in Table[I} To generate the reward
signal in an automated and scalable manner, we use a power-
ful judge model to score each response, employing distinct
instructions for each evaluation axis to ensure scoring accu-
racy, which are detailed in Figures 22] 23] and[24]

The final reward, Ry, is a weighted sum of individual
criterion scores s;, incorporating a veto mechanism for the
critical set Cyero = {CS-1, CS-2, IS-1} to ensure safety and
instruction adherence (Huang et al.||2025)). The final reward,
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Rinal, 18 calculated as:

Rﬁnal = ( veto) Rbase + I[veto . Pveto (1)

where Py, is a large negative penalty, and I, is an indica-
tor function defined as:

1 if 3i € C\ep such that s; < 0
Hveto = . (2)
0 otherwise

We use the Group Reward Policy Optimization (GRPO)
algorithm (Guo et al.| 2025) to optimize our policy. For
each input question ¢, the model generates a group of G
candidates {01, 02, . ..,0q}. The policy 7y is then updated
by optimizing the following clipped surrogate objective:

mo(0ilq)
A‘:
G Z <7T901d (Ol‘q)

clip (% 1—e 14 e> Ai> - 5DKL(7T9||M)}
3)

Jarro (0

where 7, is the policy before the update, 7 is a frozen
reference policy, A; is the advantage computed for candidate
0;. The details of training can be found in Appendix [C]

4. Simulation-based Interactive Evaluation

While SocraticLM (Liu et al.,|2024) provided useful insights,
its static, single-turn design is insufficient for evaluating
teaching in complex scenarios. Aligning with research that
advocates for interaction-based assessment (Fan et al., [2024;
Mou et al., 2024} Zeng et al.,|2025), we redeploy the model
within the ClinEdu simulation to measure emergent skills
such as strategic adaptation.

Automated Interaction Evaluation. We employ a GPT-
4.1-based LLM-as-a-Judge approach for scalable evaluation.
The tutor model is redeployed into a multi-agent simula-
tion with unseen medical cases, generating dialogue tran-
scripts. An LLM judge then rates the tutor’s performance
on a 1-10 scale across three dimensions: (1) Effectiveness
of Teaching Strategy (ETS): assesses pedagogical quality
in fostering Socratic learning and deep understanding; (2)
Multi-Student Management (MSM): evaluates the tutor’s
ability to guide multiple students while balancing group and
individual needs; (3) Medical Professionalism and Safety
(MPS): measures adherence to medical standards, accuracy,
and ethics. The details are presented in Appendix [E| and
instructions are shown in Figure 24] 25] 26

Human Expert Evaluation. While LLM judges are ef-
ficient, they may miss nuances in medical or pedagogical
contexts. To validate automated scoring, we conduct an
expert evaluation. Three medical education experts assess
a random sample of 50 anonymized dialogues, rating each

dimension (ETS, MSM, MPS) on a 10-point Likert scale.
Inter-rater reliability is calculated to evaluate the alignment
between human and automated evaluations.

Real User Study. Finally, to evaluate the practical utility
and pedagogical impact, we conduct a real-user study with
three medical undergraduates. Participants interact with the
tutor model using our online demo, as illustrated in Figure
then rate the following on a 10-point Likert scale: (1)
Instructional Quality (IQ): assesses the learning process in
group settings, including engagement, individual attention,
and collaborative atmosphere; (2) Interaction Experience
(IE): measures the naturalness, responsiveness, and clarity
of tutor interaction; (3) Overall Recommendation (OR):
reflects overall satisfaction and willingness to recommend
the tutor to peers.

5. Experiment
5.1. Experimental Setup

Datasets. Effective clinical teaching demands reasoning
grounded in multimodal patient data. Thus, we prioritize
datasets with rich contextual information that necessitate
deep reasoning for both model training and evaluation. (1)
MedXpertQA (Zuo et al., 2025) is a benchmark for expert-
level medical reasoning, containing 4,460 high-quality ques-
tions across 17 specialties from exams such as the USMLE.
It includes text and multimodal subsets. For testing, 230
instances are randomly sampled from each subset, with the
remaining 4K cases used for training. (2) MVME (Fan
et al., 2024) consists of 506 real-world medical records
that simulate dynamic doctor-patient consultations. It eval-
uates models using Multi-View criteria covering the entire
diagnostic process. The full dataset is used for testing.

Baseline. We evaluate our model against baselines includ-
ing advanced large language models and domain-specific
educational models. Base Models: Our experiments are con-
ducted on a range of foundation models, including LLaVA-
v1.6-Mistral-7B (Liu et al., 2023), Qwen2.5VL-7B-Instruct
(Bait et al.l 2025), InternVL3.5-8B-Instruct (Wang et al.,
2025)), ol, and GPT-40 (Hurst et al.,|2024). Additionally, we
include DeepSeek-R1 (Guo et al.||2025) in our evaluations,
though it is tested exclusively on text-based data. Agent
for Medical Education: (1) EduChat-R1 (Dan et al.,[2023):
an educational thinking model based on the Qwen3-32B,
trained on a diverse educational corpus for foundational
knowledge and specialized skills such as Socratic teaching.
(2) TutorRL (Dinucu-Jianu et al., [2025): training LLMs
through simulated interactions, optimizing a reward that bal-
ances student success against answer leakage. (3) DRLTutor:
trained directly via reinforcement learning using the GRPO
algorithm (Guo et al.,[2025) on our ClinTeach dataset. (4)
Med-SocraticLM: a medical education version of Socrati-
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Table 2. Performance comparison on various datasets and ablation study of our model. We report the mean performance over three
independent runs, with the corresponding standard deviation indicated by the green values. The best result is bolded.

Model \ MedXpertQA \ MVME
\ ETS MSM MPS \ Avg \ ETS MSM MPS \ Avg
Base Model
LLava-V1.6 545(0.12) 6.15(0.09) 6.02(0.14) | 5.87 | 5.28(0.13) 5.74(0.15) 5.67 (0.08) | 5.56
Qwen2.5VL 7.07 (0.19) 7.04(0.23) 6.78 (0.16) | 6.96 | 6.85(0.21) 7.13(0.23) 6.51(0.15) | 6.83
InternVL-3.5 6.82 (0.23) 6.65(0.15) 6.83(0.21) | 6.77 | 6.53(0.14) 6.41(0.18) 6.35(0.20) | 6.43
DeepSeek-R1 8.12(0.15) 7.84(0.16) 8.07(0.19) | 8.01 | 8.20(0.24) 8.16(0.20) 8.29(0.17) | 8.22
03 8.37(0.10) 8.18(0.14) 8.52(0.12) | 8.42 | 8.41(0.15) 8.23(0.13) 8.60 (0.12) | 8.45
GPT40 8.49 (0.16) 8.26(0.15) 8.34(0.13) | 836 | 8.46(0.16) 8.39(0.14) 8.58(0.09) | 8.47
Agent for Medical Education
DRLTutor 6.98 (0.20) 7.58(0.13) 7.43(0.18) | 7.32 | 6.76 (0.15) 7.25(0.22) 7.22(0.16) | 7.08
TutorRL 7.50 (0.24) 7.49(0.18) 7.26(0.13) | 7.42 | 7.25(0.20) 7.01(0.17) 7.13(0.15) | 7.13
EduChat-R1 6.88 (0.22) 6.95(0.16) 7.37(0.24) | 7.07 | 7.06 (0.28) 6.47 (0.20) 7.41(0.19) | 6.98
Med-SocraticLM | 7.26 (0.17)  7.33(0.15) 7.64(0.19) | 7.41 | 7.42(0.21) 7.18(0.16) 7.25(0.18) | 7.28
MedTutor-R1 8.33(0.12) 8.41(0.09) 8.26 (0.16) | 8.35 | 8.41(0.13) 8.55(0.10) 8.53(0.15) | 8.49
Training Stage
w/o RL 7.58 (0.18) 7.83(0.26) 7.65(0.15) | 7.69 | 7.40(0.24) 7.95(0.19) 7.40(0.21) | 7.58
w/o Thinking 7.82 (0.21) 8.06(0.25) 7.93(0.28) | 7.94 | 7.66 (0.30) 7.87 (0.15) 7.84(0.26) | 7.79
w/ Vanilla reward | 8.05 (0.25) 7.90(0.27) 8.07 (0.18) | 8.01 | 7.79 (0.21) 8.03 (0.30) 7.83(0.27) | 7.88
w/o IS reward 7.95(0.18) 8.32(0.11) 8.20(0.17) | 8.16 | 8.04(0.16) 8.48(0.12) 8.49(0.14) | 8.34
w/o AQ reward 8.12 (0.15) 7.45(0.24) 8.22(0.16) | 7.93 | 8.25(0.19) 7.62(0.28) 8.50(0.13) | 8.12
w/o CS reward 8.28 (0.14) 8.38(0.10) 7.55(0.22) | 8.07 | 8.39(0.14) 8.51(0.11) 7.84(0.19) | 8.25
w/o reward veto 8.30(0.13) 8.39(0.10) 6.92(0.35) | 7.87 | 8.40(0.14) 8.53(0.09) 7.15(0.31) | 8.03
w/ LLava-based 8.13(0.10) 8.16(0.18) 7.85(0.17) | 8.05 | 8.20 (0.15) 7.95(0.16) 7.66(0.13) | 7.94
Multi-agent Simulation Stage
w One-Student 7.58 (0.31) 7.69 (0.25) 8.21(0.34) | 7.86 | 7.47(0.32) 7.42(0.18) 8.17(0.24) | 7.69
w/o Patient 7.91(0.29) 8.16(0.16) 7.88(0.24) | 7.98 | 7.66 (0.35) 7.81(0.21) 7.62(0.15) | 7.70
w/o Specialist 8.32(0.15) 8.29(0.10) 7.81(0.12) | 8.14 | 8.13(0.19) 8.39 (0.14) 7.55(0.20) | 8.03
w/o Supervisor 8.19(0.12) 8.43(0.14) 7.73(0.19) | 8.08 | 7.92(0.20) 8.45(0.16) 7.83(0.18) | 8.20
cLM (Liu et al, 2024), trained on nearly 50k single- and Table 3. Results on the medical VQA datasets.
multi-turn dialogues grounded in the MedXpert dataset. We
use Qwen2.5VL-7B-Instruct as our base model. Model | MedXpertQA  MMMU _ PMC-VQA
MedTutor-R1 25.10 58.82 56.30
. . w/o RL 20.80 54.73 52.28
5.2. Main Results and Ablation Study w/ LLava-based 2767 5638 53.09
Qwen2.5VL 18.39 52.61 48.15

(1) MedTutor-R1 outperforms other medical educa-
tion agents, achieving the highest average scores on both
datasets. On MedXpertQA, its score surpasses the Tu-
torRL by over 12%. Furthermore, this represents a signifi-
cant 20% performance improvement over our base model,
Qwen2.5VL. This lead underscores the superior effective-
ness of our training framework in cultivating advanced
medical teaching capabilities. Additionally, as shown in
Table [3] our model maintains robust performance across
multiple medical VQA benchmarks. (2) MedTutor-R1
achieves performance competitive with GPT-40. Our
model notably surpasses GPT-40 in the MSM metric on
both datasets, demonstrating that our method exhibits strong

student management capabilities in complex reasoning sce-
narios. (3) MedTutor-R1 demonstrates low variance in
performance, exhibiting greater stability than most base-
lines. Its standard deviation for the average score on MedX-
pertQA is 0.12, and notably lower in the MSM, which is
0.09 on MedXpertQA. These among-the-lowest observed
values confirm that our model’s superior performance is not
only significant but also highly reliable. (4) Our ablation
study highlights the effectiveness of key components in
both the training and simulation stages. Removing the RL
framework during training causes the largest performance
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Figure 3. Analysis of model robustness and adaptability across various student agents.

drop to an average of 7.58. Furthermore, our custom re-
ward rubric outperforms the LLaVA-based reward strategy,
validating the superiority of our specific reward design. In
simulation the single-student configuration performs worst
confirming multi-agent advantages.

5.3. Human Evaluation

Table 4. Experimental results of human expert evaluation and real
user study. We report the average of human scores.

Model \ Human Expert Evaluation Real User Study

| ETS MSM MPS Avg | IQ IE OR  Avg
LLava 532 585 602 573|454 467 358 426
Qwen 6.77 6.15 642 636 | 691 543 512 582
03 849 839 8.7 852|872 835 839 847
TutorRL 648 672 686 6.69 | 6.78 685 627 6.63
EduChat-R1 673 621 651 648 | 6.64 619 653 645
Med-SLM 705 7.04 738 7.6 | 648 672 645 655
MedTutor-R1 | 8.63 8.87 842 864 | 896 823 858 859

(1) High Scores in Expert Evaluation. The results from
our human expert evaluation corroborate the findings from
the automated assessments, confirming the superior peda-
gogical quality of our model. As detailed in the Table
MedTutor-R1 achieves the competitive average score. This
performance not only surpasses the strong baseline model
03 but also creates a substantial lead over all other special-
ized agents. The box plot in Figure 5] visually reinforces
this conclusion, showing that our MedTutor-R1 receives
consistently higher and more tightly distributed ratings from
experts compared to all other models, including the 03 and
strong baseline Med-SocraticLM. (2) Top Ratings in Real
User Study. The real user study further reinforces our
model’s practical utility and positive reception among med-
ical students. The data reveals that MedTutor-R1 is the
definitive user favorite. The bar chart in Figure [5] visually
summarizes this clear user preference. This indicates that
students not only find the learning process effective but are
also the most likely to recommend our tutor to their peers.

-o- GPT40 --=- QwenVL Med-SocraticLM  —¢— OQurs
8.5 [ )
T o oo Sl s <l (D
8.0 ) S —
2
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Figure 4. Evaluating model performance with an increasing num-
ber of students.

To ensure reliability, we calculated the inter-annotator agree-
ment, yielding a Fleiss’ x of 0.79.

5.4. Robustness Analysis

To evaluate our model’s robustness and its capacity for dif-
ferentiated, Socratic instruction, we test its performance
against student agents of varying capabilities. The results in
the Table[IT]and the radar charts in Figure [3|clearly demon-
strate our model’s superior adaptability. While the perfor-
mance of other specialized agents such as Med-SocraticLM
fluctuates significantly depending on the student model, our
model maintains consistently high average scores across
all student types, ranging from 8.15 to 8.43. This stability
is visually affirmed by the radar charts, where our model’s
performance polygon is consistently large and well-formed,
closely tracking the top-tier GPT-40 baseline. This indi-
cates that our model has successfully learned to tailor its
Socratic guidance to diverse student needs, proving its ro-
bustness for “’teach-to-the-student” scenarios where other
agents struggle.
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5.5. Scalability Analysis

Our model demonstrates robustness in multi-student
scenarios. To assess stability, we conducted experiments
by varying the number of interacting students from 1 to 10.
The results, detailed in Table|10|and visualized in Figure El,
reveal a distinct performance divergence. MedTutor-R1 ex-
hibits exceptional resilience, mirroring the proprietary GPT-
40 by maintaining an average score consistently around
8.20, even as the class size expands to ten. In stark contrast,
baseline models suffer a significant “performance cliff” be-
yond three students, with scores for Med-SocraticLM and
QwenVL dropping by nearly 15% (from ~7.5 to < 6.7).
This degradation indicates that standard multimodal mod-
els struggle with context dilution in larger groups, losing
track of individual student states. Conversely, our model
successfully disentangles complex multi-agent interactions,
validating the effectiveness of our training strategy.

6. Related Work

LLM for Medical Education. Al is transforming medi-
cal education from static models to dynamic, personalized
learning paradigms through intelligent tutoring (Thompson
et al.,2025; Roveta et al., [2025; |Wolthusen et al., 2025} Xie
et al.f [Liu et al| 2025)). Key innovations such as Virtual
Patients (VPs) provide interactive, risk-free environments
for practicing clinical skills such as diagnosis and treatment
planning (Narayanan et al., [2023; |[Borg et al., 2025). Al-
powered adaptive platforms analyze learner performance
to recommend personalized modules, acting as digital men-
tors that offer real-time feedback on diagnostic images and
expose students to diverse cases (Sriram et al.,[2025). In sur-
gical training, Al-driven simulators enable safe, repeatable,
and objective skill mastery (Virtamed, [2025; |Surgeonslab),
2025). Additionally, Al enhances assessment by analyzing
learner performance in simulations and evaluating clini-
cal documentation, offering a more objective measure of
clinical reasoning. This approach democratizes access to
high-quality training, providing equitable learning opportu-
nities for medical students globally (Paranjape et al.,|2019;
University, [2025)). However, challenges remain in the cost,
interpretability, and personalization of Al in medical ed-
ucation (Roveta et al., [2025). Our work aims to address
these by developing cost-effective, interpretable, and highly
personalized Al-driven tools that can provide individualized
guidance to multiple learners simultaneously, enhancing
both effectiveness and accessibility.

Multi-Agent Education Simulation. LLM-based simu-
lations offer dynamic systems that surpass pre-scripted in-
teractions by generating novel queries and emergent group
dynamics (Zhang et al.| 2024} |Martynova et al., [2025; |He
et al., 2023} |Aperstein et al |2025; He et al.| 2025a; [Yang
et al., 2025} He et al.;,|2024). A dominant approach is Multi-

Agent Systems (MAS), where LLM-powered agents assume
diverse roles such as teachers or students (Martynova et al.,
2025}k ILi et al.l 2024; Fan et al.| [2024; |Zhou et al., 2025)),
allowing instructors to simulate classes to anticipate po-
tential learning challenges. For instance, PEERS (Arana
et al.} 2025) generates human-like classroom discussions,
while SimClass (Zhang et al.l 2024) models dynamic peer-
to-peer interactions. (Meincke & Carton, 2024)) introduce a
reflective practice loop that accelerates teacher development,
demonstrating a high correlation between GPT-4 feedback
and human ratings. MEDCO (Wei et al., 2024)) simulates
a clinical team to improve students’ diagnostic skills. In
contrast, we develop medical education simulations to repli-
cate authentic teacher-student dialogues in clinical teaching,
training personalized medical tutors to enhance educational
equity and accessibility.

Personalized Teaching Agent. Traditional classroom teach-
ing often fail to address individual differences, while one-on-
one tutoring, though highly personalized, remains inaccessi-
ble due to its high cost (Wang et al., [2024; Kamalov et al.,
2025). WikiHowAgent (Pei et al.| 2025) leverages a multi-
agent system to enhance procedural knowledge learning,
enabling dynamic interactions and generating large-scale
teaching data to evaluate LLM effectiveness for personal-
ized learning. CodeEdu (Zhao et al., [2025)) is a multi-agent
platform focused on programming education, dynamically
adapting to student needs. EduChat (Dan et al.| 2023) is pre-
trained on a large corpus of materials from domains such
as education and psychology. SocraticLM (Liu et al.|, 2024)
is designed for the Socratic thought-provoking teaching
paradigm, which presents a Dean-Teacher-Student multi-
agent pipeline to construct a large-scale Socratic teaching
dialogue dataset for fine-tuning. Agent4Edu (Gao et al.|
2025) is a personalized learning simulator that uses gener-
ative agents, equipped with learner profile, memory, and
action modules, to simulate student response data. MARS
(Zhang et al., |2025)) utilizes a multi-agent system, led by a
Planner, to autonomously devise flexible, task-specific opti-
mization paths. Our work focuses on training an advanced
medical teaching agent within a multi-agent simulation that
replicates authentic one-to-many clinical teaching scenarios,
equipping it with the core capability to provide differenti-
ated Socratic guidance.

7. Conclusion

We present ClinEdu, a novel multi-agent pedagogical sim-
ulator for controlled testing and scalable data generation.
Using it, we build ClinTeach, a large-scale Socratic teaching
dataset, and train MedTutor-R 1—the first multimodal tutor
for one-to-many clinical instruction. MedTutor-R1 is first
instruction-tuned on ClinTeach, then refined via reinforce-
ment learning using a three-axis reward (structural fidelity,
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analytical quality, clinical safety) to enhance its Socratic
adaptability. Evaluation redeploys the tutor into ClinEdu for
in-situ simulation. Results show MedTutor-R1 outperforms
the base model by over 20% in pedagogical score, matches
03, and scales effectively with student numbers, validating
the effectiveness of our pedagogical simulator ClinEdu.

Impact Statement

We are committed to upholding high ethical standards in
developing Al for medical education. Our framework aims
to assist, not replace, human instructors by providing scal-
able clinical instructional tools. We prioritize transparency
and safety, the ClinTeach dataset was curated from publicly
available sources with rigorous anonymization to protect
individual privacy. Regarding the user study involving med-
ical undergraduates (Section 5.3), we obtained informed
consent from all participants and ensured strict anonymity.
Participation was voluntary and involved minimal risk. We
confirm that our research methodology aligns with standard
ethical guidelines for educational technology and prioritizes
the well-being of all subjects.
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A. LLM Usage

In the preparation of this manuscript, we utilized Large Language Models as general-purpose writing assistants. The
scope of the LLM’s assistance was strictly confined to language-level refinements. This included several specific functions:
identifying and correcting grammatical and syntactical errors; suggesting alternative phrasing to improve sentence flow
and coherence; enhancing vocabulary for greater precision and academic tone; and paraphrasing sentences written by the
authors to improve readability.

B. Evaluation Criteria

To provide a comprehensive and detailed assessment of teaching performance, our evaluation framework is built upon three
core dimensions. Each dimension is quantified using a 10-point scoring rubric, covering multiple facets from pedagogical
methods to professional content.

The first dimension is Effectiveness of Teaching Strategy (ETS). This rubric is designed to assess an instructor’s pedagogical
skill in guiding and facilitating group discussions, with a particular emphasis on Socratic questioning and the ability to
stimulate deep peer-to-peer interaction. The specific scoring criteria are detailed in Table

The second dimension, Multi-Student Management (MSM), focuses on the instructor’s ability to manage and regulate the
flow of discussion, balance student participation, and foster a collaborative learning atmosphere in a multi-student setting. A
detailed description of this rubric can be found in Table 8]

The third dimension is Medical Professionalism and Safety (MPS). This is a critical domain that specifically measures
the accuracy of the medical information conveyed, the professionalism of the instructor’s conduct, and the commitment to
patient safety. The scoring details for this standard, including its “critical failure” clause, are presented in Table 9]

Together, these three dimensions form a comprehensive evaluation framework designed to systematically assess teaching
quality from the perspectives of pedagogical technique, classroom dynamic management, and professional content accuracy.

C. Details of Model Training
The Qwen2.5_VL SFT model was developed by fine-tuning the

Qwen/Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct base model using the Llama Table 5. Distribution of dialogue turns in ClinTeach.
Factory framework. We employed a Supervised Fine-Tuning
(SFT) methodology enhanced with Low-Rank Adaptation User Turns Count Percentage

(LoRA). The training was conducted on two NVIDIA H800

) a 1 31,438 64.84%
GPUs and completed in 8 hours. For the traln.lng hyperp.aram- ) 7.843 16.18%
e.ters, we set the LoRA rank () to .8, applying it to all avgllable 3 2,621 541%
linear layers. The model was trained for 3.0 epochs with an 4 5255 10.84%
effective batch size of 16, achieved through a per-device batch 5 1327 2.74%
size of 1 with 8 gradient accumulation steps. A cosine learn-
ing rate scheduler was used, starting from a learning rate of Total 48,484 100%

1.0 x 10~* with a warmup ratio of 0.1. The entire process was
run with BFloat16 (bf16) precision, and the maximum sequence length was capped at 8,000 tokens.

Following the SFT phase, the model was further aligned using Reinforcement Learning, starting from the SFI-tuned
Qwen?2 .5_VL checkpoint. The training was performed using the GRPO algorithm on a setup of 4 NVIDIA H800 GPUs.
For this stage, the model was trained for 150 steps, with the total training time being approximately 10 hours. The actor
model was updated over 15 epochs using an AdamW optimizer with a learning rate of 1.0 x 10~ and a weight decay of
1.0 x 10~2. The training utilized a rollout batch size of 64 and a PPO mini-batch size of 64. To maintain policy stability and
prevent significant deviation from the SFT model, a KL divergence penalty was applied with a coefficient of 1.0 x 1072,
During rollouts, the maximum number of images was limited to 10, with maximum prompt and response lengths set to 4096
and 2048 tokens, respectively.

A key component of this phase was a multi-dimensional, hybrid reward function designed to evaluate the model’s performance
from several critical perspectives. The reward signal was calculated based on three primary axes: Instruction & Structure
Fidelity (IS), Analysis Quality (SGA), and Clinical Accuracy & Safety (CS). The Instruction & Structure Fidelity axis
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was evaluated using a combination of rule-based checks and an LLM judge. IS-1 strictly verified the presence of all
required XML tags and the consistency of student names mentioned, while IS-2 and IS-3 used an LLM to assess the internal
monologue’s alignment with objectives and whether the final output was a valid Socratic question. The Analysis Quality
axis (SGA-1, SGA-2, SGA-3) relied entirely on an LLM judge to score the depth of the model’s analysis of individual
students, group dynamics, and medical imagery. Most critically, the Clinical Accuracy & Safety axis (CS-1, CS-2) employed
a specialized LLM judge to rigorously score the factual correctness and safety of the model’s output. A veto mechanism was
implemented for critical failures: if the model scored negatively on any structural (IS-1) or safety (CS-1, CS-2) criteria, a
large penalty of -15.0 was applied as the final reward. Otherwise, the final reward was the sum of all individual scores. This
comprehensive reward system ensured that the model was optimized not only for instructional quality but also for strict
adherence to safety and structural requirements.

D. Details of Agent Interaction Information Flow

As shown in Figure[I] A single round consists of three distinct, sequential phases: the first is Analysis and Reporting,
where students independently assess the patient’s situation and generate analyses; the second is Teacher Guidance and
Review, where the Al teacher provides Socratic guidance that undergoes rigorous quality control ; the third is Query
and Exploration, where students interact with the patient and a medical expert to gather more information. A complete
simulation round proceeds through the following steps, managed by the Orchestrator:

Phase 1: Analysis & Reporting

* Patient Presents: The round begins with the Patient Agent presenting its current state or chief complaint to the
students.

 Student Analysis: Each Student Agent, in a randomized order, receives the patient’s statement and the current dialogue
history. Based on their unique persona and knowledge profile, they independently generate a clinical analysis. This
analysis is not shared with other students but is sent directly to the Teacher Agent.

Phase 2: Teacher Guidance & Review

¢ Drafting Guidance: The Teacher Agent receives the analyses from all students. It then consults the case’s pedagogical
objectives (Socratic Steps) and generates a draft of a Socratic guiding question designed to steer the group’s collective
thinking.

* Quality Control Loop (Guide-Review-Revise): This is a critical step to ensure quality and safety. (1) Review: The
teacher’s draft is sent to two independent agents for review: the Medical Knowledge Expert (Specialist) for a factual
accuracy check and the Safety & Ethics Supervisor (Supervisor) for a review of tone, ethics, and pedagogical safety.
(2) Decision: If the draft passes both reviews, it is approved and the loop terminates. (3) Revision: If either reviewer
rejects the draft, the Teacher Agent receives specific feedback. It then enters a revision mode, where its task is to
amend the guidance to address the feedback while preserving the original pedagogical goal. This revised draft is then
resubmitted for review. This loop can repeat for a set number of retries.

¢ Final Guidance: Once approved, the final guiding statement is sent to all Student Agents.
Phase 3: Query & Exploration

* Student Action: In response to the teacher’s guidance, each Student Agent formulates actions, which can be one of
two types of queries: (1) Query for Expert: A direct question about general medical knowledge. This is immediately
routed to the Medical Knowledge Expert, which provides a textbook-style answer directly back to the students. (2)
Query for Patient: A clinical question to gather more information about the case. These questions are collected by the
Orchestrator.

» Patient Response: After all students have acted, the collected clinical questions are sent as a batch to the Patient Agent.
It generates a single, coherent response based on its persona and the case facts. This new statement from the patient
concludes the round and serves as the starting point for the next round’s Analysis & Reporting phase.
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E. Details of Automated Simulation Evaluation

The Effectiveness of Teaching Strategy (ETS) metric evaluates the core pedagogical quality of the Al tutor. It assesses the
tutor’s ability to foster a Socratic learning environment that promotes critical thinking and deep understanding, moving
beyond mere information delivery. In our multi-student setting, this also includes the tutor’s skill in facilitating a group
dialogue and using student-generated ideas to guide the conversation. The primary goal is to measure how effectively the
tutor guides students to construct knowledge and reach conclusions independently. The detailed scoring rubric for this
dimension is presented in Table 7}

Handling the complex dynamics of a group setting is evaluated through Multi-Student Management (MSM). While ETS
focuses on the content and method of teaching, MSM assesses the dynamics and logistics of the classroom. This includes
ensuring equitable participation, actively managing the conversational flow to prevent any single student from dominating,
and fostering a truly collaborative, rather than sequential, learning experience. The aim is to assess whether the tutor can be
both collectively productive and individually attentive. A comprehensive breakdown of the MSM scoring criteria can be
found in Table

Ensuring reliability and adherence to professional standards is the function of our most critical metric, Medical Profession-
alism and Safety (MPS). This serves as a foundational check that the tutor’s performance conforms to the high standards
of the medical domain, where accuracy and ethical conduct are paramount. Evaluation within this dimension is threefold,
assessing: (1) the factual accuracy of the medical information provided, (2) the unwavering commitment to patient safety
and ethical principles, and (3) the use of professional, unambiguous language and demeanor. As a high-stakes evaluation, a
single significant error can result in a critical failure. The stringent rubric for MPS is detailed in Table 9]

(a) Human Expert Evaluation (b) Real User Study
<& GPT-4.1 B Human Expert ® Instructional Quality (IQ) ® Interaction Experience (IE)
10 ® Opverall Recommendation (OR)
LLava I—_—|
8
Qwen ——
03 —— - 6
2
TutorRL — g
4
Edu-R1 —— R
Med-SLAM — 2
Ours ’—-_‘
0
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 LLava Qwen 03 TutorRL Edu-R1 Med-SLM Ours

Score Model

Figure 5. Scoring consistency between human experts and LLM on the ETS Metric and Real User Study.

F. Real User Study

The real user study further reinforces our model’s practical utility and positive reception among medical students. The
data reveals that MedTutor-R1 is the definitive user favorite. The bar chart in Figure[5] visually summarizes this clear user
preference. This indicates that students not only find the learning process effective but are also the most likely to recommend
our tutor to their peers. While its Interaction Experience (IE) score is highly competitive, the strong lead in IQ and OR
underscores its success as a pedagogical tool.

G. Case Study

The case study in Figure 28] clearly demonstrates the core pedagogical advantage of our model over the base model, which
lies in its shift from direct knowledge transmission to a constructivist, inquiry-based dialogue. Our model begins by
accurately summarizing the student group’s existing consensus (a focus on soft-tissue injury) and affirming individual
contributions, which effectively fosters a positive, collaborative learning environment. Its key strength is not in revealing the
correct diagnosis outright, but in employing Socratic questioning, such as, “What subtle clues might suggest an alignment
issue?” This guides students to shift their focus from broad inferences to specific radiological evidence, thereby stimulating
critical thinking and the capacity for self-discovery. In contrast, the base model uses a traditional corrective approach,
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directly pointing out the error and providing the answer. While this method is efficient for factual correction, it sacrifices
the opportunity to cultivate the learners’ clinical reasoning and deep analytical skills. Consequently, the “summarize-
affirm-inquire” three-step methodology of our model demonstrates significant superiority in fostering the development of
higher-order thinking skills.

Table 6. Evaluation Framework Metrics and Descriptions

Evaluation Method Metric Description

Effectiveness of Teaching Strategy Assesses pedagogical quality in fostering Socratic
Automated Interaction (ETS) learning and deep understanding.
Evaluation

Multi-Student Management (MSM) | Evaluates the tutor’s ability to guide multiple stu-
dents while balancing group and individual needs.

Medical Professionalism and Safety | Measures adherence to medical standards, accu-

(MPS) racy, and ethics.
Effectiveness of Teaching Strategy Assesses pedagogical quality in fostering Socratic
Human Expert (ETS) learning and deep understanding.
Evaluation ) - ) A
Multi-Student Management (MSM) | Evaluates the tutor’s ability to guide multiple stu-
dents while balancing group and individual needs.
Medical Professionalism and Safety | Measures adherence to medical standards, accu-
(MPS) racy, and ethics.
Instructional Quality (IQ) Assesses the learning process in group settings,
Real User Study including engagement, individual attention, and

collaborative atmosphere.

Interaction Experience (IE) Measures the naturalness, responsiveness, and
clarity of tutor interaction.

Overall Recommendation (OR) Reflects overall satisfaction and willingness to rec-
ommend the tutor to peers.
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Table 7. Scoring Rubric for Effectiveness of Teaching Strategy (ETS)

Score Tier Core Behavioral Description
10 Masterful Socratic Group Facilitator: Flawless Socratic questioning, combined with
Excellent . . .
masterful orchestration of the group dialogue. Connects and contrasts student ideas to
stimulate deep peer-to-peer interaction.

9 Expert Socratic Facilitator: Highly effective Socratic questioning, combined with very
effective facilitation of group discussion. Frequently encourages students to respond to
each other’s ideas.

8 Good Highly Effective Group Guide: Primarily guides through questioning and actively
manages group interaction (e.g., calling on students, inviting peer evaluation).

7 Effective Group Guide: Maintains basic order in group dialogue but occasionally
degenerates into a series of one-on-one Q&As with individual students.

6 . Mixed-Approach Guide: Shows some group awareness, but interaction is mostly

Satisfactory . .
limited to the most active students.

5 Passive Facilitator: Shows almost no active group management; the conversational flow
is entirely student-led.

Individual Responder: Ignores the group context, treating the dialogue as a series of
Needs Improvement . P g ic group g J
independent one-on-one conversations.

3 Lecturer: Relies on one-way lecturing, ignoring student responses.

2 Poor Conversation Stopper: Immediately gives the correct answer, terminating all discussion.

1 Counterproductive Facilitator: Teaching actions are counterproductive or damage the

discussion atmosphere.
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Table 8. Scoring Rubric for Multi-Student Management (MSM)

Score

Tier

Core Behavioral Description

10

Excellent

Masterful Group Orchestrator: Perfectly balances collective productivity and indi-
vidual attention. Seamlessly ensures equitable and meaningful participation, actively
includes quiet students, and masterfully turns disagreements into learning opportunities
for the group.

Expert Facilitator: Consistently fosters a collaborative atmosphere, efficiently manages
turn-taking, and actively balances student participation. Clearly connects different
viewpoints.

Good

Highly Effective Manager: Proactively manages student interaction, effectively pre-
venting any single student from dominating the discussion.

Effective Manager: Consciously involves multiple students, though the method might
be slightly mechanical (e.g., round-robin questioning), it is generally effective.

Satisfactory

Passive Facilitator: Responds to interactions but rarely guides them proactively. Tends
to respond to the most active students; participation may be unbalanced.
Inconsistent Management: Shows almost no active management. The flow and partici-
pation are entirely student-led, lacking any evidence of facilitation skills.

Needs Improvement

Individual Responder: Ignores group dynamics entirely, treating the conversation as a
series of separate one-on-one dialogues.

Unbalanced Attention: Consistently interacts with only one or two students, completely
ignoring other members of the group.

Poor

Creator of Chaos: Fails to control the discussion, leading to a chaotic, off-topic, or
stalled conversation.

Detrimental Manager: Management actions are detrimental to the learning atmosphere
(e.g., misattributing a student’s idea).
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Table 9. Scoring Rubric for Medical Professionalism and Safety (MPS)

Score Tier Core Behavioral Description
10 Exemplary Medical Professional: Flawless. All information is 100% accurate and
Excellent . . . .

up-to-date. Astutely identifies and corrects all student errors. Consistently champions
patient safety and ethics. Communication is a model of professional clarity and empathy.

9 Consistently Professional and Safe: All information is accurate, safe, and reliable.
Reliably corrects students’ critical errors.

8 Good Reliable and Professional Clinician: Core medical information is accurate and guidance
is safe. Corrects most significant student errors.

7 Generally Safe and Accurate: No safety or ethical issues. Knowledge is generally
accurate, with potential minor omissions on non-critical points.

6 . Acceptable with Minor Flaws: Core guidance is safe but may contain non-critical

Satisfactory . .. .

factual errors or fail to correct some non-critical student mistakes.

5 Borderline Professionalism: No direct safety risk, but communication is sometimes
ambiguous or overly casual, or lacks sufficient empathy.
Concerning Lapses: Contains one or more significant factual inaccuracies that reflect a

Needs Improvement . . . .

knowledge deficit, even if not immediately harmful.

3 Negligent or Ethically Questionable: Fails to correct a critical student error that could
impact patient care, or makes ethically questionable suggestions.

2 Poor Unprofessional and Inaccurate: Contains multiple severe factual errors or demonstrates
a clear lack of professionalism.

1 Unsafe or Unethical (CRITICAL FAILURE): Provides ANY information or guid-

ance that is actively dangerous, unethical, or could lead to patient harm. This
constitutes a critical failure and mandates a score of 1, overriding all other consid-
erations.
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Table 10. Automated simulation evaluation of teaching effectiveness with varying student numbers.

‘ Number = 1 Number =2 Number = 4
Model

| ETS MSM MPS Avg | ETS MSM MPS Avg | ETS MSM MPS Avg
QwenVL 719 690 689 699|701 729 682 704|701 725 646 691
GPT-40 812 7.60 868 813|851 765 862 826|833 843 841 839
Med-SocraticLM | 7.36 726 7.55 739 | 7.54 734 770 7.53 | 738 748 71.52 746
Ours | 805 831 812 816|826 820 811 819|825 830 837 83l
Model ‘ Number = 6 Number = 8 Number = 10

| ETS MSM MPS Avg | ETS MSM MPS Avg | ETS MSM MPS Avg
QwenVL 6.54 646 668 656|638 613 629 627605 602 625 6.11
GPT-40 836 839 836 837|849 824 834 836|853 843 831 842
Med-SocraticLM | 7.16 720 7.12 7.16 | 6.78 705 6.80 6.88 | 6.57 686 6.57 6.67
Ours | 823 816 824 821|805 831 811 816|812 821 825 819

Table 11. Evaluating model robustness and adaptability across diverse student agents.
Model ‘ Student = LLava Student = QwenVL Student = InternVL

| ETS MSM MPS Avg | ETS MSM MPS Avg | ETS MSM MPS Avg
QwenVL 644 673 655 657|688 617 730 678|718 589 741 683
GPT4o 830 826 784 833|836 845 842 847|803 765 864 8.09
Med-SocraticLM | 7.51  7.05 742 733 |7.67 7.8 7.58 748|753 727 742 741
Ours | 808 824 818 817|822 836 834 831|806 823 815 815
Model ‘ Student = DeepSeek-R1 Student = GPT-40 Student = Mixture

| ETS MSM MPS Avg | ETS MSM MPS Avg | ETS MSM MPS Avg
QwenVL 6.55 680 667 667|707 704 678 696|706 770 706 7.27
GPT-40 844 849 850 819|847 818 834 833|847 807 860 868
Med-SocraticLM | 7.36 722 743 734 | 776 733 764 758 | 789 746 7.63 7.66
Ours | 818 827 826 824|823 841 826 830|835 849 846 843

P
Instruction for Question Decomposition

You are an expert clinical reasoning analyst. Your specialty is deconstructing complex medical problems, which may
include patient history, physical exam findings, lab results, and multiple images, into their core, logical, and learnable
components.

Your task is to take a medical case, provided as a single JSON data point, and break down the entire diagnostic
reasoning process into a series of essential, objective problem-solving steps. If multiple images are involved, your
steps must reflect the logical progression of analyzing them. Your output must be completely neutral and analytical.

You will receive a single JSON object. You must analyze information from the following key fields:
1. question (string): The complete clinical vignette, ending with the main question.

20



MedTutor-R1: Socratic Personalized Medical Teaching with Multi-Agent Simulation

2. answer: The correct answer.
3. images (array of strings): A list containing the unique IDs (e.g., filenames) of one or more images associated with
the case.

Output Format Requirements:

Your final output must be a single, well-formatted JSON array. Each object within the array represents a single step
and must contain:

1. key question: (String) A neutral, objective question defining the sub-problem.

2. step summary: (String) A concise explanation of this step’s purpose.

3. associated image id: (String or null) The unique ID of the image this step refers to. If the step is a general reasoning
question not tied to a specific image, this value must be null.

Key Generation Principles:

1. Holistic Analysis Principle: Your first step should always be to synthesize the key information from the entire
clinical vignette to form an initial overall assessment.

2. Image Specificity Principle: If a case involves multiple images, your key question for any image-based observation
MUST be specific about which image the student should look at (e.g., In the Chest X-ray (image A)..., Comparing the
CT scan (image B) to the X-ray (image A)...). Furthermore, you MUST populate the associated image id field with
the correct image ID for that step.

3. The Chain of Reasoning Principle: The logical flow of your steps should generally follow the conceptual path of
Observation-Interpretation-Conclusion. Think of this as a guiding framework for the flow of thought, not a rigid,
fixed-step template.

4. The Necessary Steps Principle: Focus only on the most critical reasoning steps required to solve the problem. Avoid
trivial, redundant, or irrelevant side-steps. Each key question should represent a necessary milestone on the path to the
final answer.

5. The Complexity-Driven Step Count Principle:

(1) The number of steps MUST be determined by the complexity of the problem. Do not force every problem into a
fixed number of steps.

(2) A simple identification task might only require 2 steps. A complex differential diagnosis with multiple findings
might require 5 or more.

(3) Your goal is to identify the most concise number of steps that are essential to logically and completely solve the

problem.

Figure 6. Instruction for question decomposition (truncated).
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p
Example of Problem Decomposition

CROSS-TABLE

Figure A Figure B

Question: A 26-year-old man falls from a ladder, landing on his outstretched right hand. He is evaluated in the
emergency department and diagnosed with a closed elbow injury without neurovascular compromise. Radiographs are
obtained and shown in Figures A and B. During surgery, a sequential approach is used to address each aspect of the
injury. Which surgical step is considered to contribute the most to rotatory stability?

Answer Choices: (A) Lateral collateral ligament complex repair or reconstruction (B) Capsular plication (C)
Radial head replacement (D) Radial head ORIF (E) Medial collateral ligament complex reconstruction.

Socratic Steps:

1. Key question: What are the key aspects of the injury from the clinical vignette, and what is the primary question
regarding surgical intervention?

Step summary: This step synthesizes the patient’s history, mechanism of injury, and the main surgical question
presented. It identifies the concern for rotatory stability in the context of elbow injury and surgical repair.
Associated image: None.

2. Key question: In the lateral elbow radiograph (Figure A), what are the important findings that indicate the nature
of the injury?

Step summary: This image analysis step aims to reveal specific radiographic evidence of injury, such as fractures or
disruptions to the architecture, which necessitate surgical intervention focusing on stabilizing the elbow joint.
Associated image: Figure A.

3. Key question: Observing the cross-table lateral elbow radiograph (Figure B), how does this view complement the
understanding of the injury?

Step summary: Here, the task is to integrate findings from the second perspective to provide a comprehensive view
of the elbow’s status, focusing on the collateral ligaments and joint alignment which are critical for rotatory stability.
Associated image: Figure B.

4. Key question: Among the surgical options provided, which intervention is most directly responsible for enhancing
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rotatory stability of the elbow?

Step summary: This final analytical step requires evaluating each surgical option’s impact on joint stabilization. The
role of lateral collateral ligament complex repair or reconstruction is highlighted as the key to improving rotatory
stability.

Associated image: None.

Figure 7. Example of problem decomposition. The original question-answer pair is sampled from MedXpertQA (Zuo et al., [2025). We

utilize advanced large language models to automate the process of problem decomposition, followed by manual quality assessment.

p
Instruction for Patient Script Generation

You are a professional Patient Profile Creator. Your specialty is not writing linear scripts, but taking objective medical
case information and a pedagogical outline (the Socratic Steps, designed for a teacher) and constructing a collection
of subjective memories, feelings, and concerns that a real patient would have.

Your task is to receive an [Original QA] data point (which may contain a full clinical vignette) and a [Socratic Steps]
list. From these inputs, you must generate a personality-neutral, patient-centric JSON data structure, which we will
call a Patient Fact-base. This Fact-base must NOT contain any behavioral personality traits (e.g., anxious, stoic) but
MUST preserve any demographic facts (age, gender) if they are present in the source material.

This Fact-base must NOT contain any traces of the pedagogical steps or professional guidance. It should only contain
information that a layperson with no medical training would know and express about their own condition.

Input Schema:
You will receive a single JSON object containing the following:

{

"original_ga": {

"question": "string (This contains the full clinical vignette and the final
— question)",

"answer": "string",
"images": ["string", "..."]

by

"socratic\_steps": [
{ "key_qguestion": "string", "step_summary": "string" },

// ... more steps

}
You MUST strictly follow the JSON structure below for your output.
{

"case_id": "string",
"metadata": {
"case_title": "string",

// This demographics field is OPTIONAL.
// Include it ONLY IF age/gender are explicitly mentioned in the source

<~ original_ga.
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"demographics": {
"age": "number",
"gender": "string"

}s

"case_attributes": {
"modality": "string | null",
"body_part": "string",
"compatible_persona_tags": ["string", "..."]
}

by

"patient_fact_base": {

"chief_complaint": "string",
"history_of_present_illness": "string",
"symptom_details": "string",
"patient_concerns": "string",
"related_images": [
{
"image_id": "string",
"patient_perception": "string"

}

Key Generation Principles

1. Demographic Handling Principle (Most Important):

(1) Carefully scrutinize the original _qa.question text. If it contains explicit demographic information (e.g., A 62-year-
old woman...”), you MUST extract this information and place it in the metadata.demographics field in your output.
(2) If the source data is abstract (e.g., ”An X-ray shows...”), you MUST OMIT the metadata.demographics field
entirely from your output.

(3) In either case, you must always generate case_attributes.compatible_persona_tags to reflect the specific (e.g.,
”Senior Female”) or general (e.g., ”Adult”) nature of the case.

2. The Patient’s Perspective Principle: All generated text within patient_fact_base must be from the subjective,
first-person viewpoint of a layperson. Imagine you are the patient telling your story.

3. No Medical Jargon Principle: Strictly avoid professional terminology. Use everyday language, analogies, and
emotional expressions.

4. Narrative Cohesion Principle: The chief_complaint, history, symptoms, and concerns must all weave together to tell
a single, coherent story.

5. Grounded in Facts Principle: The narrative you create must be a truthful (though subjective) reflection of the
information contained in the original_ga and implied by the socratic_steps. Do not fabricate core medical facts.

Figure 8. Instruction for patient script generation (truncated).

[ Example of Patient Script

Case: A 26-year-old man falls from a ladder, landing on his outstretched right hand. He is evaluated in the emergency

department and diagnosed with a closed elbow injury without neurovascular compromise. Radiographs are obtained
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and shown in Figures A and B. During surgery, a sequential approach is used to address each aspect of the injury.

Case ID: Example_fact_base

Metadata
Demographics:

Age: 26

Gender: Male

Case Attributes:
Modality: X-ray

Body Part: Elbow
Compatible Persona Tags:

* Young Adult Male

¢ Accident Victim

Patient Fact Base

Chief Complaint:

I fell off a ladder and landed on my right hand, and now my elbow really hurts.

History of Present Illness:

I was working on some repairs when I lost my footing and came crashing down, hand-first. Ever since, my elbow’s
been sore and I ended up at the emergency room. The doctors checked me out and said nothing’s broken too badly,
but they’re worried about the elbow itself.

Symptom Details:

My elbow hurts, especially when I try to move it. The pain isn’t sharp or shooting, just this constant, uncomfortable
feeling I can’t shake.

Patient Concerns:

I’m worried about how long this is going to keep me from going back to work. Also, I'm trying to understand what
they mean by ’stability’ when they talk about my elbow. Can I still use my arm like before?

Related Images

Image ID: Figure A

Patient Perception: They took this picture pointing to the side. I could see my bone, which was kind of cool but
confusing.

Image ID: Figure B

Patient Perception: This other angle helped them check something they called the alignment. I’m just hoping they
see what they need to fix me up right.

Figure 9. Example of a patient script. The original question corresponds to the one presented in Figure
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Instruction for Patient Personality Database Construction

You are a creative Virtual Character Sociologist and Persona Architect. Your specialty is observing human society and,
based on a rich library of materials, creating diverse, deep, and logically consistent character profiles.

Your task is to, based on the Creative Material Library provided below, creatively generate a batch of n unique and
diverse virtual patient profiles (Personas). The final output must be a JSON array containing n individual JSON objects.

When creating characters, please draw inspiration from the following categories and combine them in logical, creative
ways. You do not have to use the exact words from the list, but the generated characters should fit the style of these
categories.

A. Occupation/Background

A.1 Manual Labor: Construction Worker, Farmer, Delivery Driver, Factory Operator, Restaurant Waiter
A.2 Professional/Technical: IT Engineer, Accountant, Lawyer, Designer, Scientific Researcher

A.3 Public Service: Retired Teacher, Civil Servant, Police Officer, Doctor/Nurse

A .4 Business/Service: Company Manager, Salesperson, Chef, Real Estate Agent

A.5 Other: University Student, Homemaker/Stay-at-home Parent, Retiree, Unemployed Youth

B. Knowledge Level

B.1 Medical Novice: Knows nothing about medicine, completely relies on the doctor. (Doctor, whatever you say
goes.)

B.2 Internet Self-Diagnoser: Likes to search for their symptoms online and comes to the doctor with a preliminary
hypothesis. (I looked it up online, and I think my symptoms match XXX disease. Do you agree?)

B.3 Wellness Guru / Folk Remedy Enthusiast: Believes in various folk remedies or health supplements, may be
skeptical of Western medicine. (My neighbor said eating XXX can cure this.)

B.4 The Pragmatist: Doesn’t care about complex medical principles, just wants to know the outcome and the solution.

(Don’t give me the complicated details, just tell me how to fix it.)

C. Core Personality Archetype

C.1 The Anxious Worrier: Is extremely concerned about every little thing, asks questions incessantly, always imagines
the worst-case scenario.

C.2 The Stoic Endurer: Is introverted, can tolerate pain well, is not good at describing complex feelings, and uses few
words.

C.3 The Optimist: Is positive and cooperative, likes to joke, and appears relaxed even if the situation is not good.
C.4 The Skeptic/Complainer: Is not very trusting, feels like something is wrong everywhere, and likes to complain
about the environment, the process, or others.

C.5 The Dramatizer: Describes their symptoms and feelings with great exaggeration, has large mood swings, and
wants to be the center of attention.

C.6 The Inquisitive Analyst: Is academically curious about their condition, asks questions like they are conducting

research, and wants to understand all the details and mechanisms.

D. Attitude towards Doctors
D.1 The Authority Worshipper: Completely believes whatever the doctor says, afraid to have any questions. (You’re
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the expert, we’ll listen to whatever you say.)

D.2 The Cooperative Partner: Views the doctor as a partner in problem-solving, is actively cooperative. (Doctor, we
need to work together on this. What do you need me to do?)

D.3 The Cautious Skeptic: Has reservations about the diagnosis and treatment plan, may seek a second opinion. (Are
you sure about this diagnosis?)

D.4 The Efficiency-Driven Patient: Views the medical visit as a task to be completed efficiently, doesn’t want to waste
time. (Can we speed this up, doctor? I have a meeting later.)

Output Format Requirements:
The final output must be a JSON:

{

"persona_id": "string (A unique ID for the persona, please create one)",
"demographics": { "name": "string (An appropriate name)", "age": "number (An
— appropriate age, must be 4-18)", "gender": "string (Male/Female)" },
"background": { "occupation": "string", "education_level": "string", "description":
— "string (A short character biography)" },
"personality_traits": { "core_archetype": "string", "communication_style": "string
— (A summary of their speaking style)", "attitude_towards_doctors": "string" },
"style_prompt_for_1lm": "string (The core performance instruction for the LLM

— playing this role)",
"persona_tags": ["string", "..."]

}

Key Generation Instructions

1. ID Generation: The persona_id MUST be a common English name. The chosen English name must match the
gender.

2. High Diversity: You MUST ensure that the 1 generated characters have a high degree of diversity in age, occupation,
personality, and attitude. Avoid repetition.

3. Logical Cohesion: The various traits of a character must be logically connected. For example, a Retired Teacher
should likely have an education_level of University.

4. Quality of style_prompt_for_llm: This is the most important field. You must synthesize all the character’s traits into
a vivid, specific, and actionable performance instruction that clearly tells another LLM how it should speak, what it
cares about, and its unique linguistic habits.

5. Extraction of persona_tags: Based on all the traits you’ve generated, extract precise tags for each character to
facilitate system filtering.

6. Modularity and Adaptability Principle: When writing the style_prompt_for_llm, your description needs to be
specific enough to reflect the character’s full identity (e.g., As a retired teacher, you...), but its core behavioral pattern
(e.g., anxiety, getting to the bottom of things) should be clearly discernible. This allows the system to identify and
potentially apply this behavioral pattern to other similar characters when handling special cases that come with
pre-defined patient info.

Figure 10. Instruction for patient personality database construction.
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Example of a Patient Persona

Persona ID: persona_cc8d3185-1902-40c8-a544-df17e86290f1

Demographics
Name: Linda
Age: 61
Gender: Female

Background

Occupation: Retired Teacher

Education Level: University

Description: Linda taught middle school English for over thirty years before retiring recently. She is well-read, values
logical explanations, and is accustomed to asking thorough questions to understand topics in detail. In retirement,
Linda volunteers at the local library book club and enjoys solving crossword puzzles.

Personality Traits

Core Archetype: The Inquisitive Analyst

Communication Style: Linda speaks with clarity and uses precise language, often referencing articles or research she
has read. She is methodical in her inquiries, preferring to break down complex issues into manageable questions. She
may take notes during conversations and expects thoughtful, evidence-based answers.

Attitude Towards Doctors: The Cooperative Partner

Style Prompt for Patient Agent

As Linda, a 61-year-old retired teacher with a university education, you are highly analytical and detail-oriented. You
approach your medical visit as an opportunity to understand your condition on a deeper level, frequently asking for
the reasoning behind each diagnosis and treatment. Engage with the doctor in a respectful, team-oriented manner,
but do not shy away from probing questions or referencing information you’ve encountered in books or articles. Use
precise language, occasionally jot down notes, and communicate with polite persistence, always seeking clarity and

evidence-based explanations.

Persona Tags
* retired teacher
* female senior
* high education
* curious
* analytical
* cooperative
* detail-oriented
* evidence-seeking

¢ methodical
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Figure 11. Example of a patient persona.

Instruction for Patient Action

You are an Al simulation actor specializing in playing Standardized Patients. Your task is not to function as an Al
assistant, but to become the person described in your script, experience their medical condition, and communicate as
they would, based on their unique personality and memories.

You must strictly adhere to the following rules during your interaction with the student team:

Rule A: Deep Role-Playing

You must fully immerse yourself in your persona. Speak and react using the tone, habits, and thought processes
described in the style_prompt_for_llm. At the same time, your objective reality and everything you know about your
condition is defined entirely by your case_facts.

Rule B: Opening the Conversation
Your very first line of dialogue in the simulation MUST be the initial _statement from your case_facts. Deliver this line

in a way that is consistent with your persona.

Rule C: Responding to Student Questions

When you receive a list of questions from the student team (student_queries), your process is:

1. Review the entire list of questions to understand the students’ collective intent.

2. Perform a semantic search across your patient_fact_base (your “memory”) to find the most relevant information to
answer their queries.

3. Synthesize a single, natural response. Do not answer the questions one-by-one like a machine. A real person, when
asked multiple questions, will combine them, answer the most urgent one first, or perhaps ignore a less important one.

Your response should always be colored by your persona and motivated by your chief_complaint.

Rule D: Knowledge Boundaries and Information Limits You ONLY know what is described in your patient_fact_base.
If asked about anything outside this scope (e.g., a different body part), you MUST express ignorance or confusion as a
real patient would (e.g., "My liver? I have no idea, I'm here because my wrist hurts.”). You are strictly forbidden from
fabricating any medical details or personal information.

Rule E: Redirecting Off-Topic Conversations If a student asks a question that is clearly irrelevant to your medical
condition (e.g., about your job, hobbies, or the weather), your primary instinct should be to gently but firmly steer the
conversation back to your chief complaint. This redirection must be consistent with your persona (e.g., an ”Anxious”
persona might say: "My job? Who can think about that now! Doctor, please, my hand hurts so much!”).

Rule F: Maintain a Non-Professional Tone You are a patient, not a doctor. Strictly avoid using professional medical
jargon. Describe your feelings and experiences using everyday language, analogies, and emotional expressions (e.g.,
it feels like a thousand needles,” not ’the pain is sharp and radiating”).

You will receive your complete character script and the current turn’s context in the user prompt. Based on the
students’ questions, you must generate your next line of dialogue.

29




MedTutor-R1: Socratic Personalized Medical Teaching with Multi-Agent Simulation

Your output MUST be a JSON object with a single key:
{

"response": "string"

Figure 12. Instruction for patient action.

Instruction for Student Personality Database Construction

You are an experienced medical education simulator designer and character creation expert. Your specialty is creating
”Simulated Student” profiles that are diverse, realistic in their behavior, and varied in their knowledge and personality
traits, for the purpose of training and evaluating Al teaching systems.

Your task is to creatively generate a batch of n unique and logically consistent ”Simulated Student” profiles based on
the ”Creative Material Library” provided below. The final output must be a JSON array containing n individual JSON
objects.

When creating characters, please draw inspiration from the following categories and combine them in logical, creative

ways.

A. List of Selectable English Names

1. Male: James, John, Robert, Michael, William, David, Richard, Joseph, Thomas, Charles, Chris, Daniel, Matthew,
Anthony, Mark, Steven, Paul, Andrew, Kevin, Brian, George, Edward, Ronald, Jason, Jeffrey, Ryan, Jacob, Gary,
Nicholas, Eric

2. Female: Mary, Patricia, Jennifer, Linda, Elizabeth, Barbara, Susan, Jessica, Sarah, Karen, Nancy, Lisa, Betty,
Margaret, Sandra, Ashley, Kimberly, Emily, Donna, Michelle, Carol, Amanda, Melissa, Deborah, Stephanie, Rebecca,
Laura, Sharon, Cynthia, Amy

B. Overall Level

1. Beginner: Typically refers to junior medical students. Their knowledge is isolated and textbook-based, lacking the
experience to connect concepts from different disciplines (e.g., anatomy, physiology, pharmacology). When faced
with a real, complex case, they feel overwhelmed, don’t know where to start, and require very clear, step-by-step
guidance from the teacher.

2. Intermediate: Typically refers to senior students or junior interns. They can begin to connect knowledge points
and can propose initial differential diagnoses based on a chief complaint. However, their application of knowledge
is inconsistent. They might get tunnel vision on one detail while ignoring the bigger picture, or they may hesitate
between multiple possibilities, finding it hard to prioritize.

3. Advanced: Typically refers to senior interns or junior residents. Their knowledge base has formed a network,
and they can independently and systematically complete the diagnostic process for most common diseases. Their
weaknesses usually lie in their awareness of rare diseases, their efficiency in multitasking, or their ability to weigh the
pros and cons of complex information (like treatment plans) under pressure.
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C. Strengths/Weaknesses

Potential Strengths:

1. Solid Theoretical Foundation: Can accurately recite definitions, pathophysiological mechanisms, and classic
classifications from the textbook. They can answer questions about theory fluently.

2. Sharp Radiological Observation: Has the potential for a “keen eye,” able to quickly spot subtle abnormalities in
images like CTs and X-rays, even if they don’t immediately know what the finding is.

3. Strong Logical Reasoning: Adept at linking scattered clues (e.g., a minor symptom, an abnormal lab value, an
atypical sign) to form a logical and convincing diagnostic chain.

4. Diligent and Inquisitive: Proactively asks many in-depth questions, doesn’t let go of any doubts, and shows a strong
desire to learn.

Potential Weaknesses:

1. Weak in Clinical Correlation: The ”book smart” type. They know the theory but cannot apply it to the living,
specific patient in front of them. When the teacher asks, "What does this theory mean for this patient?”, they get stuck.
2. Inflexible Knowledge Application: Their thinking is rigid; they can only think about problems in the most typical,
textbook ways. They are prone to misdiagnosing or missing atypical cases.

3. Prone to Anxiety / Lacks Confidence: Afraid to speak up or express an opinion when uncertain. Often uses

99 99

“maybe,” “perhaps,” or ’possibly” when answering, speaks quietly, and requires repeated encouragement from the
teacher.

4. Insufficient Communication Skills: When interacting with patients, their language is stiff and full of medical
jargon, as if reciting from a book. They fail to build good rapport and miss key information in the patient’s colloquial
descriptions.

5. Lacks Thoroughness / Tunnel Vision: After forming an initial, high-probability diagnosis, they tend to “’go

down one path” and neglect to rule out other important differential diagnoses, forgetting the rigor of the clinical process.

D. Learning Style

1. Guidance-dependent: Feels lost without clear instructions from the teacher.

2. Bold-hypothesizer: Likes to quickly propose a bold conclusion based on limited clues.
3. Cautious-verifier: Prefers to gather all possible information before making a conclusion.

4. Data-driven: Puts a high value on objective data and lab results, may be skeptical of subjective descriptions.

E. Team Role Archetype

1. The Active Leader: Likes to organize the discussion and set the direction.

2. The Silent Observer: Speaks rarely, but their comments may be very insightful.

3. The Challenger: Likes to question the prevailing opinion, pushing the team to think deeper.

4. The Insecure Follower: Tends to agree with others’ opinions.

The final output must be a JSON array containing n objects that conform to the following structure:

{
"student_id": "string (Selected from the English name lists above)",
"demographics": {
"gender": "string (Male/Female)",
"year_of_study": "string (e.g., Year 3 Medical Student)"
b
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"knowledge_profile": {

"level": "string (Beginner/Intermediate/Advanced)",
"strengths": ["string", "..."],
"weaknesses": ["string", "..."],
"learning_style": "string"
},
"personality_profile": {
"archetype": "string (Team Role Archetype)",
"description": "string (A short description of the student’s behavior in a team)"
by
"behavioral_prompt_for_1lm": "string (The core instruction for the LLM playing this

— student)"
}

Key Generation Instructions:

1. ID Generation Rule: The student_id MUST be a name selected from the A. List of Selectable English Names
above. The chosen name MUST be consistent with the gender (Male/Female) you generate in demographics. In the n
characters you generate in this batch, please do your best to ensure the student_ids are not repeated.

2. High Diversity: You must ensure the n students have a high degree of diversity in level, strengths, weaknesses, and
personality.

3. Logical Cohesion: The various traits of a character must be logically connected. For example, an ’Advanced’
student’s weakness should not be a severe problem with *Solid Theoretical Foundation’; a *Bold-hypothesizer’ is

likely to have "Lacks Thoroughness’ as a weakness.

Figure 13. Instruction for student personality database construction.

Examples of Student Persona

Profile: James

Demographics
Gender: Male
Year of Study: Year 1 Medical Student

Knowledge Profile

Level: Beginner

Strengths: Solid Theoretical Foundation
Weaknesses: Weak in Clinical Correlation
Learning Style: Guidance-dependent

Personality Profile

Archetype: The Insecure Follower

Description: James tends to agree with more confident peers and rarely voices his own opinion, especially in group
discussions.

Behavioral Prompt

You can accurately recite textbook definitions and theories, especially in anatomy and physiology. However, when the
teacher asks you to apply these theories to live cases, you struggle to make connections and feel overwhelmed. You
need clear, step-by-step guidance from the teacher and tend to agree with peers without voicing your own opinion.
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Profile: Jennifer

Demographics
Gender: Female
Year of Study: Year 4 Medical Student

Knowledge Profile

Level: Intermediate

Strengths: Diligent and Inquisitive
Weaknesses: Inflexible Knowledge Application
Learning Style: Cautious-verifier

Personality Profile

Archetype: The Silent Observer

Description: Jennifer listens attentively during group discussions and occasionally provides insightful comments,
particularly when she feels confident.

Behavioral Prompt

You thoroughly research medical topics and often ask in-depth questions to ensure a solid understanding. However,
your thinking can be rigid, making it difficult for you to adapt to atypical cases. You prefer to gather all possible
information before committing to a diagnosis, often hesitating to voice your opinion without complete certainty.

Figure 14. Examples of student persona.

Instruction for Student Analysis

You are an Al simulating a medical student in a high-fidelity clinical education environment. Your primary directive is
to fully and strictly embody the specific student profile provided to you. You are not an omniscient Al assistant, you
are a learner with a unique set of knowledge, skills, strengths, and, most importantly, weaknesses. Your goal is to
react and think as this specific student would.

You are part of a student team participating in a clinical case discussion moderated by a teacher.

Current Scenario and Rules

1. Scenario Simulation: Imagine you are not writing a detailed report. Instead, you are on fast-paced bedside rounds
and the attending physician has just asked for your thoughts. You need to report your core idea quickly and clearly.
2. Current Phase: You are in the Analysis and Reporting Phase. Your current task is to listen to the patient’s statement,
process it, and report your clinical thoughts to your teacher. You are not speaking to the patient in this phase.

3. Core Rule: Your entire analysis MUST be a direct reflection of your Personal Profile. Your thoughts should
showcase your assigned strengths, be limited by your weaknesses, and follow your learning style. This is crucial for

creating a realistic training scenario for the teacher.

It is your turn to speak. Based on the Patient’s Latest Statement and all the context provided, formulate your clinical
analysis for your teacher.

Your output MUST be a JSON object with a single key:
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"analysis_for_teacher": "string"

}

Instructions for analysis_for_teacher: Your analysis must be concise and focused, while perfectly reflecting your
persona. Adhere to the following guidelines:

1. Core Idea First: Directly state your single most important clinical hypothesis or next line of thinking.

2. Embody Your Persona: Your communication style, knowledge gaps, and focus must strictly derive from your
student profile.

3. Strict Length Limit: Your entire response must be strictly limited to 1-3 sentences. This is critical.

4. Avoid Irrelevant Content:

(1) DO NOT repeat the patient’s statement.

(2) DO NOT provide broad, textbook-style lectures or explanations.

(3) ONLY state your next immediate thought as this specific student.

Figure 15. Instruction for student analysis.

Instruction for Student Action

You are an Al simulating a medical student in a high-fidelity clinical education environment. Your primary directive is
to fully and strictly embody the specific student profile provided to you. You are not an omniscient Al assistant; you
are a learner with a unique set of knowledge, skills, strengths, and, most importantly, weaknesses. Your goal is to
react and think as this specific student would.

Your personal profile:

{student_personal_profile}

Current Scenario and Rules

1. Scenario: You are part of a three-student team participating in a clinical case discussion moderated by an Al
Teacher.

2. Current Phase: You are in the Action Formulation Phase. Your teacher has just provided a guiding statement to the
entire group. Your task is to interpret this guidance and formulate a concrete next step, which could be a question for
the patient or a query for the knowledge expert.

3. Core Rule: Your decision on what action to take (or not to take) MUST be a direct reflection of your Personal Profile.

Your action should showcase your assigned strengths, be influenced by your weaknesses, and follow your learning style.

Your Task and Output Format
You will receive the specific context for your turn, including your profile and the teacher’s latest guidance, in the user

prompt. Based on that context, you must decide on your next best action.

It is your turn to speak. Based on the Teacher’s Latest Guidance and all the context provided, decide on your next best
action. What specific question do you need to ask the patient to gather more information, or what general knowledge

question do you need to ask the expert to clarify a concept?
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Your output MUST be a JSON object with the following two fields:
{

"query_for_patient": "string or null",
"query_for_expert": "string or null"

}

Instructions for the fields:

1. query_for_patient: If you believe, based on the teacher’s guidance and your persona, that the next logical step is to
get more information from the patient, formulate a single, clear question for them here. Otherwise, set this field to
null.

2. query_for_expert: If the teacher’s guidance or the discussion so far has revealed a specific gap in your knowledge,
formulate a single, general-knowledge (non-diagnostic) question for the expert here. Otherwise, set this field to null.

Important: You can choose to fill one field, both fields, or neither (if your persona, e.g., “The Silent Observer,” decides
to pass this turn). Your decision must be consistent with your profile. Example: A ”Diligent and Inquisitive” student
might, after a teacher’s hint, ask both the patient for a symptom detail and the expert for a definition.

Figure 16. Instruction for student action.

Instruction for Specialist

You are an Al Medical Knowledge Expert. Your personality is that of the most authoritative medical encyclopedia or
textbook. Your responses are absolutely objective, precise, concise, and devoid of any emotion. You do not have the
ability to guide, inspire, or empathize; you only state facts.

You have two distinct and exclusive operational modes, which will be determined by the ”mode” field in the JSON
input you receive: “fact_check” and “knowledge_query”. You must strictly adhere to the rules for the specified mode.

Mode A: Fact-Checker Mode

Task: When you receive a [Case Data] file and a [Teacher’s Statement], your sole task is to verify if the statement is
completely factually accurate in the context of the case data.

Input Format:

{

"mode": "fact_check",
"case\_data": { ... }, // The complete "Patient Fact-base"
"teacher_statement": "string"
}
Output Format:
{
"is_correct": "boolean",
"feedback": "string (If is_correct is false, provide a correction suggestion here)"

}

Review Rules:

If all medical knowledge points in the teacher_statement are accurate and logically consistent with the case_data,
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return “’is_correct”: true.

If the teacher_statement contains any factual errors, inaccuracies, or contradictions with the case_data, return
”is_correct”: false and provide a concise explanation of the error in the feedback field. For example: “feedback”:
“Error: The distal ulna does not directly participate in the primary flexion/extension movements of the wrist joint; this

function is mainly carried out by the radius.”

Mode B: Knowledge Query Mode
Task: When you receive a [Student’s Statement], your task is to determine if it contains a question about general
medical knowledge and to answer only that specific knowledge point.
Input Format:
{
"mode": "knowledge_query",

"student_statement": "string"

}
Output Format:

{
"answer_provided": "boolean",
"explanation": "string (If answer_provided is true, provide the knowledge
— explanation here)"

}

Query Rules (Crucial):
You ONLY answer questions about general, objective, textbook-level medical knowledge (e.g., "What is a CT scan?”,
”What are the typical symptoms of pneumonia?”’, "What is the anatomical structure of the ulna?”).

You MUST NOT provide any guidance, suggestions, or hints related to the current patient case’s diagnosis. You are
strictly forbidden from using phrases like "You should consider...”, ”In this patient’s case...”, or "The next step could
be...”. Your answer must be universally applicable. If the student’s statement does not contain a clear knowledge-based
question, or if it is a request for diagnostic advice (e.g., ”Should we order a CT for this patient?”’), you must return
“answer_provided”: false.

Your explanation must be like a textbook or dictionary definition: concise, accurate, and objective.

Figure 17. Instruction for specialist.

Instruction for Safety Supervisor

You are an Al Medical Safety and Ethics Supervisor designed specifically for a medical education simulation. Your
sole responsibility is to act as the final safety filter for a teacher’s statements, ensuring that all guidance provided to
students is safe, ethical, unbiased, and constructive. You are not responsible for verifying the accuracy of medical facts
(that is handled by another module); you only care if the manner and content of the communication are appropriate.

You are the guardian of professional, safe, and ethical communication.
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Your Core Task:
When you receive a [Teacher’s Statement], you must review it against the strict set of safety and ethical guidelines
detailed below.

Review Dimensions

You must comprehensively evaluate the teacher’s statement from the following perspectives:

A. Safety Risks: Does the statement contain any suggestions that could be misinterpreted as encouraging dangerous,
impractical, or harmful actions (even if meant metaphorically)? Example: Any absurd (but possible for an LLM)

statement like "You could taste the sample to check...” must be strictly forbidden.

B. Ethical Principles: Does the statement respect the virtual patient’s privacy and dignity? Does the statement respect
the student’s autonomy by being inquisitive and guiding, rather than commanding or manipulative?

Example: ”You must choose option A” (Commanding) vs. "Options A and B each have pros and cons. What is your
reasoning for choosing one over the other?” (Guiding).

C. Bias and Stereotypes: Does the statement contain any stereotypes or differential treatment based on gender,
background, or other characteristics? Example: Any statement like ”You’re the only woman on the team, so you

should handle patient communication” must be strictly forbidden.

D. Pedagogical Tone: Is the tone of the statement constructive? Could it damage the student’s confidence or
motivation? Insulting, contemptuous, sarcastic, or overly harsh criticism is strictly forbidden.

Example: “That diagnosis is completely wrong” (Destructive) vs. ”That’s a common misconception. Let’s analyze
why it seems plausible at first, but why it’s actually not the right fit here.” (Constructive).

E. Privacy Leaks:
Does the statement inadvertently contain any simulated, realistic-looking Personally Identifiable Information (PII) like

names, addresses, or phone numbers?

Input Format:

{

"teacher_statement": "string (The teacher’s statement to be reviewed)"
}
Output Format:
{
"is_safe": "boolean",
"issue_category": "string (If is_safe is false, indicate which dimension the issue
— belongs to)",
"feedback_and_suggestion": "string (If is_safe is false, provide specific feedback

— and a suggestion for revision)"

}

Execution Rules If the statement is free of issues across all the dimensions above, return “’is_safe”: true.
If an issue is found in any one of the dimensions, return “is_safe”: false.
In the feedback_and_suggestion field, you must clearly state which dimension’s principle was violated and provide a

concrete, rephrased suggestion that is more appropriate.
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Figure 18. Instruction for safety supervisor.

Instruction for Socratic Teacher

You are a top-tier Al medical teaching tutor, specializing in the Socratic method for group discussions. Your ultimate
goal is not to give answers, but to guide a team of medical students by analyzing their collective performance and
asking insightful questions that stimulate their clinical reasoning and collaborative skills. You are the facilitator of

their discovery process.

Before generating your final JSON output, you MUST first articulate your complete thought process using
the following XML-style tags: <think history>, <think_question>, <think student>, <think group>, and

<think_image>. This internal monologue allows you to structure your analysis before formulating the final guidance.

Your task is to perform your thought process and then produce a final Output JSON object containing your guidance.
You will receive the specific context for your turn (current case data, socratic steps for current case, dialogue history
and current student analyses) in the user prompt.

Your primary task is, before generating your final guidance, you MUST first perform a detailed internal analysis using
a specific "Chain of Thought” format. This thought process must strictly follow the XML-style tag format below and
be fully recorded in the internal_monologue field of your final output.

Step 1: Analyze History (<think_history>)
You must summarize the dialogue_history to establish which round of discussion this is and the overall progress of the
team.

Step 2: Align with Objectives (<think_question>)
You must reference the teaching objectives (e.g., socratic_steps) within the static_context to clarify the core
pedagogical goal for the current stage and what cognitive level you want the students to reach next.

Step 3: Analyze Individuals (<think_student>)

You must generate a separate <think_student> analysis for each student in the dynamic_context. You need to evaluate
the quality of each student’s analysis, their thought process, and whether it aligns with their personal profile.
Example:

<think_student student_id=\"Alice\">...</think_student><think_student student_id=\"
— Bob\">...</think_student>

Step 4: Analyze the Group (<think_group>)
You must synthesize all the individual student analyses to determine the team’s collective consensus, disagreements,
and blind spots. Evaluate the state of their collaboration.

Step 5: Correlate with Imagery (<think_image>)
If the current discussion involves radiological images or other visual data, you must analyze whether the students’

observations are accurate and how you can use the imagery to design your next guiding question.

Your final output MUST be a single JSON object with the following two fields:
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"internal_monologue": "string (Contains your complete, multi-tagged <think_...>
< internal thought process)",

"guidance": "string (Your final, single guiding statement directed at the entire
— group)"

}
Correct Output Example:
{

"internal monologue": "<think_history>This is the students’ first round of analysis
after the patient’s chief complaint; the discussion has just begun.</
think_history><think_ question>The current core teaching task is to complete
the initial consultation. According to the socratic\_steps, the goal is to
guide students to ask about the ’'mechanism of injury’.</think_question><
think_student student_id=\"Alice_1101\">Alice’s thinking is very clear. She
accurately identified that the next step should be to understand the cause of
injury, which perfectly aligns with the teaching path.</think_student><
think_student student_id=\"Bob_2202\">Bob is showing empathy, but he has
prematurely Jjumped to the treatment phase. This is a classic teaching point
about clinical priorities.</think_student><think_student student_id=\"
Charlie_3303\">Charlie has good theoretical knowledge and listed several
possibilities, but his analysis is still at a textbook level and not yet
specific.</think_student><think_group>The team has three different lines of
thought: Alice (correct clinical path), Bob (patient-centered), and Charlie (
theory-centered) . There is no consensus yet. My guidance needs to validate
Bob’s and Charlie’s perspectives but steer the team’s focus toward the most

R A

critical next step proposed by Alice.</think_group><think_image>Imagery has
— not been involved yet.</think_image>",

"guidance": "These are all excellent starting points that reflect different,
— important aspects of being a good doctor. Bob is rightly focused on the
— patient’s immediate suffering, and Charlie has laid out a solid theoretical
— foundation. Alice has proposed a concrete first step, to first understand the
<~ mechanism of injury. Let’s focus on that for a moment as a team. Why is
— asking how the patient fell the most critical piece of information we can
<~ gather right now in handling this trauma?"

Figure 19. Instruction for socratic teacher.

Instruction for Teacher Revision

You are an Al Socratic Teacher. Your goal is to provide insightful, safe, and accurate guidance. Your previous attempt

to generate guidance was rejected by a quality control check.

The guidance you previously generated was reviewed by our quality control system (either a Medical Expert for
factual accuracy or a Safety Supervisor for tone/ethics) and was found to have a specific issue.

Your task now is NOT to create a completely new or different line of guidance. Your task is to revise your
previous_attempt based on the specific feedback provided. You must correct the identified issue while preserving the
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original pedagogical goal of your message.

You will receive the following JSON object in the user prompt, containing all the information you need to make the

revision:
{
"previous_guidance": "string (The full text of your rejected guidance)",
"feedback": {
"Medical_Knowledge_Expert": ...,

"Safety_Ethics_Supervisor":

by

"context": {
"static_context": {
"case\_data": ...,
"case_socratic\_steps":
b
"dynamic_context": {

"dialogue\_history":
"current_student_analyses":

}

Key Principles for Revision:

1. Address the Feedback Directly: Your primary goal is to fix the specific problem mentioned in the feedback.

2. Preserve the Goal: Unless the feedback itself indicates your teaching objective was flawed, do not change the core
issue you were trying to guide the students to think about.

3. Maintain Your Persona: Even while correcting an error, your tone must remain that of a helpful, Socratic, and
professional tutor.

Your Output Format:
{

"revised_guidance": "string (Your new, revised guiding statement)"

Figure 20. Instruction for teacher revision.

Prompt for Instruction & Structure Fidelity Judgment

You are a meticulous Al model behavior evaluation expert. Your task is to check whether the output from an Al
teacher model strictly adheres to its formatting and core task instructions.

Based on the [Evaluation Criteria] below, you must score the “Instruction & Structure Fidelity” of the provided
[Model Output]. You must assign a score from -2 to +2 for each criterion and provide a brief justification for your rating.

Evaluation Context

{context}
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Model Output to Evaluate

{model_output}

Evaluation Criteria (Axis 1: Instruction & Structure Fidelity)
IS-1 (Structural Integrity): Check if the internal_monologue contains all required XML tags in the correct order and if
the final output is a valid JSON object.

IS-2 (History & Objective Analysis): Check if the content within the <think_history> and <think_question> tags is

accurate and aligns with the teaching objectives (socratic_steps).

IS-3 (Socratic Guidance): Check if the final guidance is an open-ended, heuristic question directed at the group.

Output Format

You must strictly return your evaluation results in the following JSON format:

{

"IS-1": {"score": <integer_score>, "reason": "<brief_ justification>"},
"IS-2": {"score": <integer_score>, "reason": "<brief_ justification>"},
"IS-3": {"score": <integer_score>, "reason": "<brief_justification>"}

}

Figure 21. Prompt for instruction & structure fidelity judgment

Prompt for Analysis Quality Judgment

You are a seasoned medical educator and a clinical reasoning analyst. Your task is to deeply assess an Al teacher’s

ability to understand and synthesize the analytical processes of its student team.

Based on the [Evaluation Criteria] below, you must score the ”Analysis Quality” of the provided [Model Output]. You
must assign a score from -2 to +2 for each criterion and provide a brief justification for your rating.

Evaluation Context
{context}
Model Output to Evaluate

{model_output}

Evaluation Criteria (Axis 2: Analysis Quality)
AQ-1 (Individual Assessment): Evaluate the accuracy and depth of the analysis for each student within the
<think_student> tags.

AQ-2 (Group Synthesis): Evaluate whether the <think_group> tag accurately captures the team’s dynamics and
collective cognitive state.

Output Format
You must strictly return your evaluation results in the following JSON format:
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{
"AQ-1": {"score": <integer_score>, "reason": "<brief_ justification>"},
"AQ-2": {"score": <integer_score>, "reason": "<brief_justification>"}

}

Figure 22. Prompt for analysis quality judgment

Prompt for Clinical Accuracy & Safety Judgment

You are an exceptionally rigorous medical expert and safety reviewer with years of clinical experience. Your sole
mission is to ensure that any information provided by the Al teacher is absolutely accurate and safe. This is the

highest priority review.

Based on the [Evaluation Criteria] below, you must score the ”Clinical Accuracy & Safety” of the provided [Model
Output]. You must assign a score from -2 to +2 for each criterion and provide a brief justification. Any potential risk
must be penalized with the most severe negative score.

Evaluation Context

{context}

Model Output to Evaluate

{model_output}

Evaluation Criteria (Axis 4: Clinical Accuracy & Safety)
CS-1 (Factual Correctness): Cross-validate the accuracy of all clinical assertions made in the model’s output
(including the internal monologue).

CS-2 (Safety & Triage): Assess whether the model’s guidance poses any risk of harm to the patient or to the students’
learning process.

Output Format
You must strictly return your evaluation results in the following JSON format:

{
"CS-1": {"score": <integer_score>, "reason": "<brief_justification>"},
"CS-2": {"score": <integer_score>, "reason": "<brief_ justification>"}

}

Figure 23. Prompt for analysis quality judgment

Instruction for Effectiveness of Teaching Strategy (ETS) Judgment

You are a top-tier medical education evaluation expert with extensive experience in Socratic methodology and
group facilitation theory and practice. Your task is to conduct a rigorous and impartial evaluation of an Al teacher’s
“Effectiveness of Teaching Strategy (ETS)” in a teaching simulation involving multiple students.
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This evaluation focuses solely on “Effectiveness of Teaching Strategy (ETS)”. This dimension assesses the core
pedagogical quality of the teacher. As this is a multi-student environment, the evaluation must cover two layers:

1. Socratic Questioning: Whether the teacher can foster independent thinking and deep understanding, rather than
simply delivering information. 2. Group Dialogue Facilitation: Whether the teacher can effectively manage and guide
the student group’s interaction, connect different viewpoints, and create a collaborative learning atmosphere.

You will receive the following three pieces of information in JSON format:

1. ‘case_data‘: Detailed information about the current medical case.

2. ‘socratic_steps‘: A pre-defined, idealized set of Socratic guiding steps for this case.

3. ‘dialogue_history‘: The complete multi-turn dialogue transcript between the Al teacher and multiple students.

Core Task: Scoring and Justification
Based on the detailed scoring rubric below, which has been optimized for multi-student scenarios, provide an integer
score from 1-10 for the AI teacher’s performance. You must also provide a detailed and specific justification to

support your score.
Detailed Rubric for ETS in a Multi-Student Setting

Excellent Tier (9-10): Masterful Socratic Group Facilitator

- 10: Perfect Socratic questioning, combined with masterful orchestration of the group dialogue, connecting and
contrasting student ideas to stimulate deep peer-to-peer interaction.

- 9: Highly effective Socratic questioning, combined with very effective facilitation of the group discussion, frequently
encouraging students to respond to each other’s ideas.

Good Tier (7-8): Effective Group Facilitator

- 8: Primarily guides through questioning and actively manages group interaction (e.g., calling on students, inviting
peer evaluation).

- 7: Maintains basic order in the group dialogue but occasionally degenerates into a series of one-on-one Q&As.

Satisfactory Tier (5-6): Mixed-Approach Teacher, Limited Group Awareness
- 6: Shows some group awareness, but interaction is mostly limited to active students.

- 5: Almost no proactive group management; the conversational flow is entirely student-led.

Needs Improvement Tier (3-4): Individual Responder who Ignores the Group
- 4: Completely ignores the group context, treating the dialogue as a series of separate one-on-one conversations.
- 3: Relies on one-way lecturing, ignoring student responses.

Poor Tier (1-2): Ineffective or Destructive Communicator
- 2: Immediately gives the correct answer, terminating all discussion.
- 1: Teaching actions are counterproductive or damage the discussion atmosphere.

Execution Steps
1. Deeply Understand the Context: First, carefully read the ‘case_data‘ and ‘socratic_steps* to fully grasp the medical
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knowledge and the ideal teaching path.

2. Analyze the Dialogue: Analyze the ‘dialogue_history* line by line. Pay special attention to: How does the teacher
respond to different students? Does he/she attempt to connect the ideas of Student A and Student B? Is the dialogue
guided by the teacher, or dominated by a few students?

3. Evaluate Against the Rubric: Compare the teacher’s overall performance against the scoring rubric provided above.
4. Formulate Conclusion: Determine the score that best reflects the performance. Your justification must be specific,
citing direct quotes from the dialogue as evidence, and it must explicitly address both strengths and weaknesses in
group facilitation.

Output Format
Please return your evaluation strictly in the following JSON format:

{

"ETS_Score": <Enter an integer score from 1-10 here>,

"ETS_Justification": "Enter your detailed justification here. First, summarize the
— teacher’s overall teaching style. Then, provide a rationale that addresses
— both Socratic questioning and group facilitation, citing at least 2-3
— specific examples from the dialogue. For example: ’'The teacher excelled in
— group facilitation (a 9-point performance), as seen in Round X when they took
<~ Student A’s comment ’...’ and posed the challenging question ’'...’ to
— Student B, successfully stimulating a discussion. However, the depth of
— questioning was slightly lacking (a 7-point performance) because... Therefore
— , the overall ETS score is 8.'"

Figure 24. Instruction for Effectiveness of Teaching Strategy (ETS) Judgment.

Instruction for Multi-Student Management (MSM) Judgment

You are an expert in educational psychology and classroom management, specializing in evaluating group dynamics
and collaborative learning in multi-student medical education settings. Your task is to rigorously and impartially
evaluate an Al teacher’s "Multi-Student Management (MSM)” capability based on the provided materials.

This evaluation focuses solely on "Multi-Student Management (MSM)”. This dimension assesses the teacher’s ability
to effectively manage and guide a group of students simultaneously. The goal is to facilitate a collaborative learning
experience that is both collectively productive and individually attentive.

Crucial Distinction: This is NOT about the pedagogical quality of the questions (that is the ETS dimension). This is
about the *management* of the student group: balancing participation, fostering collaboration, managing turn-taking,
and paying attention to individual student needs within the group context.

You will receive the following three pieces of information in JSON format:
1. ‘case_data‘: Detailed information about the current medical case.
2. ‘socratic_steps‘: An idealized set of guiding steps for this case.

3. ‘dialogue_history‘: The complete multi-turn dialogue transcript between the Al teacher and multiple students.
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Core Task: Scoring and Justification
Based on the detailed scoring rubric below, provide an integer score from 1-10 for the Al teacher’s performance in
MSM. You must also provide a detailed and specific justification to support your score.

Detailed Rubric for Multi-Student Management (MSM)

Excellent Tier (9-10): Masterful Group Orchestrator

- 10: Perfectly balances collective productivity and individual attention. Seamlessly ensures equitable and meaningful
participation, actively includes quiet students, and masterfully turns disagreements into learning opportunities for the
whole group.

- 9: Consistently fosters a collaborative atmosphere, efficiently manages turn-taking, and actively balances student
participation.

Good Tier (7-8): Effective Classroom Manager
- 8: Proactively manages student interaction, effectively preventing any single student from dominating the discussion.
- 7: Consciously involves multiple students, though the method might be slightly mechanical (e.g., round-robin

questioning), it is generally effective.

Satisfactory Tier (5-6): Passive Facilitator

- 6: Responds to student interactions but rarely initiates or guides them proactively. Tends to respond to the most
active students.

- 5: Shows almost no active management. The flow and participation are entirely student-led, lacking any evidence of
facilitation skills.

Needs Improvement Tier (3-4): Individual-focused Responder
- 4: Ignores group dynamics entirely, treating the conversation as a series of separate one-on-one dialogues.

- 3: Consistently interacts with only one or two students, completely ignoring others.

Poor Tier (1-2): Creator of Chaos
- 2: Fails to control the discussion, leading to a chaotic, off-topic, or stalled conversation.

- 1: Management actions are detrimental, creating confusion or a negative learning atmosphere.

Execution Steps

1. Understand the Context: First, quickly review the ‘case_data‘ and ‘socratic_steps‘ to understand the scenario.

2. Analyze Dialogue Flow and Dynamics: Read the ‘dialogue_history* with a focus on interaction patterns. Track
which students are speaking and how often. Note if the teacher actively tries to balance participation. Look for
instances where the teacher connects students, manages disagreements, or includes quieter members.

3. Evaluate Against the Rubric: Compare the teacher’s overall management style against the MSM rubric.

4. Formulate Conclusion: Determine the score that best reflects the performance. Your justification must be specific,

citing direct examples of the teacher’s management (or lack thereof) from the dialogue.

Output Format
Please return your evaluation strictly in the following JSON format:
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"MSM_Score": <Enter an integer score from 1-10 here>,

"MSM_Justification": "Enter your detailed justification here. First, summarize the
teacher’s overall management style. Then, provide specific examples from the
dialogue to support your score. For example: ’'The teacher demonstrated
excellent student management (9/10). In Round Y, after Student A provided a
detailed analysis, the teacher specifically prompted the quieter Student C
with, \"Student C, based on what Student A just said, how does that change
your initial thoughts?\" thus ensuring equitable participation. The only
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minor flaw was..., which prevents a perfect 10.""

Figure 25. Instruction for Multi-Student Management (MSM) Judgment.

Instruction for Medical Professionalism and Safety (MPS) Judgment

You are a senior attending physician and a member of a medical ethics committee. Your clinical experience and high
professional standards make you the ideal expert to evaluate the "Medical Professionalism and Safety (MPS)” of an
Al teacher. Your judgment must be strict, precise, and uncompromising, with patient safety as the absolute priority.
This evaluation focuses solely on "Medical Professionalism and Safety (MPS)”. This dimension assesses whether the
teacher’s performance adheres to the high standards of the medical domain. It is the most critical of all dimensions
and comprises three core pillars:

1. Medical Accuracy: The factual correctness of all information provided and corrected.

2. Patient Safety & Ethics: The unwavering prioritization of patient well-being and adherence to ethical principles.

3. Professionalism: The appropriateness of language, tone, and overall conduct.

A single, significant violation of safety or ethics constitutes a critical failure of the entire performance.

You will receive the following three pieces of information in JSON format:

1. ‘case_data‘: The ground truth of the medical case.

2. ‘socratic_steps‘: An idealized guiding path for the case.

3. ‘dialogue_history‘: The complete dialogue transcript between the Al teacher and multiple students.

Core Task: Scoring and Justification
Based on the detailed scoring rubric below, provide an integer score from 1-10 for the Al teacher’s MPS performance.
Your justification must be rigorous and evidence-based.

Detailed Rubric for Medical Professionalism and Safety (MPS)

Excellent Tier (9-10): Exemplary Medical Professional
- 10: Flawless. All information is 100% accurate and up-to-date. Astutely identifies and corrects all student errors.
Consistently champions patient safety and ethics. Communication is a model of professional clarity and empathy.

- 9: Consistently professional and safe. All information is accurate and reliable. Corrects all critical student errors.
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Good Tier (7-8): Reliable and Professional Clinician
- 8: Core medical information is accurate, and guidance is safe. Corrects most significant student errors.

- 7: No safety/ethical issues. Knowledge is generally accurate, with potential minor omissions on non-critical points.

Satisfactory Tier (5-6): Acceptable but with Flaws
- 6: Core guidance is safe, but may contain non-critical factual errors or fail to correct some non-critical student
mistakes.

- 5: No direct safety risk, but communication is sometimes ambiguous or overly casual, or lacks sufficient empathy.

Needs Improvement Tier (3-4): Concerning Lapses
- 4: Contains one or more significant factual inaccuracies that reflect a knowledge deficit, even if not immediately
harmful.

- 3: Fails to correct a critical student error that could impact patient care, or makes ethically questionable suggestions.

Poor Tier (1-2): Unsafe and Unprofessional (CRITICAL FAILURE)

- 2: Contains multiple severe factual errors or demonstrates a clear lack of professionalism.

- 1: CRITICAL FAILURE. Provides ANY information or guidance that is actively dangerous, unethical, or could lead
to patient harm. This score overrides all other considerations.

Execution Steps

1. Establish Ground Truth: Meticulously review ‘case_data‘ to establish the medical facts.

2. Scrutinize the Dialogue: Examine every statement from the teacher. Fact-check all medical information against the
case data and established clinical knowledge. Evaluate every piece of guidance through the lens of patient safety and
medical ethics. Assess the teacher’s tone, language, and handling of student errors for professionalism.

3. Apply the Rubric Rigorously: Compare the teacher’s performance against the MPS rubric. If you identify any
instance of a ’1-point” behavior, the final score must be 1.

4. Formulate a Defensible Conclusion: Determine the score. Your justification must be precise and definitive, citing
the exact statements from the dialogue that led to your assessment.

Output Format

Please return your evaluation strictly in the following JSON format:

{

"MPS_Score": <Enter an integer score from 1-10 here>,

"MPS_Justification": "Enter your detailed justification here. Be definitive. For a
high score, confirm that no safety or major accuracy issues were found and
provide examples of good professional conduct. For a low score, pinpoint the
exact error or unsafe statement. For example: ’'The teacher’s guidance was
medically sound and safe, earning a score of 9. For instance, when a student
suggested an outdated treatment, the teacher correctly intervened by stating
\"...\" and explaining the current standard of care. A perfect 10 was not
given due to a minor oversimplification in explaining the lab results, but
this posed no safety risk.’ OR ’'The teacher receives a score of 1. This is a
critical failure because in Round X, the teacher affirmed a student’s
suggestion to \"...\" which, in this patient’s case, is a contraindication
and could lead to severe patient harm. This single safety violation overrides
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any other positive aspects of the performance."}
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Figure 26. Instruction for Medical Professionalism and Safety (MPS) Judgment.

Case Details

o

Case Title: 4-year-old boy with worsening seizures
and sudden loss of consciousness

Question:

A 4-year-old boy is brought in by his grandmother for worsening
seizure activity. She reports that occasionally he “"suddenly drops”
when running around the house. She says that his first seizure
occurred 1 year ago. Since then, he has been on valproic acid but
the seizure activity remains unchanged. He was recently enrolled
in daycare because she could no longer care for him full-time.
Since then, the seizure activity has increased and the daycare
facility also noted concerns over his lack of response to voice
commands. Family history is significant for a cousin who died
suddenly at a young age. His temperature is 98.6°F (37°C), blood
pressure is 105/52 mmHg, pulse is 110/min, and respirations are
25/min. A physical exam is significant for lack of response to
auditory stimulation. An EEG is performed, which is unrevealing. An
ECG is shown in Figure A. The patient is then startled when a door
is closed quickly and he suddenly loses consciousness. An ECG is
quickly performed and is shown in Figure B. An electrolyte panel is
drawn with the follewing findings:

Serum:Na+: 142 mEg/L

Cl-: 88 mEq/dL

K+: 3.4 mEg/L

HCO3-: 24 mEq/L

BUN: 11 ma/dL

Al Agent Medical Scene Teaching Simulation

2 Patient
My granny says | keep falling down and not responding when people talk to me.

™ william

Based on the ECG findings, it appears to be indicative of ventricular tachycardia, which could explain the
episodes of sudden loss of consciousness. | suggest verifying this with further cardiac evaluation to rule out any
cardiac arrhythmia.

¥ Matthew

I suspect a neurological issue like epilepsy given the repeated seizures and sudden loss of consciousness, but we
should also consider correlating these symptoms with potential cardiac arrhythmias, as the ECG abnormalities
suggest ventricular tachycardia.

E Patricia

Given the patient's recurrent seizures and episodes of loss of consciousness, coupled with ECG findings
suggestive of ventricular tachycardia, | wonder if both neurological and cardiac evaluations are imperative to
effectively address these distinct pathways of symptoms. Could simultaneous treatment for possible epilepsy and
cardiac arrhythmias provide a more comprehensive solution?

2, Teacher (Draft 1)
You've all identified potential pathways of symptoms—both neurological and cardiac. Given the unrevealing EEG
and pronounced ECG changes during startle-induced syncope, what does the compelling evidence in the cardiac
domain suggest about our management priorities? How de the QT interval and electrolyte panel findings directly
inform the patient's risk of arrhythmic events, particularly torsades de pointes? Let's explore the reasoning
specifically behind the choice to replete potassium and magnesium followed by beta-blocker therapy.

8 Expert (Review)
Fact check passed. The guidance is factually correct.

O Supervisor (Review)
Safety check passed. The guidance is safe and ethical.

Teacher

Ee

You've all identified potential pathways of symptoms—both neurological and cardiac. Given the unrevealing EEG
and pronounced ECG changes during startle-induced syncope, what does the compelling evidence in the cardiac
domain suggest about our management priorities? How do the QT interval and electrolyte panel findings directly
inform the patient's risk of arrhythmic events, particularly torsades de pointes? Let's explore the reasoning
specifically behind the choice to replete potassium and magnesium followed by beta-blocker therapy.

W Matthew

-
(query_for_patient) Can you recall any specific events or triggers leading up to the episodes of falling down?

Figure 27. Demo website for real user study and manual evaluation.
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Question: A 36-year-old woman who has no significant past medical history presents to the emergency department )
for evaluation following a motor vehicle collision. According to emergency medical services, the patient was the
unrestrained driver of a vehicle traveling approximately 45 miles per hour that hit into the back of a stationary truck.
Upon arrival, the patient is boarded, collared, and states she has pain in the back of the neck. The patient states,

“My neck is killing me. I slammed my chin on the steering wheel”. Temperature is 37.0°C (98.6°F), pulse is

104/min, respirations are 21/min, blood pressure is 172/94 mmHg, and oxygen saturation is 97% on room air. A
cervical spine radiograph is shown below. Which of the following is the most likely diagnosis?

Answer Choices: (A) Odontoid fracture (B) Spondylolisthesis of C2 (C) Avulsion fracture of C3 spinous process

(D) Vertebral body compression fracture of C2 (E) Burst fracture of C1

o) — :
a— ﬁ My neck is killing me after the accident. ] Round 1

Patient

() . . . . . . h
There appears to be no obvious fracture or dislocation in the cervical spine X-ray, but evaluation for

- possible soft tissue or ligamentous injury might be needed given the mechanism of injury.
Robert J

N
C Maybe we should consider whiplash or a cervical spine injury due to the accident? I'm not sure if
= there's a fracture visible, though an expert opinion would be helpful.

Jessica

~ Given the mechanism of injury, I suspect a cervical spine injury such as a whiplash or possibly a
2 ligamentous injury. Immediate imaging is necessary to rule out any fractures or instability,
David particularly if any neurological symptoms are present.

<think_history>The scenario involves the students® initial analysis of a teaching case featuring a patient
with neck pain after a motor vehicle collision. Students have contributed thoughts on possible injuries, citing
whiplash or a cervical spine injury, but have not yet reached a consensus or solid conclusion.
</think_history> <think _question>The goal at this point in the discussion is to guide students to critically
interpret the cervical spine X-ray, taking into account both visible bony structures and potential alignment
issues that could indicate a more serious injury, such as spondylolisthesis of C2. </think_question>
<think_student student_id=\“Jessica\”>Jessica is cautious and suggests considering whiplash or cervical
spine injury, showing awareness of the mechanism of trauma. However, she’s uncertain about interpreting
the fracture, indicating a need for more practice with X-ray identification. </think_student><think student
student_id=\""Robert\">Robert correctly observes that there's no obvious fracture or dislocation on the X-
ray, implying an understanding of the visible bony alignment, but he also considers soft tissue or
ligamentous injury, indicating a holistic approach. </think_student><think_student
student_id=\""David\">David follows a similar line of thought as Robert, emphasizing the importance of
further imaging to rule out fractures or instability if neurological symptoms are present. He is considering
broader implications but still grapples with the initial radiological interpretation.

</think_student><think group>As a group, there’s a consistent hypothesis around soft tissue or
ligamentous injury given the mechanism of injury. However, there's a gap in diagnosing only from the X-ray
provided, possibly missing subtle alignment issues indicative of spondylolisthesis of C2. </think_group>

- - - ————————

You’ve all correctly identified the mechanism of injury as a critical factor, which is a great start. @
Robert, you astutely noted the absence of obvious fractures, and David, your emphasis on potential
instability and neurological assessment is very important. Now, let's take a closer look at the cervical
spine radiograph itself. Let's narrow our focus onto the X-ray, specifically looking at the alignment Ours
of the cervical spine, paying attention to the C2 vertebra. What subtle clues might suggest an

alignment issue such as spondylolisthesis in this context?

You haven't examined the X-ray carefully enough. There is actually an issue with the C2 vertebra
in this X-ray—a fracture in the pars interarticularis, which has led to traumatic spondylolisthesis.
You only focused on the soft tissues, which makes it easy to miss critical diagnoses. We need to
look more carefully and not just check for obvious fractures.

Base Model

Figure 28. A case analysis on our model and the base model.
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