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A B S T R A C T

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated surprising performance across various natural
language processing tasks. Recently, medical LLMs enhanced with domain-specific knowledge have
exhibited excellent capabilities in medical consultation and diagnosis. These models can smoothly
simulate doctor-patient dialogues and provide professional medical advice. Most medical LLMs
are developed through continued training of open-source general LLMs, which require significantly
fewer computational resources than training LLMs from scratch. Additionally, this approach offers
better patient privacy protection than API-based solutions. Given the above advantages, this survey
systematically summarizes how to train medical LLMs based on open-source general LLMs from a
more fine-grained perspective. It covers (a) how to acquire training corpus and construct customized
medical training sets, (b) how to choose an appropriate training paradigm, (c) how to choose a
suitable evaluation benchmark, and (d) existing challenges and promising research directions are
discussed. This survey can provide guidance for the development of LLMs focused on various medical
applications, such as medical education, diagnostic planning, and clinical assistants. Related resources
and supplemental information can be found on the GitHub repository 1.

1. Introduction
Recently, large language models (LLMs), such as Chat-

GPT [2], have demonstrated exceptional capabilities in han-
dling natural language processing (NLP) tasks. Their per-
formance improves significantly as the model scaling in-
creases while the size of the dataset keeps expanding. Cur-
rently, LLMs are widely applied in intelligent education,
legal consultation, code generation, healthcare, and finance,
showcasing their powerful NLP capabilities and broad ap-
plicability. In intelligent education [32, 154], LLMs find
application in intelligent tutoring systems and personalized
learning planning, providing personalized advice by ana-
lyzing students’ learning behaviors and feedback. In legal
consulting [31, 28], LLMs facilitate legal document analysis,
contract review, and legal question answering, improving the
efficiency and accuracy of legal services. In code generation
[196, 35], LLMs can automatically generate code snippets
and perform code completions and fixes, augmenting devel-
opment efficiency and code quality. In healthcare [188, 53],
LLMs are used for medical literature analysis and doctor-
patient dialogues, assisting medical decisions and improving
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patient care. In finance [92, 82], LLMs are employed for
risk assessment, financial analysis, and customer service,
enhancing the intelligence and personalization of financial
services.

The success of these above domain LLMs relies on inher-
iting the strong knowledge of general LLMs and performing
further training injected with domain-specific knowledge.
The general LLM has acquired extensive knowledge, lin-
guistic styles, and generalization abilities across a diverse
corpus, enabling it to learn new tasks quickly. Therefore,
the strategy of training domain LLMs based on general
LLMs is more economical and effective than training do-
main LLMs from scratch [97]. There are three optional
training stages for training the domain LLM from the gen-
eral LLM [199, 114, 52]: Continued Pretraining (CP), In-
struction Fine-tuning (IFT), and Human Alignment (HA).
CP involves training on unstructured domain data to help
LLMs learn domain-specific knowledge, terminology, and
language style. IFT focuses on training with domain in-
struction data, enabling LLMs to master domain-specific
dialogue and instruction following. HA trains LLMs on hu-
man preference data, equipping them with domain-specific
qualities such as harmlessness and helpfulness.

Health constitutes the cornerstone of human survival,
and advancements in medical technology significantly im-
pact the quality of life and longevity [194, 124, 197]. Given
the aging population and rising prevalence of chronic dis-
eases, the medical domain confronts disparities in resource
allocation, necessitating more efficient solutions [135, 21].
Medical LLMs can address this challenge by integrating
rich medical data and clinical cases to help physicians
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Figure 1: Training Pipeline from General LLMs to Medical LLMs. Firstly, the medical corpus is collected and processed to form
a standardized training set. Next, an appropriate training paradigm is selected to train General LLMs to become Medical LLMs
with medical knowledge. The training paradigms consist of three optional training stages: Continued Pretraining (CP), Instruction
Fine-tuning (IFT), and Human Alignment (HA). Finally, Medical LLMs are evaluated from both machine and human perspectives.

quickly and accurately make diagnoses and formulate
treatment plans [141]. Furthermore, it can help medical
institutions optimize resource allocation and improve the
efficiency and quality of medical services. Existing medical
LLMs focusing on different medical disciplines, such as
internal medicine, respiratory medicine, and gastroenterol-
ogy, can provide more specialized answers than general
LLMs. Additionally, in medical consultation tasks, medical
LLMs excel in interactive diagnosis, proactively prompting
and guiding patients to provide missing information for
ambiguous descriptions, distinguishing them from general
LLMs.

Given the significance of the healthcare domain, the
advantages of medical LLMs over general LLMs, and the
cost-effectiveness and efficiency of training domain LLMs
from general LLMs, this paper systematically surveys
medical LLMs derived from further training of general
LLMs from the perspectives of dataset, methodology,
and evaluation. The main content is depicted in Fig. 1.
Firstly, we focus on the construction of training datasets
for medical LLMs, as the quality of these datasets directly
impacts the models’ medical capabilities. Thus, we analyze
the training datasets for existing medical LLMs from two
perspectives: the source of the training corpus and data
processing methods. Training corpus sources can assist de-
velopers in collecting the expected data, while data pro-
cessing methods facilitate the cleansing of data to form
a standardized training set. Furthermore, considering the

differing capabilities injected into medical LLMs by the
three training stages of CP, IFT, and HA, as well as the vari-
ations in required computational resources and data scale,
we summarized the combinations of training stages adopted
by existing medical LLMs and classified them into four
paradigms: IFT, CP-IFT, IFT-HA, and CP-IFT-HA. These
paradigms can guide institutions in choosing the appropriate
training methods based on their computational capabilities,
data scale, and specific needs. Subsequently, given the
professional nature of content generated by medical LLMs
and the potential harm that erroneous content can cause
to patients, we systematically review existing evaluation
benchmarks and protocols from two perspectives: machine
evaluation and human-centric evaluation. In particular, we
standardize the dimensions of the human-centric evaluation.
Finally, we analyze the shortcomings of existing medical
LLMs and propose future research directions with the po-
tential to address these issues.

Here, we compare several recent similar surveys. The
survey [58] systematically summarizes the training data,
methods, optimization strategies, and evaluation techniques
for LLMs in healthcare. However, it lacks sufficient depth in
discussing data sources and evaluation techniques, and over-
looks the summary of data processing methods. Compared
to it, our work retrieves the latest literature and analyzes the
training data from the perspective of 16 corpus sources. Ad-
ditionally, our work analyzes data processing methods and
evaluation techniques at a more fine-grained level. Another
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study similar to ours is [59], which systematically overviews
the methods, datasets, and application details of language
foundation models, vision foundation models, bioinformat-
ics foundation models, and multimodal foundation models
in healthcare. However, it lacks an in-depth analysis of both
the data, training strategies, and evaluation techniques for the
language foundation models. Some other surveys [141, 16]
focused on the applications and challenges of the LLMs in
medicine, rather than on methods and technology.

To bridge these gaps, the survey makes the following
contributions:

1. We systematically survey medical LLMs that emerged
since ChatGPT. Detailed guidelines and tutorials are
provided for healthcare researchers in training cus-
tomized medical LLMs in terms of dataset construc-
tion, training paradigms, and evaluation technologies.

2. Data Acquisition and Processing (Section 2). We sum-
marize and classify 16 training corpus sources and 4
groups of data processing methods for medical LLMs,
providing robust recommendations and guidance for
constructing customized medical datasets.

3. Training Paradigms (Section 3). We systematically
summarize the training stages for existing medical
LLMs and classify them into 4 training paradigms.
This categorization facilitates medical researchers in
selecting appropriate training paradigms based on
their available computational resources.

4. Medical LLMs Evaluations (Section 4). We sum-
marize the existing benchmark types for evaluating
medical LLMs and categorize them into machine and
human-centric evaluations. Additionally, the human-
centric evaluation dimensions of medical LLMs are
normalized. This result provides a comprehensive
evaluation perspective and methodology for health-
care researchers.

5. Challenges and Future Directions (Section 5). We
propose future research directions for addressing the
shortcomings and research gaps of existing medical
LLMs. These directions provide important guidance
and insights for medical organizations and researchers
to explore medical LLMs further.

2. Data Acquisition and Processing
Data are crucial for transferring knowledge of LLMs

from general purpose to domain applications. The quality
of a dataset significantly impacts model performance. A
high-quality dataset provides accurate supervised signals,
enabling the model to effectively learn domain-specific rules
and patterns. Moreover, this high-quality dataset not only
improves the model’s alignment with the target task but
also breaks the scaling law to some extent [50]. Medi-
cal LLMs should be doctor-like, patient-friendly, and pro-
fessional [188]. To ensure that general LLMs are able to
learn the language characteristics and terminology of the
medical domain, training datasets should meet the above
guidelines. To construct a medical domain dataset that meets
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Figure 2: Detailed Categorization of Corpus Sources and Data
Processing Methods.

the requirements of a specific task, it is essential to identify
appropriate training corpus sources. These sources may
vary in their medical discipline focus, level of specialization,
and data quality. After identifying suitable corpus sources,
the corpus cannot be directly used for model training. The
data may contain inappropriate content, such as violent,
pornographic, discriminatory material, and irregular data
formats. Therefore, data processing is required to ensure
the corpus meets the necessary training requirements.

The training of medical LLMs requires three types of
data: unstructured data for continued pretraining, question-
answer pairs (both single and multiple turns) for instruction
fine-tuning, and human preference data for human align-
ment. Here, we systematically summarize the training cor-
pus sources and data processing methods for investigated
medical LLMs in Tab. 1, providing a reference for construct-
ing custom medical training sets. In addition, we categorized
the corpus sources and data processing methods, as shown
in Fig. 2.

2.1. Training Corpus Sources
We categorized the corpus sources into 4 main groups:

Existing Public Datasets, Public Medical Corpus, Profes-
sional Medical Organization Corpus, and Synthetic Data.
These groups were further subdivided into 16 categories, as
illustrated in Fig. 2. The strengths and weaknesses of each
category, as well as their suitability for different training
stages of medical LLMs, are detailed below. Additionally,
the guidance is provided for the collection of customizing
training data. Finally, we counted the frequency of each
corpus source according to the data in Tab. 1, as shown in
Fig. 3.
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Table 1
Corpus Sources, Processing Methods, Training Set Format and Scale for Medical LLMs. The abbreviations here are Pub. Data: Existing Public Datasets, Pub. Corpus:
Public Medical Corpus, Org. Corpus: Professional Medical Organization Corpus, Syn.:Synthetic Data, clean.: Data Cleaning, Format.: Data Formatting & Construction,
Aug.: Data Augmentation, Trans.:Translation, QA: Question-Answer datasets (single turn or multiple turns or multiple choice), UD: Unstructured Data, InsD: Instruction
Data, HPD: Human Preference Data, KG: Knowledge Graph, NLP: NLP Task, MB: Medical Website, Encyc.: Encyclopedia, TB: Textbook, Guid.: Guideline, PI: Package
Insert, MAC: Medical Academic Literature, CN: Clinical Note, EHR: Electronic Health Record, MP: Medical Prescription, DPC: Doctor-Patient Conversation.

Models Training Corpus Sources Data Processing Standardized Training Sets (Size)
Pub. Data. Pub. Corpus Org. Corpus Syn. Clean. Format. Aug. Trans. UD InsD HPD

Med-PaLM [130] QA MW 65 items
ChatDoctor [91] MW ✓ 100K items
DoctorGLM [172] ✓ 4,487K items
BenTsao [151] KG ✓ 8K items
ChatGLM-Med [55] KG ✓ 7.6K items
MedAlpaca [54] QA, NLP MW ✓ ✓ 248K items
PMC-LLaMA [167] UD, QA, KG MAL, TB ✓ ✓ ✓ 79B tokens 202M tokens
HuatuoGPT [188] QA DPC ✓ ✓ ✓ 226K items
ChatMed-Consult
[164] MW ✓ ✓ 110K items

Med-PaLM 2 [131] QA 193K items
Clinical Camel [144] QA MAL ✓ ✓ 174K items
ShenNong-TCM
[163] KG ✓ 113K items

MedicalGPT [174] UD, QA,
HPD 361K items 2.07M items 3.8K items

ClinicalGPT [150] QA, KG EHR 423K items 10K items
DISC-MedLLM [11] QA, KG ✓ ✓ 514K items

Zhongjing [179] QA, KG,
NLP TB EHR, CN,

DPC ✓ ✓ 1,086 MB 470K items 20K items

BianQue [23] DPC ✓ ✓ 2,437K items
Alpacare [195] ✓ ✓ 52K items

Qilin-Med [180] QA, KG,
HPD ✓ 2B tokens 11M items 6K items

Taiyi [102] QA, NLP ✓ ✓ 1,114K items

ChiMed-GPT [142] UD, QA,
HPD ✓ ✓ 369K items 1,269K items 4K items

MediTron [24] UD, QA MAL CN ✓ ✓ 48 tokens 369K items

HuatuoGPT-II [22] UD Encyc., TB,
MAL, MW ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 5,394K items
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Table 1 (continued)

Models Training Corpus Sources Data Processing Standardized Training Sets
Pub. Data. Pub. Corpus Org. Corpus Syn. Clean. Format. Aug. Trans. UD InsD HPD

AntGLM-Med [89] UD, QA, KG TB, MAL DPC ✓ ✓ 15.39B tokens 632K items
GPT-doctor [155] MW, PI ✓ 1,939K items
EpilepsyLLM [200] QA MW MP, CN ✓ ✓ 52.2K items
BioMistral [79] UD, QA 3B tokens 405K items
MMedLM [121] UD MW, TB ✓ 25.5B tokens
InMD-X [53] MAL ✓ ✓ 150M tokens 1,701K items

Me-LLaMA [171] UD, QA,
KG, NLP MAL EHR, CN ✓ 129B tokens 214K items

JMLR [153] QA TB, Guid. EHR - -
BiMediX [118] QA ✓ ✓ 1,311K items
OncoGPT [69] MW DPC ✓ 332K items

Apollo [156] UD, QA

TB, MAL,
MW,
Encyc.,
Guid.

✓ ✓
2,054M
tokens 481M items

Qibo [189] QA, NLP TB, Encyc. MP ✓ 1,277MB -

Hippocrates [3] UD, QA ✓ 298M tokens 182.9M
tokens 15,258 items

MING-MOE [94] QA, NLP ✓ 300K tokens

LingDan [67] UD PI, TB MP, CN,
EHR ✓ ✓ 304M tokens 201.5K items

Aloe [51] QA Guid. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 872K items 12k items

PediatricsGPT [177] QA. KG TB, Encyc.,
Guil. DPC ✓ ✓ 975.8MB 332K items 15,556 items

Aqulia-Med [198] UD, QA ✓ ✓ ✓ 80B tokens 320K items 12,727 items

J.
W

ang
et

al.:
Preprintsubm

itted
to

Elsevier
P
age

5
of

25



Medical LLMs

UD
10.7%

QA
22.1%

HPD

2.5%

KG

9.0% NLP

4.9% Encyc.
3.3%

TB
8.2%

Guid.3.3%

PI1.6%

MW
8.2%

MAL

6.6%

DPC

4.9%

EHR

4.1%

CN

4.1%
MP

2.5%Syn.

4.1%

49.2%

31.1%

15.6%
4.1%

Existing
Public Datasets
Public
Medical Corpus
Professional Medical
Organization Corpus
Synthetic Data

Figure 3: Percentage of frequency for each corpus source. The
abbreviations are the same as in Tab. 1.

2.1.1. Existing Public Datasets
It is recommended that existing public datasets be used

to construct customized training sets for medical LLMs.
These datasets are well-designed, high-quality, and widely
recognized in existing research. The public datasets are fur-
ther categorized into five types: unstructured data, question-
answer pairs, human preference data, knowledge graphs,
and regular NLP task data. Related work [58, 59] have
systematically summarized datasets for LLMs in the medical
domain. Here, we focus on the characteristics of each data
type and considerations for using these public datasets.

Unstructured Data usually refers to plain text data, such
as the numerous public corpora including CommonCrawl
[29], C4 [123], Wikipedia [166], Baidu Baike [9], UFAL
Medical Corpus [147] , and other LLM collections like
RedPajama [30]. These corpora are collected from web data
using crawlers, resulting in a large-scale dataset. However,
they require rigorous data cleaning, such as filtering for
medical-related content. The cleaned data can then be used
to continued pretraining Medical LLMs, enhancing their
understanding of the distributional and statistical character-
istics of medical data and thereby improving the stability and
robustness of the models.

Question-Answer Pairs (QA) include single-turn question-
answer, multi-turn question-answer (conversations), and
multiple-choice question-answer datasets. Single-turn question-
answer datasets, such as Huatuo-26M [88] and ChiMed
[143], primarily consist of questions and answers collected
from real-life scenarios. Each question addresses a specific
topic within the medical domain, enabling medical LLMs
to learn a specialized manner and style of responding.
However, due to its single-turn QA nature, it falls short of
enhancing the ability of medical LLMs to process contex-
tual information. Conversely, datasets in a multi-turn QA
format, such as MedDialog [185], BianqueCorpus [23], and
CMtMedQA [179], have the potential to augment the capac-
ity of medical LLMs to handle contextual information and
simulate authentic doctor-patient interactions. Additionally,
these multi-turn QA datasets often include instances where

doctors inquire about patients’ conditions, thereby bolstering
the medical LLMs’ ability to ask proactive questions and
guide users in describing their situations. Multiple-choice
QA datasets, such as MMLU [60], MedQA [72], Pub-
MedQA [73], and MedMCQA [115], consist of questions
and options, with some derived from actual medical exam
questions. In addition to correct answers, some of these
datasets include detailed explanations. This enhances the
model’s ability to select correct answers and improves
its understanding and reasoning about complex medical
information.

Human Preference Data, such as Zhongjing_rlhf [179]
and MedicalGPT [174], consist of a question, a chosen
response, and a rejected response. The chosen response
aligns with human values (more like a doctor’s response),
whereas the rejected response is not consistent with human
values compared to the chosen response. These datasets
typically require manual labeling or verification, resulting in
a smaller number of public datasets of this type compared to
other types. Such datasets are used in the human alignment
training stage of medical LLMs to ensure that the model’s
responses align with human linguistic conventions and ex-
hibit characteristics that are doctor-like, patient-friendly,
harmless, and professional.

Knowledge Graph represents concepts, entities, and
their interrelationships in the real world in a structured
format, aligning information more closely with human cog-
nition. It enhances the organization, management, and com-
prehension of vast data [64, 41, 68, 157]. Medical knowledge
graphs usually contain rich structured medical knowledge
with low data noise. This type of data can motivate medical
LLMs to more accurately process medical terminology and
causal relationships, thus improving models’ performance
in reasoning medical tasks. Common medical knowledge
graphs include UMLS [96], CMeKG [17], and BIOS[13].
Since these are not in QA pairs or plain text format, a
carefully designed data transformation pipeline is required
to convert them.

NLP Task datasets include Named Entity Recognition
(NER) [87, 111], Relation Extraction (RE) [191, 125],
Causal Relation Extraction (CRE) [178], Text Classification
(TC) [108, 193], Semantic Textual Similarity (STS) [159,
183], Natural Language Inference (NLI) [4], and others.
These datasets enhance model performance in various medi-
cal tasks and instruction following capabilities. Me-LLaMA
[171] and Taiyi [102] utilize these conventional medical
NLP datasets to improve their models’ generalization ca-
pabilities. It is important to note that these data generally
cannot be used directly for training medical LLMs and must
be transformed into plain text or question-answer pair format
by data processing.

Public datasets are easily accessible and high quality, but
they do not all meet the needs of training medical LLMs in
the medical domain, such as focusing on pediatrics or other
nuanced domains of medical LLMs. It is necessary to create
an individual training set to meet customized needs.
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2.1.2. Public Medical Corpus
Publicly accessible online medical data is a primary

source for training medical LLMs. The data encompasses
diverse medical information from various regions, popu-
lations, and platforms. While it offers extensive coverage
and a wide range of medical knowledge, it often presents
challenges related to privacy and data quality, necessitating
further cleaning and processing. Here, we summarize six
common data sources for medical LLMs: medical ency-
clopedias, medical textbooks, medical academic literature,
medical websites, medical guidelines, and package inserts.

Medical Encyclopedias are comprehensive reference
resources, typically available online, that systematically doc-
ument a wide range of medical knowledge, including dis-
eases, symptoms, diagnostic methods, treatments, and re-
lated medical technologies [48]. Compiled by professional
medical groups, academic institutions, or authoritative pub-
lishers, their content undergoes rigorous review and reg-
ular updates to ensure accuracy and currency. The struc-
tured organization of these encyclopedias facilitates efficient
data retrieval and processing. Notable medical encyclopedia
websites include MedlinePlus [109], Mayo Clinic [107], and
WebMD [161]. Medical LLMs often use encyclopedias as
a training data source to enhance their medical knowledge
[22, 156]. Although the format of encyclopedia content is
suitable for the pretraining of these models, further data
processing and transformation are necessary for instruction
fine-tuning.

Medical Textbooks provide a systematic introduction
to medical knowledge and skills, serving as comprehensive
references for medical students, physicians, nurses, and other
healthcare professionals [140, 77]. They cover a wide range
of topics from basic sciences (e.g., anatomy, physiology,
biochemistry) to clinical practice (e.g., internal medicine,
surgery, pediatrics, obstetrics and gynecology). Authored
by experts and peer-reviewed, these textbooks ensure the
accuracy and authority of medical information. Common
sources include FreeBooks4Doctors [43], AccessMedicine
[105], and Bookshelf [112]. Similar to medical encyclo-
pedias, medical textbooks offer extensive, specialized, and
structured information. Consequently, medical LLMs [89,
153, 189, 121] utilize these textbooks as training data to
incorporate professional and precise medical knowledge.
However, the specialized terminology and complex linguis-
tic structures in medical textbooks can limit their accessibil-
ity for users without a medical background.

Medical Academic Literature encompasses special-
ized publications that research, explore, and discuss vari-
ous fields of medicine [83]. This literature includes peer-
reviewed journal articles, scholarly books, conference pa-
pers, and research reports. Covering specialties such as
clinical medicine, biomedical sciences, public health, phar-
macology, and physiology, these publications provide up-to-
date medical knowledge and evidence for researchers, clini-
cians, students, and allied professionals. Common sources
include PubMed [110], Embase [39], and ScienceDirect

[40]. Due to its specialization, accuracy, and currency, med-
ical academic literature is frequently used to train medical
LLMs [24, 171, 167], enhancing their medical expertise.
However, the specialized terminology and technical content
may make these models produce responses that are not easily
understood by the general public. Additionally, acquiring
academic literature data requires consideration of copyright
issues.

Medical Websites encompass various online platforms,
such as forums, consultations, news, and educational re-
sources. Specifically, medical consultation platforms allow
patients to communicate with doctors online for medical
advice, diagnoses, and treatment plans, enhancing the con-
venience and accessibility of healthcare services. These plat-
forms also offer doctors a flexible way to provide care more
efficiently. Common medical websites include 98point6 [1],
Ding Xiang Yuan [38], Teladoc Health [139], and Haodf
[56]. For training medical LLMs (LLMs), conversation data
from medical consultation platforms is particularly valuable.
This data is generally more accessible to the public com-
pared to academic literature and textbooks due to its real-
world, colloquial nature. Additionally, the multi-turn QA
format helps improve the models’ ability to process contex-
tual information. Several models, such as MMedLM [121],
ChatDoctor [91], and GPT-Doctor [155], use this type of
data to align their response styles with those of real doctors.
However, data from medical consultation platforms must
be collected with strict adherence to privacy regulations
to ensure patient information security. The quality of this
data can vary, with some information being inaccurate or
incomplete. Therefore, it is essential to screen and clean the
data to maintain the accuracy and reliability of the medical
information used for training.

Medical Guidelines, also known as clinical or prac-
tice guidelines, are documents that provide recommenda-
tions for medical decision-making, including the diagnosis,
management, and treatment of specific health conditions.
These guidelines are critical for medical practice and are
typically developed by professional medical organizations,
government agencies, or academic groups [12]. Common
sources include CCO [18], CDC [19], NICE [113], and
WHO [165]. Medical guidelines offer practical information
across a broad spectrum of diseases and clinical scenarios,
aiding medical LLMs in learning diagnostic and therapeutic
decision-making. The standardized format and consensus-
driven content of these guidelines enable models to assim-
ilate best practices in the medical community. Models such
as MediTron [24], Apollo [156], and JMLR [153] incorpo-
rate guideline data in their training, helping them provide
practical advice to healthcare professionals, thus enhancing
diagnostic accuracy and reducing the risk of misdiagnosis
and mistreatment. Despite their value, medical guidelines
have limitations. They are often based on average data from
the general patient population, which may not always be
applicable to individualized clinical decision-making.

Package Inserts are documents that provide compre-
hensive information about medications and their proper use

J. Wang et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 7 of 25



Medical LLMs

[45]. Targeted at patients, doctors, and other healthcare
professionals, it promotes the safe and effective use of medi-
cations. Package inserts typically include details such as the
drug name and ingredients, usage and dosage, indications,
contraindications, warnings and precautions, drug interac-
tions, and side effects. Common sources for drug insert
data include RxList [126] and Drugs [34]. These documents
contain rich information that can enhance medical LLMs’
understanding of drugs and support decision-making pro-
cesses. However, there are limitations. Package inserts offer
standardized medication instructions and may not account
for individual patient conditions or concurrent medication
use, which can affect the ability of medical LLMs to provide
personalized healthcare and treatment recommendations.

Overall, the aforementioned public medical corpus sources
offer a wealth of information and extensive coverage, pro-
viding diverse knowledge resources for medical LLMs.
Additionally, they are relatively easy to access without
significant time and resource investment. However, these
public medical corpus sources also have some drawbacks.
Firstly, due to the diversity of medical data sources, they
need to be filtered in a fine-grained way to obtain data
that matches the target task. Secondly, most of these data
are unstructured and require appropriate data processing
operations to convert them into the format required for
instruction fine-tuning.

2.1.3. Professional Medical Organization Corpus
Data from specialized medical institutions, such as hos-

pitals and healthcare centers, is a crucial information source
for training medical LLMs. These data include patients’
medical histories, diagnostic information, treatment plans,
and doctor-patient interactions. Here, we summarize four
commonly used professional medical organization corpus
sources: Clinical Notes, Electronic Health Records, Medical
Prescriptions, and Doctor-Patient Conversations.

Clinical Notes are records created by healthcare pro-
fessionals during the consultation, diagnosis, treatment,
and monitoring of patients. Typically prepared by doc-
tors, nurses, and therapists, these notes include patient
information, symptom descriptions, diagnoses, assessments,
treatment plans, and progress notes [132]. MIMIC [75] is
a publicly accessible database of clinical notes, offering
diverse and comprehensive data covering the entire course
of a patient’s medical care. These data will enhance medical
LLMs’ abilities in clinical decision-making and case under-
standing. For instance, models like Zhongjing [179] and Me-
LLaMA [171] use clinical notes for continued pretraining to
enrich their knowledge and understand real-world clinical
scenarios and reasoning. Meanwhile, Clinical Camel [144]
aims to enable LLMs to synthesize plausible clinical records.

Electronic Health Records (EHRs) are digital versions
of patients’ medical records, offering a more comprehensive
overview than clinical notes [63, 15]. EHRs include medi-
cal history, diagnoses, medication regimens, immunization
dates, allergy information, radiology images, and laboratory
test results. This real-time, patient-centric record system

provides authorized users with immediate, secure access to
patient information. Publicly accessible sources for EHRs
include eICU [119], MIMIC-IV [74], and CPRD [61]. Given
the close relation to medical practice and the multidimen-
sional nature of the data, some works [179, 150] have utilized
EHR data to train healthcare domain models, enhancing their
usefulness and authenticity. However, different healthcare
organizations may use varying EHR systems and record
formats, necessitating additional processing to standardize
the data. Furthermore, EHRs contain personal medical infor-
mation that must be anonymized to protect patient privacy.

Medical Prescription is an official directive from a
physician or authorized healthcare professional to a pharma-
cist, detailing the medication to be dispensed to a patient,
including the specific drug, dosage, frequency, and adminis-
tration method [57]. These data reflect real-world prescrip-
tion practices, providing valuable and authentic information
to enhance models’ decision-making in healthcare. Some
hospitals have integrated electronic medical prescriptions
into their EHR systems, significantly facilitating scientific
research on this data. Qibo [189] utilizes Traditional Chi-
nese Medicine (TCM) prescriptions as pretraining corpus to
incorporate TCM knowledge into medical LLMs. Medical
Prescription data is relatively scarce and generally requires
collaboration with hospitals to access. Additionally, these
datasets may exhibit biases, with certain hospitals or physi-
cians favoring specific drugs or treatments. Errors, omis-
sions, or inaccuracies, such as misspelled drug names or
incorrect dosages, can also compromise the effectiveness of
model training and application.

Doctor-Patient Conversation data encompasses real-
life QA and interactions between doctors and patients, in-
cluding symptom descriptions, diagnostic information, and
patient feedback [104]. These conversations typically in-
volve multiple rounds of communication, with doctors ac-
tively asking questions. Such data can enhance the capa-
bilities of medical LLMs in assisting diagnosis, provid-
ing treatment suggestions, asking relevant questions, and
understanding context. HuatuoGPT [188] uses real medi-
cal conversation data in serving instruction fine-tuning to
enhance long conversations for medical LLMs. However,
accessing this data is challenging due to privacy concerns
from hospitals and patients, and the colloquial and emotional
nature of these conversations requires future processing.

Overall, the aforementioned professional medical orga-
nization corpus sources, generated in real medical scenarios,
possess high authenticity and utility. These data provide
valuable information for medical LLMs, thereby enhancing
their ability to assist in real-world diagnoses. However, these
data sources also present several challenges. Primarily, most
of the data are proprietary to hospitals and require relevant
licenses for access, increasing the difficulty and cost of data
acquisition. Additionally, since the data are generated in of-
fline medical settings, they may be incomplete or inaccurate,
with potential errors or gaps in medical records. Privacy
and security concerns are also significant, as these data may
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contain sensitive patient information, raising serious legal
and ethical issues if leaked or misused.

2.1.4. Synthetic Data
Synthetic data is generated by prompting an LLM to

create content based on its internal knowledge or contextual
information [134]. The common general synthetic datasets
are Alpaca-52k [136], and ShareGPT [25], which are in
QA format. These datasets aim to align customized LLMs
with state-of-the-art LLMs at minimal cost. In the med-
ical domain, several LLMs utilize state-of-the-art models
to generate training datasets, constructing both single-turn
and multi-turn QA formats. Related prompt templates are
presented in the GitHub repository.

For single-turn QA data, ChatMed-Consult [55] takes
medical questions from the internet as input to ChatGPT
and then concatenates its outputs to form an instruction fine-
tuning dataset. HuatuoGPT [188] employs a self-instruct
[160] method, generating a medical instruction dataset by
manually creating seed instructions based on specific roles
and use cases. Alpacare [195] initially creates a small set
of clinician-curated seed tasks, considering four dimensions:
topic, view, type, and difficulty level. Each task includes de-
tailed information specific to these dimensions, instructions,
and possibly corresponding inputs. GPT-4 then generates
new instructions based on these seed tasks, filtering out
highly similar ones. Finally, ChatGPT answers each gener-
ated instruction to compose the MedInstruct-52k instruction
fine-tuning dataset. For multi-turn QA data, HuatuoGPT
employs two ChatGPTs: one simulates a doctor and the other
as a patient. Real data is utilized to stimulate conversations
between these two ChatGPTs, resulting in a multi-turn QA
dataset.

The quality of the generated data depends on the effec-
tiveness of the prompts. Well-designed prompts can signifi-
cantly stimulate the intrinsic knowledge of LLMs, resulting
in higher-quality data. However, since this data is not derived
from real-world sources, manual checking and correction are
typically required to enhance its quality.

2.2. Data Processing
After acquiring data from the target source, it may not

be immediately suitable for training medical LLMs due to
several issues: the presence of errors or irrelevant informa-
tion, non-standardized data formats, insufficient or overly
brief content, language mismatches between the data source
and target, tone inconsistencies with the robotic doctor,
and lack of professional annotation. Therefore, this survey
summarizes the commonly used data processing methods
for medical LLMs and classifies them into four categories
according to their functions: Data Cleaning, Data Format-
ting, Data Augmentation, and Translation. Additionally, we
summarized the related prompt templates of data processing
in the GitHub repository.

2.2.1. Data Cleaning
Data cleaning primarily aims to remove noise and cor-

rect errors and inconsistencies, improving overall data qual-
ity [27]. We have deeply investigated how existing medi-
cal LLM works to clean these data. This process can be
categorized by function into Quality Filtering, Sensitive
Information Filtering, and De-duplication.

Quality Filtering enhances data quality by using key-
words or special tags to clean the target data. This pro-
cess can be implemented in various ways, with keyword
filtering being a primary method. Keyword filtering helps
identify and retain relevant medical domain data, remov-
ing non-medical content [168]. By verifying the presence
of pertinent medical keywords in a corpus fragment, we
can effectively determine its relevance to the desired data.
HuatuoGPT-II [22] uses a dictionary-based method to de-
termine if a text fragment belongs to the target domain by
evaluating the density of domain-specific words. Similarly,
Apollo [156] uses a dictionary-based approach to select
medical data from large-scale Chinese, English, and Spanish
corpora. MMedLM [121] employs a rule-based filtering
pipeline for extracting target data from multilingual corpora.
It constructs a list of 1,200 multilingual medical terms and
evaluates text passages based on the count and density of
these terms, considering a passage relevant only if both
metrics exceed a predefined threshold. Additionally, non-
essential sections of medical textbooks, such as the cover,
table of contents, and end pages, are excluded to maintain a
focus on medical content.

Keyword filtering not only facilitates the extraction of
target domain data but also enhances data quality. MedAl-
paca [54] ensured data quality by selecting only forum
replies that received at least five votes. Qibo [189] im-
proved data quality through character-level and paragraph-
level rules to verify the plausibility of individual charac-
ters and the semantic continuity of the text. These rules
were iteratively updated and refined through sampling and
manual checks. InMD-X [53] initially identified top-ranking
journal titles within each internal medicine specialty, based
on Journal Citation Reports (JCR), ensuring data quality.
Subsequently, it queried these journals via the Pubmed API
and extracted papers published since 2010 to capture recent
medical knowledge. ChatDoctor [91] improved data quality
by filtering out short, meaningless conversations. BianQue
[23] reduced data noise by removing private content, in-
complete JSON data, website links, voice recordings, and
auto-responds from medical consulting platform data us-
ing regular expressions. Additionally, collected data may
include medical advertising with misleading language, po-
tentially biasing medical LLMs. HuatuoGPT-II [22] utilizes
ChatGPT to identify advertisements within text and trains a
quality classification model to filter out such content from
the dataset.

The collected data may contain errors, potentially bias-
ing the model’s understanding and leading to inaccuracies
in the generated text. This could result in misinformation,
such as incorrect disease names, which can confuse users.
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Additionally, grammatical errors in the collected data may
be reflected in the model’s output, reducing readability and
user experience. To address this, ChatDoctor [91] manu-
ally filters erroneous content and utilizes LanguageTool for
grammatical corrections, while HuatuoGPT [188] prompts
LLMs to filter data for misspellings, slang, and irrelevant
information.

The collected data may include special characters like
citation marks or URLs, which lack contextual meaning and
are unsuitable for training medical LLMs. PMC-LLaMA
[167] eliminates irrelevant elements from medical textbooks
such as URLs, author lists, redundant information, document
content, references, citations, and citation marks for images
and tables. MediTron [24] removes URLs, citations, graph-
ics, table separators, and incorrectly formatted characters
from clinical guidelines. In processing the literature, author
details, bibliographies, acknowledgments, tables, and graph-
ics are excluded, retaining only the main body of each paper.
Additionally, it employs “#" to denote major sections and
“##" for subsections, replacing citation marks with the title
of the reference.

Although the manual review is time-consuming and
labor-intensive, it remains the most reliable method for
ensuring data quality. OncoGPT [69] submits automatically
cleaned data for review by domain experts and clinicians to
correct inaccuracies and ensure the authority of the answers.

Sensitive Information Filtering. Private information in
medical data usually refers to patients’ personal identity and
health information, which can seriously harm patients’ rights
if disclosed [47, 101]. Moreover, including private attributes
like race, gender, and age may introduce bias in certain
demographic groups. Common techniques for mitigating
privacy concerns include data desensitization, substituting
personal identifiers for sensitive information within the text,
and data deletion, which involves directly removing sensitive
details from the text. However, the latter approach may
compromise the integrity and usability of the data. ChiMed-
GPT [142] and OncoGPT [69] remove private information,
including personal details, hospital data, and website in-
formation, from dialogue data. This process mitigates the
impact of data redundancy and non-critical information on
model performance.

De-duplication removes duplicates, reduces data redun-
dancy, and enhances the quality and diversity of training
data. Additionally, it prevents data leakage between the
training and test sets, ensuring a fair evaluation process
[14, 44]. HuatuoGPT-II [22] employs a sentence embedding
model to transform the corpus into embedding vectors and
subsequently eliminates semantically similar texts through
an intensive search method. MediTron [24] de-duplicates
literature samples by matching paper titles. Apollo [156]
performs de-duplication on exam data by removing samples
with at least 64 consecutive identical characters to prevent
data leakage and ensure accurate assessment results.

2.2.2. Data Formatting
The continued pretraining stage requires unstructured

data, the instruction fine-tuning stage requires QA pairs
(single-turn and multi-turn), and the human alignment stage
involves human preference data. The collected data may
not be directly suitable for the training stages, necessitating
transformation into the appropriate format. We summarize
the methods used by medical LLMs to convert data from
various structures into three types: Unstructured Data, In-
struction Data, and Human Preference Data.

Unstructured Data are sourced from medical encyclo-
pedias, textbooks, academic literature, and guidelines. These
data are used in the continued pretraining stage of medi-
cal LLMs to enrich domain knowledge and enhance rep-
resentation capabilities. After a simple truncation process,
these unstructured data can effectively support the model’s
continued pretraining. However, structured data needs to be
transformed into unstructured data for continued pretrain-
ing. For knowledge graph data, entities, relationships, and
attributes are extracted. Subsequently, these information can
be transformed into unstructured natural language text using
human-designed templates or natural language generation
tools like LLM. AntGLM-Med [89] samples subgraphs at
different scales of the knowledge graph and rewrites them
as natural language text. QA pairs and NLP task data are
commonly stored in JSON format. This format facilitates
the extraction of data and labels, enabling the formation
of unstructured natural language text using key-value pairs
as delimiters. MedicalGPT [174] aggregates questions and
answers from the medical encyclopedia QA dataset to create
plain text data for continued pretraining, thereby integrating
medical knowledge.

Instruction Data consists of question-and-answer(QA)
formats, facilitating medical LLMs in comprehending the
context and concepts of medical queries. It also aids in
familiarizing the models with common expressions and lan-
guage conventions in the medical domain, resulting in more
natural and clinically relevant responses [42, 114]. Both syn-
thetic data and real doctor-patient conversation data adhere
to the question-answer pair format. However, for sources
like medical literature, encyclopedias, textbooks, and knowl-
edge graphs, transformation into question-answer pairs re-
quires the application of natural language generation tech-
niques. MedAlpaca [54] uses ChatGPT to transform para-
graph headings from medical textbooks into questions and
paragraph content into corresponding answers, thereby gen-
erating QA pair dataset. Apollo [156] partitions the corpus
data into segments based on basic semantic units, such
as chapters in books, paragraphs in website content, and
abstracts of papers. Subsequently, it prompts ChatGPT to
sequentially generate questions and answers based on these
text segments. InMD-X [53] prompts ChatGPT to extract
fundamental medical knowledge from abstracts of medi-
cal literature. It subsequently prompts ChatGPT to gener-
ate corresponding questions based on these basic medical
knowledge. Me-LLaMA [171] formulates specific prompts
for various datasets, including medical literature, clinical
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notes, clinical guides, Wikipedia, and Knowledge Graphs.
It then prompts the LLM to enhance the original questions,
thereby creating instruction fine-tuning datasets. Similarly,
HuatuoGPT-II [22] prompts ChatGPT to convert the un-
structured medical corpus into a question-answer pair for-
mat. Additionally, it introduces statistical analysis and se-
mantic recognition techniques to minimize discrepancies be-
tween the transformed data and the original source. Clinical
Camel [144] presents a dialogue-based knowledge encoding
approach, which converts dense medical literature into dia-
logues and incorporates soft alignment. Initially, it employs
a teacher model to convert a segment of literature text into a
multi-turn dialogue, with alignment conditions included in
the prompts. Subsequently, a student model is tasked with
learning the mapping between the literature text and the
multi-turn dialogue, resulting in an enhanced student model
that improves conversational capabilities. BiMediX [118]
utilizes samples from a multiple-choice QA dataset and
specific prompt words as inputs to ChatGPT, generating a
multi-turn QA dataset. DISC-MdeLLM [11] employs LLMs
to distill questions and correct answers from the multiple-
choice QA dataset. It then integrates these with explanations
to produce single-turn QA data.

The above work employs LLMs to perform data format-
ting, while other works leverage automated methods for the
same purpose. ClinicalGPT [150] utilizes annotations from
electronic health records as input for instruction fine-tuning
data, with diagnoses as output, forming a dataset of question-
answer pairs. GPT-doctor [155] utilizes package inserts to
generate QA pairs covering aspects such as usage, dosage,
indications, contraindications, precautions, pharmacological
effects, chemical composition, and more. The questions are
constructed based on subheadings in the package inserts, like
“What diseases does [Medicine Name] treat?", and then the
answer is the corresponding content of the subheading.

The medical knowledge graph embodies a wealth of
structured medical knowledge. Efforts in medical LLMs
involve the conversion of knowledge graph data into QA
pairs format. BenTsao [151] first extracts medical knowledge
described in natural language from the knowledge graph, and
then generates the corresponding instructions and answers
based on this knowledge using ChatGPT. DISC-MedLLM
[11] initially prompts ChatGPT to convert disease-related
knowledge into the <instruction, knowledge> format, and
then prompts ChatGPT to convert these data into a single-
turn medical dialogue scenario <user inquiry, physician
response>. This process aims to augment the diversity and
linguistic depth of training datasets. ClinicalGPT [150] man-
ually designed the corresponding templates to convert each
triple from the knowledge graph into data in QA pair format.
Likewise, PMC-LLaMA [167] formulated QA templates to
either describe an entity or predict the relationship between
two entities.

Human Preference Data is intended to be used to train
the reward model and to guide the LLM in aligning human
preferences such as being more doctor-like, patient-friendly,
truthful, harmless, and professional [133, 188]. This type

parallels the QA format, where responses are categorized
into chosen and rejected, based on their alignment with
the predefined human preferences. The construction of the
human preference dataset is more time-consuming com-
pared to the instruction fine-tuning dataset, Therefore, many
studies leverage ChatGPT to facilitate the construction of
the human preference dataset. HuatuoGPT [188] utilizes real
dialogues to stimulate the generative model into producing
diverse responses. These responses undergo evaluation via
ChatGPT, considering coherence, consistency with human
preferences, and comparison with responses from real doc-
tors. The resultant human preference dataset is structured
based on the ratings provided by ChatGPT. ChiMed-GPT
[142] and MedicalGPT [174] sample questions from the
instruction fine-tuning dataset, then the chosen response
is provided by the physician, and the rejected response is
provided by the medical LLM BenTsao [151]. To pursue
high-quality human preference data, some of the work uses
manual annotation. Zhongjing [179] employs medical grad-
uate students or clinicians to annotate the human prefer-
ence dataset with nine dimensions (Accuracy, Safety, Ethics,
Comprehension, Clarity, Initiative, Coherence, Consistency,
and Warm Tone), yielding a dataset of superior quality.
Similarly, ClinicalGPT [150] employs manual annotation to
rank responses to medical inquiries.

2.2.3. Data Augmentation
Shorter, colloquial doctor-patient conversation data and

multiple-choice QA datasets lacking detailed explanations
may compromise the accuracy and professionalism of re-
sponses generated by medical LLMs. Consequently, some
studies use LLMs to augment the training dataset for ad-
dressing these issues. BianQue [23] prompts ChatGPT to
refine doctors’ responses over multiple rounds of conver-
sations, enhancing their empathy, professionalism, and co-
herence. DISC-MedLLM [11] prompts ChatGPT to expand
on the original responses, adding detail and logic with-
out altering their meaning. It also eliminates colloquial
expressions and revises responses that do not align with
the style of the robot doctor, such as advising patients to
make appointments. Zhongjing [179] employs a self-instruct
[160] method to standardize, professionalize, and enhance
the friendliness of doctors’ responses while preserving the
diversity and integrity of the original data. PMC-LLaMA
[167] prompts GPT-4 to augment medical conversation data
by generating synonymous sentences, thereby improving the
model’s robustness to different instructions. Additionally,
it uses ChatGPT to add rationale explanations to multiple-
choice QA data. Clinical Camel [144] prompts the GPT-
4 to retrieve textual resources related to the question, and
then supplements the multiple-choice QA data with an-
swer explanations according to those resources. Some stud-
ies have used LLMs to augment human preference data.
ChiMed-GPT [142] enhanced the human preference dataset
by incorporating responses from GPT-4 and GPT-3.5. The
response format changed from <chosen response, rejected
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response> to <chosen response, GPT-4’s response, GPT-
3.5’s response, rejected response>, with the degree of align-
ment to human preferences decreasing in that order.

2.2.4. Translation
To make medical LLMs widely accessible across various

countries and regions, addressing language differences is
crucial. Translating existing medical corpora can overcome
this barrier and maximize the utilization of high-quality
data. Consequently, some medical LLMs are now focusing
on ensuring the accuracy and reliability of translation re-
sults. DoctorGLM [172] prompts ChatGPT to translate the
medical corpus data to the target language and then trains
a new medical translation model for learning the mapping
from the source language to the target language. BiMediX
[118] employs ChatGPT for English-to-Arabic translation,
followed by a quality assessment using ChatGPT to ensure
terminology accuracy. If translations do not meet a preset
standard, an improvement process begins. This involves pro-
viding ChatGPT with the original English text, the current
translation, and its evaluation score, prompting it to refine
the translation for better consistency with the original. The
translation quality is continuously enhanced through itera-
tive feedback. Translations that remain unsatisfactory are
reviewed and corrected by Arabic-speaking medical experts.
Finally, a random sample of high-scoring translations is
reviewed to ensure data quality. To maintain uniformity in
language and style within the training corpus, HuatuoGPT-
II [22] was inspired by back-translation to standardize the
format of the training corpus by prompting ChatGPT. In
contrast, the multilingual medical LLM, Apollo [156], con-
siders cultural differences, beliefs, and taboo phrases across
regions. It uses local language medical datasets without
translation to avoid potential conflicts.

3. Training Paradigms
Transferring from general to medical LLMs involves

three stages of continued training: continued pretraining, in-
struction fine-tuning, and human alignment. However, given
that the general LLM has completed training and possesses
some medical knowledge alongside its general knowledge,
all three stages may not be necessary to train a medical
LLM based on the general LLM. Tab. 2 presents information
about the medical LLMs, including the number of param-
eters, base model, and training stages employed. Medical
LLMs learn different capabilities at various training stages
and have diverse demands on computational resources and
dataset scales. We categorized four paradigms according
to the combination of training stages employed by existing
medical LLMs, as depicted in Fig. 4. The characteristics and
strategies of each paradigm are described in detail below.

3.1. IFT Paradigm
Instruction fine-tuning (IFT), also termed supervised

fine-tuning (SFT), refers to the parameter fine-tuning of pre-
trained LLMs using instruction data (e.g., QA pairs). During
the training process, only the loss of response content is

considered. After instruction fine-tuning, medical LLMs can
demonstrate strong medical instruction following and zero-
shot learning ability. It can effectively grasp instructions
from medical practitioners or patients, thereby enhancing
doctors’ clinical efficiency and addressing patients’ needs
efficiently.

Medical LLMs depicted in Tab. 2 all employ instruction
fine-tuning to enhance their capacity for addressing medical
issues. This paradigm leverages the extensive knowledge
base inherent in general LLMs, requiring only instruction
fine-tuning to adapt LLMs to specific medical tasks. Addi-
tionally, the emergence of Parameter Efficient Fine-Tuning
(PEFT) [93] accelerates the training process of instruc-
tion fine-tuning and reduces the demand for computational
resources. Strengths: Instruction fine-tuning can improve
large medical language models’ performance in instruction
following adherence with minimal computational resources
and time consumption. Weaknesses: Without continued pre-
training and human alignment, the knowledge understanding
of the model may be limited, and its response may not
accurately simulate the characteristics of the physician.

3.1.1. Parameter Efficient Fine-Tuning
As can be seen from Tab. 2, there are two types of

instruction fine-tuning methods used in medical LLMs: one
is full parameter fine-tuning, and the other is PEFT [93].
Full parameter fine-tuning involves training and updating all
parameters related to the medical LLM during instruction
fine-tuning. Conversely, PEFT reduces the number of model
parameters requiring training, thereby reducing the perfor-
mance demands of the necessary equipment for training
while ensuring that the fine-tuned model’s performance is
comparable to that of full parameter fine-tuning. The most
commonly used parameter-efficient fine-tuning method in
the medical LLMs is Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) [66].
LoRA approximates parameter updates for each layer by
adding low-rank decomposition matrices while freezing the
original weights, thereby reducing the number of training
parameters and the training time. Another commonly used
method is QLoRA [33], which is a parameter quantiza-
tion technique based on the LoRA method. In QLoRA, the
original model parameters are quantized to 4-bit, while the
newly added low-rank decomposition matrix parameters are
saved as 16-bit for training. This approach further reduces
the performance requirements of the training equipment
and lowers the threshold for developing medical LLMs
in medical institutions. In addition, there are many PEFT
methods, such as Adapter Tuning [65], Prefix Tuning [90],
Cpoly [152], Prompt Tuning [84] and, P-tuning [100, 99],
which can also reduce the performance requirements and
time consumption of the training equipment. However, these
methods are used less frequently than LoRA.

3.1.2. Two-stage Fine-tuning Strategy
Given the diverse sources of data reflecting various

aspects of medical knowledge, a one-stage instruction fine-
tuning approach may not fully exploit these distinct data
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Table 2
Detailed Information of Medical Large Language Models. Note: "Para." denotes parameters, "CP" denotes continued pretraining,
"IFT" denotes instruction fine-tuning, and "HA" denotes human alignment.

Models Backbone Para. (B) CP IFT IFT Methods HA
Preferred
Languages

Open
Sources

Date

Med-PaLM [130] PaLM [26] 540 ✓ Prompt Tuning EN 01/2023
ChatDoctor [91] LLaMA [145] 7 ✓ Full Para. EN ✓ 03/2023
DoctorGLM [172] ChatGLM [184] 6 ✓ LoRA CN ✓ 04/2023
BenTsao [151] LLaMA [145] 7 ✓ LoRA CN ✓ 04/2023
ChatGLM-Med [55] ChatGLM [184] 6 ✓ LoRA CN ✓ 04/2023
MedAlpaca [54] LLaMA [145] 7, 13 ✓ Full Para., LoRA CN ✓ 04/2023
PMC-LLaMA [167] LLaMA2 [146] 13 ✓ ✓ Full Para. CN ✓ 04/2023

HuatuoGPT [188]
Baichuan [176],
Ziya-LLaMA [190]

7, 13 ✓ Full Para. ✓ CN ✓ 05/2023

ChatMed-Consult
[164]

LLaMA [145] 7 ✓ LoRA CN ✓ 05/2023

Med-PaLM 2 [131] PaLM2 [7] - ✓ - EN 05/2023
Clinical Camel [144] LLaMA2 [146] 13, 70 ✓ QLoRA EN ✓ 05/2023
ShenNong-TCM [163] LLaMA [145] 7 ✓ LoRA CN ✓ 06/2023

MedicalGPT [174]
Ziya-LLaMA [190],
Baichuan-Chat [176]

13 ✓ ✓ LoRA ✓ EN, CN ✓ 06/2023

ClinicalGPT [150] BLOOM [80] 7 ✓ LoRA ✓ CN 06/2023
DISC-MedLLM [11] Baichuan [176] 13 ✓ Full Para. CN ✓ 08/2023
Zhongjing [179] Ziya-LLaMA [190] 13 ✓ ✓ LoRA ✓ CN ✓ 08/2023
BianQue [23] ChatGLM [184] 6 ✓ Full Para. CN ✓ 10/2023
Alpacare [195] LLaMA [145] 7, 13 ✓ Full Para. EN ✓ 10/2023
Qilin-Med [180] Baichuan [176] 7 ✓ ✓ LoRA ✓ CN ✓ 10/2023
Taiyi [102] Qwen [8] 7 ✓ QLoRA EN, CN ✓ 11/2023
ChiMed-GPT [142] Ziya-LLaMA [190] 13 ✓ ✓ Full Para. ✓ CN ✓ 11/2023
MediTron [24] LLaMA2 [146] 7, 70 ✓ ✓ Full Para. EN ✓ 11/2023

HuatuoGPT-II [22]
Baichuan2 [176],
Yi [181]

7, 13, 34 ✓ Full Para. CN ✓ 12/2023

AntGLM-Med [89] GLM [36] 10 ✓ ✓
Full Para., LoRA,
Cpoly

EN, CN 12/2023

GPT-doctor [155] Baichuan2-Chat [176] 13 ✓ LoRA CN 12/2023
EpilepsyLLM [200] LLM-JP [62], LLaMA [145] 1.3, 7 ✓ LoRA EN, JP ✓ 01/2024
BioMistral [79] Mistral-Instruct [70] 7 ✓ ✓ QLoRA Multilingual ✓ 02/2024
MMedLM [121] InternLM [138] 7 ✓ ✓ Full Para., LoRA Multilingual ✓ 02/2024
InMD-X [53] Neural-Chat [103] 7 ✓ ✓ Full Para., LoRA EN 02/2024
Me-LLaMA [171] LLaMA2 [146] 13, 70 ✓ ✓ LoRA EN ✓ 02/2024
JMLR [153] LLaMA2 [146] 7, 13 ✓ ✓ - EN 02/2024
BiMediX [118] Mixtral-8x7B [71] 8x7 ✓ QLoRA EN, Arabic ✓ 02/2024
OncoGPT [69] LLaMA [145] 7 ✓ LoRA EN ✓ 02/2024

Apollo [156]
Qwen [8],
Gemma [137],
Yi [181]

0.5, 1.8, 2,
6, 7

✓ ✓ Full Para. Multilingual ✓ 03/2024

Qibo [189] LLaMA [145] 7, 13 ✓ ✓ Full Para. CN 03/2024

Hippocrates [3]
LLaMA2 [146],
Mistral [70]

7 ✓ ✓ LoRA ✓ EN, CN ✓ 04/2024

MING-MOE [94] Qwen1.5-Chat [8] 1.8, 4, 7, 14 ✓ LoRA EN, CN ✓ 04/2024
Lingdan [67] Baichuan2 [176] 13 ✓ ✓ QLoRA EN, CN ✓ 04/2024

Aloe [51]
Mistral [70],
LLaMA3 [5]

7, 8 ✓ Full Para. ✓ EN ✓ 05/2024

PediatricsGPT [177] Baichuan2 [176] 7,13 ✓ ✓ Full Para., LoRA ✓ CN 06/2024
Aqulia-Med [198] Aquila [170] 7 ✓ ✓ Full Para. ✓ EN, CN ✓ 06/2024

sources. Consequently, some efforts in developing medical
LLMs have begun to adopt a two-stage instruction fine-
tuning approach. DISC-MedLLM [11] adopted a two-stage
training strategy for the instruction fine-tuning stage. The
first stage involved training on large-scale instruction data,
utilizing various datasets to inject medical domain knowl-
edge and dialogue capabilities into the model. The second
stage focused on a small amount of high-quality data, gener-
ated with the assistance of ChatGPT and filtered and guided

by humans, characterized by matching human behavioral
preferences. This stage aims to align the behavior of the
medical LLMs with human preferences. Taiyi [102] con-
siders that the instruction dataset comprises multiple tasks,
and one-stage instruction fine-tuning can lead to interference
between tasks, necessitating a two-stage strategy. The first
stage uses conventional NLP task datasets, such as informa-
tion extraction and text classification. The second stage uses
QA and dialogue task datasets, training these alongside the
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Figure 4: Training Paradigms. The training stage, the achieved capabilities, the required computing resources and the training
complexity are provided for each paradigm.

first stage data. This two-stage training allows the model to
initially focus on processing non-generative tasks and then,
in the second stage, enhance its cross-task and dialogue task
processing capabilities. OncoGPT [69] is first trained on
Alpaca and doctor-patient communication data from online
medical consultation platforms for instruction fine-tuning to
gain basic medical conversational skills. It is then further
trained on real doctor-patient oncology conversation data
thoroughly proofread and reviewed by experts and clinicians
to improve cancer information processing and conversation
skills.

3.2. CP-IFT Paradigm
Continued pretraining, also known as continued domain-

adaptive pretraining, involves further pretraining of LLMs
on domain-specific corpora to enrich domain knowledge
[76]. The CP-IFT paradigm is that the general LLM initially
performs continued pretraining using unstructured medical
data to enhance its medical knowledge, adapt to the specific
terminology, language style, and text structure of the medical
domain, and gain a deeper understanding of medical exper-
tise and complex concepts. It then performs instruction fine-
tuning on medical instruction data to improve its ability to
follow medical instructions. A few studies follow the CP-IFT
paradigm to train medical LLMs on top of general LLMs.
Additionally, there are several studies [24, 79, 121] where
their instruction fine-tuning is executed on the training set
of the evaluation benchmarks for overcoming forgetfulness
of instruction following ability.

The advantage of the CP-IFT paradigm is that, com-
pared to the IFT paradigm, the model learns more medical
knowledge and patterns during the continued pretraining,
enhancing its generalization capabilities and enabling faster
convergence during the instruction fine-tuning for various
medical tasks and sub-domains. However, the disadvantage
of the CP-IFT paradigm is that it requires more training
data, extensive computational resources, and longer training
times compared to the IFT paradigm. Additionally, if the
data used for continued pretraining is irrelevant or signif-
icantly different from the instruction fine-tuning tasks, the
model may learn irrelevant information, which can degrade
performance on downstream tasks.

3.2.1. Model Merging
Model Merging refers to the merging of two or more

models in order to improve the generalization performance
of the model without additional training. Most methods fo-
cus on fusing model parameters. BioMistral [79] merges the
pretrained medical LLMs with the base model using three
methods (TIES [175], DARE [182], and SLERP [129]) for
weight merging respectively, to improve the general domain
capabilities of the medical LLMs. Apollo [156] uses Proxy
Tuning [98] to indirectly guide the adjustment of general
LLMs with a large number of parameters by utilizing the log-
its (outputs) of the pre-fine-tuning model (without medical
knowledge injected) and the fine-tuned model (with medical
knowledge injected). Experimental findings indicate that
proxy tuning enhances the model’s performance on multiple
language benchmarks beyond the English benchmark.

3.2.2. Combining Pretraining Data with Instruction
Data

Transforming pretraining data into instruction data and
jointly training it with existing instruction data can enhance
the effectiveness and stability of the training process. [58].
Building upon this concept, HuatuoGPT-II [22] transforms
its pretrained medical data into an instruction format, cre-
ating a pre-trained instruction dataset. This dataset is then
jointly trained with existing instruction data. Additionally,
it proposes a priority sampling strategy to mitigate the
challenges associated with mixing data sources during LLM
training. Similarly, Apollo [156] rewrites the pretraining
corpus into the data format of QA and adopts the same
data mixing and sampling techniques as HuatuoGPT-II. This
approach facilitates a smoother transition from continued
pretraining to instruction fine-tuning.

3.3. IFT-HA Paradigm
The IFT-HA paradigm adopts a two-stage approach. In

the first stage, instruction fine-tuning is employed to aug-
ment the LLM’s ability to follow medical instructions and
engage in medical dialogue. Subsequently, the second stage
focuses on human alignment, ensuring the LLM’s responses
adhere to established medical alignment principles. In the
general domain, human alignment aims to ensure that LLMs
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operate in accordance with human values, genuine inten-
tions, and established social ethics. The primary alignment
principles are helpful, honest, and harmless. Within the
medical domain, these core principles are further extended
to encompass patient-friendly and doctor-like (professional
and interactive diagnostic) [188].

To achieve human alignment in the medical domain, a
prevalent approach is Reinforcement Learning from Human
Feedback (RLHF) [114]. This methodology entails a two-
stage process. Initially, a reward model is constructed on top
of an instruction fine-tuned medical LLM, utilizing manu-
ally labeled human preference data. Subsequently, this re-
ward model is combined with either PPO [128] or the rejec-
tion sampling strategy [146] to perform reinforcement learn-
ing training, thereby aligning medical LLMs with predeter-
mined principles. Considering the difficulty of collecting hu-
man preference data, HuatuoGPT, motivated by RLHF and
RLAIF [81], proposes Reinforcement Learning with Mixed
Feedback (RLMF). RLMF leverages ChatGPT to generate
a portion of the human preference data, effectively merging
the strengths of ChatGPT and real doctors. Consequently,
medical LLMs are guided to align responses with both Chat-
GPT and medical expertise. Qilin-Med [180] adopts Direct
Preference Optimization (DPO) [122], a non-reinforcement
learning approach, to accomplish human alignment training
for medical LLMs. Unlike reinforcement learning methods
that rely on reward modeling, DPO directly establishes the
connection between the decision function and the reward
function, obviating the need for explicit reward modeling.

Currently, human alignment training is built on models
that have undergone instruction fine-tuning. The IFT-HA
paradigm offers several advantages: medical LLMs exhibit
enhanced instruction following capabilities, yielding more
accurate responses to user queries and physician instruc-
tions. Additionally, IFT-HA fosters alignment with human
values, promoting the provision of accurate and reliable
medical information, clear explanations, and the avoidance
of harmful suggestions while safeguarding user privacy.
However, the IFT-HA paradigm presents disadvantages.
The human alignment training process is intricate, suscep-
tible to instability, and highly sensitive to hyperparameter
selection. Furthermore, RLHF is highly dependent on the
performance of the reward model, which in turn is dependent
on the quality of the expensive human preference data.
Consequently, developers opting for this paradigm need
substantial engineering experience.

3.4. CP-IFT-HA Paradigm
The CP-IFT-HA paradigm injects medical knowledge at

different dimensions into the general LLM in three stages:
continued pretraining, instruction fine-tuning, and human
alignment. Due to the complexity and substantial compu-
tational resources required, few medical LLM efforts have
adopted this paradigm. However, medical LLMs trained us-
ing this paradigm demonstrate superior medical knowledge
comprehension, instruction following, and alignment with
human preferences compared to other paradigms [179].

Compared to the CP-IFT paradigm, the paradigm intro-
duces the human alignment stage. This enhancement em-
powers medical LLMs to generate outputs that are more
aligned with medical principles and human expectations,
thereby reducing potentially harmful outputs and foster-
ing greater caution when answering medical questions. In
particular, the paradigm can better protect patient privacy
when dealing with sensitive medical information. Compared
to the IFT-HA paradigm, CP-IFT-HA paradigm incorpo-
rates additional stages of continued pretraining, resulting
in medical LLMs equipped with a more robust foundation
in medical knowledge. The enhanced knowledge enables
models to possess greater adaptability within the medical
domain. Consequently, models using this paradigm are able
to provide more accurate and insightful answers, which is
especially important in medical domains that involve highly
specialized and precise questions.

3.5. Summary
The choice of paradigms should be based on the de-

mands, resources, and time constraints of a specific project.
In the medical field, where high expertise and accuracy are
paramount, the CP-IFT-HA paradigm is more advantageous.
However, the IFT paradigm can better meet practical needs
in scenarios requiring rapid deployment with limited re-
sources. The CP-IFT and IFT-HA paradigms strike a balance
between the performance of medical LLMs and the com-
plexity of development. Specifically, the CP-IFT paradigm
focuses on the comprehension and processing of medical
knowledge, ensuring that the model can accurately grasp
and apply relevant information. While the IFT-HA paradigm
emphasizes the safety and doctor-like professionalism of
responses, ensuring patient safety and trust.

4. Evaluations
Given the specialized and sensitive nature of medical

information, erroneous or unsafe responses could poten-
tially mislead and harm patients. Hence, it is crucial to
accurately and comprehensively evaluate the performance of
medical LLMs [20, 127]. We systematically summarize the
existing evaluation methods for medical LLMs and classify
them into two main perspectives: Machine Evaluation and
Human-Centric Evaluation. The former focuses on using
deterministic evaluation metrics to measure the performance
of medical LLMs, while the latter evaluates them from a
human perspective. Tab. 3 presents the evaluation protocols
and metrics for existing medical LLMs.

4.1. Machine Evaluation
4.1.1. Benchmark Types

Machine Evaluation assesses the performance of medi-
cal LLMs in handling natural language tasks, utilizing estab-
lished benchmarks for natural language understanding and
generation. These benchmarks provide explicit, static eval-
uation criteria for quantitatively measuring the performance
of medical LLMs.
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Table 3
Evaluation Setting Details for the Medical Large Language Model. The abbreviations are as follows: STQA for Single-turn QA,
MTQA for Multiple-turn QA, MCQA for Multiple-choice QA, NLP for Conventional Natural Language Processing Tasks, Zero.
for Zero-shot Learning, Few. for Few-shot Learning, and SFT for Task-specific Supervised Fine-tuning.

Models Types
Machine Evaluation Human-Centric Evaluation

Metrics Protocols Evaluator Dimensions Protocols

Med-PaLM [130] STQA, MCQA Accuracy Zero., Few. Human
Professional, Safe,
Helpful

Individual

ChatDoctor [91] STQA BERTScore Zero. Human Case Study
DoctorGLM [172] Human Case Study
BenTsao [151] STQA Human Safe, Fluent, Helpful Individual
ChatGLM-Med [55] Human Case Study
MedAlpaca [54] MCQA Accuracy Zero.
PMC-LLaMA [167] MCQA Accuracy Zero., SFT

HuatuoGPT [188] STQA, MTQA
BLEU, ROUGE,
GLEU, Distinct

Zero.
Human,
LLM

Professional, Proactive,
Doctor-like,
Patient-friendly

Pairwise

ChatMed-Consult
[164]

Human Case Study

Med-PaLM 2 [131] STQA, MCQA Accuracy Zero., Few. Human
Professional, Safe,
Helpful

Individual,
Pairwise

Clinical Camel [144] MCQA Accuracy Zero., Few.
ShenNong-TCM [163] Human Case Study
MedicalGPT [174] Human Case Study

ClinicalGPT [150] STQA, MCQA
BLEU, ROUGE,
GLEU, Accuracy

Zero. LLM
Professional, Safe,
Helpful

Pairwise

DISC-MedLLM [11] MTQA, MCQA Accuracy Zero., Few. LLM
Proactive, Professional,
Helpful

Individual

Zhongjing [179] STQA, MTQA
Human,
LLM

Professional, Safe,
Fluent

Pairwise,
Case Study

BianQue [23] MTQA BLEU, ROUGE, PQA Zero. Human Case Study

Alpacare [195] STQA, MTQA Accuracy, ROUGE Zero., Few.
Human,
LLM

Professional, Helpful
Pairwise,
Case Study

Qilin-Med [180] STQA, MTQA
F1-Score, BLEU,
ROUGE

Zero., Few.,
SFT

Human Case Study

Taiyi [102] MTQA, NLP F1-Score, Accuracy Zero. Human Case Study

ChiMed-GPT [142]
STQA, MTQA,
MCQA, NLP

F1-Scores, Accuracy,
BLEU, ROUGE

Zero., Few. Human Case Study

MediTron [24] MCQA Accuracy
Zero., Few.,
SFT

HuatuoGPT-II [22]
STQA, MTQA,
MCQA

Accuracy Zero.
Human,
LLM

Professional, Helpful,
Patient-friendly, Fluent

Pairwise,
Case Study

AntGLM-Med [89] MCQA Accuracy Few., SFT

GPT-doctor [155] STQA
Human,
LLM

Professional, Fluent,
Patient-friendly,
Doctor-like,

Individual,
Pairwise

EpilepsyLLM [200] STQA
BLEU, ROUGE,
METEOR, SPICE

Zero.

BioMistral [79] MCQA Accuracy
Zero., Few.,
SFT

MMedLM [121] STQA, MCQA
Accuracy, BLEU,
ROUGE, BERTScore

Zero., SFT
Human,
LLM

Professional Pairwise

InMD-X [53] Human Case Study

Me-LLaMA [171] MCQA, NLP
Accuracy, F1-score,
ROUGE, BERTScore

Zero., Few.,
SFT

JMLR [153] Human Case Study
BiMediX [118] MCQA Accuracy Zero.
OncoGPT [69] STQA BERTScore Zero. Human Case Study
Apollo [156] MCQA Accuracy Few.

Qibo [189]
STQA, MCQA,
NLP

Accuracy, ROUGE Zero.
Human,
LLM

Professional, Safe,
Fluent

Pairwise

Hippocrates [3] MCQA Accuracy Zero., Few.
MING-MOE [94] STQA, MCQA F1, ROUGE, Accuracy Zero. Human Case Study
Lingdan [67] STQA, MTQA Top@K Zero.,
Aloe [51] STQA, MCQA Accuracy, ASR Zero., Few.

PediatricsGPT [177] STQA
BLEU, ROUGE,
GLEU, Distinct

Zero.
Human,
LLM

Professional, Helpful,
Safe, Fluent

Pairwise,
Case Study

Aqulia-Med [198]
STQA, MTQA,
MCQA

Accuracy Zero., Few. LLM
Professional, Fluent,
Helpful

Pairwise
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As shown in Tab. 3, few studies have used natural
language understanding tasks as evaluation benchmarks,
such as Medical Named Entity Recognition, Medical Rela-
tionship Extraction, and Medical Text Classification. Gen-
eral LLMs typically include natural language understanding
tasks in training sets, providing them with capability in
this area. This evaluation aims to assess whether Medical
LLMs retain natural language understanding ability after
adaptation to medical information. Me-LLaMA [171] and
Taiyi [102] utilize natural language understanding bench-
marks to evaluate the performance of the proposed medi-
cal LLM. They first perform task-specific supervised fine-
tuning on the training sets of these benchmarks, followed by
performance evaluation on the test sets. Common evaluation
metrics for these tasks include Accuracy, F1-Score [120],
and BERTScore [192]. Additionally, a limited number of
studies employed the evaluation metrics METEOR [10],
SPICE [6], and Attack Success Rate (ASR) [51].

Many studies have used QA tasks (single-turn, multi-
turn, and multiple-choice) in natural language generation as
evaluation benchmarks to measure the quality of response
content and the performance of processing medical QA
tasks for medical LLMs. In particular, the single-turn QA
benchmark involves a single question and a single answer
without continuous dialogue. It allows direct assessment
of the model’s performance and knowledge coverage on
specific medical questions. And it is applicable to a wide
range of medical topics, from simple definitions to complex
diagnostic problems. The multi-turn QA benchmark in-
volves consecutive questions and answers, such as a dialogue
between a doctor and a patient. This benchmark assesses
the ability of medical LLMs to perform medical diagnosis,
understand context (ensuring answers are based on previous
dialogue), and engage in interactive QA (testing the model’s
ability to interact in real-world medical scenarios and main-
tain fluent dialogue). The multiple-choice QA benchmark
presents a question and multiple options, requiring the model
to identify the correct answer. With explicit correct answers,
this benchmark allows precise quantification of the medical
LLM’s capability. Additionally, some works not only evalu-
ate the options outputted by the model but also assess reason-
ing content. The varied multiple-choice questions evaluate
the model’s depth of knowledge across diverse medical
domains and its logical reasoning ability. The commonly
used evaluation metrics for natural language generation tasks
are Accuracy, BLEU [116], ROUGE [95], Distinct [86] and
GLEU [169]. In addition to traditional evaluation metrics,
certain studies have introduced evaluation metrics tailored
to healthcare dialogue contexts. For instance, BianQue [23]
proposed a novel evaluation metric named Proactive Ques-
tioning Ability (PAQ) to assess the capability of LLMs in
proactively asking and querying questions to users.

The majority of medical QA benchmarks comprise ex-
isting medical QA datasets, with only a limited number of
benchmarks specifically gathered for particular evaluations.
Note that the vast datasets employed in training LLMs may

overlap between training and test sets. Therefore, data de-
duplication and data leakage checks are necessary to ensure
the fairness of the test results.

4.1.2. Protocols
Medical LLMs are commonly assessed through three

protocols: Zero-shot, Few-shot, and Task-specific Super-
vised Fine-tuning, aiming to investigate model performance
across varying levels of contextual information.

Zero-shot protocol is to evaluate the ability of a model
to directly perform a medical task with an unknown distri-
bution while assessing its generalization ability and adapt-
ability. It only requires a natural language description of the
downstream task, without providing specific examples, to
ask the model to understand the medical task and use the
intrinsic knowledge to accomplish this task. In the natural
language understanding task, Me-LLaMA [171] and Taiyi
[102] designed prompt templates for each downstream task
to guide the output format of the model to meet the expected
requirements. For the prompt of QA tasks, it usually gives
a role to the LLM and then guide the model’s output style
in line with expectations. For instance, a prompt might be,
"You are an experienced doctor, and please respond to the
patient’s inquiries with patience and kindness. ### Patient:
< 𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡𝑠 > ### Doctor:". Moreover, addressing medical is-
sues often necessitates intricate multi-step reasoning. Hence,
certain studies have employed prompt strategies to enhance
model performance. For instance, MediTron [24] utilizes the
prompt strategy Zero-shot Chain-of-Thought [78] to guide
the model towards a more comprehensive understanding of
medical problems, facilitating the generation of reasoning
steps and answers. AntGLM-Med [89] introduces a simple
prompt strategy called Verification-of-Choice (VoC), tai-
lored for the multiple-choice QA benchmark. VoC operates
under the assumption that each choice is correct, prompting
the LLM to provide the corresponding explanation. Subse-
quently, these explanations serve as a context for the LLM
to identify the inconsistencies and give the final answer.

Few-shot protocol evaluates the performance of LLMs
on downstream tasks involving a limited number of exam-
ples. Typically, examples are derived from the training set in
the downstream task, including both inputs and correspond-
ing outputs. The medical LLM then utilizes these examples,
in conjunction with its intrinsic medical knowledge, to gen-
erate appropriate outputs in accordance with the provided
instructions. Beyond simply employing a limited number of
examples as context, several studies [24] have incorporated
prompting strategies like Chain-of-Thought [162] and Self-
Consistency Chain-of-Thought (SC-CoT) [158] to stimulate
the reasoning capabilities of medical LLMs. These strategies
aim to enhance the accuracy of outputs and the rationality
of reasoning processes. Additionally, prompting strategies
can facilitate the identification and correction of potential
errors and knowledge gaps in medical LLMs, particularly in
complex medical tasks.

Task-specific supervised fine-tuning involves training
a medical LLM on a benchmark training set and evaluating it
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on a corresponding test set [79, 180]. By training the medical
LLM on these specific medical tasks, such as drug named
entity recognition and medical literature comprehension, the
generalization performance and knowledge transfer ability
of the model can be evaluated. Two types of training ap-
proaches, parameter-efficient fine-tuning, and full-parameter
fine-tuning, are used to evaluate the performance of the
model under two different levels of medical knowledge
injections [121].

4.2. Human-Centric Evaluation
Given the inherent diversity and complexity of model

responses, the machine evaluation may not adequately cap-
tures the performance of medical LLMs, particularly in as-
sessing the usefulness and safety of outputs. To address this
limitation, researchers have increasingly adopted Human-
Centric Evaluation approaches. It provides a more realistic
assessment of medical LLMs in real-world applications,
reflecting human judgment and expectations.

4.2.1. Evaluator
Existence studies employ both humans and LLMs as

evaluators. Since the users of medical LLMs are humans, hu-
man evaluation can be effective and direct in assessing med-
ical LLMs. Given the specialized nature of the medical field,
existing work categorizes human evaluation into expert eval-
uation and lay user evaluation, reflecting the perspectives
of physicians and general users, respectively. While human
evaluation offers valuable insights into LLM performance,
it is not without its limitations. Human evaluation can be
time-consuming and resource-intensive, and the results can
be susceptible to individual biases and expertise levels. To
address these challenges, some researchers have explored
employing advanced LLMs to replace human evaluation of
medical LLMs. These advanced LLMs are trained on vast
datasets and possess a knowledge base comparable to that
of humans. Since the LLM evaluates the performance of
medical LLMs from a human perspective, it is categorized
under Human-Centric Evaluation.

4.2.2. Evaluation Dimensions
In Human-Centric Evaluation, the initial step involves

identifying the evaluation dimensions for the model. Given
the inconsistent terminology employed in previous studies of
medical LLMs to describe these dimensions, we standard-
ized the terminology and provided corresponding explana-
tions. Tab. 3 uses the normalized terms.

Doctor-like: Exhibits a professional physician’s com-
munication style and tone, reflecting a comprehensive un-
derstanding of medical principles and clinical expertise.
Capable of providing clear explanations of intricate medical
concepts and offering well-founded diagnostic insights and
recommendations.

Patient-friendly: Interacts with users in a patient and
empathetic manner, fostering a sense of understanding and
support. Effectively simplifies complex medical concepts

into easily comprehensible language, demonstrating com-
passion and care, alleviating user anxiety and enhancing
trust and satisfaction.

Professional: Exhibits a high degree of professionalism,
characterized by comprehensive medical knowledge and
sound clinical judgment. Provides treatment recommenda-
tions and prescriptions that are not only accurate and reliable
but also conform to medical norms and ethics, ensuring the
achievement of optimal patient outcomes.

Safe: Responses are safe, harmless, and not geographi-
cally or racially discriminatory. Correctly address unhealthy
and unsafe issues, provide accurate and reliable advice, and
avoid misleading users or raising health risks. Always follow
medical ethics, protect user privacy, and ensure the accuracy
and safety of information delivery.

Fluent: Responses should be fluent, coherent, and log-
ical to ensure readability and comprehension. Accurate
medical terminology should be employed without over-
specialization, conveying the message professionally and
understandably.

Proactive: Capable of proactively asking users to add
relevant information and ask targeted additional questions
when faced with unclear descriptions of symptoms or lack
of necessary information.

Helpful: Capable of meeting the user’s needs for med-
ical consultation or the physician’s clinical instructions to
achieve users’ expectations.

Given the critical importance of safety in the medical
field, the safety dimension must be assessed by medical ex-
perts. Other dimensions can be evaluated by LLMs, thereby
increasing efficiency. For non-professional users, the eval-
uation dimensions focus on patient-friendly and fluency.
These two dimensions match the user’s perspective and can
measure the real feedback of the model from users in real
scenarios.

4.2.3. Protocols
Human-centric evaluation comprises two primary proto-

cols: individual evaluation and pairwise evaluation.
Individual evaluation involves a human evaluator or an

LLM scoring the output based on predefined dimensions,
with only a single question and its corresponding output
visible. The scoring range is a predetermined interval, and
the average score for each dimension is statistically calcu-
lated as the final result. This metric quantitatively reflects the
model’s overall performance in each dimension, identifying
strengths and weaknesses and guiding future optimizations
on weaker dimensions.

Pairwise evaluation involves a human evaluator or an
LLM comparing the outputs of two models based on pre-
defined dimensions and selecting the better-performing one.
Evaluation metrics include win rate (the proportion of eval-
uated models outperforming the comparison model), tie rate
(the proportion of the two that are equivalent), and loss rate
(the proportion of evaluated models under-performing the
comparison model). In addition, to minimize the positional
bias existing in the LLM as a judge, the positions of the
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two model outputs are exchanged for another comparison.
Pairwise evaluation facilitates the rapid identification of the
best-performing model from multiple candidates, serving as
a foundation for model optimization and deployment.

In addition to the above evaluation protocols, some open-
source projects use Case Study, which relies entirely on
subjective evaluation. It directly compares the responses
of multiple medical LLMs to the same question, explicitly
demonstrating the differences in medical knowledge and
response style between them. It does not establish metrics
for measuring model performance, relying entirely on the
subjective perception of users.

5. Challenges and Future Directions
We analyze the current challenges of medical LLMs

from the perspectives of data, methodology, and evaluation,
and propose corresponding future research directions.

5.1. Proactive Questioning Ability
Compared to LLMs in other domains, medical LLMs

must not only provide accurate responses to medical in-
quiries but also possess the capability to proactively guide
users in describing their concerns clearly. Users often strug-
gle to convey their conditions due to a lack of medical
expertise. Thus, medical LLMs should ask users about un-
clear information and help them articulate the underlying
causes of their illnesses. Additionally, users may provide
incorrect descriptions of the symptoms of the disease, neces-
sitating that medical LLMs correct these misunderstandings.
Therefore, the challenge is how to enhance the proactive
questioning abilities of medical LLMs.

To address this, Bianque [23] constructed a multi-round
conversation corpus for model training, which balances the
abilities to answer and ask questions, thereby improving the
proactive questioning capability of medical LLMs at the
corpus level. Currently, researchers may consider exploring
the design of agent workflows. For instance, the medical
counseling task can be decomposed into three components:
(1) assessing the level of detail in the user’s question, (2)
identifying what information is missing, and (3) either an-
swering the question or asking for more details from the
user. Additionally, incorporating agent paradigms such as
reflection and tool use into this workflow can enhance the
credibility of responses generated by medical LLMs.

5.2. Multi-organization joint training
To enable medical LLMs to achieve capabilities compa-

rable to those of medical professionals, it is essential to inte-
grate more real medical data into these models to enhance
their medical knowledge. Data from professional medical
organizations tend to be more authentic and reliable than
data sourced from the web. However, due to the sensitive
nature of medical data and associated policies, such data is
seldom publicly available [49]. Consequently, a significant
challenge is to ensure the secure utilization of medical
data within organizations while safeguarding patient pri-
vacy. One approach to addressing this issue is federated

learning [106], a distributed training method that enables
model parameters to be shared across multiple organizations
without sharing the data itself. By storing data locally,
federated learning preserves data privacy while allowing the
model to learn from diverse data sources, thus enhancing
its generalization and performance. Federated learning has
been applied to medical images [186], sensor data [187],
and natural language text [117], promoting the secure use
of health data among medical organizations.

Currently, federated learning has several shortcomings
in the medical field that require further investigation. Differ-
ential privacy [37] can be integrated with federated learn-
ing to enhance data privacy protection, but this integra-
tion degrades model performance. How to balance privacy
preservation and model performance in the medical LLMs
training is a worthy research topic. Additionally, the quality
and quantity of data varies among healthcare organizations,
and how to evaluate the contribution of each organization
is a crucial topic. The establishment of a standardized set
of evaluation metrics to quantify the impact of different
data sources could be considered. Finally, medical LLMs
have a significantly higher number of parameters than pre-
trained language models. Researchers may consider optimiz-
ing communication and computational overhead during the
transmission and aggregation of parameters in large-scale
models. For example, explore how to combine parameter-
efficient fine-tuning methods with federated learning.

5.3. Personalized Diagnosis
Before providing specific diagnoses and prescriptions,

physicians typically inquire about patients’ medical and
allergy histories. However, the capabilities of medical LLMs
rely mainly on training data that do not contain information
about the currently attending patients. Consequently, pro-
posed diagnoses and prescriptions may not be applicable
to individual patients. Therefore, a significant challenge
is enabling medical LLMs to provide personalized ser-
vices to patients or doctors using real-time information.
Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) [85] presents a fea-
sible solution. This method first retrieves content relevant to
the user query from external real-time sources (e.g., medical
news, personal electronic medical records). It then integrates
the user query with the retrieved content into a coherent
prompt, and the model subsequently responds based on its
own knowledge and the prompt [46]. Several medical LLM
works have been developed to enhance responses using
external knowledge, thereby improving performance and
mitigating hallucination problems. For instance, ChatDoctor
[91] employs online resources and custom offline medical
databases as an external knowledge base to enhance ac-
curacy in medical tasks through RAG. Moreover, JMLR
[153] trains medical LLMs together with RAG to improve
the model’s ability to process medical knowledge while
reducing computational resources.
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However, existing medical LLMs do not fully leverage
the capabilities of RAG. The description or medical ter-
minology provided by the user’s limited medical knowl-
edge may not accurately recall helpful content. Therefore,
researchers may consider how to enrich or rewrite patient
questions based on individual cases to improve informa-
tion retrieval accuracy. Additionally, healthcare organiza-
tions typically maintain electronic medical records for their
patients. Researchers can consider optimize the information
retrieval embedding model for electronic health records to
improve the accuracy and reduce the noise of retrieved
information, thereby empowering medical large language
models to enhance personalized diagnosis.

5.4. Unified Evaluation Platform
Currently, several benchmarks or platforms exist for

evaluating general LLMs, such as GLUE [149], SuperGLUE
[148], CLUE [173], and PromptCBLUE [201]. These plat-
forms provide consistent evaluation criteria and standard-
ized training and testing sets, facilitating fair comparisons
and advancements among LLMs. However, existing med-
ical LLMs are evaluated using inconsistent datasets and
ambiguous evaluation tasks, resulting in comparisons and
improvements between models becoming difficult. There-
fore, it is particularly necessary to establish a unified
evaluation platform focused on medical LLMs to foster
the advancement of this field.

Establishing a unified evaluation platform for medical
LLMs necessitates attention to several critical considera-
tions. Firstly, the platform should incorporate benchmarks
across various medical subdomains to ensure comprehen-
sive evaluations of model performance across diverse areas.
Secondly, the evaluation tasks should be clearly defined, en-
compassing medical QA, case diagnosis, medical reasoning,
treatment recommendation, and other pertinent aspects to
accurately reflect the model’s practical applicability. Lastly,
the evaluation platform should encompass various metrics
and dimensions, including traditional measures such as ac-
curacy and BLEU, alongside considerations of dimensions
such as proactive, helpful, and safe.

6. Conclusion
This survey provides a guide on training customized

medical LLMs based on general LLMs. We detail the train-
ing process at three levels: data, methodology, and evalua-
tion. Specifically, we analyze the data level regarding corpus
sources and processing methods, the methodology level in
terms of training paradigms, and the evaluation level from
both machine and human perspectives. For each level, we
provide corresponding recommendations for organizations
that desire to develop a customized medical LLM. Finally,
we present the challenges and future research directions for
these three levels.
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