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Abstract—Accurate and efficient question-answering systems
are essential for delivering high-quality patient care in the
medical field. While Large Language Models (LLMs) have
made remarkable strides across various domains, they continue
to face significant challenges in medical question answering,
particularly in understanding domain-specific terminologies and
performing complex reasoning. These limitations undermine
their effectiveness in critical medical applications. To address
these issues, we propose a novel approach incorporating similar
case generation within a multi-agent medical question-answering
(MedQA) system. Specifically, we leverage the Llama3.1:70B
model, a state-of-the-art LLM, in a multi-agent architecture
to enhance performance on the MedQA dataset using zero-
shot learning. Our method capitalizes on the model’s inherent
medical knowledge and reasoning capabilities, eliminating the
need for additional training data. Experimental results show
substantial performance gains over existing benchmark models,
with improvements of 7% in both accuracy and F1-score across
various medical QA tasks. Furthermore, we examine the model’s
interpretability and reliability in addressing complex medical
queries. This research not only offers a robust solution for
medical question answering but also establishes a foundation for
broader applications of LLMs in the medical domain.

Index Terms—MedQA, LLMs, Llama, Zero-Shot Learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

The advent of Large Language Models (LLMs) [1], [2]
has revolutionized the field of natural language processing,
offering unprecedented capabilities in understanding and gen-
erating human-like text across a multitude of domains. How-
ever, the medical domain poses unique challenges due to its
specialized terminology, complex reasoning requirements, and
the critical importance of accuracy in patient care. Medical
Question Answering (QA) systems [3], [4] which are designed
to provide accurate and reliable information in response to
medical queries, must navigate this complexity while ensuring
the safety and efficacy of the information delivered. Despite
significant advancements, existing LLMs often struggle with
the nuances of medical language and the need for precise
reasoning, which is essential for high-quality medical QA.

In this study, we introduce a multi-agent framework, as
shown in Fig. 1, to tackle the QA task on the medical domain.
This framework leverages the Llama3.1:70B model, the off-
the-shelf LLM model with 70 billion parameters, to enhance
the performance of medical QA systems on the MedQA
dataset [5]. Our multi-agent approach incorporates specialized
agents to handle the inherent complexity of medical QA [6].
Each query in the system is assigned a series of experts,
including question-specific analysis, option analysis, and case
generation. A key innovation of our multi-agent system is
the integration of a case generation module. This module
autonomously generates supportive clinical cases tailored to
the given question and selected options, as described in detail.
Its purpose is to produce plausible and contextually accurate
cases that substantiate the correct option for a specific medical
problem. These cases, which are integrated into the reporting
module, address a critical gap in existing systems by providing
transparent and contextually rich explanations.

Furthermore, the system leverages the Llama3.1:70B
model’s vast capacity for zero-shot learning, enabling it to
reason through complex and specialized medical queries with-
out requiring additional training examples. This capability is
especially valuable for the MedQA dataset, where annotated
data is scarce and costly to generate, allowing the system to
adapt to diverse scenarios with minimal data preparation.

Our primary research objective is to demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of the Llama3.1:70B model, combined with a
multi-agent framework [7], [8], in addressing the challenges
of medical QA. Specifically, we aim to illustrate how the
architectural advantages of both the model and the multi-
agent system contribute to improved accuracy, reliability, and
interpretability in handling medical queries. Through a series
of experiments, we evaluate the model’s performance on the
MedQA dataset and compare it with other state-of-the-art
models. The contributions of the paper are summarized as
follows.

• We introduce a novel concept of case studies in the
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Agent Generation:

Question:A 65-year-old male presents to the emergency department from his home complaining of dyspnea. He is alert and oriented. The following arterial
blood gas readings are drawn: pH: 7.33 (Normal: 7.35-7.45), pCO2: 70 mmHg (Normal: 35-45 mmHg), HCO3 33 (Normal: 21-26 mEqL) Which of the following
is most likely to have produced this patient condition?
Options:A) Panic attack. B) Mechanical ventilation. C) Diabetic ketoacidosis. D)Pulmonary embolus. E)Chronic obstructive bronchitis.

Question experts

Option experts

Case Generation:

Case

Case1:Context:
Key Mechanism/Reasoning:
Neutrality Check:

Case2:Context:
Key Mechanism/Reasoning:
Neutrality Check:

Proposition Analysis:

Analysis

Analysis:Analysis:

Analysis: Analysis:

Report Digest:

Report

Total Analysis:
Key knowledge:

Voting Mechanism:

✅ ✅ ✅

✅

✅ ✅ ✅

✅ ✅

Analysis:

Analysis:
Case

Analysis: Analysis:

Decision Making:

Answer

All experts✅

Fig. 1. Illustration of our proposed multi-agent architecture diagram, given a medical problem as an input to the larger model, which is divided into six
phases: (1) Agent Generation, (2) Case Generation, (3) Analysis Proposition, (4) Report Generation, (5) Voting on the Decision, and (6) Making the Decision.

context of a multi-agent medical QA system. The case
generation module autonomously generates supportive
clinical cases based on the problem and selected options.
This approach enhances system interpretability by offer-
ing contextually rich and human-readable justifications.

• We present a detailed process for generating supportive
clinical cases, which involves extracting key clinical
features, such as symptoms and diagnostic findings, from
the problem and selected options. Each case consists of
three components: Context, Key Mechanism/Reasoning,
and Neutrality Check. This ensures that the generated
cases are realistic, neutral, and aligned with the correct
option, thus supporting the final diagnosis and enhancing
interpretability.

• We conduct experiments on the MedQA dataset to eval-
uate the performance of our multi-agent system. The
results show that integrating the case generation module
significantly improves the system’s accuracy and inter-
pretability, offering more contextually rich explanations
for medical problems.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section
II reviews the related work in the field of medical QA and
LLMs for medical problem solving and multi-agent systems.
Section III describes our methodology, including the model
architecture, multi-agent framework. Section IV presents our
experimental process and results. Finally, Section V concludes
the paper and suggests directions for future research.

II. RELATED WORK

A. LLMs for Medical Problem Solving

In recent years, large language models have brought trans-
formative changes to the medical field [9], reshaping key areas
such as diagnostics, treatment planning, and communication
between healthcare professionals and patients [10]. By as-
sisting physicians in symptom analysis and disease diagnosis
[11], LLMs enhance the accuracy and efficiency of medical

assessments [12], [13]. These models are also capable of
supporting clinical decision-making by providing evidence-
based recommendations tailored to individual patients [14].
Additionally, LLMs play a pivotal role in synthesizing and
summarizing complex medical information, making it more
accessible to both medical professionals and patients. Their
ability to convey medical advice in a clear and understandable
manner significantly improves doctor-patient communication
[15], [16]. Moreover, LLMs facilitate the electronic docu-
mentation of patient records, streamlining administrative tasks
and improving workflow efficiency [17]. Collectively, these
advancements highlight the indispensable role of LLMs in
optimizing healthcare delivery and outcomes [18].

Traditionally, enhancing the performance of LLMs in spe-
cialized medical tasks has relied heavily on fine-tuning with
domain-specific datasets [19]. This process involves curating
high-quality medical data and adapting pre-trained models
through transfer learning, allowing the models to perform more
effectively in new and complex tasks [20], [21]. While fine-
tuning has proven effective in refining the capabilities of a
single model, it requires substantial computational resources
and extensive retraining [22], [23]. However, novel approaches
are emerging that bypass the need for additional training, of-
fering a more efficient and cost-effective alternative [24], [25].
These approaches enable healthcare providers to benefit from
advanced model applications without the need for extensive
customization, thus making these tools more accessible across
different medical environments [26].

In contrast to the traditional single-model fine-tuning ap-
proach, the multi-agent system offers a more robust framework
for medical decision-making. By enabling multiple agents
to collaborate, exchange information, and analyze clinical
cases from diverse perspectives, multi-agent systems enhance
the accuracy and reliability of medical decisions [27]. This
collaborative approach harnesses the collective intelligence of
various agents, resulting in more comprehensive and well-



informed clinical outcomes [28].

B. Multi-Agent Systems for Medical Decision-Making

A multi-agent system is a system that coordinates and
collaborates with multiple autonomous agents to accomplish
tasks together [29]. These intelligent agents can solve complex
problems more efficiently than a single agent through infor-
mation sharing, role allocation, and feedback mechanisms [8],
[30]. In such a system, each agent can play different roles and
analyze and handle problems from different perspectives.

Multi-agent systems have demonstrated their superior
problem-solving capabilities across various domains. For in-
stance, in the financial sector, multiple agents monitor real-
time market dynamics and make investment decisions based
on a variety of market signals [31]. In logistics, intelligent
agents collaborate to coordinate transportation and distribution
processes, optimizing supply chain management [32]. These
examples showcase the strength of multi-agent systems in
handling dynamic environments and complex decision-making
tasks [33].

In the context of medical decision-making, several factors
such as a patient’s medical history, physical examination data,
multi-modality data [34], and expertise from multiple medi-
cal specialties must be integrated [35]. Traditional decision-
making systems often struggle to manage this complexity
[36], but multi-agent systems address these challenges by
leveraging role allocation and feedback mechanisms across
different dimensions. This approach significantly enhances the
precision and reliability of medical decisions [37].

III. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we propose a specific multi-agent model
framework to tackle the task of Medical Question Answering.
The overall model consists of six components: (1) Multi-
agent generation, which includes the creation of question
experts and option experts. (2) Proposition analysis, this step
involves a detailed analysis of the problem and the avail-
able options. (3) Case generation, which generates relevant
cases based on the input questions and provided options. (4)
Report digest, a report is generated by synthesizing insights
from problem analysis, option analysis, and case generation.
(5) Voting mechanism, where experts vote on the generated
report, revising it as necessary if disagreements arise. This
process continues iteratively until consensus is reached; and
(6) Decision making, where the final report is used as the
basis for selecting the correct answer. Apart from above
components we described, we finally provide an overview of
the algorithm used to facilitate expert voting and decision-
making, and model selection explains why we chose to use
the LLama 3.1:70B model.

A. Multi-Agent Generation

In the context of clinical medical problems, given a problem
q and a set of options op = {o1, o2, . . . , ok}, where k denotes
the total number of available options, the goal of this process is
to assemble a team of experts. These include question experts,

specialized in clinical problem analysis, questionExperts =
{qe1, qe2, . . . , qem} , as well as option experts specialized in
analyzing the options, optionExperts = {oe1, oe2, . . . , oen},
where m and n represent the respective numbers of question
and option domain experts. Specifically, we assign a role to
the model and provide instructions to guide it in generating
the corresponding domain experts based on the input problems
and options:

questionExperts = GenerateExpert(q, promptqe) (1)

optionExperts = GenerateExpert(q, op, promptoe) (2)

Two prompts in equations are represented for gen-
erating the question experts and option experts respec-
tively. They guide the model’s behavior during the ex-
pert generation process, ensuring LLM performs the ap-
propriate categorization tasks based on the given problem
and options. To be specific, promptqe uses the format:
Description <promptqe: ”You need to classify the fol-
lowing question into one subfield of medicine based on
the given medical scenario: ”’{question}”’. Consider rel-
evant diagnoses and related fields. Provide the classifica-
tion in the format ”’{question domain format}”’, keeping
your response concise and under {max words} words.” >,
promptoe uses the format: Description <promptoe: Classify
the following options: ”’{options}”’, based on the med-
ical scenario: ”’{question}”’. Output them in the format
”’{options domain format}”’.” >

Question Domain Experts: These experts specialize in
clinical knowledge related to specific medical issues. They
analyze symptoms, diagnoses, and treatment options, provid-
ing critical insights for decision-making. This group includes
specialists from fields such as infectious diseases, gynecology,
and hematology, and is crucial in identifying features requiring
immediate attention, ensuring patient safety and care.

Option Domain Experts: These experts analyze the clinical
options available for a specific medical issue. Their primary
role is to assess the relevance and correctness of each option,
considering the nuances between them. By leveraging their
extensive clinical experience, they help identify misleading
options and provide critical insights that guide the team in
selecting the most appropriate treatment pathways.

B. Proposition Analysis

Question Analyses: After consulting with the experts from
relevant fields regarding the problem, we asked them to pro-
vide their individual analyses, which are then used to inform
further reasoning. For each question q and corresponding
question expert qei ∈ questionExperts, we employ a large
language model (LLM)to act as a domain-specific expert.
Guided by the prompt promptqa, the LLM generates an
analysis, represented by the following equation:

qAi = AnalyzeQuestion(q, qei, promptqa) (3)

The promptqa directs the LLM to: (1) Identify the key
components of the question, such as symptoms, potential



<Question>: A 65-year-old male presents to the emergency department from his home complaining of dyspnea. He is alert and oriented. The following arterial blood gas readings 

are drawn: pH: 7.33 (Normal: 7.35-7.45), pCO2: 70 mmHg (Normal: 35-45 mmHg), HCO3 33 (Normal: 21-26 mEqL) Which of the following is most likely to have produced this 

patient condition? 

<Options>: A) Panic attack. B) Mechanical ventilation. C) Diabetic ketoacidosis. D) Pulmonary embolus. E) Chronic obstructive bronchitis.

Question Experts:

Pulmonology Endocrinology

Emergency Medicine Critical Care

Nephrology

Option Experts:

Pulmonology Endocrinology

Input:<Question>.

Output:

Input:<Question>, <Options>.

Output: 

Question Analyses: Option Analyses:

Pulmonology: … is seen in the 

elevated HCO3 level, indicating ... 

metabolic compensation.

Endocrinology: … Respiratory 

acidosis; likely COPD or other 
respiratory impairment.…

Pulmonology: 

…

Option D):…A pulmonary embolus 

can cause dyspnea... but ABG 

readings do not specifically support 

this diagnosis. 

Option E):…

Endocrinology: 

Option A):… 

…

Option D):…A pulmonary embolus 

can cause … However, a large 

embolus could …acidosis. 

Case Generation:

Ouput: Case 1: Context: A 65-year-old male with a history of smoking presents ... Physical 
examination reveals wheezing and decreased breath sounds bilaterally.

Key Mechanism/Reasoning: ... that his condition is likely contributing to the elevated pCO2 levels.

Neutrality Check: Consider causes like pneumonia, embolism... and assess treatment response.

Input:<Question>, <Options>.

Case 2: Context: A 65-year-old male with COPD exacerbation ... requires intubation and 

ventilation. ABG shows pH 7.33, pCO2 70 mmHg, HCO3 33 mEq/L.

Key Mechanism/Reasoning: COPD progression ... causes respiratory failure. ABG reflects 

clinical condition and ventilation's impact on pCO2.

Neutrality Check: Recognize ventilation ... may worsen acidosis; manage carefully to avoid 

complications.

Report Digest:

Total Analysis: A 65-year-old male presents with dyspnea ... alert and oriented. ABG: pH 7.33, 

pCO2 70 mmHg, HCO3 33 mEq/L ... respiratory acidosis with partial compensation.

Key knowledge:…Critical Diagnostic Clues: ABG: pH 7.33, pCO2 70 mmHg, HCO3 33 ... 

elevated pCO2, respiratory acidosis ... compensatory HCO3 increase.

✅ ✅ ❌, Total Analysis: [revised analysis]

✅

Decision Making:

unanimous report:

Total Analysis: The patient's medical history includes a 30-year smoking history, 

COPD, ...hypertension, and stage 3 chronic kidney disease (CKD).

Critical Care: … Respiratory acidosis; 

elevated pCO2; likely hypoventilation; 
assess history.

✅ ✅

✅ ✅✅ ✅

Multi-Agent Generation:

Proposition Analysis:

Voting  Mechanism:

Output:Option E.

Fig. 2. Diagram of the Proposed Multi-Agent System Framework for Medical Question Answering

diagnoses, and treatment options; (2) Highlight any critical or
urgent features that require immediate attention; (3) Offer a
structured analysis, outlining the logical connections between
symptoms, diagnosis, and recommended next steps.

Option Analyses: Once the question analysis is complete,
we proceed to evaluate the options provided. This process
involves examining the relationships among the options as well
as their relevance to the question. For each option analysis
oAi, the LLM is supplied with the question q, the option op,
a specific option domain expert oei ∈ optionExperts, and the
previously generated question analysis qAi (produced by the
question domain expert qei). The LLM generates the option
analysis based on this input as follows:

oAi = AnalyzeOption(q, op, oei, qAi, promptoa) (4)

The promptoa directs the LLM to: (1) Each option needs
to be analyzed independently to assess its relevance to the
patient’s clinical situation and the available evidence. (2)
Analyze the reasonableness of the options to determine if they
are the most appropriate next step or should be excluded. (3)
The analysis should to consider both supporting and opposing
evidence to ensure objectivity, independent of the analysis part
of the question.

In this process, option domain experts analyze each option
to assess their relevance and correctness in relation to the
question. Drawing on their medical expertise, they evaluate the
validity of the options, identify potentially misleading ones,
and provide detailed reasoning on whether each option should
be accepted or excluded.

C. Case Generation
A key component of our LLM-MQA system is the case

generation. We introduce it to serve as supportive evidence
that aids in the final diagnosis and enhances the interpretability
of the overall system. The generated cases are not standalone
outputs but work synergistically with the analyses from the
problem and option experts. They offer context-rich, inter-
pretable explanations that justify the recommended diagnosis
or treatment and are seamlessly integrated into the final report.
In addition, the entire system provides not only the correct
answer but also a clear and well-supported reasoning process,
improving both accuracy and interpretability.

During the case generation phase, the LLM to autonomously
creates clinical cases that align with a plausible and correct
option based on the dataset. The LLM begins by identifying
key clinical features, such as symptoms, examination findings,
laboratory results, and other diagnostic factors. Using these
elements, it generates one or two concise, realistic clinical
cases. These cases are intended for use in the report generation
phase, where they provide additional context to support final
decision-making. Each generated case consists of the follow-
ing components:

Context: Provides a detailed clinical scenario, highlighting
key symptoms, medical history, and diagnostic findings.

Key Mechanism/Reasoning: Justifies the selected option
by explaining how the clinical findings support the correct
diagnosis or treatment, emphasizing the alignment between
the case and the chosen outcome.

Neutrality Check: Maintains objectivity by avoiding ex-
aggerated claims about the selected option, while briefly
acknowledging relevant alternatives when appropriate.



The LLM follows a structured promptexa to guide the
generation of these cases: Analyze the question and options
to identify the most plausible correct option. Generate 1-
2 concise cases: Highlight the clinical reasoning behind the
selected option. Provide relevant clinical context, focusing
on symptoms, diagnostic findings, or treatments. Present a
balanced view by avoiding overemphasis on the correct op-
tion while acknowledging alternatives where appropriate. The
generation process is represented by the following equation:

exai = GenerateCase(q, op, promptexa) (5)

D. Report Digest

In the Report Generation phase, the LLM plays a crucial
role as a ”synthesizer”, integrates insights derived from the
different analysis modules—Question Analysis (QA), Option
Analysis (OA), and Case Generation (CG). This phase is
designed to create a coherent, well-supported report that is
not only accurate but also interpretable. The generated clinical
cases, produced by the Case Generation module, are particu-
larly important because they provide contextually rich, clinical
justifications for the selected options. These cases add depth to
the final report, enhancing its transparency and interpretability.

In this process, the LLM first extracts the key information
from each analysis module and identifies areas of agreement
and disagreement among the experts. It then synthesizes these
insights and generates a comprehensive report offering a nu-
anced and complete view of the problem. The LLM carefully
balances the clinical data from the analyses with the generated
cases to form a cohesive and informative report. The cases
contribute significantly to this synthesis by grounding the the-
oretical analyses in real-world clinical contexts. In generating
the report, LLM follows a structured promptRp which requires
extracting key information from the problem analysis, option
analysis, and case study analysis, and generating two core
sections of the report based on this information:

Key Knowledge: In this section, the most important diag-
nostic clues, clinical context, and reasoning are extracted from
all three modules: Question Analysis, Option Analysis, and
Case Generation. The Case Generation module plays a pivotal
role here, as it provides detailed clinical scenarios that are
aligned with the correct options, offering concrete examples
that illustrate the reasoning behind the conclusions. This
section ensures that all analyses are accurately represented
and highlights the most relevant information to support the
decision-making process.

Total Analysis: This section synthesizes the entire clinical
scenario by incorporating clinical features from the Case
Generation module. It evaluates each option by considering
both supporting and refuting evidence and ranks them based
on their clinical relevance. The generated cases ensure that the
evaluation is grounded in realistic clinical situations, enabling
a direct comparison of options within the context of the
problem. The LLM then provides a ranked recommendation
with clear justification, grounded in both the analyses and

Algorithm 1: LLM-MedQA Report Process
Input: Expert group E = {e1, . . . , em}, Initial report

R0, Feedback model M , Maximum iterations
k, Interaction prompts {pvote, pmodify, previse}

Output: Final report Rf

1 Initialize: flag feedback required← True,
iteration count← 0, c draft← R0,
suggestions← ∅

2 while flag feedback required and
iteration count < k do

3 Increment:
iteration count← iteration count+ 1 Reset:
flag feedback required← False

4 for each expert ei in E do
5 Collect feedback:
6 votei ←M(c draft, ei, pvote)
7 if votei = disagree then
8 Generate suggestion:

suggestioni ←M(current draft, ei, pmodify)
9 Accumulate suggestions:

suggestions← suggestions+ suggestioni

10 Mark feedback required:
flag feedback required← True

11 if flag feedback required then
12 Revise report:
13 cc draft←M(c draft, suggestions, previse)

14 Return final report: Rf ← c draft

the generated cases. The process can be represented by the
following equation:

Repo = GenerateReport(qA, oA, exa, promptRp) (6)

The Case Generation module plays a critical role in this
process. By generating clinical cases that reflect the correct
options and relevant alternatives, it ensures that the report
provides not only theoretical analysis but also a realistic clin-
ical perspective. This adds depth to the final report, making it
more interpretable and transparent, while providing healthcare
professionals with clear, evidence-backed explanations that aid
in decision making.

Thus, the Report Generation module, enhanced by the Case
Generation module, creates a comprehensive, coherent, and
interpretable report that offers objective recommendations for
the final diagnosis or treatment option. The cases contribute to
the overall narrative by illustrating how the clinical findings
align with the selected option, clarifying the reasoning behind
the recommendations.

E. Voting Mechanism

After generating the report, we implement a voting decision-
making mechanism with ”Yes” and ”No” as the voting options.
If the experts find the report unreasonable, they will cast a neg-
ative vote (”No”) and provide revision suggestions to address



the identified issues. Conversely, if the experts unanimously
agree that the report is reasonable (”Yes”), we proceed to the
next stage of selecting the correct answer.

To ensure the quality of the report, the comprehensive report
(Repo) is submitted to all participating experts, including
both question domain experts and option domain experts. The
voting process involves each expert casting a vote of either
”Approve” (”Yes”) or ”Reject” (”No”).

If all experts vote ”Approve” (”Yes”), the report is consid-
ered reasonable, and we proceed to the next stage. If any expert
votes ”Reject” (”No”), their feedback and revision suggestions
are collected. The report is then revised and resubmitted for
re-voting until unanimous approval is achieved.

To facilitate the revision process and ensure consistency
in the incorporation of expert feedback, we use a structured
prompt called promptmod. This promptmod guides the model
in generating the modified report based on the feedback
provided by the experts. Specifically, promptmod is designed
to:

Integration of Expert Feedback: It takes the original report
and the feedback provided by each expert in different domains
(e.g., question domain, option domain) and incorporates them
into the revised version. Ensure consistent format: It directs the
model to follow a specific format when making modifications,
ensuring that the final report maintains its structural integrity
and aligns with the expectations of the experts. The revision
process, guided by promptmod, can be represented by the
following equation:

Repoi = ModifyReport(Repoi−1,Modi, promptmod) (7)

Where Repoi−1 is the previously revised report, Modi is the
modification based on expert feedback, and promptmod is the
prompt used to guide the generation of the modified report.

This process ensures that the final report, serving as the
foundation for selecting the correct answer, reflects the collec-
tive consensus of the experts and maintains the highest quality.

F. Decision Making

In the final step, we require the LLM to act as the medical
decision maker, deriving the final answer to the clinical ques-
tion q based on the unanimous report Repof . The decision-
making process can be represented by the following equation:

output = MakeDecision(q, op,Repof , promptdm) (8)

The promptdm directs the model to: Review the synthesized
report and identify the most supported option. If no option is
clearly confirmed, evaluate each option based on its alignment
with the findings in the report, the patient’s clinical context,
and general medical reasoning. In cases where multiple options
are plausible, eliminate less supported options and prioritize
the most consistent one.

The entire process of the Voting Mechanism is summarized
into an Algorithm 1 to provide a clearer understanding of the
LLM’s operational process.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Dataset and Evaluation Metric

We conducted experiments on the publicly available
MedQA [5] dataset, which is specifically designed for ques-
tions and answers in the medical field. The dataset consists of
multiple-choice medical questions, as detailed in Fig. 2. Each
instance includes a clinical query, a set of five answer options,
and a correct answer for validation purposes. The MedQA
dataset presents unique challenges due to the specialized
nature of medical knowledge and the complexity of reasoning
required to derive the correct answers. It provides a useful
testbed for evaluating medical question answering systems,
particularly in the context of leveraging large language models.

Considering the ultimate goal of model is to identify the
best option from the multiple choices. To comprehensively
evaluate the performance of our proposed system and compare
it against other baselines, we adopt four widely used evaluation
metrics in multi-class classification task:

• Accuracy: This measures the overall proportion of cor-
rect predictions. For multi-class classification, it is com-
puted by summing the correct predictions (true positives)
across all classes and dividing by the total number of
samples.

• Macro Precision is the average of precision scores across
all classes, without considering the class distribution. The
formula is 1

C

∑i=1
C Precisioni, where C is the number

of classes, and Precisioni is the precision for the i−th
class.

• Macro Recall is the average of recall scores across all
classes, without considering the class distribution. The
formula is 1

C

∑i=1
C Recalli, where C is the number of

classes, and Recalli is the recall for the i− th class.
• Macro F1-Score is the average of F1-scores across all

classes, without considering the class distribution. The
formula is 1

C

∑i=1
C F1i, where C is the number of classes

and F1i is the F1 for the i− th class calculated by the
equation:

2 ∗ Precisioni ∗Recalli
Precisioni +Recalli

(9)

B. Experiments Settings

Configuration Settings In our experiments, we used the
off-the-shelf LLM that is developed by Meta’s FAIR team.
It is an open-source model and easy to deploy within Llama
framework. All experiments were conducted in a zero-shot
setting. We randomly selected 300 samples from the dataset
three times, and the final experimental results are reported
as the average of these three runs. The four key inference
parameters—temperature, frequency penalty, and presence
penalty—are all set to 0, and top p is set to 1. The inference
time for each example in our method is approximately one
and a half minutes.

In addition, we have chosen the Llama3.1:70B model due
to its open-source nature, relatively low computational re-
quirements, and cost-effectiveness compared to other models
of similar performance. This choice ensures that the model



remains accessible for research and application while provid-
ing high performance, making it particularly suitable for real-
world healthcare QA scenarios. Additionally, the scalability
and practicality of this model enhance the deployment of our
approach in resource-constrained environments, ensuring both
efficiency and effectiveness.

Although results from the few-shot setting are reported in
the table, these settings were used as a baseline for comparison
experiments. We selected few-shot as the baseline to evaluate
the model’s performance with a small number of examples,
allowing us to compare the performance against the zero-shot
setting and analyze the extent of improvement.

C. Baselines

We used the vLLM [38] technique to easily access the
model with the following baseline: (1) Direct Inference
involves providing the question and its possible answer options
directly as input to the large language model. The model then
generates a response based on its internal knowledge, without
additional reasoning or thought processes. This method is
straightforward and computationally efficient, making it ideal
for scenarios where questions are simple and well-defined. It
can be applied in both zero-shot and few-shot settings. In
the few-shot setting, providing a small number of example
questions and answers helps the model generalize better,
potentially leading to more accurate results compared to the
zero-shot case. However, even in the few-shot setting, Direct
Inference remains limited by the model’s reliance on pre-
trained knowledge without deeper reasoning steps. (2) CoT,
the Chain of Thought (CoT) method enhances the reasoning
ability of LLMs by encouraging them to work through prob-
lems step by step, simulating a more human-like process of
thought. Instead of directly outputting an answer, the model
is prompted to generate intermediate reasoning steps that lead
to the final answer. This method is particularly effective for
complex questions that require multi-step analysis. It can be
used in both zero-shot and few-shot settings. In the few-
shot case, providing examples of reasoning steps helps the
model better understand how to approach similar problems,
improving its performance compared to the zero-shot case.
However, CoT can be resource-intensive and may introduce
additional complexity in the output. (3) CoT+SC, the Chain of
Thought with Self-Consistency (CoT+SC) method builds upon
CoT by introducing the self-consistency technique, which
involves generating multiple reasoning paths and selecting
the most consistent answer. This method leverages multiple
reasoning attempts to improve the robustness and reliability
of the model’s final answer. It can be applied in both zero-
shot and few-shot settings. In the few-shot setting, providing
multiple examples of reasoning steps and answers helps the
model produce more consistent and accurate outputs. However,
this approach is more computationally expensive as it requires
the model to generate and compare multiple outputs.

TABLE I
COMPARISON OF OUR METHODS AT BASELINE

Method Accuracy Macro
Precision

Macro
Recall

Macro
F1-Score

*few-shot setting
Direct Inference [24] 0.717 0.717 0.715 0.715
CoT [39] 0.710 0.708 0.709 0.708
CoT+SC [40] 0.727 0.725 0.724 0.724

*zero-shot setting
Direct Inference [24] 0.714 0.715 0.714 0.713
CoT [39] 0.698 0.697 0.697 0.697
CoT+SC [40] 0.719 0.719 0.719 0.718
Ours 0.772 0.771 0.772 0.771

Table 1: SC denotes the self-consistency prompting method.
Results in bold indicate optimal performance.

D. Result and Analysis

Tab. I shows the overall results of comparison. It can
be observed that our method achieves the best across all
metrics, indicating that our multi-agent architecture offers
advantages in real-world medical scenarios. In the few-shot
setting, the Direct Inference method achieves an accuracy
of 0.717, with Macro Precision, Recall, and F1-Score all
at 0.717. Incorporating CoT results in a slight performance
decrease, with accuracy dropping to 0.710 and macro metrics
around 0.708–0.709. Adding SC to CoT further enhances
performance, achieving the best results in the few-shot setting
with an accuracy of 0.727 and macro metrics around 0.724.
In the zero-shot setting, the baseline method performs rela-
tively well with an accuracy of 0.714 and macro metrics of
0.715, while the CoT method alone demonstrates significant
performance degradation, achieving only 0.698 in accuracy
and 0.697 in macro metrics. The addition of SC to CoT
shows notable improvement, achieving an accuracy of 0.719
and macro metrics of 0.718. The proposed ”Ours” method
outperforms all other approaches in both zero-shot and few-
shot settings, achieving the highest scores across all metrics,
with an accuracy of 0.772 and macro metrics of 0.771.
These results highlight the robustness and effectiveness of
the proposed method, particularly in the challenging zero-
shot scenario. The multi-agent architecture plays a key role
in addressing complex decision-making problems. It not only
integrates different expert opinions more effectively but also
handles uncertainties common in healthcare scenarios, thereby
improving the comprehensiveness and reliability of decision-
making.

E. Ablation Study

We conducted an ablation study to assess the impact of
different LLM scales on our model’s performance. Specifi-
cally, we deployed our multi-agent system using two LLM
sizes—8B and 70B—with and without the case generation
process. The results, summarized in Tab. II, reveal that the
larger model significantly outperforms the smaller one across
all metrics, with performance increasing from approximately
55% to over 70%. Based on these findings, we opted to
use the 70B model for our overall analysis. Furthermore,



TABLE II
ABLATION STUDY OF LLM SCALES WITH/WITHOUT CASE GENERATION

Method Accuracy% Macro
Precision

Macro
Recall

Macro
F1-Score

Mutli-Agent(8B) 56.3 55.9 55.9 55.8
Mutli-Agent(70B) 73.0 73.5 72.9 73.0
+ Case(8B) 57.3 (↑ 1.0) 56.9(↑ 1.0) 56.8(↑ 0.9) 56.8(↑ 1.0)
+ Case(70B) 75.0 (↑ 2.0) 74.9(↑ 1.4) 74.7(↑ 1.8) 74.8(↑ 1.8)

Table 2:Ablation study for LLM scales with/without case generation.

the inclusion of the case generation module was shown to
enhance the model’s performance, likely by providing richer
contextual information and improving the system’s ability
to classify answers accurately. These results highlight the
module’s role in bolstering the selection process and overall
system effectiveness.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduce a multi-agent framework for
medical question answering (MedQA), leveraging specialized
domain experts, a case generation module, and a voting mecha-
nism to enhance decision-making. Our approach integrates do-
main experts with a case generation module that uses clinical
data to support the selection of the most plausible answers. The
framework employs a joint optimization mechanism, where
feedback from domain experts and the case generation module
is utilized to refine problem and option analysis tasks, feeding
insights back into the large language model. Additionally, a
voting mechanism aggregates expert feedback and revisions,
improving the quality and reliability of the generated reports.

Comprehensive experiments on the MedQA dataset demon-
strate that our approach outperforms existing methods, such
as direct inference and Chain of Thought (CoT), across key
metrics, including accuracy, precision, recall, and F1-score.
Our method achieves nearly 77% across all metrics, compared
to approximately 70% for other approaches. Furthermore,
we validate that employing a large-scale LLM significantly
enhances performance, with the case generation step identified
as a critical component driving these improvements. This
framework enhances the system’s explainability of reasoning
and ensures robust decision-making through expert consen-
sus, providing a reliable and effective solution for medical
question-answering tasks.

In future work, we aim to further investigate the case
generation module to support a wider range of clinical scenar-
ios, incorporating diverse patient profiles and diagnostic com-
plexities. Additionally, we plan to explore the scalability of
our multi-agent framework in real-time medical environments,
focusing on optimizing model efficiency and response times
for clinical practitioners. Our approach offers a solid foun-
dation for building advanced, explainable medical question-
answering framework, which is general and can be applied to
other complex decision-making tasks.
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