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Abstract
Large language models (LLMs) often fail to
ask effective questions under uncertainty, mak-
ing them unreliable in domains where proactive
information-gathering is essential for decision-
making. We present ALFA, a framework that
improves LLM question-asking by (i) decom-
posing the notion of a “good” question into
a set of theory-grounded attributes (e.g., clar-
ity, relevance), (ii) controllably synthesizing
attribute-specific question variations, and (iii)
aligning models via preference-based optimiza-
tion to explicitly learn to ask better questions
along these fine-grained attributes. Focusing
on clinical reasoning as a case study, we intro-
duce the MediQ-AskDocs dataset, composed
of 17k real-world clinical interactions aug-
mented with 80k attribute-specific preference
pairs of follow-up questions, as well as a novel
expert-annotated interactive healthcare QA task
to evaluate question-asking abilities. Models
aligned with ALFA reduce diagnostic errors by
56.6% on MediQ-AskDocs compared to SOTA
instruction-tuned LLMs, with a question-level
win-rate of 64.4% and strong generalizability.
Our findings suggest that explicitly guiding
question-asking with structured, fine-grained at-
tributes offers a scalable path to improve LLMs,
especially in expert application domains.1

1 Introduction

Interactive language models have demonstrated re-
markable capabilities across numerous domains
(OpenAI et al., 2024), yet proactive interaction abil-
ities in high-stakes scenarios—clinical reasoning,
legal analysis, investigative journalism—remains a
challenge (Fung et al., 2024). A key obstacle is the
ability of these models to recognize and anticipate
missing or ambiguous information and proactively
seek clarification (Li et al., 2024; Deng et al., 2024).
In clinical practice, for instance, physicians system-
atically ask patients questions to rule out or confirm

⋆Equal contribution.
1We release all data, code, and models for further research.
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Has anyone in your 
family been sick?

What is your 
temperature?

Um… My grandpa 
has back pain, my 

dad has lung cancer.

My temperature is 
98°F now, but it was 

102°F last night.

Have you traveled 
anywhere recently?

I am a travel blogger, 
just came back from 
Africa last month.

How are you 
feeling? Anxious?

I am worried my 
symptoms lead to 
something serious.

You have 
anxiety disorder.

You have a 
viral infection.❌ ✅

Hi doctor, I am 35 y.o., female, and I have fatigue and 
night sweats. What is happening, what should I do?

Vanilla LLM Agent ALFA-aligned Expert Agent

Patient inquiry w/ 
initial information

Ambiguous, broad 
vs. Clear, focused

Hard vs. 
Straightforward for 
patient to respond

W/ DDX bias 
vs. Relevant

Wrong vs. Correct 
diagnosis

Unuseful vs. Useful 
response

Figure 1: Effective information-seeking questions are
crucial for clinical reasoning. ALFA-aligned models can
ask better questions and lead to more accurate diagnosis.

relevant diagnoses (Richardson et al., 1995; Proffit,
2013). This iterative, information-seeking behavior
is essential for accurate and safe decision-making.
Similarly, for large language models (LLMs) to
serve as reliable decision-support tools for clini-
cians, they must learn not only to provide answers,
but also to identify when additional information is
needed, and to ask follow-up questions that effec-
tively reduce uncertainty (Figure 1).

However, there are two main challenges in build-
ing LLMs that ask good questions, especially in
expert domains. First, defining a “good” question is
inherently complex and context-dependent. In gen-
eral, attributes such as clarity, focus, and answer-
ability are essential (Heritage and Maynard, 2006;
Roter and Hall, 1987; Freed, 1994; Searle, 1969);
however, in domain-specific scenarios such as clin-
ical reasoning, additional properties—medical ac-
curacy, diagnostic relevance, and mitigating differ-
ential diagnosis (DDX) biases—are necessary for
reducing diagnostic uncertainty (Richardson et al.,
1995; Silverman et al., 2016; Heritage, 2010; Hall
et al., 1995; West, 1984; Stivers and Majid, 2007;
Ong et al., 1995). Second, instilling the ability to
ask good questions in LLMs is technically non-
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“Good” Question
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Original

Clarity Focus

“Do you have a family history 
of breast cancer?”

“Have any of your mother, sister, 
daughter been diagnosed with 
breast cancer?”

“Has anyone in your family 
been sick?”
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Figure 2: ALFA: decompose, synthesize, align.

trivial (Li et al., 2024; Johri et al., 2025; Zhang
et al., 2024a). Naïve prompting strategies such as
“Ask a follow-up question if needed.” may enhance
interactivity but lack a principled foundation for
defining a good question. We propose leveraging
well-established general and task-specific princi-
ples from communication theory and psychology
to improve LLMs’ information-seeking abilities.

Methodologically, we introduce a general recipe
to incorporate question-asking abilities into LLMs,
focusing on clinical reasoning as a case study. Our
method—ALignment via Fine-grained Attributes
(ALFA)—relies on the idea that question quality
can be improved by explicitly training models with
data grounded in structured, theoretically motivated
attributes. Our recipe proceeds in three steps:
1. Decompose the high-level goal of asking “good”

questions into structured, grounded attributes.
2. Synthesize counterfactual data by controllably

altering specific attributes (e.g. make clearer).
3. Align models using preference optimization al-

gorithms to integrate the attributes and produce
a final policy.

Since labeled conversational datasets containing
follow-up questions along a variety of important at-
tributes are scarce, ALFA exposes models to a much
broader range of question-asking behaviors than
what can be typically found in the wild, especially
in specialized domains like clinical interactions.

We instantiate the above recipe with a focus on
clinical reasoning, where question-asking is central
to reducing diagnostic uncertainty and preventing
errors. To this end, we construct a novel dataset,
MediQ-AskDocs, containing 17k clinical interac-

tions with follow-up questions from the r/AskDocs
subreddit, paired with 80k synthesized counterfac-
tual variants of these questions highlighting each
attribute. These counterfactual pairs provide fine-
grained training signals for preference learning. Fi-
nally, we integrate the attribute-specific signals into
a unified policy by combining all synthetic data
into a single model, training separate reward mod-
els and merging them, or fusing attribute-specific
policies. ALFA contrasts with coarse-grained pref-
erence learning, offering a more targeted way to
refine question-asking behaviors.

As part of MediQ-AskDocs, we introduce a novel
healthcare QA task of 302 expert-annotated clini-
cal interaction scenarios to evaluate the proposed
method. These scenarios are passed into MediQ
(Li et al., 2024), an interactive clinical simulator,
in which the models asks questions to the patient
agent. ALFA-aligned models achieve a 64.4% win-
rate in question-level evaluation and a 56.6% re-
duction in diagnostic errors, relative to baselines of
SOTA instruction tuned LLMs. Beyond these em-
pirical gains, our work presents a new paradigm for
aligning language models to specialized domains
by decomposing the complex goal of question-
asking into attributes, synthesizing pairwise data in
each attribute dimension, and aligning the model to
jointly optimize the overall complex goal. This gen-
eral approach to attribute-based question-asking
alignment can be extended to many other domains
where systematically eliciting information is key to
reliable, effective decision-making.

2 Problem Statement

Aligning LLMs to ask good question requires con-
textual reasoning along multiple attributes (e.g.,
accuracy, clarity, focus). However, most alignment
paradigms treat these goals as monolithic, aggregat-
ing preferences into a single reward that conflates
attributes and obscures their individual contribu-
tions. We formalize this challenge as follows:

Given a complex goal G and a dataset with
sparse labels D, we aim to learn a policy π that
maximizes the composite reward R(s, a), where:
• s: Current world state (e.g., information ac-

quired so far, conversation history).
• a: Next action (e.g., follow-up question asked

by the clinician agent π).
The key challenges lie in the complexity of the
goal and the sparsity of labeled data. First, directly
optimizing R(s, a) is infeasible because human



preferences for R(s, a) are noisy and subjective. To
address this, ALFA decomposes G into K attributes
{A1, . . . , Ak}, each corresponding to a verifiable
criterion with a reward function Rk. We constrain
the selection of Ak such that each Rk(s, a) is more
measurable compared to R(s, a).

Second, we cannot observe parallel follow-up
questions in natural conversations to construct pref-
erence pairs. To this end, we synthesize counter-
factual synthetic data Dk

synth for each Ak, where

Dk
synth = {(ak+i , ak−i )|Rk(a

k+
i ) > Rk(a

k−
i )}.

Lastly, ALFA uses a reward integration strategy
f , where R(s, a) = f(R1(s, a), . . . , RK(s, a)), to
combine {R1, . . . , RK} into a policy π, such that:

π∗ = argmax
π

E(s,a)∼π[f(R1, . . . , RK)(s, a)],

optimizes performance on the complex goal G,
aligning models to be better question-askers.

3 What Makes a “Good” Question?

To systematically improve LLM question asking,
we define six key attributes grounded in cognitive
science, psychology, and clinical communication
research (Heritage and Maynard, 2006; Roter and
Hall, 1987; Chouinard, 2007; Freed, 1994; Searle,
1969; Levinson, 2012). Unlike prior work that
relies on implicit heuristics, we explicitly decom-
pose question quality into interpretable, tangible
attributes that enhance clinical reasoning.

General Question-Quality Attributes. Effec-
tive questions must be clear, targeted, and answer-
able to drive meaningful interactions. We select
three core attributes:
• Clarity: Avoids ambiguity and unnecessary com-

plexity, ensuring precise communication (Her-
itage and Maynard, 2006; Roter and Hall, 1987).

• Focus: Directly addresses a specific information
gap, yielding more informative responses (Ron-
fard et al., 2018; Gopnik and Wellman, 2012;
Chouinard, 2007; Freed, 1994). E.g., “Do you
have a family history of breast cancer?” is supe-
rior to “Has anyone in your family been sick?”

• Answerability: Adapts to the respondent’s ex-
pertise (e.g., no jargans) (Levinson, 2012; Keil
et al., 2008; Searle, 1969; Zhu and Wu, 2025).

Domain-specific question-asking attributes. In
clinical reasoning, question-asking is a structured
diagnostic skill. Drawing from clinical communi-
cation research (Richardson et al., 1995; Silverman
et al., 2016; Heritage, 2010; Hall et al., 1995; West,

1984; Stivers and Majid, 2007; Ong et al., 1995;
Proffit, 2013), we define three additional attributes
essential for clinical decision-making:
• Medical Accuracy: Aligns with established med-

ical knowledge & guidelines.
• Diagnostic Relevance: Probes for symptoms,

risk factors, or contextual details essential to
refining differential diagnoses (DDX).

• Avoiding DDX Bias: Prevents suggestive or lead-
ing wording that could introduce cognitive bi-
ases and misguide diagnostic reasoning.
These six attributes form the foundation of

ALFA, guiding question optimization to improve
LLM reliability in interactive clinical reasoning.

4 ALFA Framework Overview

We now introduce ALFA, a structured recipe that
decomposes the overall question-asking objective
(§4.1), generates attribute-specific preference data
(§4.2), and trains a policy that integrates the at-
tributes (§4.3) to ask better follow-up questions.

4.1 Grounded Attribute Decomposition
We first decompose the concept of “good” clinical
questions into the six attributes Ak identified in §3
rather than relying on implicit heuristics or coarse
scoring. This decomposition enables two advan-
tages: (1) attribute-specific training signals that
isolate distinct aspects of question quality, and (2)
a controlled preference structure for fine-grained
alignment, guiding the next stages of data genera-
tion and model alignment.

4.2 Attribute-Specific Data Generation
Real-world clinical datasets are scarce, private, and
rarely contain annotations distinguishing, for in-
stance, clear vs. ambiguous questions (Mireshghal-
lah et al., 2023; Ramesh et al., 2024). Therefore,
we generate synthetic preference data by (1) col-
lecting authentic clinical posts (see §5.3 for dataset
curation details) and (2) using an LLM to generate
counterfactual variants along each attribute.

Counterfactual Perturbation. For each ques-
tion ai in the dataset, we prompt an LLM to create
“enhanced” and “corrupted” variants (ak+i , ak−i )
that explicitly alter only one attribute k at a time
(e.g., rewriting the original question to be more
clear/ambiguous) while keeping others consistent.
This enables us to create controlled preference
pairs, where one version of a question ak+i is better
aligned with a specific attribute than the other, ak−i .



Verification & Filtering. We use an LLM-judge
to verify that the generated perturbations reflect
their intended modification. With original question
ai, we obtain an enhanced question ak+i and a cor-
rupted question ak−i , resulting in three preference
pairs: (ak+i , ai), (ak+i , ak−i ), and (ai, a

k−
i ). Given

each pair, we provide additional context2 to the
LLM-judge, and ask the judge to compare the pairs
in the specified attribute dimension (e.g., which
question is clearer). If the judge’s decision matches
the intended perturbation direction—verifying that
Rk(a

k+
i ) > Rk(a

k−
i )—we retain the sample; oth-

erwise, we discard it. This filtering step removes
inconsistencies and ensures that our synthetic pref-
erence data provides reliable supervision for model
alignment. See details in Appendix C.1.

4.3 Attribute Integration Strategies

We now combine signals from the attribute-specific
data so that the model produces questions that op-
timize for all attributes. Standard preference opti-
mization algorithms DPO and PPO allow distinct
Points of Integration (POI) as described below3:
(1) Data Mixing pools all synthetic data into one
training set and uses standard DPO/PPO. This
treats each attribute-specific comparison as part
of a larger set of “better vs. worse” question pairs,
enabling a single policy to learn from all attributes
at once (Wang et al., 2023; Lambert et al., 2024)
(2) Reward Fusion trains separate reward models,
then averages the reward model weights in an over-
all reward model which can then be used in PPO to
align a final policy (Ramé et al., 2024).
(3) Policy Fusion trains separate policies or pref-
erence models, each specialized for one attribute,
and then combine the model weights by averaging
or taking a linear combination (Jang et al., 2023).
This strategy offers the highest degree of paral-
lelism and maximally preserves attribute strengths
and interpretability.

Comparing these integration strategies informs
how best to reconcile multiple, sometimes compet-
ing, objectives (e.g., focus vs. avoiding DDX bias)
and thereby produce consistently high-quality di-
agnostic questioning.

2Parsed conversation conclusions from future turns.
3While reward sum, which trains attribute-specific reward

models then combines the reward scores (e.g., via a learned
linear combination or average) to produce a final scalar reward
(Wu et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024c), remains an option, we do
not utilize this strategy due to high compute cost of loading all
reward models during PPO without substantial performance
improvements (Rame et al., 2024; Shi et al., 2024).

5 Experimental Setup

5.1 MediQ-AskDocs Dataset Curation

We obtain data from r/AskDocs, a public online
health forum, and filter for conversation threads
where (i) the patient posts a health inquiry and en-
gage with another user to discuss the issue, and (ii)
another user asks follow-up questions to acquire
more information. The resulting dataset contains
13,496 unique posts, 17,425 threads, and 24,263
questions. For creating the counterfactual pertur-
bations (§4.2), we sample 4463/433/620 questions
for the train/dev/test splits. More details on dataset
curation and sampling are in Appendix B.

5.2 Experiments

With the goal of instilling question-asking abil-
ity in LLMs in the clinical reasoning domain, we
structure our experiments to progressively address
two key questions: (1) Does the entire ALFA

pipeline improve clinical question-asking perfor-
mance? and (2) Necessity of each component of
ALFA and to what extent do they contribute to the
performance? Accordingly, we organize our evalu-
ation into three parts:
1. Overall Performance. We first confirm that
ALFA meaningfully reduces diagnostic errors and
elicits better questions in an interactive clinical
scenario (§6.1).
2. Key Pipeline Components. We isolate the two
core components of ALFA:
• We compare the decomposed attributes (clarity,

medical accuracy, etc.) to a “coarse” attribute
(simply “good or bad”) to highlight the necessity
of a theory-grounded decomposition (§6.2).

• We compare preference tuning to supervised
fine-tuning (SFT) on the same synthetic data,
revealing how pairwise reward signals refine
question-asking beyond what SFT alone can
achieve (§6.3).

3. Ablation Studies. We dissect each design
choice to identify its role in the observed im-
provements. Specifically, we compare attribute-
integration strategies (§6.4), apply quality filter
on the synthetic data (§6.5), examine data per-
turbation directions (corruption vs. enhancement)
(§6.6), ablate individual attributes (§6.7), and test
out-of-distribution generalization (§6.8) on a sepa-
rate medical reasoning task.4

4All ablations are done with DPO due to its lighter compute
requirements unless otherwise specified.



Collectively, these analyses elucidate how com-
ponents in ALFA—attribute decomposition, data
synthesis, preference tuning—work together to im-
prove question-asking in high-stakes clinical con-
texts. See implementation details in Appendix C.

5.3 Evaluation
We evaluate the aligned models along two fronts:
Direct Question Quality, measured through ex-
pert human annotations and automatic LLM-judge
comparison for the overall question quality, and
Clinical Decision Impact, quantified by how well
the model questions help reduce diagnostic errors.

Direct win-rate with LLM-judge. We create an
LLM-judge to compare pairs of questions, adopt-
ing prompt structures from Li et al. (2023) and
Dubois et al. (2023). Specifically, we measure the
percentage of times our aligned models’ questions
are preferred over those of the baseline instruction-
tuned models (llama-3.2-3b-Instruct and llama-3.1-
8b-Instruct) by to the judge and report win-rate.
Each comparison is carried out by gpt-4o with ra-
tionales, permuting the order of the questions in
each pair to mitigate ordering bias. As an sanity
check, we find that the LLM-judge assigns a higher
win-rate to questions crafted by verified experts
than to those written by non-experts, suggesting
that our evaluation aligns with domain expertise.
Expert manual evaluation. To assess the qual-
ity of generated questions and further validate the
LLM-judge, we collect preference rankings from
medical experts and compute win-rate of select
models. See Appendix F for further details.

Accuracy on interactive diagnostic task. We
use the MediQ interactive framework (Li et al.,
2024)—patient-clinician simulator—to holistically
evaluate ALFA in a more realistic setting. MediQ
presents some initial information x0 (often the pa-
tient’s chief complaint), a medical inquiry κ, and
tests an expert agent’s ability to ask follow-up ques-
tions a to the patient until it has enough informa-
tion to make a diagnosis y. We replace the question
generator module in the MediQ expert agent with
models trained with ALFA, while keeping all other
modules (patient system and diagnosis generator)
consistent. We quantify the utility of the question
generator with the accuracy of the diagnosis y.
MediQ-AskDocs Task. MediQ is compatible with
any QA task with contextual information. We in-
troduce a novel healthcare QA task as part of the
MediQ-AskDocs dataset: 302 consumer healthcare

multiple choice questions manually annotated by
medical experts. The task is automatically gener-
ated by o1 using the test split of MediQ-AskDocs
(§5.1), and annotated by two human experts with
88.6% agreement. See Appendix E for task con-
struction and annotation details. Additionally, we
use MedQA (Jin et al., 2020) with MediQ to ex-
amine the models’ ability to generalize to out-of-
domain tasks.

6 Results & Analysis

The results section first demonstrates the superior
performance of ALFA (§6.1). Then we investi-
gate how the core modules—attribute decom-
position (§6.2) and preference tuning (§6.3)—
contributes to its effectiveness. Additionally, we
ablate on attribute integration strategies (§6.4),
synthetic data quality (§6.5), direction of syn-
thetic data (corruption vs. enhancement) (§6.6),
attribute-specific influences (§6.7), and the out-
of-distribution generalization (§6.8) of ALFA.

6.1 ALFA Improves Overall Question Asking

We begin by comparing ALFA with two baselines:
(1) the base models (llama-3.2-3B-Instruct
and llama-3.1-8B-Instruct) and (2) models
trained via supervised fine-tuning (SFT) on the
human-written questions. The Policy Fusion at-
tribute integration strategy (§4.3) is reported for
both ALFA-DPO and ALFA-PPO in Table 1 below.

We first confirm that fine-tuning the human-
written questions in MediQ-AskDocs (SFT) al-
ready outperforms base models, establishing use-
fulness of the dataset. Notably, performance of
the ALFA-aligned models shows explicitly model-
ing structured, theory-grounded attributes substan-
tially boosts both question quality and diagnostic
accuracy, reducing diagnostic errors by 56.62%.

Model Size Win-rate MediQ-AD

Base Model
3B 50.00 73.51
8B 50.00 72.52

SFT
3B 61.04 78.98
8B 58.23 85.08

ALFA-DPO
3B 64.97 87.75
8B 65.13 88.08

ALFA-PPO 3B 64.84 86.75

Table 1: Main results. ALFA models consistently out-
perform base instruct models and SFT models.



Model Size Win-rate MediQ-AD

Coarse
3B 65.89 83.77
8B 66.05 85.76

ALFA 3B 64.97 87.75
(Fine-Grained) 8B 65.13 88.08

Table 2: Fine-grained (ALFA) vs. Coarse Attributes.
Fine-grained attributes lead to better downstream di-
agnostic accuracy and similar win-rates compared to
coarse-grained objective. Expert evaluation for 3B
coarse vs. fine-grained shows identical win-rate: 59.4%.

6.2 Fine-Grained Attributes Outperform
Coarse Attribute

The core idea of ALFA is to decompose a complex
goal into structured, theory-grounded attributes
rather than treating it as one coarse objective. We
examine the role of attribute decomposition by
comparing alignmend with fine-grained attributes
(ALFA) with a simpler approach that optimizes
models on a coarse “better” vs. “worse” distinc-
tion. Both models undergo the same counterfactual
data generation and alignment processes, but the
coarse model lacks explicit attribute separation.

Table 2 shows that ALFA, trained with fine-
grained attributes, achieves higher performance
compared to models trained on coarse attributes on
MediQ diagnostic accuracy, while the two methods
show comparable LLM-judge win-rates and identi-
cal expert evaluation win-rates. Aligning models
based on structured attributes guides the reason-
ing process in a theory-grounded way, resulting
in substantially better downstream performance.
Additionally, qualitative analysis (Figure 3) shows
that the coarse-aligned model tends to ask more
superficial questions such as waiting for 8 weeks
and check back, while the ALFA-model’s question,
"Was this the only issue that was found?", indicates
some form of reasoning to rule out other factors
that might have contributed to the patient’s concern.
Further, as we show in §6.8, coarsely aligned mod-
els generalize poorly to out-of-distribution tasks.

6.3 Preference Tuning Outperforms SFT

Another core advantage of ALFA is its use of pair-
wise preference learning, which allows models to
refine question-asking beyond what supervised fine-
tuning (SFT) achieves. To test whether ALFA’s im-
provements come solely from exposure to diverse
synthetic data or from learning structured prefer-
ences, we compare ALFA with models fine-tuned
on real data (SFT-Real), synthetic enhanced data

What is the treatment for sever hypovitaminosis D? 
My 25(OH)D test result was 4.68 ng\/ml.  
My doctor prescribed four IM injections of 300,000 IU 
vitamin D within four weeks, and use of oral supplements 
after that. isn't four injections of 300,000 IU in this 
short time too much? do I really need this much vitamin 
D? should I get a second opinion?

Are you getting it checked again in 8 weeks?

Was this the only issue that was found?
ALFA-Aligned LM Output: 

Patient Context:

Coarse-Aligned LM Output: 

Figure 3: Quanlitative example contrasting models
aligned with fine-grained and coarse attributes. ALFA
model tends to ask more logical questions.

Model Size Win-rate MediQ-AD

SFT-Real
3B 61.04 78.98
8B 58.23 85.08

SFT-Synthetic
3B 62.50 82.12
8B 60.32 85.76

SFT-Combined
3B 62.50 83.77
8B 54.68 85.76

ALFA
3B 64.97 87.75
8B 65.13 88.08

Table 3: Preference tuning is crucial in improving model
performance. Supervised fine-tuning on the same syn-
thetic data does not show as much performance gain.

(SFT-Synthetic), and both (SFT-Combined).
As shown in Table 3, ALFA outperforms SFT-

Combined despite learning from the same data, con-
firming that learning directional differences from
pairwise comparisons is key to better question-
asking. These results highlight pairwise contrastive
optimization as a necessary step for models to learn
how to ask better follow-up questions.

6.4 When to integrate the attributes?

We now examine the effect of various attribute in-
tegration strategies from §4.3: data-mixing, re-
ward-fusion (PPO only), and policy-fusion. Ta-
ble 4 reveals three key findings. First, data-mixing
achieves higher question win-rate but yields lower
diagnostic accuracy than policy-fusion, and reward-
fusion in PPO mirrors data-mixing patterns. This
suggests that greater attribute separation leads
to improved diagnostic accuracy, consistent with
prior observations in Yang et al. (2025). Second,
The LLM-judge scores strongly correlate with hu-
man expert assessments (r = 0.9893, p < 0.005),
establishing the LLM-judge as a reliable proxy for
human assessment. The high LLM-judge score of
ALFA-PPO-Reward is echoed in the human evalua-
tion with a score of 86.3%.

Third, despite high question quality (win-rate),



*PO POI Size Win-rate MediQ-AD

DPO
Data

3B 68.55 85.01
8B 68.23 88.74

Policy
3B 64.97 87.75
8B 65.13 88.08

PPO
Data 3B 97.34 84.77

Reward 3B 97.98 84.44
Policy 3B 64.84 86.75

Table 4: Attribute integration strategies.

diagnostic accuracy remains suboptimal due to
two systemic factors: (i) Patient records derived
from r/AskDocs contain only information elicited
through human questions. When ALFA-aligned
models generate superior questions than that of hu-
mans requesting any other useful information, the
patient agent lacks corresponding answers. (ii) The
final diagnosis generator achieves 86.75% accu-
racy given complete information, setting an upper
bound. This explains why ALFA’s improvements in
information-seeking (win-rate) only partially trans-
late to final accuracy. Additionally, performance
higher than 86.75% implies that ALFA-aligned
models demonstrate emergent reasoning abilities
beyond mere data retrieval, producing questions
that actively guide clinical reasoning.

6.5 Gains from Synthetic Data Quality
ALFA relies on synthetic question perturbations
to expose models to counterfactual scenarios. To
ensure data quality, we filtered out 13.9% of gen-
erated pairs where LLM-judge ratings misalign
with intended perturbation directions (§4.2). Fil-
tering slightly improves both question quality and
diagnostic accuracy, emphasizing the value of high-
quality synthetic data (Table 5).

Model Size Win-rate MediQ-AD

ALFA-Unfiltered
3B 64.19 85.43
8B 63.31 86.09

ALFA
3B 64.97 87.75
8B 65.13 88.08

Table 5: Synthetic data quality. Filtering slightly im-
proves diagnostic accuracy.

6.6 Synthetic Corruption vs. Enhancement
In the counterfactual pairwise data generation stage
of ALFA, each original sample a is synthesized
in two directions along each attribute dimension
(e.g. more relevant and less relevant) to get a+

Corruption
(a,a-)

Enhancement
(a+,a)

Synthetic
(a+,a-)

All
(a+,a),(a+,a-),     

(a,a-)Data Synthesis Direction

80

82

84

86

88

M
ed

iQ
 A

cc
 (%

)

Data Synthesis via Enhancement vs. Corruption

Model Size
8B
3B
SFT

Figure 4: All the synthetic data directions are helpful.
Including corruptions, enhancements, and the original
data shows the best performance.

and a−. In this section, we examine how the gen-
eration direction—enhanced (“more X”) vs. cor-
rupted (“less X”)—influence performance. Specif-
ically, we compare models trained with corrup-
tion only pairs (a, a−), enhancement only pairs
(a+, a), synthetic corruption and enhancement
pairs (a+, a−), and all of the above. In Figure 4,
we find while any generation direction is beneficial,
combining all three pairs brings the most gains,
especially apparent in the smaller 3B model.

6.7 Attribute-Specific Influences

A key component of ALFA is the explicit decompo-
sition of question-asking into fine-grained, theory-
grounded attributes. To assess their individual con-
tributions, we conduct an ablation study where we
remove one attribute at a time and evaluate the
model’s performance. We also compare general
question-asking attributes (clarity, focus, answer-
ability) with clinical attributes (medical accuracy,
diagnostic relevance, avoiding DDX bias).

Table 6 shows that removing any attribute leads
to performance drops, confirming their importance
in clinical question-asking. Clinical attributes have

Attribute Win-rate MediQ-AD

No Accuracy 63.95 84.11
No Answerability 64.60 84.11
No Avoid DDX Bias 62.58 81.79
No Clarity 62.74 85.10
No Focus 63.95 84.44
No Relevance 63.39 84.44

General 62.90 81.79
Clinical 66.05 86.09

All 64.97 87.75

Table 6: Policy Fusion DPO models on attribute groups.



Did the pain worsen or improve with the use of NSAIDs? 
What do you think about the diagnosis of febrile convulsion? 
What is your age, sex, medical history, and medications?

Did they treat you for mono? 
Is she in school?

ALFA with General Attributes (ALFA-General):

ALFA with Clinical Attributes (ALFA-Clinical):

Figure 5: Models aligned with general vs. clinical at-
tributes show distinct behaviors. ALFA-General asks
clear and focused, but less relevant questions and con-
tains DDX bias ("mono"); ALFA-Clinical uses medical
terms hindering answerability but is more professional.

a stronger impact on MediQ accuracy, with avoid-
ing DDX bias being the most critical—suggesting
models need explicit training to counteract cogni-
tive biases. Qualitatively, the questions generated
by models aligned with general attributes vs. clini-
cal domain-specific attributes show distinct styles
(Figure 5), highlighting the impact of feature selec-
tion. These results validate ALFA’s structured at-
tribute alignment, demonstrating that both domain-
specific capabilities and general question quality
contribute to effective clinical decision-making.

6.8 ALFA Models Robustly Generalize to
Out-of-Distribution Settings

We further assess ALFA’s ability to generalize
beyond the MediQ-AskDocs task by evaluating
on a more challenging clinical reasoning bench-
mark unseen during training, MedQA (Jin et al.,
2021), in the same MediQ-style interactive set-
ting. Across intergration strategies, ALFA-aligned
models generally outperform or match the coarse-
alignment baseline when moving to MedQA (Fig-
ure 6). These suggests that learning from struc-
tured, theory-grounded attributes can enhance an
LLM’s robustness in new and more diverse clinical
settings, highlighting ALFA’s potential for broader
applicability in real-world clinical scenarios.

7 Related Work

Clinical Reasoning in LLMs. LLMs have the
potential to significantly transform medicine by en-
hancing personalized care and accessibility (Shan-
mugam et al., 2024). Models trained with medi-
cal data contain rich medical knowledge (Singhal
et al., 2025; Lewis et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2023;
Labrak et al., 2024; Singhal et al., 2023; Brin et al.,
2023), but are limited in instruction-following and
multi-hop reasoning (Hager et al., 2024; Arroyo
et al., 2024; Nov et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2014).
These models excel in static, medical QA bench-
marks (Jin et al., 2020; Pal et al., 2022), but recent
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Figure 6: 3B Model performance on the interactive
MediQ-MedQA task. Models aligned with ALFA are
more robust to out-of-distribution data.

work has moved away from the static single-turn
paradigm and highlight proactive question-asking
as a key capability to reliable and effective clinical
reasoning (Li et al., 2024; Hu et al., 2024b). Our
work furthers this direction by providing an evalua-
tion benchmark with real data and the first method
to train specialized question-asking models.

Our proposed method relies on synthetic coun-
terfactual data generation (Mishra et al., 2024a;
Ding et al., 2024; Park et al., 2024) and fine-
grained alignment. Inspired by prior work on multi-
objcetive RLHF (Zhou et al., 2023b; Wu et al.,
2023), we extend PPO (Ouyang et al., 2022; Chris-
tiano et al., 2017) and DPO (Rafailov et al., 2023)
to align models with attribute-specific datasets, and
uniquely compare different integration points of the
fine-grained preference signals (Rame et al., 2024;
Chronopoulou et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024a).

8 Conclusion

Effective question-asking is a fundamental yet un-
derdeveloped capability in large language mod-
els, particularly in high-stakes domains like clin-
ical reasoning. We proposed ALFA, a framework
that explicitly teaches models to ask better ques-
tions by decomposing question quality into theory-
grounded, fine-grained attributes and aligning them
through preference-based optimization, rather than
treating such nuanced and complex goal as a mono-
lithic objective. We introduced MediQ-AskDocs,
a comprehensive dataset of training data, prefer-
ence data, and a healthcare QA task, showing that
models trained with ALFA substantially outperform
baselines. While focused on medicine as a case
study, ALFA is a general recipe adaptable to any
field where clear, targeted questioning is essential,
paving the way for interactive and reliable systems.



Limitations

Manual attribute selection. ALFA requires man-
ual selection of attributes when adapting to new
expert domains. While it offers a structured frame-
work, determining which attributes are essential
still depends on domain expertise. However, ALFA

can also help evaluate attribute necessity across
different fields.
LLM dependence for counterfactual gen-
eration. The counterfactual perturbation
step relies on LLMs to generate and evaluate
counterfactual question variants (specifically,
meta-llama/Llama-3.1-405B-Instruct-FP8),
assuming they correctly interpret attributes like
clarity and relevance. While these attributes are
already more concrete than an overall “good
question” metric, misinterpretations and evaluation
biases remain possible. Future work should
incorporate human verification of counterfactuals
and attribute-level rankings.
Subjectivity in human annotation. Evaluating
follow-up questions is inherently subjective and
scenario-dependent. Some annotators expressed
difficulty in ranking questions, stating that “none of
the questions were good” or that “all of them were
acceptable.” Furthermore, we could not require
annotators to provide medical certifications, mak-
ing expertise validation challenging. To mitigate
this, we implemented a four-question screening test
with known ground-truth answers, filtering out an-
notators who failed to meet a predefined accuracy
threshold. However, this approach does not fully
eliminate the risk of variability in domain expertise.
Data and scope. Our dataset is derived from on-
line health forum discussions (r/AskDocs) rather
than in-person clinician-patient dialogues in a hos-
pital setting. While this source provides diverse
real-world medical inquiries, it does not fully cap-
ture the structured questioning strategies used in
professional clinical settings. Thus, while ALFA

offers a strong technical foundation for studying
medical question-asking, it should not be viewed as
a direct replacement for physician training or real
clinical interactions. Expanding to EHR-based or
in-hospital dialogue datasets would improve clini-
cal applicability.

Ethics Statement

ALFA aims to improve LLM-driven question-
asking in clinical reasoning, but its development
and potential deployment pose potential ethical

risks related to misinformation, bias, privacy, and
regulatory compliance.

A primary concern is misinformation and over-
reliance on AI-generated questions. While ALFA

improves question quality, it does not provide any
sense of guarantee on factuality. If used without
human oversight, it could generate misleading, ir-
relevant, or overly confident questions, potentially
influencing clinical decision-making and leading to
misdiagnosis or unnecessary medical interventions.

Bias in training data is another key risk. ALFA is
trained on online health forum data (r/AskDocs),
which may not reflect diverse patient populations,
medical conditions, or expert questioning strate-
gies. This could result in systematic biases, where
the model generates better questions for certain de-
mographic groups while failing others, reinforcing
healthcare disparities. Future work should expand
datasets to include diverse patient interactions and
implement bias detection and mitigation strategies.

The medical experts recruited as annotators for
the task curation and output evaluation are all based
in the U.S. and are English-speakers. This not only
lead to potential biases in their response, but also
assumes US-based medical education background,
limiting the generalizability of our results to other
countries and regions. The reliance on LLM-judges
to score question quality introduces potential au-
tomation bias, where models may reinforce subtle
inaccuracies or stylistic preferences that diverge
from expert human reasoning.

Privacy and data security are additional risks.
Although ALFA does not process private medical
records, future adaptations using clinical data or
electronic health records (EHRs) must protect sen-
sitive patient information. Transparent data gov-
ernance frameworks and strict access controls are
necessary for responsible use in healthcare applica-
tions.

ALFA is intended as a technical contribution to
the field of computer science rather than a stan-
dalone clinical tool. Even after more comprehen-
sive testing and development, the framework must
be integrated with human-in-the-loop supervision,
where clinicians retain final decision-making au-
thority. Future work should explore uncertainty
calibration, ethical safeguards, and regulatory align-
ment to ensure safe, fair, and reliable AI-assisted
clinical reasoning.
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A Extended Related Works

Clinical LLMs. LLMs have potential to
highly impact medicine (Moor et al., 2023;
Thirunavukarasu et al., 2023) from personalizing
care to improving accessibility (Rodriguez et al.,
2024; August et al., 2023). Thus, many language
models have focused on clinical knowledge and
usage including closed-sourced Med-PaLM 2
(Singhal et al., 2025) to open models such as
BioGPT (Lewis et al., 2020), Meditron (Chen et al.,
2023), and BioMistral (Labrak et al., 2024) to
name a few (Toma et al., 2023; Zhou et al., 2023a).
More recently, many non-medical, general purpose
models such as OpenAI’s o1 have outperformed
medically adapted models (Xie et al., 2024;
Jeong et al., 2024). These models have shown
human-level performance on MedQA (Jin et al.,
2020) and other medical knowledge benchmarks
(Singhal et al., 2023) and some have even shown
to provide human-level soft skill such as empathy
(Brin et al., 2023).

Clinical Reasoning and Question-asking of
LLMs. However, reasoning abilities of these sys-
tems, especially under complex, high-stakes de-
mands of medical interaction fulfilling various in-
tentions of users (Nov et al., 2023; Zhang et al.,
2014) require further attention. More specifically,
clinical reasoning requires ability to ask effective
questions (Silverman et al., 2016), crucial for infor-
mation gathering phase with iterative hypotheses
testing and updating. Shaikh et al. (2024) high-
lighted general lack of question-asking by LLMs in
various contexts. While prior works have focused
on improving question-asking of LLMs (Andukuri
et al., 2024; Rao and Daumé III, 2018) with some
focused diagnostic conversations, these works have
been limited to rule-based, toy scenarios (Hu et al.,
2024b), or prompting-based techniques (Li et al.,
2024). Thus, our work expand on such prior works
towards a more flexible medical dialogue system
with effective question-asking under various real-
world user queries.

Alignment Methods. Methodologically, our
work adopts various alignment algorithms, espe-
cially PPO (Ouyang et al., 2022; Christiano et al.,
2017) and DPO (Rafailov et al., 2023). More-
over, to integrate complex and nuanced preferences,

multi-objective settings have been explored includ-
ing MODPO (Zhou et al., 2023b) and MORLHF
(Wu et al., 2023; Bai et al., 2022). Additionally var-
ious works have highlighted efficient methods to
integrate multiple objectives, for example, through
combining reward model or adapter weights (Rame
et al., 2024; Chronopoulou et al., 2023; Ramé et al.,
2024).

Synthetic Data. With the growing capabilities of
LLMs and to supplement human data, which can
be sparse, synthetic data generation with LLMs
have become a popular method (Long et al., 2024;
Xu et al., 2024), especially to perform task-specific
post-training (Kim et al., 2024). Synthetic data
generation is especially appealing in healthcare
domain as privacy issues can make data access
prohibitive (Ramesh et al., 2024; Xin et al.; Mur-
taza et al., 2023). Thus, synthetic data generation
through both rule-based methods (Fansi Tchango
et al., 2022) and LLMs (Oh et al., 2024; Mishra
et al., 2024b; Yao et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024b)
have been explored for various medical tasks. How-
ever, data to investigate question quality, especially
in medicine, remains under-explored and our data
generation method addresses this gap.

Evaluation Frameworks. To assess LLMs in
various medical tasks, many different evaluation
frameworks have been developed, typically con-
sisting of static, single-turn question-answering
task based on multiple choice questions (Jin et al.,
2020; Pal et al., 2022; Jin et al., 2019; Rawat et al.,
2024). However, with the advancement of LLMs,
there has been a growing need to evaluate LLM
agents beyond simple demonstration of knowledge
(Thirunavukarasu et al., 2023). MediQ (Li et al.,
2024) proposes to evaluate LLMs’ information-
seeking ability through interactive clinical reason-
ing tasks, and constructs a benchmark based on
MedQA (Jin et al., 2020) leveraging information
asymmetry at benchmark construction time and
at inference time. MEDIC (Kanithi et al., 2024)
explores comprehensive assessment of LLMs us-
ing methods such as LLM-as-a-judge (Zheng et al.,
2023). Concurrent work HealthQ (Wang et al.,
2024d) analyzes attribute related factors in their
evaluation, but lacks theory-grounding and does
not propose methods to specifically improve the at-
tributes. Our work builds upon prior works to com-
prehensively assess LLM’s ability to seek informa-
tion towards effective clinical communication uti-
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lizing LLM-as-a-judge and adopting MediQ frame-
work with a newly generated set of task-specific
multiple choice questions (Yao et al., 2025).

B Dataset Curation

HealthQ Dataset. To study clinical conversa-
tions, we utilize data from publicly available online
health forum r/AskDocs5, a subreddit consisting
of both lay-users and expert users6. We parsed
each subsequent comments as a single thread and
consider such threads as conversations between
users. Since we are interested in clinical followup
questions, we first selected threads where the first
followup comment from the community contained
sentences ending with question marks and further
decomposed each conversation into atomic ques-
tions, conclusions, and presence of positive feed-
back from the post author (e.g., thank you) using
GPT-4o7. The resulting dataset contained 17,425
threads, 13,496 unique posts, and 24,263 questions.

Synthetic Data. We sampled questions from the
above conversations to build a seed set for syn-
thetic data generation. To ensure balanced qual-
ity for both corruption and enhancement in con-
trastive learning, we used proxy measures such as
the expert verification status of the question au-
thor, the outcome of the conversation (e.g., final
conclusions), and positive feedback from post au-
thors. This resulted in 8 proxy quality groups. We
evenly sampled from these groups, with the test set
including only questions from threads with final
conclusions. We created distinct train, validation,
and test sets containing 4,463; 433; and 620 ques-
tions, respectively, ensuring no post overlap.

C Implementation Details

C.1 Counterfactual Perturbations
To generate counterfactual perturbations, we use
meta-llama/Llama-3.1-405B-Instruct-FP8
with VLLM on 8 A100 80GB GPUs with a
temperature of 1.0 and max generation length of
512. See Appendix G.1 for an example prompt.

Counterfactual Verification & Filtering To ver-
ify the quality of generated counterfactual pertur-
bations, we use LLM-judge to rank the generated
questions in the perturbed attribute (e.g., accuracy).

52013-2021 data accessed at
6Verified by moderators with photo of self with credential

documents. See https://www.reddit.com/r/AskDocs/.
7gpt-4o-2024-08-06

Furthermore, we used LLM-judge result to filter
generated data in § 6.5. To avoid self-preference
bias, we used GPT-4o8. See Appendix G.2 for an
example prompt.

In Table 7 below, we report the percentage of
pairs kept after the filter in the Enhanced-Corrupted
(C-O), Enhanced-Original (E-O), and Original-
Corrupted (O-C) directions, as well as the number
of training and dev samples after filtering. Intu-
itively, since the distance between enhanced and
corrupted is the largest, the LLM-judge is the most
likely to accurately detect the intended perturba-
tion direction, whereas for the Enhanced-Original
and Original-Corrupted pairs, more samples fail
the LLM-judge filter. We can also see that among
all the attributes, clarity has the lowest data quality
before filtering.

Attribute E-C E-O O-C # Train # Dev

Accuracy 99.3 98.3 70.9 11,994 1,155
Answerable 99.6 98.3 69.4 11,933 1,154
DDX Bias 99.8 86.9 94.5 12,548 1,223
Clarity 85.8 73.4 70.3 10,250 986
Focus 92.0 72.8 75.3 10,660 1,095
Relevance 99.2 73.0 91.2 11,756 1,142

All 96.0 83.8 78.6 69,141 6,755

Coarse 99.8 94.2 95.7 12,939 1,246

Table 7: Policy Fusion DPO models on attribute groups.

C.2 Training Hyperparameters

We use Open-RLHF (Hu et al., 2024a) to train all
models, and adopt the default hyperparameters. All
models were trained on one A100 GPU and we
list the hyperparameters of the final models below.
Additionally, we experiment with different hyper-
parameter values (as listed in parentheses below)
and find minimal differences in evaluation results.
Supervised fine-tuning:
• Epoch: 2
• Learning Rate: 5e-6 (1e-6, 1e-5, 5e-5)
• Warm up ratio: 0.03
• LR Schedule: cosine_with_min_lr
• Batch size: 256

DPO:
• Epoch: 1
• Learning Rate: 5e-7 (1e-6)
• Beta: 2 (0.1, 1, 4)
• Warm up ratio: 0.03

8gpt-4o-2024-08-06

https://www.reddit.com/r/AskDocs/


• LR Schedule: cosine_with_min_lr
• Batch size: 256

Reward modeling:
• Epoch: 1
• Learning Rate: 9e-6 (5e-7, 1e-6, 1e-5, 1e-4)
• Beta: 2
• Warm up ratio: 0.03
• LR Schedule: cosine_with_min_lr
• Batch size: 256 (4, 16, 64)

PPO:9

• Epoch: 1
• Learning Rate: 5e-7
• Warm up ratio: 0.03
• LR Schedule: cosine_with_min_lr
• Batch size: 256

C.3 MediQ Interactive Benchmark

We evaluate the downstream performance of the
trained model by generating questions in a multi-
turn clinical reasoning task using MediQ (Li et al.,
2024). In MediQ, there is a patient agent and an
expert agent interacting with each other, where
the expert agent is provided some initial informa-
tion in the beginning, and is expected to decide
whether it wants to continue the interaction to ac-
quire more information or terminate the interaction
and provide a final answer. In this framework, the
expert agent consists of three modules: abstention,
question generation, and decision making. We fix
the abstention and decision making modules us-
ing meta-llama/Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct, and
replace the question generator with the model vari-
ants in our experiments. The goal of this evaluation
is to show the effect of question quality on the final
diagnostic accuracy. For reproducibility, we list
the hyperparameters used in the MediQ interactive
framework below:
• Abstention strategy: Scale
• Rationale generation: True
• Self-consistency: False
• Maximum interaction length: 15
• Temperature: 0.6

D Expert vs. Non-Expert
Human-Written Questions

In r/AskDocs, members can upload credentials to
acquire an expert flair (tag). In order to validate

9Note that while it’s possible to use model parallelism to
train 8B PPO models with qlora, we did not have the compute
resources to train 8B PPO models with the same hyperparam-
eters and settings as the 3B counterpart, so the experiments
did not include comparisons with the 8B PPO models.

the quality of the LLM-judge, we aim to observe
differences in the reported win-rates concerning
questions generated by experts vs. non-experts.
Since the original data is extremely scarce, there is
limited samples where an expert and a non-expert
respond to the same patient information, we design
the following comparison scheme:
1. Starting with two sets of contexts, one with

expert-written responses, one with non-expert
written responses.

2. Using a variety of models—DPO-Coarse,
ALFA-DPO-DataMix, ALFA-DPO-
PolicyFusion, ALFA-PPO-DataMix, ALFA-
PPO-PolicyFusion—to generate responses
conditioned on each set of contexts.

3. Use our LLM-judge to compare the human writ-
ten response to the model generated responses
for each set of contexts.

4. Compute the win-rates of expert vs. model and
non-expert vs. model.

Following the above procedure, we find that the
win-rate of non-expert responses is 35.87%, while
the win-rate of expert responses is 50.52%, sug-
gesting that expert-written questions are of higher
quality than the non-expert questions. Thus, this
finding validates the relative accuracy of our LLM-
judge. Additionally, this also shows that the re-
sponses generated by ALFA-aligned models are
approaching human-expert quality.

E MediQ-AskDocs Task Construction

Task Construction. To construct the MediQ-
AskDocs task for clinical reasoning and use it in
the MediQ interactive doctor-patient simulator, we
need to parse each patient’s information, collected
from a Reddit conversation thread, into the fol-
lowing components: initial information, additional
information, inquiry, options, correct answer.

Taking the entire conversation thread between
the patient and the community member, including
the initial post from the patient, as the patient’s
record, we prompt o1 to extract the initial informa-
tion of the patient with few shot examples. Then,
in a separate call, we prompt o1 to extract the pa-
tient’s inquiry—posts in r/AskDocs are often in
the form that the patient posts a paragraph of their
information and asking a health question—and the
conclusion from the responder if any. Finally, we
treat the parsed conclusion as the correct option,
and prompt the model to generate three alternative
wrong answers to the inquiry.



We generate multiple choice questions following
the above approach for all 302 threads in the test
split of the MediQ-AskDocs dataset to form the
novel interactive healthcare QA task.

E.1 Expert Annotations
Task Setup. We collected human expert annota-
tions to validate the machine-generated multiple
choice questions. To validate machine-generated
questions, options, and the correct answer, the task
included three questions: 1) plausibility of the gen-
erated question (“Yes” or “No”), 2) selecting a
correct option out of four candidates with an addi-
tional option to select “None of the above”, and 3)
adding a free-text option if a plausible option is not
listed. We randomly assigned maximum of 3 anno-
tators per sample and paid 20 USD/hr. Participant
recruitment process is detailed in Appendix F.

Annotation Details. Due to recruitment con-
straints, we collected at least one expert annotation
per sample such that 23 samples were annotated by
one expert, 138 samples annotated by two experts
and 137 samples were annotated by more than two
experts, resulting in a total of 724 annotations over
295 samples, excluding samples annotated during
recruitment.

Coefficient Name Coeff Interpretation StdErr

Fleiss’ Kappa 0.59 Moderate 0.035
AC1 0.66 Substantial 0.033

Table 8: Inter-rater agreement on correct answers cho-
sen for each generated questions.

Results. On 298 samples, excluding 4 test ques-
tions, all questions were considered plausible and
correct answers generated by o1 showed 88.6% ac-
curacy based on based on majority vote on 298
samples. Upon examining agreement on 295 sam-
ples, excluding 7 samples used during recruitment,
we see moderate to substantial agreement (Wong-
pakaran et al., 2013; Wong et al., 2021) as shown
in Table 8.

F Expert Manual Evaluation

F.1 Recruitment
We used Prolific for recruitment and selected par-
ticipants who indicated their healthcare employ-
ment role as Physician, Nurse, Pharmacist, and
Paramedics in the US. Recruitment task included
7 questions from multiple choice annotation task
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Figure 7: Expert preference ranking results showing
pairwise win-rates.

as described in Appendix E.1 and expertise infor-
mation questions. As the roles on Prolific are self-
reported, we added four test questions to filter ex-
perts, annotated by two medical researchers. We
varied the difficulty of each of the four questions
and weighed the most difficult question as 2 points
and rest as 1 point. We passed participants who
received greater than 2 points. We asked partici-
pants for information indicating expertise such as
current roles, number of years studying medicine,
and number of years practicing medicine. From 40
participants who responded to our task, we passed a
total of 12 participants, which included 4 Nurses, 2
Pharmacist, 2 Physician, and 1 Medical Assistant.

F.2 Ranking Annotation Task Setup

We randomly selected 100 samples and asked par-
ticipants to rank 5 different questions per sample
from best to worst follow-up questions. The 5
questions were randomly selected out of 6 varia-
tions to reduce cognitive load and annotation time
(Wang et al., 2022). The six question variations in-
cluded one human-written question and five model
generated questions under different experimental
setup (Base Model, ALFA DPO Policy, ALFA DPO
Coarse, ALFA PPO Policy, ALFA PPO Reward).
At least 2, maximum of 3, human experts were
randomly assigned for each sample. We paid par-
ticipants 20 USD/hr.

F.3 Results

Similar to the results discussed in §6.4, human an-
notation win-rate shows prefrence towards ALFA

PPO Reward, trained on fine-grained reward fusion



Pool of sweat when waking up 
My husband (Male 24 years old) wakes up with the bed completely 
drenched from his sweat. He sweats constantly throughout the day 
too. He is a very "warm blooded” person (I am the opposite so I 
always go to him for warmth). What could be causing this? He has a 
fair bit of muscle on him as he used to be a body body builder and 
has just gotten back into it again (not professional just hobby). 
Apparently he has always been like this though, even before the 
muscle gain (he was a twig before that). 

Medications: zoloft 75mg and vyvanse 40mg 
Health conditions: ADHD (inattentive type) 
Weight: approx 86kg (a lot of it being muscle) 
Height: 171cm 
Smoker? No

Patient Context:

Highest Ranked — ALFA-PPO-Reward

Lowest Ranked — DPO-Coarse

Can he describe the sensation of his sweating? Is it a deep, 
intense heat or more of a mild warmth? Also, does the 
sweating occur all over his body or just in certain areas?

How was that diagnosis made, by a physician?

Figure 8: An example of majority annotated best ques-
tion (PPO Reward) and worst question (DPO Coarse).

as shown in Figure 7, which, as shown in quali-
tative example in Figure 8, demonstrates superior
quality. Interestingly, while on automatic evalua-
tion on medical diagnostic accuracy, ALFA DPO
Policy outperformed other integration strategies,
we observe that DPO trained with coarse attributes
outperforms it on human annotations by a slight
margin. This diverging outcome could indicate var-
ious factors, including stylistic preferences (Zhang
et al., 2024b), that might influence annotation deci-
sions which require further investigation.



G Prompts

G.1 Counterfactual Perturbations
You are a medical assistant and your task is to rewrite medical questions
posted to an online health forum to vary some of their properties. The goal
is to generate these diverse counterfactual questions to study the properties
of clinical questions. You will be given a patient’s post, and the original
clinician response, and you should rewrite the clinician response according to
the instructions below.
***PATIENT POST*** title post
***CLINICIAN RESPONSE*** question
***INSTRUCTION*** Rewrite the clinician response so that it is less clear/more
ambiguous for the patient, while keeping everything else constant. The definition
of this property and what it means for this property at varying scales are given
below:
Definition: The ease with which a reader can understand the intent and meaning
of the question. A clear question avoids ambiguity and vagueness, providing
enough detail to prevent misunderstanding, while avoiding excessive complexity
or overloading with jargon. Very ambiguous: The question is highly ambiguous,
vague, or disorganized, making it very difficult to understand what the asker
is seeking. The question may lead to multiple interpretations and confusion.
Somewhat ambiguous: The question is somewhat ambiguous or vague and may include
overly complex phrasing. It requires significant effort to interpret. In-between:
The question is mostly understandable but could benefit from rewording or
simplification to remove partial ambiguity or excessive jargon. Somewhat clear:
The question is generally clear, with minimal ambiguity, and can be understood
by a layperson. There is little chance of misunderstanding. Very clear: The
question is entirely unambiguous, easy to understand, and structured in a logical,
concise manner. No jargon or unnecessary complexity.
Additional Tips for Clear Questions Use specific time frames: Instead of “lately,”
try “in the past week” or “since your last visit.” Break down complex questions:
If a question could be answered in multiple ways, consider asking two separate
questions. Avoid medical jargon: Use plain language that patients without a
medical background can understand.
Please make the rewritten question more realistic – something that clinicians
would ask in an actual patient interaction.
Return the rewritten question ONLY and do not include any other text.
***REWRITTEN RESPONSE***



G.2 Automatic Synthetic Data Verification

SYSTEM: Please act as an impartial judge and evaluate the quality of the responses
provided by three medically trained AI assistants in a medical interaction.
Carefully read the questions being asked by these expert systems as a response
to the medical interaction and rank them in the provided dimensions. Begin your
evaluation by comparing the three responses and provide a short explanation.
Avoid any position biases and ensure that the order in which the responses were
presented does not influence your decision. Do not allow the length of the
responses to influence your evaluation. Ignore possible spelling or grammar
mistakes and focus only on the content of the text. Be as objective as possible.
The only ranking choice is ">" (greater than). For each dimension listed, provide
your answer in the following example JSON format: { “dimension_name”: { “ranking”:
“A B C”, “reasoning”: “Provide a clear and concise explanation for your ranking
decision here.” } }
USER: Please carefully review the previous interaction below, which includes
patient post, title, and subsequent responses if any. ***PREVIOUS MEDICAL
INTERACTION*** prev_context ***MEDICAL AI QUESTIONS TO PATIENT*** - **Question
A:** question_a - **Question B:** question_b - **Question C:** question_c
***EVALUATION DIMENSIONS*** dimensions ***SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION*** To help
you evaluate the questions, please refer to the provided additional information
regarding the final conclusion of this patient’s case below: Final diagnosis:
final_diagnosis Conclusion: conclusion



G.3 MediQ-AskDocs Task Construction

SYSTEM: You are a experienced expert working in the field of medicine
education. Based on your understanding of basic and clinical science, medical
knowledge, and mechanisms underlying health, disease, patient care, and modes
of therapy, you are given a patient case and you are tasked to parse the
patient’s inquiry into a multiple choice question. The generated multiple
choice should consist of a question and 4 options, which could be answered
by the given patient conversation. Base your response on the current and
standard practices referenced in medical guidelines. The created question
should be answerable only with the patient information, rather than testing
some hardcore scientific foundational knowledge recall. The questions should
be faithful to the original patient’s inqiury in their post. The correct
answer should be correct, and the distractors should be plausible. The correct
answer should be evenly distributed among the available options to enhance
the quality and reliability of the questions. The output should be in json format.

USER: You could use some parsed auxiliary information such as the final diagnosis
and conclusion. Make sure that the multiple choice question you generate is
not too easy but also not impossible to answer. Based on this patient record,
faithfully generate a multiple choice questions according to the patient inquiry
and store them in the following json format:

{
"question": [generated question 1],
"optionA": [option A],
"optionB": [option B],
"optionC": [option C],
"optionD": [option D],
"correct_answer": [A or B or C or D]
}

After you generate the question, do a round of revision. In your revision, you
should:
1. Identify any medical inaccuracies in your first response, corrsect them if
any exists.
2. Make sure the question is what the patient is asking for or concerned about
in their post.
3. The correct answer is indeed correct, if none of the options are correct or
more than one options are correct, revise the options to improve the question.
4. Ensure that the correct answer is in a random position among the available
options (shuffle if necessary) to enhance the quality and reliability of the
questions.
5. Guarantee that the json output is parsable.

Respond with the final revised question in the json format and NOTHING ELSE.


