Table S1. Student opinions on multimedia medical interviews 
	Survey question
	Answer options

	Which do you think best reflects your impression of the effect of watching the multimedia medical interview? (multiple answers possible)
	A) I could understand the patient’s condition well after watching the multimedia interview.
B) There was not enough discussion time due to the extra time spent watching the multimedia interview.





Table S2. Tutor opinions on the multimedia medical interview
	Survey question
	Answer options

	What did you think of the multimedia medical interview? (multiple answers possible)
	A) Students could understand the patient’s condition.
B) Students could understand the skills and attitudes required for medical interviews.
C) It was too difficult for the students.
D) It was not different from the text-based scenario.
E) It was difficult because the discussion time was shorter.








Table S3. Distribution of student responses to the medical interview video in 2023 (N = 109)
	
	Lung cancer
	Hypersensitivity pneumonitis

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Parkinson’s disease
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	59
	32
	54
	37

	No
	4
	14
	4
	14

	Lung cancer
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	–
	–
	47
	16

	No
	–
	–
	11
	35





Table S4. Statistical analysis of student responses to the medical interview video in 2023
	McNemar’s exact test
	P value
	Adjusted p values via Holm’s method

	Parkinson’s disease–lung cancer
	< 0.001
	< 0.001***

	Lung cancer–hypersensitivity pneumonitis
	0.442
	0.442

	Parkinson’s disease–hypersensitivity pneumonitis
	< 0.001
	< 0.001***





Table S5. Distribution of tutor responses to medical interview videos in 2023
	
	Yes
	No
	Total

	Parkinson’s disease
	11
	1
	

	Lung cancer
	12
	3
	

	Total
	
	
	27

	Lung cancer
	12
	3
	

	Hypersensitivity pneumonitis
	8
	6
	

	Total
	
	
	29

	Parkinson’s disease
	11
	1
	

	Hypersensitivity pneumonitis
	8
	6
	

	Total
	
	
	26





Table S6. Statistical analysis of tutor responses to medical interview videos in 2023
	Fisher’s exact test
	P value
	Adjusted p values via Holm’s method

	Parkinson’s disease–lung cancer
	0.605
	0.605

	Lung cancer–hypersensitivity pneumonitis
	0.245
	0.490

	Parkinson’s disease–hypersensitivity pneumonitis
	0.081
	0.243





Table S7. Statistical analysis of Parkinson’s disease (symptoms)
	
	Odds ratio, (95% CI)
	P value
	Adjusted p values via Holm’s method

	2022 vs. 2021
	1.235 (0.730–2.090)
	0.431
	0.862

	2023 vs. 2021
	0.924 (0.554–1.542)
	0.763
	0.862

	2023 vs. 2022
	0.748 (0.440–1.273)
	0.284
	0.853





Table S8. Statistical analysis of Parkinson’s disease (physical and diagnostic findings)
	
	Odds ratio (95% CI)
	P value
	Adjusted p values via Holm’s method

	2022 vs. 2021
	0.718 (0.397–1.300)
	0.274
	0.823

	2023 vs. 2021
	0.877 (0.494–1.555)
	0.653
	1.000

	2023 vs. 2022
	1.220 (0.664–2.244)
	0.522
	1.000





Table S9. Statistical analysis of Parkinson’s disease (differential diagnosis)
	
	Odds ratio (95% CI)
	P value
	Adjusted p values via Holm’s method

	2022 vs. 2021
	1.173 (0.561–2.454)
	0.672
	0.765

	2023 vs. 2021
	1.598 (0.792–3.222)
	0.190
	0.571

	2023 vs. 2022
	1.362 (0.681–2.727)
	0.383
	0.765




Table S10. Statistical analysis of lung cancer (symptoms)
	
	Odds ratio (95% CI)
	P value
	Adjusted p values via Holm’s method

	2022 vs. 2021
	0.622 (0.378–1.023)
	0.062
	0.123

	2023 vs. 2021
	0.527 (0.321–0.866)
	0.012
	0.035*

	2023 vs. 2022
	0.848 (0.513–1.401)
	0.519
	0.519




Table S11. Statistical analysis of lung cancer (physical and diagnostic findings)
	
	Odds ratio (95% CI)
	P value
	Adjusted p values via Holm’s method

	2022 vs. 2021
	0.823 (0.458–1.481)
	0.517
	0.517

	2023 vs. 2021
	0.247 (0.116–0.529)
	< 0.001
	< 0.001***

	2023 vs. 2022
	0.300 (0.138–0.655)
	0.003
	0.005**




Table S12. Statistical analysis of lung cancer differential diagnosis
	
	Odds ratio (95% CI)
	P value
	Adjusted p values via Holm’s method

	2022 vs. 2021
	1.837 (1.128–2.993)
	0.015
	0.029*

	2023 vs. 2021
	3.094 (1.889–5.070)
	< 0.001
	< 0.001***

	2023 vs. 2022
	1.684 (1.028–2.758)
	0.038
	0.038*




[bookmark: _Hlk214097952]Table S13. Statistical analysis of hypersensitivity pneumonitis (symptoms)
	
	Odds ratio (95% CI)
	P value
	Adjusted p values via Holm’s method

	2022 vs. 2021
	0.150 (0.067–0.337)
	< 0.001
	< 0.001***

	2023 vs. 2021
	0.107 (0.043–0.266)
	< 0.001
	< 0.001***

	2023 vs. 2022
	0.716 (0.240–2.138)
	0.549
	0.549




Table S14. Statistical analysis of hypersensitivity pneumonitis (physical and diagnostic findings)
	
	Odds ratio (95% CI)
	P value
	Adjusted p values via Holm's method

	2022 vs. 2021
	1.113 (0.665–1.862)
	0.683
	1.000

	2023 vs. 2021
	0.952 (0.568–1.596)
	0.851
	1.000

	2023 vs. 2022
	0.855 (0.504–1.450)
	0.561
	1.000




Table S15. Statistical analysis of hypersensitivity pneumonitis (differential diagnosis)
	
	Odds ratio (95% CI)
	P value
	Adjusted p values via Holm's method

	2022 vs. 2021
	2.076 (1.263–3.412)
	0.004
	0.008**

	2023 vs. 2021
	2.504 (1.517–4.132)
	< 0.001
	< 0.001***

	2023 vs. 2022
	1.206 (0.719–2.023)
	0.477
	0.477



