Scoring Criteria
1、Accuracy
Evaluation criterion: Whether the content is consistent with current clinical guidelines and evidence-based medicine, and whether the statements are scientifically sound and free of major errors.
	Score
	Anchoring description

	1
	Multiple statements are clearly incorrect and substantially inconsistent with current guidelines or evidence-based practice.

	2
	Numerous inaccurate or outdated statements are present, which may lead to misunderstanding or biased interpretation.

	3
	The content is generally correct; however, some wording is imprecise or lacks adequate evidence support.

	4
	The content is accurate and broadly consistent with current guidelines and evidence-based practice.

	5
	The content is fully accurate, strictly aligned with the most recent guidelines and evidence-based practice, and is presented in a clear and standardized manner.



2、Comprehensiveness
Evaluation criterion: Whether the content covers key elements of health education for patients with multidrug-resistant organism (MDRO) infections.
	Score
	Anchoring description

	1
	Substantial omissions; only isolated aspects are addressed.

	2
	Limited coverage of key points, with important information missing.

	3
	Some core points are covered, but the presentation is insufficiently systematic or comprehensive.

	4
	Most key points are covered, with a relatively complete structure.

	5
	Systematic and comprehensive coverage of all key points with clear hierarchy and organization.


3、Safety
Evaluation criterion: Whether the content contains misinformation, potential health risks, or inappropriate recommendations.
		Score



	Anchoring description

	1
	Contains clearly misleading and/or high-risk recommendations that may endanger the patient or others.

	2
	Includes potentially risky information that requires correction by healthcare professionals.

	3
	Generally safe, but certain statements may be misinterpreted.

	4
	Safe overall, with adequate risk warnings and precautions.

	5
	Highly safe; no misleading information, with explicit and guideline-concordant risk communication.




4.Humanistic care
Evaluation criterion: Whether the response demonstrates empathy, respect, and support; considers patients’psychological experiences, emotional needs, and cultural context; uses warm and encouraging language; and helps alleviate anxiety among patients and family caregivers.
		Score



		
	Anchoring description








	1
	Cold or rigid tone that may increase anxiety or helplessness; lacks emotional support entirely.

	2
	Neutral and mechanical language focused solely on information delivery, with minimal attention to psychological needs.

	3
	Shows basic concern, but the expression is formulaic and lacks deep empathy or individualized humanistic care.

	4
	Warm and supportive tone reflecting empathy; uses appropriate encouragement and may help alleviate some anxiety.

	5
	Strongly humanistic and compassionate; communicates understanding and support from the patient’s perspective, substantially enhancing confidence and sense of safety, with clear emotional reassurance.



5、 Practicality
Evaluation criterion: Whether the content is specific and feasible; can directly guide patients and caregivers to take actions in daily life; whether steps are clear, contexts are specified, and recommendations are operationalizable.
		Score



	Anchoring description

	1
	Vague and abstract; states only theory/principles without actionable steps; not operationalizable.

	2
	Provides a few general suggestions, but wording is ambiguous and lacks details on how/when/how often to act; difficult to implement.

	3
	Offers basic advice with some step descriptions, but insufficient detail or contextual differentiation; implementation may remain confusing.

	4
	Clear recommendations with explicit steps; differentiates scenarios; highly feasible and directly usable.

	5
	Highly structured and scenario-based; provides step-by-step guidance, concrete examples, tool/resource suggestions, and cautions; easily translated into real-world behaviors.





