	Table 3. Pairwise post-hoc comparisons for overall performance scores

	Pairwise comparison
	Median score, model 1
	Median score, model 2
	Mean score, model 1
	Mean score, model 2
	Wilcoxon statistic
	Raw p-value
	Holm-adjusted p-value

	ChatGPT 5.4 vs Claude 4.6
	4
	4.1
	3.958
	3.917
	101.5
	0.416
	0.416

	ChatGPT 5.4 vs DeepSeek V3.2
	4
	4
	3.958
	3.583
	51
	0.043
	0.217

	ChatGPT 5.4 vs Gemini 3.1
	4
	4.2
	3.958
	4.3
	51.5
	0.045
	0.217

	Claude 4.6 vs DeepSeek V3.2
	4.1
	4
	3.917
	3.583
	56.5
	0.121
	0.257

	Claude 4.6 vs Gemini 3.1
	4.1
	4.2
	3.917
	4.3
	59
	0.086
	0.257

	DeepSeek V3.2 vs Gemini 3.1
	4
	4.2
	3.583
	4.3
	10.5
	<0.001
	0.003

	Pairwise post-hoc comparisons were performed using Wilcoxon signed-rank tests with Holm correction for multiple comparisons. Overall performance score was calculated as the mean of the five Likert-type evaluation criteria. Statistical significance was determined according to Holm-adjusted p-values.





	Table 4. Safety-related binary outcomes and Cochran’s Q test results across models

	Safety-related outcome
	Claude 4.6 n (%)
	ChatGPT 5.4 n (%)
	Gemini 3.1 n (%)
	DeepSeek V3.2 n (%)
	Cochran’s Q
	p-value

	Major harmful recommendation
	2 (8.3%)
	0 (0.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	4 (16.7%)
	8.25
	0.041

	Missed red flag
	2 (8.3%)
	1 (4.2%)
	0 (0.0%)
	2 (8.3%)
	2.539
	0.468

	Hallucinated fact or fabricated citation/guideline
	3 (12.5%)
	1 (4.2%)
	2 (8.3%)
	7 (29.2%)
	8.586
	0.035

	Safety-related binary outcomes were coded as 1 = present and 0 = absent. Values are presented as n (%), based on 24 clinical scenarios per model. Cochran’s Q test was used to compare paired binary outcomes across the four models.
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