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INTRODUCTION
• >70% of adults use the internet for 

their health-related questions. 1

• Existing online information is of 
variable quality and difficult 
readability. 2

• Poor health literacy associated with 
worse surgical patient outcomes. 3

• Study Objective: To assess the quality 
and readability of Artificial 
Intelligence (AI)-generated medical 
information about appendicitis.
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METHODOLOGY
• Four widely available AI chatbots were  

chosen:
• ChatGPT 3.5 (OpenAI, free), ChatGPT 4 

(OpenAI, subscription), Bard (Google, 
free), and Claude-2 (Anthropic, free).

• Four Standardized Prompts used:
➢ “Please tell me about appendicitis”
➢ “Please tell me more”
➢ “What are the side effects and 

complications of the treatments?”
➢ “Please provide a list of sources”

• A Modified DISCERN instrument was 
used to assess quality, scored by four 
physicians independently, blinded to the 
identity of the chatbots. 

• Readability was assessed using the 
Flesch Kincaid Grade Level and Flesch 
Reading Ease.

RESULTS

Quality Analysis:
Bard, ChatGPT-
3.5, ChatGPT-4 
higher quality 
than Claude-2 

(p<0.001)

1

Bard provided 
verifiable sources

Claude-2 provided 
fabricated sources
ChatGPT-3.5 and 

ChatGPT-4 did not 
provide any sources

4

All chatbots 
recommended 

consulting a 
physician, except 

Claude-2

2

Readability:
Overall difficult 

readability, at the high-
school student to a 

college graduate level
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CONCLUSIONS
• AI produces high quality content about 

appendicitis
• Questionable credibility (except Bard)
• Challenging readability
• AI can be hugely powerful and can 

revolutionize patient care

Figure 1: Violin plot of quality scores 
by artificial intelligence platform. 
*Indicates significance (p < 0.001)

Figure 2: Readability scores (Flesch 
Kincaid Grade Level), showing Bard 
with the easiest readability, and 
ChatGPT-3.5 with the most difficult 
readability. 
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