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Abstract
Background and objective
The field of artificial intelligence (AI) is advancing at a rapid pace, impacting all aspects of human life. Chat
Generative Pre-trained Transformer (ChatGPT), which represents one of AI's most recent and remarkable
achievements, has garnered significant attention and popularity in the academic community. ChatGPT, a
language model-based chatbot developed by OpenAI, responds quickly and provides answers to the
questions put to it. This chatbot has the ability to gather content from a variety of sources on the internet.
However, its success in providing correct information has not yet been comprehensively analyzed. In light of
this, this study aimed to engage in a comparative content analysis of health-related information provided by
ChatGPT and a few selected websites.

Methods
We performed a qualitative analysis of data obtained from various information sources by using the
DISCERN score and the Journal of the American Medical Association (JAMA) benchmark criteria. In
addition, readability levels of the content were measured by using the Flesch-Kincaid grade level, Gunning
Fog Index, and Simple Measure of Gobbledygook (SMOG) index.

Results
Based on our findings, there was no statistically significant difference between the websites and ChatGPT in
DISCERN scores. However, the JAMA score was statistically significantly higher for websites. With regard to
the Flesch-Kincaid grade level, Gunning Fog Index, and SMOG index values, the data obtained from the
websites had higher readability.

Conclusion
Although AI is starting to play a significant role in our everyday lives, it has yet to surpass traditional
methods of accessing information in terms of readability and reliability.
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Introduction
The concept of artificial intelligence (AI) refers to the ability of computers to simulate the capabilities of the
human mind, i.e., to think, learn, make decisions, understand, and perform tasks in a human-like manner.
AI combines a range of techniques and methods from computer science, statistics, mathematics, and other
disciplines. AI is a technology with many different areas of application in the healthcare field. The
healthcare sector can employ AI technology to monitor the health status of patients, accelerate the diagnosis
process, and improve the treatment process. In addition, it can also be used to raise awareness and
disseminate relevant information among patients.

Many patients may not have sufficient information about their diseases and treatment processes. In this
context, AI technologies can improve the quality of health services by facilitating patients' access to
information. For example, AI technologies can develop chatbots that can provide accurate and intelligible
answers to patients' questions. These chatbots can answer patients' questions about their diseases, provide
information about their treatment processes, and assist in accessing healthcare services. Chat Generative
Pre-trained Transformer (ChatGPT; OpenAI, San Francisco, CA), an AI model equipped with natural
language processing abilities, is such a chatbot.

There is a lot of information about diseases and health on the internet. People need to access this
information when they need it. However, in today's crowded and chaotic digital environment, which is
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accessible to everyone, information pollution and misinformation are major concerns. In our study, we offer
a comparative analysis of health-related information gathered using ChatGPT and that provided by a few
health-related websites in terms of quality, reliability, and readability.

Materials And Methods
Internet searches to gather data for our study were conducted on February 12, 2023, on a Chrome browser.
We cleared browser and cookie information prior to conducting the search. In our study, low back pain,
meniscal injury, and gonarthrosis, which are some of the most common orthopedic disorders, were used
separately as search terms [1-3]. ChatGPT (the version updated on August 3), an AI model, was asked
questions related to these search terms (e.g., can you give information about low back pain/meniscal
injury/gonarthrosis?). This chatbot, equipped with a "regenerate response" option, provided five different
answers, which were documented. On the other hand, popular search engines such as Google
(www.oogle.com), Yahoo (www.yahoo.com), Bing (www.bing.com), and Ask (www.ask.com) were used for
browsing websites [4].

In line with previous similar studies, the top 10 sites appearing on the search engine were examined [5-7].
Generally, the most frequently viewed sites by internet users appear on the first page of search engines [6].
All inquiries in our study were made in English. Inaccessible and sponsored links, non-English content,
advertisements, social media websites, and video-sharing and duplicate sites were excluded from the study.
The assessment was performed by two doctors with at least five years of experience in orthopedic surgery.
In cases of disagreement, consensus was reached by evaluating the test data together, and a data set was
obtained for each test.

The quality of the information obtained was measured by using the DISCERN score and the Journal of the
American Medical Association (JAMA) benchmark criteria, similar to previous studies [4,6,8-11]. DISCERN
score, developed by Charnock et al. [12], is used by patients and information providers to evaluate the quality
of health information. The DISCERN evaluation table consists of 16 questions in total. Each answer is given
a score ranging from 1 to 5, and the cumulative DISCERN score obtained ranges from 16 to 80 [13]. Silberg et
al. have advocated the use of JAMA criteria to evaluate the quality of information obtained from health-
related information sources [13]. With these criteria, four basic features (authorship, attribution, disclosure,
and currency) associated with health information resources/websites are evaluated. While performing the
evaluation, care should be taken to clearly spell out each criterion. The scores obtained by the evaluation of
four features range from 0 to 4. Each website is examined one by one, and a score of "1" is given to each item
that meets these criteria [13].

As in previous studies, the Flesch-Kincaid grade level, Gunning Fog Index, and Simple Measure of
Gobbledygook (SMOG) index were used to measure the readability of the information obtained [10,14]. The
Flesch-Kincaid grade level is a readability test that is commonly used to assess the difficulty of a written
text. It uses two factors to determine the grade level of a text: the average number of syllables per word and
the average number of words per sentence. It is expressed in terms of a grade level, such as "Grade 6" or
"Grade 12", which means that the text can be read and understood by someone who is at that grade level or
above. The Gunning Fog Index is another readability test that is used to assess the difficulty of a written
text. Like the Flesch-Kincaid grade level, it is often used by educators and professionals to assess the
readability of educational materials and other types of written content [14]. The SMOG index is a readability
formula that is used to assess the difficulty of a written text. The SMOG index is considered a reliable
measure of readability, and it is often used in healthcare settings to assess the readability of patient
education materials [14].

Statistical analyses were performed using IBM SPSS statistics version 24 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY). The
variables were analyzed using visual (histograms, probability plots) and analytical methods (Kolmogorov-
Smirnov/Shapiro-Wilk test) to determine whether or not they were normally distributed. Descriptive
analyses were presented using means and standard deviations (SD) for normally distributed variables
and medians and interquartile range (IQR) for the non-normally distributed variables. In the comparison of
data, the Student's t-test was used for normally distributed data, while the Mann-Whitney U test was used
for data not normally distributed. A p-value <0.05 was considered statistically significant. Ethics committee
approval was not obtained as the study did not involve either human or animal participants/subjects.

Results
We examined a total of 120 websites with the aid of the search terms. After applying the exclusion criteria,
41 sites were included in the study (Table 1). The median DISCERN score for the evaluated websites was 47,
and the median JAMA score was 3. As for the responses provided by ChatGPT, the median DISCERN score
was found to be 55, while the median JAMA score was 0. Upon analyzing the responses of both ChatGPT and
websites, it was determined that JAMA scores were significantly different (p<0.001), whereas DISCERN
scores were similar (p=0.394) (Table 2). The websites yielded an average Flesch-Kincaid grade level of 8.04,
an average Gunning Fog Index of 9.92, and an average SMOG index of 10.86. Upon analyzing ChatGPT's
responses, the average Flesch-Kincaid grade level was found to be 10.68, the average Gunning Fog Index
was 13.77, and the average SMOG index was 13.38. Upon comparing the Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level,

2023 Ulusoy et al. Cureus 15(10): e46662. DOI 10.7759/cureus.46662 2 of 6

javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)


Gunning Fog Index, and SMOG index results between the groups, a statistically significant difference was
detected (p<0.001) (Table 3).

Number Website

1 https://www.webmd.com/back-pain/ss/slideshow-low-back-pain-overview

2 https://www.spine-health.com/conditions/lower-back-pain/lower-back-pain-symptoms-diagnosis-and-treatment

3 https://www.healthline.com/health/low-back-pain-acute

4 https://www.mayoclinic.org/diseases-conditions/back-pain/symptoms-causes/syc-20369906

5 https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/back-pain/

6 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Low_back_pain

7 https://www.aans.org/en/Patients/Neurosurgical-Conditions-and-Treatments/Low-Back-Pain

8 https://www.hopkinsmedicine.org/health/conditions-and-diseases/back-pain/lower-back-pain-what-could-it-be

9 https://www.spineuniverse.com/conditions/low-back-pain

10 https://my.clevelandclinic.org/health/diseases/7936-lower-back-pain

11 https://www.hopkinsmedicine.org/health/conditions-and-diseases/back-pain/low-back-pain

12 https://www.healthline.com/health/back-pain

13 https://www.uwmedicine.org/conditions-symptoms/bone-joint-muscle/lower-back-pain

14 https://orthoinfo.aaos.org/en/diseases--conditions/meniscus-tears/

15 https://www.physio-pedia.com/Meniscal_Lesions

16 https://www.bupa.co.uk/health-information/knee-pain/meniscal-tear

17 https://www.orthobullets.com/knee-and-sports/3005/meniscal-tears

18 https://www.webmd.com/pain-management/knee-pain/meniscus-tear-injury

19 https://www.hopkinsmedicine.org/health/conditions-and-diseases/torn-meniscus

20 https://www.hss.edu/condition-list_torn-meniscus.asp

21 https://www.uptodate.com/contents/meniscal-injury-of-the-knee

22 https://www.medicalnewstoday.com/articles/meniscus-injury

23 https://www.mayoclinic.org/diseases-conditions/torn-meniscus/symptoms-causes/syc-20354818

24 https://www.healthline.com/health/osteoarthritis/knee-pain/meniscus-tear-recovery-time-without-surgery#when-to-see-a-doctor

25 https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/meniscus-tear/

26 https://bestpractice.bmj.com/topics/en-gb/826

27 https://cbphysiotherapy.in/condition/meniscal-injury

28 https://patient.info/bones-joints-muscles/sports-injuries/meniscal-tears-knee-cartilage-injuries

29 https://emedicine.medscape.com/article/308054-overview

30 https://orthoinfo.aaos.org/en/diseases--conditions/arthritis-of-the-knee/

31 https://www.hopkinsmedicine.org/health/conditions-and-diseases/knee-arthritis

32 https://my.clevelandclinic.org/health/diseases/21978-arthritis-of-the-knee

33 https://www.versusarthritis.org/about-arthritis/conditions/osteoarthritis-of-the-knee/

34 https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/osteoarthritis/

35 https://www.webmd.com/osteoarthritis/ostearthritis-of-the-knee-degenerative-arthritis-of-the-knee

36 https://www.hss.edu/condition-list_knee-arthritis.asp
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37 https://www.healthline.com/health/osteoarthritis/knee-arthritis-symptoms

38 https://sportsmedicine.mayoclinic.org/condition/kneearthritis/

39 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Knee_arthritis

40 https://www.verywellhealth.com/knee-arthritis-2548572

41 https://www.arthritis.org/diseases/more-about/osteoarthritis-of-the-knee

TABLE 1: Websites included in the analysis

 Websites, median (IQR) ChatGPT, median (IQR) P-value

DISCERN score 47 (22) 55 (4) 0.394

JAMA score 3 (1) 0 (0) <0.001*

TABLE 2: DISCERN and JAMA scores of the groups
*Statistically significant

IQR: interquartile range; JAMA: Journal of the American Medical Association

 Websites, mean ±SD ChatGPT, mean ±SD P-value

Flesch-Kincaid grade level 8.04 ±1.49 10.68 ±1.32 <0.001*

Gunning Fog Index 9.92 ±1.79 13.77 ±1.32 <0.001*

SMOG Index 10.86 ±1.24 13.38 ±0.94 <0.001*

TABLE 3: Flesch-Kincaid grade level, Gunning Fog Index, and SMOG Index of the groups
*Statistically significant

SD: standard deviation; SMOG: Simple Measure of Gobbledygook

Discussion
The emergence of AI will surely usher in innovations in many walks of human life, including the field of
health, and even our daily activities and habits may be influenced by AI over time. ChatGPT, an AI chatbot,
possesses the ability to source data from various sources on the internet and employs natural language
processing to generate human-like conversational dialogue [15]. Its ability to answer questions rapidly
provides a great convenience in accessing the data on the internet. The questions we addressed in this study
were as follows: (1) How efficient is this new technology in accessing the correct information? (2) How
valuable is the information obtained? In our study, the quality and readability of the information obtained
from ChatGPT were compared with those provided by health-related websites. Based on our findings,
ChatGPT provides information that is similar in quality to the websites examined in the study. However, the
information it provided was insufficient in terms of aspects that make up the JAMA benchmark criteria: (1)
identification of authorship, (2) identification of sources, (3) specifying the date of creation/update, and (4)
disclosures (of ownership, advertising policy, sponsorship, and conflicts of interests). In addition, when
comparing ChatGPT and websites in terms of readability, It was observed that the data provided by ChatGPT
were significantly more difficult to read than the information on the websites (p<0.001).

ChatGPT is the most advanced chatbot ever created. Its ability to give logical answers to questions within
seconds and create texts that are indistinguishable from texts written by humans brings to mind the theories
of the Day of Judgment [16]. In addition, its potential to be used in online exams or in areas such as
scientific research raises serious concerns. However, although it is an advanced AI product, this chatbot has
weaknesses as well as strengths when compared to websites.
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This technology understands many languages. The fact that it can respond appropriately to different
language inputs facilitates access to information. Given that a significant number of websites in the field of
health are in English, which is considered a universal language, it makes accessing information relatively
easy for those who do not speak English [17]. This quality of providing human-like responses is a major
strength of the application [18]. In addition, ChatGPT responds within seconds to the queries put to it [16].

However, this technology has some weaknesses as well. It may not understand complex questions and may
misunderstand words or phrases that it has not seen before. As a result, it may give wrong answers to such
questions. The answer provided may still appear reasonable to the user and the user may perceive the
incorrect information as correct. This chatbot, which finds sources on its own, does not allow the user to
select the information source. The wrong information provided by ChatGPT can cause major issues,
especially in the legal and medical fields [19-21]. ChatGPT provides information on data up to September
2021. Currently, it is not possible to obtain up-to-date and real-time data [18,19]. This is a big disadvantage
compared to websites, especially at a time when medicine is developing rapidly.

In our study, there was no significant difference between ChatGPT and websites in terms of the DISCERN
score. We attribute this to the fact that the questions put to ChatGPT included simple and high-search-
volume terms. According to JAMA benchmark criteria, ChatGPT received 0 points in all searches with regard
to information transparency and reliability. This makes the data source unreliable according to these
criteria. When the medical information obtained was compared in terms of readability, ChatGPT was found
to be more difficult in terms of readability in all three tests. In these tests, many factors such as the length of
the sentences, the use of complex words, and the total syllable count are evaluated. In our study, information
about health on websites was found to be more easily readable.

This study has a few limitations. Google search results may vary based on the region/country that the search
originates from, although we deleted the browser history. In our study, five different answers were generated
by means of the "regenerate response" option; since no similar study on this topic has been conducted
before, we are unaware if this number will hold true in all cases. We recommend further studies in various
other health-related fields and involving larger databases to gain deeper insights into the strengths and
weaknesses of ChatGPT.

Conclusions
AI models are technologically advanced products, with significant potential to improve our lives in several
areas. They are immensely adaptable to change and progressive advancements. Notably, the integration of
AI models into chatbots may give the impression that users receive specialist knowledge. Nevertheless,
ChatGPT, an AI product, presently lags behind health-related websites in terms of providing reliable
information of merit. Nevertheless, we envisage that these nascent AI-assisted conversational tools will
continue to advance to the point where they become potent means for obtaining precise, lucid, and reliable
information in the foreseeable future.

Additional Information
Author Contributions
All authors have reviewed the final version to be published and agreed to be accountable for all aspects of the
work.

Concept and design:  Aybars Kıvrak, Ibrahim Ulusoy, Mehmet Yılmaz

Acquisition, analysis, or interpretation of data:  Aybars Kıvrak, Mehmet Yılmaz

Drafting of the manuscript:  Aybars Kıvrak, Mehmet Yılmaz

Critical review of the manuscript for important intellectual content:  Aybars Kıvrak, Ibrahim Ulusoy

Supervision:  Aybars Kıvrak, Mehmet Yılmaz

Disclosures
Human subjects: All authors have confirmed that this study did not involve human participants or tissue.
Animal subjects: All authors have confirmed that this study did not involve animal subjects or tissue.
Conflicts of interest: In compliance with the ICMJE uniform disclosure form, all authors declare the
following: Payment/services info: All authors have declared that no financial support was received from
any organization for the submitted work. Financial relationships: All authors have declared that they have
no financial relationships at present or within the previous three years with any organizations that might
have an interest in the submitted work. Other relationships: All authors have declared that there are no
other relationships or activities that could appear to have influenced the submitted work.

2023 Ulusoy et al. Cureus 15(10): e46662. DOI 10.7759/cureus.46662 5 of 6

javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)


References
1. Bansal S, Floyd ER, A Kowalski M, et al.: Meniscal repair: the current state and recent advances in

augmentation. J Orthop Res. 2021, 39:1368-82. 10.1002/jor.25021
2. Katz JN, Arant KR, Loeser RF: Diagnosis and treatment of hip and knee osteoarthritis: a review . JAMA. 2021,

325:568-78. 10.1001/jama.2020.22171
3. Syed MA, Azim SR, Baig M: Frequency of orthopedic problems among patients attending an orthopedic

outpatient department: a retrospective analysis of 23 495 cases. Ann Saudi Med. 2019, 39:172-7.
10.5144/0256-4947.2019.172

4. Nghiem AZ, Mahmoud Y, Som R: Evaluating the quality of internet information for breast cancer . Breast.
2016, 25:34-7. 10.1016/j.breast.2015.10.001

5. Fullard AC, Johnston SM, Hehir DJ: Quality and reliability evaluation of current Internet information
regarding mesh use in inguinal hernia surgery using HONcode and the DISCERN instrument. Hernia. 2021,
25:1325-30. 10.1007/s10029-021-02406-8

6. Olkun HK, Demirkaya AA, Aras B: The quality of internet information on lingual orthodontics in the English
language, with DISCERN and JAMA. J Orthod. 2019, 46:20-6. 10.1177/1465312518824100

7. Özduran E, Hanci V: Evaluating the readability, quality and reliability of online information on Behçet's
disease. Reumatismo. 2022, 74:3-7. 10.4081/reumatismo.2022.1495

8. Corcelles R, Daigle CR, Talamas HR, Brethauer SA, Schauer PR: Assessment of the quality of internet
information on sleeve gastrectomy. Surg Obes Relat Dis. 2015, 11:539-44. 10.1016/j.soard.2014.08.014

9. Irwin SC, Lennon DT, Stanley CP, Sheridan GA, Walsh JC: Ankle conFUSION: the quality and readability of
information on the internet relating to ankle arthrodesis. Surgeon. 2021, 19:e507-11.
10.1016/j.surge.2020.12.001

10. Manchaiah V, Dockens AL, Flagge A, Bellon-Harn M, Azios JH, Kelly-Campbell RJ, Andersson G: Quality and
readability of English-language internet information for tinnitus. J Am Acad Audiol. 2019, 30:31-40.
10.3766/jaaa.17070

11. Yoon SJ, Kim JB, Jung KJ, et al.: Evaluation of the quality of information available on the internet regarding
chronic ankle instability. Medicina (Kaunas). 2022, 58:1-5. 10.3390/medicina58101315

12. Charnock D, Shepperd S, Needham G, Gann R: DISCERN: an instrument for judging the quality of written
consumer health information on treatment choices. J Epidemiol Community Health. 1999, 53:105-11.
10.1136/jech.53.2.105

13. Öztürk T: Evaluation of the quality of information provided by university websites for orthodontic patients
(Article in Turkish). Selcuk Dent J. 2021, 8:106-12. 10.15311/selcukdentj.741264

14. Oydanich M, Kuklinski E, Asbell PA: Assessing the quality, reliability, and readability of online information
on dry eye disease. Cornea. 2022, 41:1023-8. 10.1097/ICO.0000000000003034

15. Patel SB, Lam K: ChatGPT: the future of discharge summaries? . Lancet Digit Health. 2023, 5:e107-8.
10.1016/S2589-7500(23)00021-3

16. Rudolph J, Tan S, Tan S: ChatGPT: bullshit spewer or the end of traditional assessments in higher
education?. J Appl Learn Teach. 2023, 6:3-7. 10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.9

17. Susnjak T: ChatGPT: the end of online exam integrity? [PREPRINT] . arXiv. 2022, 10.48550/arXiv.2212.09292
18. Azaria A: ChatGPT usage and limitations. (2022). Accessed: October 7, 2023:

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/366618623_ChatGPT_Usage_and_Limitations.
19. Guo B, Zhang X, Wang Z, et al.: How close is ChatGPT to human experts? Comparison corpus, evaluation,

and detection [PREPRINT]. arXiv. 2023, 10.48550/arXiv.2301.07597
20. Hartmann J, Schwenzow J, Witte M: The political ideology of conversational AI: converging evidence on

ChatGPT's pro-environmental, left-libertarian orientation [PREPRINT]. arXiv. 2023,
10.48550/arXiv.2301.01768

21. Jiao W, Wang W, Huang JT, Wang X, Tu Z: Is ChatGPT a good translator? A preliminary study [PREPRINT] .
arXiv. 2023, 10.48550/arXiv.2301.08745

2023 Ulusoy et al. Cureus 15(10): e46662. DOI 10.7759/cureus.46662 6 of 6

https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jor.25021?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jor.25021?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.2020.22171?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.2020.22171?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.5144/0256-4947.2019.172?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.5144/0256-4947.2019.172?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.breast.2015.10.001?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.breast.2015.10.001?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10029-021-02406-8?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10029-021-02406-8?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1465312518824100?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1465312518824100?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.4081/reumatismo.2022.1495?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.4081/reumatismo.2022.1495?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.soard.2014.08.014?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.soard.2014.08.014?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.surge.2020.12.001?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.surge.2020.12.001?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.3766/jaaa.17070?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.3766/jaaa.17070?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.3390/medicina58101315?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.3390/medicina58101315?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech.53.2.105?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech.53.2.105?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.15311/selcukdentj.741264?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.15311/selcukdentj.741264?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/ICO.0000000000003034?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/ICO.0000000000003034?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2589-7500(23)00021-3?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2589-7500(23)00021-3?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.9?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.9?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2212.09292?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2212.09292?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/366618623_ChatGPT_Usage_and_Limitations?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/366618623_ChatGPT_Usage_and_Limitations?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2301.07597?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2301.07597?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2301.01768?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2301.01768?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2301.08745?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2301.08745?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction

	How Efficient Is ChatGPT in Accessing Accurate and Quality Health-Related Information?
	Abstract
	Background and objective
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion

	Introduction
	Materials And Methods
	Results
	TABLE 1: Websites included in the analysis
	TABLE 2: DISCERN and JAMA scores of the groups
	TABLE 3: Flesch-Kincaid grade level, Gunning Fog Index, and SMOG Index of the groups

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Additional Information
	Author Contributions
	Disclosures

	References


