LETTER TO THE EDITOR

Croat Med J. 2024;65:399
https://doi.org/10.3325/cmj.2024.65.399

|s perfect prompting possible

for chatbots?

In Reply to: Comparing ChatGPT’s
ability between writing versus
reviewing papers: Then what?

We are grateful to Dr. Matsubara for his comments and
have carefully considered the listed remarks. Although
the author’s concerns are justified, we would like to clarify
some points.

First, our study question was whether Al can independently
Create a case report with an original title and other inputs
used as prompts. Dr Matsubara is right about the impor-
tance of using specific input when evaluating ChatGPT'’s ca-
pabilities, and about entering a detailed prompt for a more
specific output. In future experiments, different inputs may
be tested. As can be seen from case studies in the literature,
there has yet to be a perfect or standard prompt, and it re-
mains unclear which prompt gives better output (1).

Second, the case reports generated by ChatGPT in our pi-
lot studies contained made-up references. This happened
even though we gave specific instructions to “Include in-
text citations where appropriate for at least three referenc-
es from real published original articles.” In other studies as
well, Al created non-existent and irrelevant references (2).
On the other hand, when in our study ChatGPT peer-re-
viewed a case report without a reference section, it rated
the reference section as good. The report only scored poor
in terms of writing quality. Al was not able to establish a re-
lationship between manuscript sections (3).

Third, prompt engineering, a new concept, is developing
faster every day (4). It is possible to develop personalized
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prompts for different research purposes and jobs. Just as
the same output can be obtained with different prompts,
different outputs can also be achieved with the same
prompts. On the other hand, we want to highlight that Al
is both a threat and an opportunity for academic publish-
ing. We ethically and personally believe that Al can be used
just to make writing easier, not to produce content.

Finally, we generated two outputs based on two different
inputs to produce a case report: one is Kadi and Aslaner’s
prompt and the other is Matsubara's prompt (Supplemen-
tal Material). Readers, decide!
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