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LETTER TO EDITOR

Should ChatGPT be considered a medical writer?
Apichai Wattanapisit, Apichat Photia, Sanhapan Wattanapisit 
Wattanapisit A, Photia A, Wattanapisit S. Should ChatGPT be considered a medical writer?. Malays Fam Physician. 2023;18:69.  

https://doi.org/10.51866/lte.483

Dear editor,

�e recent commentary titled ‘Use of ChatGPT in medical research and scienti�c writing’ by 
Lee et al. provides insights into the use of ChatGPT in research and writing, including potential 
risks.1 We agree that ChatGPT cannot completely replace human work and does not meet the 
authorship criteria. In this letter, we discuss perspectives about our experience.

�e use of ChatGPT, an arti�cial intelligence (AI) chatbot, for medical writing has been widely 
debated. On 20 April 2023, we conducted a search using the term ‘ChatGPT’ in PubMed and 
found 282 results. On 30 September 2023, another search yielded 1336 results, indicating 
a massive increase in the number of publications related to ChatGPT. �e AI chatbot can 
generate texts for a scienti�c article, such as an abstract or a manuscript. �e generative pre-
trained transformer, an AI-based language model, has been employed as a helpful function in 
some articles, leading to ChatGPT being considered a ‘co-author’. On 20 April 2023, an 
advanced PubMed search was also conducted using the term ‘ChatGPT[Author]’, which 
identi�ed an article. However, a corrigendum to the aforementioned article was published to 
remove ChatGPT from the author list owing to failure of meeting the authorship criteria.2,3 
In particular, the AI chatbot failed to meet the following criterion: Each author must ‘be 
accountable for all aspects of the work’.4

In our experience, ChatGPT (GPT-3.5) (OpenAI, CA, USA) could generate a prompt 
paragraph within a few seconds. We typed ‘write an introduction for a scholarly manuscript: 
[proposed title of the manuscript]’, and the AI chatbot generated a 139-word paragraph relevant 
to the topic. Subsequently, we asked the AI chatbot to ‘expand this into three short paragraphs 
with references’. �e prompt yielded 282 words in three paragraphs with four references. �e 
contents and quality of the writing were satisfactory. We also found the references cited in the 
AI-generated paragraphs and a complete reference list at the end of the texts. We checked the 
references by searching the article titles in PubMed (all four journals indexed in PubMed) and 
the journal websites. However, we did not �nd any cited articles. In other words, those articles 
do not exist in the literature.

In summary, our experiment testing ChatGPT’s ability to generate a scholarly manuscript 
introduction and subsequent expansion with references yielded satisfactory results. However, 
we discovered that all references provided by the AI chatbot were non-existent, highlighting 
the unreliability of relying solely on ChatGPT as a medical writer. �is issue challenges the 
human intellect and ethical considerations in medical writing. �erefore, it is crucial to consider 
using ChatGPT as a tool for guidance rather than a replacement for human expertise. While 
ChatGPT’s language generation capabilities are impressive, it is essential to exercise caution and 
veri�cation when using AI for medical writing purposes.

Author contributions
AW, AP and SW conceived the study. AW and AP performed the experiment, tested the �ndings 
and drafted the manuscript. All authors edited and approved the �nal version of the manuscript.

Con�icts of interest
AW is an editorial board member of the journal. �e other authors declare no con�icts of 
interest.

Funding
None.



2

LETTER TO EDITOR

Malays Fam Physician 2023;18:69

References

1.  Lee PY, Salim H, Abdullah A, Teo CH. Use 

of ChatGPT in medical research and scienti�c 

writing. Malays Fam Physician. 2023 Sep;18:58. 

doi:10.51866/cm0006

2.  O’Connor S. Open arti�cial intelligence 

platforms in nursing education: tools for 

academic progress or abuse? [published 

correction appears in Nurse Educ Pract. 

2023 Feb;67:103572]. Nurse Educ Pract. 

2023 Jan;66:103537. doi:10.1016/j.

nepr.2022.103537

3.  O’Connor S. Corrigendum to “Open arti�cial 

intelligence platforms in nursing education: 

tools for academic progress or abuse?” [Nurse 

Educ Pract. 2023;66:103537]. Nurse Educ 

Pract. 2023 Feb;67:103572. doi:10.1016/j.

nepr.2023.103572

4.  International Committee of Medical Journal 

Editors. De�ning the role of authors and 

contributors. Accessed April 20, 2023. https://

www.icmje.org/recommendations/browse/

roles-and-responsibilities/de�ning-the-role-of-

authors-and-contributors.html


