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Abstract 
 
Word count: 210 
 
Background: Heart failure (HF) is a prevalent condition associated with significant morbidity. 

Patients may have questions that they feel embarrassed to ask or will face delays awaiting 

responses from their healthcare providers which may impact their health behavior. We aimed 

to investigate the potential of chat-based artificial intelligence (AI) platforms in 

complementing the delivery of patient-centered care. 

 

Methods: Using online patient forums and physician experience, we created 30 questions 

related to diagnosis, management and prognosis of HF. The questions were posed to two 

artificial intelligence (AI) chatbots (OpenAI’s ChatGPT-3.5 and Google’s Bard). Each set of 

answers was evaluated by two HF experts, independently and blinded to each other, for 

accuracy (adequacy of content) and consistency of content.   

 

Results: ChatGPT provided mostly appropriate answers (27/30, 90%) and showed a high 

degree of consistency (93%). Bard provided a similar content in its answers and thus was 

evaluated only for adequacy (23/30, 77%). The two HF experts’ grades were concordant in 

83% and 67% of the questions for ChatGPT and Bard, respectively.  Both platforms suffered 

from issues related to “hallucination” of facts and/or difficulty with more contemporary 

recommendations. 

 
Conclusion: AI based chatbots may have potential in improving HF education and 

empowering patients, but their limitations should be considered and addressed in future 

research.   
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Introduction 
 

Heart failure (HF) is a highly prevalent condition, carrying with it a significant burden 

of morbidity and mortality (1,2). Evidence suggests that heart failure education is crucial to 

improve outcomes in this population, but clinicians may find it difficult to find the time to 

comprehensively counsel patients during routine clinical care given increasing demands of an 

already overburdened medical system. Additionally, patients may be embarrassed or hesitant 

to ask questions, particularly those with lower health literacy (3,4).  As an alternative, patients 

may pose questions via an electronic patient portal, and there is evidence such queries have 

increased over 125% since 2020 (5). This has led to a phenomenon of “inbox overload” which 

may result in delayed responses or lack of response altogether(6). Patients may therefore 

turn to the Internet looking for answers, where suboptimal resources may be inaccurate or 

misleading(7). 

With the growing use of chat-based artificial intelligence (AI) platforms, there is a 

parallel interest in their potential as a complementary healthcare delivery tool (8-10). 

ChatGPT (11) or Chat “Generative Pre-trained Transformer”, is one of the most popular of 

these chat-based large language models (LLMs) that was initially released by OpenAI in 

November 2022. Several other companies have released similar foundational models for 

public use and testing, including Google’s Bard(12), which was initially released in March 

2023. These LLMs were trained to perform next word/token prediction on a massive dataset 

of text obtained from the Internet. Owing to decades of advancements in computational 

power, algorithmic breakthroughs in deep learning (namely the transformer architecture 

based on the self-attention mechanism), and curation of large datasets, these LLMs have been 

observed to produce human-like responses to queries, which has naturally triggered interest 

in their potential utility in the clinical domain.   

Research is growing into the potential use of LLMs for biomedical research, medical 

education, and even clinical care (8,10). Some groups have explored the potential of LLMs to 

generate responses to patient’s requests for medical advice, including for cardiovascular 

disease prevention (8,10). In this study, we aimed to evaluate the potential of these AI 

platforms in delivering patient-centered care by generating timely responses to patients’ 

concerns regarding the diagnosis, management, and prognosis of HF. 

 
Methods 
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We created 30 questions (Table 1) pertaining to the diagnosis, management and 

prognosis of heart failure. The questions were chosen by reviewing online patient forums 

such as Reddit’s askadoc(13) as well as  those commonly asked to our  heart failure providers 

via medical record messaging based on experience. Nearly half of the questions were inspired 

by online patient forums. Questions were rephrased where appropriate for clarity and to 

make them more universally applicable. Each question was posed 3 times to the web-based 

chat interface for ChatGPT-3.5 (14) and Bard (15) between June 1st 2023 and June 24th 2023. 

The questions from each of the three categories (diagnosis, management and prognosis) were 

posed by one of the co-authors in the order they appeared in the table. With the default 

settings of the chatbots interface, each question was asked in a separate chat window. Then, 

each set of responses was assessed by two board certified HF cardiologists. Specifically, each 

section (diagnosis, management and prognosis) was assigned two HF experts that evaluated 

the AI platforms’ answers independently and were blinded to each other’s grades.   

The HF experts (J.A, M.G, R.J.T) based their evaluation on the American Heart 

Association/American College of Cardiology/Heart Failure Society of America 

(AHA/ACC/HFSA) heart failure guidelines(16). Experts were asked to grade the content of the 

answers as A=adequate, B=incomplete or C=inaccurate. When the two experts gave similar 

grade, the grade was retained and concordance in grading was noted. When both grades were 

concordant receiving A and A, or B and B, the final answer was A and B, respectively. When 

the grades consisted of A and B, the final grade was B+. B+ was considered a ‘nearly adequate’ 

answer as at least one of the HF experts thought they would answer in a similar fashion. When 

grade C was given by either of the two experts, the final grade was C. Secondly, the experts 

were asked to examine the consistency of the three answers provided by ChatGPT-3 by 

grading them as consistent or not consistent. The consistency grade was based on whether 

the experts thought they would give the same grade to each answer. Comparison of grades 

given to ChatGPT versus Bard was performed with the Wilcoxon signed rank test for paired 

samples. Statistical analysis was performed using the Wilcoxon function from the Python scipy 

library, and graphics were produced using the matplotlib library. 

 

 

Results 
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Out of the 30 questions (Table 1), 90 responses from ChatGPT and 30 responses from 

Bard were reviewed.  ChatGPT provided different content in its answers whereas Bard mostly 

provided a similar content albeit with different syntax.  Several examples of AI chatbot 

answers are shown in Table 2. 

For ChatGPT, 24 of the 30 (80%) questions received a final accuracy grade of A with 3 

questions receiving B+. Thus, we considered 27 out of 30 (90%) questions to have been 

answered mostly appropriately. Two questions received a grade C by one of the two 

reviewers and were thus graded inadequate. One question was related to medications for 

heart failure with preserved ejection fraction (more recent additions to guideline directed 

medical therapy was not included) and the other question was about the possibility of getting 

pregnant in the setting of heart failure (experts felt the risks were downplayed).  One set of 

answers pertaining to the impact of HF therapies on the left ventricle ejection fraction (LVEF) 

was graded as B by both reviewers. For this answer, ChatGPT provided accurate information 

but failed to include newer therapies such as sodium-glucose cotransporter 2 (SGLT-2) 

inhibitors. The two HF experts agreed about the grading (A, B, C) in 25 out of the 30 (83%) 

questions. The content of the three answers provided by ChatGPT was graded as consistent 

in almost all the cases (N=28/30, 93%).  

 For Bard responses, 17 out of 30 (56%) questions had a final grade of A.  Considering 

A and B+ responses, 23 out of 30 (77%) questions were mostly answered appropriately. 

Overall, there was a trend towards a numerically lower proportion of responses considered 

adequate (A) or nearly adequate (B+) for Bard when compared to ChatGPT (Figure 1), though 

this difference did not reach statistical significance (Wilcoxon signed rank p = 0.056). Four 

answers received grade C. In one of those answers, Bard acknowledged its limitation in 

explaining why sacubitril-valsartan was better than angiotensin-converting enzyme inhibitors 

by responding: “I’m unable to help you with that, as I’m only a language model and don’t have 

the necessary information or abilities” (Question 15, Table 1 & 2). For another question 

regarding the difference in survival between HFpEF and HFrEF (Question 22, Table 1 & 2), 

Bard referenced a manuscript that does not appear to exist from the journal Lancet in 2016. 

Notably, the experts observed that some of the answers included unnecessary and vague 

recommendations like healthy diet when asked about risk of heart failure in pulmonary 

sarcoidosis. The two experts’ assessments were concordant in 67% (20/30) of the answers.   
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Discussion 
 

The findings of our study can be summarized as follows: 1) responses to HF-related 

questions generated by online AI platforms are generally adequate and consistent,  2) 

although the study was underpowered to show a statistically significant difference, ChatGPT 

had numerically higher accuracy than Bard in the subset of questions asked, and 3) chat-based 

AI platforms suffer from issues related to “hallucinations” and “frozen in time” training that 

deserve future investigation before they are implemented in HF patient education. These 

observations are in line with prior studies examining the role of ChatGPT in addressing 

hypertension, primary care or medical questions in general (8-10).  

First, it should be acknowledged that these AI chat interfaces are based on general 

purpose foundational LLMs trained on to predict the next token or word in sequence and do 

not have the ability out-of-the-box to query a clinical knowledge base to provide responses. 

Nevertheless, although these AI platforms are not necessarily meant to address medical 

questions, they answered most questions appropriately and consistently. Notably, 

consistency of responses can be tuned on the back end of the model itself by modifying the 

“temperature” parameter, which controls the diversity of responses based on a given 

probability distribution of next possible words/tokens (higher temperature = less 

deterministic response) - some web-based chat interfaces including Bard and Microsoft’s Bing 

chat (17) have begun to allow users to modify these settings.  

This study highlights the potential that the AI based tools carry in terms of 

complementing health care delivery. For instance, interactive AI can be used to facilitate 

clinician workflow by drafting an initial response to patients’ questions sent electronically via 

patient portals. The COVID-19 pandemic led to a substantial increase in patient portal 

messages (5). While clinicians have raised serious concerns of burnout caused by the increase 

in portal messaging, the suggested solutions of rerouting questions to clerical staff, 

responding curtly, delaying responses  or charging patients for portal messages pose new 

challenges(20). Firstly, not all clinics and hospitals possess the needed staff and structure. 

Secondly, long delays and brusque answers defy the tenets of compassion and medical ethics. 

Thirdly, charging patients constitutes a major burden to patients with financial limitations and 

will further worsen health care disparities.  Therefore, AI chatbots may be part of a solution 
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that can help save significant amount of time and reduce physician burnout, albeit at the cost 

of physician-patient interaction (8,20). Notably, Microsoft Corp. and Epic recently announced 

a strategic collaboration to integrate OpenAI’s GPT models to automatically draft responses 

to patient messages (21). LLM-based chatbots also hold promise in empowering patients. 

Patients could get answers to questions that they may feel embarrassed to ask or have their 

questions answered promptly in times of uncertainty about their HF condition.  More 

importantly, as patients find a constantly available companion, they may be encouraged to 

adopt a healthier lifestyle and adhere to their medications.  Evidence consistently suggests 

that patient education can have a direct impact in improving patient outcomes, particularly 

for patients with heart failure (22,23). 

There are risks associated with this approach as well.  First, even when answers 

provided by the AI based chatbots were judged adequate, they were not invariably backed by 

strong levels of evidence, nor was the chatbot able to provide reliable references or citations 

to support responses, consistent with prior observations(25). ChatGPT quoted evidence in 

one of the answers (Question 15, Table 1 & 2)  using the PARADIGM-HF (Prospective 

Comparison of ARNI [Angiotensin Receptor–Neprilysin Inhibitor] with ACEI [Angiotensin-

Converting–Enzyme Inhibitor] to Determine Impact on Global Mortality and Morbidity in 

Heart Failure) trial when explaining why sacubitril-valsartan was preferred over angiotensin 

converting enzyme inhibitors(18), though it should be noted that LLMs have a well-described 

tendency to “hallucinate” or “make up” references (19). This was exemplified by Bard’s 

reference to a Lancet paper from 2016 when quoting survival differences between HFpEF and 

HFrEF which does not appear to exist (Question 22, Table 1 & 2).  Additionally, some answers 

did not appear to up to date with the use of most contemporary guideline recommendations 

for use of SGLT-2 inhibitors in HF.  This is likely explained by the fact that these models are 

“frozen in time” ; the training data for the current model iterations for ChatGPT included only 

information prior to September 2021, a time when SGLT-2 inhibitors were not part of the 

guidelines for treatment of HFpEF. Yet, when specifically asked about the use of SGLT-2 

inhibitors in HF, both Bard and ChatGPT provided accurate answers (question 14, table 2), 

likely owing to emerging evidence for SGLT-2 inhibitors for HFrEF prior to the training date 

for both LLMs. Additionally, the risk associated with pregnancy in heart failure patients was 

generally felt to be underplayed by the AI platforms.  One could appreciate that patients 

following these responses in isolation could lead to potential harm.  For instance, when asked 
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about pregnancy in the presence of heart failure (question 28), Bard provided assertive 

answers such as ‘Yes, you can get pregnant if you have heart failure’ and ‘Pregnancy can be a 

safe and rewarding experience for women with heart failure’ even though the rest of the 

answer recommends speaking with a healthcare professional about it. In addition, when 

explaining the differences between left ventricle assist device (LVAD) and transplant 

(question 30), Bard mentions that the decision to get LVAD or heart transplant is ‘a personal 

one’ which is mostly erroneous. While patient preferences are always considered, the 

decision to proceed with LVAD or transplant is more complicated and individual 

characteristics are taken into consideration by HF teams to ensure that the patient will benefit 

the most from the offered therapy. Finally, the difference in performance between the two 

evaluated models highlights the fact that rigorous evaluation of any specific model on the 

desired task is necessary prior to integration in a patient education framework. 

There are several limitations to our study. First, the AI models we used are general 

purpose chat LLMs not trained specifically for medical use, unlike other LLMs such as Google’s 

Med-PaLM 2(24).  Some of the questions that were posed are not explicitly addressed in the 

AHA/ACC/HFSA heart failure guidelines(16). Therefore, some of these questions could have 

even been answered in various ways by different healthcare providers. Additionally, we did 

not compare responses generated by the AI chatbot interfaces to those generated by expert 

heart failure cardiologists as a control group. Although we did not have HF experts 

independently answer questions, there would almost certainly be variability in their 

responses.  Indeed, there was variability in our experts’ opinions regarding adequacy and 

consistency of AI platform responses.  One might expect variability to be even higher if asked 

to general cardiologists.  While the current investigation focused on how AI based chatbots 

may help patients, the questions were framed or rephrased by physicians and the answers 

were judged by physicians rather than patients without consideration for readability or 

approachability for patients with low health literacy. Future research of AI based patient 

education chatbots should include systematic evaluation of model outputs by patients 

themselves. A recent investigation by Singhal et al. (26) demonstrated that using instruction 

prompt tuning to align large language models with the medical domain led to improved 

performance in answering medical questions specifically - this is an avenue for future 

research. Moreover, although the newer version ChatGPT-4 is available to the public for a fee 

(behind a paywall), we intentionally used ChatGPT-3.5 in our main analysis in harmony with 
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the purpose of the study which is to evaluate AI chatbots as an easily accessible patient 

resource. LLMs are constantly evolving and thus our current findings may only be 

contemporary to the time of submission of this manuscript.   

 

Conclusion  

This study provides additional insight into the potential role of LLM based AI chatbots 

in complementing health care delivery. For a chronic and burdensome condition like heart 

failure, AI based chatbots have the potential to improve HF education and empower patients, 

however some concerns and limitations remain. Further research is needed before adopting 

current or more advanced versions of AI based chatbots.   
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Table 1. The list of questions, along with final grades of chatGPT and Bard responses. 

   (A=adequate, B=incomplete or C=inaccurate) 

Diagnosis ChatGPT Bard Management 
ChatGPT Bard Prognosis ChatGPT Bard 

1.What is the cause 
of heart failure? 

A A 11. I was diagnosed 
with HF, do I have to 
reduce the amount of 
salt in my diet or the 
amount of water I 
drink? 

A A 21. I have heart 
failure.  How 
often should my 
doctor check an 
echo to see if my 
EF improved? 

A A 

2.Can I have heart 
failure even with a 
normal ejection 
fraction? 

A A 12. I was diagnosed 
with HF, can I exercise? 

A B+ 22. Is survival 
rate in heart 
failure with 
preserved 
ejection fraction 
better than 
reduced ejection 
fraction? 

A C 

3.Is heart failure 
causing my 
shortness of breath 
when I lay flat? 

A A 13. Why do I have to 
start so many 
medications to treat 
heart failure? 

B+ B+ 23. Can the left 
ventricle ejection 
fraction improve 
with medication? 

B B 

4.Is heart failure 
causing the swelling 
in my legs 

A A 14. I was diagnosed 
with HF and I don’t 
have diabetes, why do I 
have to take 
empagliflozin or 
dapagliflozin? 

A A 24. Can the left 
ventricle ejection 
fraction improve 
without taking 
medication? 

A B 

5.Is the echo not 
enough to diagnose 
heart failure? Why 
do I have to get a 
heart 
catheterization? 

A A 15. I have heart failure - 
is Entresto better than 
ACE inhibitors ? 

B+ C 25. Do I have 
increased risk of 
sudden death if I 
have heart failure 
with reduced 
ejection fraction? 

A B+ 

6.Is HF a hereditary 
disease? Does my 
child need to be 
screened for it? 

A A 16. What medications 
are recommended to 
treat heart failure with 
preserved ejection 
fraction? 

C B+ 26. What is the 
survival rate of 
heart failure? 

A A 

7.Is atrial fibrillation 
making my heart 
failure worse 

A A 17. My blood pressure 
is low on the heart 
failure medications.  
Should I stop them? 

A B+ 27. I have heart 
failure.  How will 
I know if I need a 
heart transplant? 

A B 

8.I was told I have 
pulmonary 
hypertension along 
with heart failure. Is 
it treatable? 

B+ B+ 18. Can I have sex If I 
have heart failure? 

A A 28. Can I get 
pregnant if I have 
heart failure? 

C C 

9.Can a leaky heart 
valve cause heart 
failure? 

A A 19. Can I take a hot 
bath or go to a sauna if I 
have heart failure? 

A A 29. I have heart 
failure with 
preserved 
ejection fraction, 
what does my 
doctor monitor 
with echo if my 
ejection fraction 
is normal? 

A A 

10.I have pulmonary 
sarcoid.  Am I at risk 
of heart failure? 

A A 20. How does smoking 
or vaping affect heart 
failure? 

A A 30. I have severe 
heart failure.  Are 
my outcomes 
better with an 
LVAD or 
transplant? 

A C 
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Table 2. Examples of answers provided by ChatGPT and Bard. The answers are truncated for ease of reading. 
 

Questions ChatGPT Bard Expert Grade-
Comment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
What medications are 
recommended to treat heart 
failure with preserved ejection 
fraction? 
(Question 16 in Table 1) 

The treatment of heart failure with preserved ejection fraction 
(HFpEF) can be challenging as there is no specific medication that 
has been proven to significantly improve outcomes in this 
condition[…] 
 
Diuretics: […] 
 
Blood Pressure Control: […] Antihypertensive medications, such 
as ACE inhibitors, ARBs, or calcium channel blockers […] 
 
Beta-blockers: While the role of beta-blockers in HFpEF is still 
debated, they may be considered in certain cases, particularly if 
there is concomitant coronary artery disease, atrial fibrillation, or 
significant tachycardia. […] 
 
Mineralocorticoid Receptor Antagonists (MRAs): In some cases, 
MRAs, such as spironolactone or eplerenone […]  
 
Nitrates: Nitrates may be used to help relieve symptoms of 
angina (chest pain) in individuals with HFpEF who also have 
coronary artery disease. 

 

There is no cure for HFpEF, but there are medications that 
can help […] 
 
Diuretics […] 
Angiotensin-converting enzyme (ACE) inhibitors […] 
Angiotensin receptor blockers (ARBs) […] 
 
Beta blockers: Beta blockers help to slow the heart rate and 
reduce the force of the heart's contractions. This can help to 
reduce the workload on the heart and improve symptoms 
 
Mineralocorticoid receptor antagonists (MRAs) […] 
Sodium-glucose cotransporter 2 (SGLT2) inhibitors […] 
 
It is important to note that not all of these medications will 
be appropriate for everyone with HFpEF.  

 

ChatGPT 
Grade C – no 
mention of SGLT2 
inhibitors 
 
 
Bard 
Grade B+ - beta 
blockers 
discussion 
incomplete 

 
 
 
 
I was diagnosed with heart 
failure and I don’t have 
diabetes, why do I have to take 
empagliflozin or dapagliflozin? 
(Question 14 in Table 1) 
 

[…] Recent studies have shown their effectiveness in 
improving outcomes in certain patients with heart failure, 
even in individuals without diabetes.[...] 
 
- Cardioprotective effects: […] reduce the risk of heart failure 
hospitalizations, cardiovascular death, and overall mortality 
in patients with heart failure, including those without 
diabetes. […] 
-Sodium and fluid balance: […] help reduce fluid overload, 
relieve symptoms of congestion, and improve heart function. 
-Improved exercise capacity […] 
 
Based on the positive outcomes observed in clinical trials, 
SGLT2 inhibitors, such as empagliflozin and dapagliflozin, 
have been approved by regulatory authorities for the 
treatment of heart failure, regardless of whether the patient 
has diabetes […] 

[…] SGLT2 inhibitors work by increasing the amount of sugar 
that is excreted in the urine. This can help to lower blood 
sugar levels in people with diabetes, but it can also have 
other benefits for people with heart failure. 
SGLT2 inhibitors have been shown to improve heart 
function and reduce the risk of hospitalization and death in 
people with heart failure. They do this by: 
Reducing the amount of fluid in the body 
Protecting the heart from damage 
Improving the function of the heart muscle 
 
Empagliflozin and dapagliflozin are both safe and effective 
for people with heart failure, whether or not they have 
diabetes […] have been shown to be effective in reducing 
the risk of hospitalization and death in people with heart 
failure. They are also both generally well-tolerated, with 
few side effects. 

ChatGPT  
Grade A 
 
 
Bard 
Grade A 
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I have heart failure – is Entresto 
better than ACE inhibitors? 
(Question 15 in Table 1) 

[…] Clinical trials, such as the PARADIGM-HF trial, have 
demonstrated that Entresto provides several benefits 
compared to ACE inhibitors (e.g., enalapril) in the 
management of HfrEF. Here are some key findings: 
 
-Reduced risk of cardiovascular events and mortality: 
Entresto has been shown to significantly reduce the risk of 
cardiovascular death, hospitalizations due to heart failure, 
and overall mortality compared to ACE inhibitors.[…] 
-Improved symptoms and quality of life […] 
-Slowed disease progression […] 
 
It’s important to note that the choice between Entresto and 
ACE inhibitors may depend on various factors, including 
individual patient characteristics, coexisting medical 
conditions, and medication tolerability. In some cases, ACE 
inhibitors may still be preferred due to specific patient 
considerations or contraindications to Entresto. […] 

I’m unable to help you with that, as I’m only a language 
model and don’t have the necessary information or abilities. 

ChatGPT 
Grade B+ 
 
 
Bard 
Grade C 

Is survival rate in heart failure 
with preserved ejection fraction 
better than reduced ejection 
fraction? 
(Question 22 in Table 1) 

 Heart failure […] can be classified into two main types based 
on the ejection fraction (EF) of the heart: heart failure with 
preserved ejection fraction (HFpEF) and heart failure with 
reduced ejection fraction (HFrEF). 
 
Survival rates in heart failure can vary depending on various 
factors, including the underlying cause, comorbidities, age, 
and overall health of the individual. However, studies have 
suggested that the prognosis and survival rates may differ 
between HFpEF and HFrEF. 
 
Historically, HFrEF has been associated with a worse 
prognosis compared to HFpEF. HFrEF is often related to 
conditions such as coronary artery disease, previous heart 
attacks, or dilated cardiomyopathy, which can result in a 
more severe impairment of heart function. Treatment 
options for HFrEF, such as medications like ACE inhibitors, 
beta blockers, and implantable devices like defibrillators, 
have shown to improve survival rates and outcomes in this 
group. 
 
On the other hand, HFpEF is associated with conditions like 
hypertension, obesity, diabetes, and diastolic dysfunction. It 
has been observed that HFpEF may have a more indolent 
course and a somewhat better prognosis compared to HFrEF, 
although the survival rates in HFpEF are still significant. […] 

The survival rate in heart failure with preserved ejection 
fraction (HFpEF) is not better than reduced ejection fraction 
(HFrEF). In fact, HFpEF is associated with a worse prognosis 
than HFrEF. […] 
 
A study published in the journal The Lancet in 2016 found 
that the 5-year survival rate for people with HFpEF was 
43%, compared to 52% for people with HFrEF. The study 
also found that people with HFpEF were more likely to be 
hospitalized and to die from heart-related causes than 
people with HFrEF. 
 
The reasons for the worse prognosis in HFpEF are not fully 
understood. However, it is thought that the stiffness of the 
heart muscle in HFpEF may make it more difficult for the 
heart to pump blood and to cope with stress. This can lead 
to a build-up of fluid in the body and to other 
complications, such as heart failure. 
 
There is no cure for heart failure, but there are treatments 
that can help to improve symptoms and prolong life. 
Treatment for HFpEF typically includes medications, lifestyle 
changes, and monitoring by a doctor. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns about heart failure, 
please talk to your doctor. 

Chat GPT 
Grade A 
 
 
Bard 
Grade C 
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I have severe heart failure.  Are 
my outcomes better with an 
LVAD or transplant? 
(Question 30 in Table 1) 

[…] Left Ventricular Assist Device (LVAD): 
-LVAD as a bridge to transplant: […]  It helps improve 
symptoms and quality of life while awaiting a transplant. 
-Destination therapy […]  
Potential risks and complications: […] infection, bleeding, 
device malfunction, and long-term management challenges 
[…] 
 
Heart Transplant: 
-Restoration of normal heart function […] 
-Availability of donor organs: […]   
-Immunosuppression: […] carry their own set of risks and 
potential side effects. 
 
Comparing Outcomes: 
Comparing outcomes between LVAD and heart transplant can 
be challenging […]. Generally, heart transplantation offers the 
best long-term survival and quality of life for suitable 
candidates. LVADs can be a suitable option for individuals 
who are not eligible for transplantation or as a bridge to 
transplantation. 
[…] 

[…] LVADs are typically used as a bridge to 
transplantation[…]  
Heart transplants are a more invasive procedure than LVAD 
implantation[…]also need to take lifelong 
immunosuppressant medications to prevent their body 
from rejecting the donor heart.  
If you are eligible for a heart transplant, this may be the 
best option for you. However, if you are not eligible for a 
heart transplant, an LVAD may be a good option for you. 
 
Here is a table that summarizes the key differences[…] 
Feature:  LVAD / Heart Transplant 
Type of treatment: Mechanical pump/ Surgical 
procedure 
Waiting period: Shorter / Longer 
Cost: More affordable  / Less affordable 
Eligibility: More people eligible/  Fewer people 
eligible 
Risks: Bleeding, infection, stroke, heart failure / 
Bleeding, infection, rejection, death 
Benefits: Improves quality of life, can be a permanent 
treatment/Improves quality of life, can be a permanent 
treatment.                                                                                                                                           
Ultimately, the decision of whether to get an LVAD or a 
heart transplant is a personal one […] 
 

ChatGPT 
Grade A 
 
 
Bard 
Grade C – some 
incorrect 
information 
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Figure 1. Comparison of grading from HF experts for ChatGPT and Bard. Stacked bar chart 
showing the relative frequency of responses in each grade category from the heart failure 
cardiologists who evaluated output of responses from the ChatGPT and Bard language 
model chat interfaces. The total number of questions graded was 30 for each model. 
ChatGPT had a numerically higher proportion of responses considered adequate (A) or 
nearly adequate (B+) than Bard (90% vs 77%), but the study was underpowered to detect a 
statistically significant difference (Wilcoxon signed rank p=0.056).  
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