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Dear Editor, we would like to discuss on “Comparing
ChatGPT and Bing, in response to the Home Blood Pres-
sure Monitoring (HBPM) knowledge checklist [1]”. An
important worldwide health concern is high blood pressure,
and as AI technologies like ChatGPT and Bing gain trac-
tion, patients are using these platforms more and more to get
information on controlling their condition. The purpose of
this study was to assess the precision, thoroughness, and
repeatability of answers to a blood pressure control ques-
tionnaire that were given by Bing and ChatGPT. Cardiol-
ogists evaluated the responses on their own, and ChatGPT
received higher marks than Bing for accuracy and
thoroughness.

The study’s conclusions imply that ChatGPT can be a
trustworthy informational resource for people looking for
advice on controlling their blood pressure. Though Bing
provides useful information as well, there are several
restrictions that should be taken into account when evalu-
ating its results. Patients should be cautious when relying on
artificial intelligence for medical advice and should be
aware of the tools’ limitations as their use in the field of
healthcare grows. Subsequent investigations may con-
centrate on assessing the precision and dependability of
various AI instruments in furnishing details regarding
hypertension and additional medical ailments. Furthermore,

in order to guarantee that patients have accurate and thor-
ough information to support their health management
decisions, efforts could be undertaken to enhance the
comprehensiveness and utility of the responses offered by
these platforms.

Finally, as human user input is the foundation of any
ChatGPT output, human user conduct code is required [2].
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