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INTRODUCTION

evidence-based clinical decision-making.

= Abstracts serve as a key entry point for readers to
assess the relevance and quality of a study.

= High-quality abstracts are critical, as many readers

make decisions based solely on abstracts without
accessing full articles.

= The PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist provides
a structured framework to ensure transparent and
complete reporting.’

= With the increasing use of Al tools like ChatGPT in
scientific writing, it is essential to assess if Al-
generated abstracts meet established reporting
standards.

OBJECTIVE

= To evaluate the quality of abstracts generated by
ChatGPT versus original abstracts, using the
PRISMA 2020 checklist as a benchmark.
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METHODS

= Systematic reviews and meta-analyses are vital for

EEE]

@,

i

PubMed Search Data Extraction Quality Assessment
Keyword: 'meta-analysis’ Introduction, Methods, 12-item PRISMA 2020
Filters: Humans, Results, Limitations, Checklist
Meta-analysis, Conclusion, Funding Max Score = 16
Year 2022

RESULTS

* The mean PRISMA checklist score was
significantly higher for ChatGPT abstracts
(12.82) compared to original abstracts (11.74).

* The scores ranged from 7 to 14 for ChatGPT
abstracts and 9 to 15 for original abstracts.

Mean for ChatGPT vs. Original abstracts
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= At least one element of the “included studies” and “synthesis of results” was reported in all abstracts of both
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LIMITATIONS

= The evaluation focused solely on the presence of
50 PRISMA checklist items without assessing the

50 factual accuracy or scientific validity of the

47 ChatGPT-generated abstracts.

20 * Inclusion of PRISMA elements alone may not
49 equate to the overall quality or reliability of
information.

= Abstract selection was consecutive and not
randomized, which may introduce selection bias.

= The sample size of 50 abstracts per group was
relatively small, limiting the generalizability of the
findings.
131541 = The study used only one version of ChatGPT (3.5),
and results may differ with newer models.

CONCLUSION

= ChatGPT-generated abstracts demonstrated higher
compliance with the PRISMA 2020 checklist
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= “Risk of bias” was reported by 32% (ChatGPT) vs. 30% (original) of abstracts and “limitations” by 90%

(ChatGPT) vs. 56% (original) of abstracts.
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