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Abstract 

Introduction: Over the past two years, the use of Large Language Models (LLMs) in clinical 
medicine has expanded significantly, particularly in cardiology, where they are applied to ECG 
interpretation, data analysis, and risk prediction. This study evaluates the performance of five 
advanced LLMs—Google Bard, GPT-3.5 Turbo, GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, and GPT-o1-mini—in 
responding to cardiology-specific questions of varying complexity. 

Methods: A comparative analysis was conducted using four test sets of increasing difficulty, 
encompassing a range of cardiovascular topics, from prevention strategies to acute management 
and diverse pathologies. The models’ responses were assessed for accuracy, understanding of 
medical terminology, clinical relevance, and adherence to guidelines by a panel of experienced 
cardiologists. 

Results: All models demonstrated a foundational understanding of medical terminology but 
varied in clinical application and accuracy. GPT-4.0 exhibited superior performance, with 
accuracy rates of 92% (Set A), 88% (Set B), 80% (Set C), and 84% (Set D). GPT-4o and GPT-
o1-mini closely followed, surpassing GPT-3.5 Turbo, which scored 83%, 64%, 67%, and 57%, 
and Google Bard, which achieved 79%, 60%, 50%, and 55%, respectively. Statistical analyses 
confirmed significant differences in performance across the models, particularly in the more 
complex test sets. While all models demonstrated potential for clinical application, their inability 
to reference ongoing clinical trials and some inconsistencies in guideline adherence highlight 
areas for improvement. 

Conclusion: LLMs demonstrate considerable potential in interpreting and applying clinical 
guidelines to vignette-based cardiology queries, with GPT-4.0 leading in accuracy and guideline 
alignment. These tools offer promising avenues for augmenting clinical decision-making but 
should be used as complementary aids under professional supervision.  
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Introduction  

Over the last several years, we have witnessed a surge in the utilization of large language models 
(LLMs) for diverse applications, ranging from basic engineering problems to complex issues in 
medical research and its applications. LLMs are artificial neural networks typically built with 
transformer-based architecture that autonomously learn from data and can produce sophisticated 
and seemingly intelligent writing after being trained on a massive dataset (1). These models 
exemplify the adaptability of LLMs, requiring minimal reconfiguration to excel across numerous 
domains and tasks (2). Natural language processing powered by pre-trained language models is 
the key technology behind medical artificial intelligence (AI) systems that utilize clinical 
narratives (3). 

There are numerous potential applications of LLMs in medicine, including support in clinical 
decision-making, knowledge retrieval, summarizing key diagnostic findings, triaging patients' 
primary care concerns, enhancing patient health literacy, and more (2). They have great potential 
to modernize academic research by accelerating data analysis, literature reviews, and referencing 
(4-6). LLMs can assist with repetitive hospital tasks, such as writing discharge letters and 
analyzing large datasets to identify patterns, risk factors, and outcome predictions (3,7-9). In 
pursuit of deploying these advanced models into real-world clinical settings, we developed a 
prototype mobile application, ‘Dubravka,’ that integrates user-specific medical data and 
interfaces with a Large Language Model. This application is intended to serve as a stepping stone 
towards personalized, guideline-oriented patient care within the cardiology domain (10-18). 

A notable achievement of GPT has been its performance on the United States Medical Licensing 
Examination (USMLE), where it attained scores at or near the passing threshold for all three 
components of the exam (19). This study assessed GPT's clinical reasoning capabilities through 
its responses to the standardized questions of the USMLE, which emulate aspects of clinical 
decision-making. In subsequent research (20), GPT was evaluated using the American Heart 
Association (AHA) Basic Life Support (BLS) and Advanced Cardiovascular Life Support 
(ACLS) examinations. Although it initially fell short of the passing threshold, GPT's responses 
were more pertinent and aligned with established guidelines compared to other AI systems, also 
offering reasoned explanations for its answers. Another study explored GPT's proficiency in 
responding to queries from the Ophthalmic Knowledge Assessment Program (OKAP) exam (21). 
The model demonstrated significant accuracy in two parallel exams, although its performance 
varied across different ophthalmic subspecialties. It excelled in general ophthalmology while 
showing modest results in specialized areas such as neuro-ophthalmology and intraocular 
tumors. These findings, coupled with the heterogeneous results across various topics within the 
same specialty, have partly motivated the current study. 

AI has been used in cardiology for some time, with computers interpreting electrocardiograms 
(ECGs) daily (22-24). A 2019 study showed that machine learning (ML) algorithms exceeded 
the diagnostic accuracy of a team of practicing cardiologists in classifying 12 heart rhythm types 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted December 7, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.08.23293689doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.08.23293689
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 

 3 

 

from single-lead ECGs, and ML can even be used to predict pathologies from ECG recordings 
(25, 26). However, the use of LLMs for ECG interpretation remains scarce. A study from early 
2023 (27) evaluated the appropriateness of ChatGPT's responses to questions regarding the 
prevention of cardiovascular diseases. The questions were crafted to mirror typical inquiries 
likely to be raised by individuals without a healthcare background. The majority (84%) of 
answers provided by ChatGPT were graded as appropriate. The study suggests the potential for 
LLMs to enhance education, improve patient health literacy, and provide counseling on the 
basics of cardiovascular prevention. Another recent study highlighted ChatGPT’s potential as an 
assisted decision support tool for straightforward clinical questions, though it was less effective 
for questions where general practitioners needed the help of cardiologists in decision-making 
(27,28). 

Finally, let us mention a recent study (29) in which the performance of GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 was 
evaluated on the Polish Medical Final Examination (MFE) in both English and Polish. GPT-4 
outperformed GPT-3.5, achieving mean accuracies of 79.7% in both languages and passing all 
versions of the MFE. In contrast, GPT-3.5 showed lower accuracies and was less consistent in 
passing the exams. Despite GPT-4's superior performance, its scores were mostly lower than the 
average scores of medical students. A significant correlation was observed between the 
correctness of the answers and the index of difficulty for both models. 

The primary aim of this study was to evaluate the clinical utility of five State-of-the-Art Large 
Language Models (LLMs)—Google Bard, GPT-3.5 Turbo, GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, and GPT-o1-
mini—by comparing their performance on a series of cardiology-focused clinical vignettes. 
These vignettes were designed to represent a spectrum of scenarios, from basic cardiovascular 
care to clinical decision-making. Our objective was to assess each model's accuracy, 
understanding of medical terminology, ability to provide clinically relevant and contextually 
appropriate responses, and adherence to guidelines. The overarching goal was to provide insights 
into the readiness of LLMs for application in real-world medical practice. To the best of our 
knowledge, the applications of LLMs in this context - spanning both vertical (across various 
levels of difficulty) and horizontal (comparing different LLMs on identical question sets) 
dimensions - have not been previously explored. 

 

Methods  

In this cross-sectional study, we aimed to conduct a comparative analysis of five state-of-the-art 
LLMs: Google Bard (based on PaLM 2), GPT-3.5 Turbo, GPT-4.0 (model 0613), GPT-4o-mini 
(model gpt-4o-mini-2024-07-18), and GPT-4o (model gpt-4o-2024-08-06), all available as text-
based chat interfaces provided by OpenAI and Google. These models were assessed based on 
four sets of vignette-based clinical scenarios, differentiated by their levels of complexity, and 
denoted as test sets A, B, C, and D, respectively. A significant portion of the questions featured 
five potential responses, among which only one was correct. However, a minor fraction of the 
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queries deviated from this format, presenting three, four, six, or seven potential answers, yet still 
with only one correct answer. 

The test set A is composed of 24 queries from the ANA exam (American Nurses Association), 
encompassing various clinical situations pertinent to fundamental cardiovascular patient care. 
Test set B includes 25 queries from the ACO exam (American College of Osteopathic Internists), 
encompassing an assortment of clinical circumstances and management strategies in cardiology 
centering around emergency states and coronary artery disease, along with scoring systems such 
as the Syntax Score. The test set C is a custom dataset formulated by the study authors, 
containing 60 questions that mirror the format and objectives of the USMLE Step 2 and 3 exams. 
Specifically, the set includes questions on general cardiology (18 questions), ischemic heart 
disease (12 questions), heart failure (9 questions), arrhythmia (12 questions), and a combination 
of questions dealing with valvular, endocardial, myocardial, and pericardial diseases (9 
questions). Lastly, test set D incorporates 90 vignettes, including 15 questions from reference 
(30) and others created to follow the structure and outcomes of references (30, 31) while being 
aligned with current AHA guidelines. The questions featured different background scenarios, 
altered demographics, and reported anamnestic data, maintaining the core concepts of the board-
type questions. Questions in both Test set C and Test set D were reviewed and cross-validated by 
a panel of four senior cardiologists to ensure clinical accuracy, relevance, and appropriate 
complexity. 

Test sets B, C, and D feature various patient demographics. Questions exclusively pertaining to 
image data were excluded, and ECG or cardiac imaging graphical data supporting the vignette 
were incorporated into the questions textually, describing these findings following a standard 
format and terminology. Details of each question set, and the corresponding results are provided 
in Table 1. 

We utilized the text-based chat interfaces provided by OpenAI and Google for our inquiries and 
data collection. For the mobile application ‘Dubravka,’ which was developed as part of this 
research at Dubrava University Hospital, we employed the OpenAI GPT-3.5 Turbo API to 
generate patient-tailored cardiovascular prevention advice. The application, programmed in 
Flutter, stores basic patient information locally and provides them as hidden parameters to the 
LLM prompt, enabling personalization of outputs. The analysis was performed with the default 
temperature parameters set to 1 (on a scale with a minimum of 0 and a maximum of 2 in the 
OpenAI web application Playground) and 0.7 for Google Bard. The top p parameter was always 
set to 1 (default), as altering both parameters is not recommended1. The temperature parameter 
influences the randomness of the generated text (29). When set to a higher value, LLMs produce 
more diverse outputs by assigning equal probabilities to a broader range of words or tokens, 
leading to less predictable and more exploratory outputs. Conversely, a lower temperature setting 
makes the model more deterministic, favoring higher probability tokens and yielding more 
                                                           
1 Parameter settings and recommendations could be found on: https://platform.openai.com/docs/api-
reference/chat/create 
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coherent, conservative outputs. Variations in the temperature parameter suggest that, within this 
range (min-to-max), the value primarily affects the overall diversity of the response output rather 
than the representation of medical knowledge encoded in the model (29). Prompts sent through 
the models consisted of the exact questions from the test sets, without additional comments or 
context. Each model's final response was obtained and saved. Final answers from highlighted 
prompts were stored in Appendix 1. 

The accuracy of all five models—GPT-4.0, GPT-3.5 Turbo, Google Bard, GPT-4o, and GPT-o1-
mini—was calculated for each test by dividing the number of correct answers by the total 
number of questions in the respective test set. Performance differences among the models were 
analyzed using a Friedman test, a non-parametric alternative to repeated measures ANOVA, to 
account for the ranking nature of the data. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons were performed with 
Bonferroni correction to identify statistically significant differences between the models when 
the omnibus test indicated significance. The significance level for all tests was set at 0.05. 
Mobile application 'Dubravka' was programmed in Flutter, an open-source user interface 
software development kit. Additionally, Python 3, a high-level, general-purpose programming 
language, was employed for performing calculations and statistical inference through the 
computing platform Jupyter Notebook 6.4.122. 

The outputs generated from the LLMs were evaluated based on correct and incorrect responses. 
Incomplete answers or rare instances where the model yielded two answers as correct were 
treated as incorrect. The previously mentioned panel of four senior cardiologists (three 
interventional cardiologists and one imaging subspecialist) with over ten years of professional 
experience in the field, evaluated the answers, i.e., the full explanations given by the LLMs, 
following these criteria: accuracy, understanding of medical terminology, and clinical relevance. 
They also considered the depth of the perceived understanding and explanation provided by the 
LLMs for each response. These were not scored numerically. The panel discussed their 
observations in detail.  

The primary goal of this study was to appraise the clinical relevance of the responses generated 
by the LLMs in response to inquiries seeking medical advice across the clinical continuum, 
including cardiovascular prevention, general cardiology, heart failure, arrhythmia, acute 
cardiovascular care management, and finally valvular, myocardial, endocardial and pericardial 
pathologies with a strong emphasis towards decision-making.  

 

Results  

Our findings demonstrate that GPT-4.0 consistently delivered superior performance across all 
four sets of questions, achieving the highest scores in integrating clinical scenarios, adhering to 
current cardiology guidelines, and computing and interpreting various scores and indices. The 

                                                           
2 https://jupyter.org/ 
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GPT-4o and GPT-o1-mini models also performed well, following GPT-4.0 by a narrow margin, 
particularly excelling in USMLE-like Step 2/3 questions and ABIM board reviews. These 
models demonstrated strong reasoning abilities and reliable adherence to clinical guidelines, 
making them effective tools for complex medical queries. GPT-3.5 Turbo, while performing 
reasonably well, lagged behind the GPT-4 family of models, often resorting to speculative or less 
evidence-based answers, particularly in more difficult scenarios. On the other hand, Google Bard 
underperformed significantly across all test levels, frequently failing to provide direct answers or 
offering overly simplistic explanations that lacked depth and precision. 

Despite their varying levels of accuracy, all models demonstrated an ability to provide responses 
that were perceived as correct and supplemented by explanatory commentary, often discounting 
alternative answers. Detailed performance data for each model across the different sets of 
questions are presented in Figure 1 and Table 1. 

HERE FIGURE 1.  

Table 1: Comparative performance of Google Bard, GPT 3.5 Turbo, and GPT 4.0, GPT o1-mini 
and GPT-4o on four sets of questions with varied complexity in cardiology. 

Test  Level of difficulty  Google 
Bard  

GPT-3.5 
Turbo 

GPT-4.0  GPT-o1-
mini 

GPT-4o 

A – ANA  Basic (Cardiac nurse)  19/24  20/24  22/24  21/24 21/24 

B - ACO  Mixed  15/25  16/25  22/25  18/25 19/25 

C - Custom  USMLE-like Step 2/3 
Question 

30/60 40/60 48/60  47/60 46/60 

D - Difficult ABIM board reviews  50/90  51/90  76/90  50/90 71/90 

Note: Each entry denotes the number of correctly answered questions out of the total questions in 
each respective set. ANA - American Nurses Association; ACO - American College of 
Osteopathic Internists, USMLE - United States Medical Licensing Examination, ABIM - 
American Board of Internal Medicine cardiology board. 

Accuracy.  The performance statistics for each model are as follows: Test Set A (Basic Level): 
GPT-4.0 achieved a 92% success rate, with GPT-4o and GPT-o1-mini scoring 88% each. GPT-
3.5 Turbo followed with 83%, while Google Bard scored 79%. Test Set B (Mixed Level): GPT-
4.0 had an 88% success rate, higher than the 76% and 72% rates of GPT-4o and GPT-o1-mini, 
respectively. GPT-3.5 Turbo and Google Bard scored 64% and 60%, respectively. Test Set C 
(USMLE-like): GPT-4.0 achieved an 80% success rate, compared to 78% and 77% for GPT-4o 
and GPT-o1-mini. GPT-3.5 Turbo scored 67%, and Google Bard with 50%. Test Set D (Difficult 
Level): GPT-4.0 outperformed others with an 84% success rate, followed by GPT-4o at 79% and 
GPT-o1-mini at 76%. GPT-3.5 Turbo and Google Bard scored 57% and 55%, respectively. 
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Understanding of Medical Terminology.  Terms related to cardiology, including those 
pertaining to human anatomy, medical diagnoses, generic drug names, diagnostic tests, and 
laboratory parameters, were correctly identified by all models. GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, and GPT-o1-
mini were the most accurate and proficient, consistently employing medical terminologies 
appropriately and aligning their answers with current clinical guidelines. GPT-3.5 Turbo 
demonstrated a solid understanding of the terminology and provided detailed explanations of 
each treatment option. However, its application of these terms within the framework of current 
clinical guidelines was occasionally flawed. Google Bard, by contrast, showed significant gaps 
in understanding medical terms, leading to multiple inaccurate statements and recommendations, 
as evidenced in Table 2 and Table 4. 

Clinical Relevance and Contextual Understanding. GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, and GPT-o1-mini 
demonstrated a strong understanding of clinical context and consistently adhered to established 
guidelines, including the 2018 AHA/ACC Guideline on the Management of Blood Cholesterol. 
These models occasionally referenced other notable guidelines, such as the ACC/AHA/HFSA 
guidelines for heart failure management and ESC guidelines for cardiac resynchronization 
therapy, aligning their responses with evidence-based practices. However, none of the models 
cited specific expert papers or primary literature directly. GPT-3.5 Turbo, while generally 
detailed in its explanations, occasionally deviated from guideline recommendations, leading to 
less accurate clinical advice. Google Bard showed significant gaps in guideline adherence, 
providing inconsistent recommendations that often conflicted with established clinical standards 
(see Table 3, Table 5, and Table 6). 

Statistical Analysis. A Friedman test was conducted to assess performance differences among 
five models—GPT-4.0, GPT-3.5 Turbo, Google Bard, GPT-4o, and GPT-o1-mini—across four 
test sets. For Test set A, the analysis did not reveal any statistically significant differences across 
the models (p = 0.112). Similarly, for Test set B, no significant differences were observed (p = 
0.068). However, significant differences were found for Test set C (p = 0.004) and Test set D (p 
< 0.001), indicating variation in performance across models on more complex test sets. 

Post-hoc pairwise comparisons provided additional insights. For Test set A, no significant 
differences were identified between any of the models after Bonferroni correction. On Test set B, 
while differences were not statistically significant, GPT-4.0 displayed a trend of higher 
performance compared to Google Bard and GPT-3.5 Turbo. On Test set C, GPT-4.0 significantly 
outperformed Google Bard (adjusted p = 0.002), but the difference between GPT-4.0 and GPT-
3.5 Turbo was not statistically significant (adjusted p = 0.062). Additionally, GPT-4.0 showed no 
significant performance difference compared to GPT-4o or GPT-o1-mini for this test set. For 
Test set D, GPT-4.0 demonstrated statistically significant superiority over both Google Bard and 
GPT-3.5 Turbo (adjusted p < 0.001 for both). GPT-4.0 also significantly outperformed GPT-4o 
(adjusted p = 0.038), although no significant difference was detected between GPT-4.0 and GPT-
o1-mini (adjusted p = 0.177). 
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Discussion 

In the following sections, we will highlight five vignettes that demonstrate specific 
characteristics of each LLM. We refer the reader to Appendix 1 for further selected vignettes and 
their interpretations. Notably, GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, GPT-o1-mini, GPT-3.5 Turbo, and Google 
Bard yield outputs that manifest a high level of comprehensibility, demonstrating the potential 
utility of these models in relaying medical information to diverse audiences.  

Model Performance and Proficiency in Medical Terminology.  

The models’ responses were coherent, structured, and detailed, effectively translating complex 
medical jargon into accessible language. GPT-4.0 consistently outperformed other models across 
all test sets, demonstrating a superior ability to integrate clinical information and adhere to 
current medical guidelines. However, the relatively smaller number of questions in test sets A 
and B may have reduced the statistical power, leading to a lack of significant differences for 
those sets despite observable performance trends. Critically, each model showed the capacity to 
identify and process important clinical details from the input, apply medical knowledge, and 
generate contextually appropriate responses. 

All models included explanations for their selected answers, rationalizing why certain options 
were correct and others were not. For instance, as shown in Table 2, GPT-4.0 and GPT-3.5 
Turbo displayed a strong grasp of cardiological terminology, accurately interpreting ECG and 
echocardiographic findings, and recommending appropriate procedures. Conversely, while 
Google Bard failed to recognize key details such as the wide QRS complex and the role of 
cardiac resynchronization therapy. GPT-4o and GPT-o1-mini also showed strong performance in 
clinical reasoning, often closely aligning with GPT-4.0, though subtle differences were evident 
in certain nuanced scenarios. In more challenging scenarios (Appendix 1, Set D, Question 3), 
GPT-4.0’s alignment with guideline-based care outshone the less consistent recommendations of 
Google Bard, reinforcing that complexity levels reveal pronounced model disparities. 

HERE TABLE 2. 

Variability in Clinical Relevance and Contextual Understanding.  

The study’s examination of clinical relevance and contextual understanding in the responses of 
GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, GPT-o1-mini, GPT-3.5 Turbo, and Google Bard revealed distinct variations 
in their ability to apply medical guidelines accurately. For instance, in the vignette addressing 
lipid management (Table 3), GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, and GPT-o1-mini consistently recommended 
adding ezetimibe to high-intensity statin therapy based on the patient’s slightly elevated LDL-C 
level. These models demonstrated proficiency in synthesizing the patient’s clinical data and 
aligning their recommendations with current medical guidelines. GPT-o1-mini, while closely 
matching the performance of GPT-4.0, occasionally provided slightly less detailed explanations 
but maintained adherence to clinical standards. 
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GPT-3.5 Turbo displayed a solid conceptual understanding, referencing the patient’s history, 
current statin therapy, and lipid profile in its explanation. However, it failed to align its final 
recommendation with current medical guidelines, reflecting a gap in contextual application 
despite clear reasoning. Conversely, Google Bard exhibited only partial contextual 
understanding. In the lipid management vignette, it correctly identified the patient’s acute 
myocardial infarction and noted that their LDL-C was above target, but it incorrectly categorized 
atorvastatin as a moderate-intensity statin and recommended switching to evolocumab. This 
suggestion is inconsistent with guideline-directed management and highlights limitations in its 
application of evidence-based practices. 

In the vignette presented in Table 4, which involved recommending the necessity for urgent 
hospital admission based on clinical findings, GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, and GPT-o1-mini provided 
accurate and contextually relevant responses. In contrast, Google Bard not only offered an 
incorrect answer but also provided contradictory arguments that lacked clarity, further 
underscoring deficiencies in its contextual understanding of clinical scenarios. Furthermore, for 
cocaine-induced chest pain (Appendix 1, Table 5), GPT-4.0 and GPT-o variants selected 
benzodiazepines as the appropriate initial step, reflecting a prudent adherence to first-line 
treatments, unlike models that prematurely escalated care. 

HERE TABLE 3. 

HERE TABLE 4. 

Finally, all models occasionally demonstrated a tendency toward overtreatment, at times 
bypassing steps in guideline-oriented procedures. This inclination often involved proposing more 
advanced diagnostic or therapeutic approaches that were unnecessary or anticipatory. As shown 
in Table 5, GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, and GPT-o1-mini avoided this pitfall by correctly recommending 
intravenous benzodiazepines as the first-line treatment for cocaine-induced chest pain. This 
approach aligns with clinical guidelines that emphasize the role of benzodiazepines in reducing 
sympathetic stimulation, which is the underlying mechanism in such cases. In contrast, GPT-3.5 
Turbo and Google Bard opted for immediate treatment with phentolamine, which, while 
effective for addressing hypertensive emergencies in cocaine toxicity, is not the first-line 
recommendation for chest pain management in this context. 

HERE TABLE 5. 

Reliability and Response Consistency Across Models.  Among the five models analyzed, 
GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, and GPT-o1-mini demonstrated the highest levels of reliability, consistently 
applying clinical guidelines and generating responses aligned with evidence-based practices. 
GPT-3.5 Turbo and Google Bard, on the other hand, exhibited notable fluctuations in their 
answers when presented with the same query at different times. Notably, when GPT-3.5 Turbo 
and Google Bard produced an incorrect response initially, their revised answers upon subsequent 
queries often remained incorrect. Additionally, GPT-3.5 Turbo displayed a unique tendency to 
endorse one response initially and shift to an alternate response by the conclusion of its output, 
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creating confusion about its position. Google Bard also exhibited instances of internal 
contradiction, where it simultaneously justified and dismissed certain options within the same 
response (as observed in Table 4). Conversely, the GPT-4o series models showed a marked 
improvement in consistency, with minimal fluctuations or contradictions in their reasoning, 
further highlighting their reliability compared to GPT-3.5 Turbo and Google Bard. 

Validation with Clinical Trials and Guidelines. During our evaluation, GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, and 
GPT-o1-mini consistently applied established guidelines—such as AHA/ACC recommendations 
for lipid management (e.g., adding ezetimibe for elevated LDL-C in Table 3) and expert 
consensus on arrhythmia care (e.g., beta-blockers for long QT in Table 6)—with a high degree of 
accuracy. However, it should be noted that the responses from GPT-4.0 and related models are 
predicated on medical literature and guidelines available until their respective knowledge cutoffs 
in 2023, potentially limiting their applicability to very recent advances. Google Bard (e.g. Table 
6), while occasionally referencing an Expert Consensus Statement, applied these guidelines less 
consistently. In contrast, GPT-3.5 Turbo deviated from the guidelines by recommending an 
implantable cardioverter-defibrillator (ICD) without considering beta-blockers as the first-line 
treatment, showcasing a gap in guideline alignment.  

Lastly, none of the models demonstrated the ability to incorporate or reference ongoing clinical 
trials within their responses. This limitation highlights an opportunity for future models to 
integrate real-time clinical trial data for enhanced decision-making and relevance. 

HERE TABLE 6. 

Speed and Efficiency. Assessing the speed and efficiency of the models is inherently 
challenging due to variability in execution time influenced by user load and server conditions. 
GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, GPT-o1-mini, and GPT-3.5 Turbo exhibited steady response generation, with 
incremental streaming of outputs, which helped reduce perceived waiting time and allowed for 
real-time assessment of answers. In contrast, Google Bard holds back its outputs, delivering the 
complete text following a slight delay. 

Adaptability to Different Sub-Domains. The robust performance of GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, and 
GPT-o1-mini, alongside the solid contributions of GPT-3.5 Turbo and Google Bard in various 
cardiological scenarios, highlights their potential applicability to other medical specialties. These 
models demonstrate a capacity to synthesize and present complex medical information concisely 
and accurately, qualities that are invaluable across diverse medical sub-domains.LLMs can 
quickly analyze large sets of data, including electronic health records and genomic data (8). This 
allows them to identify patterns not apparent to humans, recognize potential risk factors, and 
even provide outcome predictions (9). However, one must also consider the breadth and depth of 
the model's training data. As their capabilities are inherently shaped by the corpus they were 
trained on, their efficacy across different medical domains may vary based on the representation 
of those domains in the original dataset. In a hospital environment, they have the potential to 
serve as a medium for repetitive tasks, such as assisting with writing discharge letters by 
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summarizing a patient’s hospital stay after reading their medical records or providing further 
recommendations (3,7). A study from 2020 demonstrated that ML, integrating clinical 
parameters with coronary artery calcium and automated epicardial adipose tissue quantification, 
significantly improved the prediction of myocardial infarction and cardiac death compared with 
standard clinical risk assessment (23).  Therefore, while we may anticipate a degree of 
adaptability, evaluating their performance individually within each target sub-domain is 
advisable to ensure precision and validity (32-35). 

On the other hand, although these models demonstrate proficiency in generating linguistically 
precise content, they do not have the capability to comprehend or internalize knowledge of the 
world in a manner akin to human cognition. Clinical decision-making requires the synthesis of 
evidence-based medicine, guidelines, and sound clinical judgment (10). Intuition, based on 
knowledge and care experience, also plays a crucial role (11,12). The rapid evolution of LLMs 
and the burgeoning variety of available models warrant systematic comparative analyses or 
benchmarking (13-16). Consensus indicates that LLMs possess the capability to aid in clinical 
case resolution; however, their application necessitates caution due to inherent imprecision and a 
propensity for disseminating misinformation (17,18). Overseeing the impending incorporation of 
this AI into daily medical practice is essential to ensure the effective management of knowledge 
sources and their application. 

HERE FIGURE 2. 

Potential for Personalization. Personalization is a crucial attribute for LLMs, focusing on 
integrating and interpreting user-specific information into their responses (34,35). In this study, 
we provide ‘Dubravka’, a custom-made mobile application, that interfaces with the GPT-3.5 
Turbo API (Application Programming Interface). This application's primary function is to 
incorporate user-specific medical data to tailor the LLM's responses to individual health profiles. 
To achieve this, users are prompted to input basic medical information during their initial 
interaction with the application. This data is then stored locally on the phone and included as a 
hidden parameter in the conversation, instructing the LLM to moderate its responses specifically 
to each patient's medical history, drug therapy, and lifestyle elements. This setup allows the LLM 
to process individual health data and generate advice based on the user's prompt and the provided 
medical information, with a primary emphasis on diet, cardiovascular prevention, and lifestyle 
recommendations. We release this simple prototype in the hope that it will serve as a potential 
use case for the development of more sophisticated professional-level applications. Additionally, 
the complete source code is publicly available for those interested in further development or 
utilization of this framework. Notably, the open-source architecture allows users to modify the 
application to interface with more advanced models, such as GPT-4, enabling customization 
based on individual preferences and budgetary constraints. In Figure 2, we present the user 
interface of 'Dubravka' as it appears to a patient with recent deep vein thrombosis, along with her 
question about the consistent use of compressive stockings. In Appendix 2, we highlight 10 
typical patient profiles and their inquiries about their medical conditions. The answers were 
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obtained with the temperature parameter set to zero. Those synthetic patients have been proposed 
by the authors of this research, reflecting the typical patients from our practice in a high-volume 
tertiary center. Exploring the Dubravka prototype demonstrates that LLMs have the potential to 
be integrated into patient-facing tools, streamlining patient education, medical history 
summaries, and prevention guidance. Although currently focused on lifestyle and prevention, 
this approach highlights LLMs’ adaptability for personalized clinical support. 

 

Limitations 

This study, while comprehensive in its assessment of three distinct LLMs, through both 
horizontal and vertical evaluations, carries several limitations. Firstly, its cross-sectional 
(observational) design, employing a fixed set of questions with predetermined correct answers, 
may not fully capture the dynamic and multifaceted nature of clinical decision-making in real-
world cardiology. Moreover, while the questions contained information derived from 
investigative methods such as ECGs and sonography, LLMs were not asked to interpret images 
directly. Secondly, it is worth noting that the power of a statistical test, its capacity to detect a 
genuine effect when it exists, can be influenced by the sample size. This is particularly true for 
the initial two test sets, where the fewer number of questions might have reduced the sensitivity 
in detecting significant differences in model performance.  

Additionally, the lack of clear and concise guidelines for setting the 'temperature' of LLMs is a 
notable limitation. The study's methodology, which relied on the knowledge of a clinical 
cardiologist rather than an IT expert, reflects a real-world scenario where clinicians are typically 
not versed in adjusting the LLMs' parameter settings, potentially leading to variations in user 
experience. However, current evidence supports the notion that temperature variations reflect the 
diversity in phrasing of the answer, rather than the representation of medical knowledge encoded 
in the model (29). 

Another critical aspect concerns the financial accessibility of some LLMs. Our study relied on 
GPT-4, GPT-4o and GPT-o1-mini a paid models, suggesting that routine clinical use might be 
limited to medical staff who can afford it. This raises questions about equitable access to such 
advanced AI tools in diverse clinical settings. 

The findings of this study are also contingent on the models' knowledge as of their last training 
update (as of September 2021). Considering the rapid evolution in AI capabilities and medical 
knowledge, the relevance and accuracy of these findings are subject to change over time.  

Lastly, the study did not address the ethical implications and practical challenges of integrating 
AI in clinical settings, including concerns about patient privacy, data security, and the impact on 
the physician-patient relationship. While the models demonstrated adaptability, their 
performance in other medical fields may vary depending on the representation of those domains 
in their training datasets.  
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Conclusion 

This study benchmarks the performance of five large language models (LLMs)—GPT-4.0, GPT-
4o, GPT-o1-mini, GPT-3.5 Turbo, and Google Bard—on their ability to respond to diverse 
clinical scenarios in cardiology. The evaluation focused on understanding medical terminology, 
clinical relevance, contextual accuracy, and guideline adherence. 

Among these models, GPT-4.0 consistently demonstrated superior performance, showing high 
reliability, accuracy, and compliance with contemporary medical guidelines, making it the most 
suitable for real-world clinical applications. GPT-4o and GPT-o1-mini also performed well, 
closely following GPT-4.0, while GPT-3.5 Turbo displayed a solid grasp of medical concepts but 
occasionally diverged from guideline-based recommendations. Google Bard, despite some 
strengths, showed inconsistencies in contextual understanding and a tendency to deviate from 
established guidelines. 

This study underscores the importance of continual validation of these models across medical 
specialties, ensuring they remain updated with the latest clinical guidelines and evidence. 
Moreover, the incorporation of open-source frameworks offers a pathway for cost-effective 
solutions, enabling broader accessibility while allowing customization for specific clinical 
settings. 

As AI continues to transform healthcare, this research reinforces the critical role of LLMs as 
tools to augment, not replace, medical professionals. By approaching these technologies with 
critical engagement and a commitment to ongoing refinement, we can harness their potential to 
enhance patient care and support clinical decision-making. 
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Figure 1. Model Performance Across Different Test Sets. The provided bar graph visually 
compares the performance of three different Large Language Models: Google Bard, GPT-3.5 
Turbo, and GPT-4.0 across four distinct test sets, labeled A, B, C, and D. Each test set represents 
a different level of difficulty ranging from basic (Cardiac nurse, Test A) to difficult (Board 
reviews, Test D). The vertical axis of the graph denotes the accuracy percentage, quantifying the 
proportion of correctly answered questions. For each test set, the graph depicts three bars, each 
corresponding to one of the three LLMs.  
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ANA - American Nurses Association exam queries; ACO - American College of Osteopathic
Internists exam queries; Custom - custom dataset queries formulated by the study authors, that
mirror the format and objectives of the United States Medical Licensing Examination (USMLE)
Step 2 and 3 exams; Difficult - incorporates 90 board-like queries created to follow the structure
and outcomes of established American Board of Internal Medicine (ABIM) cardiology board
review reference books (30, 31) while being aligned with current AHA guidelines.  
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Figure 2. The interface of the 'Dubravka' mobile application. Images represent the user
interface of the 'Dubravka' mobile application, specifically designed within this research. This
digital health tool incorporates the GPT-3.5 Turbo Application Programming Interface (API),
thus enabling the LLM to interact with unique health data from individual users. Consequently,
the application has the potential to generate tailored advice, with an emphasis on areas such as
dietary habits, lifestyle modifications, and cardiovascular prevention strategies. In addition, the
application includes a feature that facilitates the summarization of a patient's medical history,
potentially aiding in the communication between patients and healthcare professionals. The
images in the first row depict the information that the patient enters, while the second row shows
communication with the LLM, and the essential medical history summarized by the LLM based
on the given data (first row). The images have been cropped to contain only the relevant
information. 
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Table 2. (Test set D, Question 3, Chapter 21 in (30)) This table presents a case of a 64-year-
old woman with idiopathic dilated cardiomyopathy, her clinical details, and a multiple-choice 
question on the most suitable treatment option. 

Question: A 64 year old woman with a history of idiopathic dilated cardiomyopathy presents for a 
second opinion. Current medications include carvedilol, ramipril, furosemide, magnesium, potassium 
and spironolactone which she has been taking for two years. ECG shows sinus rhythm with left bundle 
branch block. Physical examination reveals a non-elevated jugular venous pressure, a displaced apical 
impulse and a pansystolic murmur. Blood pressure is 100/78 mmHg, heart rate is 68 bpm. Height is 5 
feet, 6 inches. Weight is 130 lbs. Echocardiography reveals severe MR. LVEF is 30%. LV end-systolic 
dimension is 49 mm. The mitral annulus is dilated. Which of the following statements is most correct? 
A. Cardiac resynchronization is indicated 
B. The patient should receive mitral valve replacement 
C. The patient should receive annuloplasty repair 
D. Transcatheter mitral valve intervention should be performed 
GPT 4o:  Correct Answer: A. Cardiac resynchronization is indicated 
Reasoning: 
 • This patient has idiopathic dilated cardiomyopathy with: 
 • LVEF of 30% (HFrEF). 
 • Severe functional mitral regurgitation (MR) due to left ventricular (LV) dilation. 
 • Left bundle branch block (LBBB) on ECG. 
 • Symptomatic heart failure (NYHA class likely II-III based on medication and 
findings). 
 
Why Cardiac Resynchronization Therapy (CRT) is Indicated: 
 • CRT is strongly recommended in patients with HFrEF, LBBB, and QRS ≥150 ms to 
improve LV synchrony and reduce MR severity by addressing the underlying ventricular 
dyssynchrony (Class I recommendation, ACC/AHA/HFSA and ESC guidelines). 
 • CRT has been shown to improve symptoms, reduce MR, and enhance reverse 
remodeling in such patients. 
 
Why Other Options Are Incorrect: 
B. The patient should receive mitral valve replacement: 
 • Incorrect because: 
 • The MR is functional (secondary) to LV dilation and systolic dysfunction, not a 
primary valvular issue. 
 • Addressing the underlying LV dysfunction with CRT is the first-line approach, and 
valve replacement is not indicated unless severe MR persists after optimal medical/CRT therapy. 
 
C. The patient should receive annuloplasty repair: 
 • Incorrect because: 
 • Annuloplasty is a surgical intervention typically reserved for refractory functional MR 
after failing guideline-directed medical therapy and CRT. 
 • In this patient, addressing dyssynchrony with CRT is likely to reduce MR severity 
without the need for surgery. 
 
D. Transcatheter mitral valve intervention should be performed: 
 • Incorrect because: 
 • Transcatheter options (e.g., MitraClip) are primarily used in patients with prohibitive 
surgical risk and persistent severe MR despite optimized medical therapy and CRT. 
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 • This patient has no signs of prohibitive surgical risk and has not yet undergone CRT. 
 
Summary: The most appropriate first-line intervention is CRT to address dyssynchrony and potentially 
improve both LV function and secondary MR. Options B, C, and D are either invasive or unnecessary 
at this stage, given the lkelihood of improvement with CRT. 
GPT-o1-mini: The most correct answer is A. Cardiac resynchronization is indicated. 
 • A. Cardiac resynchronization is indicated: Correct. The patient has LBBB and HFrEF 
(LVEF <35%), both of which are indications for CRT. CRT improves symptoms, quality of life, and 
survival in patients with LBBB and reduced ejection fraction, and can reduce mitral regurgitation. 
 • B. The patient should receive mitral valve replacement: Incorrect. MVR is typically 
considered if medical therapy fails or in cases of severe symptomatic MR. This patient is stable with 
medical therapy, so MVR is not the first-line treatment. 
 • C. The patient should receive annuloplasty repair: Incorrect. Annuloplasty is 
considered for functional MR, but in patients with severe MR and a dilated mitral annulus, it may not 
be sufficient. The first-line treatment is usually CRT. 
 • D. Transcatheter mitral valve intervention should be performed: Incorrect. TMVr is an 
option for patients who are not surgical candidates. However, this patient is a candidate for CRT and 
possible surgical intervention, so TMVr is not the primary option. 
 
Conclusion: the most correct answer is A. Cardiac resynchronization is indicated. The patient has 
LBBB with severe heart failure and a low ejection fraction (<35%), which meets the indications for 
CRT according to current guidelines (e.g., AHA/ACC/HRS). 
B (mitral valve replacement) and C (annuloplasty repair) are possible future options, but not 
necessarily first-line treatments in the context of a dilated mitral annulus and low ejection fraction. D 
(transcatheter mitral valve intervention) would be considered only if surgical options are 
contraindicated or ineffective. 
GPT-4: A. Cardiac resynchronization is indicated 
  
Cardiac resynchronization therapy (CRT) is beneficial in patients with heart failure with reduced 
ejection fraction (HFrEF), especially those with left bundle branch block, as it improves cardiac 
efficiency and can relieve symptoms of heart failure. CRT is indicated in patients with LVEF ≤ 35%, 
symptomatic heart failure (NYHA class II, III, or ambulatory IV), sinus rhythm, and left bundle 
branch block with a QRS duration ≥130 ms, despite at least 3 months of guideline-directed medical 
therapy, like in this patient. 
  
The other options may not be the best choices based on the information given: 
B. Mitral valve replacement might be indicated if mitral valve repair is not possible or if the patient 
has severe symptomatic mitral regurgitation despite optimal medical therapy, but it's typically not the 
first choice due to associated surgical risks. 
C. Mitral valve annuloplasty repair might be indicated if there was severe mitral regurgitation 
primarily due to annular dilatation, but this needs further evaluation. 
D. Transcatheter mitral valve intervention might be considered in high surgical risk patients with 
severe symptomatic mitral regurgitation despite optimal medical therapy, but it's also typically not the 
first choice, especially in patients with dilated cardiomyopathy where CRT could be beneficial. 
  
GPT-3.5 Turbo: A. Cardiac resynchronization is indicated 
  
In this case, the patient has severe mitral regurgitation (MR) in the setting of idiopathic dilated 
cardiomyopathy. The presence of left bundle branch block and a low ejection fraction (LVEF) of 30% 
suggests a dyssynchronous ventricular contraction, which can be addressed with cardiac 
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resynchronization therapy (CRT). CRT involves the placement of a biventricular pacemaker to 
synchronize the contraction of the ventricles and improve overall cardiac function. 
Option B, mitral valve replacement, is not the first-line treatment for severe MR in the absence of 
other indications such as significant symptoms or structural valve damage. 
Option C, annuloplasty repair, may be considered as a surgical treatment option in some cases, but the 
most appropriate initial step in management is to address the underlying cardiac dysfunction and 
dyssynchrony with CRT. 
Option D, transcatheter mitral valve intervention, may be considered in select cases of severe MR, but 
the primary focus should be on addressing the underlying cardiomyopathy and dyssynchrony with 
CRT. 
Therefore, the most correct statement in this case is that cardiac resynchronization therapy (CRT) is 
indicated. 
  
Google Bard: The answer is **(B). The patient should receive mitral valve replacement. ** 
  
The patient in this question has severe mitral regurgitation, which is a condition in which blood flows 
backward from the left ventricle into the left atrium during systole. This can cause the left ventricle to 
enlarge and eventually fail. 
The patient's echocardiogram also reveals a LVEF of 30%, which is considered to be severely reduced. 
This means that the left ventricle is not pumping blood as effectively as it should be. 
The presence of severe mitral regurgitation and severely reduced LVEF is an indication for mitral 
valve replacement. Mitral valve replacement is a surgical procedure that involves replacing the 
diseased mitral valve with a mechanical or biological valve. This will improve the patient's symptoms 
and reduce their risk of complications, such as heart failure and stroke. 
The other answer choices are not as appropriate in this case. 
* **Cardiac resynchronization:** Cardiac resynchronization is a procedure that can be used to 
improve the coordination of the heart's electrical activity. It is not indicated for patients with severe 
mitral regurgitation. 
* **Annuloplasty repair:** Annuloplasty repair is a procedure that can be used to tighten the mitral 
annulus. It is not indicated for patients with severe mitral regurgitation. 
* **Transcatheter mitral valve intervention:** Transcatheter mitral valve intervention is a minimally 
invasive procedure that can be used to repair a leaking mitral valve. It is not indicated for patients with 
severe mitral regurgitation. 
Note: GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, GPT-o1-mini, and GPT-3.5 Turbo all agree on option A. They justify this choice based on 
the patient’s presentation of left bundle branch block (LBBB) and reduced ejection fraction (LVEF), indicating 
dyssynchronous ventricular contraction. Cardiac resynchronization therapy (CRT) is recommended in such cases as 
it can improve left ventricular synchrony, reduce mitral regurgitation (MR), and enhance overall cardiac function. 
On the other hand, Google Bard suggests option B, advocating for mitral valve replacement due to the severe MR 
and significantly reduced LVEF. However, this approach overlooks that the MR is secondary (functional) to left 
ventricular dilation and not a primary valvular issue. Current guidelines prioritize CRT for addressing the underlying 
dyssynchrony and improving symptoms before considering invasive surgical interventions.  
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Table 3. (Test set D, Question 4, Chapter 4 in (30)) The table presents the clinical scenario of 
a 50-year-old man experiencing chest pain, detailing his medical history, symptoms, 
treatment, and follow-up. It concludes with a multiple-choice question regarding optimal 
lipid management strategy. 

Question: A 50 year-old man presents to the emergency department with chest pain. While having an 
emotional argument with his wife, he suddenly developed left-sided substernal chest pain that radiated 
to his left jaw with associated diaphoresis and shortness of breath. He took 325 mg of aspirin at home 
and called emergency medical services. Upon arrival of emergency services, the patient’s pain 
improved with two tablets of sublingual nitroglycerin, but mild discomfort and dyspnea persisted. His 
past medical history is notable for hyperlipidemia, for which he takes atorvastatin 40 mg. Upon arrival 
to the emergency department, his temperature is 37.6 °C, heart rate 92 bpm, blood pressure 174/98 
mmHg (similar in both arms), respiratory rate 20/min, and oxygen saturation 98% on room air. He 
appears uncomfortable. Jugular venous pressure is estimated at 6 cm H2O. Lung fields are clear to 
auscultation bilaterally. Cardiac exam reveals regular rate and rhythm, normal S1 and S2, and no extra 
heart sounds. Extremities reveal good distal pulses and are warm without peripheral edema. The ECG 
is indicative of Wellens’ syndrome. He was promptly taken to the cardiac catheterization lab where he 
was found to have a 99% proximal LAD stenosis with TIMI-2 flow without other significant coronary 
artery disease. Prasugrel 60 mg was administered, and an everolimus-eluting stent was successfully 
placed. He was discharged on atorvastatin 80 mg, in addition to aspirin 81 mg, prasugrel 10 mg, 
metoprolol XL 50 mg, and lisinopril 10 mg. A repeat lipid panel in outpatient cardiology clinic 6 
weeks post-MI revealed and LDL-C of 80 mg/dL, High density lipoprotein cholesterol of 48 mg/dL, 
and Triglycerides of 189 mg/dL. 
Which of the following is the best regimen for lipid management? 
A. Continue atorvastatin 80 
B. Continue atorvastatin 80 and start ezetimibe 10 
C. Continue atorvastatin 80 and start fenofibrate 130 
D. Stop atorvastatin and start evolocumab 
GPT 4o: Correct Answer: B. Continue atorvastatin 80 and start ezetimibe 10 
 
Explanation: This patient has experienced an acute coronary syndrome (ACS) with proximal LAD 
stenosis, successfully treated with PCI and stent placement. Management of dyslipidemia post-ACS 
follows established guidelines, emphasizing intensive LDL-C lowering to reduce future cardiovascular 
risk. 
 
Option Analysis: 
A. Continue atorvastatin 80: 
 • Incorrect: Current LDL-C is 80 mg/dL, which does not meet the recommended target 
of <55 mg/dL for very high-risk patients (e.g., ACS, prior MI). 
 • Although atorvastatin 80 mg is part of high-intensity statin therapy, adding another 
agent (e.g., ezetimibe) is required to achieve further LDL-C lowering. 
 
B. Continue atorvastatin 80 and start ezetimibe 10: 
 • Correct: Per ACC/AHA and ESC guidelines: 
 • In very high-risk patients who do not achieve LDL-C <55 mg/dL with high-intensity 
statin alone, ezetimibe is the preferred second-line therapy. 
 • Ezetimibe inhibits intestinal cholesterol absorption, works synergistically with statins, 
and lowers LDL-C by an additional ~20%. 
 • This regimen is the first step before considering PCSK9 inhibitors like evolocumab if 
LDL-C remains above target. 
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C. Continue atorvastatin 80 and start fenofibrate 130: 
 • Incorrect: Fenofibrate targets hypertriglyceridemia and is not used to reduce LDL-C. 
While the patient’s triglycerides (189 mg/dL) are slightly elevated, they do not meet the threshold for 
fibrate initiation (>500 mg/dL, to reduce pancreatitis risk). 
 • Addressing LDL-C remains the priority in post-ACS management. 
 
D. Stop atorvastatin and start evolocumab: 
 • Incorrect: PCSK9 inhibitors (like evolocumab) are reserved for patients who fail to 
achieve LDL-C targets with maximal statin plus ezetimibe therapy or are intolerant to statins. 
 • Stopping atorvastatin would remove the cornerstone of therapy and is not indicated. 
 
Conclusion: The best approach is to continue atorvastatin 80 mg and add ezetimibe 10 mg, optimizing 
LDL-C reduction to achieve the target <55 mg/dL while maintaining established guideline-
recommended therapy. 
GPT-o1-mini:  The best option is B. Continue atorvastatin 80 and start ezetimibe 10. 
 • A. Continue atorvastatin 80: Partially correct. Atorvastatin 80 mg is appropriate for 
secondary prevention in a patient with acute coronary syndrome (ACS). However, the patient’s LDL-
C level of 80 mg/dL is not low enough to optimally reduce cardiovascular risk, especially given that 
current guidelines suggest an LDL target of <70 mg/dL after ACS. 
 • B. Continue atorvastatin 80 and start ezetimibe 10: Correct. This combination therapy 
is appropriate. Ezetimibe can further lower LDL-C by inhibiting cholesterol absorption in the intestine, 
providing additional benefit beyond statin therapy. This has been shown to reduce major adverse 
cardiovascular events (MACE) in patients after an ACS, especially in those who do not reach optimal 
LDL-C levels with statin therapy alone. 
 • C. Continue atorvastatin 80 and start fenofibrate 130: Incorrect. Fenofibrate is 
primarily used to lower triglycerides and increase HDL-C, but elevated triglycerides (189 mg/dL) 
alone are not an indication for fibrates unless there is a concern for pancreatitis or severe 
hypertriglyceridemia. It is also less effective than ezetimibe in reducing LDL-C, which is the primary 
target for secondary prevention in ACS. 
 • D. Stop atorvastatin and start evolocumab: Incorrect. Evolocumab (a PCSK9 
inhibitor) is appropriate for patients with severe hyperlipidemia or those who cannot tolerate statins. 
However, this patient is on atorvastatin 80 mg, which is already a high-intensity statin. Evolocumab 
should be considered if the patient cannot achieve LDL-C goals with statins alone or has statin 
intolerance, neither of which applies in this case. 
 
Conclusion: The best regimen is B. Continue atorvastatin 80 and start ezetimibe to further lower LDL-
C and achieve better lipid control post-MI, based on current guidelines for secondary prevention in 
ACS. 
GPT-4.0: This patient presented with an acute myocardial infarction and was found to have significant 
single-vessel coronary artery disease (CAD). His high-intensity statin therapy (atorvastatin 80 mg 
daily) was appropriately initiated during hospitalization. The goal of high-intensity statin therapy in 
patients with clinical CAD is to lower low-density lipoprotein cholesterol (LDL-C) by ≥50% and 
ideally to a goal of <70 mg/dL. 
  
In this patient, his LDL-C is 80 mg/dL, which is slightly above the ideal target of <70 mg/dL for 
secondary prevention in patients with atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease (ASCVD). According to 
the 2018 AHA/ACC cholesterol guidelines, in very high-risk ASCVD patients, if LDL-C remains ≥70 
mg/dL despite maximally tolerated statin therapy, ezetimibe is recommended as the next drug to add. 
Only if the LDL-C level remains ≥70 mg/dL after addition of ezetimibe, or if ezetimibe is not 
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tolerated, is a PCSK9 inhibitor (such as evolocumab) recommended. 
Hence, the most appropriate next step would be to continue the current high-intensity statin and add 
ezetimibe. 
The correct answer is: 
B) Continue atorvastatin 80 and start ezetimibe 10 mg. 
  
GPT-3.5 Turbo: In this case, the patient presented with an acute myocardial infarction (MI) and 
received percutaneous coronary intervention (PCI) with stent placement. The subsequent lipid panel 
results show an LDL-C of 80 mg/dL, HDL-C of 48 mg/dL, and triglycerides of 189 mg/dL. Based on 
this information, let's analyze the options to determine the best regimen for lipid management: 
A. Continue atorvastatin 80. 
This option suggests continuing the patient's current regimen of atorvastatin 80 mg. This dose of 
atorvastatin is considered a high-intensity statin therapy, which is the preferred treatment for patients 
with established coronary artery disease (CAD). Continuing atorvastatin 80 mg would be appropriate 
for LDL-C management. 
B. Continue atorvastatin 80 and start ezetimibe 10. 
Adding ezetimibe to the patient's current atorvastatin regimen is a reasonable option for further LDL-C 
reduction. Ezetimibe inhibits cholesterol absorption in the intestines and can be used as an adjunct to 
statin therapy for additional LDL-C lowering. 
C. Continue atorvastatin 80 and start fenofibrate 130. 
Fenofibrate is primarily used to target elevated triglyceride levels and increase HDL-C levels. 
However, in this case, the patient's primary concern is LDL-C management rather than elevated 
triglycerides. While fenofibrate may have some benefits in certain patients, it is not the best choice for 
lipid management in this scenario. 
D. Stop atorvastatin and start evolocumab. 
Evolocumab is a PCSK9 inhibitor, a newer class of medications used to further lower LDL-C. 
However, it is generally reserved for patients with very high LDL-C or familial hypercholesterolemia 
who have not achieved adequate LDL-C reduction with maximally tolerated statin therapy and other 
lipid-lowering medications. Stopping atorvastatin, a high-intensity statin, would not be appropriate in 
this case. 
Considering the patient's history of acute MI, the current regimen of atorvastatin 80 mg should be 
continued, as it is a high-intensity statin and the preferred treatment for patients with established CAD. 
Option A is the most appropriate choice for lipid management in this scenario. 
Therefore, the best regimen for lipid management in this case is: 
A. Continue atorvastatin 80. 
Google Bard: The answer is **D. Stop atorvastatin and start evolocumab.** 
 
The patient in the question had an acute myocardial infarction (MI) due to a 99% mid-LAD lesion. He 
was treated with a stent and discharged on atorvastatin 80 mg, in addition to aspirin 81 mg, prasugrel 
10 mg, metoprolol XL 50 mg, and lisinopril 10 mg. 
A repeat lipid panel in outpatient cardiology clinic 6 weeks post-MI revealed an LDL-C of 80 mg/dL, 
HDL-C of 48 mg/dL, and triglycerides of 189 mg/dL. These lipid levels are not optimal for a patient 
who has had an MI. The target LDL-C level for patients who have had an MI is <70 mg/dL.  
Atorvastatin 80 mg is a moderate-intensity statin. In order to achieve an LDL-C level of <70 mg/dL, 
the patient may need to be started on a high-intensity statin, such as rosuvastatin or atorvastatin 10 mg. 
However, the patient is also taking prasugrel, which is a P2Y12 receptor antagonist. Prasugrel can 
increase the risk of muscle injury, especially when used in combination with high-intensity statins. 
Evolocumab is a monoclonal antibody that targets PCSK9, a protein that helps to regulate cholesterol 
levels. Evolocumab is a very effective medication for lowering LDL-C levels. It can be used in 
combination with statins or as a single agent. In the patient in the question, evolocumab would be a 
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good option for lowering LDL-C levels without increasing the risk of muscle injury. 
The other answer choices are not as appropriate. 
* **Option A** is not appropriate because atorvastatin 80 mg is not enough to achieve an LDL-C 
level of <70 mg/dL. 
* **Option B** is not appropriate because ezetimibe is a bile acid sequestrant. Bile acid sequestrants 
can interact with prasugrel, increasing the risk of muscle injury. 
* **Option C** is not appropriate because fenofibrate is a fibrate. Fibrates can increase the risk of 
muscle injury, especially when used in combination with statins. 
Note: GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, GPT-o1-mini, and GPT-3.5 Turbo all provide accurate analyses, recognizing the patient is 
post-myocardial infarction (MI) with an LDL-C level of 80 mg/dL, which is above the target of <70 mg/dL for 
secondary prevention in patients with atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease (ASCVD). GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, and GPT-
o1-mini correctly suggest adding ezetimibe to atorvastatin 80 mg, aligning with the 2018 AHA/ACC cholesterol 
guidelines for very high-risk ASCVD patients when LDL-C remains ≥70 mg/dL despite maximally tolerated statin 
therapy. In contrast, GPT-3.5 Turbo reviews the options thoroughly but incorrectly selects option A (continue 
atorvastatin 80 mg alone) without recommending the addition of ezetimibe, failing to meet guideline-directed 
targets. Google Bard makes several errors. First, it inaccurately classifies atorvastatin 80 mg as a moderate-intensity 
statin when it is actually high-intensity. Additionally, it incorrectly asserts that prasugrel increases the risk of muscle 
injury, which is not supported as prasugrel is an antiplatelet drug without direct myotoxic effects. Google Bard also 
suggests evolocumab (option D) as the preferred therapy, overlooking the stepwise approach recommended by 
guidelines, which prioritize ezetimibe before PCSK9 inhibitors in cases where LDL-C remains elevated despite 
statin and ezetimibe therapy. 
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Table 4. (Test set D, Question 8, Chapter 17 in (30)) This table presents clinical findings (e.g. 
in the Emergency department) from initial history, physical examination, or electrocardiogram, 
and asks about the necessity for urgent hospital admission.  

Question: All of the following findings on initial history, physical examination, or electrocardiogram 
should prompt hospital admission for evaluation except: 
A. ECG demonstrating sinus pause of 2 s 
B. Physical examination demonstrating elevated jugular venous pressure, rales on lung examination, and 
lower extremity edema  
C. Family history of sudden cardiac death 
D. Physical examination demonstrating parvus et tardus, systolic murmur heard best at upper sternal 
border and absent S2 
E. ECG with Right bundle branch block and ST elevations in V1–V3 

GPT 4o: Correct Answer: C. Family history of sudden cardiac death 
 
Explanation: Hospital admission for cardiac evaluation is indicated when clinical findings suggest acute 
or life-threatening conditions or significant pathology requiring urgent investigation or intervention. A 
family history of sudden cardiac death is a significant risk factor but does not, by itself, necessitate 
immediate hospital admission without other concerning symptoms, signs, or ECG findings. 
 
Option Analysis: 
A. ECG demonstrating sinus pause of 2 s: 
 • Requires Admission: 
 • A sinus pause ≥2 seconds is abnormal and could indicate sick sinus syndrome or 
conduction system disease, warranting inpatient telemetry monitoring and further evaluation to assess 
the risk of syncope or sudden cardiac arrest. 
 
B. Physical examination demonstrating elevated jugular venous pressure, rales on lung examination, and 
lower extremity edema: 
 • Requires Admission: 
 • These findings suggest acute decompensated heart failure, which necessitates hospital 
admission for diuresis, hemodynamic stabilization, and further workup for underlying causes. 
 
C. Family history of sudden cardiac death: 
 • Does Not Require Immediate Admission: 
 • While significant, this finding alone does not indicate an acute issue. It warrants 
outpatient evaluation, including risk stratification with ECG, echocardiography, and potentially 
advanced imaging or genetic testing if there are concerning findings. 
 
D. Physical examination demonstrating parvus et tardus, systolic murmur heard best at upper sternal 
border, and absent S2: 
 • Requires Admission: 
 • These findings are consistent with severe aortic stenosis, which can lead to syncope, 
heart failure, or sudden death. Hospital evaluation is necessary if symptomatic or if severe stenosis is 
suspected. 
 
E. ECG with right bundle branch block (RBBB) and ST elevations in V1–V3: 
 • Requires Admission: 
 • This pattern is characteristic of Brugada syndrome, a condition associated with 
ventricular arrhythmias and sudden cardiac death. Patients require inpatient evaluation with telemetry 
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monitoring and potentially an electrophysiology study. 
 
Conclusion: While a family history of sudden cardiac death is a significant risk factor, it does not 
independently require immediate hospitalization without accompanying acute findings. Other options 
involve clinical features indicative of potentially life-threatening cardiac conditions necessitating urgent 
evaluation. 
GPT-o1-mini: The correct answer is C. Family history of sudden cardiac death. 
Explanation: 
 • A. ECG demonstrating sinus pause of 2 s: Correct. A sinus pause of 2 seconds can be 
indicative of sinus node dysfunction, which may predispose to more prolonged pauses and lead to 
syncope or arrhythmias. This can be a serious condition, and the patient should be admitted for further 
evaluation, including monitoring and possibly pacemaker placement. 
 • B. Physical examination demonstrating elevated jugular venous pressure, rales on lung 
examination, and lower extremity edema: Correct. These findings suggest heart failure, which requires 
urgent evaluation and management. Admission is warranted for stabilization, monitoring, and treatment 
(e.g., diuretics, inotropes, etc.). 
 • C. Family history of sudden cardiac death: Incorrect. A family history of sudden cardiac 
death is concerning for genetic arrhythmias (e.g., arrhythmogenic right ventricular cardiomyopathy, long 
QT syndrome, hypertrophic cardiomyopathy), but it is not an immediate reason for hospital admission 
unless the patient demonstrates signs or symptoms of a current arrhythmic event, such as syncope or 
palpitations. Admission would be indicated if the patient had symptoms or electrocardiographic findings 
of arrhythmias. 
 • D. Physical examination demonstrating parvus et tardus, systolic murmur heard best at 
upper sternal border and absent S2: Correct. These findings suggest severe aortic stenosis. This can lead 
to significant hemodynamic compromise and may require urgent intervention (e.g., balloon 
valvuloplasty or valve replacement), making hospital admission necessary for further management. 
 • E. ECG with Right bundle branch block and ST elevations in V1–V3: Correct. ST 
elevations in V1-V3 with right bundle branch block suggest the possibility of Brugada syndrome or 
acute myocardial injury and can be associated with ventricular arrhythmias. Admission is necessary for 
monitoring and further evaluation of the underlying cause (e.g., arrhythmias, myocardial infarction, or 
Brugada syndrome). 
 
Conclusion: C. Family history of sudden cardiac death is the correct answer as it does not immediately 
require hospital admission unless accompanied by symptoms or significant arrhythmias on examination. 
The other findings indicate potentially life-threatening conditions that necessitate hospitalization for 
further evaluation and management. 
GPT-4.0: A. ECG demonstrating sinus pause of 2 s 
While sinus pauses may be associated with symptoms such as syncope or dizziness, a brief pause of 2 
seconds in isolation and in a patient without symptoms (such as the medical student in question) does 
not typically necessitate hospital admission. This finding might warrant further outpatient evaluation, 
such as a Holter monitor to assess for more significant bradycardia or other arrhythmias. 
The other choices represent significant findings that typically would warrant hospital admission for 
further evaluation: 
B. Physical exam findings of elevated jugular venous pressure, rales, and lower extremity edema suggest 
congestive heart failure. 
C. A family history of sudden cardiac death may suggest an inherited arrhythmia or structural heart 
disease and warrants further urgent investigation. 
D. Physical examination findings of parvus et tardus (diminished and delayed carotid pulse), a systolic 
murmur heard best at the upper sternal border, and an absent S2 suggest aortic stenosis, a serious 
condition that may require intervention. 
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E. An ECG demonstrating right bundle branch block and ST elevations in V1-V3 is suggestive of a 
Brugada pattern, which is associated with an increased risk of sudden cardiac death. 
  
GPT-3.5 Turbo: The finding that would not typically require hospital admission for evaluation is: 
D. Physical examination demonstrating parvus et tardus, systolic murmur heard best at upper 
sternal border and absent S2 
This physical examination finding suggests aortic stenosis, which is a chronic condition that may not 
necessitate immediate hospital admission unless there are acute complications or hemodynamic 
instability. Evaluation and management of aortic stenosis can be performed in an outpatient setting. 
On the other hand, the other options are indicative of more concerning conditions that may require 
immediate evaluation and treatment: 
A. ECG demonstrating sinus pause of 2 s: Sinus pause can indicate sinus node dysfunction or other 
arrhythmias, which may require further evaluation and monitoring in a hospital setting. 
B. Physical examination demonstrating elevated jugular venous pressure, rales on lung examination, and 
lower extremity edema: These findings suggest congestive heart failure, which may require admission 
for further evaluation and management. 
C. Family history of sudden cardiac death: This raises concern for inherited cardiac conditions and may 
necessitate evaluation and risk stratification in a hospital setting. 
E. ECG with Right bundle branch block and ST elevations in V1-V3: This ECG pattern can be 
indicative of acute myocardial infarction, particularly involving the right ventricle. Immediate evaluation 
and treatment in a hospital setting is necessary. 
Google Bard: The answer is **(B). Physical examination demonstrating elevated jugular venous 
pressure, rales on lung examination, and lower extremity edema.** 
 All of the other findings listed should prompt hospital admission for evaluation. 
* **ECG demonstrating sinus pause of 2 s:** A sinus pause is a pause in the heart's rhythm that is 
caused by a temporary interruption in the electrical signal that controls the heart rate. A sinus pause of 2 
s is considered to be prolonged and can be a sign of a serious underlying heart condition. 
* **Family history of sudden cardiac death:** Sudden cardiac death is the sudden and unexpected death 
of a person who appears to be in good health. It is often caused by a heart arrhythmia. A family history 
of sudden cardiac death is a risk factor for developing a heart arrhythmia yourself. 
* **Physical examination demonstrating parvus et tardus, systolic murmur heard best at upper sternal 
border and absent S2:** Parvus et tardus is a type of heart murmur that is caused by a narrowing of the 
aortic valve. An absent S2 is a sign that the aortic valve is not closing properly. These findings can be a 
sign of aortic stenosis, a serious heart valve condition. 
* **ECG with Right bundle branch block and ST elevations in V1–V3:** Right bundle branch block is 
a condition that affects the electrical conduction system of the heart. It can cause a heart arrhythmia. ST 
elevations in V1–V3 are a sign of a heart attack. 
Therefore, the only finding that should not prompt hospital admission for evaluation is **physical 
examination demonstrating elevated jugular venous pressure, rales on lung examination, and lower 
extremity edema.** These findings are more likely to be caused by a condition other than a heart 
problem, such as heart failure. 
Note: The key to this question is to consider whether each finding could potentially indicate a life-threatening 
condition or a need for immediate hospital-based treatment. According to GPT-4.0 and GPT-o1-mini, option C 
(family history of sudden cardiac death) does not require immediate hospital admission. While significant as a risk 
factor for inherited arrhythmias or structural heart disease, it does not indicate an acute or life-threatening condition 
requiring urgent inpatient evaluation. GPT-4o supports this reasoning, emphasizing that admission is warranted only 
when acute symptoms or concerning findings accompany the family history. GPT-3.5 Turbo, however, identifies 
option D (parvus et tardus and related findings) as not requiring immediate hospital admission, suggesting that this 
could represent chronic aortic stenosis, which might be managed on an outpatient basis unless acute complications 
arise. In contrast, GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, and GPT-o1-mini correctly point out that severe aortic stenosis can lead to life-
threatening complications and warrants urgent evaluation if symptomatic or if severe stenosis is suspected. Google 
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Bard suggests option B (elevated jugular venous pressure, rales, and lower extremity edema) as not requiring 
hospital admission, which is less likely to be correct. These findings strongly suggest acute decompensated heart 
failure, a condition that typically requires immediate hospital admission for stabilization and further management. 
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Table 5. (Test set C) The table presents the case of a 25-year-old woman with chest pain, 
nausea, and a headache after cocaine use. It offers a detailed account of her medical 
condition, including vitals and examination results, with a multiple-choice question about 
the most suitable next step in her treatment. 

Question: A 25-year-old woman reports an intense chest pain that is localized in the middle of the chest 
and the upper sternal area, which lasts for 3 hours. She also describes nausea and a mild occipital 
headache. She reveales to have inhaled cocaine shortly prior to her episode of chest pain. Her family 
history is clear of coronary artery disease. Blood pressure is 200/105 mmHg on both arms. Pulse is 
105/min and regular. Oxygen saturation is 99% on room air.  Heart sounds are normal and no murmurs 
are heard. Lower extremity pulses are lull and symmetric, there is no peripheral edema. ECG shows 
sinus tachycardia, otherwise unremarkable. Which of the following is the most appropriate next step in 
management of this patient?  
A. Aspirin and clopidogrel at loading dose 
B. Intravenous lorazepam 
C. Intravenous metoprolol 
D. Intravenous phentolamine 
E. Low-molecular-weight heparin  
GPT 4o: Correct Answer: D. Intravenous phentolamine 
 
Explanation: This patient presents with chest pain, severe hypertension, and a history of recent cocaine 
use, which strongly suggests cocaine-induced vasospasm (acute coronary syndrome secondary to 
vasoconstriction). Management focuses on reversing vasospasm, controlling blood pressure, and 
providing symptomatic relief. Let’s analyze each option: 
 
Option Analysis: 
A. Aspirin and clopidogrel at loading dose: 
 • Incorrect: While antiplatelet agents are crucial in managing typical acute coronary 
syndromes, they do not address the underlying cocaine-induced vasospasm. This patient has no ECG or 
clinical evidence of acute thrombosis or ischemia requiring these medications initially. 
 
B. Intravenous lorazepam: 
 • Partially Correct: Benzodiazepines like lorazepam are effective in reducing 
sympathetic stimulation, alleviating anxiety, and lowering blood pressure in cocaine toxicity. 
 • However, they are not sufficient alone to reverse vasospasm or manage the 
hypertensive crisis in this case. 
 
C. Intravenous metoprolol: 
 • Incorrect: Beta-blockers (even cardioselective ones like metoprolol) are 
contraindicated in cocaine-related chest pain due to the risk of unopposed alpha-adrenergic 
vasoconstriction, which can worsen vasospasm and lead to ischemia. 
 
D. Intravenous phentolamine: 
 • Correct: Phentolamine, an alpha-adrenergic blocker, is the treatment of choice for 
severe hypertension and vasospasm associated with cocaine use. 
 • It directly counteracts cocaine-induced vasoconstriction and reduces blood pressure 
effectively. 
 
E. Low-molecular-weight heparin: 
 • Incorrect: Anticoagulation is not indicated unless there is evidence of a thrombotic 
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event such as acute myocardial infarction, which is not supported by this patient’s clinical presentation 
or ECG findings. 
 
Conclusion: The most appropriate next step is intravenous phentolamine to counteract cocaine-induced 
vasospasm and manage hypertensive urgency. Lorazepam may be used adjunctively for anxiety, but 
beta-blockers and anticoagulants should be avoided unless there is clear evidence of ischemia or 
thrombosis. 
GPT o1-mini: The correct answer is D. Intravenous phentolamine. 
Explanation: This patient presents with chest pain, hypertension, and cocaine use. Cocaine is known to 
increase sympathetic activity, which leads to vasoconstriction, increased heart rate, and elevated blood 
pressure. It can also lead to coronary artery vasospasm, which can cause myocardial ischemia and chest 
pain. The key clinical finding in this case is severe hypertension (200/105 mmHg), sinus tachycardia, 
and symptoms consistent with cocaine-induced chest pain. 
 
Now, let’s break down the options: 
 • A. Aspirin and clopidogrel at loading dose: 
 • This would typically be appropriate in cases of acute coronary syndrome (ACS) (e.g., 
myocardial infarction), but the patient’s ECG does not show any significant ischemic changes (e.g., 
ST-segment elevations or depressions). Moreover, cocaine-induced chest pain is more commonly 
related to coronary vasospasm, not atherothrombotic occlusion. Thus, this option is not the most 
appropriate at this moment. 
 • B. Intravenous lorazepam: 
 • This is used for the management of severe anxiety or benzodiazepine withdrawal, but 
it is not the first line in treating cocaine-induced chest pain. While cocaine use may contribute to 
anxiety, the hypertensive crisis and coronary vasospasm need to be addressed more urgently. 
 • C. Intravenous metoprolol: 
 • Beta-blockers like metoprolol are typically used to control heart rate and reduce 
myocardial oxygen demand in acute coronary syndrome. However, beta-blockers can worsen 
vasospasm in the setting of cocaine-induced chest pain, because cocaine also blocks the reuptake of 
norepinephrine, which further increases sympathetic tone. Therefore, beta-blockers should be avoided 
in this scenario. 
 • D. Intravenous phentolamine: 
 • Phentolamine is an alpha-adrenergic blocker used to counteract the effects of 
sympathomimetic drugs like cocaine. It relieves vasoconstriction by blocking alpha-1 adrenergic 
receptors, thus helping to reduce hypertension and prevent coronary vasospasm. This is the most 
appropriate treatment for cocaine-induced chest pain with severe hypertension and suspected coronary 
vasospasm. 
 • E. Low-molecular-weight heparin: 
 • This would be used if there was a concern for acute coronary syndrome (ACS) with 
myocardial infarction or thrombosis, but there is no strong evidence in this case of an atherosclerotic 
event or thrombosis. The primary issue here is cocaine-induced vasospasm, not a thrombotic event. 
 
Conclusion: D. Intravenous phentolamine is the most appropriate next step in this patient’s 
management because it directly addresses the cocaine-induced vasospasm and hypertension, making it 
the correct option. 
GPT-4.0: The correct answer is: B. Intravenous lorazepam 
The presentation is suggestive of cocaine-induced chest pain. Cocaine induces coronary artery 
vasoconstriction and a hyperadrenergic state which may lead to myocardial ischemia or infarction. It 
also increases myocardial oxygen demand due to increased heart rate, blood pressure, and myocardial 
contractility. The management of chest pain following cocaine use is supportive and includes: 
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1. Oxygen to treat any hypoxemia. 
2. Benzodiazepines (like lorazepam) to relieve anxiety and decrease sympathetic output, which can 
help reduce heart rate and blood pressure. 
3. Nitroglycerin to relieve coronary artery vasospasm. 
4. Aspirin to inhibit platelet aggregation. 
Beta blockers are contraindicated in the acute setting of cocaine-induced chest pain because they can 
lead to unopposed alpha-adrenergic stimulation and worsen coronary vasoconstriction. So option C 
should be avoided. 
Phentolamine is a nonselective alpha-adrenergic antagonist. While it can theoretically be used to treat 
cocaine-induced coronary vasoconstriction, it is not first line treatment because of its potential to cause 
a reflex tachycardia.  
Anticoagulation with low molecular weight heparin is typically not necessary in the setting of cocaine-
induced chest pain, unless acute coronary syndrome is confirmed. Therefore, option E is also not 
appropriate as the first next step. 
In conclusion, the best immediate management for this patient includes benzodiazepines (option B) for 
their anxiolytic and sympathetic outflow reduction properties, as well as aspirin and nitroglycerin if 
ischemia is suspected. 
  
GPT-3.5 Turbo: Based on the given clinical scenario, the most appropriate next step in the 
management of this patient is: D. Intravenous phentolamine. 
The patient's intense chest pain, occipital headache, and history of recent cocaine use suggest the 
possibility of cocaine-induced myocardial ischemia or infarction. Cocaine can cause vasoconstriction, 
increased heart rate, and increased blood pressure, leading to increased myocardial oxygen demand and 
potentially triggering ischemic events. 
Intravenous phentolamine, an alpha-adrenergic antagonist, is the treatment of choice for cocaine-
induced hypertension and coronary artery vasoconstriction. It helps reverse the vasoconstrictive effects 
of cocaine by blocking alpha-receptors and reducing peripheral vascular resistance. Prompt 
administration of phentolamine can help alleviate symptoms and prevent further myocardial damage. 
Option A (aspirin and clopidogrel at loading dose) is not the most appropriate choice in this case. 
While antiplatelet therapy is indicated in acute coronary syndromes, the primary issue in this patient is 
the acute cocaine-induced vasoconstriction rather than atherosclerotic coronary artery disease.  
Option B (intravenous lorazepam) is a benzodiazepine that may help with anxiety or agitation, but it 
does not directly address the underlying cocaine-induced vasoconstriction and hypertension. 
Option C (intravenous metoprolol) is a beta-blocker that is contraindicated in the setting of acute 
cocaine intoxication. Beta-blockers can exacerbate the vasoconstrictive effects of cocaine and may lead 
to unopposed alpha-adrenergic effects. 
Option E (low-molecular-weight heparin) is not the most appropriate choice in this acute setting. While 
anticoagulation may be warranted in certain cases of myocardial ischemia or infarction, the primary 
issue in this patient is the acute cocaine-induced vasoconstriction rather than a thrombotic event. 
 To summarize, in a patient with intense chest pain, hypertension, and a history of recent cocaine use, 
the most appropriate next step in management is D. Intravenous phentolamine to reverse cocaine-
induced vasoconstriction and hypertension. It is important to address the acute effects of cocaine before 
considering additional treatments or interventions. 
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Google Bard: The answer is D. Intravenous phentolamine. 
The patient in this case is presenting with symptoms of cocaine-induced coronary vasospasm. Cocaine 
can cause the coronary arteries to constrict, which can lead to chest pain, shortness of breath, and even 
death. 
The patient's ECG shows sinus tachycardia, which is a sign of increased heart rate. However, the ECG 
is otherwise unremarkable, which suggests that there is no significant damage to the heart muscle. 
The best next step in management of this patient is to administer intravenous phentolamine. 
Phentolamine is a medication that can be used to relax the coronary arteries and relieve vasospasm. 
The other answer choices are not as appropriate in this case. Aspirin and clopidogrel are medications 
that are used to prevent blood clots, but they are not effective in treating cocaine-induced coronary 
vasospasm. Intravenous lorazepam is a medication that can be used to treat anxiety, but it is not 
effective in treating cocaine-induced coronary vasospasm. Intravenous metoprolol is a medication that 
can be used to treat high blood pressure, but it is not effective in treating cocaine-induced coronary 
vasospasm. Low-molecular-weight heparin is a medication that can be used to prevent blood clots, but 
it is not effective in treating cocaine-induced coronary vasospasm. 

Note: GPT-4.0 correctly identifies that the patient is likely experiencing cocaine-induced chest pain and accurately 
states that the management of this condition is mostly supportive. It correctly highlights the use of benzodiazepine to 
decrease sympathetic output and points out that beta-blockers are contraindicated in the acute setting of cocaine-
induced chest pain. On the other hand, GPT-4o, GPT-o1-mini, GPT-3.5 Turbo, and Google Bard, incorrectly 
suggest that intravenous phentolamine is the most appropriate next step in management. Phentolamine is a 
nonselective alpha-adrenergic antagonist that can be used to treat hypertensive emergencies due to catecholamine 
excess, but it is not the first line of treatment in cocaine-induced chest pain. 
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Table 6. (Test set B) Provides a case of a 34-year-old asymptomatic woman with an ECG 
finding of a long QT interval with a multiple-choice question about the most suitable next 
step in her treatment. 

Question: Miss Johnson is an asymptomatic 34 yo woman who presents for breast biopsy and ECG 
finds long QT interval >470 ms. Which describes the best treatment option? 
 A. Patient needs to be started on beta blocker and followed for symptoms 
 B. Patient needs no further treatment since asymptomatic 
C. Patient is a candidate for biventricular pacemaker set at heart rate faster than her intrinsic rate 
 D. Patient is a candidate for ICD 
 E. Patient needs ETT first to make further decisions 

GPT 4o: Correct Answer: A. Patient needs to be started on beta blocker and followed for symptoms 
 
Explanation: 
Miss Johnson has a prolonged QT interval (>470 ms), which raises concerns about Long QT Syndrome 
(LQTS), a condition associated with a risk of torsades de pointes and sudden cardiac death. Although 
she is currently asymptomatic, appropriate management is crucial to reduce the risk of life-threatening 
arrhythmias. 
 
Option Analysis: 
A. Patient needs to be started on beta blocker and followed for symptoms: 
 • Correct: Beta blockers (e.g., propranolol or nadolol) are first-line therapy for LQTS to 
reduce the risk of arrhythmias by blunting adrenergic stimulation. 
 • Even asymptomatic patients with a prolonged QT interval benefit from beta blockers as 
they significantly reduce mortality and arrhythmic events. 
 • Close follow-up is essential to monitor symptoms and QT interval changes. 
B. Patient needs no further treatment since asymptomatic: 
 • Incorrect: Asymptomatic status does not eliminate the risk of sudden cardiac death in 
LQTS. 
 • Treatment is indicated for individuals with a prolonged QT interval >470 ms, even in 
the absence of symptoms. 
 
C. Patient is a candidate for biventricular pacemaker set at heart rate faster than her intrinsic rate: 
 • Incorrect: Biventricular pacemakers are not the standard treatment for LQTS. 
 • Pacemakers may be considered in specific cases where there is bradycardia-induced 
QT prolongation, but this is rare and not the primary management strategy. 
 
D. Patient is a candidate for ICD: 
 • Incorrect: ICDs are reserved for high-risk patients with LQTS who have: 
 • A history of cardiac arrest or ventricular arrhythmias. 
 • Syncope despite optimal beta blocker therapy. 
 • Asymptomatic patients without high-risk features do not require ICD placement. 
 
E. Patient needs ETT first to make further decisions: 
 • Incorrect: Exercise treadmill testing (ETT) is sometimes used to assess QT interval 
dynamics under stress, but it is not a prerequisite for initiating treatment in patients with a clearly 
prolonged QT interval on baseline ECG. 
 
Conclusion: 
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The best treatment option for this patient is starting beta blockers and close follow-up for symptoms or 
further QT interval prolongation. This proactive approach significantly reduces the risk of fatal 
arrhythmias in LQTS. Other interventions, such as ICDs, are reserved for symptomatic or high-risk 
individuals. 
 
GPT o1-mini: The correct answer is A. Patient needs to be started on beta blocker and followed for 
symptoms. 
Explanation: Miss Johnson is a 34-year-old woman with long QT interval >470 ms on her ECG, which 
suggests long QT syndrome (LQTS), a condition that increases the risk of torsades de pointes, a 
potentially life-threatening arrhythmia. The management of LQTS typically involves: 
 1. Beta-blockers: The primary treatment for asymptomatic long QT syndrome is to start 
beta-blockers, particularly in patients who are at risk for arrhythmias. Beta-blockers are used to prevent 
arrhythmic events by reducing sympathetic stimulation, which is a trigger for QT interval prolongation. 
 2. Follow-up for symptoms: Even if the patient is currently asymptomatic, beta-blockers 
are indicated because they can help reduce the risk of sudden cardiac death and arrhythmias. The 
patient should be monitored for any future symptoms, and adjustments to therapy can be made if 
necessary. 
 
Let’s break down the options: 
 • A. Patient needs to be started on beta blocker and followed for symptoms: 
 • This is correct because beta-blockers are first-line treatment for patients with long QT 
syndrome, even if asymptomatic. These drugs help to prevent arrhythmias by reducing sympathetic 
tone and preventing excessive prolongation of the QT interval during physical or emotional stress. 
 • B. Patient needs no further treatment since asymptomatic: 
 • This is incorrect because even asymptomatic patients with prolonged QT intervals are 
at risk for arrhythmias, including torsades de pointes. Treatment with beta-blockers is recommended to 
reduce the risk, even in the absence of symptoms. 
 • C. Patient is a candidate for biventricular pacemaker set at heart rate faster than her 
intrinsic rate: 
 • This is incorrect because biventricular pacemakers are generally used for heart failure 
with reduced ejection fraction or conduction abnormalities like heart block. Long QT syndrome does 
not typically require a pacemaker unless there is an associated conduction defect or significant 
symptomatic bradycardia, which is not indicated here. 
 • D. Patient is a candidate for ICD: 
 • This is incorrect because the implantable cardioverter-defibrillator (ICD) is typically 
indicated for patients who have had sustained arrhythmias, a history of syncope, or high-risk features 
for arrhythmias (such as a history of cardiac arrest or family history of sudden cardiac death). This 
patient is asymptomatic, and an ICD is not recommended without further symptomatic evidence or a 
history of arrhythmic events. 
 • E. Patient needs ETT first to make further decisions: 
 • This is incorrect. While an exercise tolerance test (ETT) might be useful in some 
clinical situations to evaluate the heart’s response to stress, it is not necessary for the management of 
long QT syndrome. The primary treatment decision is based on the QT interval and the presence of 
symptoms or arrhythmic risk. 
 
Conclusion: The most appropriate treatment for this patient is starting beta-blockers and monitoring for 
any future symptoms, making A the correct choice. 
GPT-4.0: Long QT syndrome can be a serious and potentially life-threatening heart condition. It 
can cause sudden, uncontrollable, dangerous arrhythmias in response to exercise or stress. 
From the options given, the best course of action would be: 
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A. "Patient needs to be started on beta blocker and followed for symptoms" 
Beta blockers are the first-line treatment for long QT syndrome, even in asymptomatic individuals. 
They block the effects of adrenaline on your heart, which can prevent the onset of dangerous 
arrhythmias.  
Options B and E are not appropriate, as asymptomatic status does not negate the need for treatment or 
further testing in long QT syndrome.  
Option C is not typically used in managing long QT syndrome. Biventricular pacing is generally 
reserved for conditions that cause ventricular dyssynchrony like certain types of heart failure, not 
primary arrhythmia syndromes like long QT. 
Option D, an ICD, might be considered in patients with long QT syndrome who have had a cardiac 
arrest, or in cases that are refractory to medical management, but it's not generally the first line of 
treatment.  
Finally, all individuals with long QT syndrome should be educated about avoiding QT prolonging 
medications, maintaining good hydration and electrolyte balance, and promptly addressing any 
symptoms suggestive of arrhythmias. 
Please note, while I aim to provide accurate information, patients with long QT syndrome should be 
evaluated and managed by a healthcare professional with expertise in this area. This information is 
based on general guidelines and may not be applicable to all patients. 
GPT-3.5 Turbo: In the case of Miss Johnson, an asymptomatic 34-year-old woman with a long 
QT interval (>470 ms) found on the EKG, the best treatment option would be: 
D. Patient is a candidate for an implantable cardioverter-defibrillator (ICD). 
A prolonged QT interval on an EKG can increase the risk of life-threatening arrhythmias, such as 
torsades de pointes, which can lead to sudden cardiac arrest. Therefore, the primary concern is 
preventing sudden cardiac death in individuals with a prolonged QT interval. 
In this scenario, the best treatment option would be an ICD. An ICD is a device that can detect and treat 
life-threatening arrhythmias by delivering an electric shock to restore normal heart rhythm. As Miss 
Johnson is asymptomatic but has a prolonged QT interval, she is at risk for potentially dangerous 
arrhythmias, making her a candidate for an ICD. 
The other options mentioned are not appropriate in this context: 
A. Patient needs to be started on a beta-blocker and followed for symptoms: While beta-blockers can be 
part of the treatment for some forms of long QT syndrome, in this scenario, where the patient is 
asymptomatic but has a prolonged QT interval, an ICD is the more appropriate choice. 
B. Patient needs no further treatment since asymptomatic: Asymptomatic individuals with a prolonged 
QT interval are still at risk of developing life-threatening arrhythmias, and therefore, treatment is 
necessary. 
C. Patient is a candidate for a biventricular pacemaker set at a heart rate faster than her intrinsic rate: 
Biventricular pacemakers are typically used for patients with heart failure and conduction system 
abnormalities, and they are not the primary treatment for long QT syndrome. 
E. Patient needs an exercise treadmill test (ETT) first to make further decisions: An ETT is typically 
used to assess exercise capacity and evaluate symptoms related to exercise. In the case of long QT 
syndrome, the primary concern is the risk of arrhythmias rather than exercise-induced symptoms. 
Therefore, the correct answer is: 
D. Patient is a candidate for an ICD. 
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Google Bard: The answer is **A. Patient needs to be started on beta blocker and followed for 
symptoms**. 
Long QT syndrome is a genetic disorder that affects the heart's electrical system. It can cause a 
prolonged QT interval on an ECG, which can lead to arrhythmias such as torsades de pointes. 
Patients with long QT syndrome are at increased risk of sudden cardiac death (SCD). The 2020 
ACC/AHA/HRS Expert Consensus Statement on Long QT Syndrome recommends that patients with 
long QT syndrome be started on beta blockers. Beta blockers can help to shorten the QT interval and 
reduce the risk of SCD. 
Patients with long QT syndrome should also be followed for symptoms. Symptoms of long QT 
syndrome can include syncope (fainting), palpitations, and seizures. If a patient with long QT syndrome 
experiences symptoms, they should be seen by a doctor immediately. 
The other answer choices are incorrect. Option B is incorrect because patients with long QT syndrome 
are at increased risk of SCD, even if they are asymptomatic. Option C is incorrect because biventricular 
pacemakers are not used to treat long QT syndrome. Option D is incorrect because ICDs are not the 
first-line treatment for long QT syndrome. Option E is incorrect because an ETT (exercise treadmill 
test) is not necessary to make a decision about treatment for long QT syndrome.  
Therefore, the patient in this question should be started on beta blockers and followed for symptoms. 
Note: GPT-4.0, GPT-4o, GPT-o1-mini, and Google Bard agree that the patient should be started on a beta-blocker 
and closely monitored for symptoms. They agree on this approach primarily because beta blockers, as first-line 
treatment, can mitigate the effects of adrenaline on the heart, thus preventing potentially dangerous arrhythmias in 
patients with Long QT syndrome. Both models emphasize the importance of treating asymptomatic individuals and 
dismiss the use of a biventricular pacemaker or an implantable cardioverter-defibrillator (ICD) as initial treatment. 
However, GPT-4.0 acknowledges that an ICD could be considered for patients with refractory conditions. 
Conversely, GPT-3.5 Turbo suggests that Miss Johnson should receive an ICD due to her increased risk of 
potentially lethal arrhythmias. This model prioritizes the prevention of sudden cardiac death and views ICD as the 
more suitable option despite the patient’s asymptomatic status. 
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