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Abstract
The integration of Large Language Models (LLMs)
into the healthcare domain has the potential to sig-
nificantly enhance patient care and support through
the development of empathetic, patient-facing chat-
bots. This study investigates an intriguing ques-
tion Can ChatGPT respond with a greater degree
of empathy than those typically offered by physi-
cians? To answer this question, we collect a de-
identified dataset of patient messages and physician
responses from Mayo Clinic and generate alterna-
tive replies using ChatGPT. Our analyses incorpo-
rate novel empathy ranking evaluation (EMRank)
involving both automated metrics and human as-
sessments to gauge the empathy level of responses.
Our findings indicate that LLM-powered chatbots
have the potential to surpass human physicians in
delivering empathetic communication, suggesting
a promising avenue for enhancing patient care and
reducing professional burnout. The study not only
highlights the importance of empathy in patient in-
teractions but also proposes a set of effective auto-
matic empathy ranking metrics, paving the way for
the broader adoption of LLMs in healthcare.

1 Introduction
Large Language Models (LLMs) have exhibited exceptional
performance in clinical and biomedical areas [Lee et al.,
2020; Luo et al., 2022b]. They have been effectively used
for extracting information from clinical notes [Parmar et
al., 2022; Chiang et al., ], providing differential diagnoses
based on patient symptoms [Macherla et al., 2023], retriev-
ing biomedical literature information [Luo et al., 2022a],
and assisting data labelling [He et al., 2024]. underscoring
their flexibility and vital role in enhancing healthcare ser-
vices and research advancements. A notable achievement,
such as with models like ChatGPT [Ray, 2023], is the devel-
opment of patient-facing chatbots built on the foundation of
LLMs [Dave et al., 2023]. These chatbots aim to deliver in-
stant answers to patient questions, significantly reducing the
waiting period for doctor’s advice and helping to decrease
the burden on healthcare professionals [Wilson and Mara-

soiu, 2022]. Beyond meeting immediate patient needs, chat-
bots that respond with empathy can greatly boost patient en-
gagement, a key factor in improving patient quality of life
(QoL). An empathetic chatbot is more effective in maintain-
ing continuous dialogue with patients, creating a nurturing
space even within the digital realm [Inkster et al., 2018].

While the creation of empathetic dialogues in general con-
texts has been explored [Tahir et al., 2023], a comprehensive
examination of chatbots’ empathetic abilities when interact-
ing with real patients and comparing their responses to those
of actual physicians remains limited [Altamimi et al., 2023].
This study aims to answer an intriguing question, Can Chat-
GPT respond with a greater degree of empathy than those
typically offered by physicians? Particularly, we collect a
real-world dataset comprising patient messages and the cor-
responding responses from physicians at Mayo Clinic. We
manually de-identify patients’ and physicians’ information to
protect their privacy. Subsequently, we utilize the ChatGPT
API1, a leading-edge LLM, to craft responses to these de-
identified patient messages, following detailed instructions
(refer to the green box in Figure 1).

The next step of our research involves assessing the level
of empathy in responses from both physicians and ChatGPT.
Previous studies have primarily focused on detecting empa-
thy through models trained on specific datasets, a technique
that often lacks generalizability to different domains with-
out domain-specific fine-tuning. Drawing inspiration from
the emerging ability of LLMs [Wei et al., 2022], especially
the in-context learning, where an LLM can perform an un-
seen task with instruction and few examples of the task, we
investigate the effectiveness of in-context learning for em-
pathy ranking in healthcare domain. We introduce multi-
ple metrics using LLaMA [Touvron et al., 2023], named
LLaMA-EMRank. Specifically, we employ LLaMA zero-
shot, one-shot, and few-shot learning capabilities, as well
as an ensemble of these methods. In a zero-shot scenario,
we prompt LLaMA to execute the EMRank task through
domain-specific instructions (refer to the blue box in Fig-
ure 1). For one-shot and few-shot scenarios, we collect in-
context learning (ICL) examples from patients (§5.1). Com-
pared with prior metrics [Lee et al., 2022a; Kim et al., 2021;
Lee et al., 2022b], LLaMA-EMRank eliminating the need of

1https://platform.openai.com/docs/overview
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Patient Message

Hi, pretend that you are a 
urology healthcare provider 
of a patient, your patient 
come to you and ask a 
question, please answer the 
patient message as short as 
you can (no more than 100 
words). 

ChatGPT Response

PPL

Zero-shot

One-shot

Few-shot

Physician Response 

<s>[INST] <<SYS>>
You are an expert in comparing the empathy level 
of two responses to a patient question. You will be 
given a patient question, and two responses, your 
task is to evaluate which answer is more empathy.
<</SYS>>

Which response is more empathy? Response 1 or 
2? Please explain your reasoning.

Patient Message

Response 1

Response 2

LLaMA Empathy Evaluation

Please read the patient question, and two 
responses. Please select which answer is more 
empathetic. 

Patient Message

Response 1

Response 2

Human Empathy Evaluation

Figure 1: Given a patient message, we prompt ChatGPT for a response. We restrict the length of the ChatGPT response to mimic the statistics
of the physician’s response (See Table 2). Both ChatGPT’s and a physician’s responses are then evaluated using a multi-dimension LLM-
EMRank metric for automatic ranking (LLaMA Empathy Evaluation). In addition. we also conduct a human empathy evaluation to ensure a
thorough and rigorous assessment.

fine-tuning an evaluation model and the framework is gener-
alizable to other domains (i.e. by changing the few-shot ICL
examples and domain specific instruction).

We strategically choose a strong model (i.e. ChatGPT) to
be the response generation model and a smaller model (i.e.
LLaMA) to be the empathy evaluation model for two reasons.
First, empathetic response generation to a patient message
task is a complex task, necessitating not just an understand-
ing of empathy but also a comprehensive and accurate grasp
of the relevant domain knowledge, areas where ChatGPT ex-
cels as a leading model. Second, given that ChatGPT is the
response generation model, to ensure independence in the as-
sessment process, minimizing any potential bias that might
arise if the same model (ChatGPT) were used for both gener-
ating and evaluating responses, choose a different LLM that
preserves robust linguistic understanding ability. The concept
of weak-to-strong generalization has been explored [Burns et
al., 2023]. Moreover, our experiments show that the LLaMA-
EMRank metrics reach a desired agreement with humans
evaluation, indicating its validity of ranking the empathy de-
gree of two responses (§6.2).

Overall, our investigation aims to measure the empathetic
quality of LLM-powered chatbot responses in comparison to
human physicians and to examine how well these models’
outputs align with human judgments. Through this work, we
aspire to reveal the capabilities of LLMs in fostering patient
care and support, representing a significant advancement in
integrating artificial intelligence into healthcare. We summa-
rize the three contributions of this work:

• Our analysis is based on real-patient data, ensuring that the
findings and conclusions are directly relevant to real-world

healthcare scenarios.
• We compares the empathetic responses of ChatGPT with

those of physicians using four innovative automatic met-
rics: LLaMA-EMRank.

• we incorporate patient evaluations to assess the concor-
dance between LLaMA-EMRank metrics and human per-
ceptions, demonstrating the metrics’ reliability.

• Our findings suggest potential for LLM-powered chatbots
to surpass physicians in delivering empathetic responses,
thereby enhancing patient interaction.

2 Related Work
Empathy Dataset Several dialogue datasets have been an-
notated with emotion labels, demonstrating the diversity in
approaches and applications within this research area [Busso
et al., 2008; Chatterjee et al., 2019]. Notably, [Welivita and
Pu, 2020] conducted an in-depth analysis of the Empathet-
icDialogues dataset [Rashkin et al., 2019], identifying eight
empathetic response intents, such as encouragement and con-
solation, alongside 32 fine-grained emotions that range from
positive to negative. The process of labeling these datasets
varies, involving either human annotators or semi-automatic
methods, which occasionally results in ambiguous emotion
categorizations [Chatterjee et al., 2019]. [Rashkin et al.,
2019] employed Amazon Mechanical Turk (AMT) workers
to gather a dataset enriched with textual expressions span-
ning four emotional contexts: sadness, anger, anxiety/fear,
and happiness/contentment. This dataset also features em-
pathetic rewritings of 45 foundational utterances. In a simi-
lar setting, EPITOME [Sharma et al., 2020] aggregates con-
versations from online mental support platforms, with AMT



Dataset Domain Source Curating Method Evaluation Metric
EmpatheticDialogues 2019 Daily AMT Conversation Crowd-sourcing PPL , BLUE, UE-score, EPITOME,Diff-EPITOME

EMPATHETICPERSONAS 2019 Mental Health AMT Conversation Crowd-sourcing PPL, Accuracy
IEMPATHIZE 2021 Oncology Online Cancer Platform Graduate Student Annotation F1, Precision, Recall

EDOS 2021 Daily Movie Dialogue semi-automated F1, Accuracy
EPITOME 2020 Mental Health Online support platforms Crowd Sourcing F1, Accuracy

Ours Oncology Hospital Real-patient PPL, zero-shot, one-shot, few-shots

Table 1: Comparing with Existing Datasets and Metrics for Empathy Evaluation.

workers tasked to detect three key communication mecha-
nisms: emotional reactions, interpretations, and explorations.
Moreover, [Hosseini and Caragea, 2021] introduced the IEM-
PATHIZE dataset, which comprises sentences sourced from
an online platform for cancer patients (specifically those with
lung and breast cancer). This dataset was annotated by two
graduate students who classified each sentence into one of
three categories: seeking empathy, providing empathy, or
none, highlighting the nuanced understanding of empathetic
communication within specific contexts. The EDOS dataset
is curated through a semi-automatic approach by [Welivita et
al., 2021]. It begins with a selection of 9,000 movie subtitles
from the OpenSubtitles corpus, which are initially annotated
by humans to match the emotion labels used in Empathetic-
Dialogues. These annotated subtitles are then used to train a
BERT-based emotion classification model, which in turn an-
notates additional movie subtitles, culminating in a dataset
comprising over one million entries.

Our research uniquely contributes by analyzing real con-
versations between patients and physicians, with patients
comparing chatbot to physician responses, offering insights
closest to real-world healthcare scenarios. Unlike prior stud-
ies focused on emotion detection or dialogue generation, our
work centers on evaluating chatbot versus physician interac-
tions, aligning with the trend of using LLMs as chatbots with-
out domain-specific tuning. This direct comparison approach
not only differentiates our dataset but also highlights the prac-
tical application of LLMs in healthcare, bridging a significant
gap in existing research.

Empathy Evaluation In the realm of emotion detection
tasks, accuracy and F1 scores are commonly used to assess
system performance, as indicated in Table 1. For evaluating
response fluency, BLEU and perplexity (PPL) metrics are em-
ployed. These methods operate independently of fine-tuned
models, contrasting with metrics that necessitate model fine-
tuning to gauge empathy levels. [Lee et al., 2022a] intro-
duced the UE-score (utterance entailment), utilizing a model
trained on the SNLI dataset to determine if a hypothesis is
entailed by a premise. [Kim et al., 2021] developed an au-
tomatic scoring mechanism based on the EPITOME frame-
work [Sharma et al., 2020], employing three RoBERTa mod-
els [Liu et al., 2019] to predict emotional reactions, interpre-
tations, and explorations, with the final empathy score of a
sentence being the average of these three scores. Based on
EPITOME, [Lee et al., 2022b] crafted the Diff-EPITOME
score to compare the empathy in responses from humans and
chatbots, where a lower score signifies a more human-like
response. However, this assumes that humans always ex-
press empathy, which may not hold true under all circum-

stances. Another limitation of EPITOME framework’s is
that the three categories might not work in all circumstances.
For instance, [October et al., 2018] outlined five empathy
evaluation aspects in patient-physician interactions that dif-
fer from the EPITOME framework. Despite the reliance on
automatic metrics, human evaluations play a crucial role in
validating whether responses are empathetic or if automatic
metrics align with human judgment. [Li et al., 2019] intro-
duced ACUTE-EVAL for comparing responses in dialogue
contexts, using Pearson’s r score to assess alignment between
human and automatic evaluations. [Ayers et al., 2023] com-
pared the empathy degree of a model generated answer and
physician’s answer by human annotation.

Our study introduces unique metrics for ranking empathy
levels between responses without depending on fine-tuning,
setting our approach apart from previous methodologies.

3 Data Collection
Source of the Data Our dataset comprises messages col-
lected from a patient portal at Mayo Clinic, which is used for
answering patients’ questions. We collect messages from in-
dividuals diagnosed with prostate cancer. This dataset was
compiled by extracting the conversations of men who under-
went radical prostatectomy between December 2018 and Oc-
tober 2023. We gather messages under the category of “Pa-
tient advice request” and randomly select messages from the
pool of available conversations.
De-indefication Process The de-identification process was
meticulously carried out by a team of three two medical stu-
dents and one physician who is a post graduate year 3 urol-
ogy resident, with the primary goal of ensuring the privacy
and confidentiality of individuals mentioned in the dataset
collected from the internal platform. This process involved
a detailed review of each patient message and physician re-
sponse to identify and remove or anonymize any personally
identifiable information (PII) including patient names, physi-
cian names, dates, phone numbers, and addresses.
Statistic Table 2 shows the statistics of the dataset. No-
tably, ChatGPT’s responses tend to be more lengthy on aver-
age than those of human counterparts, yet they align well with
our specified length limit of 100 words. This observation sug-
gests ChatGPT’s effective management of response length.
Examples of patient messages and physician responses can
be found in Figure 2 and Figure 6 in the Appendix.

4 Chatbot Response
ChatGPT is the state-of-the-art language model developed
by OpenAI [Achiam et al., 2023]. Its adeptness at mimicking



Statistic Value
Total Number of Questions 491
Average Length of Question 94

Average Length of Physician Response 78
Average Length of ChatGPT Response 104

Table 2: Empathy Evaluation Dataset Statistics: Analyzing Mes-
sages from Real Prostate Cancer Patients, Responses from Physi-
cians, and ChatGPT’s Replies.

human conversation allows it to cover a broad spectrum of
topics, offering explanations, answers, and creative outputs.
The model has notably captured the interest of the clinical
sector, where its potential to improve patient care, medical
education, and operational efficiency is considerable. Our
research focuses on a particularly intriguing question: Can
ChatGPT respond with a greater degree of empathy than
those typically offered by physicians? To explore this, we
leverage ChatGPT’s instructional learning capabilities, em-
ploying specific prompts to elicit responses from the model,
as detailed in the subsequent section. Our experiments are
based on the API of ChatGPT, gpt-4-1106-preview version
which is trained on the knowledge up to April 2023. We use
the ChatGPT inference length of 4,096, which is the maxi-
mum number of tokens (words, punctuation, and spaces) that
ChatGPT can process or generate in a single inference.

Prompt The specific prompt we used in our study is illus-
trated in the green box of Figure 1. We instruct ChatGPT
to function as a urology expert, considering our dataset com-
prises questions from prostate cancer patients. Additionally,
we guide ChatGPT to respond with empathy and limited the
response length to 100 words. Initially, we did not impose
a word limit, but we observed that ChatGPT often produced
lengthy responses. To ensure a fair comparison with the re-
sponses from physicians, we decided to implement a word
count restriction. This decision was made after comparing
the average length of physician responses with ChatGPT re-
sponses, as presented in Table 2.

5 Evaluation

Given that existing evaluation metrics primarily focus on em-
pathy detection tasks, we explore LLM’s capability for au-
tomatic empathy ranking evaluation. To this end, we pro-
pose multiple empathy ranking metric that consists of several
new empathetic factors described by LLMs. For the analy-
sis of ChatGPT’s responses, we employ a distinct language
model for comparison with those of physicians. We select
the LLaMA model [Touvron et al., 2023] for this purpose, as
it stands out as one of the best open-source models, having
been extensively researched and applied in various studies.
Specifically, we make use of the LLaMA model’s in-context
learning capabilities to assess empathy, and termed this fam-
ily metrics as LLaMA-EMRank. Additionally, we comple-
ment this approach with a human study to gauge how well
each automated method aligns with human judgment.

In-Context Learning Example 
Patient Question:
I wanted to let you know that I am still unable to urinate on 
my own, rather I need to catheterize myself. My question 
is (1) should this be a concern (2) When would I expect to 
be able to urinate normally? Thanks in advance.

Response1 (From ChatGPT):
I understand your concern, and it is certainly something 
we should address. The need to self-catheterize can be a 
sign that there is an underlying issue with your urinary 
function. The timeframe for returning to normal urination 
depends on the cause and your individual health 
circumstances. Let's schedule a follow-up to evaluate your 
progress and explore potential treatments to help you 
regain normal urinary function. Your comfort and health 
are our top priorities.

Response2 (From Physician):
Dear Mr., I am sorry to hear you are having to catheterize, 
but that is OK. On average, the need to catheterize is 
expected to last 6 days after surgery (today is day 6 after 
your surgery). However, that is only an "average." So if it 
takes another few days to a week for you to be able to 
urinate, that is fine. Let us know if you are still having 
trouble in about 1 week. Thanks for the update. 

Human Answer: 
Response 1  because it recognizes the patient's concern 
and suggests an action plan for treatment.

Figure 2: In Context Learning Example: Patient is given two re-
sponses and assesses which response is more empathetic and pro-
vides the justification. Note that patients do not know which re-
sponse is from ChatGPT or the physician when evaluating empathy.

5.1 LLaMA-EMRank: Automatic Empathy
Ranking Evaluation

Zero-shot Evaluation LLMs have demonstrated a remark-
able capacity for zero-shot learning without the need for task-
specific fine-tuning [Brown et al., 2020]. This capability is
particularly valuable as it eliminates the extensive computa-
tional and data preparation costs associated with fine-tuning
models for specific downstream tasks. We employ a language
model to determine the more empathetic response between
two options: one from a physician and the other from the
chatbot, as a reply to a patient’s question. This involves feed-
ing the model both responses and asking it to identify which
one exhibits greater empathy. The blue box in Figure 1 show-
cases the inputs given to the model.

Few-shot Evaluation LLMs also excel in few-shot learn-
ing [Luo et al., 2024], where they leverage a small number
of examples to adapt to new tasks. This few-shot capability
significantly enhances the models’ flexibility and efficiency,
allowing them to perform specialized tasks by understanding
the context from a few demonstration examples. In applying
this few-shot learning to evaluate empathy in responses, we
start by collecting examples by presenting a patient’s ques-
tion alongside two responses, who then determine which re-
sponse is more empathetic and explain why. After collecting
three examples, we input them into an LLM. After the three



examples, we then ask LLaMA to rate a new message from
the patient and two responses from the physician and Chat-
GPT which response is more empathetic. Figure 2 depicts
one demonstration example provided to LLaMA and the other
two examples are given in the Appendix.

One-shot Evaluation One-shot learning is a special case
of few-shot learning where only one example is given to the
model. Compared to few-shot learning, one-shot learning
is more inference efficient since the input length to LLM is
shorter [Luo et al., 2023]. Here, rather than randomly choos-
ing one example from the three examples we collected, we
used each one and ran three times inference. And then we
take a majority vote out of three as the final answer.

Ensemble Evaluation As we will analyze in the later sec-
tion (§6.3) that each of the previous methods have strengths
and weaknesses of each approach, instead of depending on
a singular method, we also introduce an ensemble metric by
taking the majority consensus from zero-shot, one-shot, and
few-shot assessments.

Language Model Perplexity (PPL) PPL is a key met-
ric for assessing language model performance, especially
in text generation tasks like dialogue systems [Liu et al.,
2016], where lower perplexity signifies more fluent, coher-
ent, and realistic outputs. This metric also has applications
in cognitive science to understand human language process-
ing [Frankenberg et al., 2019; Carrasco-Farré, 2022]. In our
research, we primarily employ Perplexity (PPL) as a measure
of fluency. Additionally, driven by interest, we investigate
the correlation between perplexity and empathy in language
model responses within the experimental section. We adapt
PPL to our study as follows:

PPL(A | Q) = N

√√√√ N∏
i=1

1

P (ai|Q, a1, a2, . . . , ai−1)
, (1)

where Q is a patient question, A is an answer from either
chatbot or a real physician, and ai is the ith token in the an-
swer A. We compute the PPL scores for the physician’s an-
swer and the chatbot’s answer and the one with lower PPL is
considered as more empathetic.

5.2 Patient Evaluation
We further carried out a human evaluation study that included
three male patients with prostate cancer who had undergone
radical prostatectomy within the same timeframe as our col-
lected patient message dataset. For data collection, we used
Google Forms to gather their annotations2. To avoid bias, we
randomized the sequence of responses from both the physi-
cian and the chatbot for every question presented. A snapshot
of the questionnaire is available in Figure 7 in the Appendix.
Our study evaluated 70 questions, with each one being as-
sessed by the three participating patients. To address potential
subjectivity in the evaluations, we established a consensus for
each response based on a majority vote.

2https://www.google.com/forms/about/

6 Results and Analysis
6.1 Human Evaluation Result
We calculated the inter-annotator agreement rate using Fleiss’
kappa score and discovered a negative score (i.e. -0.15), high-
lighting the subjective nature of feeling empathetic. To over-
come this challenge, we select the option with the majority of
votes as the more empathetic choice for each patient message.
In Table 3, the human evaluation revealed that ChatGPT’s re-
sponses are more empathetic than those of humans in 72.85%
of cases. This indicates that ChatGPT is perceived to exhibit
more empathy than humans, highlighting its potential appli-
cation in the healthcare field by providing patients with more
mental support.

6.2 LLaMA-EMRank Evaluation Result
We report results for automatic evaluation using LLaMA-
EMRank in Table 3. We observe that across all automatic
evaluation metrics, ChatGPT demonstrates a much greater
empathy level than the physician. For example, for zero-shot
evaluation in the third column, 92.41% ChatGPT responses
are more empathetic than Physicians. Of particular interest is
that one-shot evaluation is the closest to the ratio of human
judgment. However, it’s noteworthy that ChatGPT’s perfor-
mance is considered higher on automatic metrics compared to
human evaluations. We further investigate the correlation be-
tween human judgment and automatic metrics through Pear-
son’s correlation coefficient, with a 95% confidence interval.
Figure 3 shows the results and all LLaMA-EMRank achieve
positive Pearson’r value, suggesting that the introduced EM-
Rank metrics serve as reliable indicators of the level of empa-
thy. Among all metrics, ensemble metric aligns most closely
with human judgment, followed by the order of one-shot vot-
ing, few-shot voting, and zero-shot. This indicates the effec-
tiveness of ensemble method.

Besides empathy, we also use PPL to measure the fluency
of the response, and we see that in 92% cases, ChatGPT
responses show lower PPL values than the Physician’s re-
sponse, indicating that ChatGPT’s responses are fluent. We
also investigate the correlation between PPL scores and em-
pathy. The negative Pearson’s result in Figure 3 shows that
PPL is not a strong indicator of empathy.

6.3 A Closer Look at LLaMA-EMRank
Previous findings indicate that each LLaMA-EMRank metric
aligns with human judgment; however, we have encountered
certain limitations with each method. In this section, we will
discuss the advantages and disadvantages of each LLaMA-
EMRank metric and outline the strategies we have adopted to
enhance their reliability.

Zero shot In this setting, we observe that for some cases,
LLaMA does not generate which responses are better, rather
it says “Please let me know how I can assist you”. To miti-
gate this, we have tried different prompts to identify the most
effective prompt. Given the limitless possibilities in prompt
design, we conducted several iterations of prompt exploration
before settling on the most effective one. Still, the model fails
to explicitly identify which response demonstrates greater



Evaluation
Empathy Fluency

LLaMA-EMRank Human Evaluation PPL
Zero-shot One-shot Few-shots Ensemble

ChatGPT 92.41% 79.09% 91.6% 91.85% 72.85% 92.0%
Physician 7.59% 20.91% 8.40% 8.15% 27.15% 8.00%

Table 3: Comparison of ChatGPT and Physician Responses Using LLaMA-EMRank Metrics and Human Evaluation.

Figure 3: The Pearson values between Automatic Metric and Human
Judgement.

Evaluation Order 1 Order 2 Order 3 Majority Vote
ChatGPT 89.0% 94.91% 90.22% 91.60%
Physician 11.0% 5.09% 9.78% 8.40%

Pearson 0.16 0.18 0.26 0.20

Table 4: Performance of Few-Shot Evaluation Across Three Varia-
tions of In-Context Examples Ordering.

empathy. We speculate that this ambiguity arises from the nu-
anced complexity of the responses, which may be nearly in-
distinguishable in terms of empathetic content. Another sig-
nificant challenge involves the post-processing of the model’s
output, as it has the capability to generate a wide range of
sentences. We attempted to constrain the output’s format
through the prompt, yet the model did not consistently adhere
to these guidelines. Consequently, we manually review the
LLaMA output to discover patterns and employ regular ex-
pression tools to systematically extract the evaluations from
the model’s output. The patterns are given in Appendix.
Few shots The post-processing of the model’s answer is
simplified due to its adherence to the format provided by in-
context examples. Unlike the Zero-shot scenarios, the ex-
planations are significantly briefer. The performance in Few-
shot settings is influenced by the sequence in which examples
are presented to the model. We shuffle the order of the re-
sponses three times, we observed variability in performance,
as shown in Table 4. The concordance between Few-shot out-
comes and human evaluation also varies. Ultimately, we con-
solidate the three responses and determine the final assess-

Evaluation Example 1 Example 2 Example 3 Majority Vote
ChatGPT 71.89% 89.61% 75.76% 79.09%
Physician 28.11% 10.39% 24.24% 20.91%

Pearson 0.13 0.20 0.20 0.23

Table 5: Performance of One-Shot Evaluation Performance with
Different One-shot In-Context Examples.

ment based on the majority opinion.
One Shot The post-processing of the one-shot evaluation is
also much more straightforward compared to the zero-shot as
the model generates the answer in the same format as the one-
shot in-context example. Nevertheless, the outcomes of one-
shot evaluations fluctuate significantly with changes in the ex-
ample used, as evidenced by the large variance detailed in Ta-
ble 5. The degree of alignment between various one-shot ex-
amples and human judgment also varies. Notably, employing
a majority vote approach enhances the concordance between
human assessments and one-shot evaluations. Therefore, it
underscores the importance of conducting multiple one-shot
evaluations and adopting the majority vote to arrive at the fi-
nal judgment.

6.4 Qualitative Analysis
In addition to quantitative analyses, we also present qualita-
tive analyses to support previous findings. In Figure 4, we
illustrate an instance where there is consensus between hu-
man and automatic metrics in favor of ChatGPT’s response.
In both the One-shot and Few-shot evaluation scenarios, the
response is simple and closely adheres to the format of in-
context learning examples (Figure 2). Conversely, the Zero-
shot evaluation provides a more comprehensive analysis, ini-
tially defining empathy before referencing specific responses
to support the evaluation. On the other hand, we also no-
tice that zero-shot evaluation is more time-consuming than
the one-shot and few-shot evaluation. Figure 5 presents a
contrasting scenario where humans prefer the physician’s re-
sponse, yet all automatic metrics favor ChatGPT’s response.
Upon examining responses 1 and 2, it becomes challenging
to decisively determine which is more empathetic. This high-
lights the significance of employing multi-dimensional met-
rics for the assessment of highly subjective empathy.

7 Discussion and Conclusion
In this study, we embarked on a novel exploration of the em-
pathetic capabilities of LLM-powered chatbots, with a par-
ticular focus on their application within the healthcare sec-
tor. By meticulously comparing these chatbots’ responses to



Response 1 (From ChatGPT):
It's reassuring to hear that you're generally feeling well and that your 
continence and healing are going well. However, the intense pain you're 
experiencing is not typical at 8 weeks post-surgery. It's possible this 
could be related to muscle or nerve recovery around the surgical site or 
even bladder spasms, but it's important we investigate any unusual pain 
to rule out other issues. Please make an appointment to see me, or if 
the pain recurs and is severe, don't hesitate to go to the emergency 
room. Your comfort and safety are paramount.

Response 2 (From Physician):
It was probably a spasm of your pelvic floor muscles. If this was just an 
isolated incident I wouldn't worry too much. If it becomes more regular 
let me know.

Human Judgement: 
Response 1 

Zero-shot:
Empathy is the ability to understand and share the feelings of another 
person. In this case, the patient is expressing pain after 8 weeks of 
surgery, which is not typical according to their surgeon.
Response 1 shows more empathy as it acknowledges the patient's pain 
and discomfort, while also expressing concern for their safety and well-
being. The surgeon uses language that is reassuring and calming, such 
as "your comfort and safety are paramount" and "please make an 
appointment to see me." This language suggests that the surgeon is 
prioritizing the patient's needs and is willing to take the necessary steps 
to address their concerns.
Response 2, on the other hand, dismisses the patient's pain as a 
"spasm of your pelvic floor muscles" without providing any further 
explanation or reassurance. This response does not take into account 
the patient's concerns or address their pain, which may leave them 
feeling unheard and unsupported.
Overall, Response 1 shows more empathy as it acknowledges the 
patient's pain and takes a proactive approach to addressing their 
concerns, while Response 2 dismisses their pain without providing any 
meaningful support or reassurance.

One-shot: 
Response 1 because it acknowledges the patient's concerns and 
provides a more detailed explanation and reassurance.

Few-shot:
Response 1. It acknowledges the patient's concerns and offers 
reassurance that the cause of the pain will be investigated.

Figure 4: Given the responses from ChatGPT and Physician, human,
and all other automatic metrics rate ChatGPT’s response as being
more empathetic. Note that patients do not know which response is
from ChatGPT or the physician.

those of human physicians, our investigation sheds light on
the potential for LLMs to significantly enhance patient care
and support. Our methodology was grounded in real-world
data from physician-patient interaction, ensuring that our in-
sights and conclusions are deeply rooted in practical, real-
world healthcare scenarios. This approach not only enhances
the validity of our findings but also underscores the relevance
of our research to current healthcare practices.

One of the key contributions of our work lies in the de-
velopment and application of innovative automatic metrics
specifically designed to assess empathetic responses. These
metrics facilitated a nuanced comparison between the em-
pathy conveyed by ChatGPT and that of human physicians.
Moreover, by incorporating patient evaluations into our study,
we were able to assess the concordance between these auto-
mated metrics and human perceptions. This step was crucial
in validating the reliability and relevance of our metrics, of-

Response 1 (From Physician)
Trazodone can certainly be contributing to your priapism and I 
recommend to stop taking it. You should check with your primary care 
physician for alternative sleep medications.

Response 2 (From ChatGPT)
It's possible that your sleep issues may be influenced by the Lupron 
shot, as hormone therapy can sometimes affect sleep patterns. 
However, trazodone's effectiveness can also vary. Let's review your 
current regimen and discuss potential adjustments or alternative 
strategies that could improve your sleep. Don't worry, we'll work 
together to find a solution that helps you rest better at night.

Human Judgement: 
Response 1

Zero-shot 
Empathy is the ability to understand and share the feelings of another 
person. In this scenario, both responses acknowledge the patient's 
concerns and offer support, but Response 2 is more empathetic for 
several reasons:
1. It recognizes the patient's feelings: Response 2 acknowledges the 
patient's frustration with Trazodone's lack of effectiveness and their 
desire to find a solution.
2. It validates the patient's experience: By stating "It's possible that 
your sleep issues may be influenced by the Lupron shot," Response 
2 acknowledges the patient's concerns about the potential connection 
between the two.
3. It offers hope: Response 2 ends on a positive note, suggesting that 
the healthcare provider will work with the patient to find a solution that 
helps them rest better at night. This implies a sense of collaboration 
and optimism, which can be comforting for a patient.
In contrast, Response 1 is more direct and focused on addressing the 
immediate issue of the patient's priapism, without acknowledging the 
patient's broader concerns or offering emotional support. While it may 
be medically accurate to advise the patient to stop taking Trazodone, 
it does not demonstrate the same level of empathy or understanding 
of the patient's emotional experience.

One-shot 
Response 2. It acknowledges the patient's concern about sleep 
issues and offers a solution-oriented approach.

Few-shot 
Response 2. It acknowledges the patient's concern and offers 
potential solutions.

Figure 5: Given the responses from ChatGPT and Physician, hu-
mans rate the physician’s response as being more empathetic while
all other automatic metrics rate ChatGPT’s response as more em-
pathetic. Note that patients do not know which response is from
ChatGPT or the physician.

fering a comprehensive view of both the technological and
humanistic aspects of empathy in patient care. Our findings
indicate a promising potential for LLM-powered chatbots to
surpass human physicians in delivering empathetic responses.
This revelation highlights the transformative potential of inte-
grating such technology into healthcare. Chatbots capable of
providing empathetic interaction could significantly enhance
the patient experience, offering support and care that is both
accessible and emotionally resonant.

Our study also underscores the importance of continuous
refinement and validation of the automatic metrics used to
assess empathetic responses. The alignment between these
metrics and human judgments is crucial, as it ensures that
the technology truly meets human needs and expectations.
Further research should aim to develop personalized empa-
thy metrics and responsible chatbots [Cheng et al., 2021].
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Example 1
Patient Question:
I wanted to let you know that I am still unable to urinate on 
my own, rather I need to catheterize myself. My question 
is (1) should this be a concern (2) When would I expect to 
be able to urinate normally? Thanks in advance.

Response1 (From ChatGPT):
I understand your concern, and it is certainly something 
we should address. The need to self-catheterize can be a 
sign that there is an underlying issue with your urinary 
function. The timeframe for returning to normal urination 
depends on the cause and your individual health 
circumstances. Let's schedule a follow-up to evaluate your 
progress and explore potential treatments to help you 
regain normal urinary function. Your comfort and health 
are our top priorities.

Response2 (From Physician):
Dear Mr., I am sorry to hear you are having to catheterize, 
but that is OK. On average, the need to catheterize is 
expected to last 6 days after surgery (today is day 6 after 
your surgery). However, that is only an "average." So if it 
takes another few days to a week for you to be able to 
urinate, that is fine. Let us know if you are still having 
trouble in about 1 week. Thanks for the update. 

Human Answer: 
Response 1  because it recognizes the patient's concern 
and suggests an action plan for treatment.

Example 2
Patient Question:
I am scheduled for my first-year survivor visit. I was expected to 
have a CT, Urine, and blood test. The schedule shows that I will 
have a CT chest exam. Since I had prostate surgery, I am 
wondering why the CT is only for the chest area. Or does the CT 
exam also include the area of surgery? I am asking that because, 
if you recall, a hernia has developed around the area of the 
incision. I was hoping that the CT would include that area as well 
so that we could see if the hernia is getting bigger. I would 
appreciate your comments.

Response1 (From ChatGPT):
It's important for us to be thorough with your follow-up care. The 
chest CT may be to look for any potential spread of disease, 
which can be standard in post-cancer evaluations. However, if we 
need to assess the hernia, we will typically include an abdominal 
CT scan. I understand your concerns; let's make sure we clarify 
the imaging details and ensure that the area around your surgery 
site and the hernia are properly examined during your visit. We 
want you to feel confident that all your health concerns are being 
addressed.

Response2 (From Physician):
We do not routinely do CT scans after prostatectomy for 
surveillance of any kind. The reason you have a chest CT ordered 
is because, as you may remember, you have a spot on your 
clavicle from your prior CT that the radiologist said has a small 
chance of being metastatic disease. But given that your PSA was 
relatively low before surgery, we thought this chance was very 
low. For that reason, this CT is to look at your clavicle again to 
see if the abnormal area has changed at all. If it looks stable and 
unchanged, it is likely just a benign spot that has nothing to do 
with your history of prostate cancer. I've added an abdominal CT 
so we can see your hernia area as well.

Human Answer: Response 2. It provides clear medical basis for 
treatment.

Example 3

Patient Question:
Hello.  Good news, they did the lymph node biopsy and the 
results were negative!!!  Also the spot on the Sacrum we were 
originally looking out is apparently gone now.  So I had a 
pelvic MRI, a CT scan and The biopsy via CT scan between 
June 7 and 13th.  Currently I am scheduled to come up for a 
PET scan on July 11 and 12.  Does it make sense to move 
this back 30-90 days?  The plan was to get a PET scan every 
3 months, I know the CT is not a PET scan but curious if that 
gets us down the road to the next cycle.  I can do either. I did 
ask that they send the results to your office.

Response1 (From Physician):
Thank you for reaching out.  We would feel comfortable 
moving out your follow up to early September given the 
negative biopsy.  We do have all the outside information your 
are referring to in your message. If you agree, feel free to 
contact our scheduling office at X to reschedule. 

Response2 (From ChatGPT):
I'm thrilled to hear your lymph node biopsy was negative and 
that the spot on your sacrum has resolved! It's wonderful 
news. Regarding the PET scan, it typically provides different 
information than a CT scan, and the current timing helps us 
track changes effectively. However, given your recent tests 
and current results, we could consider postponing the PET 
scan if there are no urgent indications. Your well-being is the 
top priority, so let's discuss the benefits and potential risks to 
ensure we make the best decision for your health. I'll ensure 
to review the results sent to my office and coordinate with Dr. 
Y for comprehensive care.

Human Answer: Response 2. It expresses more joy that the 
patient's lymph node biopsy is negative. Also says "your well 
being is our top priority."

Figure 6: Three in-context learning examples annotated by patients.

A Zero-shot post-processing
As we mentioned, the output of the zero-shot evaluation is
free-form and thus we need to manually check the output and
define two regular expressions to extract the assessment from
the model. Table 6 shows the regular expression patterns.

Pattern Value
Pattern 1 response [12] \w+ (?:slightly )?more empath
Pattern 2 \w+ that shows more empathy \w+ response [12]

Table 6: Two patterns are used to process the zero-shot evaluation.

B In-context Learning Examples
Figure 6 shows the three in-context learning examples used
in few-shot learning or one-shot learning evaluation.

C Empathy Evaluation Questionnaire
We prepare 7 Google Forms and each one includes 10 ques-
tions that ask patients to rank the empathy degree of two re-
sponses. Figure 7 shows a snapshot of the questionnaire.

Figure 7: Questionnaire to collect the Assessment from Patient.
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