
RESULTS 

• Results were similar between the researcher’s codes and ChatGPT 4.0 codes for all software, but all three programs 

required changes to code
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AIM

This project aims to assess the success, accuracy, and 

effectiveness of ChatGPT in coding statistical 

programming common public health questions in Stata, 

R, and Visual Basic for Applications (VBA). 

INTRODUCTION

• ChatGPT is a natural language processing tool that 

creates human-like conversations, responds to 

questions, and creates written content.

• Generative AI models learn the patterns and structure 

of their input training data and then generate new data 

that has similar characteristics. 

• Opportunity present to utilize ChatGPT for innovative 

research methodologies in public health (1).

• A new usage for ChatGPT is to write code. As 

generative AI gains popularity, it is essential to 

understand its capabilities in public health research 

(2).

• Researchers have identified many use cases where 

it’s helpful to use ChatGPT for coding, but there has 

been limited testing (1-4),

DISCUSSION

• ChatGPT can code for common public health 

statistical problems and is most effective when the 

operator is familiar with the program language. 

• All programs required researchers to make significant 

changes to the ChatGPT code. 

• When prompting for code, operator should specify 

which version of the software they are coding with.

• For Stata, ChatGPT had difficulties creating tables with 

proper columns and was most efficient when coding 

for event studies.

• For R, ChatGPT could complete all 4 steps, although 

additional specificity was required for each prompt. 

• For VBA, ChatGPT accurately coded the initial 

summary tables but could not complete the full data 

analysis and recommended using more advanced 

statistical software. 

• ChatGPT 4.0 provided more comprehensive logic and 

explanations about the outputted code compared to 

ChatGPT 3.5.

CONCLUSION

ChatGPT works well within a statistical platform’s 

capabilities. Researchers need to continue learning 

coding languages to properly create and edit specific 

prompts

METHODS

Step 1. Baseline/Comparison

All researchers will create, QC, and agree upon code to 

answer the question in all three statistical software.  An 

independent researcher will be brought in to QC all 

codes. 

Step 2. GPT Prompts 

Separate GPT prompts will be written to answer each of 

the 6 capacities we are assessing if GPT can code for. All 

researchers will agree upon and use the same prompts

Step 3. Running Code 

Researchers will run the prompts in GPT and test the 

resulting code. If there is an error message after any 

step, the researchers can go back and ask GPT to rewrite 

the code based on the specific error message

Outcomes

1.Success: Defined as a binary ‘yes’ or ‘no’ if GPT was 

able to create code to complete the task

2.Accuracy: If the final results are the same as the 

sample code created

3.Efficiency: Number of commands 

    teaching        3440       3440   .0485465   .0462032   .2149492          0          1        167 

       rural        3440       3440   .2616279   .1932349   .4395849          0          1        900 

bad_debt_p~s        3440       3440    1091722   1.24e+13    3515921          0   5.86e+07   3.76e+09 

bad_debt_e~e        3440       3440   1.01e+07   4.10e+14   2.02e+07    -682521   4.16e+08   3.47e+10 

charity_ca~f        3440       3440   .0758896   .0302858   .1740282       -.72          1   261.0603 

charity_ca~e        3440       3440   4.857605   137.8326   11.74021   -64.6288   125.1774   16710.16 

percent_hi~c        3440       3440   .1026005   .0181628   .1347694   .0052258   .9183861   352.9458 

percent_bl~k        3440       3440   .1306286   .0236689    .153847   .0024643   .7278561   449.3624 

percent_a~65        3440       3440   .1654755   .0022132   .0470447   .0722929   .3525822   569.2359 

 percent_sex        3440       3440   .4937755   .0002391   .0154633   .4291201   .6308162   1698.588 

employment~a        3440       3440    .588494   .0194927   .1396163   .2110687   1.075574   2024.419 

transfer_p~a        3440       3440   8.278018   2.993794   1.730258   3.006127   14.93026   28476.38 

population~s        3440       3440   315839.3   3.61e+11   600473.8       1270    4589928   1.09e+09 

income_per~a        3440       3440   41397.59   1.00e+08   10007.39      22260     120577   1.42e+08 

                                                                                                      

                e(count)   e(sum_w)    e(mean)     e(Var)      e(sd)     e(min)     e(max)     e(sum) 

Hand-Written Code (Stata) GPT-Written Code (Stata)

*ChatGPT prompts for VBA did not execute for all 4 steps. These step counts are for a truncated process. 

Handwritten code to complete the analysis process would be greater than the amount shown here

Hand-Written Code (R) AI Generated Code (R)

The generative-AI code was successful at writing code to calculate descriptive statistics for each group, however it was not able to 

generate code to create a table with the appropriate columns and rows in an easy-to-read table 
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LIMITATIONS

• This was a pilot and exploratory study with a 

comparatively light methodology in assessing the 

viability of ChatGPT in producing code. 

• There was no external validation of the results and the 

coders for each language were unique 
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