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Introduction Results: Al Use in Preparing or Delivering Scientific Content, and Its Impact on Trust in the Content Results: Boundaries Al Should Not Cross in Scientific Exchange

* Artificial intelligence (Al) use is expanding across healthcare and healthcare
education, albeit with unclear guardrails and uneven adoption’

* Al can present both opportunities and challenges in medical education?
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For this question, educators were instructed to select all that apply and could select more than one option.

* A 9-question online survey was distributed to licensed HCPs via LinkedIn

* The survey captured respondents’ years in clinical practice, Al use, and their role Results: Importance of Human-to-Human Interaction in Educating and Learning Scientific Information
In scientific exchange (educator or learner). Role-specific questions characterized

respondents’ use of Al in scientific exchange

* Participants were recruited via voluntary response to a LinkedIn post, which limited

. Mt . | - Perceived importance of human-to-human interaction in educating on Perceived importance of human-to-human interaction in ability to critically responses to LinkedIn users, resulting in possible selection bias
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Daily use of Al was numerically higher among HCPs in practice for <10 years than among those in practice for >10 years. These results combine responses from educators and learners. Respondents were asked to select their top 3 choices.




