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Abstract

Learning in the medical domain is to a large extent workplace learning and involves
mastery of complex skills that require performance up to professional standards in
the work environment. Since training in this real-life context is not always possible
for reasons of safety, costs, or didactics, alternative ways are needed to achieve
clinical excellence. Educational technology and more specifically augmented reality
(AR) has the potential to offer a highly realistic situated learning experience
supportive of complex medical learning and transfer. AR is a technology that adds
virtual content to the physical real world, thereby augmenting the perception of
reality. Three examples of dedicated AR learning environments for the medical
domain are described. Five types of research questions are identified that may guide
empirical research into the effects of these learning environments. Up to now,
empirical research mainly appears to focus on the development, usability and initial
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implementation of AR for learning. Limited review results reflect the motivational
value of AR, its potential for training psychomotor skills and the capacity to visualize
the invisible, possibly leading to enhanced conceptual understanding of complex
causality.

Keywords Augmented reality - Technology enhanced learning - Medical
applications - Transfer of learning

Introduction

The medical domain is a domain in which complex learning occurs [1, 2]. Complex
learning involves understanding complex physiological systems, developing adaptive
expertise and acquiring the collaborative skills required in multidisciplinary medical
practice. It involves mastery of competencies that enable the individual to effectively
perform occupational activities to the standards expected in the professional
environment. This requires ample opportunity to practice and the ability to
experience all possible variations in contexts and circumstances in order to reach
the expert level.

Learning in the medical domain is to a large extent workplace learning, from
undergraduate clerkships to postgraduate residency training. However, learning in
workplace settings is sometimes too risky, difficult to organize, time-consuming and/
or expensive. The complexity of the work environment may also be daunting for the
trainee. Excellence in the professional context therefore requires an appropriate
preparation of the trainee in a dedicated training setting. This training setting should
enable transfer of learning: the application of competencies acquired in medical
training into the professional workplace.

Meaningful learning is a prerequisite for transfer of learning to occur [3].
Meaningful learning is [4]:

— active: it requires interaction with the world; ‘learning by doing’

— constructive: it requires integrating new experiences within the existing
knowledge

— intentional: it requires goal-directed behaviour

— authentic: it requires the use of real-world tasks with adapted complexity within a
realistic environment

— cooperative: it requires communication and collaboration.

Recent instructional theories tend to focus on whole-task training [2] in order to
achieve meaningful learning and transfer. Whole-task training refers to the practice
of more and more complex versions of whole, complex cognitive skills in a realistic
and authentic training task. ‘“Whole’ refers to the complete view of the whole skill
(with underlying constituent skills) as is required for professional performance in the
real world. Appropriate sequence of learning tasks and scaffolds are needed to
promote systematic acquisition and integration of competencies.

Educational technology has the potential to offer a safe, suitable and cost-effective
training setting in which whole, real-world training tasks can be practised. In such
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controlled environments, learners can make errors without adverse consequences,
while instructors can focus on learners rather than patients. Those learning
environments also give learners opportunities for just-in-time and just-in-place
learning.

The annual HORIZON report describes emerging technologies that are likely to have
an impact on teaching and learning in higher education. Innovative technologies
mentioned in these reports are for instance, game-based learning, learning analytics,
mobile learning, electronic books and open educational resources. In the 2010 and 2011
reports also augmented reality (AR) is referred to as a promising technology for
education [5, 6]. ‘Augmented reality has strong potential to provide both powerful
contextual, in situ learning experiences and serendipitous exploration and discovery of
the connected nature of information in the real world.’ [6, p. 22].

Educational technology, and more specifically AR, is promising for facilitating
meaningful learning and transfer; furthermore it may offer organizational advantages
because:

— the physical training environment may be very similar to, if not the same, as the
professional work environment

— the augmented (virtual) part may visualize the invisible and simulate relevant 3D
[7], tactile and other aspects of the real world task

— the AR learning environment may provide the necessary variations in the training
task including collaboration which supports authentic learning

— the real time interactive nature of AR provides immediate learner feedback which
supports taking control over the learning process

— AR learning environments do not always require an expert or instructor to
observe trainee performance

— AR learning environments can provide situated just-in-time and just-in-place
learning.

This article aims at describing a few implementations of AR training systems for
typical medical learning tasks in order to highlight its potential for complex learning in
this domain. In order to do that, first the concept of AR is explained in more depth and
some technical background is given. Then, two AR learning systems for visualizing
parts of the human body are described and the application of AR for training laparoscopy
skills is discussed. Finally, empirical results on the usefulness and effectiveness of AR
systems are discussed and waypoints for further research are given.

What is augmented reality and how does it work?

AR can be regarded as a technology that integrates computer-generated objects and/
or virtual content into the real world, thereby enhancing the perception of reality [8].
Azuma et al. [9, 10] provide three commonly accepted criteria that denote AR
systems as systems that [11]

(1) Combine real and virtual
(2) Are interactive in real time
(3) Register in three dimensions.
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Box 1 Milgram’s reality—virtuality continuum [12]

Milgram, Takemura, Utsumi, and Kishino [12] place AR in between reality (real environment) and
virtuality (virtual environment) on the reality-virtuality continuum. This is a continuous scale ranging
between reality, where everything is physical, and virtual reality, where a complete virtual environment
is created by a computer. Mixed reality is located between them, and includes augmented reality (AR)
and augmented virtuality (AV)

| Mixed Reality (MR) |

1 ¥
1 m—r— -~ .
Real Augmented Augmented Virtual
Environment Reality (AR) Virtuality (AV) Environment

Reality-Virtuality (RV) Continuum

So, the fundamental idea of AR is to combine or mix the view of the real
environment with additional virtual content. This virtual content can appeal to
different senses such as sight, hearing, touch and smell [10, 13].

To connect virtual content to the real world, a computer device is needed. This
device provides a window (display) through which the physical world can be seen.
For the virtual components to become visible in this window, as an augmentation to
reality, a software application on this device is needed as well.

There are many different hardware devices that can be used for AR. The most
commonly used is a handheld device like a smartphone or a tablet. A non-handheld
device is a Head Mounted Display (HMD). The display is worn on the user’s head,
mounted in a helmet or a pair of glasses. The advantage of the HMD is that the
display stays in front of the eyes, no matter in what direction the user might look,
supporting situation awareness. Google Glass is an example of an HMD used by the
Radboud University Medical Center, Nijmegen and the Academic Medical Center,
Amsterdam to explore the possible added value for health care and medical
education. All hardware devices used for AR have in common that they have a
processor, a camera, GPS, sensors and/or a compass.

In order to enrich the physical world with augmentations, a software application
that uses one or more of the different hardware components must be installed on the
device. There are two primary AR software implementation types: marker-based and
markerless AR. Marker-based augmented reality uses 2D or 3D images such as a QR
code (Fig. 1) or a physical object (for instance a building or humans [14]), which can
be recognized by the software application. When the AR software application
receives input from the marker or object, it generates the augmented virtual content
and projects this information onto the recognized object. The user perceives that
added information as really existing within the surroundings; he is immersed into an
enhanced reality. Figure 1 clarifies this.
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Fig. 1 Virtual content (block) is added to the real world (table). A hardware device (tablet) including
software is used to make the content visible for the user

Markerless augmented reality uses positional data to acquire the user’s location
with for instance a global positioning system (GPS) and a compass device to detect
orientation [15] or with infrared light to create a depth image that produces data in the
form of a silhouette (Kinect). Based upon this tracking information, the software
application is able to augment the virtual content on a precise location on or within
the real environment, regardless of whether or not that environment is static.

Examples of AR systems for medical training
Visualizing human anatomical structure with AR

Understanding human anatomy is essential for practising medicine since anatomical
knowledge supports the formulation of a diagnosis and communication of that
diagnosis to patient and colleagues [16]. Anatomy education is traditionally
performed by the dissection of cadavers. ‘Anatomical dissection is the systematic
exploration of a preserved human cadaver by the sequential division of tissue layers
and the liberation of certain structures by removal of the regional fat and connective
tissue with the aim of supporting the learning of gross anatomy by visual and tactile
experience’ [17, p. 16]. The value of dissection classes as a teaching format lies in the
fact that it provides a 3D view on human anatomy including tactile learning
experiences. It enables elaboration of knowledge already acquired in lectures and
study books and it provides an overall perspective of anatomical structures and their
mutual relations in a whole organism [18]. This training format is, however, quite
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Fig. 2 A screenshot of the magic mirror ‘Miracle’ that augments CT data onto the body of a trainee

costly. And so far, no objective empirical evidence exists concerning the
effectiveness of dissection classes for learning anatomy [17].

AR technology could offer an additional teaching method for anatomy education,
depending on how it is implemented. Strong points are the visualization capabilities
including the 3D rendering of anatomical imagery. Other sensory experiences could
be implemented as well, such as tactile feedback. AR provides real-time
manipulation of these visualizations and direct feedback to students. With that,
AR technology could comply with some of the affordances of traditional dissection
classes.

Several AR systems have already been developed specifically for anatomy
education [19-21]. Blum et al. [21] describe the magic mirror (‘Miracle’) which is an
AR system that can be used for undergraduate anatomy education. The set-up of that
system is as follows. The trainee stands in front of a TV screen that has a camera and
the Kinect attached to it. The camera image of the trainee is flipped horizontally and
shown on the TV screen, mimicking a mirror function (Fig. 2). Part of an anonymous
CT dataset is augmented to the user’s body and shown on the TV screen. This creates
the illusion that the trainee can look inside his body. A gesture-based user interface
allows real time manipulation of the visualization of the CT data. The trainee can
scroll through the dataset in sagittal, transverse and coronal slice mode, by using
different hand gestures.

The Miracle offers several advantages for anatomy education depending on how it
is embedded in the medical curriculum. It uses relatively inexpensive materials
(Kinect, camera and TV) compared with the dissection materials. It provides a
meaningful context (the whole human body) compared with textbook descriptions
and stand-alone graphical presentations of anatomical structures (e.g. pictures,
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plasticized models). And it uses real-life material (the CT dataset) which can be
applied in similar ways as in the professional context. This implementation of AR
technology is promising because of its strong visualization and manipulation
features. But, it does not yet do justice to the full potential of AR technology.

Visualizing 3D lung dynamics with AR

AR also has great potential for visualizing more complex systems of the human body
including the dynamic nature of such systems and patient-specific idiosyncrasies.
Hamza-Lup et al. [22] developed a system that allows real-time visualization of 3D
lung dynamics superimposed directly on a manikin or on a patient in the operating
room. In that visualization they combine a generic functional lung model with
patient-specific data extracted from high-resolution computed tomography (HRCT).
This results in a dynamic, real-time visualization of virtual lungs that is overlaid onto
the patient’s body. To see the 3D lung dynamics and possible deformations, the
clinician wears a lightweight HMD.

This system can be used for specialist training trajectories during which various
clinical scenarios can be trained. During non-invasive procedures, trainees can
investigate the patient-specific breathing patterns and discomfort (e.g. dyspnoea)
under different physical conditions and orientations of the patient in order to make
accurate diagnostic decisions. Minimally invasive scenarios allow training of
specific procedures such as intubation, endoscopy and needle insertion. More
invasive scenarios such as lung transplants and lung volume reductions allow
visualizing preoperative conditions and postoperative prognoses. This application of
AR offers unique training opportunities that are only possible with this technology.

Training laparoscopy skills with AR

The introduction of minimalistic invasive surgery (MIS) has given rise to a whole
new surgical approach involving laparoscopy. Where open surgery has
disadvantages for the patient, MIS is more demanding for the surgeon in terms of
concentration, focused attention and the execution of complex psychomotor skills
[23]. Laparoscopic procedures require the highly automated handling of laparoscopic
instruments and being able to cope with the idiosyncrasies of this technique and its
instruments. For instance, surgeons need to overcome the fulcrum effect. This refers
to inversion and scaling of movement and altered sensations of force [24].

The laparoscopic psychomotor skill is a complex skill that can be unravelled
into more fine-grained constituent skills. That is the production of motor actions
and the recognition of environmental conditions that trigger those motor actions
[25]. For example, a surgeon needs to be able to identify an anatomical structure at
a certain location upon which he can start dissecting it with the laparoscopic
instruments.

Motor abilities of expert surgeons show greater movement consistency and these
experts are less fatigue prone. Expert surgeons also show excellent pattern recall and
recognition when stimuli fit with an appropriate structure [26]. The latter includes the
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ability to envision depth and 3D, from 2D camera displays. An expert surgeon
appears to execute both skills effortlessly and fluently.

Part-task practice is deemed the most effective training method for achieving
excellent and automated mastery of such complex psychomotor skills [2, 25]. Part-
task practice involves repeated and varied practice of a recurrent, constituent skill
until a high level of automation is reached [2]. In the domain of laparoscopy training,
many examples exist of AR applications that support such part-task practice with
training scenarios that allow for training specific surgical procedures combining
different motor abilities and anatomical structures to work on.

Botden and Jakimowicz [27] review four AR applications for laparoscopic
surgery on their features, the extent to which empirical results support learning and
their benefits. The reviewed systems are ProMIS, CELTS, Blue Dragon and LTS3e.

In these training environments, trainees train certain laparoscopic procedures with
the same instruments as used in the OR. Basic recurrent skills are, for example,
navigation with the trocars, and touching or grasping of tissue. More advanced
recurrent skills that can be trained are transection or cutting, diathermia (heating of
body tissue), dissection, or suturing. Trainees train on a manikin on which overlays
of anatomical information are projected and the visual pathways of the laparoscopic
instruments are shown. Sometimes the learning task is combined with a
demonstration video and performance of the trainee is recorded.

The ProMIS system, for instance, combines a manikin with a laptop computer.
Inside the manikin a tracking system measures the position and velocity of the
surgical instruments. These data are subsequently visualized on screen.

Compared with real training environments (the so-called box trainers) and virtual
reality training environments, the AR laparoscopy environments offer realistic haptic
feedback which is essential for the transfer of laparoscopic skills to the work
environment [28, 29]. In addition, these AR laparoscopy environments do not require
an expert on-site to observe or guide the trainee.

These three examples of AR training systems are only a very limited selection of
what is out there: how AR technology is used for medical training purposes. Yet, they
already highlight the potential of this technology for learning and transfer. That
potential is reflected in the use of the physical real-life context (or a context very
similar to that), the advanced visualization capacity and simulation of other sensory
information. And the training systems offer by large an active learning experience, in
which interaction with the (real) world and direct feedback are paramount. Now that
this potential merit is clear and we see the implementation of several dedicated
training systems, a relevant question is what the empirical evidence for learning is.

Empirical learning effects of AR training systems

When we look at empirical studies on learning effects supported by AR technology, a
number of relevant types of research questions can be distinguished:

1. To what extent does an AR training system use a representative context, task,
and behaviour compared with the real world? This is a matter of validity.
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2.  What learning effects does the AR training system generate?

3. What factors influence the implementation of an AR training system in a
curriculum and how does that affect learning?

4. To what extent do learning results acquired with the AR training system transfer
to the professional context?

Each of these research questions gives a relevant answer to the potential
usefulness and effectiveness of AR supported learning. To our knowledge no
empirical evidence has been published yet upon the effects of the Miracle for
anatomy education. As for training with the dynamic 3D lungs, apart from assessing
technical system behaviour, no empirical evidence on learning effects is known to us.
Limited empirical evidence for AR laparoscopy training systems is available. Botden
[29] for instance investigates ProMIS and assesses the extent to which the learning
tasks in ProMIS sufficiently match the actual tasks to be performed during surgery.
This is research that matches the first type of research question. The effect study
reveals that both expert surgeons as well as surgeons-in-training judge the level of
fidelity as sufficient and they estimate the didactic potential of ProMIS as a training
tool to be large.

More research within the medical domain has been published on the effects of AR
systems for learning but the results give a rather fragmented picture and no review
studies have been performed yet. No firm conclusions can be drawn upon the
established merit of AR for medical learning. Thus, we wonder what the status of AR
for learning in other domains is and what is published in systematic reviews about that.

Schmitz et al. [30] present a review of practical research papers on augmented
reality games for teaching and learning from a variety of domains. An augmented
reality game combines mobile technology, gaming and geospecific activities with
augmented content. The study results substantiate the motivational potential of
augmented reality games and the potential to enhance knowledge acquisition. The
limitations of this review are the fact that no established empirical results of AR are
or could be reported. In addition, the augmented reality games all applied different
game dynamics making an objective comparison difficult.

Wu et al. [7] performed a review of the literature about AR learning systems
across domains and identified 54 published studies primarily in the fields of science
and mathematics. These studies recognized learning benefits of AR systems
specifically in the area of visualizing invisible or abstract concepts in order to
promote conceptual understanding of dynamic models and complex causality. These
studies also pointed out the motivational benefits of these systems and the role that
immersion may play in that respect. This review did not include a systematic
comparison of reported learning effects within different research designs.

Because no review studies have been done within the medical domain, there is a
lack of a deep and systematic understanding of how AR can enhance complex
learning in this domain. Also across domains no firm empirical results could be
identified upon the effects of AR supported learning. We therefore suggest a
systematic review of empirical research across domains on the characteristics of
learning tasks in AR environments of interest to the medical domain and their
established learning effects.
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Conclusion

The main question of this article was what AR is and what it could bring to the field
of complex medical learning. We have seen that AR is the combination of a physical
training environment that is very similar to or the same as the real-life environment
augmented with visual and/or other sensory information. Learning supported with
AR technology enables ubiquitous, collaborative and situated learning. It delivers a
sense of presence, immediacy and immersion that may be beneficial to the learning
process [7]. The affordances of such learning environments have the potential to
stimulate meaningful learning, a necessary prerequisite for transfer of learning to
occur. In the end, we of course aim for professionals who demonstrate excellence in
the clinic.

Compared with studies of more mature educational technologies, many empirical
studies upon the effects of AR (whether within the medical domain or outside) still
focus on the development, usability and initial implementation of AR as a learning
tool [7]. In order to establish the educational value of AR, the identified research
questions need to be followed through with an adequate research design that includes
large enough samples and valid measurements. Only then will the real merit of such
advanced learning systems become clear. In that respect, we are on the eve of
exploring the added value of AR for learning in the medical domain. Implementing
such a novelty in the curriculum for medical professionals requires thoughtful
development, its adoption only possible after empirical effect studies have proven the
added value of AR for learning.

Essentials

e In the medical domain, complex learning occurs that involves complex
physiological systems, developing adaptive expertise and acquiring
collaborative skills

e Learning in the medical domain is often situated in a real-life context. Training in
this real-life context is not always possible

e AR learning environments potentially offer a meaningful situated learning
experience that may enable transfer of learning into the workplace

e Up to now empirical research is performed primarily into the development,
usability and initial implementation of AR learning environments. In that respect
we are on the eve of exploring the added value of AR supported learning
environments for learning

Acknowledgments We would like to thank the anonymous reviewers of PME and Drs. Marjolein Zee for
their thoughtful comments on this article.

Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License
which permits any use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author(s) and
the source are credited.

@ Springer



310

C. Kamphuis et al.

References

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

. Ifenthaler D, Eseryel D. Facilitating complex learning by mobile augmented reality learning

environments. In: Huang R, Spector JM, Kinshuk DGS, editors. Reshaping learning, the frontiers of
learning technologies in a global context. New York: Springer; 2013.

. Van Merriénboer JJG, Kirschner PA. Ten steps to complex learning, a systematic approach to four-

component instructional design. New York: Routledge; 2007.

. Salomon G, Perkins DN. Rocky roads to transfer: rethinking mechanisms of a neglected phenomenon.

Educ Psychol. 1989;24:113-42.

. Jonassen D. Meaningful learning with technology. Upper Saddle River: Pearson; 2008.
. The New Media Consortium. The HORIZON report 2010 edition. 2013. http://net.educause.edu/ir/

library/pdf/hr2010.pdf. Accessed 1 June 2013.

. The New Media Consortium. The HORIZON report 2011 edition. 2013. http://net.educause.edu/ir/

library/pdf/hr2011.pdf. Accessed 1 June 2013

. WuH, Lee S, Chang H, Liang J. Current status, opportunities and challenges of augmented reality in

education. Comput Educ. 2013;62:41-9.

. Hugues O, Fuchs P, Nannipieri O. New augmented reality taxonomy: technologies and features of

augmented environment. In: Furth B, editor. Handbook of augmented reality. New York: Springer;
2011. p. 47-63.

. Azuma R. A survey of augmented reality. Presence. 1997;6(4):355-85.
. Azuma R, Baillot Y, Behringer R, Feiner S, Julier S, Maclntyre B. Recent advances in augmented

reality. IEEE Comput Graph. 2001;21(6):34—47.

Zhou F, Duh HBL, Billinghurst M. Trends in augmented reality tracking, interaction and display: a
review of ten years of ISMAR. In: 7th IEEE and ACM international symposium on mixed and
augmented reality (ISMAR 2008); 2008 Sept 15-18; Cambridge, UK; 2008.

Milgram P, Takemura H, Utsumi F, Kishino. Augmented reality: a class of displays on the reality—
virtuality continuum. In: Proceedings of telemanipulator and telepresence technologies, vol. 2351;
1994. p. 282-292.

Yu D, Jin JS, Luo S, Lai W. A useful visualization technique: a literature review for augmented reality
and its application, limitation & future direction. In: Huang ML, Nguyen QV, Zhang K, editors. Visual
information communication. New York: Springer; 2010. p. 311-337. doi:10.1007/978-1-4419-0312-9.
http://public.eblib.com/EBLPublic/PublicView.do?ptilD=511751  http:/site.ebrary.com/id/10351877
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&scope=site&db=nlebk&db=nlabk & AN=341596.
Wang H, Bao X, Choudhury RR, Nelakuditi S. InSight: recognizing humans without face recognition.
HotMobile. 2013;7:2012.

Genc Y, Riedel S, Souvannavong F, Akinlar C, Navab N. Marker-less tracking for AR: a learning-
based approach. In: Proceedings of the international symposium on mixed and augmented reality
(ISMAR’02); Darmstadt: IEEE Computer Society; 2002. p. 295-304; IEEE Xplore.

Frank JR, Royal College of Physicians and Surgeons Canada RCPSC. The CanMEDS 2005 physician
competency framework: better standards, better physicians, better care, vol. vii. Ottawa: Royal
College of Physicians and Surgeons Canada; 2005. p. 29.

Winkelmann A. Anatomical dissection as a teaching method in medical school: a review of the
evidence. Med Educ. 2007;41:15-22.

McLachlan JC, Bligh J, Bradley P, Searle J. Teaching anatomy without cadavers. Med Educ.
2004;38(4):418-24.

Thomas RG, John NW, Delieu JM. Augmented reality for anatomical education. J Vis Commun Med.
2010;33(1):6-15.

Chien C-H, Chen C-H, Jeng T-S. An interactive augmented reality system for learning anatomy
structure. In: Proceedings of the international multiconference of engineers and computer scientists,
IMECS, vol. I; 2010. p. 1-6.

Blum T, Kleeberger V, Bichlmeier C, Navab N. Mirracle: an augmented reality magic mirror system
for anatomy education. In: Proceedings of the 2012 IEEE virtual reality; 2012 March 4-8; Costa Mesa:
IEEE Computer Soc; 2012. p. 115-116; IEEE Xplore.

Hamza-Lup F, Santhanam A, Imielinska C, Meeks S, Rolland J. Distributed augmented reality with
3-D lung dynamics—a planning tool concept. IEEE Trans Info Technol Biomed. 2007;11(1):40.

@ Springer


http://net.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/hr2010.pdf
http://net.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/hr2010.pdf
http://net.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/hr2011.pdf
http://net.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/hr2011.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-0312-9
http://public.eblib.com/EBLPublic/PublicView.do?ptiID=511751
http://site.ebrary.com/id/10351877
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&scope=site&db=nlebk&db=nlabk&AN=341596

Reality in medical education? 311

23. Gallagher AG, Smith CD, Bowers SP, et al. Psychomotor skills assessment in practicing surgeons
experienced in performing advanced laparoscopic procedures. J Am Coll Surg. 2003;197(3):479-88
Epub 2003/08/30.

24. Westebring-van der Putten EP, Goossens RHM. Haptics in minimally invasive surgery—a review.
Minim Invasive Ther Allied Technol. 2008;17(1):3-16.

25. Fadde PJ. Training complex psychomotor performance skills. In: Silber KH, Foshay WR, Watkins R,
Leigh D, Moseley JL, Dessinger JC, editors. Handbook of improving performance in the workplace,
vol. 1-3. Hoboken: Wiley; 2010. doi:10.1002/9780470592663.ch14.

26. Abernethy B, Poolton JM, Masters RSW, Patil NG. Implications of an expertise model for surgical
skills training. ANZ J Surg. 2008;78(12):1092-5.

27. Botden SMBI, Jakimowicz JJ. What is going on in augmented reality simulation in laparoscopic
surgery? Surg Endosc. 2009;23(8):1693-700.

28. Aggarwal R, Moorthy K, Darzi A. Laparoscopic skills training and assessment. Br J Surg.
2004;91:1549-58.

29. Botden SMBI. Augmented reality simulation for laparoscopic training. Realistic haptic feedback and
meaningful assessment. Dissertation, Technical University Delft, the Netherlands; 2009.

30. Schmitz B, Specht M, Klemke R. An analysis of the educational potential of augmented reality games
for learning. In: Proceedings of the 11th world conference on mobile and contextual learning.
Helsinki; 2012. pp. 140-147. http://hdl.handle.net/1820/4790. Accessed 31 Oct 2013.

Carolien Kamphuis M.Sc., is an educationalist and consultant at the Department for Evaluation, Quality
and Development of Medical Education, Radboud University Nijmegen Medical Center, Nijmegen, the
Netherlands. She consults in educational development projects with a special interest in technology
enhanced learning, and provides educational training to physicians.

Esther Barsom B.Sc., is a fourth-year medical student at the University of Amsterdam. She has a special
interest in serious gaming and simulation in health care.

Marlies Schijven M.D. Ph.D. M.H.Sc., is a surgeon and health scientist at the Department of Surgery in
the Academic Medical Center in Amsterdam, the Netherlands. She completed her theses on validation and
implementation of simulation in the surgical curriculum. She is the President of the Dutch Society for
Simulation in Health Care, and her research field is in the area of medical simulation and serious gaming
development, validation studies and implementations.

Noor Christoph M.Sc. Ph.D., is assistant professor at the Center for Evidence-Based-Education,
Academic Medical Center, Amsterdam. Her interests include medical education, instructional systems
design, serious games, simulation and augmented reality, clinical reasoning, naturalistic decision making
and team training.

@ Springer


http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470592663.ch14
http://hdl.handle.net/1820/4790

	Augmented reality in medical education?
	Abstract
	Introduction
	What is augmented reality and how does it work?
	Examples of AR systems for medical training
	Visualizing human anatomical structure with AR
	Visualizing 3D lung dynamics with AR
	Training laparoscopy skills with AR

	Empirical learning effects of AR training systems
	Conclusion
	Essentials
	Acknowledgments
	References


