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Abstract – The goal of this review paper is to retrieve from the existing literature relevant information (1) about the
learning curve of the currently existing navigation systems and (2) about the use of navigation system for teaching
orthopaedic procedures. All studies reporting on the learning curve of navigation systems support the hypothesis that
computer-navigated total knee arthroplasty (TKA) involves only a short learning curve and that beginners can obtain
good results from the beginning of their experience, as navigation provides continuous feedback during all phases of
the knee replacement surgery and allows for correcting any bone cut errors. Interestingly, there is no comparable re-
search on the learning curve of TKA with standard, manual instrumentation. One might postulate that this learning
curve might be longer than with navigation, with potentially a higher rate of outliers. The current literature does sup-
port that navigation may be an efficient teaching tool for both experienced orthopaedic surgeons and trainees. Expe-
rienced surgeons may improve their skills with conventional techniques and learn new techniques more efficiently and
more quickly. Trainees may have a better understanding of the procedure and learn standard techniques with a shorter
learning curve. This is probably due to the immediate feedback of navigation systems. A shorter learning curve may
be associated with improved clinical and functional results for the patient during this critical period. However, there is
no evidence that training with navigation excludes trainees from the need to work in academic environments with
experienced teachers. Future techniques in training may include the development of laboratory simulation procedures
using navigated feedback.
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Introduction

The impact of limb and implant alignments after total knee
arthroplasty (TKA) remains debated [1]. However, it is gener-
ally accepted that excessive tibial varus or tibial and femoral
malrotation may negatively influence clinical outcome [2].

Computer-assisted surgery (CAS) was developed to
improve the accuracy of surgical procedures. It has been exten-
sively demonstrated that the use of CAS is associated with a
better accuracy and better precision when performing hip or
knee arthroplasties [3, 4]. Unlike robotic surgery, which aims
to replace the surgeon’s work by a guided device [5], naviga-
tion keeps the surgeon himself involved in the procedure [6].
Navigation systems do not take any decisions during the surgi-
cal procedure, but help the surgeon by providing more reliable
information in order to take appropriate action themselves. The
registration process is performed by the surgeon first, and then

the computer analyses the data and provides the surgeon with
the relevant information to place the implant in the expected
position. This registration process may lead to inaccurate
results if it is not done properly (‘‘garbage in, garbage out’’).

Introducing a new technique during a surgical procedure
involves a learning curve [7] and should be followed by eval-
uation of the technical quality of this change. Methods for
quality control have been initially developed for industrial
quality control and adapted to medical research [8, 9]. Sequen-
tial outcome measures are considered measurements of a pro-
cess. It is generally accepted that the use of navigation systems
during orthopaedic procedures requires significant skills [10].
Therefore, it may involve a significant learning curve, but it
is unclear if such systems should be released to experienced
orthopaedic surgeons only [10, 11]. The immediate feedback
generated by the use of navigation during orthopaedic proce-
dures may facilitate resident teaching when they assist experts,
and may help junior surgeons to avoid implant malposition
during their learning curve of hip or knee replacement [10].
The goal of this review paper is to retrieve from the existing
literature relevant information (1) about the learning curve of

*Corresponding author: jean-yves.jenny@chru-strasbourg.
fr

SICOT J 2017, 3, 39
� The Authors, published by EDP Sciences, 2017
DOI: 10.1051/sicotj/2017025

Available online at:
www.sicot-j.org

This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0),
which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

OPEN ACCESSREVIEW ARTICLE

Special Issue: ‘‘Computer Assisted Orthopaedic Surgery – Current State and Impact’’
Guest Editor: A. Adhikari

http://www.edpsciences.org/
https://doi.org/10.1051/sicotj/2017025
http://www.sicot-j.org
http://www.sicot-j.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


the currently existing navigation systems and (2) about the use
of navigation system for teaching orthopaedic procedures.

Learning curve of navigation systems

Any new surgical procedure involves a learning curve until
the steady state is obtained. Common sense dictates that the
more sophisticated the procedure is, the longer the learning
curve will be. Navigation systems are generally considered
by the non-user surgeons as sophisticated and tough proce-
dures, especially because computer use is still uncommon in
the operative field. However, learning curves of different nav-
igation systems have been assessed, specifically for total knee
arthroplasty (TKA).

Nizard et al. [12] analysed the learning curve after the
introduction of a computer tomography based navigation sys-
tem in one single institution (Navitrack� [13]). They used an
industrial tool, the cumulative sum test (CST), which allows
a sequential quality process control and is well adapted to
get an early feedback about surgical performance [14, 15]. This
test may determine if the process is in control, and if some
characteristics of the process (such as the mean) deviate from
a pre-specified target value. The authors recorded 78 TKAs in
72 patients. The main outcome studied was overall alignment
measured on long leg weight-bearing radiographs taken two
to 12 weeks after surgery. Control of the process was obtained
during the entire study, and the learning curve was completed
after 27 TKAs. The CST showed that, for the first 19 knees
treated, a constant systematic varus deviation was observed,
followed by eight knees with symmetric valgus deviations.
After these 27 knees, the process seemed to stabilize at the
180� target, with a slight trend towards varus knees. Sporadic
out-of-control implantation was observed for two femur com-
ponents and four tibia components. Operating time was consid-
ered under control during the whole study. The outlier rate
(more than 3� off the neutral coronal alignment) was 10%.
Seventeen percent of the femur components and 25% of the
tibia components had a deviation of more than 2� off the neu-
tral coronal alignment.

Jenny et al. [16] analysed the learning curve after the intro-
duction of a non-image based navigation system in a multicen-
tre study (OrthoPilot� [17]). They compared the results of
implantation of the same TKA with the same navigation system
in five centres experienced with navigation use to eight centres
with no navigation experience. The main outcome of the study
was overall alignment measured on long leg weight-bearing
radiographs taken three months after surgery. The study
included 368 cases: 150 in the control group and 218 in the
study group. No difference was observed for the radiological
accuracy of implantation between experienced and beginner
centres. In the experienced centres, 136 cases (91%) were
within the desired range of ±3� while 191 cases (88%) in the
beginner centres were (p > 0.05). There was no difference for
the accuracy of implantation of both femur and tibia compo-
nents. There was no difference in the clinical evaluation or
occurrence of complications between both groups. The only
observed difference was in the mean operating time:
107 ± 26 min in the experienced group vs. 118 ± 23 min in

the beginner group (p < 0.001). After 30 knee replacements,
the two logarithmic regression curves of the study and the con-
trol groups showed to be nearly parallel at study completion.
There was no significant variation in operating time in the con-
trol group, whereas there was a tendency of decreased operating
time in the study group with growing surgical experience. The
authors concluded that there was no learning curve for accuracy
of implantation. The only learning curve was about operating
time, and was completed after 30 cases.

Smith et al. [18] performed a prospective study comparing
the first 50 computer-navigated primary TKAs performed by a
single consultant with no previous experience of navigation but
significant experience in non-navigated primary TKAs to 50
computer-navigated primary TKAs performed by an expert
navigator during the same period. The same OrthoPilot�

non-image based navigation system as in the Jenny et al.
[16] study was used. Outcome measurements were Oxford
knee score and coronal mechanical femoro-tibial angle mea-
sured on a long leg weight-bearing digital hip-knee-ankle
radiographs at six weeks and one year after surgery. There
was a significant 19-min increase in the operating time for
the novice surgeon during the first 20 cases, but this difference
disappeared during the next 20 cases. There was no difference
between the two surgeons for other clinical or radiographic
data. The authors concluded that a surgeon novice in naviga-
tion was able to achieve the clinical and radiographic results
of an expert from the beginning of his experience with naviga-
tion. As in the Jenny et al. [16] study, the only significant dif-
ference was an increased operating time, which decreased
quickly, with no remaining difference after 20 cases.

Confalonieri et al. [11] performed a prospective study com-
paring three groups each with 25 patients undergoing com-
puter-assisted TKA who were operated on by a surgeon
experienced in both TKA and navigation, a surgeon experi-
enced in TKA but with no experience in navigation, and a gen-
eral orthopaedic surgeon with a low volume TKA experience
and no experience in navigation. A non-image based naviga-
tion system was used (VectorVision� [19]). The deviation from
the expected cut orientation and the number of recuts (if the
deviation was superior to three degrees) were recorded. No sig-
nificant differences were seen for the distal femoral cut and the
proximal tibia cut in the coronal plane. A statistically signifi-
cant inferior result was observed for the general orthopaedic
surgeon for the distal femoral cut and the proximal tibia cut
in the sagittal plane. There was a negative correlation between
the level of experience both in computer navigation and knee
replacement surgery and the number of recuts. There was no
statistically significant difference between the three surgeons
for all radiographic parameters. There was a negative correla-
tion between the level of experience both in computer naviga-
tion and knee replacement surgery and the operating time. The
authors concluded that computer navigation was a useful tool
to train inexperienced surgeons in TKA.

Sampath et al. [20] investigated the relationships between
the tourniquet time of a single surgeon and severity of the
preoperative deformity, body mass index and surgeon’s experi-
ence measured by the number of navigated TKAs performed
by the surgeon prior to the considered procedure. One hundred
and seventy-two cases of navigated TKAs were analysed.
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The OrthoPilot� navigation system was used. A statistically
significant relationship was observed between tourniquet time
and the total number of previous TKAs performed, with a
0.1 min decrease for each additional TKA, suggesting that
the learning curve might last longer than previously assessed.
No outliers were observed when considering the radiographic
prosthetic orientation.

Shields et al. [21] analysed the learning curve of a single
surgeon with previous vast experience in resurfacing hip arthro-
plasty (RHA). They performed a match-paired, retrospective
comparative study comparing conventional procedures to navi-
gated procedures during the introduction period of this new pro-
cedure. There was no difference in the mean orientation of the
implants in the two groups. There was no difference in the oper-
ating time in the two groups. The authors concluded that there
was no significant learning curve for this specific, experienced
hip surgeon when introducing navigation for RHA.

All these studies have similar conclusions. The non-expert
surgeons are immediately able to take advantage of the naviga-
tion technique when considering the accuracy of bone cuts,
whatever the navigation system used. However, these surgeons
generally need more operating time than expert ones, and this
learning period may last 20 to 30 TKAs. The duration of this
learning curve did not appear significantly impacted by the sys-
tem used. No information is currently available for the non-
TKA procedure.

No study specifically addressed the reasons for this pro-
longed operating time. One may speculate that the use of
new instruments, a new surgical workflow or familiarization
with the computer interface may significantly impact the speed
of the process. The immediate feedback about the component
position may avoid bone recuts, but rapid placement of the
resection guides in the optimal 3D orientation is not intuitive.
All these points could be addressed in simulated laboratory
conditions, which may decrease the learning curve period
further.

Conclusion

All studies support the hypothesis that computer-navigated
TKA involves only a short learning curve and that beginners
can obtain good results from the beginning of their experience,
as navigation provides continuous feedback during all phases
of the knee replacement surgery and allows for correcting
any bone cut errors. Interestingly, there is no comparable
research on the learning curve of TKA with standard, manual
instrumentation. One might postulate that this learning curve
might be longer than with navigation, with potentially a higher
rate of outliers.

Teaching with navigation

Can experienced surgeon improve their skills with
navigation?

It has been extensively proven that performing a TKA with
the help of a navigation system allows positioning the implants
in a more accurate and more reproducible position than when a

conventional instrumentation is used [3, 22]. Very few papers
reported no difference between navigated and conventional
implantation [23, 24]. Similar results have been published for
unicompartmental knee arthroplasty, which is known to be
technically more demanding than the TKA [25–27]. Similar
results have also been published for acetabular and femoral
components of total hip arthroplasty [4, 28]. Most of these
studies were performed by experienced surgeons in high vol-
ume centres. It can be concluded that even experienced sur-
geons may improve their skill while implanting joint
replacement under navigation control. However, the question
of the clinical relevance of this improvement is still debated,
with conflicting positive [29, 30] or negative [31, 32] impacts
of navigation.

Besides improving the accuracy of bone cuts orientation,
there is some evidence that navigation may help experienced
surgeons improve their skills in balancing soft tissue, especially
during the TKA [33–36].

Navigation may also help experienced surgeons even
when they use the conventional implantation technique for
TKA [37].

Iorio et al. [38] analysed 150 TKAs operated by the same,
high volume knee surgeon. Three different periods of time
were considered: first, patients operated with a conventional
technique before any computer-assisted experience; second,
patients operated with computer-assisted surgery; finally,
patients operated with a conventional technique after having
gained experience in computer-navigated techniques. The out-
come was evaluated by measuring the coronal limb alignment
on long leg weight-bearing radiographs. Respective rates of
optimal placement were 68% in the first period, 92% in the
second period and 82% in the final period. The difference
was significant between first and second periods as well as
between first and third periods, but not between second and
final periods. Navigation had an educational role and helped
improve the ability of the surgeon in positioning prosthetic
components more precisely in the coronal plane even when
navigation was not used.

Can experienced surgeon learn a new technique
with navigation?

Romanowski and Swank [39] reported a single surgeon
series of 71 consecutive RHA in which the components were
placed with the use of computer-assisted navigation. Orienta-
tion of the implants and operative time were compared in three
sequential operative time periods including the introduction
period of this new procedure. Over three sequential operative
time periods, computer-assisted navigation produced consistent
values with regard to intraoperative cup inclination (43�, 44�
and 40�) and postoperative radiographic alignment of the cup
(46�, 44� and 43�) and femoral stem (148�, 147� and 144�),
despite different levels of surgeon experience. Operative times
significantly decreased with surgeon experience, showing the
largest decrease after the first and second sequence intervals
(110, 98 and 95 min, respectively). There was a significant dif-
ference with evolving surgeon experience concerning intraop-
erative stem placement (144�, 142� and 138�, respectively)
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despite the mean values remaining well clustered. No femoral
notching occurred throughout the series. The authors con-
cluded that computer-assisted navigation was a reliable tech-
nique for accurate placement of RHA. Furthermore,
computer navigation allowed for consistency of component
alignment independent of surgeon’s experience.

Shields et al. [21], in the previously quoted paper, analysed
component placement in RHA. Eighty-nine percent of the
femoral components were placed in the expected valgus posi-
tion in the navigation group, compared with only 80% in the
conventional group, with a narrower range of variation from
the target in the navigated group. The authors concluded that
this experienced surgeon had been able to improve his skill
in RHA by using navigation assistance.

Can trainees learn a new technique with
navigation?

Motor learning theory suggests that, while the real-time
feedback provided by computer-assisted orthopaedic surgery
should improve performance, it may be detrimental to learning.
Gofton et al. [40] analysed the impact of computer-assisted
technology on trainee performance during total hip arthro-
plasty (THA). Fifty-five trainees were randomized to one of
the three training groups: conventional training, computer nav-
igation or conventional implantation with navigation control.
Outcomes were assessed in a pretest session and in 10-min
and six-week retention and transfer tests. All groups demon-
strated improved accuracy and precision in cup placement dur-
ing training. The computer navigation group demonstrated
significantly better accuracy and precision in early training
and better precision throughout training. No significant degra-
dation in performance was observed between the immediate
and the delayed testing for any group, suggesting that there
was no detrimental effect of any of the tested training modal-
ities on learning.

Cobb et al. [41] analysed the influence of navigation on the
learning curve and accuracy of RHA by trainees. Twenty trai-
nees participated in a randomized trial. Instruction was given
to all participants about the surgical technique of RHA, the
use of conventional instrumentation, the use of a computed
tomography-based planning and the use of a navigation sys-
tem. The trainees were then split into three groups undertaking
these tasks in three different orders. The mean error to insert
the guidewire was 23� with the conventional instrumentation,
22� with the computed tomography (CT) plan technique and
7� using navigation. Trainees produced similar accuracy, even
in their first attempt, on difficult anatomy when using naviga-
tion. Motivated students rapidly achieved an expert level of
accuracy when provided with navigation. Learning a conven-
tional method first did not improve performance, even in diffi-
cult cases. The authors suggest that navigation may play an
important role in reducing the learning curve of trainees in
hip resurfacing arthroplasty.

Nousiainen et al. [42] determined the impact of a com-
puter-navigated training model on the learning curve of trai-
nees in the fixation of femoral neck fractures. They
conducted a multicentre, prospective, randomized, controlled

study with surgical trainees with no prior experience in this
procedure. After a training session, participants underwent a
pretest by performing the screw placement on a simulated
hip fracture using fluoroscopic guidance. Immediately after,
participants were randomized into either undergoing a training
session using conventional fluoroscopy or computer-based nav-
igation. Immediate post-test, retention (four weeks later), and
transfer tests were performed. Performance during the tests
was determined by radiographic analysis of hardware place-
ment. Screw placement by trainees was ultimately equal to
the level of an expert surgeon with either training technique.
Participants who trained with computer navigation took fewer
attempts to position hardware and used less fluoroscopy time
than those trained with conventional fluoroscopy. When those
trained with conventional fluoroscopy used computer naviga-
tion at the transfer test, less fluoroscopy time and dosage were
used. The authors suggested that computer navigation may be
safely used to train surgical novices in a basic procedure,
avoiding training on a real patient.

Khakha et al. [43] compared the mid-term clinical outcome
of TKA performed by a consultant orthopaedic surgeon to that
of trainees. Ninety-two patients were matched and randomly
allocated to have CAS performed by either a consultant or a
trainee and followed up prospectively for five years. The data
demonstrated that trainees were able to achieve equal coronal
alignment, blood loss and functional scores. However, consul-
tant surgeons had a significantly shorter tourniquet time. The
authors concluded that CAS can assist less experienced sur-
geons to reliably achieve good mid-term outcomes in TKA.

Love and Kinninmonth [44] analysed the effectiveness of
computer navigation as a training tool in TKA. They per-
formed a training exercise on plastic models to simulate cutting
guide movement due to inadequate fixation, the effect of using
slotted or open cutting guides, the effect of bending the saw
blade and the effect of recutting on the accuracy of the targeted
resection. The immediate feedback provided by computer-
navigated TKA allowed both surgeons and trainees to immedi-
ately identify errors in surgical technique and to correct them
precisely.

Schnurr et al. [45] analysed whether trainees may implant
knee prostheses using computer navigation as accurately as
experienced consultants. Six hundred and sixty-two consecu-
tive TKAs performed by consultants or trainees under supervi-
sion by a consultant were analysed retrospectively. Operation
time was significantly longer for trainees vs. consultants (139
vs. 122 min, respectively). There was no significant difference
between trainees and consultants for cutting errors. The rate of
outliers with a mechanical axis deviation >2� was low and not
significantly different between trainees and consultants. The
authors concluded that trainees may implant their first TKA
using computer navigation as accurately as experienced con-
sultants at the expense of a longer operative time.

Conclusion

The current literature does support that navigation may be
an efficient teaching tool for both experienced orthopaedic
surgeons and trainees. Experienced surgeons may improve
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their skills with conventional techniques and learn new tech-
niques more efficiently and more quickly. Trainees may have
a better understanding of the procedure and learn standard
techniques with a shorter learning curve. This is probably
due to the immediate feedback of navigation systems. A
shorter learning curve may be associated with improved clini-
cal and functional results for the patient during this critical per-
iod. However, there is no evidence that training with navigation
exempts trainees from the need to work in academic environ-
ment with experienced teachers. Future techniques of training
may include the development of laboratory simulation proce-
dures using navigated feedback.

Conflict of interest

JYJ receives royalties from Aesculap, is a paid consultant
for Exactech and FH Orthopedics.

FP has patents and licenses with Brainlab via CMU,
BBraun and Oxford University Press. He received financial
support for symposia from Stryker, BBraun, Convatec and
Blue Belt Technology (BBT). His research institution received
research funding from Stryker, BBraun, Bayer, Mathys, Zim-
mer, Convatec, BBT.

References

1. Thienpont E, Bellemans J, Victor J, Becker R (2013) Alignment
in total knee arthroplasty, still more questions than answers.
Knee Surg Sports Traumatol Arthrosc 21, 2191–2193.

2. Becker R, Tandogan R, Violante B (2016) Alignment in total
knee arthroplasty. Knee Surg Sports Traumatol Arthrosc 24,
2393–2394.

3. Cheng T, Zhao S, Peng X, Zhang X (2012) Does computer-
assisted surgery improve postoperative leg alignment and
implant positioning following total knee arthroplasty?
A meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials? Knee Surg
Sports Traumatol Arthrosc 20, 1307–1322.

4. Xu K, Li YM, Zhang HF, Wang CG, Xu YQ, Li ZJ (2014)
Computer navigation in total hip arthroplasty: a meta-analysis
of randomized controlled trials. Int J Surg 12, 528–533.

5. Lang JE, Mannava S, Floyd AJ, Goddard MS, Smith BP, Mofidi
A, Seyler TM, Jinnah RH (2011) Robotic systems in
orthopaedic surgery. J Bone Joint Surg Br 93, 1296–1299.

6. Siston RA, Giori NJ, Goodman SB, Delp SL (2007) Surgical
navigation for total knee arthroplasty: a perspective. J Biomech
40, 728–735.

7. Hopper AN, Jamison MH, Lewis WG (2007) Learning curves
in surgical practice. Postgrad Med J 83, 777–779.

8. Van Rij AM, McDonald JR, Pettigrew RA, Putterill MJ, Reddy
CK, Wright JJ (1995) Cusum as an aid to early assessment of
the surgical trainee. Br J Surg 82, 1500–1503.

9. Williams SM, Parry BR, Schlup MM (1992) Quality control: an
application of the cusum. BMJ 23(304), 1359–1361.

10. Bathis H, Perlick L, Tingart M, Perlick C, Luring C, Grifka J
(2005) Intraoperative cutting errors in total knee arthroplasty.
Arch Orthop Trauma Surg 125, 16–20.

11. Confalonieri N, Chemello C, Cerveri P, Manzotti A (2012) Is
computer-assisted total knee replacement for beginners or

experts? Prospective study among three groups of patients
treated by surgeons with different levels of experience.
J Orthop Traumatol 13, 203–210.

12. Nizard RS, Porcher R, Ravaud P, Vangaver E, Hannouche D,
Bizot P, Sedel L (2004) Use of the cusum technique for
evaluation of a CT-based navigation system for total knee
replacement. Clin Orthop Relat Res 425, 180–188.

13. Maculé-Beneyto F, Hernández-Vaquero D, Segur-Vilalta JM,
Colomina-Rodríguez R, Hinarejos-Gomez P, García-Forcada I,
Seral Garcia B (2006) Navigation in total knee arthroplasty.
A multicenter study. Int Orthop 30, 536–540.

14. Chang WR, McLean IP (2006) CUSUM: a tool for early
feedback about performance? BMC Med Res Methodol 2(6), 8.

15. Grigg OA, Farewell VT, Spiegelhalter DJ (2013) Use of risk-
adjusted CUSUM and RSPRT charts for monitoring in medical
contexts. Stat Methods Med Res 12, 147–170.

16. Jenny JY, Miehlke RK, Giurea A (2008) Learning curve in
navigated total knee replacement. A multi-centre study
comparing experienced and beginner centres. Knee 15, 80–84.

17. Jenny JY, Clemens U, Kohler S, Kiefer H, Konermann W,
Miehlke RK (2005) Consistency of implantation of a total knee
arthroplasty with a non-image-based navigation system: a case-
control study of 235 cases compared with 235 conventionally
implanted prostheses. J Arthroplasty 20, 832–839.

18. Smith BR, Deakin AH, Baines J, Picard F (2010) Computer
navigated total knee arthroplasty: the learning curve. Comput
Aided Surg 15, 40–48.

19. Matsumoto T, Kubo S, Muratsu H, Tsumura N, Ishida K,
Matsushita T, Takayama K, Sasaki H, Oka S, Kurosaka M,
Kuroda R (2011) Differing prosthetic alignment and femoral
component sizing between 2 computer-assisted CT-free
navigation systems in TKA. Orthopedics 6(34), e860–e865.

20. Sampath SA, Voon SH, Sangster M, Davies H (2009) The
statistical relationship between varus deformity, surgeon’s
experience, BMI and tourniquet time for computer assisted
total knee replacements. Knee 16, 121–124.

21. Shields JS, Seyler TM, Maguire C, Jinnah RH (2009)
Computer-assisted navigation in hip resurfacing arthroplasty
– a single-surgeon experience. Bull NYU Hosp Jt Dis 67,
164–167.

22. Hetaimish BM, Khan MM, Simunovic N, Al-Harbi HH,
Bhandari M, Zalzal PK (2012) Meta-analysis of navigation vs
conventional total knee arthroplasty. J Arthroplasty 27,
1177–1182.

23. Kim YH, Park JW, Kim JS (2012) Computer-navigated versus
conventional total knee arthroplasty a prospective randomized
trial. J Bone Joint Surg Am 94, 2017–2024.

24. Bauwens K, Matthes G, Wich M, Gebhard F, Hanson B,
Ekkernkamp A, Stengel D (2007) Navigated total knee
replacement. A meta-analysis. J Bone Joint Surg Am 89,
261–269.

25. Song EK, Mohite N, Lee SH, Na BR, Seon JK (2016)
Comparison of outcome and survival after unicompartmental
knee arthroplasty between navigation and conventional tech-
niques with an average 9-year follow-up. J Arthroplasty 31,
395–400.

26. Zhang Z, Zhu W, Zhu L, Du Y (2016) Superior align-
ment but no difference in clinical outcome after minimally
invasive computer-assisted unicompartmental knee arthroplasty
(MICA-UKA). Knee Surg Sports Traumatol Arthrosc 24,
3419–3424.

J.-Y. Jenny and F. Picard: SICOT J 2017, 3, 39 5



27. Weber P, Crispin A, Schmidutz F, Utzschneider S,
Pietschmann MF, Jansson V, Müller PE (2013) Improved
accuracy in computer-assisted unicondylar knee arthroplasty: a
meta-analysis. Knee Surg Sports Traumatol Arthrosc 21, 2453–
2461.

28. Domb BG, Redmond JM, Louis SS, Alden KJ, Daley RJ,
LaReau JM, Petrakos AE, Gui C, Suarez-Ahedo C (2015)
Accuracy of component positioning in 1980 total hip arthro-
plasties: a comparative analysis by surgical technique and mode
of guidance. J Arthroplasty 30, 2208–2218.

29. Rebal BA, Babatunde OM, Lee JH, Geller JA, Patrick DA Jr,
Macaulay W (2014) Imageless computer navigation in total
knee arthroplasty provides superior short term functional
outcomes: a meta-analysis. J Arthroplasty 29, 938–944.

30. Cip J, Widemschek M, Luegmair M, Sheinkop MB, Benesch T,
Martin A (2014) Conventional versus computer-assisted
technique for total knee arthroplasty: a minimum of 5-year
follow-up of 200 patients in a prospective randomized
comparative trial. J Arthroplasty 29, 1795–1802.

31. Cheng T, Pan XY, Mao X, Zhang GY, Zhang XL (2012) Little
clinical advantage of computer-assisted navigation over
conventional instrumentation in primary total knee arthroplasty
at early follow-up. Knee 19, 237–245.

32. Parratte S, Ollivier M, Lunebourg A, Flecher X, Argenson JN
(2016) No benefit after THA performed with computer-assisted
cup placement: 10-year results of a randomized controlled
study. Clin Orthop Relat Res 474, 2085–2093.

33. Kornilov N, Kulyaba T, Petukhov A, Ignatenko V, Thienpont E
(2015) Computer navigation helps achieving appropriate gap
balancing and restoration of alignment in total knee arthro-
plasty for fixed valgus knee osteoarthritis irrespective of the
surgical approach. Acta Orthop Belg 81, 673–681.

34. Lee DH, Shin YS, Jeon JH, Suh DW, Han SB (2014) Flexion and
extension gaps created by the navigation-assisted gap technique
show small acceptable mismatches and close mutual correla-
tions. Knee Surg Sports Traumatol Arthrosc 22, 1793–1798.

35. Pang HN, Yeo SJ, Chong HC, Chin PL, Ong J, Lo NN (2011)
Computer-assisted gap balancing technique improves outcome in

total knee arthroplasty, compared with conventional measured
resection technique. Knee Surg Sports Traumatol Arthrosc 19,
1496–1503.

36. Matsumoto T, Muratsu H, Kubo S, Matsushita T, Ishida K,
Sasaki H, Oka S, Kurosaka M, Kuroda R (2012) Soft tissue
balance using the tibia first gap technique with navigation
system in cruciate-retaining total knee arthroplasty. Int Orthop
36, 975–980.

37. Stulberg SD (2007) Computer navigation as a teaching instru-
ment in knee reconstruction surgery. J Knee Surg 20, 165–172.

38. Iorio R, Mazza D, Bolle G, Conteduca J, Redler A, Conteduca
F, Ferretti A (2013) Computer-assisted surgery: a teacher of
TKAs. Knee 20, 232–235.

39. Romanowski JR, Swank ML (2008) Imageless navigation in hip
resurfacing: avoiding component malposition during the surgeon
learning curve. J Bone Joint Surg Am 90(Suppl 3), 65–70.

40. Gofton W, Dubrowski A, Tabloie F, Backstein D (2007) The
effect of computer navigation on trainee learning of surgical
skills. J Bone Joint Surg Am 89, 2819–2827.

41. Cobb JP, Kannan V, Brust K, Thevendran G (2007) Navigation
reduces the learning curve in resurfacing total hip arthroplasty.
Clin Orthop Relat Res 463, 90–97.

42. Nousiainen MT, Omoto DM, Zingg PO, Weil YA, Mardam-Bey
SW, Eward WC (2013) Training femoral neck screw insertion
skills to surgical trainees: computer-assisted surgery versus
conventional fluoroscopic technique. J Orthop Trauma 27,
87–92.

43. Khakha RS, Chowdhry M, Sivaprakasam M, Kheiran A,
Chauhan SK (2015) Radiological and functional outcomes in
computer assisted total knee arthroplasty between consultants
and trainees – a prospective randomized controlled trial.
J Arthroplasty 30, 1344–1347.

44. Love GJ, Kinninmonth AW (2013) Training benefits of
computer navigated total knee arthroplasty. Knee 20, 236–241.

45. Schnurr C, Eysel P, König DP (2011) Do residents perform
TKAs using computer navigation as accurately as consultants?
Orthopedics 34, 174.

Cite this article as: Jenny J-Y & Picard F (2017) Learning navigation – Learning with navigation. A review. SICOT J, 3, 39

6 J.-Y. Jenny and F. Picard: SICOT J 2017, 3, 39


	Introduction
	Learning curve of navigation systems
	Conclusion

	Teaching with navigation
	Can experienced surgeon improve their skills with navigation?
	Can experienced surgeon learn a new technique with navigation?
	Can trainees learn a new technique with navigation?
	Conclusion

	Conflict of interest
	References

