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It is well written review article concise and to the point yet the conclusion is not 

optimum no need to redefine because the difference is clear and well known  
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

Thank you to the authors for the opportunity to review their editorial, "The role of mixed 

reality in visualization of orthopedic surgical anatomy." This paper is an editorial, and 

does not include any original findings. It provides a summary and some questions, but 

there is not a systematic approach and the depth of literature analysis or critique is 

superficial. The authors provide a reasonable summary of recent literature on use of 

either mixed reality, augmented reality, or virtual reality in assisting with surgical 

accuracy. They also provide good background to focus their discussion on trying to 

identify the difference between MR and AR. While the paper is well written, it is lacking 

depth to explain why the difference between MR and AR is important. More detailed 

discussion regarding the patient outcomes from use of MR/AR would be helpful. Also, 

instead of listing each of the studies one after another, it would help if the authors could 

consider grouping their discussion/editorial around what papers are most consistent 

with the proposed definition of MR, what papers are most consistent with definition of 

AR, and then provide more detail regarding why distinguishing the two are important. 

Are the outcomes different? Is there pedagogical or educational literature that suggests 

one is superior to the other?  Overall a good topic and important for future planning in 

orthopedics. 

 


