
     1 (3)  2010 19 

 - ?
. ., . .

.

Virtual Patient – a Glance to the Future or a Toy for Intellectuals? 
Sozinov S.A., Bulatov S.A. 

Kazan State Medical University 

Practical training is one of the weak points of the modern medical education.  Acquisition the skills on live patients be-
comes more and more critical.  Since six years we use so called “standardized patients” – professional actors perform clin-
ical cases, simulate symptoms, present case histories, etc.  Educational charts, X-ray films, ultrasound images, etc. are 
used in combination with makeup of actors and different phantoms.  Standardized patients take part in medical education 
both for training and examinations in the State Medical University. 
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