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Proposal for an Al-Based Anatomy Education Model through
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Abstract : This study aimed to analyze the utilization patterns and perceptions of artificial intelligence (AI)
among students in colleges of Korean medicine and to propose an Al-based anatomy education model. A cross-
sectional survey was conducted on 199 students from all academic years at D University College of Korean
Medicine during the first semester of 2025. Participants were categorized into three groups based on their
academic progress: Phase 1 (pre-medical years 1~2, n=289), Phase 2 (medical years 1~2, n=73), and Phase
3 (medical years 3~4, n=37). The survey assessed Al awareness and understanding, usage experience and
application areas, learning effectiveness, concerns, future utilization preferences, and requirements for effective
utilization using a 5-point Likert scale. In results, all participants (100%) had experience using Al, with 97%
having used AI for learning purposes. The primary Al applications were ‘learning assistance’ (87.4%) and
‘assignment completion’ (74.9%). ChatGPT (99.5%) was the most commonly used Al service. The subjects with
highest AT utilization were biochemistry (46.4%), basic Korean medicine (45.4%), physiology/pathology (35.2%),
and anatomy (34.7%). The main learning applications were ‘concept explanation/summarization’ (82.1%) and
‘generating drafts for presentations/reports’ (45.9%). While 92.8% of students agreed that Al helps improve
learning comprehension, 81.7% expressed concerns about information accuracy. Among future Al learning
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‘paper organization and translation’ (72.4%) and ‘theoretical concept organization’ (67.9%) were

most frequently desired. Moreover, the ‘development of specialized Al services for Korean medicine with high

reliability’ (68.4%) emerged as the top requirement.

Students in colleges of Korean medicine actively utilize Al for learning, showing relatively high usage in

anatomy education. Based on these findings, we propose an Al-based anatomy education model utilizing real

clinical cases. This model consists of a learning structure where instructors use Al to collect and select academic

materials and clinical cases worldwide to create problems, and students derive answers using textbooks and

references. Future development of specialized Al tools reflecting characteristics of Korean medicine along with

establishment of systematic Al education programs are needed.

Keywords : Artificial Intelligence, Korean medicine education, Anatomy, Medical education
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Table 1. General characteristics of respondents

Group n (%) Male Female
P1 (Pre-med 1~2) 89 (44.7) 39 48
P2 (Med 1~2) 73(36.7) 36 37
P3 (Med 3~4) 37(18.6) 19 18

Total 199 (100) 94 103
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Fig. 1. Al usage purposes by percentage of cases (Multiple re-
sponse).

Table 2. Frequency distribution of Al awareness and generative Al understanding

Variable Less than disagree (%) Neutral (%) Agree (%) Strongly agree (%) Total (%)
Al Awareness 35 23.1 51.8 21.6 100.0
Generative Al understanding 11.6 25.6 472 15.1 99.5




Table 3. Al services used by percentage of cases (Multiple re-
sponse)
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Table 4. Ways Al is utilized for learning by percentage of cases
(Multiple response)

Al service N Percent Percent of Al learning utilization N Percent Percent of
cases cases

ChatGPT 196 38.3% 99.5% Concept explanation/ 161 34.0% 82.1%

Clova Note 78 15.2% 39.6% summarization

Perplexity 61 11.9% 31.0% Generating drafts for 90 19.0% 45.9%

tati Tt
Google Gemini 59 11.5% 29.9% ire:n a ““;S/, rep/o s - b ean 039
Claude 30 5.9% 152% I\;(’d,enll'so V?nglcase xp fn? “’/“ e 16'0; 38'8;
edical terminology translation 0% 8%

Wrtn 25 49% 12.7% organization

D .eepSeek 2 4.7% 122% Exam preparation/summarization 55 11.6% 28.1%

Bing Copilot 19 3.7% 9.6% Other 15 32% 77%

Other 11 2.1% 5.6%

Grok 9 1.8% 4.6% Total 474 100.0% 241.8%
Total 512 100.0% 259.9%

Biochemistry 46.4%

Basic Korean Medicine 45.4%
Physiology/Pathology
Anatomy
Clinical Subjects
Other

Herbal Medicine

Acupuncture/Moxibustion 22%

Formulary Science

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Percentage of Cases (%)

Fig. 2. Al utilization across different subjects by percentage of
cases (Multiple response).
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Table 5. Frequency distribution of perceived Al effectiveness in learning

Variable Less than disagree (%) Neutral (%) Agree (%) Strongly agree (%) Total (%)
Al helps improve learning comprehension 20 50 49.7 41.7 98.5
Al helps reduce study time 1.5 10.6 452 412 98.5
Table 6. Frequency distribution of concerns regarding Al utilization

Variable Less than disagree (%) Neutral (%) Agree (%) Strongly agree (%) Total (%)
Concern about Al information accuracy 55 12.6 472 332 98.5
Concern about Al plagiarism/misconduct 18.1 13.1 46.2 21.1 98.5
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Fig. 3. Future Al learning methods by percentage of cases (Multi-
ple response).
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Table 7. Requirements for effective Al utilization in learning by
percentage of cases (Multiple response)

Requirements for effective Percent of
o N Percent
Al utilization cases

Development of specialized 134 32.1% 68.4%
Al services
Education and workshops 69 16.5% 352%
Provision of school-level services 64 15.3% 32.7%
Provision of guidelines 61 14.6% 31.1%
Clear guidelines for plagiarism 49 11.7% 25.0%
Formation of student communities 36 8.6% 18.4%
Other 5 1.2% 2.6%

Total 418 100.0%  213.3%
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Percentage of Cases (%)

Fig. 4. Academic stage differences in understanding of generative
Al mechanisms.

Table 8. Cross-analysis of generative Al understanding by academic stage (N, %)

Academic stage Less than disagree (%) Neutral (%) Agree (%) Strongly agree (%) Total (%)
P1 10(11.4) 19(21.6) 47(53.4) 12(13.6) 88 (100.0)
P2 6(8.2) 16(21.9) 34(46.6) 17(23.3) 73(100.0)
P3 7(18.9) 16(43.2) 13(35.1) 1(2.7) 37(100.0)

p=0045
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Table 9. Cross-analysis of Al awareness by gender (N, %)

Gender Less than disagree (%) Neutral (%) Agree (%) Strongly agree (%) Total (%)
Male 5(4) 15(16.0) 48 (51.1) 26(27.7) 94 (100.0)
Female 2(2.0) 31(30.1) 54(52.4) 16 (15.5) 103 (100.0)
p=0.027
Table 10. Cross-analysis of concern about Al plagiarism/misconduct by gender (N, %)

Gender Less than disagree (%) Neutral (%) Agree (%) Strongly agree (%) Total (%)
Male 26(28.1) 12(13.0) 41(44.6) 13(14.1) 92 (100.0)
Female 9(8.8) 14(13.7) 50(49.0) 29(28.4) 102 (100.0)

p=0.002
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