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Abstract

Real-time prediction of technical errors from cataract surgical videos can be highly beneficial, particularly for telementoring, which
involves remote guidance and mentoring through digital platforms. However, the rarity of surgical errors makes their detection
and analysis challenging using artificial intelligence. To tackle this issue, we leveraged videos from the EyeSi Surgical cataract
surgery simulator to learn to predict errors and transfer the acquired knowledge to real-world surgical contexts. By employing deep
learning models, we demonstrated the feasibility of making real-time predictions using simulator data with a very short temporal
history, enabling on-the-fly computations. We then transferred these insights to real-world settings through unsupervised domain
adaptation, without relying on labeled videos from real surgeries for training, which are limited. This was achieved by aligning
video clips from the simulator with real-world footage and pre-training the models using pretext tasks on both simulated and real
surgical data. For a 1-second prediction window on the simulator, we achieved an overall AUC of 0.820 for error prediction using
600×600 pixel images, and 0.784 using smaller 299×299 pixel images. In real-world settings, we obtained an AUC of up to 0.663
with domain adaptation, marking an improvement over direct model application without adaptation, which yielded an AUC of
0.578. To our knowledge, this is the first work to address the tasks of learning surgical error prediction on a simulator using video
data only and transferring this knowledge to real-world cataract surgery.

Keywords: cataract surgery, capsulorhexis, surgical error prediction, deep learning, real-time video analysis, unsupervised domain
adaptation

1. Introduction

1.1. Context
Cataract, defined as the opacification of the crystalline lens,

is a prevalent ocular condition that significantly impacts vision
worldwide [1]. Cataract surgery is the most performed surgical
procedure worldwide, highlighting its critical role in ophthal-
mology and public health [2]. The large volume of procedures
has generated extensive data, offering opportunities to improve
quality management, education, and training [3]. In practice,
phacoemulsification is the most effective method for lens re-
moval [4], involving the replacement of the clouded lens with
an artificial one. Successful execution of the capsulorhexis step,
a crucial stage in cataract surgery, is critical to prevent compli-
cations. This technique involves creating a circular opening in
the anterior lens capsule to access and remove the cloudy lens.
For optimal results, the capsulorhexis must be circular, regular,
and well-centered, without radial extensions or capsular tags
which can lead to surgical complications [5]. Advances in arti-
ficial intelligence (AI), particularly deep learning, have demon-
strated potential in evaluating surgeon performance through
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video analysis [6]. These technologies have been shown to ob-
jectively assess surgical skills and support intraoperative tasks
such as real-time tool identification [7, 8], and surgical phase
recognition [9, 10, 11]. Video analysis offers benefits beyond
the operating room, such as remote surgical supervision and
telementoring, and has shown promise in detecting specific er-
rors, including those related to intraocular lens (IOL) implanta-
tion [12], continuous curvilinear capsulorhexis and phacoemul-
sification [13]. However, there remains a lack of comprehen-
sive data on surgical errors. While public datasets like CaDIS
[14], 101-Cataract [15], and Cataract-1K [16] exist, the scarcity
of annotated data for surgical error detection remains a ma-
jor challenge. Surgical simulators have emerged as valuable
tools to address this limitation and generate substantial data for
analysis. These simulators provide a controlled environment
for collecting extensive datasets, enabling the study of surgical
techniques and error detection. Various simulation methods are
employed in cataract surgery training, including virtual reality,
wet-lab, dry-lab models, and e-learning for technical and non-
technical skills [17]. Among these, the EyeSi simulator is the
most widely used [18]. The effectiveness of the EyeSi simula-
tor in ophthalmology training has been widely demonstrated. It
accurately replicates many aspects of cataract surgery, provid-
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ing essential training for residents [19]. Simulator-based train-
ing has also been shown to reduce operative times for surgical
residents learning phacoemulsification, compared to traditional
methods [20]. A strong link between simulator performance
and real-life outcomes has been established. [21] found that the
number of surgeries performed by surgeons — reflecting their
practical experience — correlated with simulator scores. Stud-
ies have shown correlations between simulator scores and vari-
ous metrics, such as GRASIS [22] scores [23], motion-tracking
performance [24], and OSACSS [25] scores, effectively distin-
guishing between novice and experienced surgeons [26]. More-
over, the use of simulators has significantly reduced postopera-
tive complication rates. Inexperienced surgeons had a 27.14%
complication rate, compared to 12.86% for those with interme-
diate experience, with the difference being statistically signif-
icant [27]. Capsular rupture rates also decreased by 38% for
surgical residents using the simulator [28], and capsulorhexis
errors were reduced by 68% after the simulator was introduced
to training programs [29].

1.2. Prediction of Surgical Errors

A significant portion of research on surgical error detection
focuses on gesture error detection, often utilizing robotic data,
particularly kinematic data [30], and occasionally relying on
image data [31]. Beyond robotics, most image-based stud-
ies prioritize real-time detection of adverse events in surgical
videos, with bleeding being a primary target [32]. In the spe-
cific case of detecting surgical errors in cataract surgery, one
study focuses on capsulorhexis-related events [13]. The au-
thors demonstrated that the system, trained to detect surgical
errors in real-time, was capable of making predictions in ad-
vance. However, these predictions did not accurately localize
the errors in the future, which made it impossible to generate
relevant alerts. Despite these advancements, there is a notice-
able gap in research on predicting future surgical errors, which
is essential for generating timely alerts and recommendations.
To address this gap, this work aims to position itself within the
field of event anticipation in videos, a domain known as action
anticipation [33].

Action anticipation in deep learning typically involves an-
alyzing temporal video segments to predict future actions or
events. Video-based models can be used, as well as approaches
that incorporate spatial and temporal encoders. While some
studies forecast future events to support classification tasks us-
ing temporally conditioned models [34], others enhance predic-
tions by incorporating additional data modalities, such as opti-
cal flow [35] or domain-specific knowledge about relevant ob-
jects [36]. There are numerous applications, although few are
found in the field of surgery, and they primarily focus on surgi-
cal phase anticipation [37].

1.3. Domain Transfer and Adaptation

An effective approach for domain adaptation is data trans-
formation, such as histogram matching [38], which facilitates
data homogenization. Furthermore, adversarial techniques, in-
cluding Domain-Adversarial Neural Networks (DANN) [39]

and their specialized adaptations for video data [40], as well as
attention-based methods [41], demonstrate considerable poten-
tial. However, these adversarial methods often necessitate large
batch sizes to perform optimally, as noted by [42]. Statisti-
cal discrepancy-based techniques, such as CORrelation ALign-
ment (CORAL) [43] and Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD)
[44], focus on aligning feature distributions by minimizing sta-
tistical differences between domains. These methods are par-
ticularly effective for feature alignment and are adaptable for
video data. We have selected these approaches as the founda-
tion for the development of our proposed algorithm.

1.3.1. Objectives of the study
This work aims to demonstrate the feasibility of predicting

surgical errors during capsulorhexis in real life.
We first developed two novel datasets to enable the predic-

tion of surgical errors during capsulorhexis: the first consists of
annotated capsulorhexis videos from a surgical simulator, cap-
turing a range of error types, while the second is a dataset of
real surgery videos, where a subset was annotated. The unan-
notated videos were used for unsupervised domain adaptation.
These original datasets serve as the foundation for training and
evaluating our models. Building on this, we implemented a
real-time deep learning system that bridges the simulator’s final
evaluation with real-time surgical error prediction. The simu-
lator provides a variety of surgical error scenarios often absent
in real videos, making it especially valuable for training a deep
learning algorithm. Additionally, we demonstrated that knowl-
edge could be transferred from the simulator to real-world sce-
narios through unsupervised domain adaptation. Our approach
leveraged the extensive data from the simulator and real surgi-
cal videos without requiring labor-intensive annotation to train
an algorithm that generates real-time alerts.

To our knowledge, this is the first attempt to transfer knowl-
edge from simulators to real-world cataract surgeries.

2. Dataset and annotation

This section presents the acquisition of videos from the sim-
ulator and real surgeries, their preparation, preprocessing, and
annotation.

2.1. Data

2.1.1. Simulator data
The capsulorhexis module of the EyeSi® Surgical cataract

surgery simulator allows the operator to practice the capsu-
lorhexis step of the cataract surgery.

A total of 422 exercises were collected. These were per-
formed by 11 users of the simulator located at Brest University
Hospital between May 2022 and May 2023.

The average duration for this exercise is 106.8 seconds, the
standard deviation is 56.9 seconds, ranging from 25 to 222 sec-
onds.

For each exercise, we recorded video using a single cam-
era view (monocular), capturing frames every 33ms (at a 30Hz
rate). Their spatial resolution is 800×600 pixels.
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Figure 1: Steps and illustration of preprocessing results for images from simu-
lator videos (left) and real surgery (right).

For video preprocessing, we cropped each image around the
eye and ensured that all pixels representing the ocular border
mask had a value of 0 through pixel normalization. The image
size was then adjusted to 600×600 pixels. The preprocessing
result is shown in Fig.1.

Note that we also have access to the eye’s three Euler angles
across time, θx, θy, and θz, which are used for annotating some
surgical errors. These angles are expressed in a fixed reference
frame and sampled at 30Hz.

2.1.2. Real surgery data
Between June and September 2023, we collected 107 monoc-

ular cataract surgery videos performed by five ophthalmologists
at Brest University Hospital. Two surgeons had performed over
1000 surgeries, while the other three had completed fewer than
1000. We have a single video for each patient.

We excluded 21 of these videos as they were either unusable
(incomplete capsulorhexis, eye not in the camera frame) or de-
picted scenarios not represented in the simulator videos (e.g.,
white cataract).

The capsulorhexis step, our focus here, was manually ex-
tracted from those videos. In the following sections, when we
refer to the available real surgical videos, we mean only the
videos showing the capsulorhexis step.

The average duration for performing capsulorhexis is 36.3
seconds, with a standard deviation of 20.4 seconds and rang-
ing from 10 to 97 seconds. The videos are sampled at 30Hz,
with a spatial resolution of 1280×720. For preprocessing, the
video images were normalized so that pixel values fell within
the range of 0 to 1 and the image size was adjusted to 600×600
pixels (Fig.1).

2.2. Surgical errors

2.2.1. Description of simulator surgical errors at the video
level

The surgical simulator assesses performance and provides a
score sheet at the end of the exercise, highlighting surgical er-
rors in the video. The surgical errors evaluated by the simulator
include:

smoothness radial extensionout of red reflex

tear

a)

b) c) d)

e)

b′ ) c′ ) d′ )

Figure 2: Illustrations of surgical errors on simulator video images and real
surgical image: tear (a), smoothness (b, b’), out of red reflex (c, c’), and radial
extension (d, d’). The capsulorhexis opening completed up to this point is high-
lighted in blue.

simulator real surgery
number of

surgical error duration (s)
number of

surgical error duration (s)

smoothness 760 × 27 ×

out of red reflex 756 712 46 45
radial extension 226 453 9 6

tear 44 × 0 ×

Table 1: Number of surgical errors and duration (in seconds) for the 422 anno-
tated simulator videos and the 29 annotated real surgical videos.

• operating without red reflex: time spent with the eye out of
red reflex. This metric is solely dependent on the eye and
is not specific to the capsulorhexis step of cataract surgery.

• smoothness: roundness of the capsulorhexis, expressed as
a percentage,

• radial extension: maximum radius of the capsulorhexis in
millimeters.

• tear: the presence of a capsular tear, meaning a capsule
rupture.

It is important to note that the occurrence of a surgical error
does not necessarily indicate a failure; a capsulorhexis can still
be deemed successful even if it is not perfect. Some surgical
errors are less critical than others. For example, 100% of cap-
sulorhexis cases with a tear are considered failures, while this
is not the case for other errors.

2.2.2. Annotation of surgical errors over time
An expert proceeded with the localization of surgical errors

within the videos during a data annotation phase at the frame
level to know exactly when surgical errors occur.

For annotation, we set aside videos that do not contain sur-
gical errors according to the score sheets and annotated the re-
maining ones only.

Here are the error classes we defined, illustrated in Fig.2 (a,
b, c, d, and e):

• The out of red reflex (Fig.2c) error is automatically anno-
tated using the eye’s Euler angles at time t if the empiri-

cally verified condition θ2xt + θ
2
yt >

 π12

2 is met.
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• The initial frames at the start of a loss of circular-
ity/regularity are annotated as containing a smoothness er-
ror (Fig.2b)

• When the capsulorhexis flap is too far from the center
(Fig.2d): radial extension.

• If a tear is present on an image (Fig.2a): tear

Regarding the statistics from the simulator, among the 422
videos, red reflex errors occurred 756 times with a median du-
ration of 0.67 seconds. Radial extension errors occurred 226
times (1.73 seconds), tear errors only 44 times, and smoothness
errors occurred 760 times.

Fig.3 illustrates the surgical errors co-occurrences matrix M
between errA and errB in simulator data:

M(errA, errB) = 100 ×
|S A ∩ S B|

|S A|
. (1)

where S A and S B represent sequences of binary labels of length
T (total duration of simulator videos in second), with S A, S B ∈

{0, 1}T × {0, 1}T indicate the presence (1) or absence (0) of an
error at each 1-second time sequence. M(errA, errB) denote the
proportion of the error sequence S A that coincides with the er-
rors in S B.

The co-occurrence of errors is generally low, as the occur-
rence of one error does not necessarily lead to another, ex-
cept for tear→ radial extension. The asymmetry of the matrix
shows that the reverse is not true.

While we do not have score sheets for the real surgical
videos, annotations are performed on a subset of 29 videos.
Surgical errors in real surgeries are much less frequent — ap-
proximately 23 times fewer.

The least observed surgical error in the simulator videos
(tear) is absent in annotated real surgeries, as shown in Tab.1.
The median duration for the red reflex error is 0.73 seconds,
while it is 0.70 seconds for the radial extension. Some annota-
tions are illustrated in Fig.2 (b’, c’, and d’).

2.3. Data split

Simulator videos are split into 60/20/20% for the train-
ing/validation/test sets. We ensured that the surgical error con-
tent was evenly distributed across each set.

The split for the dataset of real surgical videos is 60/28/12%.
This was done on unannotated videos, ensuring each split con-
tained the same proportion of videos recorded on the same day.
The split was necessary to account for slight visual and skill
variations in the videos due to different camera settings and the
surgeon performing the procedure. This ensured that the di-
versity of video appearances and surgeon expertise was evenly
distributed across the datasets.

The 29 validation and test videos of the real video dataset
were annotated afterward.

The training, validation, and test sets for simulator and surgi-
cal videos are decomposed into video snippets for error predic-
tion.
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9.6 1e+02 2.1 1.2 0.15

6.9 8.3 1e+02 2.1 19

2.9 23 10 1e+02 2.9

7.1 3.2 1e+02 3.2 1e+02

Surgical errors occurring simultaneously 
 in a 1-second time frame
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40
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Figure 3: Co-occurrence of surgical errors within a 1-second window on simu-
lator data.

3. Methods

3.1. Decomposition into video snippets

Simulator and surgical videos are segmented into snippets
for the training, validation, and test sets. To simplify, we did
not include the names of the videos from which each snippet is
derived in the notation. Instead, each snippet is indexed by k.

Let A(k)
[t−Dk :t] denote the prior video snippet at time t, lasting

Dk seconds, and composed of Lk frames. For labeled videos,
we also define P(k)

]t+∆Tk :t+∆Tk+1] as the posterior sequence, starting

∆Tk seconds (the prediction horizon) after the end of A(k)
[t−Dk :t]

and lasting for 1 second. We denote S k ∈ N∗ such that S k − 1
represents the number of frames skipped between two consec-
utive frames in the original video. This parameter determines
the temporal downsampling applied to create the video snip-
pet. Since the base sampling on the simulator is 30 frames per
second, the temporal duration Dk of A(k)

[t−Dk :t] in seconds is:

Dk =
Lk × S k

30
(2)

Thus, by choosing Lk and S k, we control the extent of the
history to predict surgical errors. For example, by choosing
Lk = 30 and S k = 1 or Lk = 10 and S k = 3, we have Dk = 1
s. The prior video snippet is observed for prediction by the
algorithm, while the posterior sequence is used to define the
label (surgical error class) l∆Tk , where l∆Tk ∈ {0, 1}

C+1. In our
study, C = 5 represents the number of surgical classes, with
the addition of +1 corresponding to one additional class for all
surgical errors combined. Specifically, we aim to predict from

4



number of snippet proportion (%)
smoothness 18,787 21

out of red reflex 10,361 12
radial extension 5,443 6.2

tear 294 0.34
no error 50,893 58.8

total 86,468 100

Table 2: Distribution of surgical errors at the video snippet scale for the training
dataset generated with Lk = 10, S k = 3 and ∆Tk = 1 (simulator data).

A(k)
t−Dk:t]

video
ΔTk−1

A(k−1)
t−Dk−1:t]

A(k+1)
t′ −Dk+1:t]

ΔTk

ΔTk+1
t + 1

10t t + 2
10

P(k+1)
]t+2/10+ΔTk+1:t+2/10+ΔTk+1+1[

P(k)
]t+1/10+ΔTk:t+1/10+ΔTk+1[

P(k−1)
]t+ΔTk−1:t+ΔTk−1+1[

1
10

1
10

time (s)

lΔTk−1

lΔTk

lΔTk+1

ΔTk
A (k)

[t−Dk:t] P(k)
]t+ΔTk:t+ΔTk+1[

lΔTk

video snippet at time t posterior sequence

SEGl k

duration:   secondsDk duration:  second1

Figure 4: Illustration of the concepts composing our dataset: A(k)
[t−Dk :t] the video

snippet observed by the model of duration Dk seconds, which defines the cur-
rent label lSEGk , and the posterior sequence P(k)

]t+∆Tk :t+∆Tk+1], of duration 1 sec-
ond used to define the prediction label l∆Tk . Note that the data is indexed by k
and that the original video notation is not involved.

the video snippet A(k)
[t−Dk :t] whether a surgical error will occur

across the sequence P(k)
]t+∆Tk :t+∆Tk+1].

Concretely:

l∆Tk [ j] =


1 if a surgical error of class j occurs

across the sequence P(k)
]t+∆Tk ,t+∆Tk+1]

0 otherwise
(3)

We also classify the current error in the observed video snip-
pet by defining the current label lSEGk ∈ {0, 1}

Lk ,C+1. This label
corresponds to the surgical error content in the observed video
snippet, ensuring that the extracted features during training fo-
cus more on the current error information rather than other irrel-
evant details (Fig.4). We set ∆Tk = T with T ∈ [1, 5] seconds.
We arbitrarily shifted the sequences by 1/15 second for simula-
tor data to create a dataset with diverse sequences. Additionally,
we used markers for the training set and validation set to select
every third clip without surgical errors, which helped balance
the dataset. For the surgical videos, which are fewer in number,
we consistently shifted by 1/30. Tab.2 illustrates the number
of video snippets associated with each type of surgical error for
a training dataset constructed with Lk = 10 and S k = 3. Note
that we ensured to have the same number of video snippets and
the same proportion of surgical errors for the considered con-
figurations (Lk, S k) to ensure fair comparisons between various
settings.

3.2. Surgical error prediction from simulator data

In this subsection, we present the prediction model that will
be trained in a supervised manner using data from the simulator.

3.2.1. Algorithm for surgical error prediction
We aim to implement a real-time analysis system. Therefore,

we develop a conditional algorithm to make predictions with a
customizable prediction horizon.

We denote by F the spatial encoder model,M the temporal
encoder model, C(c) two classification layers for the current (c)
classification, C(p) two classification layers for prediction (p),
att an attention layer and TE two fully-connected layers.

Thus, we have:

• SRk = F (A(k)
[t−Dk :t]). It corresponds to applying F to each

element of the sequence A(k)
[t−Dk :t].

• TRk =M(SRk)

• CCk = C
(c)(TRk) and CC(att)

k = l̂SEGk = att(CCk)

• TR(+)
k = concat(TRk,CC(att)

k ,TE(∆Tk))

• l̂∆Tk = FPk = C
(p)(TR(+)

k )

with SRk ∈ R1,Lk ,I being the spatial representation with I as the
latent representation size of the images.

TRk ∈ R1,S is the temporal representation of the data with
S being the chosen size of this latent representation. CCk ∈

R1,Lk ,C+1 (current classification) is the surgical error classifica-
tion for each image of the observed video snippet. CC(att)

k ∈

R1,C+1 then corresponds to the average surgical error (averaged
by an attention mechanism) of the previous sequence. Thus,
TRk and CCk can be seen as information relative to the previ-
ous sequence.

TE(∆Tk) ∈ R1,T corresponds to a learned temporal represen-
tation of the prediction horizon ∆Tk.

TR(+)
k ∈ R

1,S+C+1+T is the concatenation of the temporal rep-
resentation, the predicted surgical error content of the observed
sequence, and the prediction horizon to customize the future
prediction FPk ∈ R1,C+1. We trained a conditional model to
avoid training multiple models for predictions across different
prediction horizons ∆Tk.

The upper part of Fig.5 shows the different parts of the deep
learning algorithm used for error prediction in surgical proce-
dures based on the simulator.

Note that for the sake of clarity, we have fixed the batch size
to B = 1 here.

3.2.2. Loss Function
To train the model, we minimize the empirical risk defined

by a cross-entropy loss function with two terms:

LC(.) = λ1L
(c)
C (WF ,WM,Watt,WC(c) )

+L
(p)
C (WF ,WM,Watt,WC(c) ,WTE,WC(p) )

= −
λ1

B
1
B

B∑
k=1

C∑
c=1

lSEGk [c] log( l̂SEGk [c])−
B∑

k=1

C∑
c=1

l∆Tk [c] log( l̂∆Tk [c])

(4)
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Figure 5: Simplified diagram of the unsupervised domain adaptation approach based on distribution alignment. The dotted arrows represent the backpropagation of
the gradient.

The first term L(c)
C (WF ,WM,Watt,WC(c) ) is the current classi-

fication loss, where WF corresponds to the learned weights of
the model F . It is associated with the classification of the surgi-
cal error that occurred in the previous sequence. This term en-
ables the model to learn the observed sequence’s surgical error
content and generate a richer representation to guide the final
classification. The second term corresponds to the prediction
made within the prediction horizon ∆Tk.

3.3. Unsupervised domain adaptation

After addressing the prediction of surgical errors using sim-
ulator videos, the focus now shifts to adapting to real surgical
videos without available annotations for training. This chal-
lenge necessitates unsupervised domain adaptation techniques
to predict surgical errors in real videos by leveraging knowl-
edge from annotated simulator data while adapting the differ-
ences between the two domains.

3.3.1. Data homogenization
Homogenizing the data is the most straightforward strategy

when considering knowledge transfer from one domain to an-
other. The goal is to directly bring the target domain data closer
to the source domain.

We applied several preprocessing steps to the images from
real surgeries, as illustrated in Fig.6.

• central crop: Extracting a central square crop from the im-
age. This is the standard preprocessing technique men-
tioned in Sect.2.1.1.

• ocular border mask: Adding black pixels around the cen-
tral square crop to align the histograms of the images (sim-
ulator images contain many black pixels).

central crop central crop + 
ocular border mask

central crop + 
ocular border mask +  

histo. matching

b) c)a)

Figure 6: Illustrations of images from real surgical videos: central crop from
a simulator image (a), images with ocular border mask (b), and images with
ocular border mask and histogram matching (c).

• ocular border mask + histogram matching: Histogram
matching is an image processing technique used to adjust
the pixel intensity distribution of one image to match the
histogram of another [38]. This method is beneficial to
standardize brightness, contrast, or color distribution be-
tween images. The intuition behind applying this tech-
nique is to align the color tones of real surgical video
frames with those of the simulator, reducing variance and
simplifying the task for the network. Several reference im-
ages (10) were selected based on iris color variability and
magnification level to ensure a straightforward and effec-
tive computation.

This strategy does not include any additional training. A
model trained on simulator data will be directly evaluated on
the transformed video snippets from the real surgery validation
set.
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3.3.2. Feature alignment
As the variance of the images at the pixel level is very large,

we have considered a transfer approach that passes through the
latent space.

This is an unsupervised approach that does not exploit the
labels of the classification on the simulator.

The idea is to align the representations of the video snip-
pets from the simulator using a discrepancy loss. We chose to
perform this alignment with a statistical method that brings the
distributions closer by considering a batch of video snippets.

In our study, we have considered the CORrelation ALign-
ment (CORAL) method [43], which aims to align the covari-
ance matrices of the extracted features for the source and target
data by minimizing their difference.

LCORAL(.) =
1

4S 2||CS −CT ||
2
F (5)

where ||...||2F represents the Frobenius norm and with:

CS =
1

B − 1

(
TRT

(S )TR(S ) −
1
B

(1T TR(S ))T (1T TR(S ))
)

(6)

CT =
1

B − 1

(
TRT

(T )TR(T ) −
1
B

(1T TR(T ))T (1T TR(T ))
)

(7)

the covariance matrices estimated from the batch of B features
of the video snippets from the source (simulator) (S ) and target
(real surgery) (T ) domains, respectively.

This loss can be seen as an alignment constraint. In parallel,
the classification task is performed solely on the simulator data.

We also considered in our study the Maximum Mean Dis-
crepancy (MMD), which is a measure between latent represen-
tations involving a kernel [44].

L2
MMD(.) =

1
B(B − 1)

∑
i

∑
j,i

φ(TR(S )[i],TR(S )[ j])

− 2
1
B2

∑
i

∑
j

φ(TR(S )[i],TR(T )[ j])

+
1

B(B − 1)

∑
i

∑
j,i

φ(TR(T )[i],TR(T )[ j])

with φ(x, y) = exp
(
−∥x−y∥2

2σ2

)
.

We also compared these losses to the Mean Squared Error
(MSE):

LMSE(.) =
1
B

∑
i

(TR(S )[i] − TR(T )[i])2

The overall loss is therefore:

L(.) = LC(WF ,WM,Watt,WC(c) ,WTE) +
λ2LDISC(WF ,WM,Watt,WC(c) ,WTE,WCp) )

where we set LDISC as either LCORAL, LMMD, or LMSE.
Fig.5 illustrates the training procedure for feature alignment.

3.3.3. Pre-training
Self-supervised learning is particularly useful in domain

adaptation when dealing with multiple domains, as it enables
the definition of tasks that extract feature sets common to both
domains. This approach can facilitate subsequent classification
tasks and potentially enhance performance [45].

We defined two self-supervised learning tasks, also known as
pretext tasks, to pre-train the model.

These tasks are performed simultaneously on both the sim-
ulator data and real surgery data, allowing the model to learn
shared representations from both domains and improve its abil-
ity to adapt to domain-specific challenges.

• Frame Order Task: This task is formulated as a binary
classification problem where the model predicts whether
the frames in the input video snippet are in the cor-
rect temporal order. The associated cross-entropy loss is
L

(p)
C (WF ,WM,Watt,WC(p) ) with C(p) represents the classifi-

cation layer for this pretext task.

• Image Reconstruction Task: This task is framed as an
image reconstruction problem. The model is trained to
reconstruct a randomly cropped quarter of an image af-
ter a prediction horizon ∆Tk. The objective is to min-
imize the mean squared error (MSE) between the pre-
dicted and target images. The loss function is defined as
LMSE(WF ,WM,Watt,WC(c) ,WTE,WD) guiding the model to
accurately predict the image across the temporal gap. The
decoder,D, is an LSTM-CNN symmetric to the encoder.

4. Experiments and results

4.1. Evaluation metric

The Area Under the ROC Curve (AUC) is chosen as the eval-
uation metric for this study.

4.2. Training settings

We implemented the algorithms using the PyTorch frame-
work and utilized the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of
5 × 10−5 for the spatial encoder 5 × 10−4 for the rest.

For training the model to predict surgical errors using only
the simulator data, we employed batches of size B = 32 snip-
pets to minimize empirical risk with gradient accumulation. We
set λ1 = 0.1 (see 3.2.2) and trained for 10 epochs, employing
early stopping based on overall AUC to prevent overfitting.

For domain adaptation, and computational efficiency, we
used a batch size of B = 8 and trained for 10 epochs with λ2 = 1
(see 3.3.2).

Given the significant variability in the results from validation
sets, we conducted five separate training runs. We selected the
best outcomes based on their performance on the validation set.
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4.3. Surgical error prediction on simulator data
For this study, we simplified the setup by setting the previous

sequence to a duration of Dk = 1 second, with Lk = 10 frames,
corresponding to a sampling rate of S k = 3 samples/s.

Unless otherwise specified, the prediction horizon was set to
1 second for training and inference.

We evaluated multiple spatial and temporal encoders. Tab.3
presents the comparative study results. The inference time
shown is the average time in milliseconds to compute SRk over
1000 inferences. An asterisk (*) denotes spatial encoders pre-
trained on images of different sizes than those used in our study
(fourth column).

For temporal encoders, we used the 3 best configurations
without pre-training:

• LSTM: 2 layers, 256 hidden units,

• 1D CNN: dilated causal convolution [46],

• Transformer encoder: 3 layers, 8 attention heads, and a
256-dimensional embedding.

In our comparative study, 2D CNN models surpassed vision
Transformers (with spatial encoder) and 3D CNN model [47].
The best-performing spatial encoders were:

• Inception ResNetv2 pre-trained on ImageNet using
299×299 pixel images, further trained for surgical error
prediction using 600×600 pixel images

• EfficientNetB0 pre-trained on noisy student using
224×224 pixel images, further trained for surgical error
prediction using 600×600 pixel images

However, EfficientNetB0 achieved the highest AUC of 0.812
with 600×600 pixel images on the validation data, with statisti-
cal significance (p-value = 1.89e-05, DeLong test [48]).

In general, the LSTM outperformed other temporal encoders
or achieved similar results, except for the Transformer when
using EfficientNetB7 (AUC = 0.795 compared to 0.784, with
a p-value of 1.55e-05), and InceptionV3 with an image size of
299×299 (AUC = 0.773 compared to 0.766, p-value of 1.77e-
05).

In all cases, the results are better when error prediction is
performed using 600×600 images compared to smaller sizes
(224×224, 299×299, 384×384 pixels), even when the model
was pre-trained with smaller image sizes. This underscores
the importance of larger image sizes for capturing comprehen-
sive eye movement and information related to the capsulorhexis
flap.

Note that the best result with a size smaller than 600×600
pixels was achieved using Inception ResNetv2 and LSTM,
which was pre-trained on ImageNet with a size of 299×299
pixels and trained for surgical error prediction with 299×299
pixels, resulting in an AUC of 0.784. Tab.4 presents the results
from the second comparative study. We maintained the best
configuration (EfficientNetB0 + LSTM, 600×600 pixel images)
and varied sequence hyperparameters (Lk and S k). The predic-
tion horizon remained fixed at 1 second for inference. Note

that, here, the inference time corresponds to the average time to
compute future predictions for a batch size of 1.

The study shows that using a single input image yield unsat-
isfactory results (AUC = 0.734).

Better results were achieved with a 1/3-second window or a
1-second window using (Lk, S k) = (10, 3) or (Lk, S k) = (5, 6),
yielding significantly better results than video snippets with 30
frames (Lk, S k) = (30, 1) and reduced computation time by
around 25 %.

Tab.5 provides results by surgical error classes with Efficient-
NetB0 + LSTM, 600×600 pixel, (Lk, S k) = (10, 3) images for
the same prediction horizon (∆Tk = 1 second) on validation and
test data.

Fig.7 shows the performance across different prediction hori-
zons ∆Tk ∈ J1, 5K for 3 different training strategies.

The first strategy involves training one model for each pre-
diction horizon. The second strategy consists of training a sin-
gle model sequentially, starting with ∆Tk = 1 and incremen-
tally progressing up to ∆Tk = 5. The third strategy entails this
sequential training without providing the temporal horizon as
input to the model during the training process.

4.4. Surgical error prediction transfer to real surgical videos

Due to limitations in computation time and memory capac-
ity, we consider Inception ResNetv2 and use images of size
299×299 pixels for unsupervised domain adaptation. We set
Lk = 10, S k : 3 and ∆TK = 1 second.

Tab.6 presents the unsupervised domain adaptation results,
using data homogenization and feature alignment strategies on
validation dataset. The prediction horizon is fixed at 1 second
for inference. We provide the overall results and those for the
three specific surgical error classes observed in real surgical
videos.

The central crop of the real surgical images in video snippets
to match the simulator’s format served as the baseline, repre-
senting the lower performance bound for transfer.

Adding an ocular border mask improved performance across
all surgical error classes (+6.5% overall).

The histogram matching strategy does not seem to have pro-
vided any benefit, except for the radial extension class (+18%),
but the AUC of 0.509 indicates a performance only slightly bet-
ter than random.

Regarding feature alignment, the row labeled source corre-
sponds to the validation results for the simulator data, while the
row labeled real surgery target indicates the results on the real
surgery validation set. Note that the symbol ∅ represents the
results obtained without using the discrepancy loss.

Tab.7 presents results for feature alignment using the
CORAL discrepancy loss after pre-taining the model with 2 dif-
ferent pretext tasks on validation and test data.

5. Discussion

This study aimed to predict real-time surgical errors from
monocular cataract surgical videos by leveraging knowledge
transferred from simulator data, with only a limited amount of
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Temporal encoder

Spatial encoder Version
Number of
parameters

(M)

Image
size

FLOPs
(G)

Average inference
time (ms) LSTM 1D-CNN Transformer

ResNet 50 25.5 224 4 7.2 ± 0.04 0.749 ± 0.006 0.746 ± 0.005 0.749 ± 0.006
50* 600 29 7.5 ± 0.06 0.789 ± 0.005 0.768 ± 0.007 0.759 ± 0.007

Inception ResNet v2 56.4 299 13 30.1 ± 2.2 0.784 ± 0.005 0.754 ± 0.007 0.755 ± 0.006
v2* 600 56 42.4 ± 0.03 0.796 ± 0.005 0.783 ± 0.007 0.802 ± 0.005

EfficientNet
b0ns 5 224 0.4 8.1 ± 1.9 0.776 ± 0.006 0.743 ± 0.005 0.732 ± 0.006
b0ns* 600 3 9.6 ± 2.5 0.812 ± 0.005 0.768 ± 0.006 0.780 ± 0.005
b7ns 66 600 38 54.6 ± 0.05 0.784 ± 0.006 0.774 ± 0.005 0.795 ± 0.005

InceptionNet v3 24 299 6 12.2 ±1.2 0.766 ± 0.006 0.751 ± 0.005 0.773 ± 0.006
v3* 600 24 13.6 ± 1.7 0.789 ± 0.005 0.751 ± 0.007 0.753 ± 0.006

ViT vit base patch16 224 87 224 18 10.8 ± 1.8 0.752 ± 0.006 0.731 ± 0.007 0.734 ± 0.006
vit base patch16 384 87 384 56 12.8 ± 1.7 0.779 ± 0.006 0.758 ± 0.005 0.764 ± 0.006

None
X3D M 4 224 5 19 ± 1.3 0.762 ± 0.008

Table 3: Overall results (AUC) on the validation simulator dataset for various temporal and spatial encoders, with Lk = 10, S k = 3, and ∆Tk = 1 s. Results are
presented as the Mean (95% CI), derived from the DeLong test. Significant results are highlighted in bold.

Dk (s) Lk S k inference time (ms) AUC (overall)
1/30 1 1 6.8 ± 0.6 0.734 ± 0.006

1/3 5 2 8.9 ± 1.9 0.815 ± 0.005
10 1 9.6 ± 0.9 0.820 ± 0.006

1
5 6 8.9 ± 2.2 0.811 ± 0.005
10 3 9.9 ± 1.9 0.812 ± 0.005
30 1 13.4 ± 2.5 0.785 ± 0.006

2
10 6 9.6 ± 1.6 0.799 ± 0.005
30 2 12.0 ± 2.3 0.791 ± 0.006
60 1 16.8 ± 2.7 0.782 ± 0.006

Table 4: Overall results (AUC) on the validation simulator dataset obtained with
the best models for various sequence hyperparameters (Lk , S k) and ∆Tk = 1 s.
Significant results are highlighted in bold.
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Figure 7: Validation results (AUC) on the simulator dataset, obtained with the
best configuration (algorithm and hyperparameters) for various prediction hori-
zons.

labeled data from actual surgical videos. The use of a simulator
offers a wide range of scenarios, allowing for more comprehen-
sive predictions.

As expected, prediction becomes more challenging as the
prediction horizon increases (e.g., AUC = 0.812 for ∆Tk = 1
second versus 0.692 for ∆Tk = 2 seconds). The use of a
time-step model yields significantly better results for predic-
tion horizons ∆Tk ranging from 1 to 5 seconds. However, it has
been shown that if a single model is employed, conditional pre-
dictions result in reduced performance decline for the shorter
prediction horizons (∆TK = 1, 2, and 3 seconds). Our results
suggest that having an extensive temporal history is unneces-
sary for accurate surgical error prediction. A short history of
just 1 second proved to be sufficient, which is advantageous for
real-time analysis from a computational point of view. More-
over, downsampling using every second frame did not degrade
performance, enabling us to process video snippets with fewer
frames and thus accelerating computations, which is benefi-
cial for real-time analysis. However, an analysis based solely
on individual images seems insufficient, incorporating at least
a basic level of temporal dynamics is essential. According to
our comparative study, using 600×600 pixel images resulted in
significantly better overall results. The best performance was
achieved with EfficientNetB0, pre-trained on noisy student as
spatial encoder, and an LSTM as temporal encoder. This con-
figuration yielded an AUC score of 0.820 for a 1-second predic-
tion horizon on the test set with Lk = 10 and S k = 3. Regarding
surgical error classes, we found that not all surgical errors are
equally predictable. For instance, the out of red reflex error is
easier to predict as it depends on the eye’s orientation, i.e. gen-
eral geometric features the model can readily capture.

Regarding the transfer to real surgery videos, the results on
real surgical videos are promising, validating this initial at-
tempt of knowledge transfer for the prediction task. We observe
that the homogenization strategy, specifically adding an ocular
border mask, improves performance compared to the baseline
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AUC (overall) AUC (smooth.) AUC (out of red reflex) AUC (radial extension) AUC (tear)
validation 0.812 ± 0.005 0.789 ± 0.006 0.976 ± 0.003 0.698 ± 0.013 0.804 ± 0.026

test 0.820 ± 0.005 0.771 ± 0.006 0.981 ± 0.003 0.682 ± 0.011 0.815 ± 0.025

Table 5: Prediction results (AUC) for surgical errors by class, obtained with the best model on validation and test simulator data.

AUC (overall) AUC (smooth.) AUC (out of red reflex) AUC (radial extension)

data homogenization
central crop 0.570 0.485 0.649 0.430

ocular border mask 0.615 0.559 0.678 0.480
ocular border mask
+ histo. matching 0.561 0.502 0.639 0.509

features
alignment

simulator
(source)

∅ 0.784 0.715 0.950 0.647
CORAL 0.771 0.645 0.963 0.593
MMD 0.747 0.700 0.967 0.602
MSE 0.765 0.719 0.956 0.617

real
surgery
(target)

CORAL 0.654 0.611 0.710 0.751
MMD 0.651 0.605 0.685 0.629
MSE 0.542 0.517 0.645 0.518

Table 6: AUC results (domain adaptation) for data homogenization and feature alignment. Significant results are highlighted in bold.

AUC (overall) AUC (smooth.) AUC (out of red reflex) AUC (radial extension)
Frame order 0.663 0.632 0.757 0.658

Image reconstruction 0.657 0.617 0.774 0.674

Table 7: AUC results for feature alignment using CORAL discrepancy loss with pre-training on the validation real surgery dataset.

(AUC = 0.615 vs. 0.578 overall). This mask enhances the
structural consistency of the images by adding a black pixel
border. Simple histogram matching, however, does not appear
to be effective, yielding lower performance than the ocular bor-
der mask alone (AUC = 0.561 vs. 0.578 overall). This may be
due to the overly strict constraint of histogram matching and the
global, rather than local, changes in light intensity. The differ-
ences between the domains are not only explained by lumines-
cence but also by the structure’s shape, which is not altered by
functions that act on the histogram. We also observe that align-
ing latent representations using CORAL and MMD yields bet-
ter performance than data homogenization alone (AUC = 0.654
and 0.651 overall vs 0.615). The results obtained with these
discrepancy losses are better than those with MME, which does
not allow unsupervised domain adaptation in this work. It is
important to note the slight drop in performance on the source
domain compared to results without latent representation align-
ment (AUC = 0.771 with CORAL, 0.747 with MMD vs 0.784
overall). This decline is expected, as aligning latent representa-
tions involves a trade-off between optimizing surgical error pre-
diction and regularizing the latent space. However, the degrada-
tion is minimal, highlighting that the transfer does not come at
the cost of accurate surgical error prediction. Surprisingly, bet-
ter performance (+1.5%) was achieved for the out-of-red reflex
error when applying domain adaptation compared to when no
adaptation (∅) was performed. This is likely due to the training
strategy—using five models for transfer learning and retaining
the best results, compared to using one without transfer—rather
than the effects of the discrepancy loss. The temporal pretext
task followed by domain adaptation with the CORAL loss im-
proves overall performance (+2%) and for smoothness (around

+3%), but especially for the out of red reflex error, with an
improvement of nearly 7%. On the other hand, the image
reconstruction-based pretext task shows an advantage mainly
for the out of red reflex error, with a 9% increase. This is not
surprising, as this error class is easier to transfer because it re-
lies primarily on geometric features, which are more straight-
forward to generalize across domains.

While our approach focused on data alignment, future re-
search could explore alternative strategies such as data aug-
mentation. Data augmentation could help addressing both inter-
domain and intra-domain variability, potentially leading to fur-
ther performance improvements. Finally, future research could
explore integrating advanced information beyond RGB chan-
nels, such as detailed information about the capsulorhexis pro-
cess itself (identifying the capsulorhexis opening). Addition-
ally, the use of binocular video could further enhance surgical
error prediction. Binocular videos provide richer data by cap-
turing depth and spatial relationships more effectively, which
can facilitate more accurate analysis of surgical movements and
errors. This additional perspective could give a more compre-
hensive view of the surgical field, potentially enhancing model
performance and the reliability of predictions.

A major limitation is the very low number of errors in real
surgeries, which makes validation and testing challenging, and
comparison to a supervised domain adaptation approach impos-
sible. Moreover, although the simulator contains many errors
compared to a real surgery dataset, the classes are highly im-
balanced. Novel strategies should be established to address this
challenge.
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