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RESULTS

In this study, evaluation of the late results of 34 hips (30 cases) was
done and each case was assessed both clinically and radiologically and a
comparison was done between the results of cemented total hip

replacement and cementless total hip replacement.

The evaluation of the results of the study includes
1- The overall results. _
2- Analysis of the results as regarding :
A-Patient’s profile :
. Age.
e Sex.
* Occupation.
¢ Body weight.
* Pathology of the affected hip.
¢ Follow up period.
¢ System used.
B-Clinical assessment.
C-Radiological assessment.
D-Total Score.

3- Complications.




I- Qverall results :
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Table (1) : Comparison between cemented and cementless total hip

replacement regarding the overall results.

Type of THR | Cemented “Cementless Total
ﬁ ' N=18 n=16 n =34
Overall
results No % No % No L Yo
e — — —— —T — —_—
Excellent 6 33.33 4 25.0 10 29.5
\ Good 6 33.33 11 68.75 17 50.0
| Fair 4 2223 1 6.25 5 14.7
Poor 2 ] 1111 . ; 2 58
I— - —
Total 18 ] 100.0 16 100.0 34 100.0
= = é == ==

This descriptive table shows that for patients having cemented

THR, the overall results were excellent in 6 hips (33.33%) good in 6 hips
(33.33%), fair in 4 hips (22.23%) and poor in 2 hips (11.11%), (one of

. these  two hips had a revision during my study). For cementless THR, the

results were excellent in 4 hips (25%) good in 11 hips (68.75%) and fair
in only 1 hip (6.25%).
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2- Analysis of the results :

A-Patient’s Profile :

s Age:

Table (2) : Comparison between cemented and cementless total hip

replacements among the studied group regarding age.

) Cemen;c-ed

Type of THLiR Cementless
(n=18) (n=16)
l « Range in years 34.0 - 70.0 35.0-60.0
« ¥ 50.12 45.78
e +SD. +9.78 = 8.62
t 1.280
P >0.05 (N.S)

This table shows that the age of the patients having cemented

T.H.R. ranges from 34 to 70 years witha X 50.12 vear and a S.D + 9.78.

On the other liand, the age of the patients having cementless T.H.R.

ranges from 35 to 60 years witha X 45.78 year anda S.D + 8.62. The t

was 1.28 and there was no statistically significant differerce between

both cemented and cementless T.H.R. regarding age.
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® Sex :
Table (3) : Sex distribution of the studied patient according to the type of

total hip replacement.

I Type of Cemented - Cem_entlessr Total )
T.H.R. [No A No '~ % No %o
7 T Sex.
Females 6 375 4 286 | 10 333
H Males 10 625 | 10 714 | 20 667
Total 16 1000 { 14 1000 | 30 1000
X?=0.268
P>0.05 (N.S).

In this table 16 patients got cemented total hip replacement 6 of
them (37.5%) were females and 10 (62.5%) were males. On the other
hand, 14 patients got cementless total hip replacement, 4 of them (28.6%)
were females and 10 (71.4%) were males. The X* was 0.268 and there

was no statistically significant difference between cemented and

cementless T.H.R. regarding sex.
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¢ Occupation :
Table (4) : Comparison between cemented and cementless total hip

replacement regarding Occupation

[r——— - —_— m— — m— —
Type of TH Cemented Cementless Total
" | n=18 n=16 n =34
Occupation No %o No % No Yo |
Non occupied 25.0 2 14 .4 6 20.0
L Unskilled worker 00.00 - 00.00 - 00.00
Skilled worker 12.5 - 00.00 2 6.6
Clerk 37.5 6 42.8 12 40.0
Professional
25.0 6 42 8 10 33.4
administered
| Total 16 | 1000 | 14 100.0 | 30 | 100.0

This table shows the different occupations of the studied group of

patients, when correlated with the final results it was found that the poor

and fair results were mainly among the professionals and - the skilled

workers, and the good and excellent results were mainly among clerks

and unoccupied patients which were performing mi'd activity.




e Body Weight :
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Table (5) : Comparison between cemented and cementless total hip

replacement regarding the body weight

e ——————

_—-Type of THR. | Cemented Cementless
(n=18) (n=16)
—— = —_—]
70 - 100 75 -100 L
80.6 82.9
e+SD 8.6 +73
t 0.946
P >0.05 (N.S)
(—— — = — = ==

This table shows the range of body wei ght for both cemented and

- cementless THRs, and there was no statistically significant difference

between both groups. The fair and poor results for both cemented and

cementless THRs were mainly among the patients wei ghting 90 to 100kg.




* Pathology of the affected hip :
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Table (6) : Pathology of the affected hip in both cemented and
cementless THRs.
-f Type ;f - Cemer-l;ed Cementless - Total i
| NL.H.R. No % No % No Yo
Diagnbsis
[Rheundatoid 1 5.55 0 00 | 1 294
ﬁ artheritis
H Iry osteoartheritis 13 72.23 15 93.75 28 82.36
2nd osteoartheritis 3 16.67 | 6.25 4 11.76
Fracture of the 1 5.55 0 0.0 I 2.94
fneck of the femur
Total 18 1000 | 16 1000 | 34 1000

——

— v—

This table shows that of the 18 diseased hips having cemented
T.HR. only one hip (5.55%) was affected by rheumatoid artheritis. 13

hips (72.23%) were affected by lry O.A, 3 hips (16.67%) by 2nd O.A and
only 1 hip (5.55%) by a fracture of the femoral neck. On the other hand

of the 16 diseased hips having cementless T.H.R., 15 hips {93.75%) were
affected by Iry O.A., only 1 case (6.25%) by 2nd O.A and no cases were

affected by rheumatoid arthritis or fracture of the femoral neck.
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e Follow up period :

Table (7) : Comparison between cemented and cementless total hip

replacement regarding the period of follow up (in years).

Type of T.H.R, Cemented " Cementless
Follow (n=18) (n=16)
Up Period
"o Range in years, 5_13 T 25-4
.- 9277 3.312
«+SD 2.346 0543
t 9918
" P <0.01 ; {Significant)

rer— — — rread
ry—— —— —— —— el

Tlus table shows that the follow up period of the 18 cemented THR
ranges from 5 to 13 years witha X 9.277 year and a S.D + 2.346 year
and the follow up period of the 16 cementless T.H.R ranges from 2.5 to 4
years with a X 3.312 year and a S.D + 0.543 year. The t was 9.918 and

there was a statistically significant difference between both cemented and

cementless THR regarding the period of follow up.




e System used :
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Table (8) : Different systems used for hip replacement.

System Charnley MulleT#t Porgflg H&on Porous ﬂt?il —
used Coated Coated
\Final n=_§ n=10 n=9 n=7 n=34
Hisult No[ % [No| % [No| % No % | No %
—
Excellent I 125151500 21223 2 285 110 295
H Good 3137513130016 | 666 5 715 | 17 50.0
\ Fair 2125020200101 1(111 - [00.00] 5 14.7
Poor 21250 - {0001 - {000 - 100001 2 5.8
\T tal 8 00011 00. 100. 00034 | 100.0
otal ¥ 0 41-0 0 ; 0.0 7#LO | |

From this table, one can see that the results of the cemented THRs

using the Charnley hip system were inferior to those replaced by the

Muiler system but for cementless cases there was no much difterence

between the results of porous coated and non porous coated cementless

THRs.
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B-Clinical evaluation :

¢ Pain :
Table (9) : Comparison between cemented and cementless total hip

replacement regarding pain.

— o ——

Type of T.H.R. Cemented Cementless
{an (n = 18) (n = 16)
1’- Range 20-100 60— 8.0
« ¥ 711 6.75
LD ¢« +SD. 1.967 1.000
t 0.6615
i P P>0.05 (N.S)

In this table, a comparison was done between both cemented and
cementless THR regarding pain. The severity of pain for cemented T.H.R
(as mentioned by the scoring system) ranges from 2 to 10 witha ¥ 7.11

.and a S.D £1.967. On the other hand the severity of pain for cementless
THR ranges from 6 to 8 witha X 6..75 andaSD+ 1.60.

The t was 0.6615 and there was no statistically significant
difference between both groups regarding pain intensity.

The onset of pain was much earlier in patients having cementless

THR than for patients having cemented THR.
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e Walking :
Table (10) : Ccmparison between cemented and cementless total hip

replacement regarding walking,

; Type of T.H.R. - Cemented Cementless
:;;;E““\\\\\ (n=18) (n=16)
[ Range ~ 20100 ~ 60100
lox 788 7.50
o+ SD. 1.99 1.15
' t 0.68
P > 0.05 (N.S)

In this table, a comparison between the two studied groups was
done regarding the walking activity (as mentioned in the scoring system).
For the cemented THR it ranges from 4 to 10 witha X 7.88 and a
SD £ 1.99 and for the cementless THR it ranges from 6 to 10 with a X
7.50 and a SD * 1.15. The t was 0.68 and there was no statistically

significant difference between both groups.
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e Function :

Table (11) : Comparison between cemented and cementless total hip

replacement regarding function.

—_Qyp:f T.H.Im_l-“.= ?mented _ W
| Functior\ (n=18) (n=16)
e Range | 40-100 - 6.0—8.0
| ” o X 733 7.25
“ e+SD 1.81 1.00
{ t — 0.16
p >0.05 (N.S)

As showen in this table, a comparison between both groups was
done as regarding the functional activities (as mentioned in the scoring
system). The range for cemented THR was 4 to 10 witha X 7.33 and a
S.D * 1.81, and for cementless THR was 6 to 8 witha X 7.25and 2 S.D +
1.0. The t was 0.16 and there was no statistically significant difference in

between both groups.
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e Motion - Ms. Power :
Table (12) : Comparison between cemented and cementless total hip

replacement regarding motion — muscle power.

Type of T.H.R. Cemented Cementless
Motion (n=18) (n=16)
'Il Ms. Power _ |
k e Range - 40-100 8.0-10.0
«X 744 8.62
“' «+SD. +2.07 +0.96
t 1.682
P | >0.05 (N.S)

All the THRs were examined clinically for their motion and. muscle
power and a comparison was carried out between both cemented and
cementless THRs as shown in this table, for cemented T.H.R the motion
and muscle power ranges from4 to 10 witha X 7.44 anda S.D + 2.07.
For cementless T.HR, the motion and muscle power ranges from 8 to 10
with a X 862 and a SD + 0.96. The t was 1.682 and there was no

statistically significant difference between both groups.
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‘C-Radiological evaluation :

* Acetabular radiograph :

Table (13) : Comparison between cemented and cementless total hip

replacement regarding acetabular radiograph.

P—st

~ Type of T.H.R. Cemented Cementless
I| Acet. (n=18) (n =16)
H
| — x — — .............__...='
e Range . 20-10.0 8.0-10.0
e ¥ 7.22 8.62
e+$D. 2.07 0.95
¢ 247
P | <0.05 (Significant)

The X rays of all cases were evaluated and a comparison was done

between both cemented and cementless THR regarding acetabular

radiographs. The range for cemented THR was 2 to 10 with a X 7.22 and

a S.D £+ 207 and for cementless THR was 8 to 10 witha X 8.62 and a

SD £ 095 The t was 2.47 and there was a statistically significant

difference in between both cemented and cementless THR with the upper

hand to cementless THR.

The description of the various acetabular radiological changes has

been previously mentioned in the assessment system.
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*Femoral radiograph :

Table (14) : Comparison between cemented and cementless total hip

replacement regarding femoral radiograph.

Type of T.H.R. Cemented Cementless

Fem. (n=18) (n =16)
radiograph.
o Range ] 2.0-10.0 40-100
e\ 8.55 7.25
e S D 2.25 ] .43

t 1.98

P > (.05 (N.S)

I'is table shows a comparisdn between both cemented and
cementless  THR regarding femoral radiograph which ranges for
cemented THR from 2 to 10 with a X 8.55and a S.D +2.25 and for
cementless THR from 4 to' 10 witha ¥ 725 and a S.D + 1.43. The t was
1.98 and therc was no statistically significant difference in between both
groups regarding this item. |

The description of the various femo;‘al radiological changes has

been previously mentioned in the assessment system.




D-Total Score :
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Table (15) : Comparison between cemented and cementless total hip

replacement  regarding the  total

score of the scoring

svstem.
Type of T.H.R. Cemented Cementless

Total (n=18) (n = 16)
Score
e Range 18.0 - 60.0 200-520 |
o ¥ 45.44 44 81
«+SD +10.85 +4.25

( 0.218

P > 0.05 (N.S)

This table demonstrate a final comparison between both groups

regarding the total score. For cemented THR it ranges from 18 to 60 with

a X 4544 and a S.D * 10.85 and for cementless cases, it ranges from

40.0 to 320 witha X 448l andaS.D+4.25 Thet wl’:ls 0.218 and there

was no statistically significant difference in between both cemented and

cementless THR regarding the total score.




3- Complications :
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Table (16) : Comparison between cemented and cementless total hip

replacement regarding complications.

1

rA Tﬁe of THR | Cemented Cementless | Total
' n=-18 n=14 n =234 Z P
Occupation No % No % No % _
I- Post operative] 1 | 555 | 2 ]| 1250 ] 3 ] 882 ] 00713 | 2005
dislocation. (N.S)
2-Fracture of the - - 2 1250 | 2 5.88 1.546 >0.05
femur (N.S)
(intra-bperatr’x‘c‘)
3- Post. Operative | 2 ot I 6.25 3 8.82 0.499 | >0.05
infection (N.S)
4-Limb l.ceneth 2 I 1] [ 6.25 3 8.82 0.499 (.05
discrepancy (N.S)
(shortening)
5-Loosening 8 | 4444 | 6 | 3750 ] 18 | 5294 1 0.0411 | »0.05
(N.S)
6- Osteolysis 5 12777 4 (2500 | 12 | 3529 | 0.0183 | >0.05
(N.S)

There was no great’ difference between both studied groups

regarding all these complications.




