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Comparison of early clinical outcomes between mobile-bearing and fixed-bearing total knee arthroplasty for the val-
gus knee ZHOU Kun-peng,ZHANG Xue-bing, ZHANG Guo-dong,YANG Guang,and QI Xin*. * Department of Bone and
Joint Surgery ,the First Hospital Affiliated to Jilin University , Changchun 130000, Jilin , China
ABSTRACT Objective; To compare the early clinical outcomes of primary total knee arthroplasty in the valgus knee be-
tween mobile-bearing prosthesis and fixed-bearing prosthesis. Methods: From January 2011 to December 2013, 17 patients
(23 knees) treated by the same surgeon were selected for a retrospective study in the First Hospital of Jilin University , includ-
ing 2 males and 15 females with a mean age of 61.5 years old (48 to 75 years). The pre-operative diagnosis included os-
teoarthritis (14 patients, 19 knees) and rheumatoid arthritis (3 patients,4 knees) . The patients with valgus deformity were di-
vided into group A and group B. The patients in group A were treated with the fixed-bearing prosthesis (9 patients, 12 knees) ,
and the patients in group B were treated with the mobile-bearing prosthesis (8 patients, 11 knees). The Knee Society Score
(KSS) ,Hosptial for Special Surgery (HSS),Western Ontario MacMaster (WOMAC),the range of motion (ROM) and
femorotibial angle were collected at pre-operation and post-operation follow-up for statistical analysis. Results; All the patients
were followed up, and the duration ranged from 6 to 36 months (mean 25 months). The valgus deformity was corrected in all
patients,and there were significant differences for all patients between pre-operation and post-operation at the latest follow-up
with regard to the KSS knee score, function score , HSS score, WOMAC score, ROM and femorotibial angle (P<0.01). There
were no significant differences in KSS knee score,function score,HSS score, WOMAC score,improvement in ROM and
femorotibial angle between two groups at the latest follow-up. However there were significant differences in ROM(P<0.05) be-
tween fixed-bearing group (101.8+8.8)° and mobile-bearing group(108.4+7.2)° at the latest follow-up. No case with spin-out of
mobile bearing was observed. There were no complications in any patient,such as infection,common peroneal nerve injury,
dislocation and instability. The X-ary imaging showed no osteolysis or implant loosening. Conclusion: The early clinical out-
comes of primary total knee arthroplasty by using mobile-bearing prosthesis and fixed-bearing prosthesis are satisfactory for the
treatment of the valgus knee, and the short term clinical outcomes of mobile-bearing TKA and fixed-bearing TKA are similar.
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Tab.l Comparison of clinical data of patients treated with
total knee arthroplasty between two groups before operation

e AR MERIBD) & E BMI

215

B (zxs,%) B A (%ss,kg)  (axs,kg/em’)
FEFE4 12 603+63 1 11 65.0+10.1  26.3+2.7
BEFEEE4] 11 64270 1 10 68.029.2 25.1%3.4
L] - 1=2.614 x=0.004 1=5.642 1=1.241
P - 0.14 0.95 0.34 0.27
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Tab.2 Comparison of ROM, femorotibial angle and improvement in ROM before and after operation between two groups of

patients treated with total knee arthroplasty (x+s,°)

11 Wt - Ll - et I
NGl VN 1 PAE AR AR5 t18 P1E

[ 2 5 4 12 76.1+8.8  101.8+8.8  20.803 0.000 16.1+3.0  6.5¢1.2 7.618 0.000 25.8+3.8

L& 21 11 79.7+¢58  108.4+72  10.615 0.000 152435  5.8%1.6 6.676 0.000 28.6+8.9

t1H - 1.181 1.948 - - 0.683 1.180 - - 0.972

P - 0.252 0.044 - - 0.502 0.251 - - 0.347

Bl1 B, 2,75 % B B & N e T A RS 1a,1b, Te. REGIEMINS X B 7R HIBRAERS H Bes AL . 1d. RAj4
K X LARAMBESCTSNEIRTE  1e,1f,1g. ARJF 24 D IEMGL X SORBIRE RAF  1h, RJF 24 DA 2K X LARIMIRIEAIE, FEO)
L RAf

Fig.1 A 75-year-old female patient with osteoarthritis of bilateral knees in mobile-bearing group 1a,1b,1c. AP and lateral X-ray films before operation

showed hyperosteogeny and joint space narrowing 1d. Pre-operative full leg standing X-ray films showed valgus deformity 1e,1f,1g. AP and lateral X-
ray films 24 months after operation showed good prosthesis location  1h. Full leg standing X-ray films 24 months after operation showed correction of val-

gus deformity and proper lower limb alignment
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BERHILA 1, 3 it
2.2 JTROTHSS HPE Ranawat 5540 Elkus 25055 AN 19

ARG ARKBETT AL AT KSS . HSS\WOMAC 143 & XHsr2E, IREM (RE R g hZm g
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£33 PMAVMRALERXTEREEFABG KSS 5B (x2s5,77)
Tab.3 Comparison of KSS scores before and after operation between two groups of patients treated with total knee

arthroplasty (x+s ,score)

15 [ llﬁ?fﬁ%f A ‘ ~ Iﬂﬁ%\ﬁ% ‘
PR Fae TG )1 s¥ix 11ERES) R RRET) Js¥ix
FEFE4 12 RAT 156242 6.5+1.8 15.243.6 31.39.5° 23.245.5 18.5+4.2 34.6+10.7°
RIF 467264 24.5+1.6 20.4+2.5 90.5+8.5" 46.3+4.8 43.0£6.3 88.627.8°
R4 11 KT 14.4£3.5 73429 15.943.1 33.7+11.1 21.1%5.9 20.5+4.1 32.7+13.2
RJF 470458 23.9+2.0 21.744.3 91.4+7.2 47.8+6.5 435473 89.9+9.4

g e

0 EPRPESARBTLH A LR, %=0.634 , P=0.61; ARJGAIAIAL , =-1.271,P=0.56. INEEVESRBTLHIA] LR, 4=0.574,P=0.58; ARJGLHE L, 1=
1.649, P=0.43, I PRPEA21 N FARRIE HA 5 TG 41, 1=13.785, P=0.00; e F- G 41,1=17.432, P=0.00, THREFESM LN FARTIF HAK : [ F
A41,6=10.730, P=0.00; ie 7 V-5 41 ,1=8.416, P=0.00

Note ; Comparison of clinical scores between two groups before operation , 4=0.634, P=0.61 ; comparison between two groups after operation,=-1.271, P=
0.56. Comparison of function scores between two groups before operation,4=0.574 ,P=0.58 ; comparison between two groups after operation,¢=1.649, P=
0.43. Comparison of clinical scores within two groups before and after operation :in FP group,t=13.785,P=0.00;in RP group,t=17.432,P=0.00. Compari-
son of function scores within two groups before and after operation ; in FP group,:=10.730, P=0.00;in RP group,:=8.416,P=0.00

x4 PMAVRATBRXTEBREZENREG HSS WA LRER (245, 77)
Tab.4 Comparison of HSS scores before and after operation between two groups of patients treated with total knee

arthroplasty (x+s ,score)

21 51 B PR Bl T My Jof SRR Fa ey

FEFad 12 Rar 9.4+3.8 7.842.7 9.5+3.0 6.4+3.3 4.1£1.1 3.6+1.3 38.3£52*
RJF  28.5+4.7 19.5+2.8 13.6+3.9 8.6x2.4 9.6:0.3 9.8+0.4 89.323.1"*

VEFETE4 11 KA 8.9+5.1 6.9+2.9 10.0+4.6 7.6%2.6 47+2.7 4.0£0.9 37.046.0
ARG 29.6£3.9 19.7£3.2 12.824.4 9.5+1.8 9.8+0.2 9.6+0.3 91.0£3.7

T ARFTLLE FeES, *1= 0.571, P=0.574; RJG LI He A, “*1=1.165, P=0.257 , [ & V- 5 A ARG Hoi ,1=27.808 , P=0.000; g - & H T ARG 1

#,1=30.806, P=0.000
Note ; Comparison between two groups before operation, *1=0.571, P=0.574 ; comparison between two groups after operation, “*t=1.165,P=0.257. Compar-

ison within two groups before and after operation ;in FP group,=27.808 , P=0.000;in RP group,:=30.806, P=0.000

R5 FAVMRAIBRXTEREZERIG WOMAC T3 LR R (v45,5))
Tab.5 Comparison of WOMAC scores before and after operation between two groups of patients treated with total knee

arthroplasty (x+s , score)

5 % A ] PR Rt i oy

&1 -5 41 12 AHT 14.6+3.8 3.2+1.2 45.9+8.5 63.7+13.1%
RiG 2.8+1.6 2.540.9 12.625.5 17.9+7.8**

TEET- B4l 11 AHi 15.7+4.6 45421 44.8+7.1 65.0£15.1*
ARG 3.3+1.9 2.8+0.6 10.9+6.3 17.0+8.5%*

TE ARHTAIR] L4, *1=0.876, P=0.396 ; A J5 2HIH] HLAL, **1=0.768 , P=0.353, [l 5E ¥ H4HARRIE HLAL, 1=5.731, P=0.000; e ¥ 5 LAARHIG L4, 1=
7.562,P=0.000
Note ; Comparison between two groups before operation, *t=0.876, P=0.396 ; comparison between two groups after operation, **1=0.768 , P=0.353. Compar-

ison between before and after operation :in FP group,t=5.731,P=0.000; in RP group,t=7.562,P=0.000
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