Hanaa Mohammed

by eldel] b edeisiy wilbasd] S o




Safaa Mahmoud

ol i ey b

(ouded§ et 19 (g sl | o Guid
Wi Wil 0 (pwil] B 9 pousbaind| cllly oumi
il i Gl 99 s ] 2 daoad! galhdl 0dR (ods




D S
& - >

Proximal Femoral Nail versus
Dynamic Hip Screw in Unstable

Intertrochanteric Fractures
(Systemic Review and Meta-Analysis)

By
Ahmed Mohamed Zahran

M.B.B.Ch.

(Under Supervision of
Prof. Ahmed Mohamed Morsi

Assistant Professor of Orthopedics
Faculty of Medicine - Ain Shams University

Dr. Mahmoud Ahmed Ashour
Lecturer of Orthopedics

Faculty of Medicine - Ain Shams University

Orthopedics ([)epartment
Oraculty of Medicine - Ain Shams (Iniversity

2022






4 )

Acknowledgments

First of all, all gratitude is to ALLAH, the almighty
guided and aided me in bringing this work to light
which would have never been crowned by success
without blessing of ALLAH, to whom my faithful loyalty

will remain however beyond my compromises.

I would like to express my deep gratitude and
sincere thanks to css. Prof. De Aluned Mohamed
Morsi, Assistant Professor of Orthopedics, Faculty of
Medicine, Ain Shams University who gave me great
support not only to finish this work but also to grow my

experience in the field of orthopedic surgery and who

taught me a lot.

I wish also to thank PDr. Mahmoud Mohamed
Ashour, Lecturer of orthopedics, Faculty of Medicine,

Ain Shams University for the great efforts he had given
to me and encouragement in preparing this work and for

teaching me.

K Ahmed Mohamed Zalhran

/




Abstraect

Objective: To compare the results of operative management using two
different kind of internal fixation modality devices either PFN or DHS,
to achieve fracture union and to determine the rate of union,
complications, operative risks and functional recovery and outcomes.
Compare the results obtained and determine the effectiveness of PFN
in comparison to DHS in treatment of intertrochanteric fractures.

Introduction: Intertrochanteric fractures form about 50% of all
fractures that occur in proximal part of femur. The mean patient age is
66 to 76 years. In United States of America, the rate of
intertrochanteric fractures in elderly men is about 34 per 100,000 and
in women it is 63 per 100,000 annually. Intertrochanteric fractures
mostly unite, provided that reduction and fixation are correctly done.
There are large area of bone is involved, mostly consist of cancellous
bone and both fragments are richly supplied by blood. Determination
of stability is the most important aspect of intertrochanteric fracture
classification. Stability is provided by an intact or a reconstructible
posteromedial buttress. Reverse obliquity fractures, loss or
comminution of the posteromedial buttress and subtrochanteric
extension are factors that results in unstable fracture patterns.

Management The treatment goal of intertrochanteric fracture is
restoration of early mobility safely and adequately while decreasing
the hazard of medical complications and technical failure and to
restore the patient to preoperative status of function. Trochentric
femoral fracures have been estimated to occur in more than 200,000
patients annually in the United States, with reported mortality rate
from 15 %to 30%.

Study design: Randomized controlled trials and quasi-random studies.

Key words: Unstable/intertrochanteric/DHS/TSP/gamma nail.
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