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Are component positioning and prosthesis size
associated with hip resurfacing failure?
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Abstract

Background: Recent studies suggest that there is a learning curve for metal-on-metal hip resurfacing. The purpose
of this study was to assess whether implant positioning changed with surgeon experience and whether
positioning and component sizing were associated with implant longevity.

Methods: We evaluated the first 361 consecutive hip resurfacings performed by a single surgeon, which had a
mean follow-up of 59 months (range, 28 to 87 months). Pre and post-operative radiographs were assessed to
determine the inclination of the acetabular component, as well as the sagittal and coronal femoral stem-neck
angles. Changes in the precision of component placement were determined by assessing changes in the standard
deviation of each measurement using variance ratio and linear regression analysis. Additionally, the cup and stem-
shaft angles as well as component sizes were compared between the 31 hips that failed over the follow-up period
and the surviving components to assess for any differences that might have been associated with an increased risk
for failure.

Results: Surgeon experience was correlated with improved precision of the antero-posterior and lateral positioning
of the femoral component. However, femoral and acetabular radiographic implant positioning angles were not
different between the surviving hips and failures. The failures had smaller mean femoral component diameters as
compared to the non-failure group (44 versus 47 millimeters).

Conclusions: These results suggest that there may be differences in implant positioning in early versus late
learning curve procedures, but that in the absence of recognized risk factors such as intra-operative notching of
the femoral neck and cup inclination in excess of 50 degrees, component positioning does not appear to be
associated with failure. Nevertheless, surgeons should exercise caution in operating patients with small femoral
necks, especially when they are early in the learning curve.

Background
With recent studies reporting early clinical success in
greater than 90% of metal-on-metal total hip resurfa-
cing arthroplasty patients, there has been renewed
interest in this modality as a bone-conserving alterna-
tive to standard total hip arthroplasty [1-3]. However,
surgeons adopting resurfacing should be aware that
these results are reflective of institutions where the
orthopaedic surgeons have extensive experience and
have performed a large number of these procedures
[4-7]. Hip resurfacing arthroplasty is a technically

difficult procedure that has a corresponding long
learning curve. Early in this curve, there may be
increased risk for complications that require revision
surgery such as femoral neck fracture, femoral compo-
nent failure, and component loosening [8,9].
Recent studies have elucidated many patient-related as

well as surgical and implant-related factors that may
increase the risk for these complications [4,9,10]. Some
patient-specific factors, such as neuromuscular or neu-
rosensory deficiency that might adversely affect gait or
weight-bearing, and documented allergy to cobalt, chro-
mium, or molybdenum, are generally accepted as abso-
lute contraindications. Other patient characteristics are
considered relative risk factors. For example, presence of
multiple cysts, females of childbearing age, and osteope-
nia are often interpreted as relative contraindications by
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experienced surgeons. In addition to these patient-
related variables, surgical factors such as femoral neck
notching have been identified as increasing the risk for
failure. Other recent studies have suggested that compo-
nent positioning and implant size may be associated
with risk for dislocation and increased levels of metal
ions [11-17]. In general, it is recommended that the
femoral component be placed in a valgus position in
order to reduce tension and shear stresses. Other studies
have suggested that the preferred stem-shaft angle be
less than 140 degrees to avoid notching [11,16,18]. Cup
inclination between 30 degrees and 50 degrees with ver-
sion between 5 degrees and 15 degrees are recom-
mended by some authors for maximum range of motion
and avoidance of impingement [17,19].
Early in the learning curve for a surgeon, there is the

potential for more variability in prosthetic positioning.
Some authors have reported cadaveric studies with the
use of computer navigation to investigate this relation-
ship, [20-22] but to the knowledge of the authors, there
are no clinical studies that have assessed whether this
correlation between surgeon experience and implant
positioning exists.
The purpose of this study was to assess a prospective

cohort of patients at a single institution to evaluate the
role of surgeon experience on implant positioning and
the subsequent association with implant survival. More
specifically, we asked two primary questions: 1) Does
implant positioning change with surgeon experience?;
and 2) does this positioning and component size have
an association with implant longevity?

Methods
We evaluated the first 361 consecutive metal-on-metal
total hip resurfacing arthroplasties (257 in men and 104
in women) performed by a single surgeon that had a
minimum follow-up of 28 months (mean of 59 months,
range 28 to 87 months). At the time of operation, the
mean patient age was 50 years (range, 18 to 79 years),
and the mean body mass index was 27 kg/m2 (range, 16
to 48 kg/m2). The preoperative diagnoses were osteoar-
thritis for 269 hips, post-traumatic arthritis for fourteen
hips, dysplasia for thirteen hips, osteonecrosis for fifty-
six hips, and inflammatory arthritis for nine hips. Insti-
tutional review board approval was obtained for this
study, and no informed consent was required from
patients to be included in this review.
The patients were screened as acceptable candidates

for hip resurfacing based on standard criteria. All
patients underwent standard pre-operative physical eva-
luation and review of their medical history to determine
if they were candidates for surgical intervention. If
patients were not skeletally mature or at least 18 years
old, they were excluded from the study. In addition, any

patient with a positive human chorionic gonadotropin
test or evidence of active human immunodeficiency
virus (HIV) or hepatitis infection was not considered for
this procedure. Neuromuscular or neurosensory defi-
ciency that might adversely affect gait or weight bearing
and documented metal allergies were considered abso-
lute contraindications.
All procedures were performed by the senior author

using an anterolateral approach. The components had a
metal-on-metal bearing from the same manufacturer
(Conserve Plus; Wright Medical Technology, Arlington,
Tennessee). The acetabular component was placed with-
out screws using cementless press fit fixation, and the
femoral component was cemented in all cases. A stan-
dard rehabilitation protocol was utilized; patients were
recommended to increase weightbearing over a ten
week period. They started with 20% weightbearing
restrictions using two crutches for the first six weeks,
50% restrictions with a cane or a crutch in the opposite
hand between six and ten weeks, and full weightbearing
as tolerated thereafter.
Standard antero-posterior radiographs of the pelvis

and the operated hip, as well as direct lateral radio-
graphs of the operated hip, were obtained for all
patients in the recovery room following the index
arthroplasty. A radiographic assessment of cup inclina-
tion on antero-posterior radiographs and stem-neck
angles in the antero-posterior and direct lateral views
were compared between the early and late groups. Acet-
abular inclination was determined relative to the hori-
zontal line tangential to the inferior margin of both
ischial tuberosities. Pre-operative anatomic neck-shaft
angles were measured using the line that passes through
both the center of the femoral head and mid-point of
the isthmus of the femoral neck (neck axis), as well as
the line that passes through the center of the femoral
canal at points 5 and 10 cm distal to the lesser trochan-
ter (shaft axis). The stem-shaft angles on post-operative
radiographs were measured using the line that passes
through the center of the base and tip of the femoral
component stem (stem axis), and the previously-
described shaft axis. The difference between the stem-
shaft angle and the anatomic neck-shaft angle was
considered to be the stem-neck angle.
Based on a recent study from the present authors’

center describing a markedly higher rate of mechanical
complications in the first 100 metal-on-metal resurfa-
cings, the patients were stratified into two groups: early
in the learning curve (first 100 procedures) and late in
the curve (the remaining 261 surgeries) [9]. At approxi-
mately the hundredth case that the surgeon made modi-
fications to the patient selection and surgical technique,
based on the high complication rate in the early cases.
In summary, these modifications included avoiding
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resurfacing in patients with large femoral head or neck
cysts, ensuring proper seating of the femoral compo-
nent, and ensuring an optimal thickness of the cement
mantle.
The precision of the component placement was

assessed by determining the standard deviation of the
antero-posterior and lateral stem-shaft angles, as well as
the cup inclination angles for consecutive groups of 50
patients on a rolling basis (for example, the standard
deviation in angles for patients 1 through 50, patients 2
through 51, and so forth).
The patients were also grouped by whether or not

they required component-based revision surgery
(received a revision by the time of final follow-up or
were scheduled for a revision procedure). There were 31
patients who required revision. Two patients who were
revised for acetabular complications in the immediate
post-operative period (one loose cup that were revised
the same day, and one loose cup revised for an intra-
operative acetabular fracture) were excluded from the
failure analysis. Additionally, four patients who were
revised because of a peri-prosthetic infection, and two
patients with soft-tissue complications (one abductor
mechanism rupture, and one persistently painful hip
non-responsive to non-operative treatment with exten-
sive scar formation seen intra-operatively at the time of
revision surgery) were also excluded from the failure
analysis. Of the remaining 23 patients, the reasons for
revision were femoral neck fracture (n = 13), acetabular
cup loosening (n = 2), femoral component loosening (n
= 4); femoral component fracture (n = 2), and late acet-
abular protrusion (n = 2). As previously reported, 15 of
these complications occurred within the first 50 cases,
whereas the remainder were distributed approximately
equally among the remaining 311 cases [9]. The radio-
graphic measurements of cup and stem-shaft angles as
well as component sizes of the failures and non-failures
were compared to assess for any differences that might
have been associated with an increased risk for failure.
Data was prospectively collected in a database for the

overall cohort of resurfacing patients. The data were
subjected to analysis using SigmaStat version 3.0 soft-
ware (Systat Inc, San Jose California) and MedCalc ver-
sion 10.2 software (Medcalc software, Mariakerke
Belgium). A Student’s t-test was used to calculate the
probability that there were differences in the radio-
graphic measurements between the early and late learn-
ing curve cohorts. Variance ratio testing was utilized to
compare the standard deviations of the early and late
cohorts. Linear regression analysis was used to evaluate
whether there was a correlation between the precision
of component placement and the number of cases per-
formed by the surgeon. The failure and non-failure
radiographic measurements and implant sizes were

compared using a Student’s t-test. Assessment of the
correlation between the radiographic values and Harris
Hip scores was made using Pearson’s coefficient with a
linear analysis. All statistical comparisons were con-
ducted using 95% confidence intervals where a p value
of less than 0.05 was considered significant.

Results
No significant difference was found in the antero-pos-
terior and lateral stem shaft angles over time, while a
small but significant difference was seen in the cup
inclination angles. The mean antero-posterior stem shaft
angle for the early cohort was 2 degrees valgus (range,
20 degrees varus to 28 degrees valgus; SD = 7 degrees),
and the late cohort had a mean stem-neck angle of 1
degrees of valgus (range, 24 degrees varus to 25 degrees
valgus; SD = 5 degrees) (p = 0.107). Similarly, the lateral
stem-neck angles were similar for the two groups with
means of 2 degrees of retroversion (range, 18 degrees of
anteversion to 18 degrees of retroversion) versus 3
degrees of retroversion (range, 19 degrees of anteversion
to 25 degrees of retroversion) relative to the femoral
neck (p = 0.091). There was a significant difference (p =
0.036) in cup inclination, with a mean of 35 degrees
(range, 14 to 54 degrees) in the early group versus 37
degrees (range, 18 to 65 degrees) in the hips that were
performed later in the learning curve. A full description
of findings can be found in Table 1.
The precision of the placement of the femoral compo-

nent in the coronal plane improved significantly with
experience, with a decrease in the antero-posterior
stem-neck angle standard deviation from 7 degrees to 5
degrees in the early and late cohorts, respectively (p =
0.012). There was a strong correlation between the
number of cases performed by the operating surgeon
and the precision of component placement (r = 0.64;
p < 0.0001; Figure 1). The precision of the placement of
the femoral component in the sagittal plane was similar
between the early and late groups, with standard devia-
tions of 7 and 6 degrees, respectively (p = 0.595). A
moderate correlation was found between surgeon
experience and an improvement in the precision of
component placement in this plane (r = 0.37; p < 0.001;
Figure 2). The precision of the acetabular cup placement
in terms of inclination angle was similar between the
early and late groups, with standard deviations of 8 and
7 degrees, respectively (p = 0.275). A weak and clinically
insignificant inverse correlation was found between the
surgeon’s experience level and the precision of acetabu-
lar cup placement (r = 0.13; p = 0.027; Figure 3).
No significant differences were observed in any of the

radiographic angles evaluated between the failures and
surviving hips (Table 2), but the femoral component
sizes were significantly smaller in the patients who
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experienced a component failure, with mean femoral
component diameters of 44 millimeters (range, 36 to 54
millimeters) versus 47 millimeters (range, 36 to 56 milli-
meters) for the failure and non-failure groups, respec-
tively (p < 0.001).

Discussion
The learning curve associated with hip resurfacing
remains a repeatedly discussed topic in the scientific lit-
erature. Although relative inexperience with this surgical
technique has been identified as a factor contributing to
complications such as gross femoral neck notching, the
association between this learning curve and implant
positioning remains largely undefined. This question
served as one of the reasons for conducting the present
study as we assessed whether implant positioning
changes with surgeon experience and whether this posi-
tioning and component sizing have an association with
implant longevity?
This study has several limitations. The first is the

short follow-up period. Despite the ability to collect data
such as implant positioning in the immediate post-
operative period, other factors evaluated (e.g. femoral

neck fracture, component loosening) may not become
apparent until years after the procedure. Because of this,
it is important to follow this patient cohort to mid- and
long-term follow-up to ensure that the conclusions
regarding the correlation between implant position and
complications rates remain the same.
The results of this study suggest that there was greater

precision in the placement of the femoral component in
the resurfacings performed later in the surgeon learning
curve, and that the importance of surgeon experience is
especially pronounced with regard to varus-valgus posi-
tioning. Furthermore, the precision of component place-
ment continued to improve throughout the patient
series, suggesting that surgeons may need to perform
several hundred hip resurfacing procedures before a pla-
teau is reached in the precision of placement. In order
to aid in the learning process, the senior author recom-
mends the use of intra-operative fluoroscopy to ensure
adequate acetabular component seating and to minimize
the possibility of intra-operative acetabular fracture, as
well as to strictly follow the manufacturer’s recommen-
dations regarding the appropriate cement mantle for
femoral component placement to ensure proper seating.

Table 1 Comparison of early and late groups

correlation between
precision and
experience

Early group (n = 100) Late group (n = 261) p-value coefficient p value

Mean anteroposterior stem-shaft angle in degrees (range) 2 (-20 to 28) 1 (-24 to 25) 0.107 0.64 <0.001

Standard deviation of anteroposterior stem shaft angle in degrees 7 5 0.012

Mean lateral stem-shaft angle in degrees (range) 2 (-18 to 18) 3 (-19 to 25) 0.091 0.37 <0.001

Standard deviation of lateral stem shaft angle in degrees 7 6 0.595

Mean acetabular cup inclination angle in degrees (range) 35 (14 to 54) 37 (18 to 65) 0.036 0.12 0.027

Standard deviation of acetabular cup inclination angle in degrees 8 7 0.275

NB: negative values indicate varus positioning in the anteroposterior plane, and anteversion in the lateral plane.

Figure 1 Plot of antero-posterior stem-shaft angle standard deviation in consecutive rolling 50 patient groups.
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However, the clinical importance of these findings is
unclear as there was no association between implant
positioning and the risk for failure, and as previously
reported by the present authors, the incidence of
mechanical failure requiring revision was markedly
reduced following the first 50 to 100 cases. Interestingly,
there was a statistically, but not clinically significant
inverse correlation between surgeon experience and the
cup inclination angles. It should be emphasized that the
r-value of the correlation is extremely small, indicating
that there is a large variance in the data around the
least-squares correlation model. Despite these results, in
showing a slightly lower precision of acetabular compo-
nent placement, it is also important to emphasize that
these findings should be interpreted as resulting in no
clinical change in the component placement as the acet-
abular component was still placed within the recom-
mended parameters.

In contradistinction to these findings, recent studies
have reported that positioning is correlated with out-
come. Beaule et al. reported that hips with a stem-shaft
angle of less than or equal to 130 degrees had an
increase in the relative risk of an adverse outcome by a
factor of 6.1 (p < 0.004) [11]. Other factors besides
implant positioning that should be considered concern-
ing implant survival are complete coverage and full seat-
ing of the femoral component, as well as maximizing its
size. These techniques have been shown to reduce over-
all complication rates from over 13% to approximately
2% and femoral neck fracture rates from 7.2% to 0.8%
[23]. In addition, there may be a role for navigation sys-
tems that can be used in the early part of the surgeon
learning curve to improve implant positioning [24].
A number of studies have also begun to assess the

correlation of implant positioning and the level of metal
ions. Hart et al. reported that there is a threshold level

Figure 2 Plot of lateral stem-shaft angle standard deviation in consecutive rolling 50 patient groups.

Figure 3 Plot of acetabular cup inclination angle standard deviation in consecutive rolling 50 patient groups.
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of 50 degrees for cup inclination. They found significant
differences in whole blood cobalt (p < 0.01) and chro-
mium (p = 0.01) levels in patients who were below ver-
sus above this threshold [25]. The mean blood cobalt
and chromium below this threshold were 1.6 ppb and
1.88 ppb, and above this threshold, they were 4.45 ppb
and 4.3 ppb. Similarly, Langton et al. reported that
metal ion concentrations in patients who had smaller
femoral components (less than or equal to 51 milli-
meters) were significantly related to the inclination (p =
0.01) and anteversion (p = 0.01) of the acetabular com-
ponent [13]. While the present study did not measure
metal ion levels, the results did not indicate an associa-
tion with implant failure and acetabular inclination.
However, it is possible that because of the low number
of high acetabular cup inclination angles as well as acet-
abular failures, the present study was insufficiently pow-
ered to detect such an association. In addition, these
results reflect short to mid-term follow-up and longer-
term assessments are necessary to more fully analyze
any detrimental affect due to implant positioning and
the role of metal ion levels for the risk of implant failure
or other possible adverse events.
Similar to the results of the present study, several

other recent reports have suggested that larger prosthe-
sis size may be associated with more favorable out-
comes. Smith et al. assessed metal-on-metal implants of
varying size using a hip joint simulator [26]. Dynamic
motion and loading cycles that simulated walking for
both lubrication and wear studies demonstrated that the
steady-state wear rate for 36 millimeter diameter pros-
theses (0.07 cubic millimeters per 106 cycles) was lower
than for smaller prosthetic sizes. They suggested that
the surface separation they found during considerable
parts of each walking cycle was evidence of the forma-
tion of a protective lubricating film. In a multicenter
clinical study, Stulberg et al. reported similar findings in
that thirteen (17%) of the seventy-eight patients with a
40 or 44-mm femoral component had a failure com-
pared to eleven (4.2%) of 259 patients with a 48, 52, or
56-mm component (p = 0.001) [8]. While implant size
is largely determined by patient body habitus and skele-
tal dimensions, these findings suggest that surgeons
might choose the larger sizing if there are multiple

viable options, and they are not sacrificing acetabular
bone.

Conclusions
The results of the present study suggest that surgeon
experience improves the precision of component place-
ment. However, in the absence of recognized risk factors
such as intra-operative notching of the femoral neck and
cup inclination angles in excess of 50 degrees, compo-
nent placement, in and of itself, was not associated with
an increased risk of failure. The present study did not
find any clear association with positioning and implant
longevity. Surgeons should exercise caution in operating
patients with small femoral necks, especially when they
are early in the learning curve, as larger component size
was associated with fewer failures. Additional studies are
needed to further assess the clinical importance of
increased metal ions due to implant positioning.

Author details
1Center for Joint Preservation and Replacement, Rubin Institute for
Advanced Orthopedics, Sinai Hospital of Baltimore, 2401 West Belvedere
Avenue, Baltimore, MD USA. 2Department of Orthopaedic Surgery, Wake
Forest University Health Sciences, Winston-Salem, North Carolina USA.

Authors’ contributions
DRM, MGZ, AJJ, TMS, MAM designed the study. DRM, MGZ, TMS collected
the data. DRM, MGZ, AJJ, TMS analyzed the data. DRM, MGZ, MAM prepared
the manuscript., MGZ, AJJ, MAM ensured the accuracy of the data and
analysis. All authors have read and approved the final manuscript.

Competing interests
No financial support was received directly in support of this study, although
some of the data was collected as part of an IDE study funded by Wright
Medical Technologies. MAM is a consultant for Stryker Orthopaedics and
Wright Medical Technologies, receives royalties from Stryker Orthopaedics,
and receives research and/or institutional support from Stryker Orthopaedics,
Wright Medical Technologies, Tissue Gene, and the National Institutes of
Health (NICHD & NIAMS). None of the other authors have any competing
interests to disclose.

Received: 5 May 2010 Accepted: 2 October 2010
Published: 2 October 2010

References
1. Amstutz HC, Beaule PE, Dorey FJ, Le Duff MJ, Campbell PA, Gruen TA:

Metal-on-metal hybrid surface arthroplasty: two to six-year follow-up
study. J Bone Joint Surg Am 2004, 86-A:28-39.

2. Bergeron SG, Desy NM, Nikolaou VS, Debiparshad K, Antoniou J: The early
results of metal-on-metal hip resurfacing - a prospective study at a
minimum two-year follow-up. Bull NYU Hosp Jt Dis 2009, 67:132-134.

Table 2 Comparison of failure and non-failure groups

correlation

Failures (n = 23) Non-failures (n = 330) p-value coefficient p value

Mean anteroposterior stem-shaft angle in degrees (range) 0 (-14 to 12) 2 (-24 to 28) 0.488 0.08 0.725

Mean lateral stem-shaft angle in degrees (range) 1 (-18 to 19) 3 (-19 to 25) 0.219 0.27 0.283

Mean acetabular cup inclination angle in degrees (range) 37 (20 to 60) 37 (14 to 60) 0.875 0.17 0.428

NB: negative values indicate varus positioning in the anteroposterior plane, and anteversion in the lateral plane

Marker et al. BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders 2010, 11:227
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/11/227

Page 6 of 7

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14711942?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14711942?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19583540?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19583540?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19583540?dopt=Abstract


3. O’Neill M, Beaule PE, Bin Nasser A, Garbuz D, Lavigne M, Duncan C, Kim PR,
Schemitsch E: Canadian academic experience with metal-on-metal hip
resurfacing. Bull NYU Hosp Jt Dis 2009, 67:128-131.

4. Amstutz HC, Le Duff MJ: Eleven years of experience with metal-on-metal
hybrid hip resurfacing: a review of 1000 conserve plus. J Arthroplasty
2008, 23:36-43.

5. Mont MA, Schmalzried TP: Modern metal-on-metal hip resurfacing:
important observations from the first ten years. J Bone Joint Surg Am
2008, 90(Suppl 3):3-11.

6. Shimmin A, Beaule PE, Campbell P: Metal-on-metal hip resurfacing
arthroplasty. J Bone Joint Surg Am 2008, 90:637-654.

7. Siebel T, Maubach S, Morlock MM: Lessons learned from early clinical
experience and results of 300 ASR hip resurfacing implantations. Proc
Inst Mech Eng H 2006, 220:345-353.

8. Stulberg BN, Trier KK, Naughton M, Zadzilka JD: Results and lessons
learned from a United States hip resurfacing investigational device
exemption trial. J Bone Joint Surg Am 2008, 90(Suppl 3):21-26.

9. Marker DR, Seyler TM, Jinnah RH, Delanois RE, Ulrich SD, Mont MA: Femoral
neck fractures after metal-on-metal total hip resurfacing: a prospective
cohort study. J Arthroplasty 2007, 22:66-71.

10. Schmalzried TP, Fowble VA, Ure KJ, Amstutz HC: Metal on metal surface
replacement of the hip. Technique, fixation, and early results. Clin Orthop
Relat Res 1996, 329:S106-114.

11. Beaule PE, Lee JL, Le Duff MJ, Amstutz HC, Ebramzadeh E: Orientation of
the femoral component in surface arthroplasty of the hip. A
biomechanical and clinical analysis. J Bone Joint Surg Am 2004,
86:2015-2021.

12. De Haan R, Campbell PA, Su EP, De Smet KA: Revision of metal-on-metal
resurfacing arthroplasty of the hip: the influence of malpositioning of
the components. J Bone Joint Surg Br 2008, 90:1158-1163.

13. Langton DJ, Jameson SS, Joyce TJ, Webb J, Nargol AV: The effect of
component size and orientation on the concentrations of metal ions
after resurfacing arthroplasty of the hip. J Bone Joint Surg Br 2008,
90:1143-1151.

14. Liu F, Jin Z, Roberts P, Grigoris P: Importance of head diameter, clearance,
and cup wall thickness in elastohydrodynamic lubrication analysis of
metal-on-metal hip resurfacing prostheses. Proc Inst Mech Eng H 2006,
220:695-704.

15. Radcliffe IA, Taylor M: Investigation into the effect of varus-valgus
orientation on load transfer in the resurfaced femoral head: a multi-
femur finite element analysis. Clin Biomech (Bristol, Avon) 2007, 22:780-786.

16. Vail TP, Glisson RR, Dominguez DE, Kitaoka K, Ottaviano D: Position of hip
resurfacing component affects strain and resistance to fracture in the
femoral neck. J Bone Joint Surg Am 2008, 90:1951-1960.

17. Lewinnek GE, Lewis JL, Tarr R, Compere CL, Zimmerman JR: Dislocations
after total hip-replacement arthroplasties. J Bone Joint Surg Am 1978,
60:217-220.

18. Freeman MA: Some anatomical and mechanical considerations relevant
to the surface replacement of the femoral head. Clin Orthop Relat Res
1978, 19-24.

19. Hart AJ, Sabah S, Henckel J, Lewis A, Cobb J, Sampson B, Mitchell A,
Skinner JA: The painful metal-on-metal hip resurfacing. J Bone Joint Surg
Br 2009, 91:738-744.

20. Cobb JP, Kannan V, Dandachli W, Iranpour F, Brust KU, Hart AJ: Learning
how to resurface cam-type femoral heads with acceptable accuracy and
precision: the role of computed tomography-based navigation. J Bone
Joint Surg Am 2008, 90(Suppl 3):57-64.

21. Cobb JP, Kannan V, Brust K, Thevendran G: Navigation reduces the
learning curve in resurfacing total hip arthroplasty. Clin Orthop Relat Res
2007, 463:90-97.

22. Seyler TM, Lai LP, Sprinkle DI, Ward WG, Jinnah RH: Does computer-
assisted surgery improve accuracy and decrease the learning curve in
hip resurfacing? A radiographic analysis. J Bone Joint Surg Am 2008,
90(Suppl 3):71-80.

23. Mont MA, Seyler TM, Ulrich SD, Beaule PE, Boyd HS, Grecula MJ,
Goldberg VM, Kennedy WR, Marker DR, Schmalzried TP, et al: Effect of
changing indications and techniques on total hip resurfacing. Clin
Orthop Relat Res 2007, 465:63-70.

24. Romanowski JR, Swank ML: Imageless navigation in hip resurfacing:
avoiding component malposition during the surgeon learning curve. J
Bone Joint Surg Am 2008, 90(Suppl 3):65-70.

25. Hart AJ, Buddhdev P, Winship P, Faria N, Powell JJ, Skinner JA: Cup
inclination angle of greater than 50 degrees increases whole blood
concentrations of cobalt and chromium ions after metal-on-metal hip
resurfacing. Hip Int 2008, 18:212-219.

26. Smith SL, Dowson D, Goldsmith AA: The effect of femoral head diameter
upon lubrication and wear of metal-on-metal total hip replacements.
Proc Inst Mech Eng H 2001, 215:161-170.

Pre-publication history
The pre-publication history for this paper can be accessed here:
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/11/227/prepub

doi:10.1186/1471-2474-11-227
Cite this article as: Marker et al.: Are component positioning and
prosthesis size associated with hip resurfacing failure?. BMC
Musculoskeletal Disorders 2010 11:227.

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

Marker et al. BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders 2010, 11:227
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/11/227

Page 7 of 7

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19583539?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19583539?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18639431?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18639431?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18676930?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18676930?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18310716?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18310716?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16669400?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16669400?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18676932?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18676932?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18676932?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17919597?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17919597?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17919597?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8769328?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8769328?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15342765?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15342765?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15342765?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18757954?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18757954?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18757954?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18757952?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18757952?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18757952?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16961189?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16961189?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16961189?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17544555?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17544555?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17544555?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18762656?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18762656?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18762656?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/641088?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/641088?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/729243?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/729243?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19483225?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18676938?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18676938?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18676938?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17603387?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17603387?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18676940?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18676940?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18676940?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17891034?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17891034?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18676939?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18676939?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18924077?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18924077?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18924077?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18924077?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11382075?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11382075?dopt=Abstract
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/11/227/prepub

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Author details
	Authors' contributions
	Competing interests
	References
	Pre-publication history

