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Current state of the problem

The revision of the acetabular component 
is currently the most difficult and contro-
versial aspect of hip arthroplasty. In most 
cases, the revision arthroplasty of the hip 
joint can be performed using a conventional 
uncemented hemispherical acetabular com-
ponent with or without additional fixation 
by screws [1]. However, in the presence of 
large bone defects and/or pelvic disconti-
nuity, more complex implants and substan-
tial experience of the surgeon are required 
to achieve adequate primary stability and 
osteointegration [2]. A tantalum augment 
can be very effective for major acetabular 
reconstructions. Increased porosity, low 
modulus of elasticity, a significant number 
of standard sizes along with an acetabular 
component of tantalum allow for perform-
ing the necessary bone plasty. It also pro-

vides adequate osteointegration due to the 
properties of the material itself without risk 
of resorption of the surrounding bone tissue 
as compared to traditional acetabular com-
ponents over the medium term [3 , 4].

For the first time in Russia, the authors 
of this article presented the immediate and 
mid-term outcomes of successful use of tan-
talum augments in treating 83 patients with 
major acetabular defects: IIB, IIC, IIIA and 
IIIB according to the Paprosky classification. 
Of the complications, the authors report only 
infection and dislocation of the endopros-
thesis head without mentioning the loosen-
ing of the components.

Prospects

In modern orthopedics, there is great po-
tential for further improvement of surgical 
techniques and implantation technologies 
when performing complex acetabular revi-
sions. Individual acetabular components 
made by additive technologies are currently 
quite expensive. In some cases they are at 
the stage of clinical research and do not have 
mid- and long-term outcomes. The use of 
bone grafting as an alternative to augments 
is not always justified, since it can lead to 
loosening of the components due to bone re-
sorption [1].
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A pilot study done by Korytkin et al. shows 
a good mid-term survivorship of tanta-
lum augments, though not in a large group 
of patients. The main problems that still 
need to be addressed in such situations are 
the prevention of infection and dislocation. 
These complications after hip joint revision 
are the most common in world practice [5, 
6]. However, over time, as revision surgeries 
grow in number and experience, in the most 
difficult cases it will be necessary to use alter-
native implants, reducing possible complica-
tions, and then to evaluate their outcomes.

Ways to achieve results

To determine objectively optimal de-
vices and to study the long-term survivor-
ship of various implants in the treatment 
of patients with significant deficiency of 
the bone tissue of the acetabular region, it 
is advisable to conduct a series of prospec-
tive comparative studies of revision surger-

ies using different implants, but the same 
methodology for patient selection and bone 
stock assessment.

References
1. Pulido L., Rachala S.R., Cabanela M.E. Cementless ace-

tabular revision: past, present, and future. Revision total 
hip arthroplasty: The acetabular side using cementless 
implants. Int Orthop. 2011;35:289-298.

2. Haynes J.A., Stambough J.B., Sassoon A.A., Johnson S.R., 
Clohisy J.C., Nunley R.M. Contemporary surgical indica-
tions and referral trends in revision total hip arthroplas-
ty: A 100-year review. J Arthroplasty. 2016;31:622-625.

3. Villanueva-Martínez M., Ríos-Luna A, Diaz-Mauriño J. 
Massive acetabular bone loss: limits of trabecular metal 
cages. Indian J Orthop. 2011;45:78-81 

4. Unger A.S., Lewis R.J., Gruen T. Evaluation of a porous 
tantalum uncemented acetabular cup in revision total 
hip arthroplasty: clinical and radiological results of 60 
hips. J Arthroplasty. 2005;20(8):1002-1009.

5. Jafari S.M., Coyle C., Mortazavi S.M., Sharkey P.F., 
Parvizi J. Revision hip arthroplasty: infection is the 
most common cause of failure. Clin Orthop Relat Res. 
2010;468:2046-2051.

6. The New Zealand Joint Registry: Seventeen year report: 
January 1999 to December 2015. Available from: http://
www.nzoa.org.nz/system/files/NJR 17 Year Report.pdf. 

iNfOrMaTiON abOuT auThOr:
Alexei O. Denisov – Cand. Sci. (Med), Academic Secretary, Vreden Russian Research Institute of Traumatology  

and Orthopedics, St. Petersburg, Russian Federation


