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Different screw placement schemes in the treatment of middle-aged and young 

patients with displaced femoral neck fracture: reduction quality and femoral head 

necrosis rate    

 

Liu Fu-yao, Liu Cheng-wei, Wu Sheng-zhong (Department of Traumatic Orthopedics, Guizhou Orthopedic 

Hospital, Guiyang 550000, Guizhou Province, China) 

 

Abstract 

BACKGROUND: The key difference between closed reduction and open reduction for femoral neck fracture is 

the incision of joint capsule or not. As for this problem, scholars have different opinions, but there is no unified 

conclusion.  

OBJECTIVE: To compare reduction quality and the rate of femoral head necrosis of open reduction and closed 

reduction in the treatment of femoral neck fracture in middle-aged and young patients with displaced femoral neck 

fracture.  

METHODS: Clinical data of 102 middle-aged and young patients with femoral neck fracture, who were treated in 

the Department of Traumatic Orthopedics, Guizhou Orthopedic Hospital from June 2008 to June 2014, were 

analyzed. They were followed up. According to the manner of reduction, they were divided into open reduction 

group (n=39) and closed reduction group (n=63). General data, postoperative fracture healing, the rate of femoral 

head necrosis and reduction quality were compared between the two groups.  

RESULTS AND CONCLUSION: No significant difference in general information, preoperative and postoperative 

hemoglobin difference, fracture healing time and fracture nonunion rate was detected between the two groups (P 

> 0.05). The rate of femoral head necrosis was lower in the open reduction group than in the closed reduction 

group, but reduction quality was higher in the open reduction group than in the closed reduction group (P < 0.05). 
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These results indicate that in the treatment of displaced femoral neck fractures in middle-aged and young patients, 

postoperative femoral head necrosis rate of open reduction and fixation is low, and the quality of reduction is better. 

Open reduction has a certain advantage, but the case number and case study have a certain limitation. We should 

choose the appropriate way of operation treatment according to the patient’s condition. 

  

Subject headings: Femoral Neck Fractures; Femur Head Necrosis; Fracture Healing; Fractures, Ununited 
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Figure 1  Flowchart of patients in both groups 
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Table 1  Comparison of baseline data of patients in both groups  
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,-./01234 
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±sd) 5.43±1.21 5.52±1.36 0.107 0.978 
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Table 2  Comparison of postoperative relevant indexes in patients 

of both groups   
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(n=39) 
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��5F(G/H/*n) 28/9/2 22/23/18 6.122 0.000 

�
I@�J(n/%) 3/8 6/10 1.081 0.980 

��KL/MNJ(n/%) 3/8 13/21 5.402 0.004 
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Figure 3  An image of a patient after 

removal of fixator 
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Table 3  Comparison of intraoperative indexes in patients of both 

groups  
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Figure 2  X-ray films of a patient before and 

after treatment 
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