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Comparison of efficacy of dynamic cross nails and hollow screws

in the treatment of Gardenlll /IV femoral neck fractures”
ZOU Yi' \HU Bo' .HU Song' .GAO Daxin’ .YANG Xiaozhong' ,ZHANG Dagang'*
(1. Department of Orthopedics ,Guang’an People’s Hospital ,Guang’an ,Sichuan 638001,China ;
2. The Second Department of Traumatic Bone s Neijiang Hospital of Traditional
Chinese Medicine ,Neijiang »Sichuan 641099 ,China)

[Abstract] Objective To compare the efficacy of dynamic cross nails and hollow screws in the treat-
ment of Gardenlll /IV femoral neck fracture. Methods A total of 86 patients with Garden [l /IV femoral neck
fractures planned to undergo surgery in this hospital from June 2019 to January 2020 were selected as the as
the study subjects. They were divided into the cross-nail group and the hollow-screw group according to a ran-
dom number table,with 43 cases in each group. The cross-nail group was treated with dynamic cross nails,and
the hollow-screw group was treated with hollow screws. The operation time,intraoperative blood loss,number
of fluoroscopy and fracture healing time of the two groups were compared,and the shortening of femoral neck
and hip function,as well as the occurrence of postoperative complications were observed. Results Compared
with the hollow-screw group,the cross-nail group had longer operation time, more intraoperative bleeding,fe-
wer fluoroscopy times and shorter fracture healing time,and the differences were statistically significant (P <C
0. 05). There was no significant difference in the incidence of femoral neck shortening, hip function and post-
operative complications between the two groups (P >>0. 05). Conclusion Dynamic cross nail has more advan-
tages than hollow screws in the treatment of Gardenlll /IV femoral neck fracture.

[Key words | femoral neck fracture;dynamic cross nail;hollow screw;Gardenlll / IV ; efficacy
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