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Comparison of Efficacy of Proximal Femoral Nail Antirotation and Anatomic Proximal Femoral Locking Plate in the Treatment of Intertro-
chanteric Fractures. Guo Yichao, Peng Aqin, Zhou Xiaozhe et al. Baoding Orthopaedic Hospital ,Hebei 071000 , China
Abstract Objective To compare the clinical results of intertrochanteric fractures using proximal femoral nail antirotation (PFNA)
and anatomic proximal femoral locking plate(ALP). Methods A review study was conducted in 42 patients who were treated by means of
PFNA and ALP and followed up from January 2011 to January 2014. According to the AO/OTA classification,22 cases were treated with
PFNA and 20 cases with ALP. We evaluated their operation time, incision length, intra — operative bleeding, post — operative weight
bearing — time, post — operative complications, healing time of fracture and the ADL scores 3 months after the operation. Results There
were significant differences between the two groups in comparison of sex, age, fracture type,and Singh Index(P >0.05). Big differerces
between the two groups can be seen in comparison of their operation time, incision length, intra — operative bleeding, weight bearing —
time, healing time of fracture (P <0.05). 3 months after the operations, we can see the differences between the 2 groups in comparison
of Harris scores. The comparison of post — operative complications; there are differences between the PFNA and ALP groups in hip varus
and internal fixation, still in the general complications (P < 0. 05), but no differences in comparison of the related complications.
Conclusion In comparison, PFNA has the advantages such as shorter incision length,shorter operative time, less blood loss, more sim-
ple operation,more reliable fixation,and earlier weight beating. PFNA is superior to ALP in treating intertrochanteric fractures, which can

be applied conveniently to the grassroots.
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