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Abstract

Historically, the most common mechanism of total knee arthroplasty (TKA) failures included aseptic loosening, instability and malalignment. As polyethylene production improved, modes of failure from polyethylene wear and subsequent osteolysis became less prevalent. Newer longitudinal studies report that infection has become the primary acute cause of failure with loosening and instability remaining as the overall greatest reasons for revision. Clinical database and worldwide national registries confirm these reports. With an increasing amount of TKA operations performed in the United States, and with focus on value-based healthcare, it is imperative to understand why total knees fail.
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Core tip: With increasing number of revision total knee arthroplasty (TKAs) being performed, tighter control on healthcare costs and value based care may occur. Surgeons are tasked with the responsibility to avoid risk factors for revision TKA. Newer longitudinal studies report that infection has become the primary acute cause of failure with loosening and instability remaining as the overall greatest reasons for revision. The surgeon must be aware of the risk factors and preventative measures for these failure modes, including preoperative management, surgical techniques and enhanced materials.

INTRODUCTION

With more total knee arthroplasty (TKA) operations being performed and patients’ lifespan increasing, there is an ever-growing number with this operation in the United States. Based upon 2010 data, an estimated 4.7 million individuals (3.0 million females, 1.7 million males) are living in the United States with a total knee. Additionally as the average age for TKA is becoming younger and living longer, the total number of revisions performed increases. By 2020, it is estimated 1.3 million TKAs will be performed along with 127000 revisions[1]. Also, with focus on value-based healthcare, and government bundled payment initiatives, it is imperative to understand why total knees fail[2]. 
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE
In 1982, Rand et al[3] reported 227 knees undergoing revision in the Mayo Clinic registry data from 1970 to 1980. Within those revisions, average time from initial arthroplasty to failure was 2.7 years with loosening (34.9%) being the major cause for TKA failure. Instability and malalignment were second and third at 16.7% and 14.8%, respectively. Component malposition, periprosthetic fracture and patellofemoral complications were all around 5%. Periprosthetic joint infections were reported to be exceedingly rare at 0.2% (but this will become the leading cause of revision). The dominance of loosening was likely because of high use of the older hinge prosthesis designs such as the Guepar that resulted in increased interface stresses and loosening. 

In 1988, Moreland described the etiology of total knee failures, and loosening and instability were still the leading causes with secondary reasons being infection, extensor mechanism disruption, arthrofibrosis, periprosthetic fracture and complex regional pain syndrome[4]. Loose implants were caused by inappropriate bony resection, poor ligamentous balancing, cement technique, patient factors such as high activity level, implant constraint level, and osteolysis. Instability had the characteristics of varus/valgus malalignment, imbalance of the flexion-extension gap, anteroposterior laxity and patellofemoral subluxation/dislocation. Moreland concluded a majority of failure mechanisms is under the surgeon’s technical control.

In 2001, Fehring et al[5] reported early (< 5 year) failure mechanisms between 1986 and 1999. Their most common identified etiology for failure in 279 knees was now infection at 38%. Aseptic loosening of cemented implants had plummeted to 3% with lack of cementless TKA ingrowth at 13%, and polyethylene wear/osteolysis which causes loosening at 7%. Instability was still high at 26% with patellofemoral failures (usually instability) being 8%. Five percent had miscellaneous problems such as arthrofibrosis, malalignment, or periprosthetic fracture. They also concluded some of these causes could be improved by surgical technique and perioperative care. They proposed that infection prevention could be reduced by addressing wound healing problems (such as albumin > 3.5 g/L, preoperative total lymphocyte count (TLC) > 1500 cells/mm3, and transferrin level > 200), reducing traffic in the operating room (OR), appropriate sterile technique and managing the operating room air environment. Their emphasis was that early failures could be controlled to improve implant longevity.

Sharkey et al[6] won the 2002 Knee Society award paper for their review of TKA failures. They categorized their 212 TKA failures into early (< 2 years) and late (> 2 years). Early failures most commonly were infection in 25% of knees, instability (21%), arthrofibrosis (17%) and loosening (16%). Late failure groups were similar in numerical order to the overall cohort, reporting polye​thylene wear (44%), loosening (34%) and instability (22%) as the major 3 causes. Overall, the most common failure mechanisms in decreasing order were estimated at 27% polyethylene wear, 25% component loosening, 21% instability and 17% infection. These authors also concluded that attention to surgical technique and postoperative care by the surgeon was very important but because multiple failure mechanisms were often seen in one case, some of the failure mechanisms could be addressed by design and material improvement.

In 2006, Mulhall et al[7] reported on overall, early (< 2 years) and late (> 2 years) TKA failure mechanisms in 318 patients. Overall the majority of revisions were after 2 years and thus mechanical issues were primarily the cause. Early revisions (31% of patients) were primarily due to infection (25%), with ultimate outcomes worse than the outcomes of knees with revision for aseptic loosening. Revisions after 2 years (69% of their patients), were mechanical with instability (29%), polyethylene wear (25%) and component loosening (41%). They also concluded that patient factors such as diabetic control, and technical factors such implant design could be modifiable between early and late failures to improve patient outcomes.

The summary of these longitudinal studies is that infection has become the primary acute cause of failure with loosening and instability remaining as the overall greatest reasons for revision (Table 1). The researchers’ conclusions are that most failures can be avoided by improvements in technique and design.
SHIFT TO NEWER POLYETHYLENE MANUFACTURING PROCESSES
Design improvement has impacted failure mechanisms. As polyethylene production improved, modes of failure from polyethylene wear and subsequent osteolysis became less prevalent. Hossain et al[8] studied revisions of 349 knees between 1999 and 2008. Infection had become the most common reason for revision overall, both in early (< 2 years) and in late (> 2 years) failures. Aseptic loosening was second most common, followed by polyethylene wear.  

Hossain et al[8] and Schroer et al[9] performed multi​center analysis of etiology for 844 revision TKAs between 2010 and 2011. They found aseptic loosening (31.2%), instability (18.7%) and infection (16.2%) as the 3 major overall causes with early failures continuing to be infection (23%) and instability (25%). Secondary causes included polyethylene wear (10%), arthrofibrosis (6.9%) and malalignment (6.6%) with stiff knees being predominantly an early cause for revision among these. Polyethylene wear represented less than 1% of revisions performed under 5 years, but remained common in revision failures greater than 15 years in knees with older polyethylene which confirmed benefit of newer polyethylene improvements. Aseptic loosening was the only failure mechanism consistent in all time intervals[10]. 

Sharkey et al[11] provided a 10-year update on their experience of performing 781 revisions of 10,003 total procedures (7.8% revision rate). They too saw a dramatic decrease from 25% to 3.5% in the rate of polyethylene wear as the cause of revision. Early (< 2 years) failures were 37.6% of all failures with infection most common, and more than half (51.4%) of the 62.4% late (> 2 years) revisions were aseptic loosening.
CLINICAL DATA VS LARGE DATA
While most published results of total knee revisions came from single-center or regional multi-center data, larger and more diverse cohorts have become possible with the advent of nationwide databases. In the United States, the Nationwide Inpatient Sample (NIS) database, developed in 1988 and revamped in 2012, provides a random sampling of approximately 20% of all United States hospital discharges and encompasses smaller community hospitals as well as larger urban academic centers. Using this registry, Bozic et al[12] reported on 60355 TKA revision procedures performed between 2005 and 2006 across the United States. They found the most common cause of revision knee arthroplasty was infection at 25.2%, implant loosening at 16.1%, and implant failure or breakage at 9.7%. While noting the limitations of large administrative data, they reported their findings were similar to other studies that found infection to be the greatest contributing factor to at least early failure mechanisms.

Delanois et al[13] provided an updated look at the revision rate in the United States using the same NIS database from 2009 through 2013 and reaffirmed that the two leading causes of revision TKA were infection and aseptic loosening at 20.4% and 20.3%, respectively. Both NIS-based papers reported on higher revision rates in the South with upwards of one-third of all revision performed in southern states. Although demographic data was provided, with well over 70% of all revision occurring in Caucasians, no analysis was performed to identify regional differences in failure mechanisms. All-component revision was the most common operation with a total healthcare cost averaging more than $75000.

WORLD EXPERIENCES
The use of nationwide registries began in 1975 with the Swedish Knee Arthroplasty Register (SKAR) through the efforts of Goran Bauer[14]. Since then, other countries have followed their example, including Finland (1980), Norway (1987), Denmark (1995), South Korea (1989), New Zealand (1998), England and Wales (2003), and Japan (2010) (Table 2). 

The initial success of the registries prompted the creation of the Nordic Arthroplasty Register Association, a compilation of arthroplasty databases from Sweden, Denmark, and Norway who shared similar demographics, healthcare and socioeconomic systems, and were in close proximity to each other. Subsequently Niimaki in 2015 combined five worldwide registries: Australia, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, and England and Wales[15]. The leading indication for revision in each country was aseptic loosening (range 22.8%-29.7%). Pain was the second leading indication for revision in Norway and New Zealand (27.4% and 22.0% respectively), while infection was the second most common cause in the three remaining countries (20.6%-21.7%). However, Niimaki identifies inconsistencies in the categorization of failure mechanisms amongst the registries that clouds the ability to interpret the results. For example, pain and malalignment are not categories in the Swedish registry whereas polyethylene wear is not an option in the United Kingdom registry. He therefore suggests that standardizing the registries can help in compiling data to draw more compelling conclusions. Nevertheless, the data consistently supports aseptic loosening as the most common indication for revision TKA at similar rates to those found in the United States. Siqueira et al[16] reviewed TKA failure modes outside the United States by combining both large clinical studies and national joint registry results. They concluded 1994-2012 national databases and reported aseptic loosening as the most common reason for failure, with infection being second.. Clinical studies reported by large tertiary referral centers also reported aseptic loosening as being the most common overall reason for revision, while early failures were due to infection. The data from Europe, although not consistently reported, confirms that the emphasis on failure needs to be focused on infection early and overall on aseptic loosening.

The performance of TKA is quickly rising in Asia, where over half the world’s population resides, and it is especially prevalent in women, who have an 8-fold increased rate of primary TKAs compared to men[17]. Kasahara et al[18] recently reported on a multicenter experience of five arthroplasty referral centers in Japan with 140 TKA revision from 2006-2011. Overall revision rate was 3.3% with aseptic loosening as the leading cause at 40% followed by infection at 24%. Koh et al[19] from South Korea, published a retrospective review of 634 revisions at 19 centers from 2008-2012, representing an estimated 10% of all procedures performed in the country. Overall revision rate was 3.0% with infection (38%) as the leading cause followed by aseptic loosening (33%) and wear (13%). Similar to other reports, they separated failures as early (< 2 years) versus late (> 2 years); infection dominated as the leading cause of early failure (77%) but it was only 23% of all late failures with aseptic loosening (44%) the most common as it is throughout the world. Wear was only an indication for revision in the late failure group and comprised 18%. With limited long-term registry data, it remains unclear whether the failure patterns of knee replacement differ between the Western and Eastern Hemispheres, but it seems that Asia is more similar to the United States with infection the early cause while Aseptic loosening dominates all time periods in Europe.
CURRENT CHALLENGES

As total knee arthroplasty increases in demand and prevalence, the number of revision total knee operations increase as well. Kurtz et al[2] predicted the number of revision TKAs performed in the United States by 2030 would be greater than 250000 operations. Hamilton et al[20] reviewed risk factors for revision TKA which includes obesity, young age and comorbid conditions as the most common in both the United States as well as other countries.

Altogether, patients across the world with total knee arthroplasties face similar challenges today. Aseptic loosening/instability and infection are the primary causes of failure. Countries with higher rates of unicompartmental or bicompartmental arthroplasties increasingly cite pain as an indication for revision, though that remains highly dependent on the patient, the surgeon, and the reporting mechanism. As surgical implants continue to evolve, surgical techniques to achieve long-term fixation and careful attention to infection prevention remain the most challenging obstacles to achieve excellent long-term outcomes.

As the understanding of how total knees fail, orthopedic research has focused on improving the technology and surgical technique as well as in depth study of infection. There is a large volume of research dedicated towards lowering infection risk factors such as patient optimization, efficient surgery, maintaining ideal intraoperative conditions, and decreasing postoperative complications[21]. Surgical technique has focused on understanding patient anatomy, and personalizing leg alignment and component position. Bellemans et al[22] evaluated anatomic and mechanical axis in 250 asymptomatic adults. They reported that 32% of males and 17% of females had a natural mechanical axis of 3 degrees varus or greater. A common etiology of instability is malrotation of the femoral component relative to the tibia. Meticulous attention to surgical technique is critical as instrumentation is unable to adjust for this rotation. Personalization of a patient’s normal anatomy and ligament balancing may be helpful to lower revision rates and patient satisfaction.

CONCLUSION
With increasing number of revision TKAs being per​formed, tighter control on healthcare costs and value based care may occur. Surgeons are tasked with the responsibility to avoid risk factors for revision TKA. Newer longitudinal studies report that infection has become the primary acute cause of failure with loosening and instability remaining as the overall greatest reasons for revision. Knowledge of total knee arthroplasty failure mechanisms allows the arthroplasty surgeon to be aware of individual risk factors, and to strategize management for each patient to optimize their care.

REFERENCES

1
Maradit Kremers H, Larson DR, Crowson CS, Kremers WK, Washington RE, Steiner CA, Jiranek WA, Berry DJ. Prevalence of Total Hip and Knee Replacement in the United States. J Bone Joint Surg Am 2015; 97: 1386-1397 [PMID: 26333733 DOI: 10.2106/JBJS.N.01141]

2
Kurtz SM, Ong KL, Lau E, Bozic KJ. Impact of the economic downturn on total joint replacement demand in the United States: updated projections to 2021. J Bone Joint Surg Am 2014; 96: 624-630 [PMID: 24740658 DOI: 10.2106/JBJS.M.00285]

3
Rand JA, Bryan RS. Revision after total knee arthroplasty. Orthop Clin North Am 1982; 13: 201-212 [PMID: 7063192]

4
Moreland JR. Mechanisms of failure in total knee arthroplasty. Clin Orthop Relat Res 1988; (226): 49-64 [PMID: 3335107]

5
Fehring TK, Odum S, Griffin WL, Mason JB, Nadaud M. Early failures in total knee arthroplasty. Clin Orthop Relat Res 2001; (392): 315-318 [PMID: 11716402]

6
Sharkey PF, Hozack WJ, Rothman RH, Shastri S, Jacoby SM. Insall Award paper. Why are total knee arthroplasties failing today? Clin Orthop Relat Res 2002; (404): 7-13 [PMID: 12439231]

7
Mulhall KJ, Ghomrawi HM, Scully S, Callaghan JJ, Saleh KJ. Current etiologies and modes of failure in total knee arthroplasty revision. Clin Orthop Relat Res 2006; 446: 45-50 [PMID: 16672871 DOI: 10.1097/01.blo.0000214421.21712.62]

8
Hossain F, Patel S, Haddad FS. Midterm assessment of causes and results of revision total knee arthroplasty. Clin Orthop Relat Res 2010; 468: 1221-1228 [PMID: 20058112 DOI: 10.1007/s11999-009-1204-0]

9
Schroer WC, Berend KR, Lombardi AV, Barnes CL, Bolognesi MP, Berend ME, Ritter MA, Nunley RM. Why are total knees failing today? Etiology of total knee revision in 2010 and 2011. J Arthroplasty 2013; 28: 116-119 [PMID: 23954423 DOI: 10.1016/j.arth.2013.04.056]

10
Lombardi AV Jr, Berend KR, Adams JB. Why knee replacements fail in 2013: patient, surgeon, or implant? Bone Joint J 2014; 96-B: 101-104 [PMID: 25381419 DOI: 10.1302/0301-620X.96B11.34350]

11
Sharkey PF, Lichstein PM, Shen C, Tokarski AT, Parvizi J. Why are total knee arthroplasties failing today--has anything changed after 10 years? J Arthroplasty 2014; 29: 1774-1778 [PMID: 25007726 DOI: 10.1016/j.arth.2013.07.024]

12
Bozic KJ, Kurtz SM, Lau E, Ong K, Chiu V, Vail TP, Rubash HE, Berry DJ. The epidemiology of revision total knee arthroplasty in the United States. Clin Orthop Relat Res 2010; 468: 45-51 [PMID: 19554385 DOI: 10.1007/s11999-009-0945-0]

13
Delanois RE, Mistry JB, Gwam CU, Mohamed NS, Choksi US, Mont MA. Current Epidemiology of Revision Total Knee Arthroplasty in the United States. J Arthroplasty 2017; 32: 2663-2668 [PMID: 28456561 DOI: 10.1016/j.arth.2017.03.066]

14
Robertsson O, Lewold S, Knutson K, Lidgren L. The Swedish Knee Arthroplasty Project. Acta Orthop Scand 2000; 71: 7-18 [PMID: 10743986 DOI: 10.1080/00016470052943829]

15
Niinimäki TT. The reasons for knee arthroplasty revisions are incomparable in the different arthroplasty registries. Knee 2015; 22: 142-144 [PMID: 25596073 DOI: 10.1016/j.knee.2014.12.007]

16
Siqueira MB, Klika AK, Higuera CA, Barsoum WK. Modes of failure of total knee arthroplasty: registries and realities. J Knee Surg 2015; 28: 127-138 [PMID: 25419836 DOI: 10.1055/s-0034-1396014]

17
Kim HA, Kim S, Seo YI, Choi HJ, Seong SC, Song YW, Hunter D, Zhang Y. The epidemiology of total knee replacement in South Korea: national registry data. Rheumatology (Oxford) 2008; 47: 88-91 [PMID: 18077497 DOI: 10.1093/rheumatology/kem308]

18
Kasahara Y, Majima T, Kimura S, Nishiike O, Uchida J. What are the causes of revision total knee arthroplasty in Japan? Clin Orthop Relat Res 2013; 471: 1533-1538 [PMID: 23385774 DOI: 10.1007/s11999-013-2820-2]

19
Koh IJ, Cho WS, Choi NY, Kim TK; Kleos Korea Research Group. Causes, risk factors, and trends in failures after TKA in Korea over the past 5 years: a multicenter study. Clin Orthop Relat Res 2014; 472: 316-326 [PMID: 23982406 DOI: 10.1007/s11999-013-3252-8]

20
Hamilton DF, Howie CR, Burnett R, Simpson AH, Patton JT. Dealing with the predicted increase in demand for revision total knee arthroplasty: challenges, risks and opportunities. Bone Joint J 2015; 97-B: 723-728 [PMID: 26033049 DOI: 10.1302/0301-620X.97B6.35185]

21
Parvizi J, Gehrke T; International Consensus Group on Peri​prosthetic Joint Infection. Definition of periprosthetic joint infection. J Arthroplasty 2014; 29: 1331 [PMID: 24768547 DOI: 10.1016/j.arth.2014.03.009]

22
Bellemans J, Colyn W, Vandenneucker H, Victor J. The Chitranjan Ranawat award: is neutral mechanical alignment normal for all patients? The concept of constitutional varus. Clin Orthop Relat Res 2012; 470: 45-53 [PMID: 21656315 DOI: 10.1007/s11999-011-1936-5]

23
Sadoghi P, Liebensteiner M, Agreiter M, Leithner A, Böhler N, Labek G. Revision surgery after total joint arthroplasty: a complication-based analysis using worldwide arthroplasty registers. J Arthroplasty 2013; 28: 1329-1332 [PMID: 23602418 DOI: 10.1016/j.arth.2013.01.012]

24
Australian Orthopaedic Association (AOA). National Joint Replacement Registry (NJRR) Hip and Knee Arthroplasty Annual Report 2012. Available from: URL: https://aoanjrr.sahmri.com/documents/10180/60142/Annual%20Report%202012?version=1.3&t=1361226543157

25
National Joint Registry (NJR) for England and Wales 9th Annual Report 2012. Available from: URL: http://www.njrcentre.org.uk/njrcentre/Portals/0/Documents/England/Reports/9th_annual_report/NJR%209th%20Annual%20Report%202012.pdf

26
New Zealand Orthropaedic Association the New Zealand Joint Registry Thirteen Year Report 2012. Available from: URL: http://www.cdhb govtnz/NJR/reports/A2D65CA3.pdf

27
The Norwegian Arthroplasty Register (NAR) Report June 2010. Available from: URL: http://nrlwebihelsenet/eng/Report_2010.pdf

28
The Swedish Knee Arthroplasty Register (SKAR) Annual Report 2012. Available from: URL: http://www.kneenkose/english/online/uploaded Files/117_SKAR2012_Engl 10.pdf
Footnotes

Conflict-of-interest statement: No potential conflicts of interest relevant to this article were reported. 
Open-Access: This article is an open-access article which was selected by an in-house editor and fully peer-reviewed by external reviewers. It is distributed in accordance with the Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY-NC 4.0) license, which permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non-commercially, and license their derivative works on different terms, provided the original work is properly cited and the use is non-commercial. See: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
Manuscript source: Unsolicited manuscript

Peer-review started: January 5, 2018

First decision: January 31, 2018

Article in press: April 1, 2018

Specialty type: Orthopedics
Country of origin: United States 
Peer-review report classification

Grade A (Excellent): 0
Grade B (Very good): B, B
Grade C (Good): C, C
Grade D (Fair): 0
Grade E (Poor): 0
P- Reviewer: Cui QJ, Liu JY, Unver B, Wu CC    S- Editor: Wang XJ    L- Editor: A    E- Editor: Li D  
[image: image1.png]Baishideng
K Publishing

JBaishideng® Group






Table 1  Clinical studies by failure mechanism (%)


Ref.


�
Knees


�
Loosening


�
Infection


�
Instability


�
Malalignment


�
Poly/Lysis


�
Other


�
�
Rand et al[3] 


�
    227


�
   34.9


�
     0.2


�
   16.7


�
 14.8


�
-


�
  5


�
�
Moreland et al[4] 


�
�
MC


�
�
2nd MC


�
�
�
�
�
Fehring et al[5]


�
    279


�
3%


�
38


�
26


�
5


�
7


�
  5


�
�
Sharkey et al[6]


�
    212


�
17/34


�
25/7.8


�
21/22


�
12/12


�
12/44


�
�
�
Mulhall et al[7]


�
    318


�
41


�
25/7


�
29


�
9


�
6/25


�
�
�
Hossain et al[8]


�
    349


�
3/12


�
12/21


�
4/3


�
4/3


�
1/12


�
�
�
Schroer et al[9] and Lombardi et al[10]


�
    844


�
19/31


�
23/16


�
25/19


�
8/7


�
1/10


�
2/1


�
�
Sharkey et al[11]


�
    781


�
22/40


�
38/28


�
12/8


�
3/2


�
2/4


�
�
�
Delanois et al[13]


�
337597


�
   20.3


�
   20.4


�
     7.5


�
�
    2.6


�
12


�
�
Kasahara et al[18]


�
    147


�
40


�
24


�
  9


�
�
  9


�
18


�
�
Koh et al[19]


�
    634


�
33


�
38


�
  7


�
1


�
15


�
  8


�
�
Overall percentages listed above may be approximates. Percentages may not be mutually exclusive[6,8-10]. Sharkey et al[6] table: First number is early (< 2 year) failures, second number is late failures; Hossain et al[8]: First number is early (< 2 year) failures, second is late failures; Schroer and Lombardi et al[9-10]: First number is early (< 2 year) failures, second is overall failures.





Table 2  Large data and registry data by total knee arthroplasty failure mechanism


Ref.


�
Knees


�
Loosening, %


�
Infection, %


�
Instability, %


�
Poly/Lysis, %


�
Other, %


�
�
Bozic et al[12]


�
  60435


�
16


�
25


�
  7


�
8


�
�
�
Delanois et al[13]


�
337597


�
   20.3


�
   20.4


�
     7.5


�
   2.6


�
12


�
�
Sadoghi et al[23]


�
  36307


�
30


�
15


�
  6


�
8


�
�
�
Australia 2003-2012[24]


�
  31698


�
30


�
22


�
  6


�
2


�
�
�
England/Wales 2011-2012[25]


�
    5135


�
35


�
23


�
14


�
20


�
�
�
New Zealand 1999-2011[26]


�
    4603


�
37


�
24


�
  7


�
n/a


�
�
�
Norway 1994-2009[27]


�
    3445


�
24


�
13


�
10


�
5


�
�
�
Sweden 2001-2010[28]


�
    3375


�
26


�
23


�
13


�
5


�
�
�
Overall percentages are listed above.








