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Abstract 

Introduction 

To evaluate the impact of short cementless stem on several clinical and radiographic outcomes, with 
particular focus on blood loss, in comparison with conventional cementless stem in total hip 
arthroplasty (THA). 

Materials and methods 

Patients undergoing THA with GTS short stem or CLS conventional stem were included. Clinical 
data were retrospectively collected including preoperative and postoperative day 1 value for 
haemoglobin (HB); rate of postoperative blood transfusions; intraoperative bone infractions; stem 
alignment; 5-year follow-up Harris Hip Score (HHS) and rate of stem revision at 5 years of follow-
up of the short and conventional cementless stem. 

Results 

GTS and CLS stem group included 374 and 321 patients, respectively. The mean difference 
between the preoperative and postoperative day 1 HB value was 3.98 g/dL (SD 1.12) and 3.67 g/dL 
(SD 1.19) in the GTS and CLS group, respectively, which correspond to a crude effect (β) of 0.32 
(95% CI 0.15; 0.49) and adjusted effect of 0.11 (95% CI − 0.08; 0.3). GTS group reported a 

significantly higher number of patients with excellent results in terms of HHS (p = 0.001). The rate 

of intraoperative bone infractions was 1.6% and 0.3% in the GTS and CLS group, respectively (p = 
0.013). At radiographic assessment, the rate of varus position of the stem was 14% in the GTS 
group and 6% in the CLS group (p < 0.0001). The rate of stem revision at 5 years of follow-up was 

0.8% and 0.4% in the GTS and CLS group, respectively (p = 0.63). 

Conclusions 

GTS short stem was not associated with a clinically significant lower blood loss in the immediately 
postoperative period. Unadjusted exploratory analyses show that GTS stem provides the same 
results of CLS stem in terms of HHS and rate of stem revision at 5 years of follow-up. 



Introduction 

Total hip arthroplasty (THA) with conventional cementless stems has been widely recognized as 
reliable and effective procedure for the management of hip diseases in both old and young people [1, 
2]. 

Although the long-term survival rate of the cementless stems has been estimated around 94% in 
patients with more than 65 years, it decreases at 78% in patients between 55 and 65 years [3]. 
Therefore, revision surgery likely occurs once in a lifetime, and young patients could undergo 
multiple revisions. Several implants with conservative designs have been produced, including neck-
preserving stems, metaphyseal implants, and short stems [4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11]. Recently, Khanuja et 
al. [12] classified short stems according with fixation principles and location of proximal loading. 
The authors distinguished four categories: femoral neck fixation (type I), calcar loading (type II), 
lateral flare and calcar loading (type III), and shortened tapered stems (type IV). All designs aim to 
preserve the bone in the trochanteric region, achieve a more physiological loading in the proximal 
femur to reduce the risk of stress shielding, and avoid a long stem into the diaphysis preventing 
impingement with the femoral cortex and thigh pain [13, 14]. 

Two recent meta-analyses of randomized controlled trials showed that short stems provide the same 
clinical and radiographic outcomes as conventional implants, and are associated with lower risk of 
post-operative thigh pain and superior bone remodelling [15, 16]. Moreover, some authors 
demonstrated that short and ultra-short stems provide the same excellent fixation of conventional 
cementless stems at 2 years of follow-up [17, 18]. 

The cementless Global Tissue Sparing (GTS) Primary Hip Stem (ZimmerBiomet) is a shortened 
tapered conventional stem (type IV according to Khanuja et al.) that aims to preserve the bone stock 
of the greater trochanter and to limit the invasion of the femoral diaphysis. For this reason, it was 
designed reducing the trochanteric shoulder and shortening the stem. In a biomechanical study [19], 
GTS stem demonstrated a comparable rotational stability to conventional CLS stem 
(ZimmerBiomet), even though the reduced longitudinal length and trochanteric shoulder. To our 
knowledge, only two studies with short-term follow-up investigated GTS stem clinical and 
radiographic results [9, 20] without any comparison with conventional stems. Moreover, only few 
studies evaluated the blood loss in primary THA with a short stem compared to a conventional stem 
[21, 22]. Therefore, further evidences are required to determine whether a shortened cementless 
stem provides similar clinical and radiographic results, and revision rate as a conventional 
cementless stem at mid-term follow-up. 

Assuming that the short cementless stem would cause a lower bone invasivity, in this study we aim 
at evaluating its impact on several clinical and radiographic outcomes, with particular focus on 
blood loss, in comparison with conventional cementless stem. 

Materials and methods 

In this retrospective cohort study, we included all patients undergoing primary THA with GTS short 
stem or CLS conventional stem in Humanitas Research Hospital from January 2010 to December 
2010. Patients with bilateral procedure in the same time or in two stage, infection, tumor, pathologic 
fractures, or undergoing revision THA procedures were excluded. 

All patients underwent hip replacement with a standardized operative technique through a 
posterolateral approach [23], and received prophylactic antibiotics and routine postoperative 
thromboembolic prophylaxis with low molecular weight heparin. According to clinical practice, all 



patients underwent clinical and radiographic examination before and immediately after surgery, and 
1, 3, 6, and 12 months from surgery. Subsequently, all patients were examined once per year. For 
each patient, all clinical data were retrospectively collected from medical records of hospital stay 
and follow-up consultations by one orthopaedic surgeon. 

The exposure of interest was the type of stem: short stem (GTS) versus conventional stem (CLS). 
The stem size of GTS ranged between − 6 to + 6, while the size of CLS ranged from 5 to 20. Both 
groups included unselected patients. No selection criteria were applied to decide the type of 
implanted stem. The primary endpoint of the study was the difference between the preoperative 
value and the value recorded on day 1 postoperatively for haemoglobin (HB). The blood loss was 
expressed by the difference between the preoperative value and the value recorded on day 1 
postoperatively for HB in patients without blood transfusion. No patients received postoperative 
blood transfusion the day of surgery. 

The secondary endpoints included perioperative results such as the rate of postoperative blood 
transfusions, the intraoperative bone infractions and the stem alignment, and mid-term results such 
as the 5-year follow-up Harris Hip Score (HHS) [24] and the rate of stem revision at 5 years of 
follow-up of the short and conventional cementless stem. The HHS was retrospectively collected 
from follow-up consultations. 

The other following data were gathered from the medical records: gender (male or female), 
preoperative diagnosis (osteoarthritis, osteoarthritis secondary to hip dysplasia, osteoarthritis post-
trauma, femoral head avascular necrosis, femoral neck fracture, osteoarthritis secondary to slipped 
capital femoral epiphysis, or disarthrodesis of the hip), coagulopathies (yes or no), preoperative 
American Society of Anesthesiology (ASA) score (classes from I to V) [25], preoperative 
antiaggregant or anticoagulant therapy (yes or no), body mass index (BMI) (categorized in two 
classes: not overweight, BMI < 25, and overweight, BMI ≥ 25), age at surgery (years), preoperative 
HHS (from 0 to 100 points). 

All patients had conventional radiographs in anteroposterior (AP) view of the pelvis and axial view 
of the hip in both preoperative and postoperative evaluations. One orthopaedic surgeon 
retrospectively reviewed the preoperative x-rays to confirm the diagnosis and to categorize the type 
of femur according to Dorr classification [26]. Type A is characterized by thick cortices beginning 
at the distal end of the lesser trochanter and a narrow diaphyseal canal leading to a funnel shape 
femur. Type B is characterized by proximal bone loss and widening of the diaphyseal canal. Type C 
is characterized by significant reduction of the cortical thickness with a wide intramedullary canal 
leading to a femur with a stove pipe shape. 

In the postoperative AP view radiographs, the bone invasivity in the proximal femur was 
retrospectively measured by one orthopaedic surgeon. The invasion of the metaphyseal region was 
expressed in percentage with the following ratio: length in millimetres of the transverse section of 
the prosthesis in the metaphyseal region/length in millimetres of the line connecting the superior 
limit of the lesser trochanter with the lateral edge of the great trochanter (Fig. 1). The invasion of 
the femoral shaft was expressed in percentage with the following ratio: length in millimetres of the 
longitudinal axis of the prosthesis from the inferior limit of the lesser trochanter to the tip of the 
stem/length in millimetres of the line connecting the tip of the great trochanter with the tip of the 
stem (Fig. 1). In the postoperative AP view radiographs, the varus/valgus positioning was also 
retrospectively evaluated by one orthopaedic surgeon and defined with an angle between the 
longitudinal stem axis and the longitudinal femoral axis greater than 3° [9]. 



Statistical analysis 

Continuous variables were expressed as mean and standard deviation (SD). Categorical variables 
were expressed as proportion and percentage. 

We compared the two groups for all the baseline features such as gender, age, BMI, preoperative 
diagnosis classification, type of femur according to Dorr classification, ASA, coagulopathies, 
preoperative antiaggregant or anticoagulant therapy, and preoperative HHS. Continuous variables 
were assessed with two-tailed Student’s t test or Mann–Whitney test, whereas categorical variables 
were assessed with the Chi squared test, with Fisher correction when necessary. 

The primary endpoint was defined as the difference between the preoperative value and the day 1 
postoperative value of HB. The effect of the exposure of interest (GTS versus CLS stem) on the 
primary endpoint has been estimated by applying univariate and multiple linear regression model. 
Although no selection criteria were applied to decide a priori the type of implanted stem, we 
considered as potential confounders for the primary endpoint all those outcome risk factors that 
might have affected the choice of the stem type, namely age, BMI, ASA, coagulopathies and 
preoperative use of antiaggregants or anticoagulants. This will allow to estimate the effect of the 
stem type on the blood loss accounting for the difference in the potential confounders distribution 
between the two exposure groups. All these variables have been included in the model as 
categorical variables except for the age. ASA was categorized in three classes: (1) I (reference); (2) 
II; (3) III and IV. Both coagulopathies and preoperative use of antiaggregants or anticoagulants 
were categorized as present or absent. The variables preoperative diagnosis and type of femur 
according to Dorr classification were not included in the model, because were not supposed to 
affect the primary endpoint. 

The effect of the exposure of interest on the secondary endpoints has been also evaluated. In 
particular the comparison of the rate of postoperative blood transfusions, the intraoperative bone 
infractions, the stem alignment, the 5-year follow-up HHS and the rate of stem revision at 5 years of 
follow-up were assessed with the Chi squared test, with Fisher correction when necessary. 

Ethical approval 

The present retrospective cohort study was performed with medical records of patients included in a 
registry of orthopaedic surgical procedures approved by the Ethical Committee of Humanitas 
Research Hospital and in strict accordance with the Helsinki Declaration. 

Source of funding 

No external funding was received for this study. 

Results 

The GTS stem group included 374 patients, of whom 5 died and 9 were lost to follow-up, while in 
the CLS stem group included 321 patients, of whom 48 died and 5 were lost to follow-up. In both 
groups, no deaths were related to the procedure. Thus, 360 patients in the GTS group and 268 in the 
CLS group were available for clinical assessment at a follow-up period of minimum 5 years. The 
primary endpoint and the secondary endpoints collected in the immediate postoperative period were 
measured using the whole sample. The baseline features of both groups are reported in Table 1. In 
the group of CLS stem number of females, mean age of patients, and number of ASA III patients 



were significantly higher. On the other hand, there was no difference between the two groups in 
terms of preoperative mean HB value. 

The mean bone invasivity was lower in the short stem group both in the metaphyseal region (44.6% 
in the GTS group and 57.77% in the CLS group) and in the femoral shaft (42.14% in the GTS group 
and 56.97% in the CLS group). Figures 2, 3 show that the metaphyseal and femoral shaft bone 
invasivity and, therefore, the ratio bone-prosthesis remain fairly constant with increasing sizes in 
both groups. 

The mean difference between the preoperative and postoperative day 1 HB value was 3.98 g/dL 
(SD 1.12) in the GTS group and 3.67 g/dL (SD 1.19) in the CLS group, which correspond to a 
crude effect (β) of 0.32 (95% CI 0.15; 0.49) (Table 2). When adjusting for the potential confounders 
this effect lowered to 0.11 (95% CI − 0.08; 0.3), mainly driven by the confounding effect of the age. 
The effect on the secondary endpoints is reported in Table 3. In the GTS group, 6 patients had an 
intraoperative bone infraction of the calcar zone, 1 patient in the CLS group. In all cases, the bone 
infraction was managed with a screw or cerclage wiring. 

The rate of stem revision at 5 years of follow-up was 0.8% in GTS group and 0.4% in the CLS 
group (p = 0.63). The GTS group reported a significantly higher number of patients with excellent 
results in terms of HHS. Because of death or lost to follow-up, 14 patients in GTS group and 53 
patients in CLS group were not available for the assessment of these secondary endpoints. On the 
other hand, the rate of varus position of the stem was higher in the GTS group compared with the 
CLS group (14% versus 6%). 

Discussion 

The main finding of the present study was that the GTS stem was not associated with a clinically 
significant lower blood loss in terms of difference between the preoperative and postoperative day 1 
value of HB, despite it provides a significantly lower bone invasivity in both metaphyseal region 
and femoral shaft when compared to CLS conventional stem. 

In terms of secondary outcomes, the GTS stem provided better clinical results in terms of HHS 
value with a rate of stem revision similar to CLS stem at 5 years of follow-up. On the other hand, 
the GTS stem was associated with higher rate of varus alignment and intraoperative bone 
infractions. However, these are crude estimates likely affected by confounding bias, that should be 
interpreted with caution. 

Although the GTS stem was associated with a slightly higher blood loss in terms of higher 
reduction of postoperative day 1 value of HB when compared with CLS stem, the multiple 
regression analysis showed that this effect disappeared when adjusted for the potential confounders. 
The age was the main variable to drive this confounding effect. In this respect, we reported that 
older patients had lower blood loss, and these patients were more represented in the CLS group. In a 
previous study, Yu et al. compared a short stem versus a conventional stem in patients older than 
70 years showing no difference between the two groups in terms of average estimated blood loss 
and average HB at discharge [21]. On the other hand, Hochreiter et al. demonstrated that both blood 
loss and blood transfusion rates were lower in patients undergoing short stem THA compared with 
those managed with straight stem THA [22]. Because of the significant variability in terms of 
design among the conservative stems, the results of the present study are not be applicable to all 
short stems. The lack of significant difference in terms of postoperative blood loss between the two 
groups could be explained by the comparison between a shortened tapered stem with a straight 



conventional stem implanted with the same posterolateral approach. In this respect, other short 
stems such as type I and II prosthesis according to Khanuja et al. could allow less invasive approach 
and less soft-tissue damage resulting in a significant reduction of blood loss compared with 
conventional stems. 

Varus or valgus alignment of the stem has been reported in studies investigating short stems, with a 
rate ranging from 4% to 51% [20, 27,28,29,30]. We reported a significantly higher rate of varus 
position with the GTS than CLS stem (14% versus 6%), even if it was a slightly varus alignment 
ranging between 3° and 7°. Moreover, a short stem aims to preserve the proximal femoral anatomy; 
therefore, it is usually aligned with the metaepiphysis [31]. In patients with a varus alignment of the 
metaepiphysis respect to the femoral shaft, the stem can be positioned in varus position. On the 
other hands, the conventional straight stem needs to be aligned with the femoral shaft to prevent 
cortical fractures. However, it can results in grater loss of trochanteric bone stock, particularly in 
patients with a varus metaepiphysis. 

In literature, intraoperative periprothesic fracture associated with short stem is another complication 
that occurs with a mean incidence of 1.4% and up to 7% [14]. Morales de Cano et al. [9] reported a 
rate of 1.2% with the GTS design. In our study, we only reported intraoperative bone infractions of 
the calcar zone without significant difference between the two groups. 

Finally, we found that GTS and CLS stems have a similar rate of stem revision at 5 years of follow-
up, but the short stem is associated with a better clinical results in terms of patient reported outcome. 
These findings are consistent with previous studies investigating the clinical and radiographic 
results of several short stem designs [14, 15]. 

We are aware that the present study is affected by some limitations. First of all, it is a retrospective 
cohort study and all clinical data were retrospectively collected from medical records of hospital 
stay and follow-up consultations. Second limitation of the study is represented by the length of the 
follow-up. Although a minimum follow-up of 5 years allows us to study the osteointegration of the 
stems, comparative studies with longer follow-up are required to demonstrate that GTS stem can 
provide the same clinical and radiographic results of clinically well-established uncemented stems 
in the long term. Third, although no selection criteria were applied to decide a priori the type of 
implanted stem, the baseline features of the population in the two groups differed because of the 
retrospective nature of the study. We account for these differences treating the baseline features that 
might have affected the choice of the stem type, such as age, BMI, ASA, coagulopathies and 
preoperative use of antiaggregants or anticoagulants, as potential confounders fitting multivariable 
linear regression models. However, we acknowledge that residual confounding due to other 
unknown or unmeasured factors, such as the preferred choice of the surgeon, may be present. 
Fourth, we were not able to perform a survival analysis to investigate the stem revision rate due to 
the small number of events. In the crude comparison we observed no significant difference in terms 
of the rate of stem revisions between the two groups at 5 years of follow-up. However, the 
interpretation of this finding should take into account that the number of patients not available for 
this endpoint was higher in the CLS group than that of GTS group (53 versus 14) and most of all 
that confounding might affect this result. In the future, we aim to include a longer follow-up and to 
perform adjusted regression analyses to minimize bias associated with the assessment of secondary 
endpoints. 

In conclusion, the GTS short stem was not associated with a clinically significant lower blood loss 
in the immediately postoperative period, despite it provides a significantly lower bone invasivity in 
the proximal femur than CLS conventional stem. Moreover, unadjusted exploratory analyses show 



that GTS stem provides the same results of the CLS stem in terms of HHS value and rate of stem 
revision at 5 years of follow-up. 

References 

1. Learmonth ID, Young C, Rorabeck C (2007) The operation of the century: total hip 
replacement. Lancet 370(9597):1508–1519. https://doi-
org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1016/S0140-6736(07)60457-7 

2. Lin BA, Thomas P, Spiezia F, Loppini M, Maffulli N (2013) Changes in daily physical 
activity before and after total hip arthroplasty. A pilot study using accelerometry. Surgeon 
11(2):87–91. https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1016/j.surge.2012.04.006 

3. Makela KT, Eskelinen A, Pulkkinen P, Paavolainen P, Remes V (2008) Total hip 
arthroplasty for primary osteoarthritis in patients fifty-five years of age or older. An analysis 
of the Finnish arthroplasty registry. J Bone Joint Surg Am 90(10):2160–2170. https://doi-
org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.2106/jbjs.g.00870 

4. Briem D, Schneider M, Bogner N, Botha N, Gebauer M, Gehrke T, Schwantes B (2011) 
Mid-term results of 155 patients treated with a collum femoris preserving (CFP) short stem 
prosthesis. Int Orthop 35(5):655–660. https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1007/s00264-
010-1020-x 

5. Ettinger M, Ettinger P, Lerch M, Radtke K, Budde S, Ezechieli M, Becher C, Thorey F 
(2011) The NANOS short stem in total hip arthroplasty: a mid term follow-up. Hip Int 
21(5):583–586. https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.5301/HIP.2011.8658 

6. Floerkemeier T, Tscheuschner N, Calliess T, Ezechieli M, Floerkemeier S, Budde S, 
Windhagen H, von Lewinski G (2012) Cementless short stem hip arthroplasty METHA(R) 
as an encouraging option in adults with osteonecrosis of the femoral head. Arch Orthop 
Trauma Surg 132(8):1125–1131. https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1007/s00402-012-
1524-5 

7. Gilbert RE, Salehi-Bird S, Gallacher PD, Shaylor P (2009) The Mayo conservative hip: 
experience from a district general hospital. Hip Int 19(3):211–214 

8. Kim YH, Kim JS, Park JW, Joo JH (2011) Total hip replacement with a short metaphyseal-
fitting anatomical cementless femoral component in patients aged 70 years or older. J Bone 
Joint Surg Br 93(5):587–592. https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1302/0301-
620X.93B5.25994 

9. Morales de Cano JJ, Gordo C, Illobre JM (2013) Early clinical results of a new conservative 
hip stem. Eur J Orthop Surg Traumatol. https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1007/s00590-
013-1198-x 

10. Morrey BF, Adams RA, Kessler M (2000) A conservative femoral replacement for total hip 
arthroplasty. A prospective study. J Bone Joint Surg Br 82(7):952–958 

11. Santori FS, Santori N (2010) Mid-term results of a custom-made short proximal loading 
femoral component. J Bone Joint Surg Br 92(9):1231–1237. https://doi-
org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1302/0301-620X.92B9.24605 

12. Khanuja HS, Banerjee S, Jain D, Pivec R, Mont MA (2014) Short bone-conserving stems in 
cementless hip arthroplasty. J Bone Joint Surg Am 96(20):1742–1752. https://doi-
org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.2106/JBJS.M.00780 

13. Loppini M, Grappiolo G (2018) Uncemented short stems in primary total hip arthroplasty: 
the state of the art. EFORT Open Rev 3(5):149–159. https://doi-
org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1302/2058-5241.3.170052 

14. Banerjee S, Pivec R, Issa K, Harwin SF, Mont MA, Khanuja HS (2013) Outcomes of short 
stems in total hip arthroplasty. Orthopedics 36(9):700–707. https://doi-
org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.3928/01477447-20130821-06 



15. Huo SC, Wang F, Dong LJ, Wei W, Zeng JQ, Huang HX, Han QM, Duan RQ (2016) Short-
stem prostheses in primary total hip arthroplasty: a meta-analysis of randomized controlled 
trials. Medicine 95(43):e5215. https://doi-
org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1097/MD.0000000000005215 

16. Liang HD, Yang WY, Pan JK, Huang HT, Luo MH, Zeng LF, Liu J (2018) Are short-stem 
prostheses superior to conventional stem prostheses in primary total hip arthroplasty? A 
systematic review and meta-analysis of randomised controlled trials. BMJ Open 
8(9):e021649. https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-021649 

17. Salemyr M, Muren O, Ahl T, Boden H, Eisler T, Stark A, Skoldenberg O (2015) Lower 
periprosthetic bone loss and good fixation of an ultra-short stem compared to a conventional 
stem in uncemented total hip arthroplasty. Acta Orthop 86(6):659–666. https://doi-
org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.3109/17453674.2015.1067087 

18. Schilcher J, Ivarsson I, Perlbach R, Palm L (2017) No difference in periprosthetic bone loss 
and fixation between a standard-length stem and a shorter version in cementless total hip 
arthroplasty. A randomized controlled trial. J Arthroplasty 32(4):1220–1226. https://doi-
org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1016/j.arth.2016.11.015 

19. Nadorf J, Thomsen M, Gantz S, Sonntag R, Kretzer JP (2014) Fixation of the shorter 
cementless GTS stem: biomechanical comparison between a conventional and an innovative 
implant design. Arch Orthop Trauma Surg. https://doi-
org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1007/s00402-014-1946-3 

20. Morales de Cano JJ, Gordo C, Canosa Areste J (2017) Short femoral stem in total hip 
arthroplasty: stable fixation and low complication rates in elderly patients. Hip Int 
27(4):311–316. https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.5301/hipint.5000470 

21. Yu H, Liu H, Jia M, Hu Y, Zhang Y (2016) A comparison of a short versus a conventional 
femoral cementless stem in total hip arthroplasty in patients 70 years and older. J Orthop 
Surg Res 11:33. https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1186/s13018-016-0367-0 

22. Hochreiter J, Hejkrlik W, Emmanuel K, Hitzl W, Ortmaier R (2017) Blood loss and 
transfusion rate in short stem hip arthroplasty. A comparative study. Int Orthop 41(7):1347–
1353. https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1007/s00264-016-3365-2 

23. Loppini M, Longo UG, Caldarella E, Rocca AD, Denaro V, Grappiolo G (2017) Femur first 
surgical technique: a smart non-computer-based procedure to achieve the combined 
anteversion in primary total hip arthroplasty. BMC Musculoskelet Disord 18(1):331. 
https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1186/s12891-017-1688-9 

24. Zini R, Longo UG, de Benedetto M, Loppini M, Carraro A, Maffulli N, Denaro V (2013) 
Arthroscopic management of primary synovial chondromatosis of the hip. Arthroscopy 
29(3):420–426. https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1016/j.arthro.2012.10.014 

25. Dripps RD (1963) New classification of physical status. Anesthesiology 24:111 
26. Dorr LD, Faugere MC, Mackel AM, Gruen TA, Bognar B, Malluche HH (1993) Structural 

and cellular assessment of bone quality of proximal femur. Bone 14(3):231–242 
27. Shin YS, Suh DH, Park JH, Kim JL, Han SB (2016) Comparison of specific femoral short 

stems and conventional-length stems in primary cementless total hip arthroplasty. 
Orthopedics 39(2):e311–317. https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.3928/01477447-
20160222-04 

28. Choi YW, Kim SG (2016) The short-term clinical outcome of total hip arthroplasty using 
short metaphyseal loading femoral stem. Hip Pelvis 28(2):82–89. https://doi-
org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.5371/hp.2016.28.2.82 

29. Capone A, Bienati F, Torchia S, Podda D, Marongiu G (2017) Short stem total hip 
arthroplasty for osteonecrosis of the femoral head in patients 60 years or younger: a 3- to 10-
year follow-up study. BMC Musculoskelet Disord 18(1):301. https://doi-
org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1186/s12891-017-1662-6 



30. Arnholdt J, Gilbert F, Blank M, Papazoglou J, Rudert M, Noth U, Steinert AF (2017) The 
Mayo conservative hip: complication analysis and management of the first 41 cases 
performed at a University level 1 department. BMC Musculoskelet Disord 18(1):250. 
https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1186/s12891-017-1613-2 

31. Kutzner KP, Freitag T, Donner S, Kovacevic MP, Bieger R (2017) Outcome of extensive 
varus and valgus stem alignment in short-stem THA: clinical and radiological analysis using 
EBRA-FCA. Arch Orthop Trauma Surg 137(3):431–439. https://doi-
org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1007/s00402-017-2640-z 

 

Funding 

No external funding was received for this study. 

Author information 

Corresponding author 

Correspondence to Mattia Loppini. 

Ethics declarations 

Conflict of interest 

Mattia Loppini received research grant from Italian Ministry of Health (GR-2018-12367275), 
financial support for attending symposia and educational programs from Zimmer Biomet. He is also 
Scientific Director of Livio Sciutto Foundation Biomedical Research in Orthopaedics – ONLUS. 
Guido Grappiolo received honoraria for speaking at symposia, financial support for attending 
symposia and educational programs from Zimmer Biomet, and royalties from Zimmer Biomet and 
Innomed. Antonello Della Rocca received financial support for attending symposia and educational 
programs from Zimmer Biomet. Davide Ferrentino and Costanza Pizzi have no conflict of interest. 

Additional information 

Publisher's Note 

Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations. 

Loppini, M., Della Rocca, A., Ferrentino, D. et al. Blood loss in primary total hip arthroplasty with 
a short versus conventional cementless stem: a retrospective cohort study. Arch Orthop Trauma 
Surg 140, 1551–1558 (2020). https://doi-org.bibliopass.unito.it/10.1007/s00402-020-03561-w 


