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Abstract 
Objective: The objective of this scoping review of the literature is to find the incidence rate and 
risk factors for dislocation of hip hemiarthroplasties (HAs) after acute femoral neck fractures (FNFs). 
Additionally we aim to determine the subjectively reported experience and/or Patient Reported 
Outcomes (PROs) minimum six months after a dislocation of a hip HA after acute FNF. 
 

Introduction:  The existing literature suggests a dislocation rate of 1 – 12%(1-8), and we aim to 
evaluate the dislocation rates reported in the literature, and explain the differences in the 
reportings. Some of the suggested risk factors ranging from surgical approach(1, 5, 6), cognitive 
impairment(2, 5-8), prosthesis type(4) and uncemented vs cemented implant(3). There are no 
studies summarizing all risk factors for dislocating the hip HA. The patient’s subjective experience 
after dislocation of a hip HA after acute FNF is not well known. The literature lacks direct information 
of the patients’ subjective experience after dislocation of the hip HA after acute FNF. 

Inclusion criteria:  Published articles on the incidence of patients with HA, who develop 

dislocation.  Risk factors for dislocation and patient reported outcomes after reposition of 

dislocation. Register studies, clinical prospective studies and case-control studies will be included. 

The lower limit for inclusion of a risk factor will be minimum 5 studies that have minimum 10 

patients with dislocation(s).  

Methods:  This scoping review will be conducted in accordance with the JBI methodology for 

scoping reviews(9). We will develop a full search strategy for Embase, MEDLINE, PubMed and 

Cochrane Library. Studies published in English, Swedish, Danish and Norwegian will be included. 

Studies with other languages will be considered if an appropriate translator is available. The three 

research questions will be analyzed separately and reported narratively. Despite this being a scoping 

review, we shall include some risk of bias elements in the analysis. 
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Introduction 
In Denmark, about 7.000 patients are admitted with an acute femoral neck fracture (FNF) every 

year(10). Depending on the fracture morphology, treatment choice differs. Treatment with a hip 

hemiarthroplasty (HA) is the treatment choice for the majority of displaced fractures (Garden type 

III-IV)(11). Dislocation of the HA seems to be a relatively common complication, and we know that it 

is a cause of considerable pain, and we believe it limits the patient’s daily living after they have 

experienced a dislocation once. The treatment for a dislocated HA is usually closed reduction, while 

the patient is under a short-lasting general anesthesia.  

 

Dislocation rate 

Unfortunately, dislocation of the HA lacks an ICD-10 diagnosis code, why it is difficult to find the 

precise number of people affected. The existing literature is unclear of the dislocation rates of the 

hip HA, ranging from 1 – 12%(1-8). Many studies describing prevalence, incidence or incidence rate 

base their dislocation rate on patients treated at their facility or insurance data. Hence, there is a 

high risk of loss of follow-up and/or bias. We aim to evaluate the dislocation rates reported in the 

literature, and explain the differences in the reportings. 

 

Risk factors for dislocation 

Knowledge of reasons for dislocation of the hip HA would help surgeons choose, or opt out, on the 

implant when the patient is deemed too high-risk for dislocation, or we might be able to warn the 

patients’ of the possible risks and push them to be more careful.  Thus, there are several studies 

suggesting some risk factors for dislocation of the hip HA, such as surgical approach(1, 5, 6), 

cognitive impairment(2, 5-8), prosthesis type(4) and uncemented vs cemented implant(3). However, 

such studies often contradict each other, and there is a lack of conclusive evidence and the hierarchy 

of the proposed risk factors are unknown. Furthermore, there are no studies summarizing all risk 

factors for dislocating the hip HA. 

 

Long-term quality of life following dislocation of the hip HA 

After the patient has experienced a dislocation of the hip HA, and the hip HA has been reduced at 

the hospital, the patient is discharged from the hospital and there is no follow-up of the patient at 

all. Therefore, we, as surgeons, do not know how the dislocation affects the patient’s daily living. We 

do not know if the patient can live their life as they used to. The literature lacks direct information of 

the patients’ subjective experience of the quality of life after dislocation of the hip HA after acute 

FNF.  

 

A preliminary search of PubMed, MEDLINE, Cochrane Library and Embase indicates that there are 
some systematic reviews on the incidence rate, however, the reviews are not focused on only 
dislocation of the hip HA. We found two systematic reviews of risk factors, and no systematic- or 
scoping reviews on these three topics. 
One of the two systematic reviews focusing on a summation of risk factors of dislocating the hip HA 
after FNF(12, 13) were not focused on only risk factors for dislocating the hip HA, but also included 
total hip arthroplasties (THAs). However, we found no reviews at all on long-term PROMs or the 
subjective experience following dislocation of the hip HA. We see a need to summarize these three 
topics. 
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The objectives of this scoping review are: 

i) To identify the the incidence rate  
ii) Obtain an overview of risk factors for dislocation of hip HAs after acute FNFs.  
iii) Gain an understanding of the long-term quality of life in patients experience/the 

subjectively reported experience and/or PROs minimum 6 months after a dislocation of 
a hip HA after acute FNF.  

 
This knowledge will be of great value for the clinician, who will be well equipped to correctly inform 
the patient of the frequency and risk factors of dislocation, and when HA patients are faced with 
dislocation need information about what they can expect to experience after the dislocation. 
 
 

Review question 
Our question of interest:  “What is the incidence rate, risk factors and long-term patient 
reported outcomes for dislocating a hip hemiarthroplasty after acute femoral neck fracture?” 
 

Keywords 
Dislocation; Hemiarthroplasty; Incidence; PROM; Risk factors 

Eligibility criteria 
Studies will be included in the review if the following criteria are fulfilled: 
Study designs:  register studies, clinical prospective studies and case-control studies. The lower limit 
for inclusion of a risk factor will be minimum 5 studies that have minimum 10 patients with 
dislocation(s). We have based the lower limit for inclusion of a risk factor on expertise within the 
research group, as to set a lower limit on when to accept a potential risk factor as a risk factor. 

 

Participants 
Acute femoral neck fracture as primary diagnosis. HA regardless of surgical approach and type of 
components. 
Follow-up of at least 3 months of follow-up is required. A maximum of follow-up is set for 5 years 
after last episode of dislocation regarding PRO as outcome. 
No “prior to revision surgery” studies are included (selected patients). 

 

Concept 

Incidence of patients with HA, who develop dislocation.  Risk factors for dislocation and patient 
reported outcomes after reposition of dislocation.  
 

Context 

No specific context as long as the above is fulfilled. We will include publications from all parts of the 
world, including all races, genders and ages. 

 

Types of Sources 

- Objective i) randomized controlled trials, non-randomized controlled trials, before and after 
studies and analytical observational studies including prospective and retrospective cohort 
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studies, case-control studies and analytical cross-sectional studies. 
 

- Objective ii) randomized controlled trials, non-randomized controlled trials, before and after 
studies, analytical observational studies including prospective and retrospective cohort 
studies, case-control studies and analytical cross-sectional studies, descriptive observational 
study designs including case series, and descriptive cross-sectional. 
 

- Objectve iii) prospective and retrospective cohort studies, qualitative studies including, but 
not limited to, designs such as phenomenology and qualitative description.  

 

Methods 
We have chosen a scoping approach in this study, mainly because we do not consider it necessary to 
do a full risk of bias analysis on each topic of this scoping review. However, we aim to assess the 
quality of the included studies in some degree, see section “Data analysis and presentation”.  
This scoping review will be conducted in accordance with the JBI methodology for scoping 
reviews(9). 
 

Search strategy 

The search strategy will aim to locate both published and unpublished studies. An initial limited 

search of Embase, MEDLINE, PubMed and Cochrane Library was undertaken to identify articles on 

the topic. The text words contained in the titles and abstracts of relevant articles, and the index 

terms used to describe the articles were used to develop a full search strategy for Embase, MEDLINE, 

PubMed and Cochrane Library (see Appendix I). The search strategy, including all identified 

keywords and index terms, will be adapted for each included database and/or information source. 

The reference list of all included sources of evidence will be screened for additional studies.  

Studies published in English, Swedish, Danish and Norwegian will be included. Studies with other 
languages will be considered if an appropriate translator is available. Studies will be included 
without time limitation, but we will consider the study’s date in the analysis phase, since some 
prosthesis types may be outdated. 
The databases to be searched include PubMed, MEDLINE, Embase and Cochrane Library. Sources of 
unpublished studies/ gray literature to be searched include trial registers in Cochrane Library.  
 

Study/Source of Evidence selection 

Following the search, all identified citations will be collated and uploaded into ©2024 Covidence and 
the duplicates will be removed. Following a pilot test, titles and abstracts will then be screened by 
two independent reviewers for assessment against the inclusion criteria for the review. Potentially 
relevant sources will be retrieved in full and their citation details will be in full in Covidence. The full 
text of selected citations will be assessed in detail against the inclusion criteria by two independent 
reviewers. Reasons for exclusion of sources of evidence at full text that do not meet the inclusion 
criteria will be recorded and reported in the scoping review. Any disagreements that arise between 
the reviewers at each stage of the selection process will be resolved through discussion, or with an 
additional reviewer. The results of the search and the study inclusion process will be reported in full 
in the final scoping review and presented in a Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and 
Meta-analyses extension for scoping review (PRISMA-ScR) flow diagram(14, 15). 
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Data Extraction 

Data will be extracted from papers included in the scoping review by two independent reviewers by 
hand, using Excel. The data extracted will include specific details about the participants, concept, 
context, study methods and key findings relevant to the review question.  
 
Before conducting the review, we will create a standardized data extraction form, which will include 
guidance of what will be extracted, see appendix III. 
 

Data Analysis and Presentation  

The data will be presented graphically or in a tabular form, with a narrative summary accompanying 
the graphs or tables. In the narrative summary, a description of the relation between the results and 
objective of this study will be presented.  
 
For objective i), we expect to report: 1. Study design (single center vs multi center), 2. Time factor 
(weeks, months, year(s)) and 3. Completeness (is the follow-up sufficient, high drop out?). This will 
be the quality assessment of the study and will be presented in a separate table.  
For objective ii) we aim to report whether the risk factors had been validated and/or is present in 
five or more publications. It also includes reports with negative findings. This will be reported in a 
separate table. 
Objective iii) The subjective experience after dislocation will be assessed according to completeness 
(which patients agreed to be included in the studies?), and will be reported either graphically or in a 
table. 
These results will be taken into account when answering the research questions. 
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Appendices 
Appendix I: Search strategy 

 

Appendix II: Data extraction instrument 

Covidence, Excel 

 

Appendix III:  

Data Extraction Sheet/Descriptive table 

Title 
 

-ID# 

-1st author 

-Yr of publication 

- Country 

- reference number 

- Surname 

- Year of publication  

- Country of study/author. If the authors 

are from different nations, the country of 

the 1st author will be used. 

- Study characteristics 

 

- Follow-up 

- Single/multicenter 

 

- Days (d), weeks (w), months (m), 

year (y) 

Year Year of study (start of inclusion to end of 

follow-up) 
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Data collection Registers, patient files, patient interviews, 

phone interviews, questionnaire etc. 

Number of patients 1. N (baseline) 

2. N (follow-up 1) 

3. N (follow-up X) 

Age Yr mean (range) 

Sex Percentage (%) females 

BMI Reported Yes/No 

Cognitive impairment Reported Yes/No 

Neurological diseases Reported Yes/No 

Back issues Reported Yes/No 

Anatomical differences Reported Yes/No 

Alcohol consumption Reported Yes/No 

Smoking Reported Yes/No 

Surgical approach Posterolateral 

Direct lateral  

Anterior 

Soft tissue repair Executed Yes/No 

Prosthesis type/head Name of prosthesis 

Uni/Bipolar 

Head size 

Cemented (C)/uncemented (U) Cemented implant Yes/No 

Uncemented implant Yes/No 
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Surgeon skill-level Surgeon expertise (trainee or specialist) 

Dislocation (n) Number of dislocations/number of patients 

Incidence/prevalence Number/percentage 

PRO(M) Yes/No  

Reported PROs of the patient six months or 

more after experiencing a dislocation of the 

hip HA after acute FNF. 

Subjective descpription Yes/No 

The subjective description from the patient 

six months or more after experiencing a 

dislocation of the hip HA after acute FNF. 

Conclusion Brief summary of the publication. 
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Report 
Dislocation rate 

 

Risk factors 

-ID# 
-1st author 
-Yr of publication 

 

Risk factor* 1 Validated? 

Risk factor 2 Validated? 

Risk factor xx  

Completeness Sufficient follow-up/high drop out 

*A risk factor will only be reported if five or more studies report that risk factor (positive and 

negative findings), with at least 10 patients with dislocated HAs. 

 

Subjective experience of dislocation/PROs 

-ID# 
-1st author 
-Yr of publication 

 

Invited patients  Number (n) 

Accepted  Number (%) 

Participated Number (%) 

Completed the study Number (%) 

Follow-up rate Duration of follow-up (Weeks (w), months (m), 
year (y)) 

 

 

 

 

 

-ID# 
-1st author 
-Yr of publication 

 

Study design Single- or multicentre, register study 

Follow-up rate Duration of follow-up (Weeks (w), months (m), 
year (y)) 

Completeness Nominator  (Number of patients with 
dislocation) /Denominator (Number of patients 
with HA after FNF) 
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