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Unicompartmental versus Total Knee Arthroplasty in the Same Patient

Kyung Tae Kim, M D, Song Lee, MD_, Hoon Seok Park, MD,,
Kun Ho Cho, M D, and Kwan Soo Kim, M D,

Department of Orthopedic Surgery, Seoul Sacred Heart General Hospital, Seoul, Korea

Purpose: To compare the clinical and radiographic results of unicompartmental knee arthroplasty (UKA)
and total knee arthroplasty (TKA) in the same patient, and to investigate patient preference and

satisfaction.

Materials and Methods: Among the 56 patients who underwent a UKA in one knee and a TKA in the
opposite knee between January 2002 and December 2004, 51 patients were followed up. The average

follow-up period was 4 years.

Results: The average Knee Society Score (KSS) improved from 53.5 preoperatively to 90.7 at last
follow-up in the UKA knee, and from 50.4 to 89.8 in the TKA knee. The mean range of knee motion
also improved from 124.7° to 133.2° in the UKA knee, and from 122.5° to 127.1° in the TKA knee. The
tibiofemoral angle changed from 0.3° of varus to 5.6° of valgus in the UKA knee, and from 2.4° of varus
to 5.8° of valgus in the TKA knee. For patient preference, 23 patients (45%) preferred the UKA knee
and 19 patients (37%) preferred the TKA knee. Most patients (42 patients, 82%) reported being ‘very

satisfied’ or ‘satisfied’ with both knees.

Conclusion: The clinical and radiographic results of both the UKA and the TKA in the same patient
were satisfactory at the 4-year follow-up. The UKA knee had a slightly better range of knee motion, but
there was essentially no difference between the UKA knee and the TKA knee.
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Fig. 1. (A, B) The preoperative
radiographs of a 71-year-old
woman show osteoarthritis  of
both knees, (C, D) The post-
operative radiographs taken after
unicompartmental knee arthro-
plasty (Rt, knee) and total knee
arthroplasty (Lt, knee) show
findings at the 4-year follow-up.
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Table 1. Clinical Results

p-value
UKA TKA  (Mann-whitney
U test)
Knee score (KSST)
Preoperative 535 504 0.155
Last F/U 90.7* 89 8* 0.503
Function score (KSS*)
Preoperative 505 50.7 0916
Last F/U 853 84.7* 0.771
Range of knee motion
Preoperative 124.7° 122.5° 0.354
Last F/U 1332 127.1°7 0.000
Flexion contracture
Preoperative 6.7° 71° 0162
Last F/U 0.4% 05% 0776

*p<0.,001 (paired t-test); Tp<0_05 (paired t-test); TKnee Society
Score; UKA, Unicompartmental knee arthroplasty; TKA, Total
knee arthroplasty; F/U, follow-up.
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tHp<0.05). F &4 7o 41E A2 vuste
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T FA A 5 9ol FEAgkeo] MRSk
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Table 2. Radiographic Results (Tibiofemoral Angle)
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Table 4. Patient Preference Regarding Their UKA and TKA
(When Asked: Which Knee is Your Better Knee Overall?)

p-value
UKA TKA (Mann-whitney No. (%) p-value
U test) A0 (Chi-square test)
Tibiofemoral angle UKA 3 (45)
Preoperative -08° —24° 0.006 TKA 19 (37) 0.546
Last F/U 56% 5.8% 0578 No difference 9 (18)
*p<0.001 (paired t-test), Total 51 (100)
Table 3. Pain in UKA/TKA Study Patients Table 5. Subjective Satisfaction Rate of Patients
Type of Patients with no p-value UKA TKA p-value
i i i 0, o) =
arthroplasty pain ([ijroS“(%/T)t pain (Chi-square test) No. (%) No. (%)  (Chi-square test)
: Very satisfied 27 (53) 26 (51)
UKA 44 (86) 0.525 Satisfied 15 (29) 16 (31) 0975
TKA 47 (92) Uncertain 7 (14) 7 (14) .
Dissatisfied 2 (4 2 (4)
Total 51 (100)
Total 51 (100) 51 (100)
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