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Seidel Interlocking Intramedullary Nailing for Humerus
fFractures
Woo-Nam Moon, M.D.*, Jae-Yong Rhn, M.D.

Department of Orthopedic Surgery, Sungkyunkwan University College of Medicine,
Samsung Cheil Hospital, Seoul, Korea

From retrospective review of 26 humerus fractures treated by Seidel interlocking
intramedullary nailing, 17 complications in nine patients(35%} were occurred: two delayed
unions, three malunions, two infections, one distraction of fracture gap, twe additional
fragmentations, two failures in proximal interlocking screw insertion, three distal locking
mechanism failures and two proximal protrusions of nail. Functional assessment was carried out
an all patients at a mean follow up 13 months(9-23 months). The results were ten excellent,

twelve good, two fair and two poor.

These results show that there are considerable problems at present in the use of the Seidel

interlocking nail,
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Table 1. Postoperative complications after Seidel
nailing of the humerus fracture in 26

patients
Complications Number(%)
Delayed union 28
Maluynton 312)
Infection 208
Distraction of fracture gap I 4)
Additional fragmentation 2( 8)
Proximal locking screw failure 208
Distal locking screw failure 3(12)
Protrusion of nail 2( 8)
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Fig 1-A. AP roentgenogram of 18-year-old woman with

a communited fracture on proximal shaft of
humerus following a traffic accident.

B. Several complications were combined with a
Seidel interlocking IM nailing: There were
proximal protrusion of nail, failure in
proximal serew insertion, additional
fragmentation and distal locking mechanism
failure(These complications were probably
due to small diameter of medullary cavity).
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Fig 2-A. AP roentgengram of 35-year-old man with a
communited fracture on proximat shaft of
humerus following a fall down.

B. Several complications were combined with
a Seidel interlocking IM nailing: there were
failure in proximal screw insertion,
angulation of fracture site and short Seidel
nail insertion.
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