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Abstract 

Purpose This study aimed to investigate the differences in cement penetration between cementing techniques 
in total knee arthroplasty (TKA).

Materials and methods We retrospectively evaluated knee undergone TKA at our hospital for both preoperative 
and postoperative computed tomographic (CT) evaluations. Cementing was performed with hand mixing and hand 
packing (HM group) and with vacuum mixing and cement gun use (VM group). We measured the area under the tib‑
ial baseplate (sclerotic and nonsclerotic sides) and compared the mean and maximum depths of cement penetration 
at each area.

Results Of the 44 knees evaluated, 20 and 24 knees were in the HM and VM groups, respectively. At the center 
of the sclerotic side, the mean penetration depths (2.0 ± 0.7 and 2.5 ± 0.7 mm, p = 0.02) and the maximum penetra‑
tion depths (4.0 ± 0.9 and 5.0 ± 1.6 mm, p = 0.02) were significantly deeper in the VM group than in the HM group. The 
correlation between preoperative Hounsfield unit values and mean penetration were r = –0.617 (p < 0.01) and –0.373 
(p = 0.01) in the HM and VM groups, respectively.

Conclusion The cementing technique of vacuum mixing and using a cement gun allowed for deeper cement pen‑
etration compared with the hand mixing and hand packing technique, even in bone sclerotic sites.

Keywords Knee, Osteoarthritis, Total knee arthroplasty, Cementing technique, Hounsfield unit value

Introduction
Total knee arthroplasty (TKA) survival rate within 
10  years after surgery has improved [1]; however, 
the number of TKA revisions in France increased 

approximately 6.5-fold between the periods 1991–1998 
and 2013–2016 [2]. In the USA, the number of revision 
procedures was expected to increase by 601% between 
2005 and 2030 [3]. Therefore, a concern is how to pre-
vent the need for revision TKA. Infection is the primary 
reason for revision in TKA (25.2%), and the second most 
common reason is reported to be aseptic loosening 
(24.1%) [4].

In TKA, cement fixation initially performs better and 
results in less settlement of the tibial baseplate compared 
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with cementless fixation [5]. Insufficient cement penetra-
tion of the bone increases the risk of aseptic loosening. 
Thus, we believe that ensuring adequate cement penetra-
tion below the tibial baseplate is crucial for reducing the 
need for revision. However, despite the introduction of 
various cementing techniques in TKA, a gold standard 
method has yet to be established.

In most previous reports, the evaluations of cement 
penetration were based on radiographs. Only one study 
was based on computed tomography (CT) measure-
ments: Verburg et al. [6] investigated cement penetration 
under the tibial baseplate by using CT scans obtained 
after TKA. However, their method involved measuring 
the area of penetration on a postoperative horizontal CT 
slice. Furthermore, we found no literature on measuring 
the maximum depths of penetration on CT images, and 
correlations among cementing technique, cement pen-
etration, and preoperative Hounsfield unit (HU) values 
have not been reported. The HU is a relative quantitative 
measurement of CT images, calculated through a linear 
transformation of the baseline linear attenuation coef-
ficient of the X-ray beam. Distilled water (at standard 
temperature and pressure) is arbitrarily defined as zero 
HU, whereas air is defined as –1000 HU. Denser tissue, 
with greater X-ray beam absorption, yields positive val-
ues and appears bright, whereas less dense tissue, with 
lower X-ray beam absorption, results in negative values 
and appears dark [7, 8]. Recently, studies have reported 
a correlation between bone mineral density and the HU 
values [9, 10].

In this study, we used postoperative CT scans to inves-
tigate the penetration of cement into the bone below the 
tibial baseplate in TKA with different cementing tech-
niques. We also evaluated whether preoperative HU 
values at the cement injection site were associated with 
cement penetration.

Materials and methods
A total of 48 patients underwent TKA (in 58 knees) at our 
hospital from July 2017 to December 2019, and we retro-
spectively studied those who underwent both preopera-
tive and postoperative CT evaluation. Patients underwent 
the procedure with one of two cementing techniques: 
hand mixing and hand packing (the HM group), between 
July 2017 and December 2018, or vacuum mixing and 
use of a cement gun (the VM group), between January 
and December 2019. The medial parapatellar approach 
or midvastus approach was used as the surgical tech-
nique. A tourniquet was used in all cases, and before 
bone cementation, the bone was cleaned with pulse lav-
age and then dried, and fat and blood were removed with 
 CarboJet® (Kinamed, Camarillo, CA, USA) [11]. Anchor 
holes were created using a 3.2-mm drill bit (Zimmer 

Biomet, Warsaw, IN, USA) in the sclerotic subchondral 
bone [12]. We used  Persona® implants (Zimmer Biomet, 
Warsaw, IN, USA) in all cases; the bone cement was 
Cobalt HV Bone Cement or Cobalt G-HV Bone Cement 
(with gentamicin; both by Zimmer Biomet). The cement 
was applied to the implant, the surface of tibia and femur 
in that order. In the HM group, cement was applied after 
the mixing for 30 s to 1 min and after the cement was no 
longer sticky. In the VM group, the cement was applied 
immediately after the mixing. The cement gun was an 
Optivac M (Zimmer Biomet), and a 23-Degree Pressur-
izing Nozzle (Zimmer Biomet) was attached to the tip 
of the cement gun for application. The tip of this nozzle 
was cut at an angle, and by pressing the tip of the noz-
zle against the bone surface, the cement injection surface 
became perpendicular to the bone, which is considered 
advantageous for cement penetration into the bone.

We documented patient characteristics such as age, 
sex, preoperative diagnosis, Kellgren–Lawrence (K–L) 
grade, and preoperative femorotibial angle (FTA), and 
we recorded the type of cement used. We also calcu-
lated the mean and maximum depths of cement pen-
etration under the tibial baseplate and preoperative HU 
values of bone from preoperative and postoperative 
CT scans. To examine the mean depths of cement pen-
etration, the side with more arthropathic changes was 
defined as the sclerotic side on preoperative CT and 
the contralateral side as the normal side (Fig. 1A). We 
calculated the mean HU values of a rectangular area 
of 5 mm × the length of the baseplate by matching the 
preoperative and postoperative CT scans according to 
the baseplate placement angle and the amount of oste-
otomy during surgery (Fig.  1B). The anterior part was 
defined as the anterior edge of the keel of the tibial 
baseplate, the central part as the center of the keel, 
and the posterior part as the extension of the posterior 
tibial cortex (Fig. 1C). The mean and maximum depths 
of penetration were measured in the postoperative CT 
coronal sections for the anterior, central, and posterior 
parts of the sclerotic and nonsclerotic sides. We used 
bone morphometric measurements, whereby mean 
penetration (in millimeters) was the cement area below 
the tibial baseplate (in square millimeters) divided by 
the base (in millimeters) [13, 14]. We defined “maxi-
mum penetration” (in millimeters) as the deepest 
penetration into the cancellous bone from the tibial 
baseplate, in accordance with previous evaluations of 
radiographs [15] (Fig.  1D). To avoid measuring bone 
cement applied to the keel before implant insertion, 
we excluded 2  mm on both sides of the keel from the 
measurement area. Similarly, the mean penetration was 
evaluated in the sagittal section. The level of the sagit-
tal section was one slice lateral to the section in which 



Page 3 of 9Okuno et al. Knee Surgery & Related Research           (2024) 36:28  

the most posterior portion of the fin of the tibial com-
ponent was delineated for the medial and lateral sides 
(Fig.  2). In addition, 3D CT was used to evaluate the 
maximum penetration of each of the sclerotic and non-
sclerotic sides. The 3D CT images were created with 
postoperative CT when removing the cement that pen-
etrated the anchor hole and the 2-mm cemented area 
around the keel and fin and were evaluated from the 
true lateral side of the sclerotic and nonsclerotic sides. 
The distance from the baseplate to the most penetrated 
area was defined as the maximum penetration (Fig. 3). 
Penetration was calculated from the area measured 
on the medical imaging information system SYNAPSE 

(Fujifilm Holdings Corporation, Tokyo, Japan); the CT 
window width was set to 3000 HU and the window 
level to 1000 HU to clarify the bone–cement interface. 
The areas were measured independently by two exam-
iners under identical conditions.

In addition, we conducted a preliminary study using a 
bone model to evaluate the effect of antibiotic content 
on cement penetration with CT scans (Fig.  4). As in 
the case of TKA, cement was applied to the osteotomy 
surface of the bone model, and the cement was pressed 
into the bone model using a metal plate as a baseplate. 
We evaluated the cement penetration using CT and set 
the imaging conditions, CT window width, and window 
level the same as those in the present study. 

Fig. 1 Evaluation method of pre‑ and postoperative Hounsfield unit (HU) values and cement penetration in computed tomography (CT) images. 
A Preoperative CT coronal section. (a) Sclerotic side and (b) nonsclerotic side. B Preoperative CT coronal section. Vertical and horizontal lines 
represent the tibial axis and the osteotomy line in operation, respectively. The shaded area is the estimated area of bone penetration by cement 
and was defined as the length of the base plate multiplied by 5 mm (the average HU values in the area are calculated by the imaging software). C 
Postoperative CT sagittal section. (1) Anterior edge of the keel, (2) center of the keel, and (3) extension of the posterior cortex. D Postoperative CT 
coronal section. The solid arrowhead indicates the cement penetration area of the sclerotic side  (mm2), The open arrowhead indicates the cement 
penetration area of the nonsclerotic side  (mm2). The single asterisk indicates the base of the sclerotic side (mm). The double asterisk indicates 
the base of the nonsclerotic side (mm). The single dagger presents the maximum penetration in the sclerotic side (mm). The double dagger refers 
to the maximum penetration in the nonsclerotic side (mm). Mean penetration: area/base (mm)
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Statistical analysis
XLSTAT (Addinsoft, Paris, France) and SPSS (IBM Cor-
poration, Armonk, NY, USA) were used for statistical 
analyses. The χ2 test was used to analyze sex, preopera-
tive diagnosis, K–L grade, and the type of cement; Stu-
dent’s t-test was used to analyze age, preoperative FTA, 
and mean and maximum depths of penetration; and 
Pearson’s correlation coefficient test was used to ana-
lyze the correlation between preoperative HU values and 
mean depths of penetration. The significance level was 
set at 0.05. In the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) 
test for area measurement, intrarater reliability showed 
ICC (1, 2) = 0.768 with Cronbach’s α = 0.869, whereas 

interrater reliability demonstrated ICC (2, 2) = 0.687 with 
Cronbach’s α = 0.815.

Results
A total of 44 knees (in 10 males and 34 females; mean 
age of 73.3 years) were evaluated with CT scans obtained 
both before and after surgery. A total of 20 knees were in 
the HM group and 24 were in the VM group. We found 
no significant differences in age, sex, preoperative diag-
nosis, K–L grade, preoperative FTA, or type of cement 
between the two groups. Mean preoperative HU values 
were 300 ± 132 HU in the HM group and 307 ± 142 HU 
in the VM group on the sclerotic side, and 80 ± 55 HU in 

Fig. 2 Evaluation method of mean cement penetration on sagittal section in postoperative computed tomography (CT) image. A Postoperative 
CT axial section just under the tibial baseplate. B Postoperative CT coronal section at the most posterior level of the fin. In (A) and (B), the (1) 
lateral side of sagittal section and (2) the medial side of sagittal section level are shown. The level of the sagittal section was one slice lateral 
to the section in which the most posterior portion of the fin of the tibial component was delineated for the medial and lateral sides. C Postoperative 
CT sagittal section of the lateral side. D Postoperative CT sagittal section of the medial side. In (C) and (D), the area surrounded by the black dotted 
line represents the cement penetration area  (mm2). The single and double asterisks indicates the base of the lateral side (mm) and the base 
of the medial side (mm), respectively. Mean penetration: area/base (mm)
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the HM group and 73 ± 49 HU in the VM group on the 
nonsclerotic side; the differences between the two groups 
were not significant (Table 1).

The mean depths of penetration were 2.0 ± 0.7  mm in 
the HM group and 2.5 ± 0.7 mm in the VM group at the 
center of the sclerotic side; the difference was significant 
(p = 0.02). No significant differences were observed in 
the anterior and posterior areas of the sclerotic side or 
any areas of the nonsclerotic side. In the evaluation of 
the sagittal section, the mean penetration depths on the 
sclerotic side were 1.9 ± 0.5 and 2.2 ± 0.5 mm in the HM 
and VM groups, respectively (p = 0.054) (Table 2). Simi-
larly, the mean maximum depths of penetration were 
4.0 ± 0.9 and 5.0 ± 1.6 mm in the HM and VM groups at 

the center of the sclerotic side (p = 0.02), but they did not 
differ significantly in the anterior and posterior areas of 
the sclerotic side or any area of the nonsclerotic side. In 
the evaluation of the 3D CT image, the maximum pen-
etration depths on the sclerotic side were 4.8 ± 0.4 and 
5.9 ± 1.1  mm in the HM and VM groups (p = 0.008), 
respectively. On the nonsclerotic side, there were no sig-
nificant difference were found in either sagittal section or 
3D CT (Table 3). In the same cases, both the mean and 
maximum penetration depths were significantly smaller 
on the sclerotic side than on the nonsclerotic side.

The correlation between preoperative HU values and 
mean penetration was negative in both groups: r = −0.617 
(p < 0.01) in the HM group and r = −0.373 (p = 0.01) in 

Fig. 3 Three‑dimensional computed tomography (3D CT) image of the cement penetration area. A Postoperative 3D CT frontal view. B 
Postoperative 3D CT caudal view. In (A) and (B), (a) lateral side and (b) the medial side are shown. C Postoperative 3D CT lateral view from lateral 
side. D Postoperative 3D CT lateral view from medial side. The maximum penetration in 3D CT was defined as the distance from the baseplate 
to the most penetrated area in each true lateral view. In any images, cement surrounding 2 mm around the keel and fin is excluded when creating 
the 3D CT image to prevent overestimation of cement penetration
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the VM group (Fig. 5). We did not find evidence of early 
aseptic loosening or infection 2 years after TKA.

In the preliminary study using a bone model, the mean 
depths of penetration were 2.1 ± 0.4  mm in the cobalt 
HV group and 2.0 ± 0.3  mm in the cobalt G-HV group 
(p = 0.73), and the maximum depths of penetration were 
4.8 ± 0.8 mm in the cobalt HV group and 4.8 ± 1.8 mm in 
the cobalt G-HV group (p = 0.50). No significant differ-
ence was found between the two groups. 

Discussion
We investigated the correlation between preoperative 
HU values and depths of cement penetration in TKA and 
we compared the depths of penetration under the tibial 
baseplate by technique. In this study, cement penetration 
was generally good in both groups; however, in the coro-
nal section evaluation, the mean and maximum depths 
of penetration were larger in the center of the sclerotic 

side in the VM group. In the sagittal section evaluation, 
the mean penetration depth tended to be larger in the 
VM group than in the HM group. In the 3D CT evalua-
tion, the maximum penetration depths were larger on the 
sclerotic side in the VM group. The negative correlation 
between preoperative HU values and depths of penetra-
tion was larger in the HM group. These results imply that 
it is difficult for cement to penetrate sclerotic bone, but 
the use of vacuum mixing and cement guns increased the 
depths of penetration.

Vanlommel et al. [16] reported that a cement penetra-
tion depth of 3–5 mm is optimal for implant stability and 
in preventing thermal injury to trabecular bone. Hamp-
ton et  al. [17] reported that a penetration depth of less 
than 2 mm under the tibial component, shown on post-
operative TKA radiographs, is a risk factor for aseptic 
loosening. Therefore, increasing the depth of penetra-
tion can improve the survival rate of TKA. The CT-based 

Fig. 4 Preliminary study to evaluate cement penetration using a bone model. A Bone model of tibia. The osteotomy line was set as observed 
in total knee arthroplasty. B Osteotomy surface of the bone model. C Bone model after cement application. Cement penetration was measured 
at each of the cross‑sections where the lines were drawn. D Computed tomographic assessment on the bone model. The same method as in Fig. 1 
was used to evaluate the mean and maximum cement penetration
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evaluation method of Verburg et  al. [6] does not meas-
ure the vertical distance of cement penetration, whereas 
our method uses slices of coronal to evaluate the verti-
cal distance. In addition, by using bone morphometric 
techniques, we measured not only the maximum depths 
of penetration but also the mean depths of penetration 
anteriorly, centrally, and posteriorly, which is a more reli-
able method of measurement. Furthermore, this study 
distinguishes itself from previous reports because, in 
addition to the evaluation of CT coronal sections, it also 
evaluated sagittal sections and 3D CT.

Various techniques have been reported to increase 
cement penetration, such as pulse lavage before cemen-
tation, drying the osteotomy surface, drilling anchor 
holes, using tourniquets, and using high-pressure car-
bon dioxide gas to remove blood and fat from the oste-
otomy surface [11, 18, 19]. The osteotomy surface must 
be treated before implant placement. Applying negative 
pressure with a tube to the stem insertion site [20] and 
using a cement gun to pressurize the osteotomy surface 
during cementation [21] can also increase cement pen-
etration. The cement gun that we used in this study has 
a nozzle that can be easily press-fitted into the osteotomy 

Table 1 Demographic data, cement type, and preoperative 
Hounsfield unit values of bone penetration area

HU Hounsfield unit, FTA femorotibial angle, HM hand mixing and hand packing, 
VM vacuum mixing and use of a cement gun, K–L Kellgren–Lawrence, HV bone 
cement without gentamicin, G-HV bone cement with gentamicin

Characteristic HM group (n = 20) VM group (n = 24) p value

Age (years) 72.3 ± 6.8 74.1 ± 7.2 0.21

Female, n (%) 14 (70%) 20 (83%) 0.33

Diagnosis

Osteoarthritis 20 23 0.35

Osteonecrosis 0 1

K–L grade 1/2/3/4 0/1/2/17 0/1/7/15 0.26

Pre‑FTA (degrees) 183.6 ± 6.2 183.7 ± 7.5 0.95

Cement type 
(cobalt HV or cobalt 
G‑HV)

17/3 15/9 0.10

Preoperative HU value

Sclerotic side 300 ± 132 307 ± 142 0.89

Nonsclerotic side 80 ± 55 73 ± 49 0.70

Table 2 Mean depths of cement penetration (mm)

HM hand mixing and hand packing, VM vacuum mixing and use of a cement gun

Side Coronal plane HM group VM group p value

Sclerotic Anterior 2.1 ± 0.7 2.2 ± 0.5 0.46

Central 2.0 ± 0.7 2.5 ± 0.7 0.02*
Posterior 2.0 ± 0.7 2.2 ± 0.8 0.55

Nonsclerotic Anterior 3.0 ± 0.9 2.9 ± 0.8 0.90

Central 3.1 ± 1.0 3.2 ± 0.8 0.62

Posterior 2.2 ± 0.7 2.1 ± 0.9 0.67

Side Sagittal plane HM group VM group p value

Sclerotic 1.9 ± 0.5 2.2 ± 0.5 0.05

Nonsclerotic 2.8 ± 0.6 2.8 ± 0.6 0.97

Table 3 Maximum depths of cement penetration (mm)

HM hand mixing and hand packing, VM vacuum mixing and use of a cement gun, 3D CT three-dimensional computed tomography

Side Coronal plane HM group VM group p value

Sclerotic Anterior 3.6 ± 0.9 3.9 ± 1.0 0.31

Central 4.0 ± 0.9 5.0 ± 1.6 0.02*
Posterior 3.6 ± 1.1 4.3 ± 1.5 0.10

Nonsclerotic Anterior 4.6 ± 1.8 4.8 ± 1.5 0.75

Central 4.7 ± 1.3 5.6 ± 1.7 0.06

Posterior 3.8 ± 1.2 4.0 ± 1.8 0.67

Side 3D CT image HM group VM group p value

Sclerotic 4.8 ± 0.4 5.9 ± 0.4 0.01*
Nonsclerotic 5.5 ± 1.4 5.8 ± 1.0 0.39
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surface, and we believe that this design enabled greater 
penetration.

Han et al. [22] reported the usefulness of finger pack-
ing pressure in TKA, and pressurizing even by manual 
method is important to increase cement penetration. On 
the other hand, one of the advantages of using a cement 
gun is that it can be applied directly to the implant and 
osteotomy surface without waiting for the cement to dry, 
whereas manual cement application requires waiting 
until the cement does not stick to the glove. Early appli-
cation of cement reportedly increased the strength of the 
bone–cement interface [23], and in this study, the cement 
gun proved to be useful because the penetration of the 
sclerotic side was greater in the VM group. On the other 
hand, it has been reported that the use of a cement gun 
alone is not sufficient for fixing the tibial component [24]. 
The use of various techniques is important for increasing 
cement penetration.

Van de Groes et al. [25] showed that the bone–cement 
interface is weaker with cortical bone than with cancel-
lous bone, which indicates that treatment for sclerotic 
bone is necessary. However, we have found no reports 
of the correlation between bone sclerosis and cement 
penetration or of the usefulness of cement guns for scle-
rotic bone. Because cement penetration decreases as 
bone sclerosis progresses, and because the penetration 
of sclerotic bone was greater in the VM group than in 
the HM group, the use of a cement gun may have been 
helpful. Although the use of a cement gun increases the 
short-term cost, it may reduce long-term cost because 

it increases cement penetration, thereby reducing the 
need for revision surgery. Moreover, compared with hand 
packing, a cement gun can apply cement to the implant 
without direct touch, which can help prevent infection.

Limitations
This study included only a small number of cases. How-
ever, the analyzed power, 0.804, was based on a given α 
value, sample size, and an effect size of 0.770, which was 
determined from the mean and standard deviation of 
the depths of cement penetration in each group (calcu-
lated by the G*Power 3 power analysis program). This 
result means that the data are reliable. Second, long-term 
follow-up was not available, and long-term survival of 
implants is the optimal primary outcome. However, the 
purpose of this study was to investigate the difference in 
cement penetration by the cementing technique. Further 
investigation is needed to determine the long-term out-
comes of the patients in this study.

Conclusions
CT-based evaluation before and after TKA revealed that 
the cementing technique of vacuum mixing and using a 
cement gun enabled deeper cement penetration com-
pared with the hand mixing and hand packing technique, 
even in sclerotic sites. We believe that compared with 
hand mixing and hand packing, this technique is less 
affected by the degree of bone sclerosis reflected by pre-
operative HU value.

Fig. 5 Correlation between preoperative Hounsfield unit (HU) value of bone penetration area and mean depth of penetration. A Correlation 
between bone penetration and preoperative HU values in the HM group. B Correlation between bone penetration and preoperative HU values 
in the VM group. In both groups, the correlation between preoperative HU values and mean penetration was negative. The negative correlation 
was larger in the HM group than in the VM group. HM hand mixing + hand packing, HU Hounsfield unit, VM vacuum mixing + cement gun



Page 9 of 9Okuno et al. Knee Surgery & Related Research           (2024) 36:28  

Abbreviations
TKA  Total knee arthroplasty
CT  Computed tomography
HM  Hand mixing and hand packing
VM  Vacuum mixing and the use of a cement gun
K‑L  Kellgren–Lawrence
FTA  Femorotibial angle
ICC  Intraclass correlation coefficient
HU  Hounsfield unit

Acknowledgements
We thank the radiology department Tottori University Hospital for technical 
assistance with the experiments. We also thank Enago for proofreading the 
paper.

Author contributions
Y.O. and K.N. collected the data, performed the analysis, participated in the 
study design and preliminary study, and drafted the manuscript under the 
supervision of K.N. K.N. contributed to the study design, data analysis and 
manuscript revision. K.I. contributed to the collection of data, study design, 
and data analysis. H.K. and I.H. contributed to the conception and the study 
design. H.K. contributed to the preliminary study of using the bone model 
and study design. E.M. and H.N. supervised the entire study process, assisted 
in drafting and reviewing the manuscript. All authors have read and approved 
the final manuscript.

Funding
We received no funding for this research.

Availability of data and materials
The data are not available for public access because of patient privacy 
concerns, but they are available from the corresponding author on reasonable 
request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This study was approved by the Clinical Research Review Committee of Tottori 
University Hospital (Approval No. 20A147).

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interest
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Received: 3 April 2024   Accepted: 19 August 2024

References
 1. Nagira K, Hagino H, Enokida M, Enokida S, Ishida K, Hayashi I, Nagashima H 

(2022) Total knee arthroplasty in the past three decades: trends in patient 
characteristics and implant survivorship. Mod Rheumatol 32:432–437

 2. Pietrzak J, Common H, Migaud H, Pasquier G, Girard J, Putman S (2019) Have 
the frequency of and reasons for revision total knee arthroplasty changed 
since 2000? Comparison of two cohorts from the same hospital: 255 
cases (2013–2016) and 68 cases (1991–1998). Orthop Traumatol Surg Res 
105:639–645

 3. Kurtz S, Ong K, Lau E, Mowat F, Halpern M (2007) Projections of primary and 
revision hip and knee arthroplasty in the United States from 2005 to 2030. J 
Bone Joint Surg Am 89:780–785

 4. American Academy of Orthopaedic Surgeons. American joint replacement 
registry annual report. 2021. https:// www. aaos. org/ regis tries/ publi catio ns/ 
ajrr‑ annual‑ report/. Accessed 14 Sept 2023

 5. Nivbrant NO, Khan RJK, Fick DP, Haebich S, Smith E (2020) Cementless versus 
cemented tibial fixation in posterior stabilized total knee replacement: a 
randomized trial. J Bone Joint Surg Am 102:1075–1082

 6. Verburg H, van Zeeland KL, Niesten DD, Pilot P, Mathijssen N (2020) Reliabil‑
ity of two different measuring techniques with computer tomography for 
penetration and distribution of cement in the proximal tibia after total knee 
arthroplasty. BMC Musculoskelet Disord 21:374

 7. DenOtter TD, Schubert J (2023) Hounsfield unit. StatPearls. Treasure Island, 
FL: StatPearls Publishing, St. Petersburg

 8. Bolus D, Morgan D, Berland L (2017) Effective use of the Hounsfield unit in 
the age of variable energy CT. Abdom Radiol 42:766–771

 9. Lee DH, Kim M (2023) Comparative study of lumbar bone mineral content 
using DXA and CT Hounsfield unit values in chest CT. BMC Musculoskelet 
Disord 24:94

 10. Kim MW, Huh JW, Noh YM, Seo HE, Lee DH (2023) Assessing bone mineral 
density in weight‑bearing regions of the body through texture analysis of 
abdomen and pelvis CT Hounsfield unit. Diagnostics 13:2968

 11. Refsum AM, Nguyen UV, Gjertsen JE, Espehaug B, Fenstad AM, Lein RK, 
Ellison P, Høl PJ, Furnes O (2019) Cementing technique for primary knee 
arthroplasty: a scoping review. Acta Orthop 90:582–589

 12. Ahn JH, Jeong SH, Lee SH (2015) The effect of multiple drilling on a sclerotic 
proximal tibia during total knee arthroplasty. Int Orthop 39:1077–1083

 13. Dempster DW, Compston JE, Drezner MK, Glorieux FH, Kanis JA, Malluche 
H, Meunier PJ, Ott SM, Recker RR, Parfitt AM (2013) Standardized nomencla‑
ture, symbols, and units for bone histomorphometry: a 2012 update of the 
report of the ASBMR Histomorphometry Nomenclature Committee. J Bone 
Miner Res 28:2–17

 14. Nagira K, Ikuta Y, Shinohara M, Sanada Y, Omoto T, Kanaya H, Nakasa T, 
Ishikawa M, Adachi N, Miyaki S, Lotz M (2020) Histological scoring system for 
subchondral bone changes in murine models of joint aging and osteoar‑
thritis. Sci Rep 10:10077

 15. Sasaki R, Nagashima M, Otani T, Okada Y, Aibara N, Takeshima K, Ishii K (2022) 
Pressurized carbon dioxide lavage reduces the incidence of a radiolucent 
line around the tibial component two years after total knee arthroplasty. J 
Orthop Surg Res 17:349

 16. Vanlommel J, Luyckx JP, Labey L, Innocenti B, De Corte R, Bellemans J (2011) 
Cementing the tibial component in total knee arthroplasty: which tech‑
nique is the best? J Arthroplasty 26:492–496

 17. Hampton CB, Berliner ZP, Nguyen JT, Mendez L, Smith SS, Joseph AD, Padgett 
DE, Rodriguez JA (2020) Aseptic loosening at the tibia in total knee arthro‑
plasty: a function of cement mantle quality? J Arthroplasty 35:S190–S196

 18. Schlegel UJ, Siewe J, Delank KS, Eysel P, Püschel K, Morlock MM, de Uhlen‑
brock AG (2011) Pulsed lavage improves fixation strength of cemented tibial 
components. Int Orthop 35:1165–1169

 19. Gapinski ZA, Yee EJ, Kraus KR, Deckard ER, Meneghini RM (2019) The 
effect of tourniquet use and sterile carbon dioxide gas bone preparation 
on cement penetration in primary total knee arthroplasty. J Arthroplasty 
34:1634–1639

 20. Cacciola G, De Meo F, Cavaliere P (2020) Does negative pressure intrusion 
cementing technique improve the cement penetration under the tibial 
component? A comparative retrospective study. J Orthop 19:72–75

 21. Lutz MJ, Pincus PF, Whitehouse SL, Halliday BR (2009) The effect of cement 
gun and cement syringe use on the tibial cement mantle in total knee 
arthroplasty. J Arthroplasty 24:461–467

 22. Han HS, Lee MC (2017) Cementing technique affects the rate of femoral 
component loosening after high flexion total knee arthroplasty. Knee 
24:1435–1441

 23. Billi F, Kavanaugh A, Schmalzried H, Schmalzried TP (2019) Techniques for 
improving the initial strength of the tibial tray‑cement interface bond. Bone 
Joint J 101‑B(1_Supple_A):53–58

 24. Schlegel UJ, Püschel K, Morlock MM, Nagel K (2014) An in vitro comparison 
of tibial tray cementation using gun pressurization or pulsed lavage. Int 
Orthop 38:967–971

 25. van de Groes SA, de Waal Malefijt MC, Verdonschot N (2013) Influence 
of preparation techniques to the strength of the bone‑cement interface 
behind the flange in total knee arthroplasty. Knee 20:186–190

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub‑
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://www.aaos.org/registries/publications/ajrr-annual-report/
https://www.aaos.org/registries/publications/ajrr-annual-report/

	Comparison of different cementing techniques for cement penetration under tibial component in total knee arthroplasty: a retrospective observational study
	Abstract 
	Purpose 
	Materials and methods 
	Results 
	Conclusion 

	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Limitations
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References


