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Comparison of total knee arthroplasty and arthroscopic synovectomy for treatment of terminal knee pigmented
villonodular synovitis:a meta analysis
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ABSTRACT Objective:To evaluate the curative effect and safety of total knee arthroplasty (TKA ) versus arthroscopic synovectomy ( AS)
for treatment of terminal knee pigmented villonodular synovitis( PVNS). Methods : All clinical trial articles about TKA and AS for treatment
of terminal knee PVNS included from database establishing to February 2021 were retrieved from China national knowledge internet, VIP
Database , WanFang Data, Pubmed , Embase and the Cochrane Library through computer assisted by manual retrieval and reference retrospec-
tion. The logical combination of“ {4 ZTE S BL5 T IR ™ “ L1588 and “ 5277 i #2” were used as Chinese index terms, and the
logical combination of pigmented villonodular synovitis, arthroscope , endoscopes , total knee arthroplasty, knee replacement arthroplasties, re-
placement ,total knee and knee arthroplasty as the English index terms. The articles were screened and the information was extracted. The
methodological quality of research in the articles was evaluated and a Meta — analysis was conducted. Results: Thirty — six articles were
searched out, including 29 Chinese articles and 7 English articles. After screening,8 Chinese articles were included in the final analysis. The
results of Meta — analysis revealed that the Lysholm scores were higher, the knee range of motion was greater and the recurrence rate of
PVNS was lower in TKA group compared to AS group(I* =3% ,P =0.310,MD =7.93 95% CI(5.72,10.13) ,P =0.000; =19% ,P =
0.300,MD =27.93,95% CI(25.36,30.50) ,P =0.000;° =0% ,P =0.940,0R =0. 14,95% CI(0. 04,0. 53) ,P =0. 004 ) . There was no
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statistical difference in incidence rate of complications between the two groups(I* =0% ,P =0. 970 ,0R =0. 49 ,95% CI(0.23,1.04) ,P =

0.060) . Conclusion : TKA surpasses AS in relieving knee pain,improving knee function and decreasing recurrence rate of PVNS for treat-

ment of terminal knee PVNS, however,they are similar to each other in incidence rate of complications.

Keywords synovitis, pigmented villonodular; knee joint; arthroplasty, replacement, knee; synovectomy; arthroscopy; Meta — analysis as
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