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Compar ative Analyss Between Closed Suction Drainage and Conventional Drainagewith
Specific Technique After Total Knee Arthroplasty

Sung Won Sohn, M.D., Su Won Jung, M.D., Kyu Wook Kim, M.D.

Department of Orthopedic Surgery, Keimyung University School of Medicine,
Daegu, Korea

Abstract : The aim of this study is to compare the results (effectiveness) between the group
used closed suction drainage and the group used conventional drainage with specific technique
during 48 hours after total knee arthroplasty. We analyzed the thigh circumference, ecchymosis,
wound infection, transfusion amount, knee score and range of motion in 100 cases (100 patients)
underwent total knee replacement from October 2004 to April 2008 in retrospectively. Fifty cases
of them (group I) were inserted hemo vac and the other group (group II) were inserted
conventional drain (Penrose drain). The average thigh circumference in group I was 40.6 cm
(preoperative), and 44.6 cm (postoperative), in group II was 40.3 cm (preoperative) and 44.8 cm
(postoperative). Group [ was more higher than Group II in incidence of ecchymosis (Group 1:50%
vs Group 11:24%). However, the final result of knee score and range of motion of knee joint were
not affected significantly by nonuse of closed suction drainage. There were no infection sign in
both groups. This clinical comparision of closed suction drainage group and conventional drainage
group after total knee arthroplasty was not significantly different in wound healing, clinical and
rehabilitation course. The short term use of conventional drainage (Penrose drain) with specific
technique can be one of useful method after primary total knee arthroplasty.
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Table 1. Patient’s demographics in two groups
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Suction-Drainage Group

Conventional-Drainage GroupTotal Patient

Total Patient 50
Male 6
Female 44

Average age (range) 64.5(55~81)

Average BMI (kg/cn?)

24.6(19.5~36.1)

50
6
44
66.4(49~89)
26.7(17.8~34.4)

Fig. 1. The clinical photo taken at postoperative 1day and 2 days show minimal swelling and no eccymosis
of left knee (A: postoperative 1day, B: postoperative 2 day).
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Table 2. Comparative result between suction-drainage group versus conventional-drai nage group

Suction-Drainage Group Conventional-Drainage GroupTotal Patient

Patient Number 50 50

Thigh Circumference (cm)

Preoperative 40.6(38~44) 40.3(35~45)

Postoperative 44.6(42~49) 44.8(41~50)
Ecchymosis (%) 25(50%6) 12(24%)
Wound Infection None None
Transfusion Unit 0.5(0~2) 0.45(0~2)
HSS Knee Score

Preoperative 524 = 12.6 54.2 = 13.0

Postoperative 89.2 + 83 89.7+ 7.3

Table 3. Knee range of motionat preoperative, sixth weeks and 3rd months after the surgery

Suction-Drainage Group Conventional-Drainage GroupTota Patient

* Preoperative knee ROM 112° 110°
PO 7days 95 ° 100°
PO 6weeks 90° 95°
PO 3rd months 103° 105°

*ROM-Range of motion; " PO-Postoperative.
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