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[Abstract] Objective To evaluate the surgical effect of tumor prosthetic replacement on treating
elder patients with proximal femur metastasis. Methods Based on the inclusion and exclusion criteria, a
retrospective study was performed among the selected 31 patients who underwent prosthetic replacement from
April 2010 to April 2013. There were 14 males and 17 females involved. The average age of patients was 67+
3years. VAS score was evaluated pre- and 6 month post- operatively. Enneking score and Harris were
evaluated for assessing the post-operative functional improvements. Results  All surgeries were successfully
performed. All cases were followed up for 6 to 36 months, with an average of 11+3 months, the expected
lifetime was 12.6 months. The average surgical time was 71+9 min, and the average intra-operative blood loss
was 680+122 ml. The pre-operative VAS score was 7.2+0.3 which was significantly decreased to postoperative
2.7£0.3 (=4.311, P<0.05). Enneking score suggested the satisfactory rate was 87.1% as 14 excellent, 12 good
and 4 moderate. The Harris score at post- operative 6 month was 79+4 which was increased significantly
compared to the preoperative score 19+5 (+=3.711, P<<0.05). Conclusion The tumor prosthesis replacement
is an effective treatment for elder patients with proximal femur metastasis, especially for those with
pathological fracture or with high-risk occurrence of pathological fractures.
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