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ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION The aim of this study was to look at the different claims made about hip resurfacing arthroplasty in the popu-
lar UK print media and how this relates to findings in the scientific literature.
METHODS A review of UK popular print media from January 1992 to June 2011 was performed using the Lexis® Library 
online news database. Only articles discussing the clinical results of hip resurfacing arthroplasty were included. After exclud-
ing duplicates, 49 newspaper articles were found suitable for this study. The main outcome measure was the claims made in 
popular UK print media about hip resurfacing. These were compared with the scientific publication. We reviewed the trend of 
use of hip resurfacing prostheses during the same period as reported in the National Joint Registry.
RESULTS A disparity was found between the claims in the newspapers and published scientific literature. The initial newspa-
per articles highlighted only the positive aspects of hip resurfacing arthroplasty, without definitive contemporary evidence back-
ing the claims. Most of these claims were refuted by future scientific publications. The initial positive media reports coincided 
with an increase in the use of hip resurfacing but the decline coincided with negative reports in the scientific literature.
CONCLUSIONS The trend of the newspaper articles and that of the number of hip resurfacing prostheses implanted suggests 
that the media may have been partly responsible for the increased use of this prosthesis. The subsequent decrease was initi-
ated by the scientific literature.
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The media can influence public perception of medical treat-
ment. In plastic surgery popular media have been shown 
to alter the attitude and decision making of patients.1,2 Al-
though the media play a powerful role in affecting patients’ 
opinions and feelings, the physician–patient communica-
tion and the decision making process have been shown to 
be related primarily to the level of education.3 Concern has 
been raised that media reports may have substantial errors.4 
The news media have been shown to significantly misrepre-
sent scientific findings and this may contribute to the pub-
lic’s distorted perceptions of health threats.5 Modern-day 
patients are more informed about the various options avail-
able. This information may occasionally drive the growth of 
certain forms of treatment offered to the patient.

We wished to explore the influence of the media on the 
choice of prosthesis in orthopaedic surgery. We selected hip 
resurfacing as the index procedure because the prosthesis 
is a relatively new device that over the last 20 years has re-
ceived much media attention as well as raising debate in the 

scientific literature. The aim of this study was to look at the 
different claims made about hip resurfacing arthroplasty in 
the popular UK print media and how this relates to findings 
in the scientific literature.

Methods
The search for newspaper articles on hip resurfacing ar-
throplasty was performed by a qualified journalist (RJFV) 
using the Lexis® Library online news database. The content 
of these articles was further checked for their relevance and 
various claims were explored. The articles were subjec-
tively assessed and grouped into those that highlighted the 
potential benefits (positive publicity) of hip resurfacing ar-
throplasty and those that discussed the problems (negative 
publicity). Details of the number of hip resurfacing arthro-
plasties performed in recent years were obtained from the 
National Joint Registry of England and Wales (NJR).6 The 
different claims made by the newspapers since the intro-
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duction of resurfacing were matched with the results that 
subsequently appeared in the scientific literature.

The Lexis® Library online news database stores articles 
published in the UK national newspapers. The papers in-
cluded with the range of dates stored in the database were:

>	 	Daily	Mail and The	Mail	on	Sunday (1 January 1992 – 
June 2011)

>	 	Daily	Star and Daily	Star Sunday	(15 December 2000 – 
June 2011)

>	 	The	Daily	Telegraph and The	Sunday	Telegraph (30 Oc-
tober 2000 – June 2011)

>	 	The	Guardian (14 July 1984 – June 2011)
>	 	The	Observer (2 January 1995 – June 2011)
>	 	The	 Independent and Independent	 on	 Sunday (19 Sep-

tember 1988 – June 2011)
>	 	The	 Times and The	 Sunday	Times (1 July 1985 – June 

2011)
>	 	Daily	Mirror and Sunday	Mirror (29 May 1985 – June 

2011)
>	 	The	Sun (1 January 2000 – June 2011)

Search 1 with major mentions (in headline, opening line 
or first paragraph) of ‘hip’ AND major mentions of ‘replace-
ment’ AND mentions (anywhere in text) of ‘technique’ re-
vealed 71 articles, search 2 with three or more mentions of 
‘hip replacement’ in the text revealed 38 articles, search 3 
with ‘BHR’ AND ‘hip’ anywhere in the body of the text re-
vealed 8 articles, search 4 with ‘Birmingham hip’ anywhere 
in the body of the text revealed 55 articles and search 5 with 
‘hip resurfacing’ anywhere in the body of the text revealed 
111 articles.

Only articles discussing the clinical results of hip resur-
facing arthroplasty were included in the study and those 
that were generic for hip replacements or that reported the 
financial performance of the companies in the stock market 
were excluded. After excluding duplicates, 49 newspaper 
articles were found suitable for this study. Two observers 
(AM and GHS) were involved in the shortlisting process to 
reduce the risk of bias.

The circulation figures for the newspapers were ob-
tained from the Audit Bureau of Circulations (ABC).7 The 
figure obtained for the day of any one newspaper report is 
a mean daily circulation for the month. We therefore had 
two figures: one for the relevant newspaper (in which the 
article was published) and the other for the total number of 
UK newspapers published and circulated on that day. These 
were used to calculate figures for the percentage of newspa-
pers carrying the relevant article.

Results
Of the 49 newspaper articles published from 1996 to 2011, 
the first 35 (1996 to April 2008) had positive publicity about 
hip resurfacing. From 2004 to 2008 concerns regarding hip 
resurfacing arthroplasty and the potential consequences 
of metal ion issues started appearing in the scientific lit-
erature.8–13 Boardman et	al reported the first case of a psoas 
mass associated with hip resurfacing arthroplasty in 2006.8 

During the same year, Hart et	al demonstrated the associa-
tion between metal ions in hip resurfacing arthroplasty and 
a reduced T-cell count.9 The negative reports were gradu-
ally reflected in the popular press and after August 2008 
there were 14 more newspaper reports on hip resurfacing 
arthroplasty, 12 of which highlighted the negative aspects 
of the implant.

Twelve of the articles were published in the Sunday 
newspapers. These have a mean circulation of 1.34 million 
and represent 11.1% of the total number of newspapers cir-
culated on that day. Thirty-seven of the articles were pub-
lished on weekdays. These have a mean circulation of 1.33 
million and represent 11.4% of the total number of newspa-
pers circulated on that day.

Figure 1 depicts the annual circulation figures for all the 
articles published in that year with the number of articles 
and the number of hip resurfacing arthroplasties performed 
in the UK from 2003 to 2009. From 2003 to 2007 there was 
an increase in the number of hip resurfacing arthroplasties 
from 2,638 to 6,638 per year. This figure declined to 5,707 
(8% of all hip replacements) in 2008 and 4,099 (6% of all hip 
replacements) in 2009.6

The following are the claims made by the newspaper ar-
ticles and the current evidence.

‘Everlasting hip’
In a 1996 article entitled Everlasting	 hip	 removes	 pain	 of	
replacements, The	 Sunday	 Times stated that the recoating 
technique with metal would not lead to wear and would last 
forever.14 This was repeated in other publications15,16 fol-
lowed by subsequent reports that hip resurfacing would last 
longer than conventional total hip replacement.17–19

Current evidence
A systematic review of hip resurfacings from 2011 found 
that none of the hip resurfacing arthroplasty implants used 
met the full 10-year National Institute for Health and Clini-
cal Excellence (NICE) benchmark of survival and only some 
studies (13 of 29) showed satisfactory survival against the 
3-year NICE benchmark.20 In a technology overview of 
metal-on-metal hip resurfacing arthroplasty, which looked 
at the results of the Australian Orthopaedic Association 
National Joint Replacement Registry, the Swedish Hip Ar-
throplasty Register and the NJR, it was concluded that the 
revision rate for hip resurfacing arthroplasty was higher 
at three and seven years compared with conventional hip 
replacements.21 The outcome for revision after revision for 
metal wear related failure of metal-on-metal hip resurfac-
ing arthroplasty is poor.22

‘For younger, active patients’
In 1997 The	 Observer stated: ‘… hip replacement opera-
tions could soon be unnecessary for tens of thousands of 
younger people crippled by arthritis. Relining damaged 
joints achieves the same effects as total replacement, but is 
far less invasive – and far more liberating.’23 Similar claims 
were made in other articles18,19,24–30 with one article stating 
that impact may prolong the hip’s life and improve the bone 
density.31
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Current evidence
A systematic review comparing metal-on-metal resurfacing 
arthroplasty with standard total hip replacement revealed 
that the hip functional outcome scores were similar for both 
groups but that the activity level of the resurfacing arthro-
plasty group was higher.32 However, the results indicated 
increased rates of revision, femoral neck fractures and com-
ponent loosening among patients who received a modern 
metal-on-metal hip resurfacing arthroplasty. The authors 
concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine 
whether modern metal-on-metal total hip resurfacing ar-
throplasty offers clinical advantages over standard total hip 
replacement.

‘Less invasive surgery’
In 1997 in ‘Don’t get a new hip, just reline the old one’, the 
Daily	 Mail claimed that hip resurfacing arthroplasty is a 
simpler and less invasive operation.30 The same claim was 
also made by The	Independent in March 2006.33

Current evidence
In a study comparing hip resurfacing arthroplasty with 
hip replacement, Vendittoli et	al found that the mean inci-
sion length for hip resurfacing arthroplasty patients was 
17.2cm compared with 14.5cm for hip replacement patients 
although the difference was not statistically significant 
(p=0.382).34

‘Less bone resected’
In October 1997 The	Observer claimed that the amount of 
bone resected in resurfacing arthroplasty has been estimat-
ed to be the size of a knuckle compared with a fist for total 
hip replacement.23 A similar claim was made in the same 
month by the Daily	Mail.30

Current evidence
A cadaver study showed that the amount of acetabular bone 
loss during resurfacing arthroplasty was the same as for a 
conventional total hip replacement but that the resurfacing 
arthroplasty component resulted in approximately three 
times less bone removal from the femur.35 Loughead et	al 
reported that more acetabular bone is removed during hip 
resurfacing arthroplasty than during hybrid hip replace-
ment, especially in patients with a larger femoral head.36 In 
contrast, Moonot et	al did not find any difference in acetabu-
lar component size for patients undergoing hip resurfacing 
arthroplasty compared with those having an uncemented 
hip replacement.37

‘Lower risk of dislocation’
In July 2003 the Daily	Mirror claimed that hip resurfacing 
arthroplasty had practically no problems with dislocation.38 
Other articles stated that the procedure has a low disloca-
tion rate,17,27 with one quoting a figure of 0.05%.24

Current evidence
In a multi-surgeon series of 5,000 hip resurfacing arthro-
plasties, it was found that the prevalence of dislocation was 
0.1%, with it being significantly more common in women 

(p=0.004).39 In a systematic review comparing hip resurfac-
ing arthroplasty with hip replacements in young active pa-
tients, the incidence of dislocation was higher at one and 
two years for total hip replacements but this was not statisti-
cally different.32

‘Less time in surgery’17

In August 2002 The	 Times claimed that the resurfacing 
arthroplasty procedure takes half the time to perform.24

Current evidence
Studies comparing hip resurfacing arthroplasty with total 
hip replacements have found that the surgical time was sig-
nificantly longer for hip resurfacing (p<0.001)34 and on aver-
age 18% longer than for total hip replacements.40

‘Fewer post-operative thromboses’17

In August 2002 The	 Times stated that hip resurfacing 
arthroplasty had reduced deep vein thrombosis by an  
average of 80% compared with conventional hip replace-
ments.24

Current evidence
The published literature, however, suggests that the rate of 
deep vein thrombosis is similar for resurfacing arthroplasty 
and hip replacements.21,34

‘New hip let me have a baby’
In August 2002 the Daily	Mirror claimed that hip resurfac-
ing arthroplasty makes the hips flexible enough to allow 
natural delivery without any difficulties.18,26

Current evidence
A restricted range of movement after hip resurfacing arthro-
plasty and the factors causing it have been well documented 
in in vitro41 and clinical studies.42 It has been shown that 
cobalt and chromium are able to cross the placenta in pa-
tients with a metal-on-metal hip resurfacing arthroplasty 
although the placenta does have a modulatory effect on the 
rate of transfer.11 In a study on the effect of metal ions on 
reproduction and development, it was shown that the action 
of chromium ions may in fact be relevant in several stages 
of pregnancy, leading to subfertility, infertility, intrauterine 
growth retardation, spontaneous abortions, malformations, 
birth defects, postnatal death, learning and behaviour defi-
cits, and premature ageing.43 In contrast, normal vaginal 
delivery is feasible and safe after a conventional total hip 
replacement.44

‘High failure rate’
In September 2008 The	 Times and the Daily	 Mail raised 
safety concerns about hip resurfacing, claiming that the 
‘quick-fit’ hip resurfacing arthroplasties were failing in 
three years.45,46 Subsequent reports have highlighted the 
high failure rate with hip resurfacing arthroplasty.47–52 Hip 
resurfacing arthroplasty has been quoted as having ‘double 
the expected failure rate’52,53 with some clearly identifying 
the ‘lower success rate than older, more established meth-
ods, which replace the entire joint’.46
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Current evidence
The eighth annual report of the NJR revealed that the five-
year revision rate for hip resurfacing arthroplasty was 6.3% 
compared with 2% for cemented hip replacements.6

‘High metal ions’
In November 2009 The	 Times reported the side effects of 
chromium and cobalt ion release with hip resurfacing ar-
throplasty and that there is a concern that ‘the leaching of 
these metals into the rest of the body may prove harmless, 
but there are suspicions that, as well as causing localised 
tissue and bone damage, it could have a detrimental effect 
on other organs in the body’.47

Current evidence
Raised metal ion levels after hip resurfacing arthroplasty 
are well documented.54–56 These tend to stabilise three55 to 
six months54 after surgery. Research has shown that metal 
ion concentrations that are not directly cytotoxic to lym-
phocytes may affect events at a molecular level, thereby 
impeding lymphocyte proliferation.56 This may contribute 
to altered immune system function in patients with cobalt-
chromium implants.56

‘Tumour fear’
In March 2010 the Daily	Mail reported that ‘hip resurfac-
ing arthroplasty can wreak havoc with your body’ and may  
leave patients ‘crippled for life’.57 It was also feared that 
the implant could cause tumours and tissue damage.49–51 
Mention of aseptic lymphocytic vascular and associated  
lesions (ALVAL) and inflammatory pseudotumours have 
been made.57

Current evidence
The risk of pseudotumours has been reported to range from 
0.15% to 1.8% after metal-on-metal hip resurfacing arthro-
plasty.12,58 In a multi-surgeon series of 5,000 hip resurfacing 
arthroplasties, Carrothers et	al reported the incidence of re-
vision for ALVAL/metallosis to be about 0.3%, with women 
being at a significantly higher risk (p=0.01).39

Discussion
This study shows that there is disparity between the claims 
in the newspapers and the published scientific literature. 
The initial newspaper articles highlighted only the posi-
tive aspects of hip resurfacing arthroplasty without defini-
tive evidence backing the claims. The reports from 2008 
onwards concentrated on the high revision rate, metal ion 
issues and fears of tumour.45–53,57,59 During the same period, 
the eighth annual report of the NJR confirmed that the trend 
for the use of hip resurfacing arthroplasty reversed (Fig 1).6 
It is not clear if the trend changed because of the decrease 
in surgeon preference raised by concerns in the scientific 
literature or a reduction in patient demand created by the 
negative publicity in the popular press apparent from mid-
2008. The media reports would clearly impact the practice 
of surgeons too but the reversal in trend of the number of 
resurfacings implanted began before the media publicity.

One would expect the effect of newspaper reports to ap-
pear in the period somewhat after the publication and not the 
very same year. The patients who are in need of hip surgery 
would be the ones reading the newspaper articles and from 
the time of referral by their general practitioner (followed 
by attendance at an orthopaedic clinic and a decision being 
made about surgery) to the date of the actual operation, there 
would be a lag from the time of publication of the article.

The increasing trend of hip resurfacing coincides with 
the positive media reports in the previous years. Fewer hip 
resurfacing arthroplasties were performed in 2008 than in 
2007,6 suggesting that the decreasing trend actually pre-
dates the adverse newspaper reports. The surgeons would 
be in the privileged position to react immediately to the ad-
verse scientific evidence and take appropriate measures. It 
can therefore be extrapolated that the numbers reduced be-
cause of publications in the scientific literature rather than 
the newspapers. The trend may also reflect a delay in ac-
ceptance of positive reports and an immediate response to 
negative reports.

We have also found that the media publications in the 
early years contradict the information reported later. Sev-
eral claims were made that were clearly exaggerated and 
not backed by contemporaneous literature. The hopes that 
hip resurfacing arthroplasty is an everlasting solution, less 
invasive, less time consuming or allows women to have ba-
bies have been contradicted. A systematic review in 2011 
even questioned whether hip resurfacing arthroplasty is 
better than conventional hip replacements for young active 
patients.32 In recent years, the newspapers have reported in-
formation that can be supported by the scientific literature, 
of which the surgeons were already aware but to which the 
media reacted slowly. The media have helped spread this 

figure 1 Annual circulation figures for the newspapers, annual 
number of articles and number of hip resurfacing arthroplasties 
performed. The red arrows represent the following published 
papers raising concerns about metal-on-metal hip resurfacing: 
2004 – MacDonald;13 2006 – Boardman et al,8 Hart et al;9 
2007 – Lachiewicz,10 Ziaee et al. ENREf_911 
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crucial information but not highlighted the success of cer-
tain prostheses that have stood the test of time.

The study is limited by a lack of demographic/norma-
tive impact analysis. The raw circulation figures were used, 
which, however blunt, are probably the quickest and easiest 
markers available. The circulation figures do not necessar-
ily equate to the number of readers as it may be that several 
people read the same newspaper. Moreover, the readership 
of the newspapers varies and whether someone reads an 
article or not depends on individual interest and a possible 
need for hip surgery. The impact of the page on which an 
article is published is also a factor to consider. The direct 
influence of the media reports on the clinicians may also be 
a factor to consider.

The power of the media should be directed towards im-
proving the spread of scientific knowledge in order to en-
courage behavioural changes.3 The media and the internet 
are powerful means of spreading medical information; this 
should come with greater accountability. Strategic efforts 
are needed to improve the quality of medical news reporting 
by the media and to provide guidance for patients to under-
stand their disease and interpret such information better.60

The scientific community also has a responsibility in us-
ing the media in a constructive way in order to disseminate 
information. While it is imperative to announce significant 
findings, it is equally crucial that the general public is able to 
weigh and interpret these appropriately. Patients who obtain 
scientific information from newspapers must be aware that 
the decision making process needs to account for individual 
circumstances. Clinicians are better placed to judge the qual-
ity of research and the application of this in their practices.

Conclusions
The trends of the newspaper articles and of the number of 
hip resurfacing arthroplasties implanted suggest that the 
media may have been partly responsible for the drive to in-
crease the use of this prosthesis. The subsequent decrease 
was initiated by the scientific literature.

References
1. Crockett RJ, Pruzinsky T, Persing JA. The influence of plastic surgery ‘reality 

Tv’ on cosmetic surgery patient expectations and decision making. Plast 
Reconstr Surg 2007; 120: 316–324.

2. Sperry S, Thompson JK, Sarwer DB, Cash Tf. Cosmetic surgery reality Tv 
viewership: relations with cosmetic surgery attitudes, body image, and 
disordered eating. Ann Plast Surg 2009; 62: 7–11.

3. Passalacqua R, Caminiti C, Salvagni S et al. Effects of media information on 
cancer patients’ opinions, feelings, decision-making process and physician–
patient communication. Cancer 2004; 100: 1,077–1,084.

4. Nelson MJ, DeIorio NM, Schmidt T et al. Local media influence on opting out 
from an exception from informed consent trial. Ann Emerg Med 2010; 55: 1–8.

5. frost K, frank E, Maibach E. Relative risk in the news media: a quantification 
of misrepresentation. Am J Public Health 1997; 87: 842–845.

6. National Joint Registry for England and Wales. 8th Annual Report. Hemel 
Hempstead: NJR; 2011.

7. Audit Bureau of Circulations. http://www.abc.org.uk/ (cited May 2012).
8. Boardman DR, Middleton fR, Kavanagh TG. A benign psoas mass following 

metal-on-metal resurfacing of the hip. J Bone Joint Surg Br 2006; 88: 
402–404.

9. Hart AJ, Hester T, Sinclair K et al. The association between metal ions from 
hip resurfacing and reduced T-cell counts. J Bone Joint Surg Br 2006; 88: 
449–454.

10. Lachiewicz Pf. Metal-on-metal hip resurfacing: a skeptic’s view. Clin Orthop 
Relat Res 2007; 465: 86–91.

11. Ziaee H, Daniel J, Datta AK et al. Transplacental transfer of cobalt and 
chromium in patients with metal-on-metal hip arthroplasty: a controlled study.  
J Bone Joint Surg Br 2007; 89: 301–305.

12. Pandit H, Glyn-Jones S, McLardy-Smith P et al. Pseudotumours associated with 
metal-on-metal hip resurfacings. J Bone Joint Surg Br 2008; 90: 847–851.

13. MacDonald SJ. Metal-on-metal total hip arthroplasty: the concerns. Clin Orthop 
Relat Res 2004; 429: 86–93.

14. Dobson R. Everlasting hip removes pain of replacements. The Sunday Times. 
1996 June 2.

15. your health: in brief. Sunday Mirror. 1999 May 23.
16. Jourdan T. I’ll never need new hips – my joints are lined with metal. Daily Mail. 

2008 february 5.
17. Doyle C. fresh hope for the hip. The Daily Telegraph. 2002 July 16.
18. Palmer J. New hip let me have a baby... Daily Mirror. 2002 August 15.
19. Goodman M. British firms battle to win over America’s hip generation. The 

Sunday Times. 2008 March 23.
20. van der Weegen W, Hoekstra HJ, Sijbesma T et al. Survival of metal-on-metal 

hip resurfacing arthroplasty: a systematic review of the literature. J Bone Joint 
Surg Br 2011; 93: 298–306.

21. McGrory B, Barrack R, Lachiewicz Pf et al. Modern metal-on-metal hip 
resurfacing. J Am Acad Orthop Surg 2010; 18: 306–14.

22. Macpherson GJ, Breusch SJ. Metal-on-metal hip resurfacing: a critical review. 
Arch Orthop Trauma Surg 2011; 131: 101–110.

23. Illman J. Old joints can be made new: ‘relined’ hips for younger patients only. 
The Observer. 1997 October 19.

24. Stuttaford T. A new way to replace the hip. The Times. 2002 August 22.
25. Best A. I’m fitness trainer to the Hollywood stars but when I needed a new hip, 

I had to come to Brum. Daily Mail. 2003 february 11.
26. flind L. A hip like the A2 – resurfaced. The Times. 2004 March 16.
27. Maxwell M. Joints. The Sunday Times. 2004 November 21.
28. Stoppard M. Too young for hip op. Daily Mirror. 2005 June 16.
29. Maffulli N. fitness: injury clinic. The Guardian. 2006 february 9.
30. Charles J. Don’t get a new hip, just reline the old one. Daily Mail. 1997 

October 28.
31. Wavell S. The old man of squash is hip again. The Sunday Times. 1999 

September 5.
32. Jiang y, Zhang K, Die J et al. A systematic review of modern metal-on-metal 

total hip resurfacing vs standard total hip arthroplasty in active young patients. 
J Arthroplasty 2011; 26: 419–426.

33. Kavalier f. A question of health: which operation is best? And should I have my 
genes tested? The Independent. 2006 March 28.

34. vendittoli PA, Lavigne M, Roy AG, Lusignan D. A prospective randomized clinical 
trial comparing metal-on-metal total hip arthroplasty and metal-on-metal total hip 
resurfacing in patients less than 65 years old. Hip Int 2006; 16 Suppl 4: 73–81.

35. Su EP, Sheehan M, Su SL. Comparison of bone removed during total hip 
arthroplasty with a resurfacing or conventional femoral component: a cadaveric 
study. J Arthroplasty 2010; 25: 325–329.

36. Loughead JM, Starks I, Chesney D et al. Removal of acetabular bone in 
resurfacing arthroplasty of the hip: a comparison with hybrid total hip 
arthroplasty. J Bone Joint Surg Br 2006; 88: 31–34.

37. Moonot P, Singh PJ, Cronin MD et al. Birmingham hip resurfacing: is acetabular 
bone conserved? J Bone Joint Surg Br 2008; 90: 319–323.

38. Kennedy v, Nakrani S. A major op in your lunch hour. Daily Mirror. 2003 July 
10.

39. Carrothers AD, Gilbert RE, Jaiswal A, Richardson JB. Birmingham hip 
resurfacing: the prevalence of failure. J Bone Joint Surg Br 2010; 92: 
1,344–1,350.

40. fowble vA, dela Rosa MA, Schmalzried TP. A comparison of total hip 
resurfacing and total hip arthroplasty – patients and outcomes. Bull NYU Hosp 
Jt Dis 2009; 67: 108–112.

41. Bengs BC, Sangiorgio SN, Ebramzadeh E. Less range of motion with resurfacing 
arthroplasty than with total hip arthroplasty: in vitro examination of 8 designs. 
Acta Orthop 2008; 79: 755–762.

42. Malviya A, Lingard EA, Malik A et al. Hip flexion after Birmingham hip 
resurfacing: role of cup anteversion, anterior femoral head–neck offset, and 
head–neck ratio. J Arthroplasty 2010; 25: 387–391.

43. Apostoli P, Catalani S. Metal ions affecting reproduction and development. Met 
Ions Life Sci 2011; 8: 263–303.

44. Sierra RJ, Trousdale RT, Cabanela ME. Pregnancy and childbirth after total hip 
arthroplasty. J Bone Joint Surg Br 2005; 87: 21–24.

2095 Malviya.indd   436 13/08/2012   13:38:49



437Ann R Coll Surg Engl 2012; 94: 432–437

MALvIyA STAffORD vILLAR vILLAR HAvE THE MEDIA INflUENCED THE USE Of HIP RESURfACING 
ARTHROPlASTY? A REvIEW Of UK PRINT MEDIA

45. Devlin K. fears over hip surgery. The Daily Telegraph. 2008 September 2.
46. Rose D. ‘Quick-fit’ knee and hip replacements that can wear out in three years. 

The Times. 2008 September 2.
47. Porter M. It’s the new hip solution for arthritis – so where’s the rub? The Times. 

2009 November 23.
48. flanagan P. 3,500 hips blips: dodgy implants warning. Daily Mirror. 2010 

August 28.
49. Lakhani N. Thousands of patients left in agony by faulty hip replacements. 

Independent on Sunday. 2010 September 12.
50. Macfarlane J. 10,000 hip replacement patients told their operations may 

need to be reversed after receiving faulty implants. The Mail on Sunday. 2010 
October 24.

51. Ungoed-Thomas J, Duffill G. Tumour fear over metal hip replacements. The 
Sunday Times. 2010 April 18.

52. Hope J. faulty hip implants given to thousands. Daily Mail. 2011 June 17.
53. freeman H. I’m walking tall at last. Daily Express. 2008 August 12.
54. Daniel J, Ziaee H, Pradhan C et al. Blood and urine metal ion levels in young 

and active patients after Birmingham hip resurfacing arthroplasty: four-year 
results of a prospective longitudinal study. J Bone Joint Surg Br 2007; 89: 
169–173.

55. Isaac GH, Siebel T, Oakeshott RD et al. Changes in whole blood metal ion 
levels following resurfacing: serial measurements in a multi-centre study. Hip 
Int 2009; 19: 330–337.

56. Akbar M, Brewer JM, Grant MH. Effect of chromium and cobalt ions on primary 
human lymphocytes in vitro. J Immunotoxicol 2011; 8: 140–149.

57. Brooks A. Revolutionary hip operation that’s left patients crippled for life. Daily 
Mail. 2010 March 9.

58. Glyn-Jones S, Pandit H, Kwon yM et al. Risk factors for inflammatory 
pseudotumour formation following hip resurfacing. J Bone Joint Surg Br 2009; 
91: 1,566–1,574.

59. Hip replacements: I turned a corner – then ‘click’. The Times. 2008 September 
2.

60. Chen X, Siu LL. Impact of the media and the internet on oncology: survey of 
cancer patients and oncologists in Canada. J Clin Oncol 2001; 19: 4,291–
4,297.

Correspondence

Comments on papers published in the Annals are always welcome. 

We prefer comments and other letters to the Editor to be submitted through our readers’ pages  
(http://www.rcseng.ac.uk/publications/readerspages). This enables the comments to appear online  
without delay.

Readers’ pages are checked regularly by Annals staff so that comment on published material can be 
brought to the attention of the author of the original work. Authors can of course visit readers’ pages to 
look for such comments and can reply directly on these pages. Correspondence is reviewed by the Editor 
and most is subsequently published in the Annals.

2095 Malviya.indd   437 13/08/2012   13:38:50


