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ɸʅʅʆʊɸʎʀʗ 
ɸʢʪʫʘʣʴʥʦʩʪʴ. ʃʝʯʝʥʠʝ ʚʥʫʪʨʠʩʫʩʪʘʚʥʳʭ ʧʝʨʝʣʦʤʦʚ ʧʨʦʢʩʠʤʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʤʝʪʘʵʧʠʬʠʟʘ ʙʦʣʴ-
ʰʝʙʝʨʮʦʚʦʡ ʢʦʩʪʠ ʥʝʨʝʜʢʦ ʤʦʞʝʪ ʚʳʟʳʚʘʪʴ ʪʨʫʜʥʦʩʪʠ ʚ ʚʦʧʨʦʩʝ ʪʦʯʥʦʛʦ ʚʦʩʩʪʘʥʦʚʣʝʥʠʷ 
ʢʦʥʛʨʫʵʥʪʥʦʩʪʠ ʩʫʩʪʘʚʥʳʭ ʧʦʚʝʨʭʥʦʩʪʝʡ ʢʦʣʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʩʫʩʪʘʚʘ. ʊʘʢʠʝ ʧʝʨʝʣʦʤʳ ʤʦʛʫʪ ʩʦ-
ʧʨʦʚʦʞʜʘʪʴʩʷ ʜʝʧʨʝʩʩʠʝʡ ʩʫʩʪʘʚʥʦʡ ʧʦʚʝʨʭʥʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚʘʥʠʝʤ ʩʫʙʭʦʥʜʨʘʣʴʥʦʛʦ ʜʝ-
ʬʝʢʪʘ. ʇʨʠ ʦʪʩʫʪʩʪʚʠʠ ʩʤʝʱʝʥʠʷ ʢʦʩʪʥʳʭ ʦʪʣʦʤʢʦʚ ʠ ʩʦʭʨʘʥʝʥʠʠ ʢʦʥʛʨʫʵʥʪʥʦʩʪʠ ʩʫʩʪʘʚ-
ʥʳʭ ʧʦʚʝʨʭʥʦʩʪʝʡ ʢʦʣʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʩʫʩʪʘʚʘ ʪʘʢʠʝ ʧʝʨʝʣʦʤʳ ʤʦʛʫʪ ʙʳʪʴ ʧʨʝʜʤʝʪʦʤ ʢʦʥʩʝʨʚʘʪʠʚ-
ʥʦʛʦ ʣʝʯʝʥʠʷ. ɺ ʧʨʦʪʠʚʥʦʤ ʩʣʫʯʘʝ ʚʦʟʥʠʢʘʝʪ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦʩʪʴ ʚ ʧʦʣʥʦʤ ʚʦʩʩʪʘʥʦʚʣʝʥʠʠ 
ʩʫʩʪʘʚʥʦʡ ʧʦʚʝʨʭʥʦʩʪʠ ʙʦʣʴʰʝʙʝʨʮʦʚʦʡ ʢʦʩʪʠ. ʅʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦ ʦʪʤʝʪʠʪʴ, ʯʪʦ ʩʨʝʜʠ ʚʩʝʭ ʧʝ-
ʨʝʣʦʤʦʚ ʧʣʘʪʦ ʙʦʣʴʰʝʙʝʨʮʦʚʦʡ ʢʦʩʪʠ, ʙʦʣʝʝ ʧʦʣʦʚʠʥʳ ʩʦʩʪʘʚʣʷʶʪ ʧʝʨʝʣʦʤʳ ʥʘʨʫʞʥʦʛʦ 
ʤʳʱʝʣʢʘ, ʪʘʢʞʝ ʩʦʧʨʦʚʦʞʜʘʶʱʠʝʩʷ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚʘʥʠʝʤ ʠʤʧʨʝʩʩʠʠ. ʇʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʝʥ ʢʣʠʥʠʯʝʩʢʠʡ 
ʩʣʫʯʘʡ ʦʧʝʨʘʪʠʚʥʦʛʦ ʣʝʯʝʥʠʷ ʧʘʮʠʝʥʪʢʠ 62 ʣʝʪ ʩ ʀʄʊ (ʠʥʜʝʢʩ ʤʘʩʩʳ ʪʝʣʘ) = 39, ʩ ʚʥʫʪʨʠ-
ʩʫʩʪʘʚʥʳʤ ʤʥʦʛʦʦʩʢʦʣʴʯʘʪʳʤ ʠʤʧʨʝʩʩʠʦʥʥʳʤ ʧʝʨʝʣʦʤʦʤ ʥʘʨʫʞʥʦʛʦ ʤʳʱʝʣʢʘ ʙʦʣʴʰʝʙʝʨ-
ʮʦʚʦʡ ʢʦʩʪʠ ʩʦ ʩʤʝʱʝʥʠʝʤ ʢʦʩʪʥʳʭ ʦʪʣʦʤʢʦʚ. ʇʘʮʠʝʥʪʢʘ ʜʘʣʘ ʧʠʩʴʤʝʥʥʦʝ ʩʦʛʣʘʩʠʝ ʥʘ ʠʩ-
ʧʦʣʴʟʦʚʘʥʠʝ ʝʝ ʢʣʠʥʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʜʘʥʥʳʭ ʚ ʥʘʫʯʥʳʭ ʮʝʣʷʭ. ʇʨʠ ʧʦʩʪʫʧʣʝʥʠʠ ʚ ʩʪʘʮʠʦʥʘʨ ʜʠʘʛ-
ʥʦʩʪʠʨʦʚʘʥ ʟʘʢʨʳʪʳʡ ʚʥʫʪʨʠʩʫʩʪʘʚʥʦʡ ʧʝʨʝʣʦʤ ʥʘʨʫʞʥʦʛʦ ʤʳʱʝʣʢʘ (Schatzker II) ʩ ʬʨʘʛ-
ʤʝʥʪʘʮʠʝʡ ʠ ʠʤʧʨʝʩʩʠʝʡ ʩʫʩʪʘʚʥʦʡ ʧʦʚʝʨʭʥʦʩʪʠ ʙʦʣʝʝ 5 ʤʤ ʠ ʦʙʨʘʟʦʚʘʥʠʝʤ ʚ ʨʝʟʫʣʴʪʘʪʝ 
ʠʤʧʨʝʩʩʠʠ ʜʝʬʝʢʪʘ ʩʧʦʥʛʠʦʟʥʦʡ ʢʦʩʪʠ ʦʙʲʸʤʦʤ ʦʢʦʣʦ 4 ʩʤ

3
. ɹʣrʦ ʚʳʧʦʣʥʝʥʦ ʦʧʝʨʘʪʠʚʥʦʝ 

ʣʝʯʝʥʠʝ ʚ ʦʙʲʝʤʝ ʦʪʢʨʳʪʦʡ ʨʝʧʦʟʠʮʠʠ ʠ ʚʦʩʩʪʘʥʦʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʢʦʥʛʨʫɻ ʥʪʥʦʩʪʠ ʩʫʩʪʘʚʥʦʡ ʧʦʚʝʨʭ-
ʥʦʩʪʠ, ʦʜʥʦʤʦʤʝʥʪʥʦʡ ʧʣʘʩʪʠʢʠ ʜʝʬʝʢʪʘ ʥʘʨʫʞʥʦʛʦ ʤʳʱʝʣʢʘ ʘʫʪʦʪʨʘʥʩʧʣʘʥʪʘʪʦʤ, ʚʟʷʪʳʤ 
ʠʟ ʛʨʝʙʥʷ ʧʦʜʚʟʜʦʰʥʦʡ ʢʦʩʪʠ, ʠ ʦʩʪʝʦʩʠʥʪʝʟ ʥʘʨʫʞʥʦʛʦ ʤʳɦ ʝʣʢʘ ʧʣʘʩʪʠʥʦʡ ʠ ʚʠʥʪʘʤʠ. 
ʇʨʠ ʢʦʥʪʨʦʣʴʥʦʤ ʦʩʤʦʪʨʝ ʯʝʨʝʟ 9 ʤʝʩʮ̫ʝʚ ʩ ʤʦʤʝʥʪʘ ʦʧʝʨʘʪʠʚʥʦʛʦ ʣʝʯʝʥʠʷ ʫ ʧʘʮʠʝʥʪʢʠ 
ʨʘʟʚʠʣʩʷ ʧʦʩʪʪʨʘʚʤʘʪʠʯʝʩʢʠʡ ʦʩʪʝʦʘʨʪʨʦʟ ʢʦʣʝʥʥʦʛʦ ʩʫʩʪʘʚʘ ʩ ʚʳʨʘʞʝʥʥʳʤ ʙʦʣʝʚʳʤ ʩʠʥ-
ʜʨʦʤʦʤ. ʇʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʳ ʢ ʜʠʩʢʫʩʩʠʠ ʥʝʢʦʪʦʨʳʝ ʚʦʟʤʦʞʥʳʝ ʦʰʠʙʢʠ ʚ ʧʦʜʛʦʪʦʚʢʝ ʧʘʮʠʝʥʪʢʠ 
ʢ ʦʧʝʨʘʪʠʚʥʦʤʫ ʣʝʯʝʥʠʶ, ʧʨʝʜʦʧʝʨʘʮʠʦʥʥʦʤ ʧʣʘʥʠʨʦʚʘʥʠʠ, ʧʨʦʚʝʜʝʥʠʠ ʦʧʝʨʘʪʠʚʥʦʛʦ ʣʝ-
ʯʝʥʠʷ, ʚʦʩʩʪʘʥʦʚʣʝʥʠʷ ʚ ʧʦʩʣʝʦʧʝʨʘʮʠʦʥʥʦʤ ʧʝʨʠʦʜʝ, ʘ ʪʘʢʞʝ ʬʫʥʢʮʠʦʥʘʣʴʥʳʝ ʠ ʨʝʥʪʛʝʥʦ-
ʣʦʛʠʯʝʩʢʠʝ ʨʝʟʫʣʴʪʘʪʳ ʣʝʯʝʥʠʷ.  
ɿʘʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʝ. ʈʘʟʚʠʪʠʝ ʧʦʩʪʪʨʘʚʤʘʪʠʯʝʩʢʦʛʦ ʦʩʪʝʦʘʨʪʨʦʟʘ ʧʨʠ ʣʝʯʝʥʠʠ ʧʝʨʝʣʦʤʦʚ ʤʳ-
ʱʝʣʢʦʚ ʙʦʣʴʰʝʙʝʨʮʦʚʦʡ ʢʦʩʪʠ ʧʦ ʧʨʝʞʥʝʤʫ ʦʩʪʘʝʪʩʷ ʚʘʞʥʦʡ ʧʨʦʙʣʝʤʦʡ ʚ ʩʦʚʨʝʤʝʥʥʦʡ 
ʪʨʘʚʤʘʪʦʣʦʛʠʠ. ʆʪʜʝʣʴʥʦʝ ʚʥʠʤʘʥʠʝ ʚ ʚʦʧʨʦʩʝ ʣʝʯʝʥʠʷ ʪʘʢʠʭ ʧʝʨʝʣʦʤʦʚ ʥʝʦʙʭʦʜʠʤʦ ʫʜʝ-
ʣʷʪʴ ʧʨʝʜʦʧʝʨʘʮʠʦʥʥʦʤʫ ʧʣʘʥʠʨʦʚʘʥʠʶ, ʪʝʭʥʠʢʝ ʚʳʧʦʣʥʝʥʠʷ ʦʧʝʨʘʪʠʚʥʦʛʦ ʚʤʝʰʘʪʝʣʴʩʪ-
ʚʘ ʠ ʧʦʜʙʦʨʫ ʠʤʧʣʘʥʪʘ. ʅʝʤʘʣʦʚʘʞʥʦ ʥʝ ʜʦʧʫʩʪʠʪʴ ʧʦʪʝʨʠ ʩʚʷʟʠ ʧʘʮʠʝʥʪʘ ʩ ʚʨʘʯʦʤ ʥʘ 
ʧʨʦʪʷʞʝʥʠʠ ʚʩʝʛʦ ʧʝʨʠʦʜʘ ʚʦʩʩʪʘʥʦʚʣʝʥʠʷ. 
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ABSTRACT 

INTRODUCTION:  Treatment of intra-articular fractures of the proximal tibial metaepiphysis 

can often cause difficulties in accurate restoring of the congruence of the articular surfaces  

of the knee joint. Such fractures may be accompanied by subsidence of the articular surface and 

the formation of a subchondral defect. In the absence of displacement of bone fragments and 

preservation of congruence of the articular surfaces of the knee joint, such fractures can be  

treated conservatively. In the opposite case, there is a need for a complete restoration of the  

articular surface of the tibia. It should be noted that among all fractures of the tibial plateau, more 

than half are fractures of the lateral condyle, also accompanied by the presence of an impression. 

A clinical case of surgical treatment of a 62-year-old patient, BMI (body mass index) 39, with  

an intra-articular multi-comminuted impression fracture of the lateral condyle of the tibia with 

displacement of bone fragments is presented. The patient gave her written consent to the use  

of her clinical data for scientific purposes. 

Upon admission to hospital, a closed intra-articular fracture of the external condyle (Schatzker 

II) was diagnosed with fragmentation and articular surface impression of more than 5 mm, and 

the presence of a spongy bone defect with a volume of about 4 cm
3
 as a result of the impression. 

Surgical treatment was performed that consisted of open reposition and restoration of the  

congruence of the articular surface, with simultaneous plasty of the defect of the external  

condyle with an autograft taken from the iliac crest, followed by osteosynthesis of the external 

condyle with a plate and screws. On the follow up examination 9 months after the surgical  

treatment, the patient developed post-traumatic osteoarthrosis of the knee joint with severe pain. 

Some probable errors in the preparation of the patient for surgical treatment, preoperative  

planning, surgical treatment, recovery in the postoperative period, as well as functional and  

radiological results of treatment are presented for discussion. 

CONCLUSION:  The development of post-traumatic osteoarthrosis in the treatment of tibial 

condylar fractures still remains an important problem in modern traumatology. Special attention 

in the treatment of such fractures should be given to preoperative planning, surgical technique 

and implant selection. It is important not to lose communication between the patient and the  

surgeon throughout the entire recovery period. 
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