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Does the use of robotic technology impact revision rates in total knee arthroplasty?
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National Joint Replacement Registry (AOANR]J])
reported knees implanted with RA-TKA had
significantly reduced six-year revision rates
when compared to both computer navigation

(p=0.035) and procedures without technology | . [—
assistance (p=0.033).1 P :
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Additionally, the RA-TKA cohort experienced
significantly reduced revision rates compared
to computer-navigation (p=0.002) and
procedures without technology assistance
(p=0.001) when implanted with a patella.’

Mean Follow-Up Time: 2.99 Years
Implant survivorship free from:
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An Institutional Registry reported a mean
follow-up of 2.99 vyears, RA-TKA had
significantly improved all-cause implant
revision rate and improved aseptic revision
rate when compared to M-TKA.?

Discussion

Improved implant revision rates with RA-TKA
compared to M-TKA has been observed in both
large real-world evidence sources and in
institutional registry studies. This evidence is
encouraging as it demonstrates the use of CT-
based RA-TKA can help improve implant
survivorship for TKA patients.
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