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Table 1. Constant-Murley Scoring system 12

Table 2. Results of evaluation on clavicle length and

Constant-Mur ley score 14

Table 3. Radiologic and functional results of clavicle

shortening of 10mm or more 15
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Figure 1. Measuring of the clavicle length 16

Figure 2. (A) X-ray shows right clavicle shaft fracture after
fracture of 28 year-old female patient. (B) After 6 weeks
follow up. (C) 12mm shortening on deformed right clavicle 3
months after injury. Constant-Murley score of right shoulder

is 96 points and it was not significantly different from the

left shoulder 17
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ABSTRACT

Effect of Shortening and Deformation after Clavicle Shaft

Fracture on Shoulder Function

Kang JiYoung
Advisor : Prof. Sohn Hong Moon, M.D.
Depar tment of Medicine,

Graduate School of Chosun University

Introduction: To evaluate the effect of shortening degree and deformation on
the function of shoulder joint after conservative treatment of clavicle
shaft fracture.

Material and Methods: From October 2015 to October 2017, 30 patients who
underwent conservative treatment for clavicle shaft fracture and were able
to follow at least 6 months were included. We measured the length and
deformity of the affected side in comparison with the uninjured side using
x—-ray of Both Clavicle AP view, and assessed the shoulder function of both
shoulder using a Constant-Murley scoring system at least 3 months after
union. The degree of shortening and the functional evaluation of the
shoulder joint were measured and the statistical relationship was examined.

Results: The mean difference between the length of the affected side and the

_iv_
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uninjured side was 7mm (0-12mm) and 6 points (0-18 points) on the Constant -
Murley score. There was no statistically significant difference between the
degree of shortening and clinical outcome.

Conclusion: After conservative treatment for clavicle shaft fracture,
shortening was more common than distraction, and the degree of clavicle

shortening did not affect the clinical results of shoulder joint.

Keywords: Clavicle Fracture, Conservative treatment, Shortening, Clinical

outcome
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Table 1. Constant-Murley Scoring system

Category Score

Pain (15 points)
None 15
Mild 10
Moderate 5
Severe 0

Activities of daily living (20 points)
Activity level
Full work 4
Full recreation / sport 4
Unaffected sleep 2
Positioning
Up to waist 2
Up to xiphoid 4
Up to neck 6
Up to top of head 8
Above head 10

Range of motion (40 points)
Forward elevation

0°-30° 0
31°-60" 2
61°-90° 4
91%-120° 6
121°-150° 8
151°-180° 10
Lateral elevation
0°-30° 0
31°-60" 2
61°-90° 4
91%-120° 6
121°-150° 8
151°-180° 10
External rotation
Hand behind head with elbow held forward 2
Hand behind head with elbow held back 2
Hand on top of head with elbow held forward 2
Hand on top of head with elbow held back 2
Full elevation from on top of head 2
Internal rotation
Dorsum of hand to lateral thigh area 0
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Dorsum of hand to buttock

Dorsum of hand to lumbosacral junction

Dorsum of hand to waist (third lumbar vertebra)
Dorsum of hand to twelfth dorsal vertebra
Dorsum of hand to interscapular region(DV 7)
Strength

oA~

o
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Table 2. Results of evaluation on clavicle length and Constant-Murley score

Length of Constant-Murr ley Statistical
clavicle score result
Normal side 157mm( 133~176) 94(81~100)
Injured side 148mm(130~175) 90(65~100)
Mean differences 7mm(0~12mm) 6(0~18) P=0.43
~ 14 -
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Table 3. Radiologic

and functional results of clavicle shortening of 10mm or

more
Length of Constant—Murr ley Statistical
clavicle score result
Normal side 154mm( 146~168) 96(81~100)
Injured side 148mm( 133~158) 89(65~92)
Mean differences 11.5mm(10~12) 10(0~18) P=0.12
— 15 —
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Figure 1. Measuring of the clavicle length
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Figure 2. (A) X-ray shows right clavicle shaft fracture of 28 years old
female patient. (B) After 6 weeks follw up. (C) 12mm shortening on deformed
right clavicle on 3 months after injury. Constant-Murley score of right
shoulder is 96 points and it was not significantly different from the left

shoulder .
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