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General versus regional anaesthesia for hip fracture 
surgery – impact on mortality and length of stay
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Hip fractures are considered a public epidemic 
health problem worldwide [1]. It is an extremely 
common orthopaedic condition with a projection of 
increase that could range between 7.3 and 21.3 mil-
lion cases by 2050 [2]. This kind of fracture is more 
frequent among elderly people and, despite the 
improvement in medical instruments, surgical and 
anaesthetic techniques, it is still associated with high 
morbidity and mortality [3].

Both regional and general anaesthesia are valid 
options for hip fractures surgery, but which tech-
nique offers a better outcome remains controversial 
[4, 5]. The choice of anaesthesia is frequently select-
ed by the personal preference of the anaesthesiolo-
gist after assessment of the patient’s medical sta-
tus. In the literature, we found several studies that 
revealed some benefits in using spinal anaesthesia 
over general anaesthesia for this kind of surgery.  
Examples of that are: less cognitive dysfunction and 
better analgesia in the perioperative period with  
an opioid-sparing effect; decreased blood loss; 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.5114/ait.2022.114251 

Anaesthesiol Intensive Ther 2022; 54, 2: 103–107 

Received: 17.02.2021, accepted: 13.10.2021

lower incidence of respiratory impairment, deep 
venous thrombosis (DVT) or pulmonary embolism 
(PE). On the other hand, general anaesthesia can be 
advantageous regarding a lower incidence of hypo-
tension and cerebrovascular events [4, 6–8]. Despite 
these facts, to date, there is not enough evidence 
in the literature to show whether anaesthesia type 
has an influence on the outcome and length of stay 
(LOS) in patients undergoing hip fracture surgery. 

We designed a retrospective cohort study of 
patients who underwent hip fracture surgery in our 
institution, over two years. In this study, we aimed to 
determine whether there is a significant difference 
in the length of hospital stay and perioperative and 
30-day mortality rates between patients who under-
went hip fracture surgery under general vs. regional 
anaesthesia.

Methods
Ethical approval for this study was obtained from 

the Ethics Committee for Research of our institution, 
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Abstract
Background: Hip fractures are extremely common and are considered a public health 
problem. The best anaesthetic technique for this surgery remains controversial. The aim 
of this study is to determine the impact of anaesthesia on perioperative and 30-day 
mortality and length of stay, in patients undergoing hip fracture surgery.

Methods: Adults undergoing hip fracture surgery, between January 1st, 2017 and 
December 31st, 2018, were retrospectively identified and categorized according to  
the anaesthetic technique. Perioperative and 30-day mortality rates and the length of 
stay were analysed.

Results: We identified 562 patients who underwent hip fracture surgery, 361 of whom 
were submitted to general anaesthesia and 201 to regional anaesthesia. The adjusted 
analysis showed no statistically significant difference in the risk of perioperative and 
30-day mortality (odds ratio 1.12, 95% CI: 0.62–2.03; odds ratio 1.17, 95% CI: 0.72–1.92) 
or length of stay (0, 9 days [–1.6 to 3.4], P = 0.301).

Conclusions: Our results were similar to those of studies already published in other 
countries. Within the limitations of our study, we concluded that there is no impact 
of the anaesthetic technique on perioperative and 30-day mortality rates and on the 
length of stay, for hip fracture surgery. In future studies, it will be opportune to investi-
gate factors that influence the safety of anaesthetic techniques and that are subject to 
intervention by the anaesthesiologist.

Key words: general anaesthesia, length of stay, mortality, hip fracture, regional 
anaesthesia.

mailto:anasofia_vaz@msn.com


104

Ana S. Vaz, Gabriel Pina, Eduarda Figueiredo, Juliana Magalhães, José Assunção 

and was conducted according to the Helsinki Decla-
ration. The study used anonymized claims data, so 
the need to obtain informed consent was waived. 

Adults who were submitted to hip fracture sur-
gery between 1st January 2017 and 31st December 
2018 were retrospectively identified from our hos-
pital surgical database system. 

After excluding duplicate or inappropriate ad-
mission records, we eliminated the following: pa-

tients with multiple fractures (73 cases), American 
Society of Anesthesiologists physical state clas-
sification (ASA) more than IV (14 cases) and those 
who underwent peripheral nerve block anaesthe-
sia once the majority of these cases had no detailed 
and clear anaesthesia type on the day of surgery  
(52 cases). We then retrospectively studied a total of 
562 patients (Figure 1).

From our hospital surgical database we col-
lected data such as gender, age, date of admission, 
date of surgery, date of discharge and periopera-
tive mortality. 30-day mortality, ASA classification, 
and anaes thesia technique data were manually re-
viewed from medical records.

As outcomes of interest we chose hospital 
length of stay from the day of the surgery until dis-
charge and perioperatively and within thirty days 
after surgery. Hospital length of stay was used as 
a continuous variable and perioperative and 30-day 
mortality rates as categorical variables. We chose 
perioperative and 30-day mortality rates as vari-
ables because these periods are likely to be more 
causally related to the type of anaesthesia used dur-
ing surgery than in subsequent periods. 

We compared and categorized the subjects into 
the general or regional anaesthesia group. General 
anaesthesia was defined as inhalational anaesthesia 
or total intravenous anaesthesia. Regional anaesthe-
sia was defined as spinal anaesthesia, even if com-
bined with sedation. 

We cross tabulated patient characteristics by 
type of anaesthesia. For each anaesthesia type, we 
calculated number of patients, gender, age, and ASA 
classification from I to IV. We determined the ad-
justed risk ratios with 95% confidence intervals for:  
a) perioperative mortality, b) 30-day mortality and 
c) length of stay; comparing patients exposed to re-
gional anaesthesia with patients exposed to general 
anaesthesia. Categorical variables were compared 
by the c2 test or Fisher’s exact test, as appropriate. 
Continuous variables where compared by Student’s 
t-test if they met the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of 
normality. The analysis was performed using IBM 
SPSS, version 20.0 (IBM Corp.) 

results
Between January 2017 and December 2018, 

701 hip fracture procedures were performed in 
our institution. However, only 562 patients met 
the inclusion criteria established for the study. Of 
these 562 cases, 361 underwent general anaes-
thesia and 201 underwent regional anaesthesia.  
The descriptive statistical analysis of patients’ cha-
racteristics included in the study, divided into 
groups of general anaesthesia and regional anaes-
thesia, is shown in Table 1. From the analysis of 

Exclusion criteria: 
– Multiple fractures: 73 patients
– ASA classification > IV: 14 patients
–  Periphereal nerve block anaesthesia: 

52 patients 
Total: 139 records were excluded

General anaesthesia group:  
361 patients (64.2%)

Regional anaesthesia group:  
201 patients (35.8%)

Total of patients submitted to hip 
fracture surgery: 701 patients

Study subjects: 562 patients

Figure 1. Flowchart of exclusion criteria

table 1. Subjects’ characteristics divided by anaesthetic technique

Factor anaesthetic technique P-value
general 

(n = 361)
regional 
(n = 201)

Age 0.248

Average (SD) 79.91 (14.6) 79.58 (15.49)

Gender

Male 95 (26.3%) 52 (25.9%) 0.56

Female 266 (73.7%) 149 (74.1%)

Surgery type

Reduction and osteosynthesis 247 (68.4%) 142 (70.7%) 0.993

Total hip arthroplasty 50 (13.9%) 25 (12.4%)

Partial hip arthroplasty 64 (17.7%) 34 (16.9%)

Waiting time for procedure

First 48 h 100 (27.6%) 63 (31.3%) 0.546

> 48 h after admission 261 (72.4%) 138 (68.7%)

Fracture type

Subtrochanteric 25 (6.9%) 11 (5.5%) 0.729

Intertrochanteric 228 (63.2%) 133 (66.1%)

Femur neck 108 (29.9%) 57 (28.4%)

ASA classification

1 18 (5%) 7 (3.5%) 0.247

2 138 (38.2%) 77 (38.3%)

3 176 (48.8%) 105 (52.2%)

4 29 (8%) 12 (6%)
ASA – American Society of Anesthesiologists, SD – standard deviation
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Table 1, it is possible to observe that the characteri-
stics of the sample, divided by the two anaesthetic 
groups, were in general and proportionally similar, 
with some differences described below. Procedures 
such as total or partial hip arthroplasty performed 
under general anaesthesia were proportionally su-
perior when compared with regional anaesthesia, 
while reduction and femoral osteosynthesis was 
performed more frequently under regional anaes-
thesia. Hip fracture operations performed in the 
first 48 hours after admission were more frequently 
under regional anaesthesia, whereas surgical proce-
dures performed after 48 hours were proportionally 
higher for general anaesthesia. Regarding the type 
of fracture, femoral neck and subtrochanteric frac-
tures were more frequent in the general anaesthesia 
group, and intertrochanteric fractures were superior 
in the regional anaesthesia group. Patients classified 
as ASA I or ASA IV have a higher percentage in the 
general anaesthesia group, while patients classified 
as ASA II and ASA III have a higher percentage in 
the regional anaesthesia group. Table 2 shows the 
adjusted comparison of the study result. Regarding 
mortality in the perioperative period, 40 (11.1%) 
deaths were recorded in patients undergoing hip 
fracture surgery under general anaesthesia and  
20 (10%) in patients undergoing surgery under re-
gional anaesthesia. The analysis adjusted for age, 
sex, procedure, time elapsed until the procedure, 
type of fracture and ASA classification showed no 
significant difference in the risk of perioperative 
mortality between groups of patients who received 
regional anaesthesia compared to general anaesthe-
sia (odds ratio 1.12, interval 95% confidence interval 
0.62 to 2.03). Likewise, the adjusted analysis showed 
no significant difference in the risk of 30-day mortal-
ity between the two groups under analysis (odds ra-
tio 1.17, 95% confidence interval 0.72 to 1.92), with  
36 (10%) deaths in the general anaesthesia group 
and 18 (9%) in the regional anaesthesia group.

The average length of stay for the general and 
regional anaesthesia groups was 11.28 and 10.38 
days, respectively. The adjusted analysis showed no 
significant difference in length of hospital stay be-
tween the two groups (0.9 days [1.6–3.4], P = 0.301).

disCussion 
The controversy regarding the most appropri-

ate anaesthetic technique for hip fracture surgery 
is still ongoing today. Thus, in this context, general 
anaesthesia and regional anaesthesia are used in 
a similar way. In this study, we analysed the pos-
sible influence of the anaesthetic technique on 
perioperative and 30-day mortality, and on length 
of hospital stay, in adults undergoing hip fracture 
surgery. Through the analysis of the 562 adults sub-

mitted to hip fracture surgery performed at our in-
stitution, no statistically significant differences were 
found in the risk of perioperative mortality and at  
30 days associated with the type of anaesthesia. 
There is, however, in absolute number, a slight de-
crease in both mortality rates for patients under-
going regional anaesthesia, which may suggest 
a modest positive effect in patients undergoing hip 
fracture surgery under this anaesthetic technique. 
Regarding the length of hospital stay, patients 
undergoing regional anaesthesia have a slightly 
shorter hospital stay when compared to patients 
undergoing general anaesthesia. However, upon ad-
justed analysis of the data, there was no evidence of 
a statistically significant difference associated with 
the type of anaesthesia. This fact may be related to 
a bias of external factors, namely the fact that hospi-
tal discharge is dependent on several different sur-
geons of the Orthopaedics Department, who often 
adopt different and individualized discharge criteria. 
It also frequently happens that several of these pa-
tients see their hospitalization time prolonged, ei-
ther due to the lack of response from our country’s 
Continued Care Units (CCUs), for which many wait 
for a vacancy, or due to difficulty in social reloca-
tion within the general community. In the literature, 
the choice of the best anaesthetic technique for hip 
fracture surgery remains controversial. The results 
obtained in our study are compatible with studies 
already published in other countries.

In a retrospective study of 182 307 patients sub-
mitted to hip fracture surgery, Chu et al. [9] found 
a higher incidence of in-hospital mortality in the 
general anaesthesia group. Ahn et al. [10] concluded 
in their study based on elderly patients who under-
went hip surgery fracture that regional anaesthesia 
was associated with better outcomes than GA, in 
terms of mortality. 

Neuman et al. [4] did not find differences in un-
adjusted in-hospital mortality between the groups 
analysed; however, through the adjusted analysis 
they verified that the group undergoing regional 
anaesthesia had a 29% reduction in perioperative 

table 2. Adjusted comparison of study results

Factor anaesthetic technique P-value
general regional

Perioperative mortality, n (%) 40 (11.1%) 20 (10%)

Risk ratio (95% CI) 1.12 (0.62–2.03) 0.766*

30-day mortality, n (%) 36 (10%) 18 (9%)

Risk ratio (95% CI) 1.17 (0.72–1.92) 0.543*

Length of stay, days (95% CI) 11.28 
(0.78–21.78)

10.38 
(2.38–18.38)

Difference, days (95% CI) 0.9 (1.6–3.4) 0.301*
*Adjusted according to age, sex, procedure, time to procedure, type of fracture and ASA classification.
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mortality when submitted to general anaesthesia, in 
a sample of 18 178 patients undergoing hip surgery. 
On the other hand, an 11-year retrospective study, 
with 7164 patients, and a 5-year retrospective study, 
with a sample of 73 284 patients, both revealed that 
there is no superior anaesthetic technique in terms 
of perioperative mortality [11, 12]. A meta-analysis 
of randomized clinical trials also concluded that 
there is no significant or a limited effect with respect 
to regional anaesthesia in reducing in-hospital mor-
tality in patients undergoing hip fracture surgery  
[5, 13]. Also a recent meta-analysis based on nine 
randomized clinical trials showed that there were 
no significant differences in the 30-day mortality 
and length of stay for neuraxial anaesthesia com-
pared to general anaesthesia [14]. A systematic re-
view and meta-analysis from randomized and non- 
randomized studies published between January 
2000 and July 2017 showed that there was no signif-
icant difference in 30-day mortality although a small 
statistically significant difference for length of stay 
favouring regional anaesthesia was observed, which 
is unlikely to be clinically significant [15]. 

A nationwide population-based data retrospec-
tive study showed no decreased 30-day mortality 
associated with regional anaesthesia [16].

Redcliff et al. [17] with a sample of 5683 patients 
who underwent hip fracture surgery, between 1998 
and 2003, observed a higher risk of mortality in this 
period in patients undergoing general anaesthesia 
compared to regional anaesthesia. This comparison 
between techniques was analysed in a systematic 
review that concluded that there was a reduction in 
30-day mortality in patients undergoing regional an-
aesthesia (6.8% vs. 9.4%), with borderline statistical 
significance. However, the studies analysed in this 
review had smaller samples and comprise dates be-
tween 1980 and 2003; meanwhile, the anaesthetic 
practice has undergone evolution, namely in the 
drugs administered. Thus, the authors stated that it 
is not possible to draw conclusions regarding mor-
tality [5]. In a more recent retrospective study (2015), 
with 9842 patients undergoing hip fracture surgery, 
aged over 70 years, Basques et al. [18] concluded 
that there was no difference in 30-day mortality be-
tween patients undergoing general and regional an-
aesthesia for hip fracture surgery. The same results 
were presented in two other retrospective studies, 
with 7585 and 65 535 patients undergoing hip frac-
ture surgery [19, 20]. 

The length of hospital stay was assessed in three 
studies published in 2015, with 9842, 104 088, and 
12 929 patients who underwent hip fracture surgery 
[9, 18, 21]. These studies revealed a shorter hospital 
stay in the regional anaesthesia groups; however, it 
is only a difference of no more than a day and a half, 

which clinically has little relevance. White et al. [22] 
in a more recent study with 11 085 patients, under-
going hip fracture surgery, concluded that there was 
no statistically significant difference between patients 
undergoing general versus regional anaesthesia. 

Most of the studies in the literature on this topic 
are American. Fewer are those carried out in Europe, 
where the health system frankly differs. Our study is 
the first retrospective study carried out in our coun-
try, where the possible effect of the anaesthetic 
technique on the risk of perioperative and 30-day 
mortality rates and influence on the length of hos-
pital stay are evaluated, in patients undergoing hip 
fracture surgery. 

As limitations, in common with other studies, 
the database used does not present detailed infor-
mation on patients’ co-morbidities; however, the 
statistical analysis was adjusted according to vari-
ables that are also important and reflect the com-
plexity and clinical status of patients, namely ASA 
classification and age. 

Our study has a small sample, in terms of ab-
solute number, when compared with other stud-
ies already published in the literature. However, it 
is important to note that our country has a lower 
population density, giving this sample, in propor-
tional terms, a larger dimension. Another factor 
that constitutes a limitation is that our study was 
carried out in a single centre, which may introduce 
potential biases, which would be reduced if it was 
a multicentre study. 

In third place, not all forms of general and re-
gional anaesthesia are alike. Unfortunately, the col-
lection of these data (namely drugs and doses used) 
was not possible. Although it would be useful to 
include this information, we believe it is not a very 
significant bias, since the anaesthetic team at our in-
stitution applies, in the vast majority of cases, drugs 
and respective doses in a relatively similar way.

In summary, we found no statistically significant 
differences in perioperative and 30-day mortality 
rates, nor evidence of the influence of the anaes-
thetic technique on the length of hospital stay, con-
cluding that the type of anaesthesia, alone, has little 
influence on these variables. 

In future studies, it will be more opportune to 
redirect the investigation to factors that influence 
the safety of both anaesthetic techniques and, con-
sequently, the patient’s outcome, and that are sub-
ject to intervention by the anaesthesiologist, such 
as hypoxia, hypotension and pain, as well as early 
postoperative complications.

aCknowledgeMents
1. Financial support and sponsorship: none.
2. Conflict of interests: none.



107

General versus regional anaesthesia for hip fracture surgery – impact on mortality and length of stay

RefeRenCes
1. Marks R. Hip fracture epidemiological trends, outcomes, and risk 

factors, 1970-2009. Int J Gen Med 2010; 3: 1-17.
2. Gullberg B, Johnell O, Kanis JA. International original article world-

wide projections for hip fracture. Osteoporos Int 1997; 44: 407-413. 
doi: 10.1007/pl00004148. 

3. Bilsel K, Erdil M, Gulabi D, et al. Factors affecting mortalityafter hip 
fracture surgery: a retrospective analysis of 578 patients. Eur J Orthop 
Surg Traumatol 2013; 23: 895-900. doi: 10.1007/s00590-012-1104-y. 

4. Neuman MD, Silber JH, Elkassabany NM. Comparative effective-
ness of regional versus general anesthesia for hip fracture surgery 
in adults. Anesthesiology 2012; 117: 72-92. doi: 10.1097/ALN. 
0b013e3182545e7c. 

5. Guay J, Parker MJ, Gajendragadkar PR, Koop S. Anaesthesia for 
hip fracture surgery in adults. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2016; 4: 
CD000521. doi: 10.1002/14651858.CD000521.pub3. 

6. Modig J. Regional anaesthesia and blood loss. Acta Anaesthesiol 
Scand 1988; 32: 44-48. doi: 10.1111/j.1399-6576.1988.tb02842.x. 

7. Mason SE, Noel-Storr A, Ritchie CW. The impact of general and 
regional anesthesia on the incidence of post-operative cognitive 
dysfunction and post-operative delirium: a systematic review with 
meta-analysis. J Alzheimers Dis 2010; 22: 67-79. doi: 10.3233/JAD-
2010-101086. 

8. Davis FM, Laurenson VG, Gillespie WJ, et al. Deep vein thrombo-
sis after total hip replacement – a comparison between spinal and 
general anaesthesia. J Bone Joint Surg Br 1989; 71: 181-185. doi: 
10.1302/0301-620X.71B2.2925731. 

9. Chu CC, Weng SF, Chen KT, et al. Propensity score-matched com-
parison of postoperative adverse outcomes between geriatric patients 
given a general or a neuraxial anesthetic for hip surgery: a popula-
tion-based study. Anesthesiology 2015; 123: 136-147. doi: 10.1097/
ALN.0000000000000695. 

10. Ahn EJ, Kim HJ, Kim KW, et al. Comparison of general anaesthesia 
and regional anaesthesia in terms of mortality and complications in 
elderly patients with hip fracture: a nationwide popu lation-based 
study. BMJ Open 2019, 9: e029245. doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2019- 
029245. 

11. Morgan L, McKeever TM, Nightingale J, Deakin DE, Moppett IK. 
Spinal or general anaesthesia for surgical repair of hipfracture and 
subsequent risk of mortality and morbidity: a database analysis  
using propensity score-matching. Anaesthesia 2020; 75: 1173-1179.  
doi: 10.1111/anae.15042. 

12. Patorno E, Neumann MD, Schneeweiss S, Mogun H, Bateman BT. 
Comparative safety of anesthetic type for hip fracture surgery 
in adults: retrospective cohort study. BMJ 2014; 348: g4022. doi: 
10.1136/bmj.g4022. 

13. Urwin SC, Parker MJ, Griffiths R. General versus regional anaesthe-
sia for hip fracture surgery: a meta-analysis of randomized trials. 
Br J Anaesth 2000; 4: 450-455. doi: 10.1093/oxfordjournals.bja. 
a013468. 

14. Zheng X, Tan Y, Gao Y, et al. Comparative efficacy of neuraxial and 
general anesthesia for hip fracture surgery: a meta-analysis of ran-
domized clinical trials. BMC Anesthesiol 2020; 20: 162. doi: 10.1186/
s12871-020-01074-y. 

15. O’Donnell CM, McLoughlin L, Patterson CC, et al. Perioperative 
outcomes in the context of mode of anaesthesia for patients under-
going hip fracture surgery: systematic review and meta-analysis. Br  
J Anaesth 2018; 120: 37-50. doi: 10.1016/j.bja.2017.09.002. 

16. Tung YC, Hsu YH, Chang GM. The effect of anesthetic type 
on outcomes of hip fracture surgery: a nationwide population-
based study. Medicine (Baltimore) 2016; 95: e3296. doi: 10.1097/
MD.0000000000003296. 

17. Radcliff TA, Henderson WG, Stoner TJ, Khuri SF, Dohm M, Hutt E. 
Patients risk factors, operative care, and outcomes among older com-
munity-dwelling male veterans with hip fracture. J Bone Joint Surg 
Am 2008; 90: 34-42. doi: 10.2106/JBJS.G.00065. 

18. Basques BA, Bohl DD, Golinvaux NS, Samuel AM, Grauer JG. Gene-
ral versus spinal anaesthesia for patients aged 70 years and older 
with a fracture of the hip. Bone Joint J 2015; 97-B: 689-695. doi: 
10.1302/0301-620X.97B5.35042. 

19. Brox WT, Chan PH, Cafri G, Inacio MC. Similar mortality with 
general or regional anesthesia in elderly hip fracture patients. Acta  
Orthop 2016; 87: 152-157. doi: 10.3109/17453674.2015.1128781. 

20. White SM, Moppett IK, Griffiths R. Outcome by mode of anaesthesia 
for hip fracture surgery. An observational audit of 65 535 patients 
in a national dataset. Anaesthesia 2014; 69: 224-230. doi: 10.1111/
anae.12542. 

21. Helwani MH, Avidan MS, Ben Abdallah A, et al. Effects of regional 
versus general anesthesia on outcomes after total hip arthroplasty.  
J Bone Joint Surg Am 2015; 97: 186-193. doi: 10.2106/JBJS.N.00612. 

22. White SM, Moppett IK, Griffiths R, et al. Secondary analysis of out-
comes after 11,085 hip fracture operations from the prospective UK 
Anaesthesia Sprint audit of practice (ASAP-2). Anaesthesia 2016; 71: 
506-514. doi: 10.1111/anae.13415. 


	_GoBack

