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Femoral Anteversion in the Hip: Comparison of Measurement
by Computed Tomography, Magnetic Resonance Imaging, and

Physical Examination
Itamar B. Botser, M.D., George C. Ozoude, M.D., Dorea E. Martin, B.S.,

Aheed J. Siddiqi, M.D., Sivaraja Kuppuswami, M.D., and
Benjamin G. Domb, M.D.

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to evaluate the correlation between computed tomography
(CT) and magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) measurements of femoral anteversion, as well as the
relation of anteversion with physical examination and radiographic findings. Methods: Preoperative
CT and MRI measurements of anteversion along with clinical examination were performed on 129
consecutive hips before hip arthroscopy for nonarthritic hip injuries. All anteversion measurements
were performed by 2 musculoskeletal radiologists. The radiographic findings and physical exami-
nation findings were analyzed for statistically significant correlations. For statistical analysis pur-
poses, the patients were divided into 3 groups according to the mean CT anteversion measurement:
group I (low), less than 10°; group II (medium), 10° to 22°; and group III (high), greater than 22°.
Results: High interobserver correlation was found for femoral anteversion measurement by CT and
MRI (r � 0.95 and r � 0.86, respectively; P � .0001 for both). CT and MRI measurements showed
high correlation with each other (r � 0.80, P � .0001). However, in 96% of the cases, the CT
measurement was larger, with a mean difference of 8.9° (range, �37° to 1.5°). A significant
correlation coefficient was found between internal rotation and anteversion angles as measured by CT
(r � 0.36, P � .0001). However, no correlation was found with other hip movement measurements.
Abnormal femoral acetabular bony architecture of the hip was found in 64% of the patients; isolated
cam impingement was more prevalent in group I, whereas isolated pincer impingement was more
prevalent in group III (P � .01). Conclusions: Although high correlation was found between
anteversion angle measurements by CT and MRI, significant discrepancies in the absolute antever-
sion number between the 2 techniques suggest that they may not be interchangeable. Furthermore, CT
was found to have higher interobserver reliability than MRI. There was a significant correlation
between CT and examination of internal rotation of the hip. Clinically, the findings of the study show
that the diagnosis of excessive femoral anteversion or retroversion should have different thresholds
according to MRI and CT measurements; moreover, the diagnosis should not rely exclusively on either
examination or radiologic criteria. Level of Evidence: Level III, retrospective comparative study.

It has been shown that abnormal anteversion of the
femoral neck is related to several disease processes.

Osteoarthritis of the hip and knee, slipped capital
femoral epiphysis, knee and patella instability, and in-
or out-toeing gait patterns have all been shown to be
related to abnormal femoral neck version.1-4 Accurate
assessment of femoral neck version may be important
for guiding diagnosis as well as treatment.2,5-10 Al-
though computed tomography (CT) has been regarded
by some investigators as the gold standard, no study
has proven that CT measurement of anteversion is
correlated with any other relevant variable. Further-
more, although multiple techniques for measurement
of version have been described,9,11-13 currently, there
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still remains no consensus on the imaging modality of
choice.

In our clinical practice, the physical examination
findings and injury patterns of patients with hip pa-
thology have been inconsistent with the CT and mag-
netic resonance imaging (MRI) assessment of femoral
neck version. These observations have led to the sus-
picion that these particular imaging modalities may
provide an inaccurate description of true femoral ro-
tational anatomy. The idea that CT and MRI are not
adequate modalities has also been suggested in many
other studies, with flaws of the different techniques
having contributed to the controversy. The challenge
of accurately summarizing the 3-dimensional rota-
tional anatomy of the femur using a single number is
reflected in the multiple existing methods used to
measure anteversion on CT or MRI.9,11,13-19

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the cor-
relation between CT and MRI measurements of fem-
oral anteversion, as well as to investigate the relation
between anteversion and physical examination. We
hypothesized that CT and MRI measurements of an-
teversion would be moderately correlated and that
both measurements of anteversion would be related to
rotational range of motion (ROM).

METHODS

Patient Inclusion and Data Collection

Data were prospectively collected between June
2009 and January 2010 from patients who underwent
hip arthroscopic surgery. Patients were included in the
study if they had both preoperative CT and MRI scans
conducted at our institution with adequate knee and
hip views for anteversion measurement. Patients with
Tönnis arthritic grade 3 and those with any previous
hip condition, such as Legg-Calve-Perthes disease or
slipped capital femoral epiphysis, were excluded from
the study. This study was approved by our institu-
tional review board. Objective data were collected,
including age, gender, body mass index, prior surger-
ies, and Workers’ Compensation status.

Physical Examination

Each patient underwent preoperative physical exami-
nation, including passive ROM testing. Passive ROM for
internal and external rotation was evaluated in a supine
position with both the hip and knee joint flexed to 90°.
All patients were examined by 2 examiners, an ortho-
paedic fellow or athletic trainer and the senior surgeon. If
the results differed by less than 5°, the senior surgeon’s

measurement was used. If they differed by more than 5°,
a third examiner performed the measurement, and the
values were averaged. Internal hip click for iliopsoas
snapping was elicited by a circumduction motion of the
hip. Impingements tests (anterior, lateral, and posterior)
were recorded as well.20 We must note that we believe
that ROM examination of the hip with the patient under
anesthesia is potentially dangerous to the patient, be-
cause it may cause further damage to the joint by taking
the hip into positions that pain would have prevented if
the patient were awake. To avoid inadvertent damage to
intra-articular structures, we do not perform ROM test-
ing with the patient under anesthesia. However, pain
may influence the ROM, and ROM in symptomatic
patients may not correlate strictly to bony alignment
because of the contribution of pain generated by soft-
tissue injury.

Radiographic Parameters

Radiographic views included an anteroposterior
(AP) pelvic view, Dunn view, cross-table lateral view,
and false-profile view.21 The radiographic evaluation
of the hips included measurement of the joint space
in the most narrow area, classification according to
the Tönnis osteoarthritic grade, and measurement
of the center-edge angle of Wiberg on the AP
view.1,22 The alpha angle was measured on MRI and
on the Dunn view in the same manner as described by
Nötzli et al.23 on MRI and modified by Meyer et al.21

for the Dunn view.24 Because CT was not validated
for alpha angle measurement and measuring the alpha
angle on axial CT cuts would produce different results
from the techniques mentioned earlier, we did not
measure the alpha angle by CT. All radiographs were
measured by the same orthopaedic surgeon. Hips clas-
sified as having cam impingement had an alpha angle
greater than 55° on MRI examination. Hips classified
as having pincer impingement had a positive cross-
over sign, coxa profunda, or protrusio acetabuli on AP
pelvis radiographs.

Anteversion Measurement

All CT and MRI anteversion measurements were
performed by 2 radiologists with formal musculoske-
letal experience and training. The radiologists were
blinded to each other’s measurements and to the other
study results. For both CT and MRI scans, the tech-
nique for determining the version of the femoral neck
was carried out in a systematic fashion. First, a line
parallel to the posterior femoral condyles was drawn.
Next, a line was drawn through the center of the
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femoral neck on the oblique axial images. These im-
ages and lines were then superimposed over one an-
other. The angle between the drawn lines was reported
as the anteversion measurement and was recorded in
degrees.

CT imaging was obtained with 4 different scanners:
GE VCT 64, GE LightSpeed 16, GE BrightSpeed 16,
and GE Plus 8 (GE Healthcare Technologies, Wauke-
sha, WI). Patients were placed in the supine position
with their toes pointed up. Images were acquired ax-
ially through the hip and femoral neck (120 kV; au-
tomatic dose modulation; pitch, 1.375:1; 1.25-mm
slice thickness; 1.25-mm reconstruction interval) and
reconstructed in the coronal, sagittal, and oblique axial
planes (1.25-mm slice thickness, 1.25-mm reconstruc-
tion interval). Images were also acquired axially just
above the knee (120 kV; 100 mA; pitch, 1.375:1;
2.5-mm slice thickness, 2.5-mm reconstruction inter-
val).

MRI was obtained with a GE 1.5-T EchoSpeed
scanner with Excite HDx software, version 15.0 (GE
Healthcare Technologies). The type of coil used was a
GE Signa HD 1.5-T 12-channel body array (single and
dual connector) (GE Healthcare Technologies). Pa-
tients were in the supine position and were allowed to
assume the position of most comfort to limit motion
artifact because of the long protocol (45 minutes). The
position of the toes therefore was not controlled. Im-
age sequences through the hips were obtained in the
axial, coronal, sagittal, oblique axial, and radial
planes. Axial and sagittal images of the hips were
obtained with a 4-mm slice thickness with a 0.4-mm
slice gap. Coronal and oblique axial images of the hips
were obtained with a 4-mm slice thickness and no
slice gap. Radial images were obtained with a 4-mm
slice thickness, each spaced 20° apart, with a total of
10 images. Of note, oblique axial images were only
“obliqued” in 1 plane. They maintained an orthogonal
relation with the coronal plane. Magnetic resonance
arthrography was performed after fluoroscopically
guided gadolinium injection into the hip. T1, fat-
saturated T1, and fat-saturated T2 sequences were
used for the conventional 3 planes. For the oblique
axial view and the radial view, fat-saturated proton
density sequences were used. At the knee, axial T1
images were obtained with a 4-mm thickness with a
1-mm slice gap.

Statistical Analysis

For statistical analysis purposes, hips were divided
into 3 groups according to the mean CT anteversion

measurement. The CT measurement was chosen be-
cause of the higher reproducibility by the 2 examiners
in comparison with MRI (Fig 1). A histogram of CT
anteversion values was then created, and a normal
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p<0.0001
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FIGURE 1. Interobserver correlation coefficients for anteversion
measurement by CT (A) and MRI (B). Both modalities showed very
high correlation, with a slope of almost 1 and r values of 95% and
86%, respectively. However, in the MRI scatter plot (B), the antever-
sion of 4 hips (red circles) were read with a difference of more than
20° between the examiners. For this reason, the anteversion groups
were created according to the CT results only (Fig 2).
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curve was assumed (Fig 2). CT anteversion values
were classified as group I when they fell within the
lower 25th percentile of the assumed normal curve
(n � 32). Group II, or midrange CT anteversion
values, were between the 25th and 75th percentiles
(n � 65). Group III was defined as the upper 25th
percentile of the normal curve (n � 32). On the basis
of this normal distribution, CT group I contained hips
with CT anteversion measurements that were less than
10°, CT group II contained hips with CT anteversion
angles between 10° and 22°, and CT group III con-
tained hips with CT anteversion angles greater than
22° (Fig 3).

Comparisons of 2 continuous variables were per-
formed by use of the Pearson correlation coefficient
test. Comparison of a continuous variable between
categorical groups was performed with an unpaired
2-tailed Student t test (2 categorical variables) or
1-way analysis of variance (�2 categorical variables).

Comparison of categorical values was performed with
the �2 test. Statistical analysis was performed with
Microsoft Office Excel 2007 (Microsoft, Redmond,
WA). We considered � values of � .05 statistically
significant.

Finally, an a priori power analysis was performed to
estimate the number of cases needed in each group.
On the basis of previous study that found a correlation
efficient of r � 0.77 between CT and MRI measure-
ment of the anteversion angle,9 we have calculated a
large effect size of 1.44; thus, to obtain a power of
80% or higher with P � .05, each group would need
to include at least 8 hips.

RESULTS

A total of 129 hips (121 patients) fit our inclusion
and exclusion criteria. The mean age of the patients
was 36 years (range, 14 to 74 years), and there were
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FIGURE 2. CT anteversion histogram of 129 hips included in study. Group I (low-anteversion group) contains the lower 25th percentile with
anteversion measurement of less than 10°. Group II (medium-anteversion group) includes hips with anteversion between 10° and 22°. Group
III (high-anteversion group) contains the upper 25th percentile with anteversion measurement of greater than 22°.
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75 female and 54 male patients. The mean height was
67 inches (range, 57 to 77 inches), the mean weight
was 166 lb (range, 100 to 280 lb), and the mean body
mass index was 25.3 (range, 17 to 43). The percentage
of female patients was significantly different among
the groups (P � .002), with 43.75% in group I, 52.3%
in group II, and 84.4% in group III.

Anteversion Measurement

Large interobserver correlation was found between
the 2 radiologists with regard to the anteversion mea-
surement by CT and MRI (r � 0.95 and r � 0.86,
respectively; P � .0001 for both). The mean antever-
sion value as measured by CT was 15.9° (range, �6°
to 38.5°), whereas the mean MRI measurement was 7°
(range, �19.5° to 36°). A statistically significant,
large correlation was found between the 2 anteversion
measurements (r � 0.80, P � .0001) (Fig 3). This
linear correlation had a best-fit line with a slope of
0.89. However, in 96% of the cases, the MRI mea-

surement was smaller than the CT measurement, with
a systematic bias of 8.9° difference (range, �37°
to 1.5°); moreover, in 77% of the cases, the difference
was larger than 5°. A Bland-Altman scatter plot
(Fig 4) displays the differences between MRI and CT
anteversion values plotted against the mean values of
the 2 measurements.25

Physical Examination Findings

The following mean measurements for ROM of
the affected joint were found: abduction, 44°
(range, 15° to 80°); flexion, 117° (range, 90° to
150°); internal rotation, 23° (range, 0° to 90°); and
external rotation, 50° (range, 10° to 90°). A low but
statistically significant correlation between the an-
teversion angle as measured by CT and internal
rotation was found (r � 0.36, P � .0001). There
was also a significant difference among the 3 groups
in ROM for internal rotation (Fig 5). Internal rota-
tion increased as the measured anteversion angle

y = 0.8958x - 7.2644
r  = 0.804
p<0.0001
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FIGURE 3. The relation between CT and MRI anteversion angles was found to be large (r � 0.80). The shaded areas represent the middle
2 quartiles of the anteversion measurement by CT (yellow) (group II) and by MRI (green). One patient (red circle) was measured to have
high anteversion by CT and low anteversion by MRI.
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increased. Patients in CT group I had mean internal
rotation of 15.8°, whereas patients in CT groups II
and III had mean values of 22.7° and 29.7°, respec-
tively (P � .002). However, no correlation was
found between anteversion and external rotation
(r � �0.07, P � .41). There was no statistical
difference for flexion, abduction, or external rota-
tion measurements determined among patients in
groups I, II, and III (P � .50). No difference among
the groups was found for the other physical exam-

ination tests, including the internal hip click and 3
impingement tests (P � .50 for all).

Radiographic Parameters

After radiographic evaluation, 64.3% of the hips (83
of 129) were found to have bony deformities that
correlated with femoral acetabular impingement ac-
cording to the AP pelvis findings and the MRI alpha
angle. Isolated cam impingement with an alpha angle
of 55° or greater on MRI was present in 19.4% of the
patients, isolated pincer impingement in 28.7%, and
combined lesion in 16.3% (Fig 6). Most patients with
a pincer lesion had a positive crossover sign, 4 pa-
tients had protrusio acetabuli, and none had profunda.
There was a significant difference (P � .01) among
the groups regarding the distribution of the im-
pingement types, with isolated cam lesion being
most prevalent in group I, which had low CT ante-
version values, and isolated cam lesion being most
prevalent in group III, which had large CT antever-
sion values (Fig 6). However, no difference was
found with regard to the alpha angle as measured on
the Dunn view or MRI and the crossover sign
among the 3 anteversion groups. In addition, non-
significant correlation was found between MRI alpha
angle and anteversion (r � 0.13, P � .14), and no
correlation was found with alpha angle measured on
the Dunn view (r � �0.02, P � .74).

Overall, no correlation was found among all other
radiographic findings and anteversion measurements.
Moreover, there was no significant difference among
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groups I, II, and III with respect to their radiographic
findings.

DISCUSSION

The 3 main findings of the study were (1) a large corre-
lation between MRI and CT anteversion measurements but
with a systematic bias toward larger values on CT (Figs 3
and 5); (2) significant correlation between these measure-
ments and the range of internal rotation of the hip (Fig 5);
and (3) significant relation between femoral acetabular im-
pingement types and the 3 anteversion groups.

As shown in Fig 6, isolated cam-type impinge-
ment was correlated more with low anteversion
whereas isolated pincer impingement was corre-
lated with high femoral anteversion. However, no
relation was found between the values of the alpha
angle or crossover to the anteversion values. Hence,
the relation represents the incidence of pincer, cam,
and combined impingement in the groups. We are
not aware of any other study that has shown a
similar relation. It is difficult to explain these find-
ings; both can be developmental problems. How-
ever, the cam lesion may affect the femoral neck
axis at the time of anteversion measurement, and

the pincer lesion may be positional due to a pelvic
tilt.

Our study has emphasized the correlation between
internal rotation and the femoral anteversion angle
(Fig 5). However, the ROM cannot point to the level of
anteversion; as shown in Fig 5, the anteversion groups
had overlapping ROMs. Furthermore, the 3 patients with
the largest range of internal rotation (90°) had medium-
range CT anteversion values (11.5°, 11.5°, and 21°).
Many studies have evaluated physical examination tech-
niques for their validity and reliability in measuring ver-
sion.12,26-29 Of note, these studies used different and un-
proven modalities as their gold standard to compare against
physical examination. Still, physical examination has been
shown to be an inaccurate method for determining femoral
version. The examination technique described by Souza and
Powers27 was found to have such a wide confidence interval
that its clinical utility is called into question. In a study
assessing several techniques, it was found that the currently
available clinical methods do not accurately measure true
torsion of the femur and tibia.28

The comparison results between MRI and CT ante-
version measurements (Figs 3 and 5) are comparable
to those of a study by Tomczak et al.9 that was
published in 1997. In that study a large correlation
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coefficient of 0.77 was found, along with higher mean
CT values for anteversion angles than those of MRI.
CT imaging has been considered by many investiga-
tors to be the imaging modality of choice for the
measurement of femoral version.9,19 In addition, MRI
has also been promoted as an appropriate imaging
modality for anteversion measurement.8,9 However,
there have been no studies that prove the use of either
CT or MRI as the gold standard. Our study shows a
large correlation coefficient of 0.80 between CT and
MRI for the measurement of femoral version (Fig 3).
However, a systematic bias of 8.9° exists between
MRI and CT anteversion measurement, with the CT
results being higher in 96% of the cases (Fig 4).

One potential reason for the lower absolute values
for anteversion on MRI is the longer time delay be-
tween imaging of the hip and imaging of the distal
femur. During the intervening lag time, the patient
may relax into greater external rotation of the hip,
which would lead to systematic underestimation of
anteversion. In contrast, CT has a very short time
delay between imaging of the hip and imaging of the
distal femur, which may avoid this pitfall. However,
the MRI technicians did not note any pattern of
change in position during the MRI examinations.
Moreover, if there is motion, it should introduce cer-
tain randomness to the MRI measurement with respect
to the CT measurement with higher and lower MRI
measurements. What was observed, rather, was a sys-
tematic bias toward lower MRI anteversion values
compared with the CT values. This speaks to a sys-
tematic problem rather than random, unpredictable
patient motion–induced error. Many MRI and CT
facilities do not control for rotation, so the findings of
this study may be clinically relevant. Nonetheless, the
lack of control of hip rotation during the examinations
is a weakness of this study, and we recommend that
the rotation of the hip be controlled throughout MRI
or CT studies in the future.

Another potential source of bias may stem from a
very slightly flexed hip position during the MRI ex-
amination. During the CT examination, the knees are
kept extended as leg lengths are measured for possible
discrepancies. This position is not difficult to achieve
because the CT examination is very brief (a matter of
seconds), and the hip should be in neutral flexion/
extension with this type of positioning. However, for
MRI, a pad is often placed beneath the knees for
comfort. Patient comfort is essential because of the
long length of the examination and the relative intol-
erance of MRI to motion artifacts. The knee flexion
presumably results in some hip flexion. Hip flexion

was described previously as a source of bias toward
lower angle measurements with hip flexion compared
with neutral.30 Although this would suggest that MRI
should also be performed with the hip in full exten-
sion, patient comfort may prove a challenge.

A more complex reason for inconsistencies in ante-
version measurement is the complex 3-dimensional mor-
phology of the proximal femur. We believe that this
complex anatomy does not lend 2-dimensional imaging
modalities the ability to yield perfectly reproducible
measurements. In fact, the level of complexity and vari-
ability of the 3-dimensional anatomy of the femur may
call into question the possibility of measuring true fem-
oral version with any technique at all.

The absolute difference that exists between the 2
modalities may be clinically important. The lower and
higher quartiles in each modality have different bor-
derlines. Whereas the lower anteversion quartile ac-
cording to the CT measurement was below 10°, it was
below 0° according to the MRI measurement (Fig 3).
Similar reasoning applies to the high-anteversion
quartile; the border was 22° according to CT but only
12.5° by MRI. Hence, diagnosis of excessive antever-
sion and the decision to perform femoral rotational
osteotomy based on 1 study should have a different
threshold than if based on the other study.

Both modalities showed large interobserver corre-
lation; however, CT had a higher interobserver corre-
lation of 95%, whereas the MRI correlation was 86%.
Moreover, both modalities showed a correlation slope
of almost 1 between the 2 observers, with the CT
slope being higher (99.5% v 98.5%). This implies that
CT has higher reproducibility and interchangeability
for anteversion measurement than MRI. Nonetheless,
the large interobserver correlation of both modalities
raises the suspicion that the difference in the measure-
ments stems from the examination itself.

The main limitation of the study is the fact that each
of the studies was performed only once for each
patient. A second set of MRI and CT examinations
would help show the accuracy and reliability of the
imaging methods beyond the accuracy of the measure-
ment. Another limitation was the long time needed for
MRI examination (approximately 45 minutes), during
which there may be a potential error because of patient
movement; although such movement was not de-
tected, it is impossible to prove that it did not occur.

CONCLUSIONS

Although high correlation was found between ante-
version angle measurements by CT and MRI, signif-
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icant discrepancies in the absolute anteversion number
between the 2 techniques suggest that they may not be
interchangeable. Surgeons need to be aware that such
differences could include or exclude patients depend-
ing on which study was performed and perhaps dif-
ferent thresholds should be used for each modality.
Furthermore, CT was found to have higher interob-
server reliability than MRI. Significant correlation
with internal rotation of the hip was found as well.
Clinically, the findings of the study show that the
diagnosis of excessive femoral anteversion or retro-
version should have different thresholds according to
MRI and CT measurements; moreover, the diagnosis
should not rely on hip joint ROM.

REFERENCES

1. Tönnis D, Heinecke A. Acetabular and femoral anteversion:
Relationship with osteoarthritis of the hip. J Bone Joint Surg
Am 1999;81:1747-1770.

2. Beall DP, Martin HD, Mintz DN, et al. Anatomic and struc-
tural evaluation of the hip: A cross-sectional imaging tech-
nique combining anatomic and biomechanical evaluations.
Clin Imaging 2008;32:372-381.

3. Crane L. Femoral torsion and its relation to toeing-in and
toeing-out. J Bone Joint Surg Am 1959;41:421-428.

4. Gelberman RH, Cohen MS, Shaw BA, Kasser JR, Griffin PP,
Wilkinson RH. The association of femoral retroversion with
slipped capital femoral epiphysis. J Bone Joint Surg Am 1986;
68:1000-1007.

5. Malik A, Maheshwari A, Dorr LD. Impingement with total hip
replacement. J Bone Joint Surg Am 2007;89:1832-1842.

6. Brooks P. Component malposition in hip resurfacing. Ortho-
pedics 2010;33:646.

7. Kordelle J, Millis M, Jolesz FA, Kikinis R, Richolt JA. Three-
dimensional analysis of the proximal femur in patients with
slipped capital femoral epiphysis based on computed tomog-
raphy. J Pediatr Orthop 2001;21:179-182.

8. Schneider B, Laubenberger J, Jemlich S, Groene K, Weber
HM, Langer M. Measurement of femoral antetorsion and tibial
torsion by magnetic resonance imaging. Br J Radiol 1997;70:
575-579.

9. Tomczak RJ, Guenther KP, Rieber A, Mergo P, Ros PR,
Brambs HJ. MR imaging measurement of the femoral antetor-
sional angle as a new technique: Comparison with CT in
children and adults. AJR Am J Roentgenol 1997;168:791-794.

10. Fabry G, MacEwen GD, Shands AR Jr. Torsion of the femur.
A follow-up study in normal and abnormal conditions. J Bone
Joint Surg Am 1973;55:1726-1738.

11. Høiseth A, Reikerås O, Fønstelien E. Evaluation of three
methods for measurement of femoral neck anteversion. Fem-
oral neck anteversion, definition, measuring methods and er-
rors. Acta Radiol 1989;30:69-73.

12. Ruwe PA, Gage JR, Ozonoff MB, DeLuca PA. Clinical de-
termination of femoral anteversion. A comparison with estab-
lished techniques. J Bone Joint Surg Am 1992;74:820-830.

13. Sugano N, Noble PC, Kamaric E. A comparison of alternative
methods of measuring femoral anteversion. J Comput Assist
Tomogr 1998;22:610-614.

14. Guenther KP, Tomczak R, Kessler S, Pfeiffer T, Puhl W.
Measurement of femoral anteversion by magnetic resonance
imaging—Evaluation of a new technique in children and ad-
olescents. Eur J Radiol 1995;21:47-52.

15. Hermann KL, Egund N. CT measurement of anteversion in the
femoral neck. The influence of femur positioning. Acta Radiol
1997;38:527-532.

16. Kim JS, Park TS, Park SB, Kim JS, Kim IY, Kim SI. Mea-
surement of femoral neck anteversion in 3D. Part 1: 3D im-
aging method. Med Biol Eng Comput 2000;38:603-609.

17. Kuo TY, Skedros JG, Bloebaum RD. Measurement of femoral
anteversion by biplane radiography and computed tomography
imaging: Comparison with an anatomic reference. Invest Ra-
diol 2003;38:221-229.

18. Murphy SB, Simon SR, Kijewski PK, Wilkinson RH, Griscom
NT. Femoral anteversion. J Bone Joint Surg Am 1987;69:
1169-1176.

19. Kulig K, Harper-Hanigan K, Souza RB, Powers CM. Mea-
surement of femoral torsion by ultrasound and magnetic res-
onance imaging: Concurrent validity. Phys Ther 2010;90:
1641-1648.

20. Domb BG, Brooks AG, Byrd JW. Clinical examination of the
hip joint in athletes. J Sport Rehabil 2009;18:3-23.

21. Meyer DC, Beck M, Ellis T, Ganz R, Leunig M. Comparison
of six radiographic projections to assess femoral head/neck
asphericity. Clin Orthop Relat Res 2006;445:181-185.

22. Wiberg G. Studies on dysplastic acetabula and congenital
subluxation of the hip joint. Acta Chir Scand 1939;83:58.

23. Nötzli HP, Wyss TF, Stoecklin CH, Schmid MR, Treiber K,
Hodler J. The contour of the femoral head-neck junction as a
predictor for the risk of anterior impingement. J Bone Joint
Surg Br 2002;84:556-560.

24. Dunn DM. Anteversion of the neck of the femur; a method of
measurement. J Bone Joint Surg Br 1952;34:181-186.

25. Bland JM, Altman DG. Statistical methods for assessing
agreement between two methods of clinical measurement.
Lancet 1986;1:307-310.

26. Davids JR, Benfanti P, Blackhurst DW, Allen BL. Assessment
of femoral anteversion in children with cerebral palsy: Accu-
racy of the trochanteric prominence angle test. J Pediatr Or-
thop 2002;22:173-178.

27. Souza RB, Powers CM. Concurrent criterion-related validity
and reliability of a clinical test to measure femoral anteversion.
J Orthop Sports Phys Ther 2009;39:586-592.

28. Tamari K, Tinley P, Briffa K, Breidahl W. Validity and
reliability of existing and modified clinical methods of mea-
suring femoral and tibiofibular torsion in healthy subjects: Use
of different reference axes may improve reliability. Clin Anat
2005;18:46-55.

29. Shultz SJ, Nguyen AD, Windley TC, Kulas AS, Botic TL,
Beynnon BD. Intratester and intertester reliability of clinical
measures of lower extremity anatomic characteristics: Impli-
cations for multicenter studies. Clin J Sport Med 2006;16:
155-161.

30. Jarrett DY, Oliveira AM, Zou KH, Snyder BD, Kleinman PK.
Axial oblique CT to assess femoral anteversion. AJR Am J
Roentgenol 2010;194:1230-1233.

627HIP ANTEVERSION BY CT, MRI, AND ROM


