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Flgure 2. Forest plot for studies grouped by presence and absence of buffering.
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Flgure 4. Forest plot for studies grouped by anchering scale with pain from needle,
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Flgute 2. Flow chart of patients from total ED visits to patients with an acute hip dislocation treated in the ED with th

Captain Morgan technique.




Table. Characteristics of hip dislocation patients treated with the Captain Morgan reduction technique.

i

fige/Sex Mechanism of Injury Direction Fracture Prosthesis Success
1/F Fall Posterior No Yes Yes
1/F Rolled in bed Superior/posterior No Yes Yes
3/F Twisted in chair Superior/ posterior No Yes Yes
3/F Sat on bed Superior/posterior No Yes Yes
13/ Motorcycle accident Superior/posterior No No ¥
h/F Rollr skating e CYes D No Nosee e
M Standing up Sunerior/posterior No Yes
5/M Mator vehicle crash Superior/ posterior No No Yes
B/M Auto versus pedestrian Posterior No No Yes
/F Fall from bed Superior/lateral No Yes Yes
8M Maotor vehicle crash Posterior No No Yes
3/F Bending over Superior/posterior No Yes Yes
/F Walking dog Posterior/lateral No Yes Yes
F. Female; M, male
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