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Factors affecting the subjective recovery assessment of patients when

returning to sports after anterior cruciate ligament reconstruction
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Factors affecting the subjective recovery assessment of patients when
returning to sports after anterior cruciate ligament reconstruction
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Key words: anterior cruciate ligament reconstruction, subjective recovery assessment, side-to-side difference of

the anterior tibial translation difference

(Abstract] We investigated factors contributing to subjective recovery assessment in patients who underwent
anterior cruciate ligament reconstruction. In total, 403 subjects underwent primary reconstruction at our hospital
and returned to sports. Subjects with a subjective degree of recovery score of 80 or more points were categorized
into the good group and those with less than 80 points into the poor group. The outcome measures were pain, mus-
cle strength deficiency, anxiety, patient background factors, and clinical results [knee extension muscle strength
(affected body weight ratio, ABWR) and anterior tibial translation difference (ATTD) ]. Multiple logistic regression
analysis was performed to identify significant risk factors. In the poor group, cutoff values were calculated using
the clinical results.

The contributory factors were pain, subjective muscle strength deficiency, and anxiety in both groups. In the
poor group, the ATTD was extracted for pain with a cutoff value of 0.55 mm. Subjective muscle strength defi-
ciency was extracted with an ABWR cutoff value of 2.35 Nm/kg. No factors correlated with anxiety.

Good subjective recovery assessment correlated with absence of pain and good subjective muscle strength that
did not require overconstrained ATTD, suggesting ABWR recovery.
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