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ABSTRACT
Optimum rehabilitation following Rotator Cuff Repair (RCR) remains a contentious topic.
A wide range of often conflicting evidence and opinion exists regarding several aspects
of the rehabilitation process. This has resulted in a wide variety of different post-operative
protocols and uncertainty regarding the need for immobilisation, initiation of exercises and
rehabilitation progression. In this climate of uncertainty, it appears that rehabilitation
protocols have remained largely unchanged for over two decades despite the large volume
of new evidence. This narrative review examines common assumptions that surround
rehabilitation following RCR in the light of contemporary evidence. It is hoped this will aid
clinicians when making decisions for this patient group.
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Introduction

Disorders of the rotator cuff (RC) are considered
the most common cause of shoulder pain [1], with
an increasing prevalence of RC tears with increasing
age [2]. While many patients with RC tears are
asymptomatic, others experience ongoing disability
and pain [3]. While uncertainly still exists regarding
the optimum management of patients with a RC
tear [4], surgical repair remains a common treat-
ment option [5–7].

Following rotator cuff repair (RCR), a pro-
gramme of rehabilitation is undertaken. There are
many uncertainties surrounding post-operative
rehabilitation including balancing the protection of
the repaired and healing tissue with the desire to
optimise return to work and other functional and
recreational activities [8]. Uncertainty regarding the
optimal loading during different stages of rehabilita-
tion, and the individual nature of patient and tear
characteristics, contributes to variability in post-
operative protocols [9]. Perhaps because of this
uncertainty, more conservative approaches are per-
vasive, with 4–6weeks of post-operative sling immo-
bilisation and restricted resumption of active
movement remaining the most common approach
[9–11]. Furthermore, perceptions of optimal treat-
ment often vary between health professionals. For
example, Kane et al. [12], found that physiothera-
pists tend to favour shorter periods of immobilisa-
tion and more progressive rehabilitation, whereas

surgeons tended to favour more conservative proto-
cols with longer periods of immobilisation.

The purpose of this review is to examine the
wide range of evidence regarding tendon healing,
sling immobilisation, initiation of movement and
rehabilitation progression following RCR with the
aim of providing clinicians with information that
will facilitate decision making in the context of cur-
rent uncertainty.

Tendon healing following RCR

Healing following RCR has been described as pro-
gressing through inflammatory, proliferation and
remodelling phases [13]. During the inflammatory
phase, the healing tendon is supported by a weak
scar which is formed during the first 14 days [14].
During this initial phase the configuration of
anchors and sutures used during the repair provide
the majority of its mechanical strength [15]. After
this initial period, the proliferation phase commen-
ces, where fibroblast proliferation and collagen
deposition are increased [16]. The remodelling
phase overlaps the proliferative phase and is charac-
terised by organisation of collagen and tenocytes in
alignment with the direction of stress and the grad-
ual increase in tensile strength due to replacement
of type III with type I collagen. This process can
continue for months or even years [17].

Animal models illustrate uncertainty regarding
the optimum loading environment following RCR.
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Complete removal of load does not appear to bene-
fit tendon to bone healing, as inferior mechanical
properties of repaired rat RC tendons have been
observed when the supraspinatus was paralysed
using botulinum toxin [18,19]. Other studies investi-
gating the effect of loading on healing following ten-
don to bone repair have produced conflicting
results. Li et al. [20] found that continuous passive
motion (CPM) enhanced fibroblastic activity in a
rabbit model, whereas Peltz et al. [21] observed no
difference in collagen organisation or biomechanical
strength when passive motion was compared to
immobilisation in a rat model. Zhang et al. [22]
observed reduced biomechanical strength of repaired
rat RC tendons when free activity was allowed com-
pared to immobilisation, (both with and without
passive motion) and Wada et al. [23] found
improved tendon maturation in a murine model
when specimens were immobilised compared to
those that completed a regime of treadmill running.
Conversely, Zhang and Chen [24] found that a
regime of treadmill activity in a murine model
enhanced biomechanical properties and tendon to
bone maturity. The one consistent finding through-
out these studies appears to be the gradual increas-
ing maturity and mechanical strength of the repairs
over time.

These studies highlight the complex nature of the
healing process following RCR, and many questions
remain for clinicians involved in post-operative
rehabilitation of this patient group. While it appears
loading can be both a positive and negative stimulus
for healing, what represents optimum loading dur-
ing different stages of the healing process remains
unknown. The inference that can be taken from ani-
mal studies is also limited due to the substantial dif-
ferences in the post-operative rehabilitation
programmes evaluated, for example treadmill run-
ning, free activity, and passive motion, and likely
differences in healing rates between animals and
humans [25].

Factors effecting rotator cuff healing

A plethora of patient and tear related factors have
been reported to influence healing following RCR
[26]. In their meta-analysis, Raman et al. [27] found
fatty infiltration (n¼ 505, OR 9.34, 95%CI
4.22–20.70) had the strongest negative effect on
repair integrity, followed by multiple tendon
involvement (n¼ 176, OR 6.02, 95%CI 2.47–14.69),
larger tear size (n¼ 1352, OR 4.27, 95%CI
2.93–6.23), increasing age (n¼ 1312, OR 2.83,
95%CI 2.29–3.50), and presence of Diabetes Mellitus
(Dm) (n¼ 390, OR 2.13 95%CI 1.16–3.90). Other
patient related factors such as smoking status,

obesity and osteoporosis may also affect healing
rates, although the influence of these factors remains
unclear [28–30].

Healing following RCR is a complex multifactor-
ial process. Many prognostic factors for RC healing
are closely related and determining the significance
of a single prognostic factor on healing is challeng-
ing. For example, while increasing age has been
associated with lower healing rates, it is debatable
how significant age is taken in and of itself. In a
study of 1600 consecutive RCR, Dieblod et al. [31]
found that age was independently predictive of
poorer healing rates when multivariate analysis was
used to control for other confounding variables.
However, the OR (1.05 95%CI, 1.03–1.06) suggests
age alone is not a strong predictor of repair out-
come. Likewise is true of pre-operative tear size. For
example, a prospective study of 256 repairs by
Rashid et al. [32] found only massive tears (>5cm)
were independently predictive of failed healing (OR
0.18, 95%CI 0.05–0.61) when adjusted for age, sex,
hand dominance and previous corticoster-
oid injections.

While improved knowledge of factors that influ-
ence healing might be useful in aiding selecting
appropriate patients for RCR [28], it is less clear
how these factors should influence post-operative
management and rehabilitation. Kokmayer et al.
[33] propose a prognosis-based model where a more
conservative approach is adopted in the presence of
poor prognostic factors for healing. In their system-
atic review, Thompson et al. [34] concluded that
clinicians should adopt a more conservative rehabili-
tation approach in patients with larger tears
(>3 cm). To our knowledge, there are no clinical tri-
als that have investigated this type of prognosis
driven rehabilitation. Clinically, adopting this type
of approach is difficult due to the uncertain and
conflicting evidence in this area. Due to the inter-
connected relationship between many of these
potential prognostic factors, quantifying the effect
that these individual factors have on healing is
extremely difficult [35]. Furthermore, these recom-
mendations are based on the assumption that more
progressive rehabilitation may negatively influence
healing. This assumption requires close examination
due to the beneficial effects of load on healing [36]
and potential negative effects of immobilisation on
muscle and tendon health [37].

Post-operative stiffness

Shoulder stiffness is one of the most frequent com-
plications following RCR [38]. It has been suggested
that a certain degree of post-operative stiffness may
reflect a positive healing response [39]. However,
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while for some, post-operative stiffness is mild and
transient [40] for others it can be debilitating and
long lasting. It has been estimated that between
3.3% and 4.9% of patients develop significant and
persistent post-operative stiffness that requires fur-
ther surgical intervention [41,42].

A systematic review by Denard et al. [41] identi-
fied a range of potential factors associated with
post-operative stiffness, such as patients aged <50,
smaller tears, repairs of Partial Articular Surface
Tendon Avulsion (PASTA) lesions and pre-opera-
tive diagnosis of calcific tendonitis or adhesive cap-
sulitis. It is thought that early mobilisation following
RCR may help prevent post-operative stiffness. One
small non-experimental study [43] found no cases
of stiffness (as defined as patient dissatisfaction with
their range of motion) in a group of 79 patients
with at least one risk factor (for developing stiffness)
who were targeted with immediate closed chain
mobilisation following RCR. However, overall evi-
dence is limited, and it is unclear if different
rehabilitation strategies have a role in preventing
cases of long-term stiffness following RCR.

Early mobilisation vs immobilisation

When to initiate movement following RCR contin-
ues to be a topic for debate and is reflected in the
large number of studies that have been published on
the topic over the last 10 years. Combining sling
immobilisation with exercises to mobilise the shoul-
der (usually passive) is a popular approach that is
thought to help minimise pain and stiffness [8].
However, there continues to be some concern that
initiating passive motion in the initial period follow-
ing RCR may lead to reduced rates of healing. This
has led some to suggesting that stricter immobilisa-
tion is required to protect the repair site during this
early phase of healing [44].

Mazuquin et al. [45] undertook the most recent
systematic review and meta-analysis on early mobil-
isation following RCR (5 randomised controlled tri-
als, 410 participants) and did not observe a
statistically significant difference in healing between
early and delayed rehabilitation (p¼ 0.31). The
number needed to harm (NNH) was calculated with
regard to re-tear rates and indicated that 32 patients
treated with early mobilisation were needed for one
to have a re-tear which could potentially be attrib-
uted to early mobilisation. This may suggest that
early mobilisation does not play a significant role in
failed healing or re-tear following RCR. Equally,
questions remain regarding the potential benefit of
early mobilisation, as no statistically significant dif-
ference was found for range of motion, pain or
functional scores between early and delayed

mobilisation. Although it remains uncertain whether
early mobilisation may adversely affect healing in
larger RCR (>3 cm) [35,46], it is not yet possible to
draw definitive conclusions due to insufficient data
comparing early and delayed rehabilitation for larger
repairs (>3 cm).

Variability of the included studies regarding sur-
gical technique, method of immobilisation, and tim-
ing of mobilisation as well as the variable quality of
the original studies makes interpretation of these
results challenging. In the presence of this uncer-
tainty there remains great variability in how this evi-
dence is implemented in clinical practice. In a
recent survey, 129 clinicians were asked to describe
their typical practice in patients of different tear
sizes following RCR [11]. Regarding early mobilisa-
tion, 62% reported they would recommend passive
range of motion in the first week following RCR in
a patient with a small (2 cm) tear with 50% recom-
mending the same in a patient with a large (4 cm)
tear. This illustrates, that despite consistent evidence
that early mobilisation does not adversely affect
healing, particularly in small to medium size repairs
[45], many clinicians remain reluctant to advise
early mobilisation following RCR.

Sling immobilisation

Most protocols advocate post-operative sling use for
a period of 4–6weeks following RCR [9,11]. The
driver for this approach appears to be the concern
that early discontinuation of the sling will result in
increased motion and strain which may be detri-
mental to the healing process [46]. Discontinuation
of the sling typically involves active use of the arm
for activities of daily living as dictated by patient
comfort, and therefore theoretically represents an
increase in load compared to immobilisation with
or without early mobilisation. It is poorly under-
stood what influence this increase in load may have
on recovery and healing rates and uncertainty
remains regarding the optimum method and dur-
ation of sling immobilisation.

It has been argued that immobilisation using an
abduction sling may have to potential to improve
outcomes such as pain and healing following RCR
due to reduced strain on the healing tissues and
improved blood flow [47]. At present there is a lack
of clinical evidence to support this. Hollman et al.
[48] randomised 36 patients to either an abduction
sling or standard anti-rotation sling and did not
observe any significant difference in pain, function
(Western Ontario Rotator Cuff (WORC) index) or
range of movement (ROM). More recently Ghandor
et al. [49] also observed no significant difference in
pain, function (Constant-Murley Score) or muscle
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strength in 106 patients who were randomised to
either an abduction brace or a standard sling.
Neither of these studies investigated RC integrity, so
it is not possible to draw any conclusions regarding
the influence of different slings on tendon healing.

Several randomised controlled trials have exam-
ined the effect of different periods of sling use. Koh
et al. [50] observed a greater rate of stiffness (as
defined by failing to achieve either 120 degrees flex-
ion, internal rotation to L3 level or 20 degrees of
external rotation) at 24-month follow-up when 88
patients were randomised to 8weeks sling immobil-
isation (using an abduction sling) compared with
4weeks (p¼ 0.04). Pain (p¼ 0.2) and Constant score
(p¼ 0.56) did not differ significantly between
groups. Jenssen et al. [51] compared 118 patients
immobilised for 3weeks in a standard sling com-
pared to 6weeks in an abduction sling. They did
not observe any significant difference in Constant
score (p¼ 0.36) at 12-month follow-up, although
they did find that internal and external rotation
range was statistically superior (mean difference 7�

and 8� respectively, p< 0.05) in the group that had
been immobilised for three weeks at six week fol-
low-up.

Other randomised controlled trials have sought
to compare a period of sling immobilisation with no
immobilisation following RCR. Sheps et al. [52]
compared 189 patients with all tear sizes following
mini-open RCR and found that patients who were
instructed to discontinue the sling as tolerated had
significantly better range of abduction (mean differ-
ence 12.9� p¼ 0.002) and scapula plane elevation
(mean difference 14�, p¼ 0.006) at 6-week follow
up compared with 6weeks sling immobilisation.
Tirefort et al. [53] randomised 80 patients with
small to medium size RCR to either no immobilisa-
tion or 4weeks sling immobilisation and observed a
small but statistically significant difference in pain
scores at 6months (0.7 points on the VAS scale,
p¼ 0.031 and 6.4 points on the single assessment
numeric evaluation, p¼ 0.011), as well as superior
elevation at 3months (mean difference 13.2�,
p¼ 0.015) favouring the group who were not immo-
bilised. Sheps et al. [54] randomised 206 patients of
all tear sizes to either no immobilisation or 6weeks
sling immobilisation and observed superior flexion
(mean difference 11.1�, p< 0.03) and abduction
(mean difference 8.3�, p< 0.03) in the no immobil-
isation group. None of these studies observed any
statistically and clinically significant difference in
patient reported outcomes between the groups.

Four of these studies [50,51,53,54] investigated
healing as a secondary outcome, and none demon-
strated a significant difference in healing rates
between the different approaches. Although this

finding should be interpreted with caution, as the
studies were not adequately powered to examine
this outcome, this suggests that any increase in load
resulting from earlier sling discontinuation may not
be a significant factor effecting healing rates.

While there is a growing body of evidence
regarding the objective effects of different
approaches to sling use, there is limited information
regarding patients’ perspectives and experiences.
Nassiri et al. [55] investigated sling compliance in a
prospective study of 128 patients following RCR and
anterior shoulder stabilisation. They found that
while patients initially found the sling a source of
comfort, compliance tended to reduce as time pro-
gressed, particularly in procedures performed on the
dominant arm. This may reflect that longer periods
of immobilisation are difficult for many patients to
manage. More information regarding patients’ per-
ceptions of sling use would be valuable in the con-
text of uncertainty regarding best practice.

There are several potential detrimental effects
that occur as a result of prolonged immobilisation,
such as muscle/tendon atrophy, patient distress/frus-
tration and delayed return to functional and occupa-
tional activities [56]. These studies suggest there
may be advantages to shorter periods of sling
immobilisation, such as faster recovery of range of
motion and reduced short term pain. It is possible,
therefore, that immobilisation following RCR may
not be helpful or the most appropriate strategy and
that patients can be mobilised judiciously post-
operatively without adversely effecting healing rates;
or perhaps such approaches might even facilitate
healing. Large randomised controlled trials that are
adequately powered to detect differences in healing
rates, of all tear sizes, would provide more clarity to
this argument.

Initiating active exercise

While there is a large and ever-growing body of evi-
dence regarding early passive motion following RCR
the evidence to support the initiation of active exer-
cise is lacking [57]. Kluczynski et al. [58] performed
a meta-analysis comparing early versus delayed
active exercise following RCR. They found that early
active exercise was only associated with inferior
healing in larger tears (>3cm). This review included
non-randomised and non-comparative studies, so
has a high risk of bias and caution is required when
interpreting the result. A small randomised con-
trolled trial by Duzgun et al. [59] randomised 29
patients to either an accelerated protocol or stand-
ard care following RCR. They found that an acceler-
ated protocol including immediate active exercise
resulted in superior functional scores (15.47 points
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on the Disabilities of the Arm Shoulder and Hand
questionnaire, p< 0.05) to the traditional protocol
at 16-week follow-up. However, this study did not
investigate repair integrity and the follow-up period
was only 24weeks. Further research is needed to
draw definitive conclusions regarding active
rehabilitation following RCR.

Load progression

There is a lack of evidence regarding the implemen-
tation of different strategies in the latter stages of
rehabilitation following RCR. Subsequently, most
guidelines base their recommendations on either
previous protocols, expert opinion, or applied know-
ledge electromyography (EMG) data to guide the
gradual application of load [8,13,60].

The gradual application of load to the healing
tendon is a sound principal and is known to stimu-
late collagen synthesis and improved tendon mech-
anical properties [16,36]. A core concept for
rehabilitation following RC tendon repair is the
application of appropriate mechanical stresses based
both on the healing processes discussed above
[8,13]. The difficulty, however, is knowing if the
applied load is beneficial or deleterious for the indi-
vidual patient given the lack of definitive knowledge
regarding healing times and repair strength at differ-
ent stages of the rehabilitation process.

A popular approach to load progression following
RCR involves starting with passive range of motion,
which progress to active assisted, active, and finally
resisted exercises [10]. This is certainly one way of
progressing load, but EMG studies demonstrate the
problem with relying solely on this approach to
guide rehabilitation activity. Many active exercises
have been shown to produce less RC activity com-
pared to commonly used passive exercises and activ-
ities of daily living [61–63]. For example, an active
incline shoulder press may produce lower supra-
spinatous EMG activity that the commonly used
pendulum exercise [62], or for that matter donning
and doffing a sling [63]. Similarly, over reliance on
EMG data is also problematic. While EMG data can
be useful at determining muscle activity during dif-
ferent movements, it does not tell us how much
strain is being placed on the healing RC [62].
Therefore, EMG data alone does not offer a prac-
tical approach that clinicians can use to inform
rehabilitation progression [62].

In clinical practice the progression of load is a
complex process which involves the interplay
between multiple different factors. Rehabilitation
programmes can be manipulated in a variety of
ways to increase or decrease the overall load. It has
been demonstrated that increasing angle of

elevation, the length of the lever arm and moving
from closed to open kinetic chain movements can
all increase RC activity [63,64,65]. Further to this,
exercise parameters such as speed, volume, fre-
quency and resistance can be changed to individual-
ise the load to the patient’s goals, ability, and stage
of recovery. An additional consideration is that the
level or recruitment of the RC muscles is affected by
the direction of movement. Supraspinatous and
Infraspinatous activity has been shown to be higher
during ‘push’ or flexion-based activities, whereas
subscapularis is more active during ‘pull’ and exten-
sion-based activities [66,67]. The direction of resist-
ance and tension is therefore worth consideration
depending on the type of repair and ten-
dons involved.

In line with the described approach to progres-
sion, (moving from passive to active-assisted to
active movement and then resisted exercise) time-
frames are typically specified to inform the progres-
sion. For example, perform passive exercises for
6weeks, progressing to active assisted and active
exercise with ‘strengthening’ commencing at
12weeks [8]. However, given the ambiguity regard-
ing healing rates and uncertainty regarding the
effect of loading, it is difficult to see how using
time-based approaches to guide postoperative
rehabilitation is helpful. Likewise, separating the
rehabilitation process into arbitrary phases poten-
tially introduces artificial limitations to activity that
are not supported by current evidence. Instead, a
collaborative and flexible approach where the
patient, physiotherapist and surgical team contribute
to the discussion regarding the rehabilitation process
would be a prudent strategy [68]. In this approach,
rehabilitation can be gradually progressed, or
regressed if necessary, in a step-by-step process
based on the individual patient’s ability to perform
the exercise or movement with quality, control and
with well controlled symptoms. Core to this princi-
pal is that patients can be educated to monitor
themselves for signs of mechanical overload and
actively participate in decisions regarding rehabilita-
tion progression [69].

Conclusion

There are key challenges that patients and clinicians
face following RCR. The evidence illustrates the
complexity and individual nature of healing and
does not, in our view, support definitive timeframes
that can be used in the rehabilitation process. While
it is generally accepted that load can be a positive
stimulus for tissue healing, the ideal ‘dosage’ of load
during different stages of healing following RCR
remains unknown. Current popular rehabilitation
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strategies continue to be based on common assump-
tions that require closer scientific scrutiny.

While the effect of load on healing rates contin-
ues to be a source of debate, current evidence has
not demonstrated a definitive difference in healing
rates between different rehabilitation strategies. The
introduction of guidelines that allow earlier mobil-
isation and shorter periods of sling immobilisation
show some promise with regard to pain and range
of motion, but more large randomised controlled
trials are required to understand what effect this
approach may have on healing following RCR.
Furthermore, very little is known regarding patients’
experiences and perceptions of post-operative care
following RCR. An improved understanding of the
patients’ voice may also allow clinicians to make
more informed decisions regarding their rehabilita-
tion approach.

Disclosure statement

The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest.

Contributorship

DH conceived the idea and drafted the manuscript. CL
and BM provided feedback as the manuscript was devel-
oped. LM assisted in reviewing articles.

Funding

The authors received no financial support for the publica-
tion of this article. One of the authors (CL) is supported
by a NIHR Post-Doctoral Fellowship (PDF-2018-11-ST2-
005). The views expressed are those of the author(s) and
not necessarily those of the NIHR or the Department of
Health and Social Care.

Notes on contributors

David Hyde is a Clinical Lead Physiotherapist at Spire
Little Aston Hospital and Assistant Professor of
Physiotherapy at Coventry University. He completed his
physiotherapy degree at the University of Birmingham in
2008 and has since worked in a variety of roles across
both the NHS and private sector. He also completed a
post-graduate MSc in Musculoskeletal Medicine from the
Middlesex University in 2017. David has a specialist inter-
est in assessment and rehabilitation of the shoulder.

Chris Littlewood, PhD is a Professor of Musculoskeletal
Research at Manchester Metropolitan University. He
qualified as a physiotherapist in 1998 from the University
of Leeds before commencing a clinical career in the NHS
and private sector. During this time, he undertook an
MSc in Health Services Research at the University of
Sheffield before being awarded a National Institute for
Health Research Fellowship to undertake a PhD. Chris
has published over 90 peer-reviewed papers and has con-
tributed to almost £5 million pounds of research grant
capture, including over £1 million as lead applicant. He is

currently chair of the Chartered Society of
Physiotherapy’s Scientific Panel.

Bruno Mazuquin, PhD is a physiotherapist by training
and a Research Fellow at Manchester Metropolitan
University. He has experience and has published studies
using different methods, mainly systematic reviews, inves-
tigating various clinical conditions including shoulder,
knee and low back problems and sports performance. He
has also been involved in large pragmatic randomised
controlled trials. His research interest includes rando-
mised controlled trials and implementation science of
physiotherapy interventions.

Lauren Manning qualified as a Physiotherapist from
Keele University in 2016. She has worked in a variety of
NHS and private sector roles and continues to work full
time as a Musculoskeletal Physiotherapist for the Dudley
Group NHS Foundation Trust. Lauren has a particular
interest in the rehabilitation of upper limb disorders.

ORCID

David Hyde http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3468-2594

References

1. Mitchell C, Adebajo A, Hay E, et al. Shoulder pain:
diagnosis and management in primary care. BMJ.
2005;331(7525):1124–1128.

2. Teunis T, Lubberts B, Reilly BT, et al. A systematic
review and pooled analysis of the prevalence of
rotator cuff disease with increasing age. J Shoulder
Elbow Surg. 2014;23(12):1913–1921.

3. Mall NA, Kim HM, Keener JD, et al. Symptomatic
progression of asymptomatic rotator cuff tears: a
prospective study of clinical and sonographic varia-
bles. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 2010;92(16):2623–2633.

4. Littlewood C, Rangan A, Beard DJ, et al. The
enigma of rotator cuff tears and the case for uncer-
tainty. Br J Sports Med. 2018;52(19):1222.

5. Judge A, Murphy RJ, Maxwell R, et al. Temporal
trends and geographical variation in the use of sub-
acromial decompression and rotator cuff repair of
the shoulder in England. Bone Joint J. 2014;96-B(1):
70–74.

6. Paloneva J, Lepola V, €A€arimaa V, et al. Increasing
incidence of rotator cuff repairs—a nationwide
registry study in Finland. BMC Musculoskelet
Disord. 2015;16(1):1–6.

7. Moosmayer S, Lund G, Seljom US, et al. At a 10-
year follow-up, tendon repair is superior to physio-
therapy in the treatment of small and medium-sized
rotator cuff tears. J Bone Joint Surg. 2019;101(12):
1050–1060.

8. Thigpen CA, Shaffer MA, Gaunt BW, et al. The
American Society of Shoulder and Elbow
Therapists’ consensus statement on rehabilitation
following arthroscopic rotator cuff repair. J
Shoulder Elbow Surg. 2016;25(4):521–535.

9. Coda RG, Cheema SG, Hermanns CA, et al. A
review of online rehabilitation protocols designated
for rotator cuff repairs. Arthrosc Sports Med
Rehabil. 2020;2(3):e277–e288.

PHYSICAL THERAPY REVIEWS 259



10. Littlewood C, Bateman M. Rehabilitation following
rotator cuff repair: a survey of current UK practice.
Shoulder Elbow. 2015;7(3):193–204.

11. Littlewood C, Mazuquin B, Moffatt M, et al.
Rehabilitation following rotator cuff repair: a survey
of current practice. Musculoskeletal Care. 2020.
DOI: 10.1002/msc.1514.

12. Kane LT, Lazarus MD, Namdari S, et al.
Comparing expert opinion within the care team
regarding postoperative rehabilitation protocol fol-
lowing rotator cuff repair. J Shoulder Elbow. 2020;
29(9):e330–e337.

13. Jung C, Tepohl L, Tholen R, et al. Rehabilitation
following rotator cuff repair: a work of the
Commission Rehabilitation of the German Society
of Shoulder and Elbow Surgery e. V. (DVSE) in col-
laboration with the German Association for
Physiotherapy (ZVK) e. V., the Association Physical
Therapy, Association for Physical Professions (VPT)
e. V. and the Section Rehabilitation-Physical
Therapy of the German Society for Orthopaedics
and Trauma e. V. (DGOU). Obere Extrem. 2018;
13(1):45–61.

14. Sharma P, Maffulli N. Biology of tendon injury:
healing, modeling and remodeling. J Musculoskelet
Neuronal Interact. 2006;6(2):181–190.

15. Scholten IID, Waterman BR. Editorial commentary:
taking a “PEEK” at suture anchor Composition fol-
lowing arthroscopic rotator cuff repair: is bio really
better? Arthroscopy. 2020;36(2):397–399.

16. Killian ML, Cavinatto L, Galatz LM, et al. The role
of mechanobiology in tendon healing. J Shoulder
Elbow Surg. 2012;21(2):228–237.

17. Leong NL, Kator JL, Clemens TL, et al. Tendon and
ligament healing and current approaches to tendon
and ligament regeneration. J Orthop Res. 2020;
38(1):7–12.

18. Galatz LM, Charlton N, Das R, et al. Complete
removal of load is detrimental to rotator cuff heal-
ing. J Shoulder Elbow Surg. 2009;18(5):669–675.

19. Hettrich CM, Rodeo SA, Hannafin JA, et al. The
effect of muscle paralysis using Botox on the heal-
ing of tendon to bone in a rat model. J Shoulder
Elbow Surg. 2011;20(5):688–697.

20. Li S, Min SX, Zhang H, et al. Effect of continuous
passive motion on basic fibroblast growth factor
expression during tendon-bone repair after surgical
repair of acute rupture of the supraspinatus tendon
in rabbits. J South Med Univ. 2010;30(5):
1020–1023.

21. Peltz CD, Dourte LM, Kuntz AF, et al. The effect of
postoperative passive motion on rotator cuff healing
in a rat model. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 2009;91(10):
2421.

22. Zhang S, Li H, Tao H, et al. Delayed early passive
motion is harmless to shoulder rotator cuff healing
in a rabbit model. Am J Sports Med. 2013;41(8):
1885–1892.

23. Wada S, Lebaschi AH, Nakagawa Y, et al.
Postoperative tendon loading with treadmill run-
ning delays tendon-to-bone healing: immunohisto-
chemical evaluation in a murine rotator cuff repair
model. J Orthop Res. 2019;37(7):1628–1637.

24. Zhang T, Chen Y, Chen C, et al. Treadmill exercise
facilitated rotator cuff healing is coupled with regu-
lating periphery neuropeptides expression in a mur-
ine model. J Orthop Res. 2020;39(3):680–692.

25. Edelstein L, Thomas SJ, Soslowsky LJ. Rotator cuff
tears: what have we learned from animal models. J
Musculoskelet Neuronal Interact. 2011;11(2):
150–162.

26. Mall NA, Tanaka MJ, Choi LS, et al. Factors affect-
ing rotator cuff healing. J Bone Joint Surg Am.
2014;96(9):778–788.

27. Raman J, Walton D, MacDermid JC, et al.
Predictors of outcomes after rotator cuff repair-a
meta-analysis. J Hand Ther. 2017;30(3):276–292.

28. Jensen AR, Taylor AJ, Sanchez-Sotelo J. Factors
influencing the reparability and healing rates of
rotator cuff tears. Curr Rev Musculoskelet Med.
2020;13(5):572–583.

29. McElvany MD, McGoldrick E, Gee AO, et al.
Rotator cuff repair: published evidence on factors
associated with repair integrity and clinical out-
come. Am J Sports Med. 2015;43(2):491–500.

30. Fermont AJ, Wolterbeek N, Wessel RN, et al.
Prognostic factors for successful recovery after
arthroscopic rotator cuff repair: a systematic litera-
ture review. J Orthop Sports Phys Ther. 2014;44(3):
153–163.

31. Diebold G, Lam P, Walton J, et al. Relationship
between age and rotator cuff retear: a study of
1,600 consecutive rotator cuff repairs. J Bone Joint
Surg. 2017;99(14):1198–1205.

32. Rashid MS, Cooper C, Cook J, et al. Increasing age
and tear size reduce rotator cuff repair healing rate
at 1 year: data from a large randomized controlled
trial. Acta Orthop. 2017;88(6):606–611.

33. Kokmeyer D, Dube E, Millett PJ. Suppl 1: M10:
prognosis driven rehabilitation after rotator cuff
repair surgery. Open Orthop J. 2016;10:339–348.

34. Thomson S, Jukes C, Lewis J. Rehabilitation follow-
ing surgical repair of the rotator cuff: a systematic
review. Physiotherapy. 2016;102(1):20–28.

35. Le BT, Wu XL, Lam PH, et al. Factors predicting
rotator cuff retears: an analysis of 1000 consecutive
rotator cuff repairs. Am J Sports Med. 2014;42(5):
1134–1142.

36. Khan KM, Scott A. Mechanotherapy: how physical
therapists’ prescription of exercise promotes tissue
repair. Br J Sports Med. 2009;43(4):247–252.

37. Galloway MT, Lalley AL, Shearn JT. The role of
mechanical loading in tendon development, main-
tenance, injury, and repair. J Bone Joint Surg Am.
2013;95(17):1620–1628.

38. Papalia R, Franceschi F, Vasta S, et al. Shoulder
stiffness and rotator cuff repair. Br Med Bull. 2012;
104(1):163–174.

39. Millican CR, Lam PH, Murrell GA. Shoulder stiff-
ness after rotator cuff repair: the fate of stiff should-
ers up to 9 years after rotator cuff repair. J
Shoulder Elbow Surg. 2020;29(7):1323–1331.

40. Monga P, Raghallaigh HN, Funk L. Stiffness after
arthroscopic shoulder surgery: incidence, management
and classification. Shoulder Elbow. 2012;4(3):169–173.

41. Denard PJ, L€adermann A, Burkhart SS. Prevention
and management of stiffness after arthroscopic rota-
tor cuff repair: systematic review and implications
for rotator cuff healing. Arthroscopy. 2011;27(6):
842–848.

42. Huberty DP, Schoolfield JD, Brady PC, et al.
Incidence and treatment of postoperative stiffness
following arthroscopic rotator cuff repair.
Arthroscopy. 2009;25(8):880–890.

260 D. HYDE ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1002/msc.1514


43. Koo SS, Parsley BK, Burkhart SS, et al. Reduction
of postoperative stiffness after arthroscopic rotator
cuff repair: results of a customized physical therapy
regimen based on risk factors for stiffness.
Arthroscopy. 2011;27(2):155–160.

44. Parsons BO, Gruson KI, Chen DD, et al. Does
slower rehabilitation after arthroscopic rotator cuff
repair lead to long-term stiffness? J Shoulder Elbow
Surg. 2010;19(7):1034–1039.

45. Mazuquin BF, Wright AC, Russell S, et al.
Effectiveness of early compared with conservative
rehabilitation for patients having rotator cuff repair
surgery: an overview of systematic reviews. Br J
Sports Med. 2018;52(2):111–121.

46. Burkhart SS, Hartzler RU. Arthroscopic rotator cuff
repair: how to avoid retear. Arthroscopy. 2019;
35(1):12–13.

47. Pandey V, Madi S, Maddukuri S, et al. Does appli-
cation of abduction brace after arthroscopic rotator
cuff repair improve blood flow around posterosupe-
rior rotator cuff and repair site affecting pain level,
clinical and structural outcome? A pilot randomized
controlled trial. JSES Int. 2020;4(4):848–859.

48. Hollman F, Wolterbeek N, Zijl JA, et al. Abduction
brace versus antirotation sling after arthroscopic
cuff repair: the effects on pain and function.
Arthroscopy. 2017;33(9):1618–1626.

49. Ghandour TM, Ibrahim A, Abdelrahman AA, et al.
Does the type of shoulder brace affect postoperative
pain and clinical outcome after arthroscopic rotator
cuff repair? Arthroscopy. 2019;35(4):1016–1023.

50. Koh KH, Lim TK, Shon MS, et al. Effect of immo-
bilization without passive exercise after rotator cuff
repair: randomized clinical trial comparing four and
eight weeks of immobilization. J Bone Joint Surg
Am. 2014;96(6):e44.

51. Jenssen KK, Lundgreen K, Madsen JE, et al. No func-
tional difference between three and six weeks of
immobilization after arthroscopic rotator cuff repair: a
prospective randomized controlled non-inferiority trial.
Arthroscopy. 2018;34(10):2765–2774.

52. Sheps DM, Bouliane M, Styles-Tripp F, et al. Early
mobilisation following mini-open rotator cuff
repair: a randomised control trial. Bone Joint J.
2015;97-B(9):1257–1263.

53. Tirefort J, Schwitzguebel AJ, Collin P, et al.
Postoperative mobilization after superior rotator
cuff repair: sling versus no-sling. a randomized con-
trolled trial: sling versus no-sling after RCR. Orthop
J Sports Med. 2019;101(6):494–503.

54. Sheps DM, Silveira A, Beaupre L, et al. Early active
motion versus sling immobilization after arthro-
scopic rotator cuff repair: a randomized controlled
trial. Arthroscopy. 2019;35(3):749–760.

55. Nassiri M, Egan C, Mullet H. Compliance with
sling-wearing after rotator cuff repair and anterior
shoulder stabilization. Shoulder Elbow. 2011;3(3):
188–192.

56. De Boer MD, Selby A, Atherton P, et al. The tem-
poral responses of protein synthesis, gene expres-
sion and cell signalling in human quadriceps

muscle and patellar tendon to disuse. J Physiol.
2007;585(1):241–251.

57. Ross D, Maerz T, Lynch J, et al. Rehabilitation fol-
lowing arthroscopic rotator cuff repair: a review of
current literature. J Am Acad Orthop Surg. 2014;
22(1):1–9.

58. Kluczynski MA, Isenburg MM, Marzo JM, et al.
Does early versus delayed active range of motion
affect rotator cuff healing after surgical repair? A
systematic review and meta-analysis. Am J Sports
Med. 2016;44(3):785–791.

59. Duzgun I, Baltaci G, Atayv OA. Comparison of
slow and accelerated rehabilitation protocol after
arthroscopic rotator cuff repair: pain and functional
activity. Acta Orthop Traumatol Turc. 2011;45(1):
23–33.

60. Van Der Meijden OA, Westgard P, Chandler Z,
et al. Rehabilitation after arthroscopic rotator cuff
repair: current concepts review and evidence-based
guidelines. Int J Sports Phys Ther. 2012;7(2):
197–218.

61. Gurney AB, Mermier C, LaPlante M, et al. Shoulder
electromyography measurements during activities of
daily living and routine rehabilitation exercises. J
Orthop Sports Phys Ther. 2016;46(5):375–383.

62. Edwards PK, Ebert JR, Littlewood C, et al. A sys-
tematic review of electromyography studies in nor-
mal shoulders to inform postoperative rehabilitation
following rotator cuff repair. J Orthop Sports Phys
Ther. 2017;47(12):931–944.

63. Wells SN, Schilz JR, Uhl TL, et al. A literature
review of studies evaluating rotator cuff activation
during early rehabilitation exercises for post-op
rotator cuff repair. JEP Online. 2016;19(3):70.

64. Cools AM, Van Tongel A, Berckmans K, et al.
Electromyographic analysis of selected shoulder
muscles during a series of exercises commonly used
in patients with symptomatic degenerative rotator
cuff tears. J Shoulder Elbow Surg. 2020;29(10):
361–373.

65. Escamilla RF, Yamashiro K, Paulos L, et al.
Shoulder muscle activity and function in common
shoulder rehabilitation exercises. Sports Med. 2009;
39(8):663–685. [pubmedMismatch]

66. Wattanaprakornkul D, Cathers I, Halaki M, et al.
The rotator cuff muscles have a direction specific
recruitment pattern during shoulder flexion and
extension exercises. J Sci Med Sport. 2011;14(5):
376–382.

67. Wattanaprakornkul D, Halaki M, Cathers I, et al.
Direction-specific recruitment of rotator cuff
muscles during bench press and row. J
Electromyogr Kinesiol. 2011;21(6):1041–1049.

68. Killian SE, Cavanaugh JT. Rehabilitation guidelines
after rotator cuff repair. Tech Shoulder Elb Surg.
2014;15(1):8–12.

69. Littlewood C, Bateman M, Brown K, et al. A self-
managed single exercise programme versus usual
physiotherapy treatment for rotator cuff tendinop-
athy: a randomised controlled trial (the SELF
study). Clin Rehabil. 2016;30(7):686–696.

PHYSICAL THERAPY REVIEWS 261


	ABSTRACT
	Introduction
	Tendon healing following RCR
	Factors effecting rotator cuff healing
	Post-operative stiffness
	Early mobilisation vs immobilisation
	Sling immobilisation
	Initiating active exercise
	Load progression
	Conclusion
	Disclosure statement
	Contributorship
	Funding
	Orcid
	References


