1. ME

AFEZA AAAM Z1A st Fidels EFsta, #xE¢ ¥ (manual materials
handling, ©l3t MMH)#Jgoez 3 HAHE ZSHA  A#(musculo- skeletal
injuries, MSIs)2 A3 FAFAZHY &4, 8l F7t 283 AA FoE oprlste
FUe ddoz gEda o

MMHzdo]& 71AIV FEH7I79 =Fe] &AdA7E A4lel 2 (muscle forces) &
o]&ste] FFHEL Eol&adAVdifting) Wz Llowering), €A Y(pushing) B71&
(pulling) 53& F3 93t FA7A 3 (carrying)dte A& A3, of Eukz
4 H 306z JAAFTEE v ES ABHEOAA 7HE 23] dTHAL FAY
sy, ol MMH#AAAl #=d SEFE9 HAE, AdGAANA HEHo R G}
EEE Y (trunk) e ¥ E " (twist), TH d(bend) 5°] 8% (low back pain, LBP)S 2
e FYQez d#A 91V ot

059 e AYH 852 HA AdAAY & 20~40% BEE ARGz JoH,
A A gate] AL F o 70%7 25#HA2 BAHAGY, 19799 1 F 2670 FolA
ZAE vhol] WEW, BHAS 873 E BE AYA F 19~255%7F £F 9EQ Ao
2 B en, 2 F oW BEAE =5 g 3 Aol 48%, TAY BFrE 9
of 9% Aol 9%, 2T FAY st P AT Ao 456%2 BaHUH

FAuate] By, dAAdSAET R gt 20000d dukrle FoEtez dAH
TR A7 19 3009, 29 5879, 39 10219, 49 13559, 59 179192 A%
ZQ WAy FAe Rolm Yo’

mebA, olejdt 95 FEY ARE HiMe FAde aTFHE TS H s HAY
T e Adx2d 2 A A% #g3F 24 F ZAAAE ne s AM gty £
(biomechanical analysis)® Zd=te] Z&32E EAS 93 Aggd B4y
(physiological analysis)& %3] 27| o] o] Feo]zjok gl
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7] AL FFES FAL FHEC A FHAYY B Ev &= ,
FEo] ¥ FRAAY AV sl A FE T 8o 4 ¢
HA ok HIZe 7] Y AA F HEH FFo] FHEd AHE FE QUE
P7r=xm A,

a8y Ag7kA AFHEAR Ay 2712399 AHAE AY FHEE TFEY A
A AAEHUG. A AAdEZY Hulolo AYdM e sEHE FREUA ¥ }FE
T FAgdo] MW o|Fz 3 Yot

B A7 EFL 8y e H AU udA 27134 A ey vEY o o
£ maximum voluntary contraction(¢]3} MVC)& &3A3lx, ztxd Z2&9 FEL ¥
At g,
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2. A

2.1 HAHK
AAYAE FA sy gele gAHe g a2 AT gl sHez FAYY
on, 4¥H 4YAA Bal $AFES LEF 4¥S YA

22 2|4 A A
#EUdes AQE ZHEL 7IE9 AHEW BE AFAM F BEF QY] Ha

A& F4 erector spinae(LES/RES)$} latissimus dorsi(LLD/RLD)®] o,

2 4% 88 717128 4= MVC $4¢ 98 Takei Kiki Kogto Co.ollAl A
Z3% digital dynanometerg o] &3 2on, FANY 259 EMGAEZE HE37 ¥
8] Thought Tech.9lA 7j&3sled B F3 FlexComp EMG solutiong ©] &35 29, o
71715 71€9 EMG Multiplexor®t A/D converter& £33 Roeg RFUHE F3f A
ANzt 2 4% 4 o

2.3 MEuy
MVCEA L &9 AZEE FH22 st AARZez 0° ~ 90" 747 10° FAL
2 459 3584 A 7] AYE dAsed, A= &7 AAF 108339 F4
NS Fol AAEAT. 48 AAde s gdye @ Az AAHAeY, 28 F
dha shA] @A FHYE WA 9 WEE o] §sto] IRt A AHFES
TAANAT BEA ZEE 9 90° 2 fAFGYoH, 4% ¥WAA Zud BHL 0 o
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goz A% fAAJRL HAL AUAA 2GS AL
ZHE 23& HEY Z4Ed MVCEEA 28004 24sE 99 3718 Root

Mean Square (°©]3} RMS)9] 1x7+9] B ¢S AL&3t9 YelAT
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3.1 MVC &4

AYe Bated UEd ZE¥ MVCEE 29 13 2tk 29194 Yeid 25 2ol
dele MEY 2Es} RS2 MVCRHE 2ade 438 nyon, s uEdy
e 0 B 71Eo2 300,60 ,9° 2 F7MEe] mEt MVCaS & 14%, 25%, 31%
2 gasg
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100 |
50 !
00 ¢ e e e
0 o 20 3 4 % 6 0 80 90

asymmetry angle( )

a1 #e HEY ko W& MVC #3}

g 252 A8yl fd slge nEd A= EMGHE A8
=4 FAHQ £7] Aol dAHe §¢ LLDS RLDE &2 7o 4734
go] Yeldth LESZ&S ¥EY Z4& 30° 7AxE & 10% F7Hstcirt 4
AR Al ghhdte] 900 Aldle oF 23% Fasth ole] Hlsl RES

2 HEY Ax7t FHEFE Faste FFo] UEReH, HEH 4x 90 oA
% 70% #HaxsAT 2¥ 2& BlEY A= IS EMGHS ®EE Ueux
A,
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a9 2 v EY 4=o wE EMG#S ¥ 3 (subb)

B AFZgME e H AUz 8dgdAd A3 £7]) A & MVCe &A1
259 858 EAFy Y& vEY =7 0 ~ 90° 22 E71%e] ©hE MVCiH
EMG#E 2439t dse best 2o

(1) M€Y 457107 ~ 90" 2 F7Hgel wet MVCRL 14% ~ 319% #F23tuoh

(2) MY A=Y 2% EMG 5423, d5o AT $F 25U RESS
RLDE T Rt %o X 29 LESS LLD7F &%) o] 83% Ao 2 Uy
o. 223 LLD$ RLD=&L A9 dAsi x5t WwHd RESZSE HEd
7tEsl 2858 2aslgD, 53 LES2SS NEY 2R 307 ARE Zrsd
7b 407 & 2BETE 0A Faste F ¥l dERT

Gang and Badgert ®|UIF 2 E7]2<o] tAA E71%ded Hl&] HAsE&FTHF
(maximum acceptable weight)oll UoIM 7~22%9 #AE 71H2 1% maximal
voluntary isometric strengthe 12~31%9 #4& 7Id&di i@ P. Vink 52
A& E71& YAl back strength® muscle force7t ) 40%%3 =717 Zadcii
UEhHo. & AT E o9k FAHE AHst Yehg

Cook and Neumann< %}ﬁ%zl Axet FFo Wil WE TAE A3 Ayl W
312 A% AF, APEL FHol FHEFE Aze arZlz FrksH, 24

7o & 2850 L% 28ed v 2 298¢ wHdnE AN wRed’,
2 AFANNE ol {AE At vERR o BHE =

%<l LES® LLD
E 407 & 23485E A EMG7F Zaske @40 detged ole A udn &
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£ g Aoz Aaay,
g A dedAe vEY A wd MVC#I EMG#E FA53
)

[+

lol 25 AA ARl 44¥ + A HEY
%o s2@Ye] BE ATF7} ol FolAk @ Rolnk.
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