369

J. Biomed. Eng. Res.
Vol. 24, No. 4, 369-373, 2003

3

S 0|27 UHT - OHA - HF

Ho

A7 71 AT )

(200311 748 79 ¥+ 20034 84 26Y HH)

The Study of Changes in Compressive Strength of Trabecular
Bone with PMMA Injection in Vertebroplasty

H.W. Moon, MK. Lee, JK. Kim, T.S. Lee, KW. Choi”

Department of Mechanics Engineering, Sogang University, Biomedical Research Center, KIST '

(Received July 7, 2003. Accepted August 26, 2003)

R o Bg2%l o AR JuBEL We) shey DY Y Eobl Uehbe S4elth H 2ol HaqrtEged tg Qe A a
Yoz AU gl AFHYES TUHAE FUToRA AFAE P WYL BAe DA n§S FAFD 2 24 AT
= SASAE FUE F AEA VAR B4 Zgd O A7t ARFons B APdME PMMAY BAL HlEoR Hixlel ANERE
/\]ﬁi a9

Els &
o éiﬂ R ﬁ PEH PMMAZH 298 P42 98S 2390 BuolUsd 42 GBS 5UYEe 35 HF
= 3]

Abstract : The compressed fracture of spine caused by osteoporosis is one of the most frequent diseases in bone fracture.
Recently the vertebroplasty has drawn much attention as a medical treatment for the compressed fracture of spine, which
strengthens the vertebral body and corrects deformity, and relieves pain in patients by injecting bone cement. But because
there were no research about strengthening of mechanical properties of verbral body in bone cement injection. in this study,
based on the properties of PMMA, we had measured the Young's modulus for different apparent densities of intact trabecular
bone and PMMA injected one from a porcine and a cadaver. Young's modulus to apparent density had a form of a power series
in intact trabecular bone and had a linear relation in PMMA injected bone.
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Fig. 1. Specimen of PMMA
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Fig. 3. The CT Image of Tibia
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