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extensors in normal adults

participant measured using Cybex HUMAC NORM.

(Table V).

55.05 (Newton-Meter/kg), and the power of trunk extensors was 257.18+85.53 (Newton-Meter/kg)(Table V).

3. Lumbar lordotic angle has no relation to the ratio of trunk flexors/extensors(Table VI, Fig. 4).

4. Lumbar lordotic angle has no relation to both the power of the trunk flexors and extensors(Table VI, Fig. 5, Fig. 6).

trunk flexors, extensors.

Keywords : Lumbar lordotic angle, Trunk flexors, Trunk extensors

Objectives : The purpose of this study was to investigate the correlation between lumbar lordotic angle and the power of trunk flexors,

Methods : 34 normal participants participated in this study. Their lumbar lordotic angle(L1-S1 Cobb’s angle and L1-L5 cobb’s angle)
was measured by x-ray taken on lateral direction, erect cross-arm position. And muscle power of trunk flexors and extensors of each

Results : 1. The average of L1-S1 Cobb's angle was 47.21+8.88° and the average of L1-L5 Cobb'’s angle was 36.32+9.62°

2. The average ratio of trunk flexors/extensors was 6.44+19.31%(Table V). The average power of the trunk flexors was 165.18+

Conclusions : These results suggest that the lumbar lordotic angle measured by radiograph could not evaluate the power and ratio of
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Fig. 1. L1-S1 Cobb's angle.

Fig. 2. L1-L5 Cobb’s angle.
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22 281.91+£86.97 (Newton—Meter/kg)o| L
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Table IV. L1-S1 Cobb’s Angle and L1-L5 Cobb’s Angle

(p>0.05), L1-L5 Cobb's angle¥} 2= 3/A1A
48 &9 ABA ¢ (r-value)= —0.2552 F=
A2 FYsta 2 ARTAE EAH
(p>0.05),(Table VI, Fig. 4).

2) 9% FMuizia} Xz 2= A 2ol M

= peak torquel| AEEHA|

A A L1-S1 Cobb's angled} == 39
Spearman A EA4 04 A4 (r—value)
+ 014002 45 A= FolstA] o2 JTHAE
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2 S5 MR AT gle AeE Yo
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o Z}of| Al L1-S1 Cobb's angled} &3 12]2] At
A2 (r-value)= 0.0120.2 F= Mz S0l5)4] o

Average Minimum Maximum
L1-S1 Cobb’s angle(*) 47.21+8.88 27 63
L1-L5 Cobb’s angle( ) 36.32+9.62 17 65
Table V. Trunk Flexors/Extensors Ratio
Average Minimum Maximum
Flexors/ Extensors ratio(%) 66.44+19.31 117 37

Table VI. Trunk Flexors Peak Torque per Body Weight and Trunk Extensors Peak Torque per Body Weight

Male

Female Total

Flexors (Newton-Meter/kg) 190.91+48.87

118.00+27.92 165.18+55.05

Extensors (Newton-Meter/kg) 281.91+86.97

211.00+63.16 257.18+85.53
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Table VI. Correlation Coefficient between Lumbar Lordotic Angle and Trunk Flexors/Extensors Ratio
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Fig. 4. Correlation coefficient between lumbar lordotic angle and trunk flexors/extensors ratio.
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Table VII. Correlation Coefficient between Lumbar Lordotic Angle and Trunk Flexors, Extensors Power

Flexors power

Extensors power

r-value 0.140 0.093
L1-S1 Cobb’s angle
9 p-value 0.533 0.679
Male r-value 0.098 0.069
L1-L5 Cobb’s angle . g
p-value 0.665 0.759
r-value 0.012 0.018
L1-S1 Cobb’s angle
p-value 0.970 0.957
Female r-value 0.016 0.070
L1-L5 Cobb’s angle - — —
g p-value 0.961 0.828
L ‘0
u 50 + o~ + L] = +
h . * * - n
: | _ - R + -
l o | B — - - B +* | |
d * u .
I 20
Extensors power
Fig. 5-1.
L .
u 50 ] + b .
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Flexors power
Fig. 5-2.

Fig. 5. Correlation coefficient between lumbar lordotic angle and trunk flexors, extensors power in men.
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