R TEA T 20035018 AFTFBHITR S Sk

i3
bl

o]

i
ne
al

PMMATAA| 24t o} odgo| AtmtnbAof CHsh 43

r

OIS 3| (M), 23S )., B LM Z ), 3 (2 A ), 0l (M ZTH)

0|

Research. of Correlation Apparent density with
Young's Modulus of Cancellous bone in Injection of PMMA

J. H. Lee(Mech Eng. Dept, SGU), H. W. Moon, K. I. Park, S. W. Chae, T. S. Lee

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. The purpose of this research is to provide the theoretical background for the
vertebroplasty by employing scientific methods and thus to find out the improvements of the conventional
surgical method. By applying the engineering analysis tools to clinical study, new application fields can also be
obtained
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Fig 1. Specimen of PMMA
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Fig 2. Axial cutting with diamond saw
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Fig 3. The CT Image of tibia
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Fig 4. (a) Intact trabecular bone
(b) After mjection of PMMA
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Fig 5. The relation between apparent density and
young's modulus
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Fig 6. The relation between apparent density and HU
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Fig 8. The relation between 2.3g/ml and 1.5g/mg of
injection of PMMA
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