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The influence of posterior approaches on stability of the lumbar spine following surgery with the posterior
approach DAl Xiarwen, WAN G Quarrping, OU-YANG Jun, et al. Fourth Military Medical University
( Shanxi X7 an, 710032)

[ Abstractl Objective To investigate the influence of posterior approaches on the stability of lumbar
spine from the view points of biomechanics Methods Fresh human cadaver specimens of spine were used to
form five different types of models, with test system of three dimension movement to measure the staility of
lumbar spine, and then the results were compared with that of the intact type. Results There is no significant
influence on lumbar stability following total laninectomy TL and bilateral fenestration, however, t here w as sig
nificant influence on lumbar stability after partial or total resection of facets;there was impairment of lateral
bending, anterior flexion and rotational movement of the lumbar spine. Condusion One should avoid injury of
facet joints in lumbar operations through posterior approaches so as to maintain lumbar stability and reduce
postoperative syndromes.
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Model FL EX LB RB LR RR
IN 3.28%1.42 4.99%0. 11 5.31%E1. 04 5.09%0. 58 1. 54%£0. 51 1. 77£0. 75
B 4.17%1.52 5.20%0. 25 5.36%1. 49 5. 14%1. 06 1. 89%0. 16 1.36%1.38
BMF 5. 16%0. 91" 5.03%1. 86 6.30E1.55 5.31%1.18 1. 2%£0. 26 1. 88£0. 96
BTL 3. 83%0. 63 5.55%2. 14 5.72%1. 07 5.45%0.92 L. 79%1. 18 1.91£1. 03
BTF 6. 44%0. 83" 6.4312. 72 7.06%2. 85° 7.21%1.92° 2. 80*o0. 62° 3 11xo0. 71°
BI' FL 7.28F1. 39" 6.40%1. 78 6. 84F2. 56° 6. 41%2. 39° 2. e2%*o0. 71° 2.98%1. 18°
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