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Influence of the fusion of bone graft in spine of rabbit treated with lower intensity ultrasound FEI Jun™ ,MO Bin,BI
Da-wei,WANG Yi-jin,LIN Li. *Zhejinag TCM&W esten Medicine Hospital , Hhangzhou 310003, Zhejiang , China
ABSTRACT Objective:To observe the influence of the fusion of bone graft in spine of rabbits which were treated with lower
intensity ultrasound. Methods: Forty 12-month-old rabbits were made to be the models of bone graft in post-lateral between two
homonymy processus transverses in lumbar, and divided into treatment group (B)and control group (A )randomly. Twenty rab-
bits of treatment group were treated with lower intensity ultrasound , killed after six weeks,and took radiological examination,
measured indexs of biomechanics. Results: After 6 weeks of fusion of bone graft, treatment group were higher 6% —7% (P>
0.05)in strength, rigidity, torque andantitwist, maxload than that of control group. Conclusion: Lower intensity ultrasound can
promote the speed and strength fusion of bone graft in young rabbits.
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Fig.1 Load-straining curve of axial direction and anteflexion in rabbit lumbar
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Fig.2 Load-straining curve of extend and lateriflection in rabbit lumbar
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Tab.1 Relation of load-straining in rabbit lumbar (x+s, ue)
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Fig.3 Load-bias curve of axial direction and anteflexion in rabbit lumbar
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Fig.4 lLoad-bias curve of extend and lateriflection in rabbit lumbar
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Tab.2 Relation of load-bias in rabbit lumbar (x+s,mm)
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Fig.5 Intensity comparison of different working conditions of rabbit lum-

bar in 150 N
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Tab.3 Intensity comparison of rabbit lumbar in 150 N

(x+s,mPa)
N JEEHESR E
21 5] —
JE4i i JE i e
Xif BE 2 1.28+0.09 0.83+0.06 1.39+0.11 1.08+0.07
RN e 1.32+0.10 0.91+£0.07 1.42+0.09 1.21+0.08

2.3.2 GIEMERYHIERIE  SMBHE Sl BN R S )
BRI 2H [RIRE T3 v T PR (ULIE] 6,55 4), il IR 45 i
4N 8% (P=0.001 6), TiJm . JEfir, MJHETs: 475 8% (P=
0.001 8),5%(P=0.045 4) 7%(0.004 4) , F: - 24 %t 1] W BE L, TF
HWHE 7%, TR 7E 4 Fad s 00 B e Wi g
E5x R L 22 S 3 Ge it A X, S5 R AR IR e e o
BRI T MRS IE 1 RE
2.4 GIEMEFLEE A 1 2E R AR LR A D1 2R
S FE A AEFH % i B R 32 1) e R AR AT I 9 KN
REJIRORI, WIHTHH NI 28 MM LE R S T % A2 e
FIAFIN, 8 H Glp Fzr, B N-em/Deg,,
GEHE R - AR AR A i e R AR LM AR L (WKL 7) 7
SRR, HX R A 4 4 5 7 A2 Fe KR
7 0.53 N-m F10.58 N-m( L3R 5), & M2 9%, Z 7 A 5t
2B L(P=0.000 1), 455 SRR il {5 K, Pl ae s, M
HIEERIEE 4387, A (B PIZL (A PTHLRIEE 43714 11.54,12.50, Fi
FINFIEHE L 8%, 25 574 Gt 8 L (P=0.001 8), #/~ ik
LHAEDTH NI 7 T A R 3

EF(N/mm)
A

160

100

50fF

A B A B A B Al B

AC Flax EXT LB
6 ARIEHEFE 150 N i) Wi BE Lh A%
Fig.6 Axial direction rigidity comparition of rabbit lumbar in 150 N
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Tab.4 Axial direction rigidity of rabbit lumbar in 150 N
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Fig.7 Curve of torque and torsion angle in rabbit lumbar
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Tab.5 Relation of torque-torsion angle in rabbit lumbar (x+s,N-m)
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Fig.8 Curve of maximum load and offset in rabbit lumbar
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