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trabecular bone in femoral neck

J.S.Park’, J.N. Han', S.W. Chae?, D.S. Kwak®, S.H. Han®, K.N. Choi*
! Dept. of Mech. Eng., Korea Univ., : Dept. of Mech. Eng., Korea Univ.,
# Catholic Institute for Applied Anatomy,"1 KISTI

Key words : Tetrahedral element, Finite Element Analysis, Femur, Trabecular bone, Anisotropy

=

oA JAArs SdE5EG Micro-CT) oA E 7|4t
o=z s HA el H A S
(trabecular bone)¢] o] &3k 7|AH A%
AF7E s &y

o] BGATE
o gl 9lo] A<l
dHm o] S ATE
BMD:bone mineral density)¢} WAlG+ZE EFE
1= A 271 2ol A (in vitro) sfdmie]l A
HdestE T2 VlFolA R I AH AFdAE
o ZE AWaly] o WgEe] 43 A
. oEbA S 22 o) wAlF xR g ATE F
3 sime] Wk FAo] &g},
U4 FAxZFoz 23 &4bo)
T A= Ak ©EE3

B Sl e ek

M
flo

e

i H
mlj

~

i

Q.

1

ki
[o=Al

o 2 o o

£one

=
[}

o ok
;

f

o g

m
=

Fo] w] ]

B AGE Qg), =9l
27y 1ol E R S
Micro-CT ©|o]g & Ol%é}ﬂ A

5 [
# ok IS A4

i u S I Y

X

.

(2 ook

ol

L

e

spolut. wak
A o] g
dol oisl Wl 24 skl

L

L

ol mA]

21 = 2
el

A AR 1 (50 B o1Ad) o Hrte
Aok, A FHEE Z7E 1,159,
AlH e A= 3Ek(transverse) O = A 9
“iS 7Ex 2 9 (longitude) -2 o] 12mm ¢ A|H
S FEEdTh. s AlA m A @ #9L SkyScan-
1076( SKYSCAN, Belgium)E ©]€3}3ith. CT #FE.9]

ey
ey

Fig. 1. Sections of typical trabecular bone specimens
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Fig. 2. The trabecular bone in the femoral neck
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