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1.1.1.  KRERBEHIRES

1111 B A =X L N8

BB IC X 2 MEAEA BT KRB EHEIT i HEESEcd BTz L L, &k

TR vy, KRB AR EREFOFHIHITHED &L, MECHI L EmZ A LF —
IMBIZ X 2 b DB% L, FHEBMHICEH L ALN D[], KEEEEHEITCREM10 7
ANH7=0 10-37 NFERZEL T 3(2, 3]. ZRIMERE ICE T 2 KREEITOES
1230%Ic By, KEEEBIRENZ 10 TASHZY 11.5 Nic R S5 3 [4].

KEEE I AR TR KX L, MOETHY, ZOE¥NBIRIZRIELTEY,
RBRESEE 1% 125°-130°0T4& L TV 5. KBREICIE, BEENC RBRPUSER CRBRER;,
WA, WA, ML), HHc 2 Y v CRBRSEf o KA & 485,
BB, CEREERAR), PN IINEERIEED 3 Do RHEMBAME L Tw2. 2o
DRI LY, EEcoEREEI Ik, R L BEFoFES T X VIEMA X

i, ShEE, SMEL, SEAAIENEET 2 2 & 23% . AL C o B EERET© b E e
T &AM ER $ 5 2%, AMRIEH F D Ao, EALE T OFEEE T IOEME R
FNER L, EAE R IIHEER 0FEL N X 0 KERE B S ITIE—ARI I SME,

SNERAEFRICB T 2 FER OB, MBI TH 2 A0 Foundation I X 2 it AO 4)H7S

v s i3 [5].

AR HAET (200BF 257 5)
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Type A / e
Simple "
A1l Spiral A2 Oblique A3 Transverse
Type B K
Wedge (
B1 Spiral B2 Bending B3 Multifragmentary
Type C ﬁ
Complex

C1 Spiral C2 Segmental C3 Irregular

Fig. 1-1 AO Classification of Femoral Shaft Fracture

1.1.1.2. KEEEBHHEITOBE
BT I FMiziTHT, F+¥ A FEOEE CRBLEIET 228, BAEEE%[,
&, WY T IA4 AV b ERMEET 2, BR 2L RPEEAERTZ0icA v

77 v b EHWEEERMTON, BEasfFond ETEEINS[6]. BHAEITT

N



TwIFho x4 7 HEENET Ziihid oA 9 5 Antegrade nailing, =72 HifHAT 3
Retrograde nailing, 7' — MiC X 2@EEHL K HWH NS (Fig.1-2) [7-9].

BEPNETIC X 2 [E5E |2 R[] 2> DARR B 72 Tl C 00 2 ZOEME & I RE %2 [mlfE ©
X, ETHORKBEBITOBRFEOEREL t o T B[5]. HEHE, BHHNEHE AL
Antegrade nailing 258 b JiA { {THIL T3 23, U4, Retrograde nailing 13 & 0 —f%HY
Lo TETHY, BWmoEE FHFALEDRD), RO KBRS HERE I RE O
BEBEHE (1 Blo7 7ae—FCcFEL2Y), FLERMER - REE - S8 08

(770 —F DL mvie®), Wi (BEHRES DR e0) ICHEIERH 2 L F 2
LT3, BHTETIE, Antegrade nailing & Retrograde nailing O ilA& D184 % GEHH 3
b D1x7e < [10], K, AOFER, BREIIE, S22 0 HIE, FmHEcBEL b
antegrade & retrograde DHICHE & ZIZFE D b N TWwin[11,12].

KEEEFEEEREIT O 7L — FEDEL, BEAETEE 23 BT I N 2355 1I0EIRE
5. Bz E, RBEEICEREEI DA v 77 v P HAINT WS, I3/ ERY Y1l
7 CONFHNEEM 23T TICZITTW2 A LDOBEATH L. Zofth, KA O R

JBET 72 &, MEALIC b FACE T3 2356 7% LI b T 5 [5].
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nail

plate

Screw

()

Antegrade Retrograde Plating
nailing nailing

Fig. 1-2 Typical fixation for femoral shaft fracture

1.1.2. BREABRE

Bk, BEAITO7u v R Fig 13 DX Hickhs, BT FEEERD
MEOWH L BROBMIC XV IMENER I NS, MESER I NS & FIRHC, RiE
ML A FHERALICEE S 2. C O BMWERIERIC FEITRRBRE ORI OEE A T v
7Thh, MEHERTFOREEZE®EAL, HEBMoMENRE%2RT. ZHks X
Z 24 WiEC, RIERICIPIRIEE A P A4 YOI X o CTHE S5 [13]. Ak

6



RIERIEIRE O e (ZGEAL O M FERE- @M SRR E 2 &), BEE XA
FHIn, REOGA, WELEZNI L H 5[14].

BT OREOER O 2 RS T, MEIC ASFHEMATER S h, Zotk, FHEHR L 5%
BrOR2FOLPWIREICRLZICEE b T, 2ok, hbdoffiidid, Hilg
SNEVE LR & AR RS 2 B e I b L, TR A Ic i & B LA o
BRI Z o T [13]. BRI N2 B IC X » TR EERE LN T, T DR
TIREFESERIEATT L TR,

O 2 WIRE RIENEL 7 et 2 X > TiRA BRI, XV 2D, REK
AT TEACE T RAL, IR & A% CRRAEE B AR 1 & b 2 [15]. BTz 2ME
Bahs L, MHEMEFHAMEIRL IR ICERI N, RKRETH2VETY v
HoERE 72288735, VET) v 20k, BEMEC X 28 RE ORI,
BT X 2 BIREOIBK D AT v 21T X o> TiTb N B[15]. BERIICE D %

1 - EVPERRSREZ MBI 32 LICXkoT, 27X KT T 5.



cortical

bone
marrow new blood
vessels
hard callus
soft callus/
hematoma Hboroiis cancellous
tissue bone
1. hematoma formation 2. Soft callus formation 3. Hard callus formation 4. Bone remodeling
0 - 2 weeks 2 - 3 weeks 3- 6 weeks 8 weeks - 2 years

>»

fracture healing

Fig. 1-3 Fracture healing process



1.1.3. fRBIS

BRABRCBVWTEEED EFEE v EFRES SO NTHREE L 25, &
ELTITAEYEEICE 2 b0 L I¥EN b OREZX LN TS, EYNEHER L L
T, BIE~E I % (56 9 2 M M AEHTE B 2 FBCE i, W8, i
B OEN, BROXy v 7ENEZ LN, —F7, NFNRERELTERZ Y 2—
Pri8, Y] 7 dynamization, V — IV /R EBEOARLEEICI b 0BEIT LN
%[16-27]. BB O SEIC O W CTIRIMIRA R IC & B2 L 72\ Atrophic nonunion,
REITTER & 12 2RERTH % Oligotrophic nonunion, +43 7= 23 & Y i#@E D
BRI S 2 23FEAICE S &\ Hypertrophic nonunion (horse hoof) ,
Hypertrophic nonunion (elephant foot), & F [HIC#RE L RRAERL I A3 T A & 4 C A5 BE
DK & 715 Pseudarthrosis @ 5 FHFHIZ & IC534H[28, 29] X L7 D 3% 2 (Fig. 1-4),
AYRETEDEEIR & 75 5 Zfth BT (Atrophic nonunion), 7752 B2 K] o L1 £ BR £

(Hypertrophic nonunion) @ 2 %8I KA X 11 5[30]. JIAIIC&LIE CEMTEED B
5 LEIEITEE L, NPRNICARLE CEYIEEY B 5 L IEEEREE L 5. —77,

VIR WA R =BT & 72 % (Table 1-1).



Callus

fibrous
tissue

Atrophic Oligotrophic Hypertrophic Hypertrophic Pseudarthrosis
(horse hoof)  (elephant foot)

Fig. 1-4 Five-classification of nonunion
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Table 1-1 Nonunion type and the factor

Biological activity

Active Inactive
i Atrophic
= Stable Union p.
O > nonunion
= =
e
L G Hypertrophic Atrophic
= Unstable YPErtrop PY
nonunion nonunion

1.14. RBEEIRE

BT ICfi-oCc L5 &, REEHEL LT, (KHTBERE SV 2 (low-intensity
pulsed ultrasound: LIPUS) [31, 32]<° & 4} flii 2 J% J% i (extracorporeal shock wave
therapy: ESWT) [33,34]7%x & Z AW TCHEAXRT HIELRD 5.

BBEEIFM & LCix, FICRD XS AFERHLTW S (Fig 1-5).

Dynamization
KERE B AT OBNSTYIAEIE 2® static locking TH o 7z85¢ér, WE, RENET D
dynamization 2SEREPIDIBEA T a v b, ZOHER, BEEZHN» LB~ L

ZHEL, WA ZN L COMEIMZEINDL XSICTLZLT, KREDYETY
&

#

1
v, BIERZREL, G oA %A 5(35,36]. dynamization 4 DB A

12 50%FEE & i X T\ 537, 38].
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BERET R

AT AOBING %7, B2 EF b0 e5fal, BiFoREx M5, BT
ST ADHED D72, BB BEO LM% BT % 3Rt H ), SfEAM
LRI R Y e ) ZEREICT B & IR T W B[39]. KEREEEEE T © B e ©
X, BHTMD 4 » A% 86% DEHIMAERI /R I N T 5[40]. Hak 5%, BENEIZHE
DIEEHE % 789% ThH 525, W LD fEREF XK % 66%ICIKT X ¢ 25 &

LT\ 3[39].

G

BITICHRE 2B, HEWLEEOUE I AT, EYFIBRE O UGE %
T, BERABMEE, SRR LE Rt (BRK B8 G55 2z Ccsh,
a2 b T, JHRDERHEPLHT OIS D 72\ [41, 42] . HRE BRGSO &L

M7 BRIGRALIE, Mad i, ISEEhns, FEE=0Et, &L OREEETs 5.

7L — MBINEE

I EICH W 8NET 2R L, v —bEEZEBML, BHOLEEXS. £
ICEfER L E A RBEI O EICERAERTH I EXLNTEY, ThiE 7L —
F DBIITHAULTE % & X 5[43,44]. Ueng 1%, BENETH AL AR & 72 > 7=
FEFNCH L, B8NS 2 KA 7 L — FaE & GE#ED OB L 288 %2 T, 17
ANDBETXTICBWT, AHEIRXRL, 7L—MENEFE 7 »2H cBE& %257

LR LT B [43].

RIS %
FIEZRISME E B (Nlizarov BUEE ) S £ 72, KRERERBIE DR ICH W S T E 7273,

12



Z DA TOEERD T EENL, RAMEBBEEE O EHIC H Y [45, 46], HEVEIERKS

A~OERIIRER T, FIC—RREED =D ICH W b 5 [47].

> AN

Exchange
Re-operation

—
e
Remove
Antegrade Dynamization Exchange Bone grafting Plate
nailing nailing augmentation

Fig. 1-5 Re-operation for nonunion after an intramedullary nailing for femoral shaft

fracture

1.1.5. BERSTEEAME D )¢

KEEE B EEEIT N L CIBNET 2 W 2BEER T, BEREEIE LT
W5 —FT, HEAEEG]D 3.1%-12.5% & &5 T T 5[16, 17, 37, 48-50]. {BEEiD
TWRE LT 113 THETZ08EZ LN TWER, FRCR 7Y o =i, Rl &
dynamization, YV — I v 77 EOSENERIE, REMEGBREESEOEREEZE L LN T
W %[42,51].

BITEOREERICE L CTIREO VDT ADOKE X THEaMmI LS 2 & 23D % H[52],

13



itk o e M % Bl 4 2 /7RI S T vy, 72, BiEA O, B
WETIRETICBIL Td, L v b7 Vl{R-e CT iR, EEARIEIR % 2% 1 AT o T80 w7
D X2 2B VOorEIRTH 3.

BEP ST A% o R BREEG I 3 2 3R IC 2w T d, BENETRBICH LT 7L —
F OEMABFERE, H2WIENT WS L ORFREL 13D 2 232, 53-55], % D12

BIREHIZI N TE Tk,

1.1.6. BOHEHHE

B DO RIFFEX 19 i Z A1z CiciTbTEH Y, vonMeyer  Wolf & i X
S TR DF I & FREEICOWTOINER R INT W56 2V Ea—X—D%
B X0 BUERIT2STRE & 72 B &, Brekelmans Df#NT(1972)D X 5 128 O [REEMRE
WMLiThbnd X5k o72[57]. 7=77L, ZOMETCRELZBEERED 2RICDET
LT, MERDEETH B, 1990 FRICKk B L REE EZ W2 1R X ) B o
EYEMEOBEARE LN D L HICR V[58-68], 7z, v v a—x—MEEEDOREN
716 b H Y, Computer Tomography (CT) F— X 2o\ KAMEH L, #E (CT E)
TG U 7= A8 e MR % 5 2 2 8 BN CT ~— 2 G IREHEMHT (QCT/FEA) 23ThH
NCT&7 BHETIE, BEEBEHCENFHRBREONY) 77— 3 v % (RS S 1[44,
69-89], FENV. I N/=TFiELhoTwd, LaLARDL, b DENTIZEYEED K
WCHTEBRG R & B o 7 S REERBR A IRILIC K Y Lo CB Y, EHAEERILE
oY ETY Y ZHET LB OFHEICIRE ST, BileERE R RERMBIT
T 12id, B OMERHEDETE L 72 228, (KRB OKE-DEEORN T TEL,
il 2 1E L < Gl L 72T 137 T 2 7o 72

RE OYIMEEIC DT, Shefelbine Hid~4 7 v CT & HRERMTE T X Dff

ZHEHIL T 35[90]. F7z, Leong b XMREDHENLE 2 OMBFEEF /A v T v T —

14



YavOFEEHCCHEIL, HELTW3E[91]. L2rLAaRL, wihd CT R—2
BIREEMNT 21T 5 ITIZEEWHEO Y v A3 14Chvs, —J5 T Suzuki HiC X -
TIRED CT fEL ¥ v 7EK, BRIGTOBEFRALRZ 2 WEH X 1[92], BEAE

BED CT ~— 2 REGRMEMT D 22 41 b MEE S e,

1.2. H®W

BT THRAMMREICD CT R—RDOMEFHEEZ 5 2, CT R—AFRERMT 2175
LT, BREABREOEIHIICOGHTE 2 LA NS, AWRROHNIZ, fitktai
flizWie Y ~e) 7 —va v~oHZHEIEL, EEICT ~— 2 HRREHRMHT 2 H
T, BigEEaREoERFHEFEERN T e Th L. i, HFEEHCT,
BITERBEEI T . L CTfTb T 28NS 2 e 7 L — FBINC 2w T ARGt

Z179.

KRCIIAREERED, 6 ECHERIN, F2 ZUREI TR %25,

B2 ECTEHAMIE CHYTW S CT R—AFREHREMBHT O — R & & B ETET L2
JENTFIRICOWTHEIHZLT Y. KIREEBRHENeXG L 2EE CT 7T —2»04H, K
BETAERERIL, BENE, X2V a—, ZL—tAERETFTY V7Y 7 FCOERL
IR T — 2 2. &, B ICIZZ N Z L Matsuyama 5 [68], Suzuki ©[92]D =X
A E MR 2 E D ST

FIETIHEIHRKEICEEL, BRoFEAREBOERNICOVWTHRE L., &
BWERELE T ) 7= a v P RBEZHZZ CICERTH 508, BURITH
Gt R, BRIl S h w3, KIREFaEE e, SENETHE AM 2 1T L 7

BEOME 6, 12, 15 2HAD CT 7 — 2 ZH\, CT ~— A FREHEMIT 21T\, BT

15



HIRE O 5 R ) 2 7 ZEK, HERITRIC X 25 aafe & et 217 - 72,
4B CTIIRENETZIRETL 72 & & OFFli, WRET 21T o 72, BENETHR A <X B A
CIRET S 2 2 & 23H B 4%, £ DIRETRFAOHIWHIZETE L 72 5. 5 3 BEoffitk 6, 12,
15 »HDETVZNZ0h SIAEICHENST 2 kET L, MRESRIEMIT 217y, RET
IRF D 18 % BFEAM L 7.

5 BT 3 EOMET L 2R T k% VT, BB TR O 12 E T & 1T -
7z, BENETIR A, RBIEIEICHE 2 L BEBENET O 7L — P OB E v o 7z
FiAfTb 5. BRMICIZFRE, 207 L — FMENOBEIEATHE LD
WD 508, NEHAREHE I T w vy, FIREZEMNT 2 v CEBRIC &R
B F4if 0 3Pl 2 17 - 7.

%6 HCIRHANIER R ZRIET 5.

16



H2E
EEBR CT X — X ERERMBNTE
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2.1. ZLC®IT

RETIIH 3 BLARETH W3 CT ~— R GRERMT D~ — R & 72 2 il £ 7 L L
FFEICOWTHEHEZTS . KBEEERET2ZG L 2BECT 7 — 22048, KHE
TTFAREHL, BENE, 227V a—, FTL—tAERETFTY VY 7 FCEREL
FEIRT =2 %H iz, &, KEFICEZ £ Matsuyama ©[68], Suzuki 5[92] Dt
XE A CAEE R MRFREZE ) 1T 2 MEEERIE TR Ok 710 =

NEZDOR NI OWTH HHEZITS.

22. EFIVVS

CT ~— A G REFMHTIC 13 MECHANICAL FINDER version 11 Extended Edition (Fkz{
2ALFHREMR e v 2 —, WA, BHA) 2w, A7 v ERoETY v 7,
KA T — 2 DIEIEICIZ Metasequoia 4.7 (RASHT P77 24 2, H, HA)

W,

221. ®FAVF—vav

CT R—=RET YV VI Dd, BITETVIZEE CT 72X VHEET 2. CT 7%
DER 7 2 b BEOERE M Lz, B oI KE & XA L CREOKE " %+
I A BIEETH o7 CT I 800 HU CTHiH L, —77, (RESEISIIIE KT & D5
QiAo 72 CT fH300 HU THAHL, 2226~ =a 7 A CTEIELZTT S 7.

72, BENETIRAGEG ORIt O 7z o &EAE LN, CT BRICT—7 47727 b2
T2, T—74 7727 FETITFERELD D CT ST, CT ~— DR
G2 BBRICY v IREREREL Vb GV DL LTETMLINTLES. 20T

=74 777 OFELRET 50 CYMEEIC EIRZFEST 525, LIRMEZ EE

18



ChEbE DL, BHEMERWIEHREICN L TEZ D ERMEORR TN R WZD, K
PR, RE iR E R & 2 WSOy o oI illE s LTl L 72, Fig. 2-1 @
Lo, & (&\e), &KE GF), Bk (&), 7—74 777 MEREEE () <o
FCHit 21T o 2. sHER T 22N EhORIZE 7 e T — 2 ZITICREIFR
BERING.

Artifact

¥ Bone

L Fracture line

Fig. 2-1 Segmentation on CT image
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222. AVvFIvtrETIVYT

HiN$] (T2® femoral nail 11 mm x L360 mm, Stryker Corp., Kalamazoo, Michigan, USA)
& 7°L — b (LCP Plates 3.5, Synthes, Raynham, MA, USA)DJZIR T — X iIc DWW TiE, X —
71— D STL 7 — 2 CIRATADONEIEA D770 KR T — 2 25M 5 72720,
Z DT — X %X — R Metasequoia 4.7 Z W CTFRLL 72, SENSTIZHZERMEE L o T
BY, BRRE DAY V2 EEET) bHhEHFICEPEE o ET VLD T
o, H2Esy, A7) a—k—nifleiceET L7z (Fig.2-2). 7'L— MiCDWT
X, A7V a2a— 7L =1t DRLCIRLAEIEABTERIC—EHT L LiTR,
B Ay v aPERINEARENLEH S, 207k, A7) 2—[EETED 7L
—Mllon Uiz, Hio/kRX 7Y 2a—0RLILEKMEZTL— LRI Y 2—D

BERELCTETMELZ (Fig 2-3).
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Fig. 2-2 Modeling for an intramedullary nail
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=

threaded

no-threaded

— threaded

Fig. 2-3 Modeling for a plate and its screw thread

2.3. AvvadEmR
BIREZE T VI EE—XEE TR X 3. MECHANICAL FINDER @ X v & =2/

X (X AR IC ANSYS ICEM CFD  (ANSYS, Inc., Canonsburg, Pennsylvania, USA) % F\»C

22



BY, HEYF A4 X 3.0 mm, wNFARIIKEEE T 1.5 mm, A, B, BEAENX

0.75mm, 7L —1F, 227V 2—130375mm ZXEL A Y a2EKEIT-o 7.

231, AyyaavANA—YzVX

Ay a2 A XOZYWEHERT 272010, AvvaP A X 2B 2TCOTARIIL
FBOIWREATERL 2. Xy v a¥ A4 XFEHES A XL RN A4 X0 xR
Lz %, HES A X% 15mm 25 40 mm £T05mm § o087 L%1E
8L (Fig.2-4), RI—5fFCiftr, FHliz1T o 7. BT e 7 4 OBEREL,  #itlhic
ODFAIALXE—RELX 70y F L72b DA Fig. 2-5 TH 3. —HFMlrwHiESF 4 X
1.5 mm DOETNAICK L CTEHES 4 X 3.0 mm OETITEE-11 %e D, TDXY

Va A ZDREEDPRE NI,

Fig. 2-4 Mesh models with general mesh size (a) 2.0 mm, (b) 3.0 mm, and (c) 4.0 mm
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5800
1.5 mm

5750

5700

5650 ..................................................................................................

Total strain energy (m))

5600

5550 4 mm

5500
1000000 3000000 5000000 7000000

Number of Elements

Fig. 2-5 Mesh convergence testing

24. FEERIE

CT ~R— A MRERMBHT AT 5 B, MR I RIAE O ER TR O N LD L&Y
HE~OEHEXEZHCTEET 2. 207204 CT 2 5% EHE~ & A 2 L8
»%. CT fHIZ/KZ 0, 2R %-1000 LHUEL T 223, % DEHITERE PR, M

JRBEEITHKATE L, BHEORIEZTT 5 B0 H 5.

241. BHEEER 77 VP22 EERE
CT f (Hounsfield Unit; HU) ¢ BB OWIEIX, IO FaF o T o824 b
(HA) tHUEEpyaD B v FBEBA - - BEEE 7 7 v b 2% B4 & R G

52 & Tifrbivd. A#FFETIlE QRM-BDC/3 Phantom (QRM Quality Assurance in

24



Radiology and Medicine GmbH, Méhrendorf, Germany) 7z & % fi\»7z. QRM-BDC/3 (Fig.
2-6) 1% 0, 100, 200 mg/cm3 HA HHYZE Doy F23H Y, CT T —2D5H 10 27
A 2% T CT fli-HA MU HEEO LA Z R L 72 (Fig. 2-7). Z#aic X 0 ZEfE

0 Z FMH2 CTEICIIFE O 2HVETOND,

Fig. 2-6 QRM-BDC/3 Phantom

250
y=0.693x-2.144 .
200 ®)

150 .°

100 a»

50 o’

HA equivalent density (mg/cm3)

-100 0 100 200 300
CT value (HU)

Fig. 2-7 Density calibration with phantom
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242. BEEE77 vV FLAOEWCT F— X 0EEKE

BEEB7 7V L EWEETo TR o 2MliE 6 22HD CT 7 —XI1c2> T,
FER7 7 v P ACTRIEFAOMEZ I HD CT 7 — 2 2w CTKIERZ{T> 2. BT
o SEEN I EN COBEEENII/NI W EREL, Fig 2-8 O X5 iUty 7

NEEZZE L, BIEZfT-o72. 2 X W itit% 9 22 H ® CT-HA % E o ffat =k,

pua(mg/cm?) = 0.740 CT valuegy (HU) - 9.46
M9 rHE 6 PHDH Y 7AmIcE T3 CT HDEARE,

CT valuegy (HU) = 0.999 CT valuegy (HU) - 43.562
X Vit 6 22 H D CT-HA % £ D% 1572

pua(mg/cm?) = 0.739 CT valuegy (HU) - 41.696

500 e PR

400 ..
= y =0.999x - 43.562 @
2 30 R?=0.992 .~
()
3> .
©
5 200

100 c

o
0
0 100 200 300 400 500
CT value (6M)

Fig. 2-8 Density calibration without phantom
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2.5.  MORMERE

MEHMEMITCIX Y v 2738, ®7 v vk, MREERIERITclkz ez <, B
601, EEFUCH, EERRE, EEOFAHVONG, B, KELHENE, 227V 2
—, 7L —} D Ti6Al4V % Table 2-1 ® X 5 ICHEZ{T - 7=,
251 BOEEBRKX

BOY Y 7 HEpone, FEIRIGTI0y pone!d HA HHEH Epya(g/cm3) & L T, Matsuyama

5D,

Egone(MPa) = 1530.6p43°13,

0y, Bone(MPa) = 116.64p}i3°>*

72 [68]. B, B2 O YMEME~OZHAIZ R 2 J % (apparent density)
TRHHl &, HA MHSEE > ST 2 452535 %5 23, Matsuyama © D Tlt HA #H
WMEFE L CRHIILCnb720, ZOFEFHWLILATE S, Y v /KN RMHEIX
0.001Mpa & L, ZDEROFRIGT % 1020MPa & L, M, BELZVWD D& LT
&> 7-. Bessho b® 7'\ b 2L[93]TIEHRT VY vIid 0.3, FEFISIHIZERICT D 0.8
fi, BERMREITY v 2 X 0.05[94, 95], 72 EE O RITREE % v 72 EER 0
fE23 11800 ¥4 7 a XA b L 4 v TH BT &5 5[96], 10000 ¥4 Z7a XL vl

TWwa., AT b ZMAL 7%,

2.5.2. REDOHEEX

REDY v 7 HREcaus, FERIGTI 0y, canus E Suzuki 5 DX,

Ecanus(MPa) = 0.2391e800Pua,
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Oy, Callus(MPa) = 30'49PI%I'A41

ZHWZ[92]. IREIMEEEEIO T — 2 ICBo, BEEPEAEEREL kol
B CcIIEoBmERAZBACLES. 22T, 20X hBEMHEEITIBENVE BZTEE X
hi-t#Ez, BoXevy 7R ERE L7 (Fig 2-9).

_(0.2391e890PHa | py, < 11235 g/cm?
Ecanus(MPa) = {1530.6p11{'2213, pua > 1.1235 g/cm?

REICOWTH ¥ v 7L TRMEIZ 0.001MPa & L, % DHEFEDERIGH % 1020MPa &

L7z, BESUCH, ICHREMGRE, HEEOFTHRICOWTITE LR L SREL 7.

7000

‘s 6000

0.23918000ma

5000

4000

3000

2000

Young's modules for Callus (MPa

=
o
o
o

0 0.5 1 1.5
HA equivalent density (g/cm3)

Fig. 2-9 HA equivalent density-Young’s modules relationship for callus
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Table 2-1 Material properties

Bone Callus Ti6Al4V
Pua < 1.1235:
E = 0.2391¢800P1A
E = 1530.6,01},'2213
Young’s modulus Pua > 1.1235:
113000
(MPa) E=1530. 6p1 9213
*Lower limit: 0.001 MPa
*Lower limit: 0.001 MPa
oy = 116.64p}3 > oy = 30.49p{i"
Yield stress
909
(MPa) *1020 for element with E | *1020 for element with E =
=0.001 MPa 0.001 MPa
Critical stress
0.8 ay 0.8 ay 999
(MPa)
Poisson’s ratio 0.3 0.3 0.315
Tangent modulus
0.05E 0.05E 0.05E
(MPa)
Crush strain
10000 10000 100000
(microstrain)

2.6. WPREFEREENT
2.6.1. WEETL
MEHESRIE R R O i = 7 L ORI % Fig. 2-10 1Ond. 2 EHED 0§ &,

fiEhz R DI & 4 5. JEMEHNE ZERGELUEE TR L, FEREFRO L H i, ¥
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T, FEAEDCEE, SURBEIKAE L 72 5.

Yield: Oeq > Oy

Compressive failure: |e3] > & for yield element

Tensile failure: 0y > o¢

RERIFZETHYIC S 0eqBERIE oy 2 B2 2 &, BIERFEL 20, JEH-0F RBMR
DA & DEAMRIE 72 5. BAMREUT M D Young R X VKSR ESINTED,
FLOTAHZELZDICHERNII/NELS RS, ZoOBOHYILTIE, ®EICi: von-

Mises H24 577,

O-VM = 4/ 3 N
4, {RE 2% Drucker-Prager #4577,

aly + /],

Onp =
PP A3 —a

ZHNT2[97]. 22T, &R, PR, BRANERSTEZNE N, 05 o3t L,

11=0-1+0-2+0-3

1
2= g[(Ul —0,)% + (0, — 03)* + (03 — 01)?]

T®H 5. F7z, Drucker-Prager tH4)57) DIREalt 0.07 & L 72[98].

PE L 72 R OR/NFOT ADOMME|e5 | SEHEO T o2 5 &, ZDHERIIE
AR & 72 O WPEDNIZIE 0 & 72 5.

— 7515k, RAFISHoBEFIE o 2 A % &, ZOERIIFERMIEE 2 Y &

REIWGHTTEDMIPEDIZIE 0 & 78 5.
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o
A

Maximum principal stress o4 >
Critical stress o,

Minimum principal strain |g5]| >
Crush strain &
Slope: Young’s Modulus E

/ -

»

Tensile

Compressive Plastic -
failure

failure

Equivalent stress O¢q >
Yield stress o

\

Slope: Tangent Modulus Et

Fig. 2-10 Failure model in material nonlinear analysis

2.6.2. MREIERIEEEGE

MRIIERIE AT 12, BRE S NI A T v 772 L IR 2 47, Y, fis
WEMNEL B & ZDRT v 7L Newton-Raphson i%iC X 2 UK HE %175 (Fig.
2-11). AWFE CIRZERLHIE CH BRI 217 5 720, WCREHETIR&R T v 70
HREME COBMBMOBE 2 b, RUIZZORE TOMIMIC X > TN, frESK
Dob, ZFORDOITERBY, WECTEL APV ELIICX VYR LUGFED

Thha., ZOREZENE, BEREREDINRT 2 £ T, H250IE3#EYIEL EREE

=N

TIT).
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Load, F

Solution point

AF,

Specified displacement
increment
v

Last solution point

»
>

Displacement, U

Fig. 2-11 Newton-Raphson method for displacement control

2.7. v VERE

HDCT X —2AHREREBHTCIE, T AVREDICH 0 2 5HIS 2 HYDfth, CT i
REEIC X Y fENTE T MICRBL L 2 7z (Partial Volume Effect) i\ BB % K+
27-0%, BIMOIMAEITS 72010, EFARMC2RICDO Y 2 AV EEEZH W3
LH3H 571, 88, 99]. AWIFE T IIMEIIERIEINT IR IC B TR 2 FHli 32 202> = v
HELH WA, Y AEEOYIMEEICOWTIE, HEBDOY v 7 RE R LS E D

[94, 100], Bessho 5% 10 Gpa % FIRMEICEXE L, ¥ = VDEX(ZZ OWFD CT fRERE
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04mm EFHELTWS[99]. LALAKETAICT CT R—RATHE I NV v 7KL
@il TR Ml 3.2 Gpa TH o 7=, FERRICHEEE M O b 217 5 & Fig. 2-12 O X HIc v
VARFHOETMICH LTV v 7% 10 Gpa 2 52 =T A TIRED 2 5L < 17k
D, Y NEROBE~DFENRIEFICRKE» o7, 2 T TR CTIEEETHRE T
MO —27HETH 2%E 1000 mg/cm3 %> = VEROEE FRfMEE LCHREL 72

(Fig. 2-13).

5000

4500

4000

3500

3000 1000mg/cm3

2500

Load (N)

2000
1500
1000 w/o shell

500

0 2 4 6 8 10

Displacement (mm)

Fig. 2-12 Displacement-load curve for models without shell element, with lower Young's

modulus limit of 10 Gpa and lower density limit of 1000 mg/cm3
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30000

Lowerdenshy“nﬂtg
for shell element |

25000

20000

15000

Volume[mm?3]

10000

5000

0 500 1000 1500
Density [mg/cm3]

Fig. 2-13 Density histogram and lower density limit for shell element

2.8. /NE

ARETIRRELYHVZERN CT R—2FREXR@TOETY v 7, @ Fikico
WTEBHL 72, RET VORI R R, B2 T RE D CT HiRD Sk L
TETMUL, ZOMEFHEE CTH (B »oRko-AHEMRELTw2E 3
TH5. E7, CT 2o OHEEKIE, Ay > 234X, HRIERBOIRZ &,

T 7 N DL PR & 1T o 72,
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3.1. XCHIC

(4

RETIEBEAERAMNR O FImAIRE, AREEZERMT 5 2 &2 HIIC, &

¢

P B ORI ) 2 71 Lz, BESRER T2 e ) T—vave
HBEEZW R LICEHTH 525, BURZEGH RS, TERPICHBT I Tw5. KR
BEBHEITE, BNETIRAM Z (T L 2 BF oMtk 6, 12, 15 2HD CT 7—4 %
v, CT R—2HREHRMHT 217, BIEREO5REEY) X 7, BFEicEs T 5

BRELOB) & EFE2 R, BEEITRICX 2 BRAeEE L LITHE 217 7-.

3.2. fEB]

3.2.1. R, FM

WRIE 51 BT, A ZETHICNEE & Bl LR, 25 L 72 BaiE I,
FERIBEBREE T 280 7. Fig. 3-1 IXEHOL Y F 7 VEliRE CT €71V TH 5.
EH, #ENET (T2® femoral nailg11 mm x L360 mm, Stryker Corp., Kalamazoo, Michigan,
USA) # W CTRBEATFM» bz (Fig 3-2). BEE LML 227 ) 2 — 3K
(55mm, 45mm, 40mm), EMEIED 227 Y 2 — 2K (40mm, 45mm), A&7

O anteroposterior (AP) 27 ) 2 — 1K (40mm) %\ 7z,
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Fig. 3-1 Radiographs and CT model after injury
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Fig. 3-2 Operation plan and postoperative radiographs

3.2.2. fiReEE

Mo Ve V1L, itk 4BMF C1/2 fiiE, ZORIIEHE TN, ffitke6 »
ARfE i, IRE BRI w2 b oot idilo bhd, IREWHBEE 235D
N7z, ok, REFEHR EREHEKHBER - VR) MNERS N, BEA FES,

fiitk 15 2> AR Cld A 03380 b7 (Fig 3-3).
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Fig. 3-3 Radiographs (a) immediately after surgery, (b) 6 months postoperatively, (c) 12
months postoperatively, (d) 15 months postoperatively
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3.3. CT#H¥

CT #2l% Aquilion One (¥¥/ v AT 4 Ay AT LAKRASHE, iRk, HA) %
vy, EEIE 120KV, EE 273mA Tz L, FHEEI%CFC30, X 7 4 XJE 0.5 mm,
v 7L H 4 X045 mm DFFRECH I a . BEERY 7 v F 41213 QRM-BDC/3

Phantom (QRM Quality Assurance in Radiology and Medicine GmbH, Méhrendorf, Germany)

& %\ 13 B-MAS200 (MRASHHHERIY, 5E, HA) 2Hv, FERIEZ{T > 7.

3.4. fBresa

BIRERMBHTET L% 6, 12, 15 »HD CT 7—2 XV FRIL /2. 2.1 Hicih~x
X ORIl KERE, RE, BENE, A2V a—, T—74 777 FE»OREK
X2 (Fig 3-4). TERLIL 72868, 22V 2 —DIRT — %13, CT T — X DfLEIC
BbETHRELE. BNETORZ Y a—F—n b 227 ) a—Lollid, EBEDOLS I
VT 7V AERZITITCHSE (Fig3-5). 7T—7 4777 b o%EE EREZFHET S
7=, KRG AREZHHET —7 4 7 7 7 ML 2 0L o s IC T CTE T AL
Iz (Fig. 3-6). X v ¥l itk 6, 12, 15 »HOHEHERIZZNLE h,
3116155, 3463307, 3118333 T - 7=,

PIPEEIZBENET, 227 ) 2 —1% Ti6Al4V & L, Table 2-1 @ X 5 ICFE L7228, M
BMIEBIT O 7= 0ffbN T w0y v 7R ERT Y vk ks, &, KEIKCOWTIE
Sl D 7= D I BEIRIG S, BRFUGC T EHWT WS, CT =2 X vEv BT ons-d, K
BOY v IRy %R LT b DI Fig3-7 TH5. T—74 777 FEBICoOnTI,
@l o EmE, KEEO%EE S (Fig. 3-8) £V, £ X4 600 mg/cm3, 1500
mg/cm3 2 HE FIREE L TEE L 7-.

ARSI, RERE /R -BENET, BENET-Z 2 ) 2 —BICEOE L, FBERRREU 0.0 &

L7z, KERE-A27 Y 2—, KREEE-RERIZEESGE L.
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Fig. 3-4 Finite element model for 6M, 12M, and 15M postoperatively

41



Fig. 3-5 Clearance between screw and screw hole of nail

Fig. 3-6 Artifact region of cancellous bone (green)
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2000

Fig. 3-7 Young’s modulus distribution of bone and callus
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Fig. 3-8 Density distribution of cortical and cancellous bone on the healthy side

3.5. BRSEH

3.5.1. HHFIE

KERFO#ic X bz, FUTb.O & BB O %8 2 BAEE % 30E L 72, &7
i e MR L, AT RBASETIC 20200 2 BASIT ) 03 MAE @ 3 £5R1#£[101, 102] TH 5
b, FIEHPICEKRED 3fFOME (300 %BW), 1911 N % HERER /T 1911 5 2 7=
(Fig. 3-9(a)). FIEAMIZFAELEZRL T, FICHEE T MZRM X ICREL

7.

3.5.2. HITHRAKIE

HEBSEZZ 25 L, BMAMMECEIASHNARSICX Y EREZERMbS &
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BEZOND =D, BITHEIEICH 5 MEIRK L & 2 GE OB & i &k
TE LI % 4T o 72, AT DI #IREEIC D W T i, Heller © 23RHHIBEREST & 0 2 7 2,
OIS LB L, IR X 0 B8 J1fightic X U Bergmann O KBRE FEE R
(Fig. 3-10) [102]icTxk® T\»% (Table 3-1) [103]. Bergmann (I A 7 L D% >
T 22 ERL T 325, 2 2 CRRBREIAE & B e O (RAELRWEA
FHEE R L2k s) &, RBAEIP O R SITER L 2. Xz At
MOBRREFEATZMCERINDG., TOHBERTHLNTW2BHiIK T, AiizkE
TNLDMEESR, REICADE THEL %~ (Fig 3-9 (b). B ¥HIC(1)Hip contact &
(2)Intersegmental resultant D /) 2019N, (3)Abductor,, (4)Tensor facia latae, proximal
part, (5)Tensor facia latae, distal part D&/) 666 N % K¥5f-1C, (6)Vastus lateralis,
603 N % ZDHEGNICE 2 7z, EAHIZEO LAY ZFFE T 5 X 5 KB 2 H L 7 [H
EF (Y Z7# 20 MPa, K7V VI 03) TXZ, X DMEET O Z FERHH L
7o, KBRE & EEFOBERIIEESEMEE Uiz, 72, Bl - o8 — s Maeih 7

AL 2 R L T 5.
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1911N (300%BW)
Always oriented to the
center of the knee joint

Constrained

(b) (1)+(2) 2019N

(3)+(4)+(5)
666N

Free only in the
mechanical axis
direction

(6) 603N

Constrained

Fig. 3-9 Boundary conditions (a)axial load, (b)maximum load during gait cycle



Neck axis

Proximal shaft axis

J

Proximal view

Medial view Anterior view

Fig. 3-10 Bergmann’s femoral coordinate
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Table 3-1 Joint reaction force and muscle forces at maximum load during gait cycle in

Bergmann'’s femoral coordinates

)

Force(%BW) X y Z
(1) Hip contact -54.0 -32.8 -229.2
(2) Intersegmental resultant -8.1 -12.8 -78.2
(3) Abductor 58.0 4.3 86.5
(4) Tensor facia latae, proximal part 7.2 11.6 13.2
(5) Tensor facia latae, distal part -0.5 -0.7 -19.0
(6) Vastus lateralis -0.9 18.5 -92.9

3.6.  FHMiHE:

AIREEMENT C X K FHIICH o 25 oft, SIRBEER YD 2 27, &R [E O L

fLiconTd -l 21T - 7-.

3.6.1. GIRBIEY X

BEOXEREL Y, BITHOEE R EMAERAICIE IV 2RI NTE Y [104,

105], FFICHE~FG T 5 ¢ F 2 o3 B A M OREHEE O FIRIEICER L. 5l

IRIERIC D TE 2.5 Hi T~ 72 X 5 I K EIGH oy DTS o BB A 7 & FITAEL

3. 72T, BEOLEWKEY 27 %

Tensile Failure Risk = o0, /0.

LRl L 2. 2 LC, BHREKEHEE (Fig 3-11) ©OWN, 5IRBE#EY 227231 Lo
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THRIRRL % 5 R AR

Element volume with tensile failure risk > 1

Tensile Failure Ratio =
enstie Fature Ratio Volume of callus between bone fragments

&L CREMiC A 72,

Callus region for
tensile failure ratio

Fig. 3-11 Callus region for the tensile failure ratio

3.6.2. EHHEEHEEL
WK OF F O LEME% 33 2 72912, Fig.3-12 D X 5 ICBHEAE OB

LA R ORNZERLZ Nl (A-B), M (C-D) CRHHIL 7=.
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Fig. 3-12 Measured points (medial: A and B, lateral: C and D) for distance between bone

fragments

3.7. MR
3.7.1. GBIREBIEY X7

Fig. 3-13, Fig. 3-14 Ui ERF, SITHERAMERZ L2 N DRE O 5IREE ) X 7
21 U EDBHRE R LTS, WiTER, ST RER b FER T, itk 6 2
ACIREIERICIED > T 25 RE#E ) 2 7 0 & 2 B#K1E, itk 12 2 H < Eimso
SMANCRRGE X 41, itk 15 22 H TlRIZITEL o 2. =T ML L HIRBDEI T, &

LN TV 2Icb b b F, (RERMICTIRBIRY 27 Db 2 LWHEIEL T
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5705, THIE CT R—ZDYHEEE 52 T2 720E T ARET CT HMEL 2 Y 2 F
, YV I7E, BHRICHHELS%227-DTH 5.

Fig. 3-15 (L] B IKf D ] B 1S 0 97 2 5IIRBEEATE IR D2, Fig. 3-16 134T im K1
R0 B IC 222> 2 FTEIC N3 2 5 IRBUIE AR 02 TH 5. fiitk(a) 6 22 H, (b)1
25H, (915 AL, 20X WNIMIlOREKIC 5 T CRRINZ ATV, PRI 53R
BARRERIEECIKE, SMINTEGIKE TR, i E CIARE 3 SATERIC 114 %D
I, BITHRARMETIE 11.6 DMBRICHIRBIED YV R 7 035 572, wihb ot
HICHERIEY 2 7 0 b 2 EGDE - 7225, EfTE CIINHS KD 22 %TH 5D
AL, BITHRAMER T 29 % & NHlOEI& 25D - 72,

SIRME AR D B Z L % BL7- & D28 Fig. 3-17, Fig. 3-18 T» 5. Fig. 3-13, Fig.
3-14 THROoNS X5, Nl O51RIEEEY 27 2MKH L, 6, 12, 15 22H&RT, il
i E Tl 11.4 %, 3.4 %, 0.7 %, BITHIRKMER Tl 11.6 %, 2.6 %, 0.5 %D

L7-.
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(b)

Fig. 3-13 Elements with tensile failure risk > 1 (axial load of 300% BW). (a) 6M, (b)12M,
(c) 15M

(b) (c)

Fig. 3-14 Elements with tensile failure risk > 1 (maximum load during gait cycle). (a) 6M,

(b)12M, () 15M
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Fig. 3-15 Load change in tensile failure ratio (axial load of 300%BW)
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Fig. 3-16 Load change in tensile failure ratio (maximum load during gait cycle)
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14.0

12.0
10.0

8.0
lateral

6.0

4.0

Tensile failure ratio (%)

2.0 _
medial

.
6M 12M 15M

0.0

Fig. 3-17 Tensile failure ratio at 6, 12, and 15 months after the surgery (axial load)

14.0

12.0
10.0
8.0 lateral

6.0

4.0

Tensile failure ratio (%)

2.0 medial

0.0 I
6M 12M 15M

Fig. 3-18 Tensile failure ratio at 6, 12, and 15 months after the surgery (maximum load during

gait cycle)
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3.7.2. ‘EhEERZEA

WE AR O FITEAHEIC B T 2380, = EH oA (Fig. 3-12 o N{ll A-B, 4f
il ¢-D [&]) ZFHHIL 7z b D23 % L2 i EIRF Fig. 3-19, AT KM ERE Fig. 3-20
TH5. (a), (b), QFENENxyzKAaZFHHILZbDTHY, @EUFHITHLT
EAEE R DS@)IE~ A FAZENAE, 77277 AL, ()i~ FRELERIT, TR
EEBTT, (QIEF=AFRELEN, FIRELEMICEEILCnw3E 2 & 2EKT 3.
(AIFFHAIL 72 2 SiE O EEEZ L B 5. filifTE TlX(@), (b)D X X Y MM Gl 5
EHHML, BAT~EBEILTEY, BRAERABEHL CwE. —J THRT IR KA E
RFC ik, WRIGHISE R, AMUGHI S MR T~ e BB L < 0, MG A

WXL CTHEL TV Z 2005,
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0.2

0.4
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|
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6M 12M 15M

(d) total

E B u

6M 12M 15M

Fig. 3-19 Relative displacement between the bone fragments at the fracture site (axial

load of 300%BW)
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Fig. 3-20 Relative displacement between the bone fragments at the fracture site

(maximum load during gait cycle)

3.73. AVZS5v MNCAELBIGHENR

BENET, 227V 2 —DHHBICTI 500 % KR L 72 H D A3 Fig. 3-21, Fig.3-22 TH H, »

FTNOHNETDICT IR & & IR L Tz, ALEMED D 2 FIriaiE L Load-

bearing I & 2 EEEIER TN 223, BREEPETICEALTEOMELZHES X5tk

Y, Load-bearing 2> & Load-sharing ~ & #1773 % [106,107]. KEEEAH 23D, Load-

sharing ~ & (L2 EMEMNIC D R T2 00c, BENE], Eh, ENRAZ Y 22— Y

i1 % Bl U 72 (Fig. 3-23, Fig. 3-24). HhfE, S{THmAMEL b, MR
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IR TBEPNET, WThL, ELR 27 ) 2 — DTN FEMLIEH AR LTz,

—F, #, RECOWTE, BEGLEDICHEELXA S XI1ChY, FITHIHH
fHECIGH D LA T2 EZ 6N 5. &, KEOHMISTIHH O % Rz b DB
Fig.3-25, Fig.3-26 T» 5. Wi, A3 FEHDO R 2 Y 2 —iifi Lo 2 5 &iEhr 1 %&H
DAZ Y 2—llh b1 firbk2z, BHEHOMASF.LICPITHE L 72 % £
LT3, ElififHE, STHhRAMEE S, e &b, WML b BITEAhE
DIEHDBEL o T3, H, (REICOWTEEHYIE T ZEHIIL 72 b DA% Fig. 3-27,
Fig. 3-28 TH» 3. HIC2W X EIHHEDOZLOFE R VR M TH 528, KHE

TIXREERGE & & DTG A L T 7z,
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=
&

100

6M 12M 15M

Fig. 3-21 Equivalent stress distribution of the nail and screws (axial load)
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100

6M 12M 15M

Fig. 3-22 Equivalent stress distribution of the nail and screws (maximum load during gait

cycle)
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Average Equivalent Stress (MPa)
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Fig. 3-23 Average equivalent stress of nail, proximal screws, and distal screws (axial load)

80

m6M mE12M mE15M
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20

10

nail proximal screws distal screws

Fig. 3-24 Average equivalent stress of nail, proximal screws, and distal screws (maximum

load during gait cycle)
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Cross
section

6M 12M 15M

Fig. 3-25 Cross section of equivalent stress distribution of bone and callus (axial load)
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cross
section

6M 12M 15M

Fig. 3-26 Cross section of equivalent stress distribution of bone and callus (maximum

load during gait cycle)
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Fig. 3-27 Average equivalent stress of bone, and callus (axial load)
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6M m12M m15M

2
1.5
1
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0

bone callus
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Fig. 3-28 Average equivalent stress of bone, and callus (maximum load during gait cycle)
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3.8. EE

3.8.1. BEAEREONKREFHE O W EEH:

ARFFFE DI R 1L % 6 2> ARl T O BRI A 5 2 &, @i, AT eE
HEFE D 11 %I EFIRBET 2V X703 0, FEMZICE W TEBEAICEDS 0]

REMEASER T A, L v b VIEHR, CT HEfRIC X 2 E{§RATR < b BRI A Tw

a@

LA L7adis, FEEIFHERBREE & b IcBIc A2 S 5RIE Y 2 2 2 F 20,
15 A TIRIZE A CRBBIESE U WiERE ko7, REEEIRD LN S L
YN VEGROFTRE D B L CTE Y, BEAORE % ERIICHHE T % 2 WS
RENTz. A L HICBINET, 22V 2 — B L BN L, K B
B o TARE RS (Fig. 3-29) ~EfTESEI N TV L RS sz,

St%, ERIBERIR L, RARICBRIENICE - 72ER], BRAICE - 2EF O 5E
WA & IR 32 C LI X o C, BBARTICE 2 SUREHAR RO 7 v b+ 7

LR RKD 5 Z L BHFFEI NS,
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mlgf%%o
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0
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Fig. 3-29 Cross section of callus density distribution

3.82. Vv Y TF—vav, RBESHFHRHEE~DIGH

BAEICKG 2 A v b A 7 HNE & A, BENETIR AT T R O AT % 17
YTl TYAEYT—vav e 7 aofle, RHBEEO FREE, HEET
AT DM ATRE & 72 % . SRl DIERITIIABT 2 B L 72T ic 510 C 11 % o
FIRMIEY 2 7 BHEHE LT, ZD—FH T, MEZED T2 LT X o TCYREIRBIE
U A2 A L7z, G, MEHAEIC X 2 Bl RECHZM A & oMREREZ <
7= D ICBEP ST IR A% F AT E A HERE X T\ 3[108-110]. L2 L7235, BifoH
o, BEOREZOBRFEERNICL > T, fik) v ) TF—vav7ur7L%
BHEITRETHS. Gk, CT X—AFREFEMBTZH 2 2 L k- THBEARTICES
BWIANEY T =2 avy7ar I L%kGHT5IERTESES LR,
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—77, Ao, REAEFMIIRY O BNETIR AL, FREBEL CTHL L v

VIR, CTHRICK > THIE T3, BESEVRBREONE T T 27 Iz Y
2250, FVWIERITIZ 80 HIE & A E L[111], AEEIOBZW 21T 5 1 IZFRIFEE DR
DAL 75 5. BENETHR AN P A IREER AT I X o TR BRETIC R 2 mTREME 23]
ECTENE, FHICHBEET W, RBEIFMZiT 2 LA TE 3.

BRI T %17 5 BofilEiciz, 7y A 7EPHETHRL T, iXEoM
SEHGc o e EZLND, MEICIZREE Y 22, TS E A & oBREhc 2
T, NFNREEDON E2G2 005 55, RRERIC X 2 HWck <, HIRERMBT

X o TRt eI ns,

3.83. BRHOBX L BEA~DEE

B R [ O FHN 2507 C 12 il B C I30E AL oo LGt i sl 207~ & B )
LTy, SIThmARFETIRNESMD > Tz, SRR E CiRilig ok
EREN o720, BROBEIRL->TEY, XYV HEBFECTr» 2HEICE
WHTH R AR E COFiII N ELE EZ b5,

BT R A ER O G R OMNZERL (Fig. 3-20) % B2 & Z gy GERBA ) 13
SMICERTEZBVCE Y, NlloZ R REEE L &bl LTws, 5IRK
HAREEOE( (Fig.3-18) #HTd, JEMiE LT3Nl S BEKELR, Z0
FERE R T OB & AP L CTwa e E2 oNn5, —FIMICIRE R REEE
IR BRI B DSEA 72 15 2 AR TH IR L A EEA R, Thix, B
I H TRE QM ITEHE L T X v, BIREMAET 222 RLTWE e
Zb b, Claes bl Merino % H v 72 EER CIME A, BHRICIXEIER, &AM X
D HIEMEA L W EE L T A[104]. HEEFEDZ {IckwT, FHEHIC A 5 B

JI[103] HMERRFIC K 2 E— AV b 2 &2 5 &, BEEEIT OIMUZE 2358 < J5 1A
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CHBE 22 EEZBNS (Fig 3-30). LY RUICHBE %22 2013, MUl
EVEAEE L 22 HEED H 0, SMll~D 7L — FBMBEESEMIC 2200 Lk
W, KR, BENSTIHR L D b T L — MEMO AR WEEGEER 5N S & Medlock
SR LT3 [112]. BERETACHE 7 L — FIBHNC DWW TIEH 5 3 CH I ICBREE

3 5.

Hip contact&
force

Abductor
muscles

Force

dk '
LYF.

Fig. 3-30 Tensile force on lateral side

3.8.4. Load-sharing ~D1T
BN ET X FTE A1 % 4H 5 load-bearing 7 N4 A Th v, KEREFEFEHHEITCIIZ O

RezllET 2, FIHY ) T —v a v &AL 3% 72% Load-bearing 1T X 3 [E/E %
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BERENG, 20k, BEAEPEDICONTHEOMELZIHI X914k Y, Load-
bearing %*% Load-sharing ~& 173 % (Fig. 3-31) [106, 107]. AJEFICIHWTD,
R L CREASEDICONT, AV 7 IV FOIETIMETLTWE, &, i
KB DT ER L TH Y, load-sharing ~ & 1T L T BRI N2, BES
A EHTES <8 o e tE 234 72 41, BT O FEAE 2 BENET D A T 2 T 223, Bl
BB L EMICIET 2 X5 ek 2 &, 200N OIS TBRRE NG, BiF
ABTH->TH, BENSTIZEEFICH LT EY v 7 RiZ@mn729, Fig 3-23,
Fig. 3-24 TR LN 2 X 5 NI DIEIZARE 33T, KEm3BikNEeTic X

S THEREIN TV,

‘l:i|i%l| |>> i:l||l:l||i!|

Load-bearing Load-sharing

callus

Fig. 3-31 Load-bearing and Load-sharing
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3.9. INKG
ARETI, KEEGEEHEFIZE%, NS AN ZifT L 72 B& offitt 6, 12, 15

PHDCT 7—2 %M\, ERBIN CT X—XFREFEMHTIC X > TiREIrE o gEs

iy
(4

IRELARENDERFEZ TE 2VARE 2{To7%2. FONLMRIIUTO@EY T

[

H5.

1) ESFICOWT, Bzl L, SRR 2 RA & 72 2 B o B K
N, Wil ERGZ, IGHEOMEIZETW 225, B 0B E T, iE TN
WD B THo7=DICH L, HITHERAMHER CIXEELZHE->TE Y, HEBIE
CHIL 725 F RT3 2 S L DNEETH 5,

2) AEHITIX 15 2ARMTEEADEONZ LEX OB, FIRIKEAREE A
Hw 723 ik, Zovy oy, CT iR, R HF00 2 5EAIRE L —E
LTk b, TEEVHBCIIA L, ERMICEBARIEL FHi© % 2 AJREMEAVR &
Nz, HBEFATEOE AR &, S s 5 b IERET % £ L 23 ABEIC 7
2rEzZoNS. I, BEAEIICHSE Ay P AZEPKRkD L NIE, VY
T—vav7arg i, RBEERIHEN R &~ ICH RIS 0 D,

3) BHMOB) X T EICE < ARSI LTwre, SERR G2 ERCIER
WOBBRITEEAZMHEL, BERITEMHS L wE TR T2, KNEFITDH R
SN, BRh oz 25His 2 2 & THliRNOE) < IMNlOEE S EE &% 2 b A,
SMHlD 7L — FBIIBERIE E A b5,

4) MG OFHE TR EIEA BHED ICONBENE], 22V 2 — DGR TAY, K
WKEIHEDIRE DIC T2 ER L Cnie, HiEagLitic, 41 v 77 v &
%X % % load-bearing 2> 5, ‘B E LI S X 51272 % load-sharing ~ & {73

5EEINTWEDR, GRERMITICE > TZDOHREMERTE /.
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FaE
RETHRF B IR DR R IR

71



4.1. ZLC®IT

KRECTIIBENETIRET DFIWTIC CT N — A FIREFMNT 2 ICH T E R BET 21T - 7.
BEPNETFRAM CIBEARICIKET T2 2 235 328, * ORETRHADHIW I EE & 7
%. %3 Btk 6, 12, 15 »HDETFAZENEFND LRIERICBENET ZHETL, M
BEESIEINT 24T, IRETRE D B R 2 5F4M L 7. BB A1 X o CTRHAFEE ©

SRECICIET LTSI IIRE & FIlT L, Bl 21T - 7=.

4.2. fRrETN
4.21. KET=ETN

%3 B CFRIL 721t 6, 12, 15 2 ABROKMNTE T V2 SIRAEMICHENST % $h$T

(Fig. 4-1) LT V% ERIL 7. #iNET, A2V 2—DH o 7GinidzEMe L TE
FafbE T\, Fig.4-2 iIcilitd 6, 12, 15 » A% OKEIE T A %2R T, BRI,
FLAY 22 FHALTCwEBL YT T abihnizo, ZZN 1930825,
2262197, 2024897 T®H - 7z,

MORMRFIE 13 Table2-1 2V, S 28 CHi_72JE & 0.4mm, TIREE 1000 mg/cm3 ©
VI NVEREFPFRAICKELE., KEICOWTH Y o VEERFRE L 2208, BT
flio7zdiIcDihy s VEHGE 720, BEEAHI VXS ICEX 0001 mm, BEET 2

VU AR DYPEAE &2 72
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remove

7N

Fig. 4-1 Nail removal
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\ \ !

6M 12M 15M Healthy

Fig. 4-2 Nail-removed models and healthy side model

4.2.2. EEH=ETL
WETOYIWHHE L 3~ 2 7200, @l (g 9 22 AR) KEEZET7 b L7z (Fig
4-24). THLIEIARBEZT2LRY, EREIT 404993 TH o 7. HFOMUMAESE,

Y x VEZOYMEIZFEKICE 2 TWwb,

4.3. BERE&E

BRI, B EO LAY Z2FFAE T 5 X0 ICHE 2 BB L 228K 5 22 WAL
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A7V Vv 03) AL CEEMEL, HHEHICE—FEL

(¥ v 72 20 MPa,
FTXou—Fer kol fictERelt T m o2 ir %

(Ti6Al4V) ZEF AL L, [EfE%
5z 7.

Displacement
l Control

Constrained

Fig. 4-3 Boundary condition

4.4, FHEG B
PRGN & 1T\, %2 7 v 7 CHciits, BHEEEAELHC LI, 1 %

7 v 7 02mm OELMHESr, X511 AT v 7 H72 Y D Newton-Raphson i51C X 574D

RL EREZ 10 & L7z SREZAER > OSMRIER & 0 o CTuv s i 2Rk, &AL
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W EAAR O v — 7 i X Y B IREE & Sl L 72[74, 85, 88, 89] (Fig. 4-4). X 7-H{E L /-
= VEFRD b BT O Rl % 1T o 7=
72, IGHOAE O RN 2 E, BIEEEOA LT uh WEME T o 7. BB

T X MEEENIZE DL, DM EMMPEL D eEZLNS.

Strength

Load

>

Displacement

Fig. 4-4 How to determine strength

4.5. R
4.5.1. KETREBEEE

fititz 6, 12, 15 »H L@ Z - E AR 2 72 D D2 Fig. 4-5 TH 5. BHHE
R & & b c 212, 2570, 3385N & BA-L, ik 15 22 H TI3EHID 2766 N % 2
Tz (Fig 4-6). BHPESEICRREIL 72MI¥E S 141, 277, 334 N/mm & {#fllo 346

N/mm & [FfEE kA L% (Fig 4-7).
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Displacement (mm)

Fig. 4-5 Displacement-load curves at 6, 12, and 15 months postoperatively and on the

healthy side strength
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Fig. 4-6 Strength at 6, 12, and 15 months postoperatively and the healthy side strength

400

350

300
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200
150
100
50
0

Healthy side

Stiffness (N/mm)

Fig. 4-7 Stiffness at 6, 12, and 15 months postoperatively and the healthy side stiffness
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4.5.2. MWEER

Wit (Fig.4-5 D (a)-(d)m) DEFX, ¥ 2 AV BEROWHEL /R L 723 D2 Fig.4-8 T
H2%. ROEFRIIEMBEEERZR L, FORIETIREE L 72258 0 51 R 1A &
ERTHHAICERINTVS, itk 6 »H, 12 A T EITH» O ERE L Tw
7205, itk 15 2 A TR IR CHER A U Cniz, 72, flitke »ATIR
AL B A TN R aA T X 5 %R Lz2d, fiik12, 15 22H T, BET 5 %

T, REBERERLL2 X5 aEROHTiTH o7

. -‘ .
SR L o L
¢ LAt . \‘i
1 - -
-
.

6M 12M 15M Healthy side

Fig. 4-8 Compressive and tensile failure shell element of each model
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4.5.3. IBHH

BRI T OE, REOMHYICHWIHIXZ /R L 72 % D 2% Fig. 4-9 TH 5. Wil Fig.
3-25 LRILTH 3. itk 6 »H CIHREHES, #EOidh ClEWNANCShE C HETwk
2, itk 12, 15 22 H ClEMER T BIEHEIMlIcE WIS R o h, @ o)
TR ITED T 7=, Fig. 4-10 13AE 10 %ATEKRK 05, KE OFEMH Y6104

H5. fireREREE L & SIRFICECIICNTBER LTS Z e 03nd5.

6M 12M 15M Healthy

Fig. 4-9 Cross section of equivalent stress at elastic region
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E6M m12M m15M

Average equivalent stress (MPa)
o
o
(@)}

Bone Callus

Fig. 4-10 Average equivalent stress at 10 % Bodyweight axial load

4.6. HBE

4.6.1. BENSTIRSTEHE

AREGICIEMiE 15 2 Hici@ilomE 2z, BES Bio i c4 L kb o
Telo®, BENETREIAIREE ZE 2 b 5. HITEEICH O N BN IZER DO 3o,
A, PEREREE 70 OBl CIRET X 1L 5 [113]. KETRHAR R T & 2 L BT SA~+5
THESE L FICHNICELWREEL S Y, BT EL LA v T IV FMFE XA
LIRETRFICEHTS 2 U 2 7 3@k i 5. ETREAIZ L v + 77 VRS CT mifkA> & EEFf
D FBIRHIMTIC L > TIRIEEI N T 228, ARERBIT 22 AKTECIIEEZH
fEfbc& 2. AW TR 2 LML U228, BEMHL o EEEEICADE 2
BErlEr 22 EZONS. HRERM@IT A2 2 & T, WY 2kETR %
TFHlFscenTELL LD, WETHROMEARM Y b u—AAREICR 2 LE X

5.
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2T TR, WD R L &b ic ER L TH Y, Mk COMY G T b K
& &DICRBFICEL ZIENIC ERADBAONT, 5§ 3 BT L 72z, 5IRMIEY X 2
CH R MR & & IR L Tz 2 & L [EERIC, HIEHA A, Load sharing

PELNTWAEZ EETRLTNS.

462. T—T4777FDOFE

KREE DT TIIBENEI2MFA X N7z CT 7 — 2 ZH, 7 AR ICHEN ST % (A8
PICikETLCB Y, T—T4 777 b ORERKSL ZL3FE X b5, Matsuura 513
RIAEOBEE 7L — PEEETAMICT, TL— 2525 EE CT ¥ LR Icik A L
ETNE, ZTOBRERICTL— P RIKELCCT R LR LT 0 8 THIREZAT
5> TW5[89]. ZDHER, T—T4 777 OB X VERED 30 %z &m HTw
5. RHFRICE T B % v CRINET Z4f A L 72 IRAE, 1kET L 72IRFE T CT #i
ZITWV, ITL, T—74 7727 OB EWEET 208U CIEH 5. (REEZED
7 EEABREOMEEL, 20X hREFOAF IR E X SN L W, BRIEE
CEITREER L, (B E2EE L 72X 5% b 0 CHEEL THTIE, FkO b TEE
LEZLN, SHROMHEETH LS. L L, BE~D 7L — FEEIZ Fig 4-11 O X
IICMEDL L ZHIREF~DT —T 4 77 7 F OFENM, —H CHNET TR
FICHREH~OFEEL Y, T—T 4777 VS CEELERMEZHRET S & T,
ZOREIIMAbN L EZOND, —HHELZT 5 0TI O R AE ORI
KWIFTH 528, ZORHATKETOHWZ1TS S Llidhwnizo, FREVPEVWEEZ

bis.
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Density

high
Artifact

Nail Plate
low

“Cortical bone

Fig. 4-11 Influence region of an artifact

4.7. IME

ARETIE, H3ETHOZZKBEEEEE TN L CHENETIFA L 72Ef2 5, A
ICRENST ZIRET L == 7 V2 FBLL, iR 6, 12, 15 A AR OG A %2 FHf L 7.
¥ 7z, WD 720 IR AIKIRE S &7 Ak, T L, MERHEZ1T o 72, 55 N7k

B To@EY TH 3.

1) AAEHICIiE 6, 12 2H T EITH» oBEREC b o0, fiitk 15 »H T
ERBREERLER 2> S WA A U, 7 BB & Bl 28 2 Tz 2 & 2 o ikETH]
RELHEZOLND.

2) BiES S ILcHME, RECELZICHAEFRLTEY, BNETRETL 227 2
5%, load-sharing ~(BITL T3 EEZLND.

3) BENETIRETIRHHIZ L » b7 VRS CT EffFICH-D W 72 FEIHINNIC X - THRE
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XNTWED, HIREEMICL > CHEICT 22 L RATREL E 2 LN B,
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FHSE
HBEEET R TRF DT BIR~ D IH A
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5.1. ZC®IT

3T CONR L L7 B AR 6 2 ARl CHUEMABIF 5 b Tz, FERRIEZ
DHRIHRERIRE 228, itk 6 2 ARG CHEBEEFMZ8R Lz LT, A
BN 7 i 0 Il & 7 - 72

BEANETHR A G2 o BIETIEH I 13, BENETSCHaD fil, $RETTRD 7L — bBN, A4
[EE 72 & DiEIR[114-119]255 % 28, HAEIIBENET O L FENET 2P L 7= 7L — MB
MBRLHVSLNS, FENEIRIIIAEIHES D L, BBMEzLEL e TR N
V7 —va Y ERITAS. FL— MBNTEEE L -86MN8T25 load-bearing & L T ©
L CEITR OB X #12[118], BA DT 74 AV F 2T 28085 3.
ARETIIRENETFA MO BT T e L, BNSI 2L 2856 L, BNE %
BLTTL—FEBINL 725120, HRERMBIT % H <2093 % 17 -

7=,

5.2. fE¥resa

%3 ECFRL 24t 6 2 HoE T M (A)ICBEEIFM & L <, #HNE% (B) 12 mm
&, 360 mm &, (C) 13 mm %, 360 mm &, (D)12 mm %, 400 mm &, (E) 13 mm
£&, 400 mm EisfaL =270 e, AMILC(F)5 7L —F, (G)6 X7V —F, (H)7
NRTL—bZEBMLZTL—MBNMEFAZERL 72 (Fig.5-1). BENETZ2 Kb ok
L 72(B), ()7 A TiE 11mm &[A LU T2® femoral nail ® 12 mm, 13 mm O
PETE R L, 27 ) 2 —[EEMBIZFRIL & Lz2, Z7Va—t X2 ) a—F—n
DRI L FENETFEDS L2 2L TTHLTLE S 20, ZOGEAETHLAY
MEETAZ ) a—%BBXE7, HNETERLS, RRdoeZ|LAD), 1| €7V

TlE, BIBRFDORZ Y 2a—([EIEDLE7-9, &HPD 360 mm EDORENE % [EE L
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722270 a—fEOEHTIRZEREL>TWwE, FL—FBEIMLZF), (G), (H)ET
AT, ML —FEREL, WINRL WD 2 PO TR Y 2 —[EEERTTo
TWw3, A7V a2—3Mll»SRAL, BENETRT 2@ %~ ekiF 2 (FHfll2 5
RCiEfi% 12 W Lz e %, 9 Ko Hm»HRAL, 5 BEoFr~kiJFT\w3) bi-
cortical &% & > T3 (Fig. 5-2). AZ YV a—F—An%nw7L— ML, B
POBENT-PIETDORAZ ) a—EEL RS,

£ETFNAOEHRBUL, (A) 3116155, (B) 3326163, (C) 3157735, (D) 3376059, (E)
3502327, (F)3933481, (G)3937835, (H) 3826687 T »7-. MEFMHFIZFE I =D
T ARBRICIT, 7L — MICOWTII Ti6AdV DY R 5 2 7=, 72, B/KE-7
L— FEEEREGEEL, L P27 ) a—MiEuey ¥V IR ) 2 —TH 2720

BXtr e L.
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¢ 12 mm 5-hole

6-hole 7-hole

L 360 mm L 360 mm L 360 mm L 400 mm L 400 mm
Actual | — | : !
operation Exchange nailing Plate augmentation

Fig. 5-1 Exchange nailing and plate augmentation models at 6 months postoperatively
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Lateral view Posterior view

Fig. 5-2 Screw trajectories for augmentation plate

5.3. ERE&H

BRI 3.4 HiFIRRIC, ST EE & AT R iR R ER KR IC D W T 2 1T - /2.

5.4.  FHiiVTE
3.5 HilFEkk, ICHFEOM, FIRBIEY 227, & R EREEZLE IC oW CRHli 21T - 7.
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55. #ER

55.1. 5IRBIEY X7

BEAET RO CHRIEEE ) X 7 o Il =2 v 2 — %2R L7=% D23, Fig. 5-3
(Hhf:fERF), Fig 5-4 CHTHRAMER) Th 2. ERICFMiATbz 11 mm £,
360 mm R CIRREIHREIMUTE < DERMFIURBIEY 2275 1 22 Tw2 OF
TRANDER)., avE—XNEzR2BY T, RBEEGFMRICXVBENETZEOKE W
12mm, 13 mm Db D LA 2 L, FIEIMUD 5 BRIEE Y X 7 D3R L 7223, #E
WE % 400 mm ICME L 7256 X ERE»EIERICS > 72, IMill~D 7L — b %38
ML7EE1E, wInoRIo 7L — b o FIEIMIo 5 RBIEY 2 7 B - 5
Nz, o O E, SIThRAEER S b FEKTH -7,

HBE TN ORISR 2 Kb 72 b D2 Fig. 5-5, Fig.5-6 TH 3. TNFhE
DS, R S AMEl O FERIEAREEE R L T 5. B ER, 11mm %, 360 mm
REoOBNETCldN/MilE DY T 114% TH - 722%, 12mm £%, 13 mm RORHNE I
a3 2L 97 %, 65%EIMPL, 51T 400 mm KD 12 mm £, 13 mm FROFENET
SIS L 11.1%, 71%& 360mm EDO DO X WL 7z, AMilic 7L — raEhnL

7250, 5 6%, 7TNRIL—FTENEN, 58%, 6.5%, 6.6% &I L7~

S

THERAMER T, 11 mm %360 mm E® 11.5 %A L, 12 mm % 360 mm K%
10.1 %, 13mm £ 360mm £72° 6.3 %, 12mm % 400 mm £72° 10.8 %, 13 mm £ 400
mm £2862 %, 578 6%, 7 R7L—FEBIMAZNEN, 64%, 72%, 7.7%L,
BRI IZRMER TS o 7228, BHNETZ R L2FEOFIRBIE Y X 7 BM»a M x o h,

7L — MEIMFEORIICLZENKE L H TV,
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¢ 11 mm
L 360 mm

Actual
operation

¢ 12 mm
L 360 mm

]
M
‘

¢ 13 mm ¢ 12 mm ¢ 13 mm o
1'360 mm L 400 mm L 400 mm S-hole

Exchange nailing

Fig. 5-3 Cross-sectional view of tensile failure risk (30

6-hole

Plate augmentation

0%BW)

7-hole
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¢ 11 mm
L 360 mm

Actual
operation

¢ 12 mm 6 13 mm ¢ 12 mm 6 13 mm { _ X
L 360 mm L'360 mm L 400 mm L 400 mm S-Hidle B-hple Z-hgle
Exchange nailing Plate augmentation

Fig. 5-4 Cross-sectional view of tensile failure risk (Maximum load during gait cycle)
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Tensile failure ratio (%)

Tensile failure ratio (%)

12.0

10.0

8.0

6.0

4.0

2.0

0.0

12.0

10.0

8.0

6.0

4.0

2.0

0.0

lateral

O 11lmm @®12mm O 13mm O 12mm @ 13mm plate 5 plate 6 plate 7
L360mm L360mm L360mm L400mm L400mm

medial

Actual ! I
operation Exchange nailing Plate Augmentation
Fig. 5-5 Tensile failure ratio (300%BW)
©
(O]
| I I
o)
@
S

O 1llmm O12mm @O 13mm O 12mm @ 13mm  plate5 plate 6 plate 7
L360mm L360mm L360mm L400mm L400mm

Actual ! I

operation Exchange nailing Plate Augmentation

Fig. 5-6 Tensile failure ratio (Maximum load during gait cycle)
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5.5.2. ‘BEHREESEZL

I BT O E FIC 3 2805 DB & 2R L7z b D23, Fig. 5-7 (WlhififHE), Fig.
5-8 CH{THhRAMER) TH 5. (a), M)OXNER3 &, BiffERKIIWTFhoET L
b EALE AN U GEME R 23l #75ICBEI L Twiz, (ORI DHHRET ATt %E
BRoFAicdH 5 11 mm %, 360 mm £ & 12 mm £, 360 mm KO E 7 IFNHICEH
U, AMIICRAWT w223, ZhlAoEF A cid s RAMIlE b IEEED % -
Wiz, BINEIERD B33 L ARSI Z S, KRB LMl b EHEE LB J1A
BTz, L= FEMLSEIRROD RV 7L — M3 ENAMEZ 6 L
Tz,

BITHRAMER T, (@), DOKXY, WIFhoEF A ThHEMEHITH LTt
fiE 28, WRECHMAL #&o7ic, SMACTHIE, RIS~ BEIL CB Y, EAE R
LCEMERANELTWE 2 EZRLTWES, (QOXER2 L, BNETOREZ B
5, 7L— BT 5 e MIMEEIIZ (WElESMIlDED /N E <), BINETZR WD
DICEHT 2 & NAMATE B FEfE S B E I R & [ Ch o 72, FEEcD

WL, BENEE BT 5, L — F 2AMANCEN L 725 A 3RS L T 7z,
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roximal istal- i
lateral p (c) distal-proximal
H =
|| [ | l [} - [}
medial
distal
(d) total
lateral
i .
medial
® 11mm ® 12mm O 13mm O 12mm O 13mm plate 5 plate 6 plate 7
L 360mm L 360mm L 360mm L 400mm L 400mm
Actual : 1L
operation Exchange nailing Plate Augmentation

Fig. 5-7 Gap changes between bone fragments (axial load)
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o
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lateral

I
[N)

o
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medial
-0.8
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06 medial posterior (b) anterior-posterior
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i 1" 11
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02 atera
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medial

1.0 distal

0.6

(d) total
0.4
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0.0 . —

Relative displacement [mm]

-0.8 | medial

® 11mm ® 12mm O 13mm ® 12mm @ 13mm plate 5 plate 6 plate 7
L 360mm L360mm L 360mm L 400mm L 400mm

Actual : 1L ]
operation Exchange nailing Plate Augmentation

Fig. 5-8 Gap changes between bone fragments (maximum load during gait cycle)
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553. AVZ7I7VIDIEARHLEOTAIINLVY —RE

KT AORINE, L —1bF, Z27 V) 2a—DMYIEHaFHERLZD DA Fig. 5-9
(R ERF), Fig. 5-10 CRTHRAMER) ©h 5. i ER, A{Tdm KAER &
b, BENEIZHL, 7L — PBHNC XD BENET O FHTE D O AR A 1 TR T W
MBS D L CTndzs, BENETOR%Z LT 72 0B mROMELR A b, T,
FICHNEIR TR I E LD DICOTIE, HHICHDHE» S IEECIIR N
o7z,

RKEDOET N TN ORI LD 5720, TL—1FEBMEITo720 &, HET NV
TA VT 7V DRENRRR 2, 22T, BUENICHEZIT) 201 0FT AT AL ¥

—BEZHVWCEIHEZ{To 72, OFTAZAALTF—REIT

- [ (Goe)av

TR b, HRERMENT CIIEETHZ LY

1
U= Z EaeeeVe

%5, KETN, AV IV IDOUOTAIANLF—fEZRKDD DD Fig. 5-11
(BhFTEEIF), Fig 5-12 CHTHEAAMEK) TH 5. hifE, HITHRAMEL D,
BENEIED L2382, 207 L —FEBMT2LETLTCWZ, £/, -1
£L 20T AIANVF—RBOEIGIL, BITHRAFMEROTBRKE 207, T,
BNETOR I P ZED 5727210 Tlt, ODFAIALF—REICHEVIIRONLD o

7=,
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MPa
m

100

¢ 11 mm
L360 mm

Actual
operation

(B)

¢ 12 mm
L 360 mm

(€ (D) (E) (F)

(G) (

¢ 13 mm ¢ 12 mm ¢ 13 mm 5.hole &-Fole

L360 mm L 400 mm L 400 mm
| [

H)

7-hole

Exchange nailing

Fig. 5-9 Equivalent stress distribution (axial load)

Plate augmentation
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(A)

200

100

e 11 mm
L360 mm

Actual
operation

(B) (€ (D) (E) (F) (G)

¢ 12 mm ¢ 13 mm ¢ 12 mm ¢ 13 mm 5-hole
L 360 mm L 360 mm L 400 mm L 400 mm

6-hole

(H)

7-hole

Exchange nailing

Fig. 5-10 Equivalent stress distribution (maximum load during gait cycle)

Plate augmentation
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400
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O 1llmm O 12mm O 13mm O 12mm O 13mm plate5 plate6 plate?7

L360mm L360mm L360mm L400mm L400mm
| 1 |

Exchange nailing Plate Augmentation

Total Strain Energy [mJ]

Actual
operation

Fig. 5-11 Total strain energy of the nail and the plate (axial load)

1200

plate
1000

800
600
400
200

0

O 1lmm O 12mm ®13mm O 12mm O 13mm plate5 plate6 plate7

L360mm L360mm L360mm L400mm L400mm
| 1 |

Exchange nailing Plate Augmentation

Total Strain Energy [m)]

Actual
operation

Fig. 5-12 Total strain energy of the nail and the plate (maximum load during gait cycle)
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56. EE

5.6.1. TEFEMAICXB3EN

51 AR B AR AT 2R C Ll BN & AT RO IR C IR EME R & 7 o 7228, BT
RATERECIEMAENIC 7L — FEMTRREIIC L2 EPRECH TV, ZEFER
Mo#ixzH2e, EEZIETI2MRBICGERLCw2EELbNE, Mil~D 7L
— MEMZEEEIETMEOBR 2EET 5720, FFiMloBi 2z w3, %
LC, &l #ZEhoEEHy ofitsEy, XY RobhnwrTr -k, 7
L— D L) DHENDRLEE0IC, BIE 2 LT3, MELFEDENIC
LoTHROEZIIRELELY, FHEZITS ICH7 0 X HEEME IR W THh O
WESEM, H5VIEZNICMA CRHERARR R ERL 2 X2 RET 200 EE L

EEZHLND.

5.6.2. BEHNSTOEE, B X L {4E8H

BENET D% B 2 & 5RBEEARER, FRO#E & I I N T3, 11 mm
B2 12mm £ZX0D 12mm 25 13 mm B~ELHL 2 & XD DBRERAZ W
23, WIS B Wi k' — A ¥ P 2SFig.5-13 D X 5 I

m(d§ — dit)

64

CEDAFTHL 20 EEZHND. 72 T20 femoral nail ® 11 mm £ Tix, EHER
23115 mm FCREEFENTEHEY, 202D 11 mm L 12 mm BDOEHI/NI WER
EEZ b, Serrano[120]1H DHETDH, AEE TR WVDH D DRINEIED LA L &
b I BEEIR IEEIC D bV, RIFFEE DB T3,

BENET 2 13, EHER I 2RI IGEED LT 22, RIZT2RLELA,
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GURIEARE, BRho#BZ L dbRERRON a0k, ZNIFRIZTIED > T
SEIF IO T 2 MPEIEZ D bRV e wI Rie, BUEAROAZ ) 2= X D iEMTOD
BiE Lol B2 b5, ST T20 femoral nail 1ZE7D R 7 Y 2 —7F —
NHEAA S O CIRE - TH Y, RAT 2L X VEMTOREELE 25, AR

7Y 2 —REER L ORRESH E, XV BIECAREESEML 2 LEZ2 60 5.

_n(ds—d?)

. D) . bh3
64 ~12 ' T

Fig. 5-13 Cross-section of nail and plate and their second moment of area

56.3. 7L — FMBIo%ER

SIRHEARERZ B 2 &, FrcB TR R RETERE ClEAMil~o 7L — FEME 13
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mm FOBENETR L FFEOMELIFON. T L — MBI, BEAKEr-7H
AR5 [~ D W K€ — A ¥ b lE Fig. 5-13 D X 5 1T

bR

] = —
12

T <. EERORIZHEMECHMABIR TR RS, BENET O RA L2 2 FEE o w3
XhHseEZOLND., Tz, FEBEOTL — MEIMFFIFRIICEBEZIT) 2L %<
[121, 122], BIEHBELICON T L — FMENMOMRIEE 2 AlfetEdE2 b5,
IKERETH 7L — FEIMIEIBENST S &[S, 52 Wik Tw 5 L #id[2, 53-55]&
NTEY, KFFEHEEE 3T 2. Jin bOWME[123)IC X % &, KBFEHH~OH
PETHR AT R D BRI IC o 4 2Rk e LT, 7L — FBMSBENET iR L, &
BEEIE L, BEAE cCoMM» L, FMikEs <, Hinasd 7, AIHED
Yo, RETEHL N FENFHIT D &, 7L — FBEMNC X 2 BEES T EES

oI cE 5@ EA O NS,

5.6.4. {ABREIFR~ D J1ZFHE D IS

HBEEIFAE OB E L, FliFFcE T 2RE, HME, FMRfeaitE, #
REFREE N ZRE I NS D, BAE~LERMT 2 IR b FERICIT) S e AEE L
W, RETIIBENEI R L 7L — FBINC O W CH RE BT 2 V> CREMi % 17\,
SHH~D 7L — FIEHNE 13 mm ~DRINET 2 & FRRE ORI R 2R L7, Lo L, i
NEIRIaTHNIE, A7V 2 —[EHEME, AP A7 ) 2 —DFH, X7V 2 —FKH7% L,
FL—ramcanid, Tr—1roR, ¥4 RXEd b oA, REMECAT Y 2—
A%, A2 Y 2 —®d mono- cortical/bi-cortical HliE 7 LTk A e XY T —v a VHEEZ L

N3, T2, A7 7V FOFFUC X o TIL, IRICBENETS R 27 U = — 25411124,
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125]L, ZDBREFMIZEFICO AL ks, GRERMITICK 2 M 21T

&C, AT Bl e FTERE~DICH 2 R S 5.

5.7.

/NEE

AREETIRE 3 B TH O AEGI OBEP ST MR 6 2> H O Rf i THRBIET Tl & L CTHEN

Hatt, RIORRZIOICZML LGS, IMIlic 7L —F2BINL 28551C2o0n T,

NG 21T o 72, FONTHERIZUT DY TH 5.

1)

2)

3)

Bx LT 7-BNET & o5, AMill~0 7L — FBINZE OB %, (KE D55Rk
BAERE ¢, BEA2RESE S EaMEcE 5. FclEignd U s 51T
RKHEROSA T, 7 v— MBI, BENETOR%E 2 mm LT 2R L FRE
DINRDB B o 7=, THET L — MBEIMOEINEZ R TERRHRE 2 T TE T 528,
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