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[Abstract]
acid (HA/PLLA)

harvested from human cadavers with the same shape were used in this study (n=16).Using a materials testing

Objective:To evaluate the mechanical characteristics of absorbable hydroxyapatite/poly —L-lactic

lumbar interbody fusion cage.Method:HA/PLLA cage,Brantigan carbon cage and iliac bone

machine (MTS),the maximum compressive destructional strength and fatigue tests of each implant were
evaluated.The maximum compressive destruction load,elastic coefficient and height morphemetry after 10000
cycles of compressive loading were recorded and analyzed.Result:In terms of compressive destruction load and
elastic coefficient, HA/PLLA cage and carbon cage were significantly higher than the iliac bone (P<0.05),but
no significant difference was detected between the two devices (P>0.05).After 10000 cycles of compressive
loading,the height morphemetry of the two cages was remarkably less than the iliac bone (P <0.05).
Importantly ,the height morphemetry of HA/PLLA cage was significantly less than that of carbon cage(P<0.05).
Conclusion: Compared with iliac bone,HA/PLLA cage and carbon cage hold more sufficient mechanical
stability. HA/PLLA cage has a higher compressive destructive strength compared with carbon cage.lts ability in
sustaining the cage height after repeated compressive loading is higher than carbon cage.
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