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1. EE
ANTHESSERNT (TKA) ZRFREHAEIRES LTI 0D, £ 20%
DBEENFBEOBRIERE L TWVARNE SNTWS, Frixld 2017 FELIE,
bicruciate stabilized (BCS) # o TKA 247> TV 5, BCS TKA (Zfhod A >
v b EHEUEFIZITV kinematics EENTZEHEERENPIREINLTEY .,
BEOMEEZ R IR R DA H D, Lo>L BCS TKA IZB1T 5 BEL
JHIRIZEf I C B A 5 2 AIRF2RAE LEERITIZEALER2NWED, 202 L%
Bl O TR AR EITo T2,
LEk T BCS TKA 2 321F 72 122 AT xt g & Uiz, firAn, . iR+
DT O BB R X ONBIEM TR I AT T B A MEt L, BEEEIX
Visual Analog Scale, FEZEMEFSE L KOOS I A 2 7 CTalfli L 7=,
BEMEEIR IC R A 5 2 AR+ L LU THTRID central sensitization
inventory IR OERE 90° (231 2 NABMERME S S iviz, F7o. BER
REICEEL 52 DIRTIIMF OB 90° 1231 2 IMAFEETH - 72,
AHEFE B, AT O PR ERYERE R L O O#GE#ER% -~ 7 > 223 BCS
TKA DT BB ST C B2 52 A Z LB LT oz, PR MERAE
SEEREIIM DA 7T MIBWTHBIEMEROER & 705 2 &N LT
B, A7 70 NoOEBICED L TMEZBIEEEREORKE &5 EHE SN
7o Filz, JEHE90° 1Z351) DEEERR /N T o A DM 0 BE LA I A
ZRIFLTWD Z EARENT-, BCS TKA TIIPEIDZE M & AMB 0D FE 72 ith
%‘)%‘fiﬁi‘ﬁ@fﬁﬂ‘““ﬂ’lﬁﬁ” CEETHIERESINTE, AT T T A
LEHoTHFEINA kinematics ZRET B L O ReGETHERR T v R 25T
%Z) ZEN, BREFRINEBEEGELIT-OIHETHD EHE I,



2. MHEOE =

AN TR BT (TKA) I RMEREEEE ISR 2 EEN 2T ThH Y
BRREHRENRESN TS, LIRS, MEOBREREEICEL
T, TKA I A TRERIEIEERIN L Y £ 5 2 &0, TKA BE DK 20% 23714 DO fE
BICHR L TWARWZ ERMEShTWS 1, 2) , iFEO TKA BT 2 BE
HREEICHEL 52 2BERIIWV 2 @ESNTEY 3, 4, 5) . FOHFD
1L DI OBEEER R H S (4) ., TKABROEROREIZIZHEATFTH D
6, 7, 8) . HiiEBREEEDR LD DIHEOBIEMEROTHHLEE
LEZ TS, Fex X 2017 FELIFE, Bicruciate-Stabilized % TKA (BCS
TKA) Z R T TKA 247> T & 7=, BCS TKA O A TEAHIX. FEAFROEE 77 b
—ARET 2T N MEEEZF L TE Y., BiHF8E B X O% 78 o
REL, BOEEREES Y -V 2HFHETLIEEAEHNELEA T T b
THDH (9, 10, 11) . ZOMERA T F 2 NFTVA L EHFT 5 BCS TKA
X, oA 7o MY SIEFIZITVY kinematics BN - EEIRRE 2~
EHEINTEY (12) . BEWMEEOR LI LAEBERH D, L LR
% BCS TKA [ZBWNTIAT. i, 1iTie OZER M O m - BE e LI 5

HEEAERELT-MRIZITLSOTHNTH 5,

3. BHHY
BCS TKA 1% 0 HB 31 e FE 6 K OV AL MEIE T %2 Lo B 2 DIfrEG, iR, vtk
DEREZFMT 5 Z &%HE’]&LK&%W%H Ehid 5 &,

4. Fik

(1) x5

2017 4F 10 H /5 2022 4F 6 A £ COHAMIC Y BT BCS TKA (Journey IT BCS;
Smith & Nephew, Memphis, TN, USA) %%1F7- 193 Bz *xtg & Lz, AR
(138 | EfYo~F (228 . —#HIWmEIFER OB . BLOT—F M7
REeER QTH) ZAEKEL L THREMIC12261%5E L (F1) |
(2) FHiE

BCS TKA it 1 4R A D BE T R & BRI B % 5 2 A1ivEl, i,
Wz ORF 2T L, %EJHIT Knee Injury and Osteoarthritis Outcome
Score (KOOS) EJgA =7 (15,16) . BEWMEE X, visual analog scale
(VAS) ZAWTEHMIm L7z (Omm ; FEFICATES D 100mm ; IEFIZWR) o TR
DORERF & UTHR], Fln, BUL, FAREIEEREERE, WAAmmrES, BRI
#hisk 2 5, THRRVEREBEEEIZ 1L central sensitization inventory (CSI)
(17, 18) . JBAMRERIEE 21X Pain Catastrophizing Scale (PCS) (19) %



AWz, iiFoRFE L TARBIUIMIDO 2 /X—F A D 0° 225
120° FToORMAEICEBIT S joint laxity Z5-ifi L7-., -l 5¥EIL tensor
device Z U 60N @ distraction force Taffi L7=, joint laxity iX
[component gap MOHER LAY =F LA U — FNDEREFI\WE] &
L7z (13,14) , BEOEHKE LT, iR (acute postsurgical
pain ; APSP) % ZEF#HFD numerical rating scale (NRS) TIRfBUIF=%L. 6 B
. 12 RpfE, 18 WEfE], 24 FERG. 48 WA ICEFM, RIS T DL AF 2 —3FK
DOEA & iTi 48 FEF LA CREfl, X #FAYEHE & U TIRRIE DAL TR %
AU T hip—knee—ankle angle ##IE, 2 F—FR > MREBAEII=Z Ea—
Z Witk (CT) Eifg 4 AW TR, firaiteo CT i AWV T, 3T v~
FL—F 47T T D Zedknee (LEXI #1) TI3RTETNLEZHELEL,
CAD E 7 L&tk CT D& a L A—FR MCEREDYE 5 Z & Tt DR EE
ZWEL, REAKIT ERm. &K, BllE) 1%, Ueyama b O FEE HAWT
BlE L7 (20,21) .

(3) fEHT

FEEMERMTICIZ, IMP® (X—0 5 22 15 ; SAS Institute, Inc., Cary, NC, USA)
B LW StatFlex7.0 (F—7 v 7, KR, BA) ZFEH L=, ffrar, i, i
BRF L EEBREEBIOKS EFEA 27 & O ORBELEET A7 DICH
TR 21T > 7-, HERMIT ClL. Pearson ORERMEARE A2 L LK
MOFERE A 5T Uiz, IRICAT v 7 UA KB X D/8T A— 258 IRE BT,
M2 D KOOSR A a7 B LOVEEMEEICEET AR FE2FET H71-DICE
BHOEUROW EATo7c, TN TOMEFENT TIL, p EDS 0. 05 R DHE & He+TF
MICAE A2 LT,

5. fude

74 D KOOS &I A 2 7 1%, BHEEMITIZEB VW TIRTO CSI, JE#E 90° KD
fl joint laxity. flit% 6 FERI D NRS L AEICAOME A~ LT, ERIESHT
TiE, #FE1O CSI B L OVEH 90° RFOMNMI joint laxity WHEERRETFE LT
WmHENn (&3,

Mt o BEWHEE L, BEEMITICB W TR 90° B/l joint laxity 33
LU OBEBAE L AEICIEOMEZ R L, £7-. INMEREEEERE (ffk
6 BEE 35 L OV 18 FEfHE O NRS) [IABFTMEE L FRICADHEEZ R L1z, EHME
JROHTClE., BEWEEICEER 5 2 =RFIZEr 90° DOFME| joint laxity
DA THoT- (FR4) .



6. HE2

AT TIE, AT O HF R EE GRS X OV O#ES AR N T > 223, BCS
TKA 14 O BE SSRGS B E2 52 5 Z E R BT o7, PHUERIERERE
BT TKA R OBIEMEKRICH B2 525 2 LN I NETIZLHEINL TS
(5) o ABFFEIZEBVT BT D KOOS &R A 27 LIFATD CST ORIICEERA
OFERRBO SN TERY ., A7 T b OFEEICER R < PHRMEFERE I
BOBIEMEROER TH D EE 2 LT, T ABFIE Tl iz <o PN/l
joint laxity 23 D KOOS &g A a 7\ & A 52 T\Wi-, ZTNETIZHWN
HIDLZEMNEN TRABOEICEETHA Z LGS TBY (5, 22, 23,
24) | FFIZ TKA B ORLEMITITEZ DR AICHEEL 52 2HME VTR IND
(25) ., DLEGF & 13, BCS TKA IZBUWTHHEIO joint laxity & PIEIAIEIENE o
I8 % & T NIERGET AR D IETE AR O KR OFFREICE S L0 b Z & %
HwELTWS (14) ., ZNHOHREITINMO joint laxity BERTHZ & T
Bl SNARLEEENTEOEFBORR L7225 &0 ) AIREME &2 /R LT
Do

E-ARSECIX, JRENT TOIMEA joint laxity DMITHE O BFE T JE I8
5 Z Tuhi-, ZAUEBCS TKA N§EE T A kinematics & L TWA & %
%, BCS TRA XA 7T v T A L IEFIZERI L2 ® kinematics %
FETLZENMEINTVWSY (1) |, PHEHK TCORNAIZESEEB LOHF
I JE AL 2> & JE Al 90° REDAME| O 5lEEEEAY . BCS TKA D IRE NHEEE 2350 C
HETHLIZ ENRESNTWD (26) , TRDOLEHAMOIMI joint laxity
DHDIEBTE TRV EREONEERNLE SN AFREMELNH D | 2
ErEEIEDLZDITIEBS TRADA 7T bTH A Lo THESIND
kinematics Z[HE LR W ERESHERE NN T VA DBENEE L EX D,
ARIFFEIZITVN < 223D limitation 3% 5, H—IZJEBALOFMAl DBtz %
EDREE CHRETHREDPPHETIIZ VWA TH D, IMAIOFHEEME I T
LD ERBZEENECHEDOY A7 BNEEDLAREENRH D, 5%, @Y7 JE AL
TOIMABEEDOTREZA ST D Z L IXSROMERETH D, FEICK
WS TN D kinematics DEENT 21T - TN eW 2, WRIDZE EME & FMAl
DOFEENA 7T N TV A 2o 72 kinematics Z AR TV 5 081
STIX RV, ATEEiRE% O kinematics OFHIZIX, FEF—T g %
By MpEDarta—XENRVLELRDITEDEHINLOMEREZEAL
i @ kinematics DFHIZIT 9 2 & L5 HOMTERETH 5,
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WrEt o FHREEE GRS X OVR RO NEIZEMEIX, BCS TKA 21T AT
FoomIc B L 52 28R TH Y |, JEEFFOSMABIRIEITITE | FREA OB
IR LY B 2 Tz, JEEFRFONEIZEMS X OW@Ee 2 sMilow 5 2
X, ITRRIEZ SET A AMREM 3 ®H 5, BCS TKA IC k> CHEBE IS
kinematics ZFHEE L 72 WERE AR N7 o X D& BCS TKA 14 O BG PR EGE % 17
EXHAHETEETH D,

8. #iEE

AFEDZATICHT-V . IHEHE L L TRBESE R CHREZB-7-, ILAK
FRFIEEZ R FEREAR FIR AR ERICER B L ET, RIS, WA
RERFEPREERFFERERIIIZHE, kA X v 7 OEFIZIE, RFED
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x1. BEER

Mean (SD), or n (%)

PhrATA+
Rl 74.6 (7.3)
2 (%) 97 (79.5)
Body mass index (kg/m?) 26.9 (4.1
HKA (degree) -10.8 (4.6)
ROM
Jridh ) 119.6 (12.8)
i ) -10.2 (8. 1)
Central Sensitization Inventory (0-100) 22.4 (14.9)
Pain catastrophizing scale (0-100) 27.7 (23.8)
(RS
P joint laxity 0 °  (mm) -0.7 (0.9)
30 ° (mm) -0.1 (1.0)
60 ° (mm) 0.1 (1.3)
90 °  (mm) 1.0 (1.3)
120 °  (mm) 1.2 €. 7
SMAl joint laxity 0 °  (mm) 0.9 (1.9)
30 ° (mm) 2.1 (2.1)
60 ° (mm) 2.5 (2.6)
90 °  (mm) 3.8 (2.5)
120°  (mm) 3.2 3.1)
e+
APSP  (NRS 0-10) Ji=IRf 2.5 3.1
6 IR 2.3(2.9)
12 FFfH 2.92.7)
18 FfE 4.0 (3.1)
24 W# 4.4 (2.6)
48 RF 4.1 (2.9
4% BE0JR S o o5 T =T 45 1.0 (3.1)
ROM

Ji il ) 123.5 (12.8)



fifEC ) -1.4 (3.1)
HKA (° ) 0.1 (2.2)
Kellgren—Lawrence Grade IV (100%)
T T NREAE

femoral coronal alignment (° ) 0.1 (1.5)
sagittal alignment (° ) 2.5 (2.7)
axial alignment (° ) -2.0 (2.1)
tibial coronal alignment (° ) 0.3 (1.6)
sagittal alignment (° ) 2.2 (5.4)
axial alignment (° ) -2.0 (5.9)
K0OS &9/ A =27 (0-100) 80.5 (15.2)
BEW A (VAS 0-100mm) 87.8 (16.4)
3 2.
K0OS ¥&Jg A =1 7 BEWRE
r p value r p value
fiT AT -
Eiln 0. 056 0. 543 -0. 046 0.612
body mass index -0. 034 0. 708 0. 104 0. 252
HKA 0. 160 0. 093 0. 156 0.103
ROM
Je i 0.078 0. 393 0.018 0. 845
i 0.166 0. 068 0.111 0.225
CSI score -0. 275 0. 002% -0. 153 0. 094
PCS -0. 162 0.075 -0. 144 0.116
fir PR+
NI joint laxity 0 ° 0.173 0. 069 0. 058 0. 547
30° -0. 002 0.983 -0. 099 0. 302
60° -0. 051 0. 595 0. 045 0. 643
90° -0. 285 0. 002% 0. 055 0. 562
120° -0. 144 0.138 0.019 0. 840
Ml joint laxity 0 ° 0.015 0. 872 0. 094 0. 329
30° -0. 128 0. 181 -0.016 0.872
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iR+
APSP  JFEE
6 FFfE
12 BE[E
18 B
24 FERE
48 B
U A% 2 — 3R E#K
ROM
JeE i
{2
HKA
aUR—R NREAE
KARE R TE
FRINI]
[E] e
EC /N
FARHE
Bl e

0.

© oo o o o

. 070
. 165
. 143

. 103
. 233
. 139
. 142
. 164
. 078

052

077
. 165

121

168
011
024
177
033
113

0.
0.
0.

0.
0.017%
0.176
0.074
0.
0
0

o O O o O O

466
083
138

288

084

. 426
. 567

. 250
. 156
. 207

.114
. 919
. 823
. 096
. 755
. 294

0. 145
0.234
0. 085

-0. 001
-0. 249
—0. 162
-0. 2b5
—-0. 177
—0. 143
0.010

0. 087
0. 239
0.035

—0. 002
-0. 028
—0. 083
0.075
0. 047
—0. 002

0.131
0. 014%*
0. 385

0. 998
0. 012%
0.114
0. 008*
0. 062
0. 142
0. 913

0. 348
0. 009
0.712

. 983
. 796
. 442
. 487
. 658
. 98b

SO O O O o O
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% 3.

Expl variable B SE (B) stdB t-val  p-val
intercept 91. 05 2.816

CSI score —-0.255 0.101 -0.249  -2.532 0.013%
APSP at 6 FRffi] —-0.083 0.055 -0.146  -1.495 0.138
A joint laxity90° —-2.877 1.104 -0.274  -2.607 0.011%
* 4.

Expl variable B SE (B) stdB t-val  p-val
intercept 87. 77 3. 138

ROM {2 0.888  0.518 0. 169 1.734  0.090
APSP 6 FFfH —-0.004 0.058 -0.085  -0.763 0.447
APSP 18 Ff[H] -0.092 0.052 -0.196  -1.777 0.079
AMH| joint laxity 90° 1.538  0.555 0. 273 2.771  0.007*
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