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ARFHEWEEAEAABREEX AL AMERLERAARE  EHAERERE  BREL
0.4,6,8 12824 BEM BT RRAERTEHD - BHABDEHNST F 2052 €128 - A0 eF
BB SR 0umB NSRRI MAB LA RSB EHNE -

BRI SAAERETREATREOAL - RETHS TR MATERGRY LA
BUFTPH A BTOREAE R HET RIBGORD LEHE vk FREMHI A o F8 RN

ALY LAZTRABZNM c R TR EFFORL  ERRTFT WM

75 vy A3 A A R

FRARYFRRGEN c RLTFEFEOT X I FRE RSB B A0
ARG #RFFRG AT Bk oy BRRRER o &R E TR X AAR RATTER M E R

I B-F Ry SUN e L

M43 o F 484578 A& 31 ) 3 (histomorphometry) * § # # (modeling) + A~ & # (remodeling)

=

FILHAREE - Wolt[ 138 B RS & 8 AT IERE
BREMZIRE TR ANEE o EwolfPsE B gul
B3 A B PERER LTSN - BRI M s &
EEEEHSL o B AR A E(nechanical
loading) I IEHEYE - B3y I EVABTENT [2-4] - HIEH R
W R BRI . SRR e TR EEES
HIF o BEHm -

JBE 1 B B i R AE (disuse or immobilization
osteoporosis) A E B ARV F AR FERA - K
BREARERAA AR - RTEE2H5HRHNE
B[5] o RERREL L » hEBFEHETBREROOER
BHEARARENEE - (O EREF HER LR
> QBRI RRESNEE Rk » FOE
RN ZSEEBRE - REWERYE - MEH

FBE B E MR A W ELNE DI R EIBR s - B -
ABEAAEE - IRYEE - BeRARRENER
Piltail suspension)¥F o FER » K E(weightlessness) B
MERMTERBRECRAERTHERDYRER
BEFC[6-8] » A BN - BRIEBECE SRR
BEEER/D  BHEEREE &L porosity) K » T
HEEERD -

SERT R BT RIRA S EERE) - DIBE -
CEMIGENTERIERE - BERNEERE
ELE16EF » REMBEERN B - RiFH R
{transient state) ; L% B T B E 48 W HHE—FHEF E
sk - BABTRE H(steady state) ° ﬁ&ﬁt%gﬁ[&loﬁ:‘ ’
A AR R Rt B A RN o Hik - HRTH
HENEREY  MERARROEST IR - OFE
AR R A R R - (2)F A S B A TR T BRRE

WA 854p3A7H EEAH - 85438980 T HY : 8547 Ha2H

HMENO B EEH
‘AEAEER Ead
B 5 B 2 B A=y R SRR 5 BT

FHEPAREUHAL © ZFRT > ST RIE oSt » MENAO M BRERER

BEE 1 (07)7495147
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> GAE R BN E R - FQFNRE
E—LBEMALNHBRIE -

AERAE 0 E7E L B AT LS B 5 Hilskeletal
histomorphometric analysis/if KR EKEEH KB
R BRAERNEEEREGESL - A55HH
FAMR R - (5 ANMEREE ENTRARSE
KRR » MeE—FRHAR ERNEERR
AR Ak M A M K - (tissue and cellular levels)Y 52 FE o

=
s ¥
— BEREWHESE

2&?%%Fﬁ55§f&ﬁ5praguc-Dawlcyjﬁ H (3 B
BEEHY L) REG6HE » THEBEIBAR -
EHMEE—H » S-S MAERHBAOE » Hif
B 5048 HAZ B L o B (A L& EIR
> FRRFREEUL 5 @2 EHEBRE RA
Q) BREZHBE - RAENESSHTIE > BF
Wi sH4.6.8, 1202488 - BNAEHE -
— -~ Rk

KHEROBEETESE thﬁ‘@ﬁ(pentothal, 30mg/kg)
BT - ARG IR G RERSMU M — R IO > A5
PR A AR5 PN 3R B A BrAE - PABY TS A 10mm »
Bt M Bz Y O LU R £T (skin staplen)#T & o fRIEAR &
MEDIRA R IR R A E AL R REE o B
B I D eT & -
= BELER

BEBY BRI E R KRR - SBIMETE
F 4 T 25mg/kgH) MR @ E (Tetracycline HC1) »
15mg/ kg 18 6 B MR 50 i 2 — B B (Fluorescein-
methylene-iminodiacetic acid)f AR -

A Famly e
— %%&_

1 ICEH IR B (Zeiss, West Germany)

2. B B R 2 PR (MOP-Video plan semiautomatic
image analyzer, Kontron Bildanalyse)

3. F LB st B BB (Osteoplan, Carl Zeiss.)
ZwEFE 5E

1.
(1M RAR 4145 BB 5T B{growthplate histomorphome-

try) :

(Y E AR Z E (thickness of growth plate, 1 m)
(YA JE 400 B2 ) ¥ (height of hypertrophic cell » pm)

(OB & MM E A H(rate of cartilage cell produ-
ction, no./day)
2. B /MR ASIE BT B (trabecular bone histomor-
phometry)
(HRIE 2%
1)# /MR E R (trabecular area)
oVE /MR M(trabecular surface)
B M B (tissue area)
4F M E M (eroded surface)
5) 3 H A5 7 M (single labeled surface)
6)EE H 1538 % M (double labeled surface)
7AE M B ¥ Ginterlabeling width)
QEtE2H
DB /MER E(trabecular thickness)
2 /MEEE (trabecular number)
3VE /MRS RR (trabecular separation)
4}{Z R H A 53 Zlpercentage of eroded surface)
5)4%a87 I H 73 F(percentage of labeled surface)
6){Z s BB 3R T Ho & (ratio of E.Pm to L.Pm,
E.Pm/L.Pm, ratio)
7V B AR B F (mineral deposition rate)
8)F 4 i3 F(bone formation rate)
3. EBAME SR
()FEEH
)2 B H H(total cross-sectional area)
2 & #ME = (periosteal erimeter)
3y& B R E M (marrow cavity area)
4y MR 8 (endosteal perimeter)
5)R ' & Hifi(cortical bone area)
N EEFES #(percentage of cortical bone-
area) *
@B B2 B
1) B SMES YA R F (periosteallabeling length)
2) B SMNETYE IR F(periosteal mineral
deposition) -
3)VE S & A BUH # (periosteal bone formation
rate)
E N AE 2 ¥ (endosteal labelinglength)
5)8 AR B B # #E (endosteal mineral
deposition)
6)E M HEE 4 AR % (endosteal bone formation

rate)

% G A
BB AR AL K0 5T B (3 L T
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B E (mean £SD)FER - HHEBRNERZETEEE
32 LIRS BB Two-tailed Student’s t-test/@ERT4r
Wz o FLBEW IR 09 240 B — 45 DA SR HEIR B A AT
* {Linear regression analysis)aTfii & °

FHE
A B4 058 B B AE R N T 2 R B E
% > HUFEA E2ENE U THIERR
YA B PR B R BIR 239 50.98) - B2 Brapisd)
R AR LS > A EHEURABYNBEERSAR
FIEEHHYEREEHEN TR » MREE4AEE
F22% 8 T FE(lE —) -

A ABERAULREELTAEIIAERAE

(C)Z b 3
— -~ R EE R ETTE

R B M R A MM R R R . R
A T SIS 5 440 L v ) B A B A 3 AT S 5 A
FEQA B AR E TR A OE)HI12% ~ 24%F128% -
BB R R M IR R A AT B R R AR B
(F—> E) - -

B[R] 4EBYE REAR OB > AR EMEBYIRENREE
A Htma R > A RMRERE - R E
FHB B AR LR D - HBERE R A A A iE

ol 4a RREERIEEAREFIRRFNA
HEER— B -
Z IR E R R R R U T B

Bt B S U BAN BRI » B/
EEME /DA W FEREmmED ; MM
SHE B - HEERF IR R R AT R B
FHIMHBEGE - B=) -

HL[F] A BB TR A AR L8R > S BB YIRERREA
ERER -ENRSTE KSR EEREE
4,6,8,12F12438%% > 2 RE P 20% - 23% > 32% ~
26% ~ F129% o M B R ISR REFREEL 22 Y 5/ R AL
¥ > B EE4,6,8,1204 % - B /MEEE 43 5Bl Ei
12% > 16% ~ 26% > 22% ~ F124% ; Tl &/ MESFFE A4
PIEIN16% » 20% ~ 36% > 33%M137% o B /NMEEEER!
P EESHEER ER/MBD10%WER_EZ) -
= ERRE SR AR B :

BRELEHETREBAGT MR Z2E MRS
AEMRETSR > ERRTOE4F > BRYEIEE
P\ KA R R YRR B T o AR
MBNEEESS T YERRITHEREES B
) e

FABMREZ4RENBREFERSERNET
0 T3 B I E R A T (R AR R A 4 F+70%) » Wil
RS EGERR A E R -14%) - WEREBHARE
P (R B UL 3 AR 269 0 3 i £ ok B AT G 5 T LR
(1.5) - BElE6E - BEEEWRATIAREMENE

Body Weight (g)

400 -
300
200 -
—4— Control
-===¢-==  Experimental
100 . - ? ' '
0 10 20 30
: Weeks

fE— -~ ZHABEY GRS E - Control B BEMEYIRA » Expcﬁmcnml:%’%ﬁ%ﬁ‘@]l%ﬁ 3

*p<0.05 > #:p=<0.01
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A2 ippAEE A Rl EHEHE

B [ it ) A AR AR ERIREE RE [ 24 el i BEE AR R
_ {pm/day) (Lm)  fpm) (No./day)

Weeks) UL C UL C UL C UL
0 171.06 171.06 354.90 354.90 29.00 99.00 5.99 5.92
SD 4.93 4.93 31.17 31.17 2.03 2.03 0.45 0.45
4 119.14 110.86 319.17 300.69 22.79 22.01 5.23 5.04
SD 4.54 3.75 12.91 21.39 0.51 1.49 0.17 0.33
% . 93 94 97 96
6 59.32 45.49 215.42 202.43 20.57 16.31 2.82 2.77
SD 2.29 1.88 29.49 14.41 1.21 0.16 0.17 0.13
% 77# 94 79# 98
8 52.03 41.73 152.00 149.83 17.96 14.97 2.87 2.80
SD 2.87 1.29 11.79 15.05 0.43 1.34 0.19 0.32
% 80 99 83# 98
12 45.00 33.80 107.11 98.28 8.19 8.55 5.52 3.95
SD 0.58 2.14 6.97 5.99 0.72 0.35 0.46 0.23
% 75# 92 104 79H#
24 21.11 19.45 85.75 76.91 8.13 6.75 2.59 2.89
SD 0.69 1.33 4.00 5.83 0.29 0.32 0.12 0.31
% 92 9* 83# 112
A 1k 1] B4 AT (RS ] 5 1 B 22 1E)
R 127.15 118.71 308.08 300.19 25.69 24.19 478 4.66
FIEE -5.46 -5.37 -11.37 .11.45 -0.88 -0.88 -9.83 -7.94
R? 0.67 0.59 0.73 0.74 0.79 0.38 0.14 0.14

1. C : BEeEswSYREESA UL RAEKA

9. SD: HEMER , o kB E A RE FEE AL BRI AN E R

3. * :P<0.05#: P<0.01

Longitudinal Growth Rate (um/day)

Growth Plate Thickness {pm)

o
Weeks

Wesks

B R A BAR R RS e M A4 o Control B A B AY @R # B 4R - Unloaded:k § FALER S

*p<0.05 * #p<0.01
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FocippEd el isRes iy

fe BAREE BENREE H/hREHE E/NEERR
{mm? {m) {No./mm) (pm)
Weeks) =5 UL C UL C UL C UL
0 0.86 0.86 40.56 40.56 2.50 2.50 312.56 312.56
SD 0.18 0.18 1.37 1.37 0.90 0.90 62.93 62.23
4 0.70 0.56 41.03 37.90 2.44 2.14 372.45 439.95
SD 0.05 0.09 1.18 1.60 0.17 0.09 25.46 20.40
%y 80% 99 88* 116*
6 0.62 0.48 42.97 38.55 2.06 1.74 445.37 532.28
SD 0.02 0.07 2.21 3.73 0.06 0.15 18.07 47.34
%y 77% 90 g4* 120*
8 0.53 0.36 41.09 37.09 1.86 1.38 497.79 676.48
SD 0.02 0.02 2.05 2.08 0.09 0.05 23.41 25.59
% 68% 90* 74% 136%
12 0.43 0.32 38.94 37.67 1.58 1.24 589.35 784.52
SD 0.01 0.02 1.09 2:19 0.05 0.06 16.21 43,92
% 74# 97 78# 133*
24 0.35 0.25 34,62 33.13 1.42 1.08 £58.03 904.57
sSD 0.04 0.03 3.77 1.94 0.05 0.05 17.80 45.32
Yy 71# 96 76 137#
SRR B A AT (RR R 4 5 2 1E)
e 0.76 0.67 42 54 39.98 2.41 2.19 347.35 384.05
#IE -2.03 -2.18 -0.30 028 -4.77 -5.68 14.66 24.78
R? 0.83 0.68 0.75 0.90 0.82 0.74 0.89 0.87

1L C - BRELEHETREEG - UL REERA

SD : fRMEE » % : RAE AR FERENELEHENRERAN TSR

3. * 1 P<0.05:#:P<001

Trabecular area (mm2)

Trabecular Thickness {um)

Waeeks

=——2— Contro}
—---+-=  Unioaded

-------

g 5883888 6¢8

Trabecular Separation {um)

Weaeks

———= Control
wsveg===  Unloaded

Wesks

Ll

a0

Z IR E TR AR A BB R H F A M A o Controb B R AT At @ brrh #H BB 48 ¢ unloaded: & B T AL
# 5 * 1 p<0.05 » #:p<0.01
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AEZARFHIEE B RASE RN

R %

W RRROESE ERAEEoE WY EREEE B4R
(%) (%) (Ratio) {m / day) (L /day)
(Weeks)
UL C UL C UL C UL C UL
0 8.04 8.04 1042 10.42 0.77 0.77 1.79 1.79 18651 186.51
SD 0.22 0.22 0.55 0.55 0.04 0.04 0.15 0.15 1212 1212
4 7.90 13.41 10.71 9.16 0.74 1.47 1.49 1.10  159.56 101.60
SD 0.22 0.24 0.8 0.86 0.05 0.13 0.11 0.11 2016 17.99
%, 170% 86* 199# T4% 64*
6 7.70 12.89 8.49 7.96 0.92 1.60 1.06 0.66 88.79 53.06
SD 0.23 0.24 1.10 0.88 0.12 0.20 0.16 009 11.01 12.74
%y 167# 94 1744 69* 60%
8 7.12 10.44 7.71 6.46 0.93 1.60 1..01 0.5% 80.18  34.87
SD 0.22 0.47 0.75 1.20 0.12 0.20 0.19 0.08 1952 10.88
% 147# 84 172# 59 43*
12 5.20 5.61 6.26 5.0 0.84 1.16 0.78 045  49.96  24.42
SD 0.19 0.23 0.82 1.00 0.09 0.22 0.08 0.09 1067  5.55
% 108* 80 138+* 58#% 50%
24 499 1,252  5.80 3.82 0.87 1.04 0.65 043 3812 16.73
SD 0.19 0.24 0.67 0.62 0.09 0.20 0.08 0.09 843 48]
% 85% 66% 120 66% 44%
H 1tk 1 B 53 A (R ] 6 1 B 88 TH)
#EE 8.15 11.88  10.15 9.64 0.81 1.32 1.53 1.24 154.49 122.41
FE 014 -0.30 -0.21 -0.27 3.57 -4.74 -4.47 466  -600 -5.87
R? 0.80 0.46 0.75 0.86 0.14 0.01 0.74 0.53 0.70 057
. C @ EEEEWEIREERA S UL R m A

2. SD: fRHEE » %  RAEBANRFRHRELFHETRERERN T 72

3. * :P<0.05> #: P<0.01

Percent Eroded Surface (%)

Parcent Label

ed Surface (%}

~——g— Conirol
----#--- Urloaded

V9~ EAR R e SEs Bh R AR AR O RERT 42 o ControlBE A F At by #1842 ¢+ Unloaded: & B EHL

&8 5 *p<0.05 * #:p<0.01
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MR AR E 2 ZE+67%) » IHIHE B 40 M 75 R
TR FR 380 AN I {2 At BRAR AR R [ LU (1 .6) - EIRE8
% - BHESBHRAETBAENEFMRTIRMET
B AR+ 470 I R A B R i L R(1.6) - B 12

W BEBENRET A NEMETISMEE

B E+8%)  MEIZEHREEEYEREEE-
42%)F0 BE i {7 frh BR AR AR SR T LU 2R(11.2) » T I 52 2434
1& BRETSREEI - FREERE > HEHA
BB R AR AR T E - 15%) » MHlE S SE

B B0 A 4 2E-34%) » I & IS e R
MRS T (M EMEERRE L REE -
B~ fH)-
W BESSEAST ESTE

B} IR A IE B R 2 R B TR R B RS R 28
B SR T AE 2 - HBERR MR MR M SR A A R
RIFHMEY - RAFEFAMNZHEFERDSARE
EHHYERESHRALFERNE/D - TTREE
2B T 26% 0 B AR 5 B5N) -

S AR IR 4 35 0 5 T T IO A B 80 o T S
K o FB BB TN IR Ak R S i IR A
Mg > REREFE468MABMENFTFAETERE -

LT A R ] S ) AR A B AT S B BT O

PRI 5 [@7S) -
HRARE B H A IR RS T 28
BB B IMES - RAERANEEFHRYERF

EE R BN > 4 RIFY E E 4,6,8,1 20 2438 4% Wi/D
12% ~ 29% ~ 37% ~ 38%144% - H Wi B RER
S B RIFIAHBECRI > BN) -

FEHREARERNETEERE S ERER
2R REA A ERKEL - TAEERHENE
BHEEEEARYEFESHRBRAS/D > 2RREE
4,6,8,12F1243AE W L 7% ~ 11% ~ 21% ~ 20%F124%
HE%%F&IFEE@%&& B4 AT RN RIF R B MR
P - @S) e
T BESEHBALEESE

{5 Atk A1 2 e 40 U1) B ) B AL 1) B S S O AR RRA LI
R EEYMESN T 2R IS T
MR HEEREIREN SRR ITH R RIFHN
HHEEER B -

HAFRHRAALE AEEREAREHNE
SNECE N E IR R A B A R - F
BERMNBILLAOF G ERYENEERAE - -
13% ; 638 > -29% : 1238 > -17%) > B IMEF £ EE
(G638 > -12% 5 838 - -27% 5 243 » -25%) - B AR

AR » -13% 5 638 5 -29% 5 83 - -21% ; 1298 > -
17%) A BB A E £ = > 8% 5 63 » -20% 5
O%NEL - B -

8 > 9% ; 2431 >

Ratio of Eroded to Labeled Perimeter

(Ratio)
1.8 4

1.6 4
144 ¢

\

#*#‘

-
-

1.2 4

I
[
[
¥
[
!
h ]
[
[}
[
[
[
I
[

1.0 4

-~
------

—a—  Control
----¢---  Unloaded

-
-
-~

0.8

0.6 | | T T

*p<0.05 * #:p<0.01
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Weeks
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AW - BERRERESTEHE

fir P SRR o A T A EHEEHE KREBEREE %
{mm? (mm? (mm? (%)
(Weeks)  —5 UL C UL C UL C UL
0 4.00 4.00 1.02 1.02 2.98 2.98 74.52 74.52
SD 0.14 0.14 0.06 0.06 0.12 0.12 1.22 1.22
4 4.54 3.88 1.26 1.98 3.27 2.60 72.04 67.03
SD 0.31 0.13 0.10 0.13 0.26 0.10 2.07 0.58
% 85% 102* 88* 93+
6 4.88 3.92 1.31 1.37 3,57 2.55 73.02 65.08
SD 0.24 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.33 0.10 3.21 1.52
% 80# 105# 71# 8g%
8 5.22 4.19 1.34 1.73 3.88 2.46 74.34 58.78
SD 0.23 0.23 0.16 0.20 0.27 1.10 3.08 3.00
% 80% [90# 69# 80#
12 5.17 4.08 1.36 1.75 3.81 2.39 73.66 58.68
SD 0.17 0.20 0.04 0.21 0.14 0.09 0.04 3.04
% 79# 120%# 624 80%
24 5.47 4.07 1.45 1.81 4.01 2.96 73.36 55.65
SD 0.33 0.23 0.16 0.21 0.20 0.10 1.39 3.18
Y o 74 195 56 76#
B 1Bl B A BT (R A 4 B 2 1R) :
i 4.39 3.97 1.16 1.21 N 2.77 73.57 69.69
wlE= 5.43 5.54 1.45 3.14 3.95 -2.53 -8.29 0.71
R? 0.72 0.17 0.69 0.68 0.70 0.74 0.01 0.73

1. ¢ - BRELEHSYRERESA UL REEBH ,
2. SD: fREYEZE » % @ FH B A RRFEBEREL SRS BHANE >R
3. * :P<0.05:#: P<0.01

Total Area {mm2) Marrow Area {mm2)
209
184 | e _
- 5
H
1.6 ¥
[
!
!
1.4
o
1.2+ # —a~—  Control
=-=-#===  Unloaded ¥y -=s-e--=  Unioaded
3 T v T 1 1.0 T T T 1.
0 10 20 30 0 10 . 20 30
Weaks Waeks .
Corlical Area (mm2) _ Percent Corlical Bone Area (%)

o
Wesks Weaeks

FRETHFARAKYEFEHRRE AR o Control i A Fibsa burh H ® 48 » Unloaded: & & AL 48
* 1 p>0,05 ' #p<0.01

8
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ARE BESHEEGE BIE

Bt IBE SRR AT EN T M AR o Control /S 2 AR # 8 4  Unloaded: % & 8k 4
* 1 p<0.05 » #:p<0.01

128

Periosteal Apposition Rate {umsd)

0.3 1

0.2

0.1 4

Perlosteal Formation Rate {(um3/pum2/d)

Endosteal

Endosteal Apposition Rate (um/d)

0.08 5

Weeks

Formation Rate (um3/um2id)

Weaks

30 0

Weoks

W BN E R BIMNEE A R BERRNEDEREE E’ﬁ@ﬂﬁ‘%iﬁ‘iﬁi
(pm/day) {Hm®*/Ppm?/ day) (um/day) {(Lem®/pm?/ day)

Weeks) 5 UL C UL C UL C UL
0 6.97 6.97 0.22 0.22 2.97 2.97 0.07 0.07
SD 0.20 0.20 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.01
4 7.30 6.35 0.26 0.25 2.21 1.92 0.08 0.07
SD 0.28 0.24 0.01 0.02 0.08 0.08 0.01 0.01
% 87# 96 87# 9%
6 5.75 4.09 0.19 0.15 1.89 1.34 0.06 0.05
SD 0.41 0.40 0.02 0.01 0.13 0.13 0.01 0.01
% 714 79% 71# 80*
8 4.98 3.37 0.15 0.11 1.41 1.11 0.04 0.04
SD 0.21 0.19 0.01 0.02 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.00
% 79 88 79% 91%
12 3.08 2.56 0.08 0.07 1.01 0.84 0.03 0.03
SD 0.24 2.56 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.10 0.01 0.01
% 83* 88 83% 93
24 2.25 1.81 0.08 0.06 0.74 0.59 0.02 0.02
SD 0.12 0.25 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.08 0.01 0.00
% 80 75% 80 91*
AR 00 B 4 T (R [ 2 4 1 2 0E)
BiE 6.93 6.12 0.292 0.21 2.21 1.95 7.16 6.64
IR A -.922 -0.22 -7.31 -7.65 -6.98 6.79 -2.37 -2.27
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ADAPTATION OF BONE TO MECHANICAL LOADING IN THE
GROWING RAT : HISTOMORPHOMETRIC STUDY

Ta-Chung l.ee, Yun-Tai Lu*, Teen-Meei Wang™

Six-week-old male rats were subjected to right hindlimb immobilization or served as control for 0, 4, 6, 8,
12, or 24 weeks. There were double-labeled with bone markers prior to sacrifice. The right limb was immobi-
lized by sciatic nerve denervation and considered unloaded. Static and dynamic histomorphometry were per-
formed on 20- um-thick Villanueva stained, vndecalcified sections of the proximal tibial metaphysis and the
tibial shaft.

In the unloaded limb, immobilization induced cancellous and cortical bone loss. Unloading caused a nega-
tive trabecular bone balance from a combination of elevated bone resorption and depressed bone formation. The
bone loss was accompanied by poorer trabecular architecture(trabacular number decreased and trabecular sepa-
ration increased).Unloading shut off nearly all periosteal bone formation and accelerated bone marrow expan-
sion. The effects of unloading appeared to be mediated by recruiting fewer osteoblasts which showed inhibited
activity. these histological changes lowered cortical bone mass by inhibiting diaphyseal cross sectional expan-
sion and enlarging the bone marrow cavity.

These findings indicate that the rat skeleton can quickly adapt to mechanical usage. Therefore, the one-
legged immobilization model can be useful in studies of the mechanism of structural adaptation to mechanical

usage.

Keywords : histomorphometry, modeling, remodeling
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