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Comparison of Posterior Lumbar Interbody Fusion with
Posterolateral Fusion in Degenerative Lumbar Spinal Disorders

Kyung-Jin Song, M.D., Ki-Nam Kim, M.D., Kwang-Hun Song, M.D., and Jun-Mo Lee, M.D.

Department of Orthopedic Surgery, College of Medicine, Research Institute of Clinical Medicine,
Chonbuk National University, Jeonju, Korea

Purpose: This study compared the surgical treatment results between posterior lumbar interbody
fusion (PLIF) and posterolateral fusion (PLF) with pedicle screw fixation in degenerative lumbar

spinal disorders.

Materials and Methods: In 45 cases of PLF (group I) and 45 cases of PLIF (group ll), lumbar
lordosis, segmental lordosis, bone union and complications were considered to be an evaluation
criterion. Kim's functional evaluation scale was used for the clinical results.

Results: The average lumbar lordosis in group | was 36.84t8.31° preoperatively, 40.58%7.61°
postoperatively and 35.731£7.61° at the last follow up. On the other hand, the respective changes
in the average lumbar lordosis were 31.53£7.09°, 39.11+7.21°, and 35.4717.76° in group Il. Definitive
solid union was obtained in 41 cases in group | (91.1%) and 43 cases in group Il (95.6%). The
rate of complications was 24.4% (11 cases) in group | and 2.2% (6 cases) in group Il, and a satis-
factory functional outcome were obtained in 43 cases (95.6%) in group | and 41 cases (91.1%)

in group IL

Conclusion: Both PLF and PLIF on short segment fusion provided satisfactory bone union and
clinical results. In segmental lordosis, there were no significant differences between the two groups.
However, PLIF was more effective in preventing lumbar lordosis and complications than PLF. A
longer term follow up will be needed to evaluate the adjacent segmental degeneration and main-

tenance of the sagittal balance.

Key Words: Degenerative lumbar spinal disorders, Posterolateral fusion (PLF), Posterior lumbar

interbody fusion (PLIF)
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Table 2. Classification of the Degenerative Lumbar Spinal Dis-

orders
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(o)
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PLIF

PLF

=K

on

Degenerative spondylolisthesis 12 10

Isthmic spondylolisthesis
Lumbar spinal stenosis
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Table 3

Degeneative scoliosis

FBSS or recurred HLD

HLD with instability

Table 1. Patient's Data

Signifi-
cance (o)

PLIF
6062894 0461 (1)

PLF

Table 3. Fusion Level

59.04+11.15

Age (years)
Sex (M

PLIF

PLF

0673(C)
0523(C)

23 :22

25:20

27 :18
15.44+4 61

&)

24 .21
1424+257 0131

196.49+3929 16542+29 71

Fusion level

L2-13
L3-L4
L4-L5
L5-81

| level

(1 level - 2 level)

Follow-up (months)

L2-L4
L3-L5
L4-S1

2 level

10

10

209+184 0003
13.76+179 0367

331189
1406147

Operation time (minutes)
Transfused PRC (Pack)
Preoperative Hgb (mg/dl)

1045+133 0486

1024+149

Postoperative Hgb (mgy/d)

|, independent samples t-test; C, chi-square test,
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Table 4. Clinical Result

PLF PLIF Significance (p)
Excellent 18 25 0.161 (F)
Good 25 16
Fair 2 3
Poor 0 1
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Table 5. Radiology Measurements

Signifi-

PLF PLIF cance (o)

Lordosis (°) Preoperative 3684+831 3153+709 0012 (A
Postoperative 4058+761 3911+7 .21
Last F/U 35.73+761 3547+776

Segmental  Preopertive  1656+575 1527+641 0219 (A)
lordosis (°) Postoperative 17.69+599 19064+678
Last FU 1478+504 16.84+629

F, Fisher’s exact test,

A, two-way ANOVA test,
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Table 6. Complications
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PLIF

PLF

Bone graft donor site pain
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