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Abstract: How back pain is related to intervertebral disc degeneration, spinal loading or sports-
related overuse remains an unanswered question of biomechanics. Coupled MBS and FEM sim-
ulations can provide a holistic view of the spine by considering both the overall kinematics and
kinetics of the spine and the inner stress distribution of flexible components. We reviewed studies
that included MBS and FEM co-simulations of the spine. Thereby, we classified the studies into
unidirectional and bidirectional co-simulation, according to their data exchange methods. Several
studies have demonstrated that using unidirectional co-simulation models provides useful insights
into spinal biomechanics, although synchronizing the two distinct models remains a key challenge,
often requiring extensive manual intervention. The use of a bidirectional co-simulation features an
iterative, automated process with a constant data exchange between integrated subsystems. It reduces
manual corrections of vertebra positions or reaction forces and enables detailed modeling of dynamic
load cases. Bidirectional co-simulations are thus a promising new research approach for improved
spine modeling, as a main challenge in spinal biomechanics is the nonlinear deformation of the inter-
vertebral discs. Future studies will likely include the automated implementation of patient-specific
bidirectional co-simulation models using hyper- or poroelastic intervertebral disc FEM models and
muscle forces examined by an optimization algorithm in MBS. Applications range from clinical
diagnosis to biomechanical analysis of overload situations in sports and injury prediction.

Keywords: multibody simulation; finite element method; co-simulation; spine; spinal loading; sports;
biomechanics; degeneration; intervertebral disc; coupled

1. Introduction

When humans evolved to adopt an upright position, the spine became a central
structure of the human biomechanical system. As such, it can be a source of pain that can
significantly impact a person’s quality of life. Intervertebral disc (IVD) degeneration and
herniation are possible causes of back pain. Research has shown that both aging [1] and
overload [2,3], often experienced by ambitious athletes, can contribute to the degeneration
process. However, the relationship between abnormal loading and degeneration is not fully
understood. In addition, IVD changes that are visible in magnetic resonance imaging (MRI)
have not proven to be clear evidence of back pain [4]. To better understand the mechanisms
underlying back pain and identify potential solutions, it is important to study the spine
and its related structures in a holistic manner, considering the interactions of motion or
posture, pain, and IVD biomechanics. However, the difficulty of directly observing these
structures in vivo makes this task challenging. Numerical simulations can be useful in
modeling and analyzing the mechanics of the spine, to identify factors that contribute to
spinal health problems and potential interventions.

Multibody simulation (MBS) is widely used to gain insights into the healthy and
pathological biomechanics of the spine from a macroscopic perspective. MBS models
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study joint reaction forces, muscle forces and muscle activation patterns in combination
with respective movements or positions. There are several such models that include
intervertebral joints with three rotational [5–19] or six translational [20–22] degrees of
freedom (DoFs) while neglecting passive structures, such as ligaments and facet joints.
Using force elements as additions to joints allows individual stiffness definitions for all
given DoFs [15–20]. For all models, including rotational joints in at least one dimension, the
position of joints is a central issue, as it defines the centers of rotation and therefore, directly
influences joint kinematics. The fixed centers of rotation in these studies were set either
in the center of the IVD [6,12,17], or according to Pearcy and Bogduk [23], in the posterior
half of the upper endplate of the inferior vertebra of each motion segment [9,15,16,24].

Finite element method (FEM) spine models aim to simulate deforming bodies in a
detailed manner to reveal their inner stresses. Models may include the whole spine, a
segment or only an IVD. Most models contain manually created geometries for IVDs and
vertebrae [25], but recent approaches use automated segmentation algorithms to derive
patient-specific geometries [26,27]. For IVDs, the current gold standard is a biphasic,
poroelastic and nonlinear model including an anulus fibrosus (AF) and a nucleus pulposus
(NP) component. While bone is usually modeled with linear material properties [28], or as
a rigid body [29], material properties for the IVD commonly include hyperelastic material
models, such as the Neo-Hooke and Mooney–Rivlin models [30]. As IVD degeneration is
believed to affect IVD biomechanics [31,32], several approaches also deal with degeneration-
dependent material properties [33,34]. A key evaluation criterion of FEM spine models is
their ability to describe arbitrary material behavior of the IVD while numerically reporting
all its biomechanical functions, such as load transfer and bulging events [35].

In summary, MBS models are suitable for investigations of the overall kinematics and
kinetics of the trunk, or even the full body. However, detailed information on flexible body
deformation and internal stress cannot be provided. Complex, heterogeneous structures,
such as the IVD, or even entire functional spinal units (FSU) combining all stabilizing
structures (IVD, ligaments, facet joints), are reduced to a resultant mechanical response to
external deformation, often in reference to an approximated center of rotation. In contrast,
FEM models are beneficial for simulating detailed structures and analyzing inner stresses
and deformations. However, detailed FEM meshes may cause large computational costs,
and thus, models often include simplifications. Additionally, defining realistic boundary
conditions (BC) for FEM models remains a main challenge due to the lack of possibilities
for in vivo measurements. Until now, no satisfactory, broad investigations are available
containing this data [22].

Coupling MBS and FEM takes advantage of the strengths of each method and offers
great potential to analyze the deformations and stresses of IVDs while considering the
overall kinematics and kinetics of the trunk. How coupling is implemented can be sub-
divided into two approaches: One is to calculate acting forces or present deformations
completely before starting the other simulation (unidirectional data flow). The second
approach considers acting forces or displacements anew in every increment of an ongoing
simulation, generating a constant, bidirectional data flow. Unidirectional coupling com-
monly includes an inverse dynamic MBS simulation with resulting forces and moments,
which are subsequently used as loading and BCs in an FEM model [36–43]. Less common
approaches use FEM model displacements and stresses to define properties of force ele-
ments, occasionally called bushing components, in MBS simulations [44]. Few approaches
apply order-reduction techniques to the FEM model before integrating it into an MBS
model [45], which reduces computational costs in linear models, but does not support
parameter variation after the reduction is carried out. In general, unidirectional coupling is
suitable for linearly deforming FEM bodies because the positions of the body’s particles do
not change substantially, providing the possibility of directly applying the calculated forces
of the MBS simulation subsequently to the respective locations in the FEM bodies. Bidi-
rectional coupling is preferential whenever large deformations are present [46,47]. In that
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case, the deformations of the flexible bodies have a direct impact on multibody kinematics,
hindering the option of consecutive simulations.

Hence, by using co-simulation, we can examine the pathological spine in a holistic
way to analyze the interactions of various factors, such as motion, posture, back pain and
the biomechanics of the IVD. In this work, we review advances in coupled MBS and FEM
simulations of the spine. Specifically, we excluded reduced order models and instead
focused on the type of data exchange, whether unidirectional or bidirectional, as this is
essential for the simulation of large deformations and constant interactions of different
components in the spine.

2. Methods

Coupling MBS and FEM models has become a common practice in spine modeling
during the last decade. However, no terminology has been established yet to differentiate
between what are here called unidirectional and bidirectional co-simulation. To achieve
comprehensive coverage of studies using co-simulation, the following keywords were
searched in several combinations in different databases: coupled, spine, multibody, MBS,
FEM, hybrid, finite element, co-simulation, combined. Resulting articles were manually
reviewed and included only if they: (i) contained a type of coupling between MBS and
FEM and (ii) were published after 2009 or included models that were still used in studies
published after 2009.

3. Unidirectional Co-Simulation of the Spine

We first reviewed MBS and FEM models of the spine using unidirectional coupling,
which was characterized by the execution of one simulation and the integration of the
results into another simulation. Considering the order of execution, three distinct methods
of coupling were identified: MBS execution and transfer of data to an FEM simulation;
FEM and transfer of data to MBS; and a threefold data transfer from FEM to MBS and to
FEM again. Figure 1 visualizes the representative simulation models with the different
coupling methods.

Figure 1. Schematic overview of unidirectional coupling methods. Arrows on the bottom indicate
the respective coupling methods. (a) Representative FEM model of a FSU containing a detailed IVD,
as found in Karajan et al. [44]. Resulting FEM displacements were converted to MBS bushing element
parameters. (b) Typical MBS model with a joint representing the IVD. Results from the simulation,
such as muscle forces or time-dependent displacements of vertebrae or joints, were subsequently
included in an FEM simulation. (c) Representative FEM model of a FSU or a larger section of the
spine. With the BCs defined according to the results of (b), these models were often used to calculate
IDPs, stress distributions in the IVDs and load-sharing mechanisms.

3.1. MBS → FEM

A unidirectional data transfer from MBS to FEM was the most common approach
in unidirectional coupling. Muscle forces, reaction forces or displacements were calcu-
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lated by an MBS simulation and integrated as boundary conditions (BC) in a subsequent
FEM simulation.

Esat et al. [37,38] established a unidirectional MBS and FEM co-simulation of the
cervical spine to calculate intradiscal pressure and AF stresses at large impact accelerations.
Geometries for rigid MBS bodies were inspired by human anatomy but not specifically de-
rived from medical images. Bodies were created in computer-aided design (CAD) software
and imported in Nastran (MSC Software, Garching, Germany) before ligaments and facet
joint contacts were integrated. IVD joints were modeled with nonlinear viscoelastic bushing
components. One hundred and forty muscles with their respective time-dependent forces
were transcribed using a dynamic calculation framework (Virtual Muscle 3.1.5 [48]). The
FEM model was then implemented with independent dimensions and locations of IVDs,
which were derived from the general quantitative anatomy of the spine in the software
Marc/Mentat (MSC Software, Garching, Germany). NP and AF were defined using linear
material parameters. Two impact loadings, namely, 15 g frontal and 8.5 g rear-end impacts,
were implemented at the neck of the MBS model. The resulting loads—two sagittal forces
and one sagittal moment—at the interface points for each IVD, were measured in the MBS
model and implemented as time-dependent force BCs in the subsequently set-up FEM
model to predict von Mises stresses in the AF and the intradiscal pressure in the NP.

Du et al. [49] investigated the impact of ejection out of, e.g., a plane on the IVDs
using undirectional co-simulation. The MBS model included the entire human body seated
in a chair and consisted of 16 rigid elements, with the spine divided only into the neck,
upper body and lower body. Joint properties were taken from the literature. The joint
between the upper and lower torso was replaced by a spring with a stiffness level of
900 N/mm. Loading was applied through an accelerative load peak of 15 g. The nonlinear
FEM model of the thoracolumbar–pelvis complex (T9-S1) included the following material
properties: vertebrae and pelvis as isotropic homogeneous elastic material, IVD divided
into NP and AF, with the NP containing brick elements of an incompressible, hyperelastic
Mooney–Rivlin material model and the AF containing hyperelastic ground substance
and 3D cable elements as fibers with nonlinear stress–strain behavior, along with seven
ligaments as tension-only cable elements. Attachment points and cross-sectional areas of
the ligaments were obtained from Agur et al. [50]. The model was validated statically and
quasi-dynamically. The MBS model was used to calculate the translation and rotation of
freely chosen reference points (RP), namely, the hip joint and a point at the center of the
superior endplate at T9, which were subsequently implemented as time-dependent BCs in
the FEM model. For both models, Hypermesh (Altair Engineering Corp., Troy, MI, USA)
was used.

Henao et al. [51] simulated surgery procedures to predict potential spinal cord damage.
To do so, they implemented a complete, patient-specific FEM spine model that included
the spinal cord. A previously developed MBS model of the spine [52] contained 6-DoF
springs as IVD and ligament representatives. It was used to calculate the displacements
of respective vertebrae, which were then incorporated as BC in the FEM model. No
information was given on the stiffness parameters of the spine and how the authors ensured
consistency with the FEM IVD model. The study was rated useful for surgery planning, as
spinal cord injuries could be predicted by the model. Individualized parameters, especially
in the area of the IVD, would likely improve prediction quality.

Honegger et al. [53] investigated the IVD stresses during the sit-to-stand (STS) transfer
of lower-limb amputees using a unidirectional co-simulation. The lower-body MBS model
was built in OpenSim and included 294 Hill-type muscles and five lumbar vertebrae, which
were complemented with three DoF bushing elements containing stiffness values found
in the literature [20]. Simulating the STS motion in the MBS model resulted in the lumbar
pelvic rhythm, namely, the respective time-dependent joint angles of the lumbar spine and
the muscle forces. In a lumbar FEM model taken from Campbell et al. [54], these values
were introduced as time-dependent inputs, together with joint contact forces and moments.
Results included, among others, the time-dependent AF stresses, facet joint loads and
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IDPs during the STS. Comparing the IDPs calculated based on the MBS joint force and the
IDPs found in the FEM model showed greater agreement between MBS values and in vivo
data [55]. The authors stated that personalized data would possibly improve the muscle
force and joint-load estimations from the MBS model, and thus have an impact on the FEM
model and final simulation results.

A research group bulit around Shirazi-Adl and Arjmand has been developing nu-
merical models of the spine since 1985 [56] and has started to advance, in parallel, two
distinct model versions, which have been known by various names throughout the years.
For overview reasons, the two models are herein marked as "I" and "II".

(I) The first model included an initial, detailed FEM representation of the spine.

(II) The second model was based on the detailed model but consisted of rigid bodies
and interconnecting beam elements. It is later referred to as the musculoskeletal
(MS) model.

Version II was not solved with a classic MBS solver, but included clear characteristics
of an MBS model, such as the involvement of mainly rigid bodies and their interconnections
by joint-like components. While version II could not represent detailed deformations, it
was able to perform large numbers of nonlinear analyses [57]. The researchers refined these
models into a passive, osteoligamentous (I) and an active, muscular part (II) and considered
their respective roles in a coupled, biomechanical system [57–59]. They implemented their
passive FEM model in Abaqus (Dassault Systèmes, Paris, France), consisting of single
rigid vertebrae (L1–L5) and one rigid body combining T1–T12. The IVDs were created
by extruding the endplate geometries and were infused with rebar elements as AF fibers.
The active model was based on a Fortran code. For the coupling process, virtual springs
were attached to each vertebra in the passive model (I) to allow the transmission of shear
forces and axial, lateral and sagittal moments. Hence, the load sharing between the passive
structures and the muscles could be controlled.

In 2002, Shirazi-Adl et al. [60] incorporated a novel, kinematic-based Matlab (the
Mathorks Inc., Natick, Massachusetts, USA) algorithm into the simplified model (II) to
interactively calculate optimized solutions for muscle- and passive reaction forces. Refer
to [61] for a detailed data flow chart. Note, optimization algorithms are commonly used
in MBS models for muscle force estimations as well. Beam joints in the active model (II)
represented the overall nonlinear stiffness levels of the spinal segments—namely, IVDs,
facets and ligaments—with a nonlinear load–displacement curve, which was defined in an
iterative process towards yielding the best agreement with the detailed FEM results (I) [57]
and was direction-dependent [60]. Ten muscles, five global and five local, were included
with six distinct fascicles [62]. The detailed FEM model (I) was based on CT images and
consisted of 6 vertebrae (L1-S1) as rigid bodies, five IVDs divided ino AF and NP, 10 contact
facet surfaces and 9 sets of ligaments [40]. Fourteen AF lamellae were considered with rebar
fibers and a linear elastic ground substance, along with an incompressible NP. Satisfactory
agreement considering predicted rotations under flexion, extension and torque loading
validated the two respective models against each other [60]. Given IVD cross sectional
areas, values in the FEM model (I) were 17% smaller than the ones in the MS model (II) [36].

Azari et al. [36] modified the models by applying the idea of a follower load (FL),
which is a method for including simplified muscle forces in passive FEM models (I) to
achieve more realistic load conditions [40]. The FL’s line of action was aligned with the
lumbar spine’s curvature, passing the endplates and vertebrae at the approximate center.
The FEM model was based on the detailed, passive FEM model (I), but included only the
L4–L5 segment. The MS model (II) was adopted mainly unchanged from earlier work by
the research group [56,57,60–62]. To estimate stresses and strains in IVDs; ligaments and
facets; and load sharing among these structures under realistic loading conditions, Azari
et al. applied gravity loads and muscle forces from an MS trunk model (II) to the passive
FEM model (I) in several static positions. Twelve static positions were simulated based
on the availability of the results of Wilke et al. [55] and the kinematic data gathered by
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Arjmand et al. [62]. A resultant force including all gravity loads and muscle forces with
upper insertions at and above L4 was calculated using the MS muscle force predictions.
After the passive FEM model was rotated manually per IVD to fit the kinematic position
of the twelve respective MS models, the research group tried two approaches: directly
applying muscle forces estimated by the MS model in the center of the L4 body, and
determining a substituting FL by trial and error to yield a similar IDP as derived by the
previous approach. The FL was applied as a unilateral, pre-compressed spring between the
L4 and L5 centroid.

To analyze scoliotic spine loads and their growth patterns, Kamal et al. [39] established
a combined MS and FEM simulation based on subject-specific upright positional data. An
MS model data of the bony spine components, including the pelvis, hip and ribcage, was
derived from subject-specific CT images using mimics and was subsequently aligned into
an estimated upright position with the aid of optical imaging tools. IVD centroids were
considered the centers of rotation (CoRs) for the modeled spine section T12–L1 and set
up with three nonlinear rotational stiffness values according to Hajihosseinali et al. [17].
Simulations were run statically with all rigid bodies fully constrained. Muscle attachment
points for more than 160 muscles were calculated using Matlab. A static optimization
algorithm then computed muscle forces and reaction moments, namely, individual forces
Fm and reaction moment MCoR, for each muscle. Reaction forces were considered as the
sum of gravitational forces and muscle forces. The resulting forces and moments in a
static equilibrium condition calculated in the MS model were applied to the vertebral
growth plate FEM bodies as distributed pressures and shear stresses. Note, IVDs were
solely considered as joints, and the biomechanical focus lay on the growth plates. FEM
simulations were carried out with Abaqus (Dassault Systèmes, Paris, France). The resulting
stresses in the growth plates were comparable with results from the literature and may be
helpful in predicting growth patterns in scoliotic spines.

Further studies included a hybrid model applying muscle forces calculated in the
beam-joint-based MS model (II) to the updated, passive T12-S1 FEM model (I) [40]. The MS
model consisted of 56 muscles and was solved with an optimization algorithm minimizing
the sum of the cubed muscle stresses. The outcome served as a basis for evaluating the
loads on the beam joints. Simulations included eight static tasks for which the muscle
forces were estimated by connector elements between muscle insertion points in the MS
model. Together with the pelvic rotations gathered from in vivo experiments, these forces
were substituted into the FEM model. Final deformed positions for the eight tasks were
found to vary between the MS and FEM model, and the authors subsequently applied
an iterative process, in which the compression-dependent stiffness properties of the MS
beam-joints were adapted and resulting forces were again prescribed into the FEM model
until the solution was convergent. The hybrid nature of the approach was thus the adaption
of the beam-joint parameters based on a passive FEM model deformed position, which
was defined actively by MS results. Kinematics of the MS and FEM models differed by less
than 1 mm in the final state.

In order to develop a self-defined gold standard of spine modeling, Rajaee et al. [63] fur-
ther developed the hybrid MS and FEM model introduced by Khoddam-Khorasani et al. [40]
towards a coupled model, which enhances the hybrid model by incorporating the musculature
of the MS model (II) in the FEM model (I). The manual approach of iteratively updating the
nonlinear beam-joint stiffness was thus avoided. The resulting model hence consists of the
rigid vertebrae defined earlier in the passive FEM model (I), the detailed geometries of the
IVDs and all muscles and ligaments defined in the MS model. In the resulting FEM model,
muscle forces are predicted by a procedure similar to the optimization procedure described
above [60], and due to the novel method, depend on detailed IVD FEM model deformations.
Static positions were simulated to evaluate the performance of the model compared to earlier
versions and in vivo data. Stress distributions in IVDs were not available in the study, but
compression forces and muscles forces could be compared between different model versions.
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To sum up, multiple simulation approaches have been executed using MBS simulation
results in FEM models. Transferred data included reaction forces, muscle forces or dis-
placements of vertebrae on different spine levels. The vast majority of MBS studies rely on
experimental data to define joint properties of the IVDs. However, one study investigated
the potential of FEM simulations to define MBS model properties.

3.2. FEM → MBS

Karajan et al. [44] investigated the possibility of representing IVD behavior in MBS
bushing components by polynomial functions previously derived from detailed FEM
simulations. In their approach, one FSU was simplified with three cylinders. The IVD
model was constructed based on earlier work combining porous and polyconvex material to
account for the complex behavior of the IVD [35]. The conversion of the FEM displacements
into the three-DoF MBS bushing-element parameters, namely, rotation and translation in
the sagittal plane, was realized as follows: From the center of gravity in the IVD, where
the bushing component was located, lever arms to the nodes on the top surface of the
IVD aid in yielding nodal displacements of surface nodes. Nodal deformations were then
summarized in a Cardan rotation tensor. The FEM simulation with the nodal displacements
as input yielded a surface-traction vector derived from the reaction stresses of the IVD,
which was homogenized by summarizing the stress distribution to one single value for
the force and moment acting on the surface. With the resulting force and moment, the
load–displacement behavior of the IVD at the center of gravity was computed. However,
as their work focused on the coupling scheme, IVD responses were investigated solely
for the elastic part of an MBS bushing component, and nonlinear deformations were not
considered. Karajan et al. stated that the advantage of the method was the significantly
shorter computation times compared to other approaches. The co-simulation aspect here
consists of the modification of the bushing component definitions in the MBS analysis
based on the FEM simulation results. The authors stated that the developed model yields
the same elastic response of the IVD as that expected by the full biphasic FEM model in
each time step.

The resulting MBS model with adapted stiffness parameters could potentially be
further used to provide information for a detailed FEM simulation, calculating stresses and
deformations. This step has been realized by some research groups. Studies are reviewed
in the following.

3.3. FEM → MBS → FEM

To investigate the effects of muscle damage as seen in lumbar interbody fusion surgery,
Kumaran et al. [64] used multiple data exchanges between an OpenSim MBS and an Abaqus
FEM model. Firstly, an existing FEM model of the thoracolumbar spine [65] was loaded
with 4 Nm at T1 to gain ranges of motion (ROMs). These were then transferred to an
OpenSim MBS model [8] to calculate muscle forces, which were subsequently applied to
the lumbar part of the previously mentioned FEM spine model as connector forces. The
research group noted that a limiting factor of their model was that these muscle forces
did not produce the motion of the vertebrae, but the simulation was implemented with a
given displacement to synchronize both models. Thus, the correct interaction of forces and
displacement was likely not given.

In 2021, Meszaros et al. presented a study in which they adapted an established
neuro-musculoskeletal spine model [22] to match with an FEM model of the spine [66]
considering mechanical behavior. They used the Visible Human Male (VHM) of the Visible
Human Project (VHP) [67] as an MBS basis model. From the patient-specific FEM model,
they derived muscle attachment points (a) and patient-specific bone geometries (b), which
were then subsequently morphed into the VHM MBS framework. The MBS framework
was further individualized by generic structures (c), namely, joints, muscles, ligaments
and IVDs, which were firstly customized in the neuro-musculoskeletal model and then
prescribed to it. Next, soft-tissue characteristics of IVDs and ligaments within the VHM
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framework were adapted based on IVD responses in the FEM model, ligament stiffnesses
derived from the FEM model and soft-tissue models in the neuro-musculoskeletal model.
Scaling and simulating the resulting MBS VHM model led to time-dependent forces of
muscles, tendons and ligaments (FMTU(t)). These forces were finally inserted into the FEM
VHM model together with the adapted bone geometries (b). The result of Meszaros et al.’s
work was therefore an Abaqus FEM model with time-dependent forces FMTU(t) derived
from an MBS model. The model allowed for investigations of spinal motion and tissue
mechanics on a mechanical level.

Load sharing in the lumbosacral spine was explored by Liu et al. [42] in 2018 using
a unidirectional MBS and FEM co-simulation. The MBS model was set up in Anybody
(AnyBody Technology A/S, Aalborg, Denmark) with three DoF IVD joints at the centers of
the instantaneous axes of rotation, respectively. Stiffness curves were predicted previously
by FEM models of FSUs—they were devoid of ligaments and facet joints and loaded
with flexion and extension moments. The model included 188 muscles of three different
types: straight, via-point and nonlinear. Seven ligaments with fourth-order polynomial
force-deformation relationships with respect to the spinal level [68] were added. The FEM
model was implemented in Hypermesh and Abaqus based on the MBS model geometry.
Endplates were meshed with shell elements, extruded to form brick elements as far as the
adjacent vertebrae and divided into NP and AF. While bones and endplates were modeled
with linear material parameters, hyperelastic Mooney–Rivlin models were used for the NP
and AF ground substance, and nonlinear AF fiber parameters included increasing stiffness
towards the outer lamellae [56,69]. Ligament locations and parameters were copied exactly
from the MBS model. Moreover, the model included frictionless facet joint contacts. A static
equilibrium was calculated in the MBS model following the concept of a spinal rhythm,
in which the single FSUs were flexed proportionally and loaded by gravity. The reaction
moment, ligament forces and muscle forces were applied to the T12–L1 joint of the FEM
model. Results showed a different deformed state of the FEM model afterwards, which
Liu et al. explained with the inability of the joint models in the MBS to allow deformations,
which was in turn represented in the FEM model. To synchronize the models, Liu et al.
translated vertebra L1 along the reaction force FR line of action until it reached to MBS-
predicted position. The novel reaction force RF obtained was iteratively compared with the
initial reaction force FR while adjusting the translation, until the difference was smaller than
a predefined tolerance. In a follow-up work, Liu and El-Rich used the same model, reduced
to one functional spinal unit (L4–L5), to investigate the influences of the NP position on the
IDP, spinal loads and load sharing during 60° forward flexion. Based on in vivo data, three
posterior shifts of the NP were realized by the models: 0, 1.5 and 2.7 mm. Muscles and
ligaments forces, and joint forces and moments at L3–L4 were calculated by the MBS model
and prescribed to the FEM model. IDP and spinal loads calculated by the FEM model
show that the IDP and compressive forces within an FSU were distinctly influenced by the
posterior shifts of the NP, and the CoRs calculated by their MBS and FEM model differ. Liu
and El-Rich believe the kinetic results predicted by the MBS model to have been affected by
single IVD rotating joints and suggest implementing an iterative process combining MBS
and FEM models to account for compressive and shear stiffness. [42]

Refer to Table 1 for an overview of the reviewed unidirectional co-simulation studies.
Author groups with more than one study mentioned in this review were included in the
table only with their most recent studies for clarity reasons.

Independent of the data transfer being solely from MBS to FEM, from FEM to MBS or
both, unidirectional co-simulation was often limited by linear deformations and manual
adaption processes to synchronize both models [36,40,42]. To overcome these limitations in
the field, a few recent studies implemented bidirectional co-simulations of the spine.
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Table 1. Recent simulation studies using unidirectional co-simulation to investigate the spine with
information on the execution order, transferred data, the software structure and the source of the
model geometry.

MBS Solver 1 FEM Solver Execution Order Transferred Data Software Structure Model Geometry

Esat et al., 2005,
2009 [37,38]

visualNastran 4D
from MSC Software

Marc/Mentat from
MSC Software. MBS → FEM

Two
time-dependent

sagittal forces and
one sagittal moment
at each IVD → BC

Distinct software,
manual transfer Literature

Du et al., 2014 [49] Hypermesh Hypermesh (Altair
Engineering) MBS → FEM

Time-dependent
translation &

rotation at hip joint
& T9 endplate →

BC

Distinct software,
manual transfer Literature

Henao et al.,
2016 [51] ADAMS [52] RADIOSSTM

(Altair Engineering) MBS → FEM Displacement of
vertebrae

Distinct software,
manual transfer

Patient-
specific/Literature

Honegger et al.,
2021 [53] OpenSim Abaqus MBS → FEM

Time-dependent
joint angles and

muscle forces

Distinct software,
manual transfer

Preexisting FEM
model fitted to
patient-specific

geometry

Kamal et al.,
2019 [39] Matlab Abaqus MBS → FEM

Resulting muscle
forces and reaction

moments as
distributed pressure

and shear stress

Distinct software,
manual transfer CT-based

Azari et al., 2018,
Khoddam-

Khorasani et al.,
2018, Rajaee et al.,

2021 [36,40,63]

Abaqus/Matlab Abaqus/In-house MBS → FEM Mostly static muscle
forces and moments

Distinct
software/One

software
incorporating
muscles and

detailed passive
elements

CT-based

Karajan et al.,
2013 [44] Not mentioned Not mentioned FEM → MBS

IVD displacement
→ bushing
component
definition

Distinct software,
manual transfer

Simplified as
cylinders

Kumaran et al.,
2021 [64] OpenSim Abaqus FEM → MBS →

FEM

FEM → MBS: ROM
MBS → FEM:
Muscle forces

Distinct software,
manual transfer Literature

Liu et al.,
2018,2020 [41,42] Anybody Abaqus/Hypermesh FEM → MBS →

FEM

FEM → MBS:
Joint stiffness

curves of IVDs
MBS → FEM:

Reaction moment,
ligament and

muscle forces at
T12-L1 joint

Distinct software,
manual transfer by

trial-and-error

˙Default Anybody
data/Literature

Meszaros et al.,
2021 [43] VHM Abaqus FEM → MBS →

FEM

FEM → MBS:
IVD response as

mechanical
parameters
MBS → FEM:

Time-dependent
muscle, tendon &
ligament forces

Distinct software,
manual transfer

VHM for MBS,
patient-specific &
VHM-based FEM

(morphed)

1 In this definition, we also include models with clear characteristics of MBS models, such as the involvement of
mainly rigid bodies and their interconnections by joint-like components.

4. Bidirectional Co-Simulation of the Spine

Bidirectional co-simulation models benefit from an iterative data exchange that re-
quires less manual intervention and more accurately accounts for large deformations of,
e.g., IVDs. Approaches using this type of coupling are listed below, again focusing on how
data are exchanged between MBS and FEM models.

Monteiro et al. [46] realized a bidirectional data flow to explore intersomatic fusion
biomechanics. In their study, the MBS framework included specific reference points, for
which the kinematic data, namely, displacements and rotations, were calculated. The
results were transferred as initial data to the FEM simulation, which calculated the reaction
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forces and moments. Those were transmitted back to the MBS software and served as
new starting points for another forward dynamic iteration. The process was managed by
a co-simulation module, which used a gluing algorithm (an algorithm for bidirectional
coupling of numerical models) to communicate between the MBS and FEM model of
a C5-C6 or C6-C7 segment. This gluing algorithm was an adaptation of an algorithm
developed in 2001 by Tseng et. al. [70], which in turn was based on the coordinate split
(CS) technique by Yen et al. [71]. Wang et al. [72] complemented the gluing algorithm
with an interfacing communication platform to make it suitable for practical applications.
This approach made the single submodels black boxes, which could be coupled with
one of three distinct algorithms distinguished by the data provided by the MBS system.
Monteiro et al. applied the algorithm in which the MBS system (coordinator) provided
kinematic data, as it was more convenient in the case of a forward dynamic analysis with
given displacements. The general environment was developed in Abaqus and Apollo,
a multibody system dynamics (MSD) simulator based on the Adams–Moulton method.
The MBS algorithm was implemented in Fortran code. The co-simulation module core
was incorporated into the Apollo code, and the co-simulation partner was Abaqus. The
geometry of the IVD was derived from images and divided into NP and AF based on
ratios from the literature. Material parameters were chosen as viscoelastic and quasi-
incompressible with a hydrostatic NP and a fiber-drawn AF [37]. IVDs non-adjacent to
the fused vertebrae were modeled as bushing components for efficacy reasons. Seven
ligaments were introduced as viscoelastic, nonlinear elements. For the linkage of the MBS
and FEM system, Monteiro et al. implemented so-called co-simulation elements as RPs.
The possibility of more than one RP per linkage was mentioned as an option to consider
more complex deformations. In his work, however, one master RP and one slave RP were
introduced, either to the center of the top side of the IVD (slave) or to the center of the
bottom side of the IVD (master). Refer to Figure 2a for a graphical representation of these
RPs. The master RP belonged to the constrained master body, while the slave RP drove
the deformation of the model. The information flux therefore consisted of the three basic
stations: First, the kinematic data of the RPs were analyzed and stored. Second, the FEA
was launched by taking into account the kinematic data of the RPs. Third, the kinetic
results of step two were processed by the coordinator software. The validation of the model
with a sagittal moment of 1.5 Nm applied to the head showed realistic results, confirming
the compatibility of the MBS software with the FEM analysis considering the modeling of
the spine.

Another coupling method was implemented by Dicko et al. [73] in combination with
a composite lumbar spine model. The algorithm worked by dividing the lumbar spine
model into particles with either rigid- or flexible-body characteristics. The vertebrae were
represented by rigid bodies, each comprising a rigid coordinate system. The IVDs were
represented as a discretized, meshed FEM body containing both rigid and flexible particles:
Endplate particles were modeled as rigid-body particles; thus, they remained the same
distance from each other over time. The remaining part of the IVD consisted of flexible
particles, each experiencing an independent deformation (Figure 2b). The advantage of this
approach was the reduction of unknowns, as FEM nodes could be attached to rigid-body
particles using Lagrange multipliers. The movement of these attached nodes was then
fully prescribed by the rigid body movement of the vertebrae, resulting in a reduction in
the size of the equation system. A multimapping step reunited all particles before FEM
parameters such as inertia and material properties were applied. The authors state that the
model delivers accurate results without penalizing precision. The method was inspired by
Stavness et al., who already implemented it in their software, ArtiSynth (Vancouver, BC,
Canada) [74]. The software defines deformable bodies by representing their nodes as three
DoF particles. Together with the other type of dynamic components—six-DoF rigid bodies—
the model can be formulated as an ordinary differential Equation (ODE) and solved by a
semi-implicit integrator. While particle-based approaches such as ArtiSynth are particularly
well-suited for coupled biomechanical simulations, FEM models are approximated by a
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lumped mass matrix and a linear co-rotation, and other rotation effects are neglected.
Linear FEM representations might not be able to adequately represent large deformations,
as undergone by the IVD.

In 2021, Remus et al. [47] published a passive spine model created with ArtiSynth
combining rigid vertebral bodies and deformable IVDs as FEM bodies. In Remus’ work,
data were segmented from the VHM [67] and smoothed. Auxiliary vertebral bodies were
additionally derived and acted as interfaces to the IVDs. Vertebral bodies and endplates
were not differentiated. Facet joints were modeled in the shape of cylindrical rigid bodies.
As FEM components, the IVDs were modeled with a Yeoh material model for the NP and a
Mooney–Rivlin material model for the four lamellae of the AF, which was composed with
multi-point springs linking the external nodes of the lamellae. Ligaments were modeled as
multi-point springs or axial springs. The researchers validated their model in a quasi-static
framework with multiple load cases and respective kinematics of in vitro literature data and
numerical data. They calculated intradiscal pressure by using the negative mean of normal
stresses of all FEM nodes in the NP. Values showed high alignment with in vitro literature
data of IVDs at all vertebrae levels. Still, no muscular components were integrated into
the model. In subsequent studies, the model was used to study the impact of degenerative
changes of the IVD on the axis of rotation by altering its mechanical properties [75] and
the effects of a simplified intra-abdominal pressure [76] with integrated muscles as active
components. Both studies showed reasonable results, as the authors stated.

Refer to Table 2 for an overview of the reviewed bidirectional co-simulation studies.
In summary, two main approaches have been used to couple MBS and FEM spine models
bidirectionally: a gluing algorithm providing constant data exchange at certain RPs, man-
aged by a co-simulation engine, and a particle-based approach dividing the model into
rigid and flexible particles and solving the resulting ODE with a semi-implicit integrator.

Figure 2. Graphical representation of bidirectional coupling methods found in the literature.
(a) Coupling algorithm implemented by Monteiro et al. [46]. Two RPs, pictured as black dots, served
as an interface between the flexible IVD and the rigid vertebrae. (b) Coupling method realized by
Dicko et al. [73], which was inspired by an algorithm of Stavness et al. [74]. The model was divided
into two types of particles. Rigid particles are illustrated as black dots and flexible particles as circles.
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Table 2. Simulation studies using bidirectional co-simulation to investigate the spine with information
on the execution order, transferred data, the software structure and the source of the model geometry.

MBS Solver FEM Solver Execution Order Transferred Data Software Structure Model Geometry

Monteiro et al.,
2011 [46] Abaqus Apollo (Fortran) constant

Displacements in
MBS ↔ reaction

forces and moments
in FEM

Single software Literature

Dicko et al.,
2015 [73] Not mentioned Not mentioned constant Integrated approach

based on particles Single software Literature

Remus et al.,
2021 [47] ArtiSynth ArtiSynth constant Integrated approach

based on particles Single software Literature (VHM)

5. Limitations and Challenges

Most co-simulation models of the spine use a unidirectional coupling approach, trans-
ferring data singularly from one simulation to the other by applying both simulation
methods consecutively. MBS spine models can profit by defining joint stiffness parameters
based on FEM simulations of the IVD. FEM models of the spine or spinal components
can be improved when muscle or ligament forces and moments are implemented as BCs.
However, when providing a time-dependent input, the time-dependency is influenced
by the deformation properties of a material or component. Equal mechanics cannot be
expected when comparing FEM and MBS IVD representations due to their different mod-
eling approaches. The input accomplished by the results of the MBS initially carried out
is therefore only partly suitable for being incorporated in a subsequent FEM simulation.
This limitation is demonstrated in the effort that has been put into synchronizing the
respective models of the unidirectional co-simulations. The manual adaption steps that
become necessary may provoke inaccuracies and take much time. Kumaran et al. [64],
for example, identified an issue with the interaction of forces and displacement in their
simulation and stated that the muscle forces did not produce the desired motion of the
vertebrae. They then implemented the simulation with a given displacement rather than
a correct interaction of forces and displacement. The same synchronization difficulties
were experienced by Khoddam-Khorasani et al. [40] and Liu et al. [41], who both men-
tioned the need for a manual, iterative process to achieve convergence between the FEM
and MBS model or to account for factors such as compressive and shear stiffness. As
in Liu et al. [41], the concept of a FL is frequently used to apply summarized loads in
the direction of the spinal curvature to provide realistic loading conditions. However, it
neither accounts for time-dependent changes in loads, nor dissolves the need of trial and
error procedures [36]. In sum, unidirectional co-simulation is often associated with lower
accuracy and convergence issues.

To overcome these limitations, a few recent studies have implemented bidirectional
co-simulations of the spine. By updating the deformation values of the IVDs and the
resulting positions of the vertebrae in every increment, updated reaction moments and
forces of muscles, tendons and ligaments can be considered. Of the research groups using
bidirectional co-simulation models, all authors found that their models were able to deliver
accurate results [46,47,73]. However, two main methods were identified to bidirectionally
couple the MBS and FEM solver. Monteiro et al. used an interface approach consisting
of two linking RPs, at which the kinematic and kinetic data were exchanged constantly.
Although this constant exchange of data solves many of the problems encountered in
unidirectional co-simulation, a limiting factor could have been that only one reference node
represented the interface between the vertebra and its endplate in this study. The pressure
distribution on the IVD thus needed to be derived from one single node, which may have
resulted in lowered accuracy. As already reported by Monteiro et al., the implementation
of multiple RPs per linkage would be a reasonable adaption to account for more complex
deformations.
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The particle-based approach divides the whole model into two types of particles, rigid
and flexible ones [47,73,74]. Thus, the interface between the flexible FEM and the rigid MBS
bodies consists of more than one RP. A mapping step combines the distinct particle sets
into one model consisting of a single ODE, which is solved by an integrator. A limiting
factor in this approach is the use of a lumped mass matrix and linear co-rotation definitions
(neglecting other rotation effects) for the FEM component, which has been associated with
less adequate representation of large deformations, as they appear in the IVD. [77]

Despite these limitations, bidirectional co-simulation models of the spine can provide
a holistic understanding of the spine because they consider both the overall kinematics
with the muscular and gravitational forces and moments, and the detailed mechanics of
the IVDs with their deformations and stress distributions.

6. Conclusions and Future Directions

FEM is broadly used in detailed analyses of internal stresses in deforming bodies but
lacks computational efficiency. MBS is more efficient, but can only achieve a certain degree
of detail when it comes to deformations of model components. A combination of both
methods, not only in a unidirectional way, but in a bidirectional manner of data exchange,
can provide both accuracy and efficiency.

Future studies will likely include widespread use of bidirectional co-simulation models
to understand and predict the behavior of the spine. Including automated segmentation
algorithms such as the one implemented by Sekuboyina et al. [26] could accelerate two
things: individual, more adequate diagnoses due to patient-specific geometries, and clinical
investigations containing large cohorts. Those detailed, personalized simulations of large
cohorts could be used to better understand the underlying mechanisms of pathological
changes and the biomechanics of overload situations in ambitious athletes, or to predict
injuries before they occur.
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STS Sit-to-Stand
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References
1. Twomey, L.; Taylor, J. Age changes in lumbar intervertebral discs. Acta Orthop. Scand. 1985, 56, 496–499. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Ball, J.R.; Harris, C.B.; Lee, J.; Vives, M.J. Lumbar Spine Injuries in Sports: Review of the Literature and Current Treatment

Recommendations. Sport. Med.-Open 2019, 5, 26. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Stokes, I.A.; Iatridis, J.C. Mechanical conditions that accelerate intervertebral disc degeneration: overload versus immobilization.

Spine 2004, 29, 2724–2732. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Videman, T.; Battié, M.C.; Gibbons, L.E.; Maravilla, K.; Manninen, H.; Kaprio, J. Associations between back pain history and

lumbar MRI findings. Spine 2003, 28, 582–588. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Actis, J.A.; Honegger, J.D.; Gates, D.H.; Petrella, A.J.; Nolasco, L.A.; Silverman, A.K. Validation of lumbar spine loading from a

musculoskeletal model including the lower limbs and lumbar spine. J. Biomech. 2018, 68, 107–114. [CrossRef]
6. Bassani, T.; Casaroli, G.; Galbusera, F. Dependence of lumbar loads on spinopelvic sagittal alignment: An evaluation based on

musculoskeletal modeling. PLoS ONE 2019, 14, e0207997. [CrossRef]
7. Beaucage-Gauvreau, E.; Robertson, W.S.P.; Brandon, S.C.E.; Fraser, R.; Freeman, B.J.C.; Graham, R.B.; Thewlis, D.; Jones, C.F.

Validation of an OpenSim full-body model with detailed lumbar spine for estimating lower lumbar spine loads during symmetric
and asymmetric lifting tasks. Comput. Methods Biomech. Biomed. Eng. 2019, 22, 451–464. [CrossRef]

8. Bruno, A.G.; Bouxsein, M.L.; Anderson, D.E. Development and Validation of a Musculoskeletal Model of the Fully Articulated
Thoracolumbar Spine and Rib Cage. J. Biomech. Eng. 2015, 137, 081003. [CrossRef]

9. Christophy, M.; Faruk Senan, N.A.; Lotz, J.C.; O’Reilly, O.M. A musculoskeletal model for the lumbar spine. Biomech. Model.
Mechanobiol. 2012, 11, 19–34. [CrossRef]

10. Dao, T.T.; Pouletaut, P.; Charleux, F.; Lazàry, A.; Eltes, P.; Varga, P.P.; Ho Ba Tho, M.C. Multimodal medical imaging (CT and
dynamic MRI) data and computer-graphics multi-physical model for the estimation of patient specific lumbar spine muscle
forces. Data Knowl. Eng. 2015, 96-97, 3–18. [CrossRef]

11. de Zee, M.; Hansen, L.; Wong, C.; Rasmussen, J.; Simonsen, E.B. A generic detailed rigid-body lumbar spine model. J. Biomech.
2007, 40, 1219–1227. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Fasser, M.R.; Jokeit, M.; Kalthoff, M.; Gomez Romero, D.A.; Trache, T.; Snedeker, J.G.; Farshad, M.; Widmer, J. Subject-Specific
Alignment and Mass Distribution in Musculoskeletal Models of the Lumbar Spine. Front. Bioeng. Biotechnol. 2021, 9, 721042.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Kim, H.K.; Zhang, Y. Estimation of lumbar spinal loading and trunk muscle forces during asymmetric lifting tasks: application of
whole-body musculoskeletal modelling in OpenSim. Ergonomics 2017, 60, 563–576. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Raabe, M.E.; Chaudhari, A.M.W. An investigation of jogging biomechanics using the full-body lumbar spine model: Model
development and validation. J. Biomech. 2016, 49, 1238–1243. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Bayoglu, R.; Galibarov, P.E.; Verdonschot, N.; Koopman, B.; Homminga, J. Twente Spine Model: A thorough investigation of the
spinal loads in a complete and coherent musculoskeletal model of the human spine. Med. Eng. Phys. 2019, 68, 35–45. [CrossRef]

16. Favier, C.D.; Finnegan, M.E.; Quest, R.A.; Honeyfield, L.; McGregor, A.H.; Phillips, A.T.M. An open-source musculoskeletal
model of the lumbar spine and lower limbs: a validation for movements of the lumbar spine. Comput. Methods Biomech. Biomed.
Eng. 2021, 24, 1310–1325. [CrossRef]

17. Hajihosseinali, M.; Arjmand, N.; Shirazi-Adl, A.; Farahmand, F.; Ghiasi, M.S. A novel stability and kinematics-driven trunk
biomechanical model to estimate muscle and spinal forces. Med. Eng. Phys. 2014, 36, 1296–1304. [CrossRef]

18. Han, K.S.; Rohlmann, A.; Yang, S.J.; Kim, B.S.; Lim, T.H. Spinal muscles can create compressive follower loads in the lumbar
spine in a neutral standing posture. Med. Eng. Phys. 2011, 33, 472–478. [CrossRef]

19. Petit, Y.; Aubin, C.E.; Labelle, H. Patient-specific mechanical properties of a flexible multi-body model of the scoliotic spine. Med.
Biol. Eng. Comput. 2004, 42, 55–60. [CrossRef]

20. Senteler, M.; Weisse, B.; Rothenfluh, D.A.; Snedeker, J.G. Intervertebral reaction force prediction using an enhanced assembly of
OpenSim models. Comput. Methods Biomech. Biomed. Eng. 2016, 19, 538–548. [CrossRef]

21. Ignasiak, D.; Dendorfer, S.; Ferguson, S.J. Thoracolumbar spine model with articulated ribcage for the prediction of dynamic
spinal loading. J. Biomech. 2016, 49, 959–966. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Rupp, T.K.; Ehlers, W.; Karajan, N.; Günther, M.; Schmitt, S. A forward dynamics simulation of human lumbar spine flexion
predicting the load sharing of intervertebral discs, ligaments, and muscles. Biomech. Model. Mechanobiol. 2015, 14, 1081–1105.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Pearcy, M.J.; Bogduk, N. Instantaneous axes of rotation of the lumbar intervertebral joints. Spine 1988, 13, 1033–1041. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.3109/17453678508993043
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/4090952
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40798-019-0199-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31236714
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.brs.0000146049.52152.da
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15564921
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.BRS.0000049905.44466.73
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12642766
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2017.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0207997
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10255842.2018.1564819
http://dx.doi.org/10.1115/1.4030408
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10237-011-0290-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.datak.2015.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2006.05.030
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16901492
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fbioe.2021.721042
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34532314
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2016.1191679
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27194401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2016.02.046
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26947033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.medengphy.2019.03.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10255842.2021.1886284
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.medengphy.2014.07.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.medengphy.2010.11.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02351011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10255842.2015.1043906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2015.10.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26684431
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10237-015-0656-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25653134
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00007632-198809000-00011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3206297


Bioengineering 2023, 10, 315 15 of 16

24. Han, K.S.; Zander, T.; Taylor, W.R.; Rohlmann, A. An enhanced and validated generic thoraco-lumbar spine model for prediction
of muscle forces. Med. Eng. Phys. 2012, 34, 709–716. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Peloquin, J.M.; Yoder, J.H.; Jacobs, N.T.; Moon, S.M.; Wright, A.C.; Vresilovic, E.J.; Elliott, D.M. Human L3L4 intervertebral disc
mean 3D shape, modes of variation, and their relationship to degeneration. J. Biomech. 2014, 47, 2452–2459. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Sekuboyina, A.; Rempfler, M.; Valentinitsch, A.; Menze, B.H.; Kirschke, J.S. Labeling Vertebrae with Two-dimensional Reforma-
tions of Multidetector CT Images: An Adversarial Approach for Incorporating Prior Knowledge of Spine Anatomy. Radiol. Artif.
Intell. 2020, 2, e190074. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Lavecchia, C.E.; Espino, D.M.; Moerman, K.M.; Tse, K.M.; Robinson, D.; Lee, P.V.S.; Shepherd, D.E.T. Lumbar model generator: a tool
for the automated generation of a parametric scalable model of the lumbar spine. J. R. Soc. Interface 2018, 15, 20170829. [CrossRef]

28. Schmidt, H.; Heuer, F.; Drumm, J.; Klezl, Z.; Claes, L.; Wilke, H.J. Application of a calibration method provides more realistic
results for a finite element model of a lumbar spinal segment. Clin. Biomech. 2007, 22, 377–384. [CrossRef]

29. Dauvilliers, F.; Bendjellal, F.; Weiss, M.; Lavaste, F.; Tarriere, C. Development of a Finite Element Model of the Neck. In
Proceedings of the 38th Stapp Car Crash Conference, Fort Lauderdale, FL, USA, 31 October–4 November 1994. [CrossRef]

30. Chetoui, M.A.; Boiron, O.; Ghiss, M.; Dogui, A.; Deplano, V. Assessment of intervertebral disc degeneration-related properties
using finite element models based on H-weighted MRI data. Biomech. Model. Mechanobiol. 2019, 18, 17–28. [CrossRef]

31. Sen, S.; Jacobs, N.T.; Boxberger, J.I.; Elliott, D.M. Human annulus fibrosus dynamic tensile modulus increases with degeneration.
Mech. Mater. 2012, 44, 93–98. [CrossRef]

32. Iatridis, J.C.; Setton, L.A.; Foster, R.J.; Rawlins, B.A.; Weidenbaum, M.; Mow, V. Degeneration affects the anisotropic and nonlinear
behaviors of human anulus fibrosus in compression. J. Biomech. 1998, 31, 535–544. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Massey, C.J.; van Donkelaar, C.C.; Vresilovic, E.; Zavaliangos, A.; Marcolongo, M. Effects of aging and degeneration on the
human intervertebral disc during the diurnal cycle: A finite element study. J. Orthop. Res. 2012, 30, 122–128. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Wu, Y.G.; Wang, Y.H.; Wu, J.H.; Guan, J.J.; Mao, N.F.; Lu, C.W.; Lv, R.X.; Ding, M.C.; Shi, Z.C.; Cai, B. Study of Double-level
Degeneration of Lower Lumbar Spines by Finite Element Model. World Neurosurg. 2016, 86, 294–299. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Ehlers, W.; Karajan, N.; Markert, B. An extended biphasic model for charged hydrated tissues with application to the intervertebral
disc. Biomech. Model. Mechanobiol. 2009, 8, 233–251. [CrossRef]

36. Azari, F.; Arjmand, N.; Shirazi-Adl, A.; Rahimi-Moghaddam, T. A combined passive and active musculoskeletal model study to
estimate L4-L5 load sharing. J. Biomech. 2018, 70, 157–165. [CrossRef]

37. Esat, V.; Acar, M. Viscoelastic finite element analysis of the cervical intervertebral discs in conjunction with a multi-body dynamic
model of the human head and neck. Proc. Inst. Mech. Eng. Part-J. Eng. Med. 2009, 223, 249–262. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Esat, V.; van Lopik, D.W.; Acar, M. Combined multi-body dynamic and Fe models of human head and neck. In IUTAM Symposium on
Impact Biomechanics: From Fundamental Insights to Applications; Springer: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2005; Volume 124, pp. 91–100.

39. Kamal, Z.; Rouhi, G.; Arjmand, N.; Adeeb, S. A stability-based model of a growing spine with adolescent idiopathic scoliosis: A
combination of musculoskeletal and finite element approaches. Med. Eng. Phys. 2019, 64, 46–55. [CrossRef]

40. Khoddam-Khorasani, P.; Arjmand, N.; Shirazi-Adl, A. Trunk Hybrid Passive–Active Musculoskeletal Modeling to Determine the
Detailed T12–S1 Response Under In Vivo Loads. Ann. Biomed. Eng. 2018, 46, 1830–1843. [CrossRef]

41. Liu, T.; El-Rich, M. Effects of nucleus pulposus location on spinal loads and joint centers of rotation and reaction during forward
flexion: A combined finite element and Musculoskeletal study. J. Biomech. 2020, 104, 109740. [CrossRef]

42. Liu, T.; Khalaf, K.; Naserkhaki, S.; El-Rich, M. Load-sharing in the lumbosacral spine in neutral standing & flexed postures - A
combined finite element and inverse static study. J. Biomech. 2018, 70, 43–50. [CrossRef]

43. Meszaros, L.; Hammer, M.; Riede, J.; Pivonka, P.; Little, J.; Schmitt, S. Simulating subject-specific spine mechanics: An integrated
finite element and neuro-musculoskeletal modelling framework. In Proceedings of the XXVIII Congress of the International
Society of Biomechanics, Stockholm, Sweden, 25–29 July 2021.

44. Karajan, N.; Rohrle, O.; Ehlers, W.; Schmitt, S. Linking continuous and discrete intervertebral disc models through homogenisation.
Biomech. Model. Mechanobiol. 2013, 12, 453–466. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Knapik, G.G.; Mendel, E.; Marras, W.S. Use of a personalized hybrid biomechanical model to assess change in lumbar spine
function with a TDR compared to an intact spine. Eur. Spine J. 2012, 21 (Suppl. S5), S641–S652. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Monteiro, N.M.B.; da Silva, M.P.T.; Folgado, J.; Melancia, J.P.L. Structural analysis of the intervertebral discs adjacent to an
interbody fusion using multibody dynamics and finite element cosimulation. Multibody Syst. Dyn. 2011, 25, 245–270. [CrossRef]

47. Remus, R.; Lipphaus, A.; Neumann, M.; Bender, B. Calibration and validation of a novel hybrid model of the lumbosacral spine
in ArtiSynth-The passive structures. PLoS ONE 2021, 16, e0250456. [CrossRef]

48. Cheng, E.J.; Brown, I.E.; Loeb, G.E. Virtual muscle: a computational approach to understanding the effects of muscle properties
on motor control. J. Neurosci. Methods 2000, 101, 117–130. [CrossRef]

49. Du, C.F.; Mo, Z.J.; Tian, S.; Wang, L.Z.; Fan, J.; Liu, S.Y.; Fan, Y.B. Biomechanical investigation of thoracolumbar spine in different
postures during ejection using a combined finite element and multi-body approach. Int. J. Numer. Methods Biomed. Eng. 2014,
30, 1121–1131. [CrossRef]

50. Agur, A.M.R.; Dalley, A.F. Grant Atlas of Anatomy, 10th ed.; Williams and Wilkins: Baltimore, MD, USA, 2009.
51. Henao, J.; Aubin, C.E.; Labelle, H.; Arnoux, P.J. Patient-specific finite element model of the spine and spinal cord to assess the

neurological impact of scoliosis correction: preliminary application on two cases with and without intraoperative neurological
complications. Comput. Methods Biomech. Biomed. Eng. 2016, 19, 901–910. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.medengphy.2011.09.014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21978915
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2014.04.014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24792581
http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/ryai.2020190074
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33937818
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2017.0829
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2006.11.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.4271/942210
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10237-018-1064-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mechmat.2011.07.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0021-9290(98)00046-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9755038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jor.21475
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21710607
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.wneu.2015.09.038
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26409082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10237-008-0129-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2017.04.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1243/09544119JEIM421
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19278200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.medengphy.2018.12.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10439-018-2078-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2020.109740
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2017.10.033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10237-012-0416-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22872471
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00586-011-1743-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21445618
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11044-010-9226-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0250456
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0165-0270(00)00258-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cnm.2647
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10255842.2015.1075010


Bioengineering 2023, 10, 315 16 of 16

52. Aubin, C.E.; Labelle, H.; Chevrefils, C.; Desroches, G.; Clin, J.; Boivin, A. Preoperative planning simulator for spinal deformity
surgeries. Spine 2008, 33, 2143–2152. [CrossRef]

53. Honegger, J.D.; Actis, J.A.; Gates, D.H.; Silverman, A.K.; Munson, A.H.; Petrella, A.J. Development of a multiscale model of the
human lumbar spine for investigation of tissue loads in people with and without a transtibial amputation during sit-to-stand.
Biomech. Model. Mechanobiol. 2021, 20, 339–358. [CrossRef]

54. Campbell, J.Q.; Coombs, D.J.; Rao, M.; Rullkoetter, P.J.; Petrella, A.J. Automated finite element meshing of the lumbar spine:
Verification and validation with 18 specimen-specific models. J. Biomech. 2016, 49, 2669–2676. [CrossRef]

55. Wilke, H.J.; Neef, P.; Caimi, M.; Hoogland, T.; Claes, L.E. New in vivo measurements of pressures in the intervertebral disc in
daily life. Spine 1999, 24, 755–762. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. Shirazi-Adl, A.; Ahmed, A.M.; Shrivastava, S.C. Mechanical Response of a Lumbar Motion Segment in Axial Torque Alone and
Combined with Compression. Spine 1986, 11, 914–927. [CrossRef]

57. Shirazi-Adl, A.; Parnianpour, M. Nonlinear response analysis of the human ligamentous lumbar spine in compression. On
mechanisms affecting the postural stability. Spine 1993, 18, 147–158. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

58. Kiefer, A.; Shirazi-Adl, A.; Parnianpour, M. Synergy of the human spine in neutral postures. Eur. Spine J. 1998, 7, 471–479. [CrossRef]
59. Kiefer, A.; Shirazi-Adl, A.; Parnianpour, M. Stability of the human spine in neutral postures. Eur. Spine J. 1997, 6, 45–53. [CrossRef]
60. Shirazi-Adl, A.; Sadouk, S.; Parnianpour, M.; Pop, D.; El-Rich, M. Muscle force evaluation and the role of posture in human

lumbar spine under compression. Eur. Spine J. 2002, 11, 519–526. [CrossRef]
61. Arjmand, N.; Shirazi-Adl, A. Biomechanics of Changes in Lumbar Posture in Static Lifting. Spine 2005, 30, 2648. [CrossRef]
62. Arjmand, N.; Gagnon, D.; Plamondon, A.; Shirazi-Adl, A.; Larivière, C. Comparison of trunk muscle forces and spinal loads

estimated by two biomechanical models. Clin. Biomech. 2009, 24, 533–541. [CrossRef]
63. Rajaee, M.A.; Arjmand, N.; Shirazi-Adl, A. A novel coupled musculoskeletal finite element model of the spine - Critical evaluation

of trunk models in some tasks. J. Biomech. 2021, 119, 110331. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
64. Kumaran, Y.; Shah, A.; Katragadda, A.; Padgaonkar, A.; Zavatsky, J.; McGuire, R.; Serhan, H.; Elgafy, H.; Goel, V.K. Iatrogenic

muscle damage in transforaminal lumbar interbody fusion and adjacent segment degeneration: a comparative finite element
analysis of open and minimally invasive surgeries. Eur. Spine J. 2021, 30, 2622–2630. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

65. Shah, A.; Kumaran, Y.; Zavatsky, J.; McGuire, R.; Serhan, H. Development of a Novel Finite Element Model of a Thoracolumbar
Spine with Ribcage and Muscle Forces to Simulate Scenarios Closer to in Vivo. In Proceedings of the ORS 2020 Annual Meeting,
Phoenix, AZ, USA, 8–11 February 2020.

66. Little, J.P.; Adam, C.J. Geometric sensitivity of patient-specific finite element models of the spine to variability in user-selected
anatomical landmarks. Comput. Methods Biomech. Biomed. Eng. 2013, 18, 676–688. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

67. Ackerman, M.J. The Visible Human Project: a resource for education. Acad Med. 1999, 74, 667–670. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
68. Rohlmann, A.; Bauer, L.; Zander, T.; Bergmann, G.; Wilke, H.J. Determination of trunk muscle forces for flexion and extension by using a

validated finite element model of the lumbar spine and measured in vivo data. J. Biomech. 2006, 39, 981–989. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
69. Schmidt, H.; Heuer, F.; Simon, U.; Kettler, A.; Rohlmann, A.; Claes, L.; Wilke, H.J. Application of a new calibration method for a

three-dimensional finite element model of a human lumbar annulus fibrosus. Clin. Biomech. 2006, 21, 337–344. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
70. Tseng, F.C.; Hulbert, G.M. A gluing algorithm for network-distributed multibody dynamics simulation. Multibody Syst. Dyn.

2001, 6, 377–396. [CrossRef]
71. Yen, J.; Petzold, L.R. An efficient Newton-type iteration for the numerical solution of highly oscillatory constrained multibody

dynamic systems. Siam J. Sci. Comput. 1998, 19, 1513–1534. [CrossRef]
72. Wang, J.Z.; Ma, Z.D.; Hulbert, G.M. A gluing algorithm for distributed simulation of multibody systems. Nonlinear Dyn. 2003,

34, 159–188. [CrossRef]
73. Dicko, A.H.; Tong-Yette, N.; Gilles, B.; Faure, F.; Palombi, O. Construction and validation of a hybrid lumbar spine model for the

fast evaluation of intradiscal pressure and mobility. Int. Sci. Index Med. Health Sci. 2015, 9, 134–145.
74. Stavness, I.; Lloyd, J.E.; Payan, Y.; Fels, S. Coupled hard-soft tissue simulation with contact and constraints applied to jaw-tongue-

hyoid dynamics. Int. J. Numer. Methods Biomed. Eng. 2011, 27, 367–390. [CrossRef]
75. Remus, R.; Uttich, E.; Bender, B. Sensitivity of biomechanical responses in path optimized follower loads considering the

lumbosacral load sharing. In Proceedings of the XXVIII Congress of the International Society of Biomechanics, Stockholm,
Sweden, 25–29 July 2021.

76. Remus, R.; Lipphaus, A.; Hoffmann, A.; Neumann, M.; Bender, B. An inverse dynamic active hybrid model to predict effects of
the intra-abdominal pressure on the lumbar spine. In Proceedings of the 27th Congress of the European Society of Biomechanics,
Porto, Portugal, 26–29 June 2022.

77. Mueller, M.; Gross, M. Interactive Virtual Materials. In Proceedings of the Graphics Interface 2004 Conference, London, ON,
Canada, 17–19 May 2004.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/BRS.0b013e31817bd89f
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10237-020-01389-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2016.05.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00007632-199904150-00005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10222525
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00007632-198611000-00012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00007632-199301000-00021
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8434316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s005860050110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01676574
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00586-002-0397-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.brs.0000187907.02910.4f
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2009.05.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2021.110331
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33631665
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00586-021-06909-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34259908
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10255842.2013.843673
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24261987
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00001888-199906000-00012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10386094
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2005.02.019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16549091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2005.12.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16439042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1012279120194
http://dx.doi.org/10.1137/S1064827596297227
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:NODY.0000014558.70434.b0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cnm.1423

	Introduction
	Methods
	Unidirectional Co-Simulation of the Spine
	MBS  FEM 
	FEM  MBS 
	FEM  MBS  FEM

	Bidirectional Co-Simulation of the Spine
	Limitations and Challenges
	Conclusions and Future Directions
	References

