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How to treat minimal invasive and traditional open TLIF
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Is it out of date for open lumbar interbody fusion operation?
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Further discussion on minimally invasive transforaminal lumbar interbody fusion
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¢ TLIF 2 &L FF i TLIF?
Is it more effective for MIS-TLIF than traditional TLIF?
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Correctly understand the MIS-TLIF technology
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