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#1 or #7 or #8 6

with Cochrane Library publication date from Jan 2009 to present, in Cochrane
Reviews, Cochrane Protocols, Clinical Answers, Editorials and Special Collections

#1 or #7 or #8 166
with Publication Year from 2009 to present, with Cochrane Library publication date
from Jan 2009 to present, in Trials

#9 or #10 172
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Background Question 1

FMENBHERXEDL S ICEREINDSD

OEMHEMTEBRES, FEEDRVAET, FEDMRMEREICLDFHEBICAREREPHEN
MHoT, BHMEZRIET 2RBEDHEINTHS.

O FEH O

FMEREVE B 1L, SHERAEE DR VIRRE T, HHE oML (7 BB, HERBURN & 205
TR ) V2 & 2 R B A0 L2 S O Wi A S AN 2 g MR R B A e AV AN D o T BRI 2 FEiE 3 B R D
WICTH 5. PRAERTM AR &2 HBOMMEAN L L, FHEAREERIMEIC X 2 ZH 2B K
T 95, HHEMFREOBMICOVWTIE, AFHA FIA Y TRUTOI)ITEHRT S (1),

PR FITIE, FHE IS B TR R B 2 & 723 W B 13 @G 1Y 12 degenerative cervical
myelopathy (DCM) & L TEF#KEN22H 2 V. 72751, DCM IIZFHEEEF B D124, ik
Wi EAUERCHEMWFILED ZENTnE. b, BATENE TR E 3 5 HHETEF B &
ERLZWEVPEEINTEY, MROMAENFIHB SN T L BRI EFREOMPRIIEE%
B 5.

=1 FRHEMEHIEDSZI

FEIR

TEROVWThDZERDZED.

OEED LM (MLEDAEET)
OFROIHEEEEE (BEHPTEHB, REVMIHPFERLKLE)

OHTREE (INEV, BEERDEY)EELRLE)

OERtREE (S8R, RELKLE)

FE1Z

OREEBN TO_ERRSPRREHET

OREEBMUT CORRSFTE, KUWRFOEHIR, myelopathy hand ZEH2ED
[ENEEA]

O Bifili X & T, MRS, HARAER, HKEMEBHEEREZRDZHD.

O Bl X #& CH O NBRELM T, MRI, CT £ I35 E G L, BRHTEFRERDD

SPMOB&RELT, ER - ERLYFESNSEREEIRESUEEEMROEERE
ERAD—ETB.

FRSVEE

O MR MINFRE (OPLL), MREIRNVZTICKZERE, BHESHERE
ORMMEREE, HHES BTREWERS ZRUEREHREZSLENBETES

Sk

1) Nouri A, et al. Degenerative cervical myelopathy: epidemiology, genetics, and pathogenesis. Spine (Phila Pa
1976) 2015; 40(12): E675-E693.
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Background Question 2
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OEHEMBEL 50 mULDRIENZ L, BEICHZV. RERER, EaREEICOWVWTIFA
O 10 BABEDOBAELRESTNTVD.

O fish o

1. FH&

Lees 5 U I3 ASE DFEHEERIIT DT 50 AL 34%, 40 A5 25%, 60 #eftAs 20% & il LT
%. Clarke 5 2 12X 5 & AJE L B S N 4EH#IE 45 ~50 A% 27.5%, 50~55 id & U 55~60 ik
ANENZEN 15% Th - 72. Nurick * 13 BB O F-I9E# & e R OB 2 2 2 AR
BT E89 M & 31 # H MR UIBRBECH35 M 27.2 7 H. Wi HEIERM T52.1 i & 23.1 » H L s
L 7= ZNH I3 ARHE 426 B, SHEAER O FIA3534 5% TH D, 50 AL TORIEDNL VW E BTV 5.

2. 4=

Lees 5OV Tl HMEA63.6%, Clarke & 2 1A 70.8%, Nurick ¥ 1ZHMEH67.4%, /I
HY O TIEBEMEEDRT714% Th - 72, LD Machino 5 ° OHETY, MM I % HfT
L72 1,016 B9 5544 636 61, 4t 380 #1CTdh - 7-.

3. REEE

Boogaarts 5 © IZFAEBEICOVT Y AT YT 4 v 7 LEa—%41w, AI10HAH7) 1.6 A
DAL o TFEMEZZITTVBEEHE L. Wu b 7 HBEEIZHEIT S 12 4EH @ National Health
Insurance Research database % IV CHFHREZMET L7z & A, FHBREICHE T 2 AREE X 10
TiN®H720 404 AT, BUREEHZ IS {IAE L TWi. Nagata 5 ¥ 13455 HiIk o K 959 A2
MRI % HJ\>7z population based cohort study #4757z, KD 13.5% A HAHE NI #£EE 13 mm LT
T, 2095 MRI ORI 38.0%, BNFEE T2 5.4%, BHETRWEREERE LR & O
JERIZ 10.1%ICA BN EHE L 7.

STHK

1) Lees F, et al. Natural history and prognosis of cervical spondylosis. Br Med J 1963; 2(5373): 1607-1610.

2) Clarke E, et al. Cervical myelopathy: a complication of cervical spondylosis. Brain 1956; 79(3): 483-510.

3) Nurick S. The natural history and the results of surgical treatment of the spinal cord disorder associated with
cervical spondylosis. Brain 1972; 95(1): 101-108.

4) /NHHRL. SEHEIE 242 - F A, NEW MOOK 41 1999; (6): 22-29.

5) Machino M, et al. Age-related and degenerative changes in the osseous anatomy, alignment, and range of
motion of the cervical spine. -A comparative study of radiographic data from 1016 Patients with cervical
spondylotic myelopathy and 1230 asymptomatic subjects. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2016; 41(6): 476-482.

6) Boogaarts HD, et al. Prevalence of cervical spondylotic myelopathy. Eur Spine ] 2015; 24(Suppl 2): 139-141.

7) Wu JC, et al. Epidemiology of cervical spondylotic myelopathy and its risk of causing spinal cord injury: a
national cohort study. Neurosurg Focus 2013; 35(1): E10.

8) Nagata K, et al. The prevalence of cervical myelopathy among subjects with narrow cervical spinal canal in a
population-based magnetic resonance imaging study: the Wakayama Spine Study. Spine J 2014; 14(12): 2811-
2817.
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OEEM, ETAITEFMNUETHDEVNSRIFERDB/ECEREN—HULTVD. BEAITIE
EITT DHRERFBLBEVDETUCBEE R FRIRELDCOIENUETH DI L, FBE
BIDEZRDHETIEVWC EITEFRZET B.

1. EER)

1956 4F Clarke 5 " 13 120 BIOAFEBFH 2 A L7286 B, 2 3T 32 L8 L722S, —FT
1963 4F Lees 5 2 13 44 1% S5 32 4E A L7246 R, AIEIZIEEFTMEAZ CBALBIIZ T hThH B &
WL

Z D% 1972 4 Nurick ¥ 13 91 i, #%JE 20 £ OBIET, WBMEITHROEEEE 2 b 013k A BLF
THhHN, FEEHITHEHIARTH S &R L.

1979 44k 2 KR & Y IIASE 54 Bl % 1AEDL L, R 11 ERRBIE L8, IRiosEY 1]<T
FEED 4% &4 <, TNRITIIEEE IO 2 CHEM32%H ), MR TIIUEEMIZIZLEA LR
ol 18, TRTHEREPREZED LD O TIIERET L EHRMERD 5 &8s L.

1999 4E/NH O 13 AHE 74 B 2 F35 5 4E 10 » HBEFRA L2/ 5, RS o IR, MRC T
DJOA A7 2 MU, FHERHE 12mm DT E2BENT-L LTHIFTVD.

CODXHIZ, EREFTIHERIELT L Z EDVL VD FMPLEL 5D &) HTIEERDOH
HETEAP—H LTV,

2. BER

BEREFI O FARRBRICOWTIRIITF D X ) B Lhidh 5.

2000 4 Matsumoto & 7 I3 ASE B 29 B 2 T35 3 4E HIFCEBIZE L 7245, JOA 227 13 DL
L OBIEFI D D B 72%D3F % Kaf & it L7z,

2007 4 Shimamura 5 * 13 JOA 2 27 13 fLL E O IETAH545 56 61 % V-39 35.6 » H B A L 72
KR, 20% OREBITHERASEAL L, EIREALOGRHKE T L LT MRIEERTER TOEREEEE H1F
TW5.

2012 4F Sumi & ¥ 13 55 Bl OEIER] (JOA 2 2 7 13 B L) % F35 78.9 » HBEFHRA L 724 5,
PR AT BIAETHAHA, 255%DREHRNIE 2 HULEET L, 13 BERiIC R o 72 L s L 7.

2012 4 Oshima 5 ' 13 JOA 2 2 7 £ CFHGEE) M EAT 3 0L LT MRI I THINE S 2Lz
7245 Bl % P39 78 » HiA L72f5E, Tz e Lad o BHIZ54ET2%, 104ET56%
TholzeHiE L.

2002 4 Kadanka 5 ' 3 modified JOA Z 27 12 fiLL - OBSEG 68 1 % A7 1555 & TGS
72T v ¥ MERBRE AT, 34EE, 10 FEBRORMERICHBED o7 2t L.

—75 2013 4E Wu & 2 IZABBIZBIT 5 12 4B @ National Health Insurance Research database %
A 72MET, 13461 AOFEBHEREZ 7+ 0—T v 735 L 166 PIAZDtk. HEHEEE4 L,
FEFMHETZEOHEIH N L 2 RmE L



s

1

VATRTA v 7L a—dWHEINTEY, HEMNIEL TUEFMPLETH LI LIDnT
BRIAD—FEIFOLNTVD 0D, BIEFNOHFIBIZ OV TR RO —FE IR o Twirwv,
WHEATOBIERE L 2V ET 2WENZ W [Matz 5 7, Rhee 5 ', Yarbrough & ', Fehlings
5 9] %%, Karadimas & 7 13 FI K% T 20~60% D ME HREALD A SN L 2 L5, B
ThoThFMOBIRFAILRTNE L L. $72, Badhiwala b 13, HREHEIZEMICL -
TRLZY, He R THRENITERL T EHE L Twa. 2L, BEROEFRABHMH
THWIEHRETH Y, BEG TROBUEHFREETH HEG TIIREPRI VI E R UL EEL
TV LEDD 5.

UbkzFtlos &, HEH, ETFITIEITMHPLETH S L) MITHEROIMEV—FH L TV 5.
BIEGICILET T 2HIEIIR S 20T LG I TRARE R - 0RESLETH D Z L,
FREGOEFmSAE TRV LITHEREZET 5.

ik
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2) LeesF, et al. Natural history and prognosis of cervical spondylosis. Br Med J 1963; 2(5373): 1607-1610.

3) Nurick S. The natural history and the results of surgical treatment of the spinal cord disorder associated with
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4) AR IEE2. FHHHED B ARGHE. $8F MOOK 1979; (6): 159-168.

5) MREE 33, BERFHUEYE I T 8F —oREE LR S 1975; 10(11): 990-998.

6) /NHEL. ZEHERE 255 - AR, NEW MOOK #4714 1999; (6): 22-29.
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37(22): 1909-1913.
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13) Matz PB, et al. The natural history of cervical spondylotic myelopathy. ] Neurosurg Spine 2009; 11(2): 104-111.
14) Rhee JM, et al. Nonoperative management of cervical myelopathy: a systematic review. Spine (Phila Pa 1976)
2013; 22(suppl 1): S55-S67.

Yarbrough CK, et al. The natural history and clinical presentation of cervical spondylotic myelopathy. Adv
Orthop 2012: 480643.
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Background Question 4
BHEMEREOERFREEDKRSTHDH

21

OFEDBABBOERTFRICEATDIIET VAUNILOBWVRXIFEWVD, SEE(CHIFBFiil
Bl E3EFMBIDES FERDLBIRFTOFMAIDREIN S, i FEESHEEDO@ENRIFEHT
FTDEERTERDGTED.

O fiZh O

RIEDOHRBEBIZBIT 2 M PHEAND Z L IZHEFREORIUIKE L CEEL MM L 2D 5
5. ZORIZOWTHEMIIMGETS L 72 prospective study O it id & & e\ 25, /ANINEASE O Tl
FEPNC B B M PHREME Lz, 22X % & 1D EORGEBIS %17 o 7o FAER 545 1 % %t
SLl, B CHZRRE LR, 138 & —RERE B L TARICEMEEZR L. 72, F
Wadr b O A L T 518, ZOMIRIE TRGEBERER EHmVBICA SIS LG L
2oV 7z, RGIZJOA AT 13 BT, 70 ML b o Sk TEF B 38 61 & TAli B & IR Al
W MB RS ETOAFREZ KL 728 25, TR 0.915 (2% LIEFAMRETIE 0.745 TH o 72,
F220LH,T, FETHBETIETHGEBEEIH L KT L, RTARBIENL T2 ?. 2o
e, Witk FRGEBIBERE O MIE AT RIF 2 B CTlET 0 R A PHRIHIETE 2 2 EAVRIE I NS,

Z 0 X9 HIEMEEMETBE QA G TRICOWTIE, FI S4B OWET F TORMIZ Lt 5]
ET5, H50VEEDHLBEEORBIE2d o 7.

i
D ANINEE. SHSEYETREO FANEMIC B 2 LG THRICE T 28E. Pl IEEE 1999; 42(6): 1313-1319.
2) K I, EEE OB MEBEE O MR AL & 581 2006; 55(3): 293-296.
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Background Question 5
IEMEE 4 S BEE DR ABEIR (A

2

O EHHEMERAEFEEEICN T 2ENEERTF EHNEERFHESG U CTRET HLEEZ SNTL
5. THOICRBREERTFCZOMDEFICOVCEESZHRIDIEREHD.

O figEH O
FEMESEVE A RORE OIFIBIZ D TIE 1950 ER 5% < DRFZEA % S, FHEIIH T 2 5 EER
FLEHWEERTPEGLTRIET 2L ERZ 6N TS, S HIIIEREER T2 ORI

DVWTHHGZERTLIEALH 5.

1. BNEEREF

FHEART & LT ERORE U FHEPREPERLBERER E 25 2 AN TN S, TR
PEEROMES A & Arnold ¥ IZFAR AT 12 mm BUF A5, Wolf 5 2 13 10 mm DT ASSEMERETE 58
FEDFEHE L BIFRT 2 & L7z Adams & *IZFEHEREME B BEIERE (2 B0 2 BAER AT #4213 9~15 mm T,
SEIE 11.8 mm & i L 7.

e N OB E W HRERIIIAFEEDD D, Burrows 5 ¥ KA TIE 16~18 mm TH 5 &
Wi L7201k L, Murone & ¥ IZHAANTIEZ 124~126 mm TH 5 L i L7z S 5ICBHES ¥
HETIE, THEMNBEICA WL OHERLARVTRANTH Y, ZEEEME L D 1 mm T,
FEMEIE I H BEERE S BT 4 mm DT, % 13 mm LT OF &I ZEhZEN79%, 73% TH -
7z.

Lo LEGEO#HETIE, Goto & 7 2R HARN 600 Fl &R T LICFHII L2 & &5, FHEHE
EHE, armspan "R, AHEMZEODRE P LZ2MELTBY, 4% LT D
RESINDZLERH DRI L TV 5.

FEEMWFHEREDV R D 5720, BMHEHREREZGH TSI LB & bEFES ik
ENTW2. Adamova 5 Y 1 78 Bl O BEEEAL DA B 2 AT L 72/, W H L 0 b B
BHAEAPREORAEENS L, ERERLRT VI L Z2WME L7z lizuka 5 7 & 237 Bl BT
B R BB VAR Z AL T BHEIZOWT MRI, BRRGEIRZ 4 L T 21 61 (8.6%) 1A F
LTWbZ e LI

Nagata & " 134 E D HIEOHER 1,011 A% 3% & L 72 kB 2% population based cohort study
AT o 2R, MRI L OSHBERMIE 24.7%, BERFHAEZ213 30.2%, M#HOEHHE 11% 2780
TeEHEL T 5.
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2. BNEBRTF

) L-RB USR5 2 B CEIMERAR O ZEE - #2518 ke e HE A i 2 & s
P9 FHAERAE Z G5 2 ERRERZ RBLL 2TV, BTSRRI TRIET 2D T
%<, BNRRTORSbEETHS. Taylor & "V I3 HMED HIE K BT 5 W AR O FAE
HAD 72 L HARIZOWTER L, Penning 5 2 ZFIHEIFICE T 2HEARDORLEMEIC X 55~
D HEMFEERELEMAIEET 2 2 LoEERZRE L. FRICHEBRICBLWTIRETIZT RS
TeHER Ak L HES IS RS TN B E A E 2 5 H2% S P 13 2 h % dynamic canal
stenosis &\ 9 IFFRCHS L7z, 72, Hayashi & ' 13, M IC & O FRE8EHED B HEREVEZ (LD
72D IHER W EIEDSBA T 2 &, 2 X D b EALOHERNIAUE I A EERHBHAE LS 2 &
&Y, ZhHEEE OFHIEEFREOWREOIFHO VO DO E R 7.

3. BREOERES

FREOMBREEE b HEBEFAEICH ST 2 L EX 5N TBY, Mair 57, Ono 5 ' IZ#BHIO
TR I T2 L XV O BRI B 5 R IK VRIS R IPE O ZALABo SN 5 & L %
HLTVDEA, RAE LTRMZED S .

4. ZOfth

BIZHEIZOWT, Bull & 7 ASHHEEHEE O RIEMIEBIA S W2 & 25 L, Patel 5
WEKREL Y MRS O T — & & ALTBEENR— 2 THA 1) T L72R5 R, FRE O R 1R R
FRABEG LTS ARICH W E 2 LTwa, EERRN L BETIZOWTH WL
DHPOBFZEAHE SN T VD V70 25 KRFHIIIMH SR TV ARVORBURTH 5.

C DD HEBAERE OB RERE TIE, EEE B L CREEWE OB H B LD i 2P
bdH DD, WEEBAOMGIIAHTH 5.

ik
1) Arnold JG Jr. The clinical manifestations of spondylochondrosis (spondylosis) of the cervical spine. Ann Surg
1955; 141(6): 872-889.
2) Wolf BS, et al. The sagittal diameter of the bony cervical spinal canal and its significance in cervical
spondylosis. Journal of the Mount Sinai Hospital, New York 1956; 23(3): 283-292.
3) Adams CB, et al. Studies in cervical spondylotic myelopathy. II. The movement and contour of the spine in
relation to the neural complications of cervical spondylosis. Brain 1971; 94(3): 568-586.
4) Burrows EH. The sagittal diameter of the spinal canal in cervical spondylosis. Clin Radiol 1963; 14: 77-86.
5) Murone I. The importance of the sagittal diameters of the cervical spinal canal in relation to spondylosis and
myelopathy. ] Bone Joint Surg Br 1974; 56(1): 30-36.
6) Bt I SR ERASE OFTATE R RIS T 5 X MAMNGES. TRAESL 1984; 19(4): 361-366.
7) Goto S, et al. Comparison of cervical spinal canal diameter between younger and elder generations of
Japanese. ] Orthop Sci 2010; 15(1): 97-103.
8) Adamova B, et al. Does lumbar spinal stenosis increase the risk of spondylotic cervical spinal cord
compression?. Eur Spine J 2015; 24(12): 2946-2953.
9) lizuka H, et al. Predictive factors of cervical spondylotic myelopathy in patients with lumbar spinal stenosis.
Arch Orthop Trauma Surg 2012; 132(5): 607-611.
10) Nagata K, et al. The prevalence of tandem spinal stenosis and its characteristics in a population-based MRI
study: The Wakayama Spine Study. Eur Spine J 2017; 26(10): 2529-2535.
11) Taylor AR. Mechanism and treatment of spinal-cord disorders associated with cervical spondylosis. Lancet
1953; 1(6763): 717-720.
12) Penning L. Some aspects of plain radiography of the cervical spine in chronic myelopathy. Neurology 1962; 12:
513-519.
13) il k132 SHHEREME B HRE 12 51T % dynamiccanalstenosis (29T, %4} 1975; 10(12): 1133-1143.
14) Hayashi H, et al. Etiologic factors of myelopathy. A radiographic evaluation of the aging changes in the



15)
16)

17
18)

N2

19)
20)
21)
22)

23)

cervical spine. Clin Orthop Relat Res 1987(214): 200-209.

Mair WG, et al. The pathology of spinal cord lesions and their relation to the clinical features in protrusion of
cervical intervertebral discs; a report of four cases. Brain 1953; 76(1): 70-91.

Ono K, et al. Cervical myelopathy secondary to multiple spondylotic protrusions: a clinicopathologic study.
Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 1977; 2: 109-125.

Bull ], et al. A possible genetic factor in cervical spondylosis. Br ] Radiol 1969; 42(493): 9-16.

Patel AA, et al. Evidence of an inherited predisposition for cervical spondylotic myelopathy. Spine (Phila Pa
1976) 2012; 37(1): 26-29.

Wang D, et al. BMP-4 polymorphisms in the susceptibility of cervical spondylotic myelopathy and its outcome
after anterior cervical corpectomy and fusion. Cell Physiol Biochem 2013; 32(1): 210-217.

Abode-Iyamah KO, et al. Effects of brain derived neurotrophic factor Val66Met polymorphism in patients
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Background Question 6
MM EREDOEFER - BUR - #iEBZHRZ @

OFMIEMBHECIE, LROBREEEL ERBIUTHROESHERSELNHS5NDIEHZL.

EREE R Y 2EIRICIE, FERERSDTTEY Hoffmann #&, Tromner BIRIEE DB D HY,
BEBICBVTIET D LIcBIRDIH S5 NIEVLWC EB D, FEMFELESREEDOSMZHIE, MRS
HFTRICKD HDIEEARECTH DD, BEEGRFMERFEZHDOB RSN HMNEETHD.

OIBBLO ooosccommmssssssssmmssssssssssnnsssc
1. fERR - B

FEMESEVE T REE O T B COMESC, Wi B i 2 Lo REESE & ERdB L OV B o s Bl
BTN BLZSELUETAORAEHESATWE Y. 72, HHENFHEOMRBRERE L
T, FHROLUTREBTEENZNEN64%, 16%ICALNZEDOHEND LY. AL LD
MUCBIL Tid, NRSH ML R B L BB L O id, Wi EEBHEEEOR 4 3Ii2A b
lREoWESHY Y, T, 7T ST RRERMELUT OO SRS &) BHRER &
AU D (ARSI PHEEEEEREORN 4 HICASN L oL b H 2 Y.

FEMEREVER B0E CIE, FEEREETICBIE T %5 myotome, dermatome (2 5 1% BEFBIE S QKT
RWHIIT, EEREE, F7o, HEARBREME L U CREEREE X D TALICA D NS RIS O iR
Hoffmann #15, Babinski /5, 70— X 2 Lo 284 BEE SN TR Y, FHHEEES Bk
T, TINS5 LML PDOBIEDRALND Z LWL D, FITEIEF TIEI NS OBIEIA L
NHEWZebdh, BWICKHELTEESLETH LY. b, FBERE B 5 RS,
EHE TR BT AEAMME TS A2 EAME ShTwna 7,

JE S8k FEBERE \C 350 B A Fl e AR BE S, PRIBIE PSS D JTHE (94 %), Hoffmann % (81 %),
Babinski 1% (53%), &7 H—X 2 (35%)DIHTE A b, HERBEMREOKEIZEREHSIT &K
WEDHEDRDH S Y. F o, FHEVER BRI BT % Tromner BfE O &1 94% & Hoffmann %
5 (76% ), inverted radial reflex (76%) 3 X UF Babinski % (36 %) D& X D 55 <, Tromner #
BIBHER CH ZOKBEIL 9 E A2 LD, TOBRENTEORE S (85%) b Hbt, HiHiiE
PEFREOZW, FFICHEEIZBINICB W T Tromner ESIIH»OBEL D S AEHTH 5 & OIS
bdHb.

FEMEREVE TR ORI 2 O O & D & L TWwWh W % myelopathy hand 2HI5NTHE D, /b

B72 W LERIR O NIin R MR A3 S 1L (finger escape sign), T 72, FIROFF Wil & Mg o)
PITAGRL A EDRZTORME SN TWSE Y. %EIR, 10 BRI TR0 & MR % e 2 B
DT, ZoOEEZFMT2 10T A ). —#%IZ, FHROHE - ME2S 20 R TH - 728
FREFLEINTVL, EFLZIRLE LBE T, FHRoMEE - RO MBI E v s

21
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3% M

L 60 A LARED P39I 20 MR T o 727230, AR OFEHEE 2 W 723l HHTH 2 L0
WEnd s . Fe, JEEVEEEGETE, TIROLRE - MEBEIERIC TR O trick motion (T3
ORI & MR Z N ZN TR OME &l A3A 5 %) &Gz LEIRO MR E A A 5
NBIEHEL, FHICHFIHEBEOTIEE L L TW2 LOWErsH 5 2.

2. fHEEZMZ
FEAPESABEIE O WAL WSOV TIE, E5R TP SI2 XK 2 1HEM O FliBlOBE 25, C3/4 3
THlRE C kb o — B B SO LT 0 JTte, = A s KT, ERiZe v LR I TORGEREE 7S,
C4/5 FHBESE T3 LI — T M SO AR & b b = S e B BT 0 e, L B A ) AR
T, ETHOKEREA, C5/6 HBAE T3 L =SF RS 0T, ER=SBHIOKT, R
HFROBEEESENZTNE L ADLN, T2, C6/7 FHMRETIX LIKOBKF OTLH#IZD F ) A
BRaVESINTVSE W 2l LM BT O JUHE R hyperactive pectoralis reflex,
scapulohumeral reflex (Shimizu) % & O KIFHIA LN L B61%, FAHBECHHIEN OFRZ O HeME
LR LENDH D Y. F72, MRIT2 HHBICBCTHNERE S 1 2 BT ORI A SR 7z)EE N
HBEF MBI 0% A1 SHFZE TR, TNETROBMBEIIHES CRBLZ R ORI, J:H?i@’ﬁk Pt
(87%), VEFRMERLST (83%), MiJIIET (70%) DI E Ao 2 L MG ShTws 7, 5z, 1HkE
] 0 S0 PESEBEIE T 01 &2 i e & L 72Hi 1R S AFZEA 1, A B[R4 Kﬂ%ﬁﬁf S
(pinprick), FET B L OCFO Lh] 12380 @z & miig (MRI, #iEE, CTM) Lo
HIERMLO—EHIZ66%TH Y, MEFEWHTROL,LTIE, FOLOROGAD RS FHv—FF
(62%)Z R LIz EMEEN TS Y.
Db o, FEHEEMERRE OSSN, WSS RH KT, REEE, Lthogfiz e
DNRY =L BHLBETNRETHLEEZEZONL. LML, FHHEMEAETREDOBWT I L
TIE, ZAHMER T O R E R R AR, HERIG 74 & O BHFR B 72 D IHE A 1T WD A2
FWTIWEEZ 2 & 7% % K, BREMIRHT R R 8RR AR AT R &b HbE iR am
&*‘Jﬁﬁﬁ‘ﬁ%“(&)é.

STHK
1) Machino M, et al. The prevalence of pre- and postoperative symptoms in patients with cervical spondylotic
myelopathy treated by cervical laminoplasty. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2012; 37(22): E1383-E1388.
2) SRHEEHT A BT EME SR ERR Y = 2 7 V—HBE DAL HH. Orthopaedics 1997; 10(6): 1
3) MFREER,. RO L TG EE DR & & L O, [t 2010; 45(8): 683-637.
4) KWRATNI 2. FMERETE R REAE (2 3B 2 B RERE E VORI BERE. PAIN RES 2013; 28(1): 1-8.
5) Rhee JM, et al. Prevalence of physical signs in cervical myelopathy: a prospective, controlled study. Spine (Phila
Pa 1976) 2009; 34(9): 890-895.
6) Acharya S, et al. Resolution of physical signs and recovery in severe cervical spondylotic myelopathy after
cervical laminoplasty. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2010; 35(21): E1083-E1087.
7) EEIZ 3 80 m L b o> BBAE O wRE A BT R — T R ER SR SO & vpul & L7CRTIE & AFZE. ] Spine Res
2012; 3(5): 744-746.
8) Chikuda H, et al. Correlation between pyramidal signs and the severity of cervical myelopathy. Eur Spine J
2010; 19(10): 1684-1689.
9) Chaiyamongkol W, et al. The Significance of the Tromner Sign in Cervical Spondylotic Myelopathy Patient.
Clinical spine surgery 2017; 30(9): E1315-E1320.
10) Ono K, et al. Myelopathy hand. New clinical signs of cervical cord damage. ] Bone Joint Surg Br 1987; 69(2):
215-219.
1) BIN4RE 7. FEHbBRIR (B3 D  P Aal— PR A VESRREE O s RT3 [T 107 2 M & TI0 R
AT A b | OFERBIEEREE—1230 4 O K v 77— % 5. ] Spine Res 2014; 5(9): 1281-1286.
12) Hosono N, et al. Myelopathy hand: new evidence of the classical sign. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2010; 35(8):
E273-E277.



13) EPIE—. SHEVERRIAE B0 2 FEMERAGS RO MRS I, BRI 1984; 19(4): 417-424.

14) PR BE 2. HE—HE R E B 2 5 A 72 SRR HEE O M RHEIR— & CICHRBE DO RN DT, st
1984; 19(4): 409-415.

15) Paholpak P, et al. Clinical correlation of cervical myelopathy and the hyperactive pectoralis reflex. ] Spinal
Disord Tech 2013; 26(8): E314-E318.

16) Shimizu T, et al. Scapulohumeral reflex (Shimizu). Its clinical significance and testing maneuver. Spine 1993;
18(15): 2182-2190.

17) Seichi A, et al: Neurologic level diagnosis of cervical stenotic myelopathy. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2006; 31(12):
1338-1343.

18) Matsumoto M, et al: Usefulness of neurological examination for diagnosis of the affected level in patients with
cervical compressive myelopathy: prospective comparative study with radiological evaluation. ] Neurosurg
Spine 2005; 2 (5): 535-539.
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Background Question 7
FRMEAE M B BEE S8Rl I N TR

FAMEEE A BEAE S A I NERARE LTI, FRHEHERIIRAN L Z 7 PRERfER S & &1L (OPLL)
EWVVD e Z DD EBIEFRREAE WIEMEAE MEEARIE, FBEEMAERE, SFE—A LERHZER
iE (FIR), BB 1—0OVKE WRERER BlYILIA F—YRABENBIFSND. HIcl
NSDREZPEFECRIELVCEETE, BRLOBEHEEERIEDNHFSNDIENSL, B
MERECDOENNRHETH D LDHSH. UTICIHEMHEMTIIE &R T NEELRECON
THET S,

OffgH o

DOOOOOCOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOE

24

1. FBMEMEIRNILZY

HEBARASBATEYE S 5 2 & T, B HAMER 2T NS 2 VW IEBH L2RETH 5. 5
i A 0 1 BEHEAE VE 3 BIAE |2 LR TR <, 30~50 eI 2. FHED A TH 5 7 L ONFIE D 2%
B R IR 0D A T FEHMEAE M TR BE & D BPNIIWEE R & & b D% w7z, MRI 7% £ 2 v 72
GBI L BEHOLELE T2,

2. FRtRMmTEELE

TRMERAT OME L BALIC X ), MR AR SR, A ICMIERZ 25 2WETH 5.
AR IS B VE R BAE & K & 7032 <, B XORRER CT 72 & i A A T 1My 50 12 A7
T HHRZFET S 2 & THERNT 5.

3. FEHEEMHIRARIE

FEALEDOYA, H—OMBERAEESND 720, FERIZ—Y: TR EMRAR IS 5
BB L 72 SR O DI F - IR - PR SO O T 23R S5, FMEREVER BIE & OV I,
HRIFEEIC L DIERDB AN RV TH B2, MEOEIHDHL720EEZETL Y. b, Wk
FERACE B DS W2 L2, WAL A MM X 5 FMEE P BEAE & SEMERE PR AR o 85 31
BHESH TR,

4. IEMEE4EhZEAE

SUHEAREPE RIS, BUHERE N PR D AR BRI O TR RESS 3 7213 4 BK 11 RO £ SR D BS54 & 1) I
WD XRAGIHIET - HiERALE L BMIETH ), BRIEREEe THERIZIE L A R bRz,
W% EORBBIZ V2 2 T, BRI & ORI 2175 >0,

5. BFM—A EEEZERE (FLLWR)

— W LB O - IR T AR EHRE THEETH L. (ZTLALBHET, 10~20 AHFo
EEFIETH B, B, LGRS ERHSAONL L, BEREZEDEVWI LR ETH
5. FHEREVERHERE & 13, R OE Y, O RERERLHFHIERDSA SN W L THEHITE
%Y. FEMEREC & 2 BROF T~ DL R BB O R FAL AT BEE R - dynamic MRI 7% & TA 5



nas.

6. EF—a1—0OV&E

W)= 2 — 0 YEBTIE, FEISEE IS R BUE TR L3 B i ZEHE I 3R L AE (amyotrophic
lateral sclerosis : ALS) ASFHMEREVE T HEAE & il T REEB L L THMOD THETH S, ALS I3 H
DENBIOTMER= 2 -0 AN - [ETLH2HWETHY, HHEHEHPHMEHIEL ZO7
B OZERRH KT, HOZEHM, MEEE, WTEE, MPREE R EOREIREA S i ALS &
RICEED ¥, 7ok, IRERESIREE, BB - BEREE, RERE, BEEWASNT ALS O
FatEfgfE & SN Tw b, FEHEEEERE T, ZMMORMEKAHIEENH R L TV DITHL,
ALS 12 X B2 EMOETESHITGEL TWwB 2 &b D v, 72, FHHELEEREICBT
BB T A0 LT, ALSICBIFAHEMITOT Ao L, e 1Y
WA G & ERER ARG ABEE SR 37\, ALS T i il 7 A b S <0 48 101 B o R B3 A 2
HHN D D FHEVE BT & OB EIT) ) ATOBEI %S 7. $HENRIIC BT 52 M
DHEHME E BT R B PRSI 1 FEMEEE T REIE & ALS O ICA SN 575, MHEHR HIEEIIE ALS
WCHRICA LN G, 4B, FEMIETEEBE CIEIEM SRR EI A DN D Z 3RO T,
HBEROBMGE L CRMEEGBAEETH LY. 7, EHEKRZRE20VED RBENHO
ALS & FAMESEVERBEAE OB TlZ, MRI 2 H W 2B N B SN OB 2 ki35 = &
PEHTHLEDHELH D Y.

7. BRBERE

BifEp BT, HFICE HMEMALAE (multiple sclerosis : MS) & OERISEE TH O, FHMERETEE
BERE CIHOB AR HICBINRE T 25R Sz & Z I KM L 22 5. MS TIZBFRIY - 22BN 5
PEZHRRIERDS A SN D Z LB ERETH L. KHAMNFHIEEN (RIEREFIEEN, SIEHIEEN,
HEVE A S AL R BB A B O, B0+ ) T 0 —F Ny B CAd 7 EHSBITIC
HHEHESR TS Y,

8. BEEYILOAM R—IY R

HRE Va4 F—=3 AP TRHEBICASNS Z 04 L, BIEREMED L 00 5EIEETED
bOFTHATHL . FaA MIHEZERER S SN EATEA RIS SN D 20,
TR OHRBEBEDH O E DS, FHEEEERE CIEPH.OKAE 2 S BEE SN T L OER
AT LR T VO LY THL. MRI L, FEIOMERE T2 5iF 5 TORENEE 725 5 Mk z i
ZABIEEIEMICALNDEAE, FHFLIAL F—Y 2% 585 Y. ¥ MR CIE, BEEICH L CB
PIZZFPEIC A SN 5 BER O A5 & B0 - 728K O B2 cd 5 2. o
4 F=Y 2A&EI LA, W CT A 7 Ay »F, FDG-PET IZ X A Wil ol &) > 2%
HiERREZDOHF I I FIREDOMHRB LUV I FHEOERKIC X S H 2 ER T2 7.

STk

D) HAEAIZ, SEEAREBGE & S HE OAEBC X 2 W NEW MOOK %541 1999; (6): 30-38.

2) BIAAERL. AFHERF RO OERBWC & 2 EH. FFHESLRE 2011; 25(1): 14-22.

3) Keegan JJ. The cause of dissociated motor loss in the upper extremity with cervical spondylosis. Journal of
neurosurgery 1965; 23(5): 528-536.
MLACTLHR R (3 A, SHERHMERETE I = 1 /% F — DB IR 1% & 9 1 $0 50 3 Mk i 1 115 ZE 4 cervical spondylotic
amyotrophy ®4¢# & Crandall & Batzdorf ORI O MIE 2 Hul & LC. Bi%Es} 1975; 10(11): 999-1006.
5) “FHINGE. FHEVE—M LB EME— T OFE LA S W T, R 1993; 33(12): 1235-1243.
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Koike Y, et al. Apparent diffusion coefficients distinguish amyotrophic lateral sclerosis from cervical
spondylotic myelopathy. Clin Neurol Neurosurg 2015; 132: 33-36.

Koguchi Y, et al. Increased CSF C4d in demyelinating neuropathy indicates the radicular involvement. Acta
Neurol Scand 1995; 91(1): 58-61.

FRTEHUE A ARV X 2 WM. TPHETFBEY v — J- )b 2017; 30(5): 557-562.
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Background Question 8
BEENESREOEEE ZXR I A HDH

2

ODOHETIF, MEEDEEEZRTFlESE LT JIOA RA7BKIUBEIHBEDFHIECTH S
JOACMEQ HILK AWLSNTWS. ZDftdDFFliAE UTIE, Nurick Scale, SF-36, NDI,
VAS EENREESNTND.

O fifEh O

DHPETIE, JOA 227 B LB VW OFHii: Td 5 HAREIE/VEL A 2 313 BT 27 2
2% JOACMEQ) S HHBHfE D EIEE 2 R TIRIE L L UL HWON TV A, fifiiod JOA 23 714,
Wit DU CEARE:) T 5 L s b Y — 4T, WD JOA 2 a7 Ltk ORI
HMBRASN o2 L OGS H 5 Y. JOACMEQ (&, H AT 7 £ ASSME g B R Ry
REEE UTIER L7z 24 OB % 2 BEVHIEHEE CH Y, ZoEEN: - B3 - 2241 -
POBYEAHGE S LT 5. JOACMEQ Tl #iMkbkne, FIBGEBIRERE, T IBCEB)HERE, B etng s X O
QOL 2 &HHL MM Rl i TH ), BEOREOREEZ LT 2b0E%>Tw 7Y,

HFL 112 1E Nurick Scale, modified JOA (mJOA) A 37, Visual Analog Scale (VAS), Short
Form (36) Health Survey (SF-36), Neck Disability Index (NDI), Myelopathy Disability Index (MDI),
Europan Myelopathy Scale (EMS) DIIHTZ { I ST wzhs, €09 BN - Z40% - JOsk
7 E OB A 5 mJOA, Nurick Scale, MDI B X UNDI G ThH o2 OMENH S Y. 7=,
FEMEE PR B BEAE AT 2 xf 5 & L7208 T, mJOA, NDI, Nurick Scale, norm-based short form
36 physical component summary (SF-36 PCS), EuroQol-5 Dimensions (EQ-5D) (&3 41 b FHAMESE
PEHRERE D FHMI: & LCoZBMELE JUSEE A LT\ /z25, FEHEEEFREIC BT % QOL @ &Hifi
HEELTENDIAROAMTH-72LOMEDH 2 Y. & 512, FHEAEETEBIRE T 61 % 35 &
LT, SF-36 & #HFF R4 3HiE T %5 MDI B L O'NDI # i #& L7258 Tld, SF-3612X55
AHEREREATIZ, MDI 3 X ONNDLIC X 23Rl L3 S MBI L Tz oD 2 7.

FEMERE M B REIE O FIE S % R b9 5 720 D Performance test & LCIE, 30m #4775 A +% 10
WREAT AL, 3MATY 7T AN ERRESR TG P70

Sk

1) Iwasaki M, et al. Long-term results of expansive laminoplasty for ossification of the posterior longitudinal
ligament of the cervical spine: more than 10 years follow up. ] Neurosurg 2002; 96(2 Suppl): 180-189.

2) Satomi K, et al. Short-term complications and long-term results of expansive open-door laminoplasty for
cervical stenotic myelopathy. Spine J 2001; 1(1): 26-30.

3) Hb K. HHEREOFEE—JOACMEQ ZHLIZ. XA ¥ 27 1) = v 27 2013; 34( HIIEFR ): S115-5123.

4) Fukui M, et al. Japanese Orthopaedic Association Cervical Myelopathy Evaluation Questionnaire JOACMEQ):
part 4. Establishment of equations for severity scores. Subcommittee on low back pain and cervical
myelopathy, evaluation of the clinical outcome committee of the Japanese Orthopaedic Association. ] Orthop
Sci 2008; 13(1): 25-31.

5) Kalsi-Ryan S, et al. Ancillary outcome measures for assessment of individuals with cervical spondylotic
myelopathy. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2013; 38(22 Suppl 1): S111-5122.

6) Whitmore RG, et al. Functional outcome instruments used for cervical spondylotic myelopathy: interscale
correlation and prediction of preference-based quality of life. Spine J 2013; 13(8): 902-907.

7) Al-Tamimi YZ, et al. Measurement of long-term outcome in patients with cervical spondylotic myelopathy
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Background Question 9

SEERIRE (8 X X, S86&%, CT, MRI) [IIFMEIEEERIED?
BRICERD

OB ERRR, BIEEMHALL (Torg-Paviov ), BRH#HEARE LG EBEREDEREL AR
FEREINTVD. BHRIKE 7 54 XY NIEBEDSEEE, QOL EDEEN DD EMES
NTW%. BEEEROBLIUERE CT (CTM) (&, MRINEZERTHIEEY, MRI TESNSER
EHSTEI DT EDTE, MEIOHMFHEDIRICIFERTHS. kinematic MRI [EHREHID MRI
TIFEZMAEITIREBEDZMICERTOHdEREINTWVS. LEERAE® (DTI) [EHEED MRI T
SR THD o IHEBERZIIDTIRE T, TR FRIICER THSOEEENHS. functional MRI [CX
BERMTICKD, CSM BETIFRATOHRLORDBEENMEC D CLVD T EHREIN, SEBOE
SIEHMADEFIND.

QIBERO...coooocmsssssmsssssmssssssssssssssssssns

1. Bl X &5

HARANZ WG & L2 RBIBE RS T, BB RTRE & FAEEHER LAY BEE TEAE O 4 2 2 7l
W ThadEMESNTYD Y. SBHOBRER % B L 72 20k P B B (CSM) L 28 1 o 4f il i
HX BRE D C3~CT7 OFA THAE R AR & HEARO R4 & NS D I (Torg-Paviov F) % FHill
L. WHERE 88 B & LR L 72, T X CORMNMBSH %\ i34z L v D39 T Torg-Pavlov Hid T
MEFTECRBRBEIC I LA RISNE L, u PR T 1 v 7 RS Tl Torg-Paviov M & 4G5 FH
FEDFIEIIKE R BE G2 TO L OWENDH S Y. A CSM BE 100§ & SRR % 4 S
7o VR R & O HLIRIFZEIZ BV T b Torg-Paviov W T HOFERIZBWTH HFEEDSD D, HE
EHIREICOAEEPRO LN D EX RN FHEREIRERIEOERL LN FTH L L
DT 2SR S hTwa Y. T2, BED S PEHED CSM B O W &7 7 & e wE o a
Y ha— VEEO WG R 2 L L 7258 T, R g, BN RS S, Torg-Pavlov Ha®
EEVE & AR 2 S A A AT R TH B L WME S TWDE Y. RIS, HE e
T, FEEBHHEAE O A WA 2 W L 7228 Tld, CSM 3 0 82% IR B AR k42 (B 1%
4mmUTF, ZH13mm BT EER)BALNLREENR TS Y.

2. BiEEEEE, CTHRE

B2 O5BOWRETE TOMIZ, FALBEOBEVEHIEHE SN TV, MRI DK - H
Hom iy, HFEEREOHHIRESNZ DL LR >TSS, LiL, MRIZEETH
AR, CTEPHTAIETMRIDHELNLEREMET S EATE, Ml o FHl 2 57
I MECEY IR AR

3. MRI

MRI (251F % FRHEE S & ORPALIEAREEZRR T BT R TH 5. 40 ~80 i D 4F kg T A
M L7238 Z >~ 7 4 7 183 B> MRI At RO T, fEkOHE £ ) b s HFHEaHT 7B %
7280 (108 1, 59% ), T DHPEIZFHr & & B I ER LTz, IEREOFREE 0GR LT,
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HEBIA L AL OB HAEFHREE FHRTPRPEELTRThH o2 @ s hTws Y. CSM B#H
121 B> MRI T1 58I JARBHRIC BT 2 FHOEBEE, JOA A I 712 X A HKRERE X OF#k
A L% G- L 72828 ©lE, MRI Lo FEBEH HEE & e mAE R, BAHERE, FhEpIcBy
B WA QAR A FICHB LTz, L22d> T, T1 ARG I 0P BERE 0 2 W7 % T4k
BOEMRHECAHHTH S EfERmLTWAD ”. T2, FBEAYENZ 147 1% MRI T2 3314 T
AL 22D S 12 X BIFFETIE, &RD 45.7% I HENEE 52 L 2 38072, — T, HRAMED A
ZERTAEFTIIBNESE S 1B ED o7 T2, kL BOBNEES 2R T EMIEET
HE L —BT MDD - 72 Y. CSM BH 114 HlosE R %2 MRI GHIE & BRI R & o B % 5%
FHARICRRES L2228 T, WEEO TR RIZ B omiEk e BB L CTB Y, HAESEL
Mo (T2 R AR IR O 5 K ERAL O B RENAS 5 58 1 O FHUME & 15 B REEAL O FHIME TR L 72
i) oEEE B, T, &R0 ETREEEL Cwi e LTwab. F72, Hoffmann
BEIZ ORI, FAERAME, BERNME52 L S & 5RO 2 I e O B8 1 S EE T
FRD72DITR LT, Lhermitte B RENE S ZLILKMEO BEH TL K E LA b, RO EFHRE
EOYEEEZONLD, TROOMBERGET 2 3 5% 20 LETH S EMEL TS Y,

CSM 8% D HiME Modic change 3 BENEE 52 1L L AR R IEOMB Z 528, Modic change & T2
SRIE CORHNERE T 2RO LI TN O 2RO R WEEL KR L C, MEM CORIHER A, BT
HERI W Bk, PR CHESEZ RO 2 EWME SN TwE Y. 72, CSM B#H Tl type IO
Modic change %% {, C5~6 HERJICRZRICFRD, HERMZEMESZORBICKE CHE LTV L #
mERTwS W,

CSM H#H O Gd btk Bl O BRI, TR FHECE WS L7228 CUE, T2 B J IR % Tl sk
RIOBINEAE 5 OO TRAE B O RMIC, EEEOBI G CKAEELO HE SR %
AT ERIERE LD D CSM AR LEZ S5ND L LTwh, Tz, iR msik»
HPROBEICD > TROLNL 720, 20X ) ZRITHOS# A B L7729 2T, MoAwEY) 7%
BN X B 2B, PIEORBEZP CZ EAEETHL L IMEER TS Y,

CSM HFHIZ BT 5 MIERL MRL ORI ERICOWTHRE L22WFZETIE, BHHEL#D, BN
HETEZRD R VEBT, MEMTOMRURESZIICERNTH L EHEShTwE Y. T/,
CSM BEIZ BT B, AR MRI OaTEHG O A PO W ORES L720FZE i, i
TOREPGEFTZAEHH S 2 & 2 EBIAHFIEL, T O K9 LREFTIX, HHLOATO MRI T
ITHTICBEPE 5 LD E DS EET, WRICIZ LD TETELZRO Ly —ADMIET HE LT
5. kinematic MRI (& & 0 #fll, 1EAEICEBIEERN, BNESEILOFHESTRETH ), BH
DERAT T TV —%VTHI) A THRREREZGZ TR EHEIATVDE Y, wFho#
T LM MRIIC & 2 G UHEDOHEFIIED SN aho 7225, EREMEMZELZLICLS
IR E OGRS R SN D 720, MIEA MRI OIS I IEHELY EY 5.

CSM B OFBWNC BT 2 L m % (DTD o4 FE % Bed L -\ EsmL <y, 2o
DYATIT A4y 7 L= HEINTVWES. CSM BEHEDZIICBIT S DTIONA < —Hh —
ELTORMEEZMF LY ATF<YTF 4 v 27 L E2— (143X, CSM 47961, % a > ba—)
2781, A % 7 ) ¥ A)TlE, CSM B D i KIEEERL O FA(fractional anisotropy) X = > b 1 —
WL THEREIMKTLTEY, ADC (apparent diffusion coefficient) fifild I > b & — V(2 iR
LTHBIZEAL T2 HE L Twab. DITIZHER D MRI Tidfs 5k WIEEERI I 25u] fiE C,
CSM DZWIZEHTH A WRMENDH B EMEL TS P, —J, CSM HF DHffHi o DTI 24k &
WD M OWTHEF L2V AT YT 4 v 7 LE 22— (933, CSM 238 #1) Ti&, DTI ®/f%
T A— % —I1% CSM BB DOMTET O EAELE, MREAICHE L THB Y, DTILIE CSM & Dl HHH



DFMHHTH BN D 5705, 4 DTL OGS — L2miH XAFRIC X 28 % 58
HPRETHHERELTVDL Y. T2, CSM BE TOHFRBRADORED MR % DTI THEfi L
7-WFZETUE, FREREINT IR O Z3RIE O DTI OIS X ), AYEEEFEEN (SEP) DR 2 A 5 2

ENTHETDH Y, DT & 2RBEOEEDiE CSM O F# %2 TFHlT 59 2T, BEFEOMETIX
BohWiERES 2 T b EWMEshTns 7,

CSM % O KR EB) 2 E O MRI % Fl W 72 TEREEHINIC X 2 AR 02L& IR 021t & o
A ME L7208 (CSM 30 9, M v ha— )b 25 6) TlE, — R ER (S1) & — KBS
(MD) DK DOFFEL JOA 2 a7 L IEOMHB R Z RS, HE LS ORREIE JOA Dk
BREO 2 a7 LML Tz LTwa, CSM BETIIMAICB VT, RIEEO KIS & Tw
BIERFTHLMEAPEONLHESRTWE Y. CSM BHORHNDZEILIZOWT, Mo
functional MRI % I\ 7= FE B BREFZE S S T 2 972 CSM 3% i PN 0 #1104
HARRTHZRMATHZ05, WITNDIEBEL DR L, SHROE LR LML LETH 5.

SRR

1) Nagata K, et al. The prevalence of cervical myelopathy among subjects with narrow cervical spinal canal in a
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26(16): 1760-1764.
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Q) fuIll FElIA. SHMEIE, B LEE O MRIIC X 2 FHNZOMET. Bk 1991; 31(11): 1177-1181. (#
ES S
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Background Question 10
EREEFNREIIEMEEEREDMEIZ S LTERD

BXEEAIRE (SIS BEIE (CSM) OREENFHIEH RIRECTH D, MBIRZENAL U CTHAT
$d. Ffc, CSM DREDFETPEERDFHEiE UCEHATHD, FRFADEIY—ILEL
CTOINADARERSH S.

QIBERO, - oonrsscosnssssosssssssossnessssossinss
1. EWICHITHPEEEEZNRBEDESE - AR

1966 42 & 2015 4F 4 H £ T S M7= FHEE B REIE (CSM) O BAEFSMATSED L B 2 —
TI, MRI 7 EOW{EZBW X CSM OBWICA M TH 505, TRES 7 SEMNIE B AR Y 7 5741 & — 3K
L72BAICIE COTIE L WZH2STRE L 20 ), AREEMVEEMN & L COBSREIAHMAEDO EE L% HE
BSPE RS EWMELTWD Y. PR FH BN (SEPs) & BB 5B 17 (MEPs) O itéki3
BiREED LAV, FEIEE OO ) 2 THRFAIZEITN, IR L ombZkie LTHATH %
EWELTWD Y,

JE BV REAE 75 B o0 BB R AL WS B 1) 2 AGE BB R (CMCT) O & Wi 122w Tl
L7-WFge (e 2 >~ b o —ov 21 Bl) <&, LB OUMNEYMER 0 ADM) & F B (BEREAVER R © AH) ©
CMCT ZlE L, %>y bu— VLR L, BESMVOBMEELME LR ADM-CMCT
(X C5/6 & U WAL L XV OFEBERE DB IZA I TH 525, C6/7 L )V DREERER] 35 kB 1%
<, FBEREDZMIITIZ AH-CMCT OMATIC X 25l b & 2 LM H S EMEEN TS 2.

2. BRAEIRSEDRERITNDILE

CSM B # 33 Bl CMCT & MRIZ BT 2 HEEHFHILE & O BEIZD W TG L7258 T
i, CSM BH TORELM O THR AL, AifafIIMH CMCT & A B2 HBEMRZ D, CSM
BHEOBEESMOTMEEEROFHINI L EHHEEEOME L THEHTH 2R D 5 & it
HERTWDE Y,

F 72, C3/4 LNV H—HERIBEE & 27 L 72 CSM 30 B o 3% 1 B 2 oo it e ikl % Best L 720k ge
T, A I IE R RERl i (MN-SCEPs),  #%UH 2% B 50 (TES-SCEPs),  # i fil# (spinal-SCEPs)
O 3FHOFREFAFETENL (SCEPs) Z M52 L, TN ZNOREHE & Mk ipr i, B & o R
IA L, REEEOMEBENRNZ G LR, IR ETME LD DR CRELZITR TV
CEPWSNELRD, CSM OMBPHERTH 2 T D L M O JERIZBLR R O E 0 B G- AR <
hzeiEshTns ?,

72720, WEho#HE D%, SHDOS SR DMANLETHS.

3. BREEZIEREDFETANDILA

CSM 4 35 B2\ Tl SEP I2331F % trial-to-trial variability Ml 5£ @, CSM i @ 1% 7l
K& L TOHHECOWTHII & IZHET L 728128 T, trial-to-trial latency variability & #i#% 6 #
H O JOA BRI AHE AR (r = —082, p<0.01)ZiH7zL LTw5h. F72, JOA SR
DB % 40% & %€ L 72354 @ trial-to-trial SEP (9.25% ) 1+ averaged SEP (ZH# L T & 0 LM 7
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3% M

%P A HET (AUC =0.928, p <0.001), € DIEKEED averaged SEP (43.8% IZHHEK L THIEIZE
Ho72(93.8%) & L, trial-to-trial SEP ® latency variability i& CSM #i# O F#% FRICAHH TH %
TEARBENZERELTVD Y. ZOMRIHTIN SR TH 2 AR, 2y ba—
NV Gwied, SHROELLLIET Y ADERPLETH 5.

CSM 3 94 BllZDWC, il @ 1 CMCT (UL-CMCT) 25 F i CMCT (LL-CMCT) & 9 % %t
MICEBIEL TWb 54 7L, T CMCT AAHMANICEE L TW5 ¥ 4 7 ORREICDO W TGS L 72
WFgE (fles 5 =2 > b u—)L 53 41) T, LL-CMCT #%* & UL-CMCT % 5 [\ 7z JigHf i CMCT(TL-CMCT)
DIER % B0 L HEIHRMICEIRER Y 4 7 ToH Y, IREE, FREFRE REOTXTORKOMR
ERERICRD, WEREEDAEICARTHS S T0na 7,

2

ik
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Background Question 13
SERIEEDRHE & &R S Hh

ORI AREREMIE, BENOEEERZHADSHREVEET $75ET, MBFERSIEICE
N, FEHICHTSFiIaEE U CLLAVSNTWLS. FICEEERDFIAICHDES, 7S5A
AV hEEH, BEMBHDLERNDEWVESICELTHD, #HARBZIRERRE I % anterior
cervical discectomy and fusion (ACDF), #{#7Z& %1 (corpectomy) U CBREREZTTD
anterior cervical corpectomy and fusion (ACCF), ACDF & ACCF Z# H &1z hybrid
BEDELITONTCTWVWDS. 5EFF, TU—b, F—IBERLIERIAA VA RYILAYT—23 Yy
DREEEINTLD.

OIBBLO ooocooossmmmssssssssssssssmmmmmssssssssc
FEUME 1 0 B E [ 2 AT 1, BREANORI I HER 2 EERETE, 512, BEEFRMEMICEE
EMAAZ LIV ERZMRETE S, IRE TRIFAMBIEROYEE DI HE SN TEY JOA A
a7 REF 494 ~ 72.9%)" 7, FHEEMESBITHT 2 PAERE LTRSS TWw A, K,
FMOWEL E <, BIWEOWLT, Bix BEEHENEE2 CoMENE AT 5. GHEE TL—1,
=R EDHHA VANV AT — g yOMESEDHE L. RETIEEMRT T FREICOWT

B 5.

1. BISRREEEM

1950 44812 Robinson, Smith 5 ¥, Cloward 5 ¥ 12 & - THi /5 7 & M I 2 it L ki & 47
9 FEME R 75 B [ €467 (anterior cervical discectomy and fusion : ACDF) 25%ti5 &7z, Lk, 60
UL RSO 72 o THMEICK§ 2 BEM 2 PIGRE LTITORTB Y, E2LEHUERDVHTICH
BREGI, T IA A Y NEBH, BB 2 IERNCET 5 L ShTwb Y 2ok,
Boni, Denaro 512X o THERIMZZ1F T4 <, Hifh% (MIEEZFK L C) 44l (corpectomy) L THRE
5% % 47 9 anterior cervical corpectomy and fusion (ACCFE) 2815 S vz ', MRS R 28 2 3HE
LAV FET 2PN B W TIIAH AR TELE 5 5. — T CREM ORI 4R IZ AT, 7
L — b ORiES EHED b T T AAELRT Y, TR ERELE T corpectomy %47\,
discectomy & A {5 & TRIMEPADBRIEREE %179 hybrid i ¥ bW EhTwa. 22 #
D7 78—F CTHREZTV, BEMEZMZZWRRSWEShTwg 7.

2. J[ERIHEEMDLLE

REWBAERAED R0 2 HERIRZE 120 5 ACCFE & 2 HEf] ACDF DItk (Wi # & b B &kl + 7
L — MEESH) T, FHEOKFEIIZEN VDS, PN, Ml Mito754 20 b0
IR L C 2HERT ACDF D139 AMBEI TV 5 &\ ) 5 h3d 5 10 Mk R SEMERE VL3 BEIE (CSM)
I2x LC ACCF & ACDF # Itk L7227 75 1) ¥ AT, Mi#EOMBAEIRICE L C ACDF Ofiifk
JOA 227 11.4~15.3 2, ACCF Ofith JOA 227 13~149 HEEN L, BRERKIZELTY
ACDF 88.0~100%, ACCF 93.3~100% &I S0t o7z, —HCHiEORE:, HiE, F
WWER, APHEICE LT ACDE MR T w2kl s h T 7,
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hybrid #: & ACDF 2 L 722 ¥ 7+ ¥ AT, G PHERAZIE ACDF 15.6%, hybrid i
21.5% & hybrid i CEH o 7225, FRERE, BHEET, WET7 74 2 MERE»o 2L
HENTWE Y. F7:, hybrid i ACCE MK L7245 7 ) ¥ XA T, MfERICE LT
hybrid DM JOA A 3 713 13.1~15.5 £, ACCF Ofif% JOA 2 3 713 13.0~15.7 21 & D0 20 5
7z, —75C, W, A HE, APHERERICE LT hybrid B CHM TH > 2 LW LT3 .

ACDF, ACCF, hybrid i L7723 AT~V 714 v 7 LEa—TIl, EOHEDLHER CSM
DEHRICHE M TH 555, ACDF 2MEDOTEEI AR THE D NDI 2 VAS 22 70N THE D, H
KU RV OIEBEIFEDITE AL WA ACDE AR L s Twa. F72, Mk i
FEEIRZE AL 2 5671d, hybrid 132 Mtk ACCF L il 7 5 4 2~ b, NDIIZBI LT
ENTVBZ2ERRT VD 2,

3. BIAEEMORAEM

BEK, ARG B, WEE) BRI R & LT ST &2, RGBS A 0HiEH HE
L% ®. E TR BEASE AV SN TEL2 Y, KRR TER L, EET
i3 polyetheretherketone (PEEK), F % ¥ #lr — ¥ 2 22 A T4 O % EAMRIE ST b 2% K
TR SN TRV, Bl G IEE %2 Hiy & L CTHEMRIHIZ bone morphogenetic protein (BMP)
R LZMEbH S 7. 27210, J4EBMP MANCHE ) BIMEIICEH 2B 5T HELH Y ¥, &
TR LA L THGEDS L ETH 5.

4. siA 7L —MEE

W O 11 J5 W 2T TS 1L stand-alone T SN TW/z2s, BB OREEN o720
1970~1980 45 X D AMEBIZ L e LTHIG 7L — b E NS X172 2. Do S
L— M TR N T TV S h o 2h Y, FOBUA SN, semi-constrained ¥ 4 7 AN
END X IHI% Y stress shielding 137K L, implant failure b D12 { o7z ®. S 5I2H
B e B on s il LT AHESIRA 7 ) 2 —FEdHE shTws % —hT
HERRTT IS 7 L — 2R 5 2 LISl L CRBHEREREEEEG oM b H Y * %, 7
L— MO RIEICIEER D D, EFETIET ¥ 7 —ff % stand-alone 7 — Y D RHHTAREE 22 1),
BEMRE LTH - RIRNEE o Tnd ¥,

5. GHE

FEHERT T S A BHEIZERCHTT 7 7 e —F IS 5 3 o2 <, Mo A ER
EOMER IR LCEESRARELT ISR O, 2 KRR, TR %
FISITHED HETRERIEH QIS Y Shed ok LCAGEHEE Y Mg BIRkEs ©
Db, C5RFIIHES BN 22 T ETOWMEDL VD, BIHETD 43%RERI Y H 5 .
ZOfb, FiROA YT Ty NET - B BB, BEHEREE R EOSGESDH S V. #iko
B EHE B AR IS ST A L WO HEDL HH Y. BEDL ¥ 2 —Tld, ACDF L&MW %
EOHEDFAEMRE L LT, MEgoM TR (1.7~67%), KaffEEdsE (21 0.9~8.3%, &
25%), Mtk (1.5 ~5.6%), FiEESE (0.3~0.9%), MWERHRNE (02~1.7%), HHinEE[L (0.2
~3.3%), FHRMREESRA (1.3%), EY(0.1~1.6%), B (1 HEM 4.3%, 2 HER 24%, 3 HER
DLE 42~56%) L i ShTws @,



6. ATLHERSHRIEA S

NTHEBBCEIRAT L, PERIE AThN T & 22 F8MERT 5 B 21T 2 0 23 W BBk R pa 2 9>
2P CHBTHIE SN, NTHERIAGEIRMN CTlE, AR OFEZ 0 B BRIk EB D
WZATH A, HER O 2383 AN THERIB 2 3 A LT 8k 2 fREE$ 5 2 & ¢, B & TRk
HEMA~OAMGZER S, F¥%, BPEN2RSSE2HENDH 5 2. WM TR IS 1990 44875
SERRMEH 2 h s X 91240 %, KRETIE 2007 4512 5HE A THERIARAS FDA ISR X, i
RSB SN TW 5, RFRTIE 2017 IR SN, FRRMHSWHE L 7 o 72, 3% FAl s
IHEBIR O B E R fRBE S T H 508, BEHERI OB S 7z CSM ISR 2 B2 R 33
5520 R LEEROFEEREDOS VAIIZE VT, CSM I B I RER 2 b
EEZOLND.
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Background Question 14
BEEHEDOHE EBEFBESh D

2

OFEHEMEREICX T 2HSEMITOABEREIBINRIF CHS. #MitERBOERIL - C5 MED

TEZENE UTHRLBEIXRDTHONTVS. BEEMZHA T NSEADRFEHPERICDOVNTIE
WETEBHS D TIFELN.

oSO

48

1. &7SFRESM

a) MESHRIT & HESYIRRAMT

FEMERETE BB 109 5 Pl & U CTHES T IZBAE, AIRICB W TR S — BT S Tw
LM TH 5. WAV TIIAIR & IR LHESYIBRMTAS A < HiAT S CB Y, e YIBRAT & M- AT
BT HWMEDVE TS Y. 2o0iRd, BUTHEBEBEICKEAEREVI LIRS
NTWVBH, HERWBRMEIMEOBREDOY A7 MR EhTwS 2Y. —J5, SRR TH T
FACHE L 22 S 0HEDHES R L D 85 0ve L#ErH 5 Y,

b) HSRERMDABRIE

HEF T O B L EE 1355 < Y, MIER DY EFIL 55~60% AL TH 5 ¥, 520 BlDIEHI4E
TEIFZE T, HES T O PR BGRNE T RGE B RE & IR EREEOSE NI O E IR TR
Motz WABMAYRENS T, HEREEMAErOMRICHE LERTVWS LW ZEF Y R
Y MERIEEM IR A BT & 0 b A OHETR AR E S b Y. MR TR 0 I
BB EE LTS EEZ ONL. RINKELY Az#HE Tk, Mtk 54, 104E, 20 FEOLHEHR
ZZFNZN64.9%, 61.6%, 31.6%THo7:. 204EMOEY 7+ 0—7 v FI2BWTIE, MR
DYHFERIIML T 2R LY, BHETHE 7> 4 250 (SF-36) & AV 72098 T, ik 5 4E L 1
el L 72 TOFFMTIZ, $N T SE-36 RET 50 MULT & 74 ) EREEEE T - 72 $72,
FHEBI 253 % BB SF-36 DZENEPMLNE W) R TH - 72, MESIEEAM O PRI e LT
Wb b0, FEREEEE CONBRNETH S I LIRS, HEFRBEMREE s
Iy ha— VBRI L GERT BN S K o Az BIEE T B A I AT % O SRR IS BIAR L T
WA IREE S B .

% L DIEBNZB T, KEBTERMBEORIRMmT 7 4 A >~ MIMHT & £k <, F /- B fr
FENTWaE 2 MiB7TI4 AL - NV AOEL(BREBER) 2 RBET 2L b TR TlER
V. Tl A0 — 7 RMHEESLEREZ PRI FHURTFE SR T0E Y, HGEEESEROMERT &
LT, k&% C2-7 sagittal vertical axis (SVA), HERIBAMiOEEOEWSH TSN TwE Y. 72,
JEHEM R ZS T C7 SVA 2VN S fEBI TIRBRE AL L OME s H 5 . C3 & Pl &L 2 &
PHREERICEGRT L 8, HRIEEMZ C4 25 BET 5 2 & TRi%EOFTIZ IR 23 % h
729 PO FHTFIE AR FHRARKFIIOWTIE, JIEBQI2 2BV /22 & 720,

c) FRERECHEEINMES IR & B R & XHES TS BAT O LEE

HES TR O K AT N B 2 PO 0 8E C s SN Tw 5. FRICEZS R E X
&R B & SHE SRR & RS B S A% T B & SRS I B & 3 B i At
bA. Pl RAEE I N, TR AR S IHEREROETE-> T, 72,



MRHER DY EDS & O C2-7 - RTTEIE A RIFT 2L v HICBVWTESTw 2 ?, —7, 2
DO RCT 1F, TR - AOHEDIERIIN U TH A%, Bssehts:oli ) 25mE i, ROM
BIEFE VI BTV, JrB & & SSRGS A O LIRE Y TH B i L
TWb, MEOBEBIF L ETIHED LN TEBN 1 Ko x5 7FY ¥ A 3MseEgER LD
LAMERICBOWTHEHBIARENRKEWZ L ZRLED, EEO2PENLTVWEZ EEZHHT S
HENOBLITMEENE L. MOYATFYTF 4y 7 LY 2= bl oELEEoF52 L
IR & R .

d) 7L — hxBW ST

WAMES O, FHRZEOTFHHMWICHES AX—F =2 o T &7 T, RO ALY
AR—F—RHEFIM Do TEET L — 2SR #E ShTws 272 FL—
F ORI HE AN OBREEZ RS L, SRR SAEEEZRD S, SIHEDOREROET
T2 LVIIWMERDH L. 20DRAFTFI TR, ERELHRTTL— FE2EHHLAES A
TS & ORI E A 7 & QWA RS BIFT ™ SHEAD WD L FL— %
WeHESTERM O M Z B RXTWwE. L2 Lahs, ZOMHICH 2> TEEEIT X MZDOWT
LMETRETH S, 7B, F7L—FOERBIZOWVWT, TXRTOILKMESICEV D DL EDSE
EITEW/2D ORI L 2B, TE OBGR LM # MR FIXIZIZFECTH - 7. REREFOBIN
PoiE, FL—FERBROEOBETHIEEZOND Y.

e) A—Fv—T > h—ERBVEHSHEI

A—=Fx =T v h =% HEbEE SN TWD. 1998 £ DO BMERGT 1L 12 B33 54
HAPENOMEEELNL Y, BT o h—RA 7)) 2 —IZHENKREL, F72, EBLFHFAT LY
Ao 720, BEDTETIINERAZ ) 2a— 1B EINY, BIFREETHSL P, A—F v —
ToA—b T L= MEERWEBE LAY T Y A0H 5P, MEJOA AT 7, JOA X I 7 ER
With VAS, BIPEEEOHHE TIZ 7L — FEENA—F ¥ —T v H— L ) o Tniz 7272 LF
WRE, HMIMEIE D THIRETIEIDHADDDA—F ¥ =7 VB —FEE- Tniz.

2. BHEDELEHIE

a) EhtEERE

B EMERI, R & N B HERRE L ORISR T 5 2 A3 H B, B O 1EHE
RBFPEIZOWTIEH S 2 ThR V. HES TR IS8R 2 B PEAOR Z B B O iR R
WLEE R AT Y. itk 6 2 A L EEGE L 2ot e UM S R IR 12 B v Tl R
il 15% THEAL, W12 21% THE LT/, B & B & s Rl 2 i L 72305 <,
HEF TR B\ 2 A 5 A BRI RIS L CEd o 72 ®%. BRI B X OSEIRM
HES AN T, BRI D F A AT 1.5% LMD TR - 72 5. C2 & 2\ i C7 Wi IRAE T4l
THIPERIAERT: & 0 D dro 72 B0 Bl & SSHES TR I 3B\ T, SR BEAT 40° BLE & 72
B LR S EALT B S Y R T BRI AT X 2 & X SR 5 Y
PRI O P & LT, it W oS E e R 2%, EERER G CTh - 72 L § MG H 2 Y.
VAFRT 4 v 7 LY =TI, MR O PRI IR A S OB, i de
BEE WM oMb, TR oM ME, BP0 Oy, MifoEANEETHSL L LT
Z) 44).

b) C5 FkfE

TR & B0, FHETRIF A ORE RBEE LTtk CO RN S 5. ThREAH=A 1L
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T, FAMEMES RN % J1T L 72 80 B> SSEP HAkT O B E ¥ IS 2 i T, 561
(6%)TSSEP D7 5 — FDRAZEN, D)5 4 PITH RO IEZ 300, 3Bl Lo
B, WEREEZEL, 1 OISR % R0 72, SSEP £ =% 1) ¥ 7 Wl Tl IR Y 7o &g
100%, HFBE 99% T, HERHMAMTICHIT S SSEP IC X AHHME=2 ) Y ZIZAHTHH L L TW
%7

JE 8 P FEE TS B 5 MEP 7 9 — MSEOBEICO W THE L2 Tid, MEP D7 95—
ARA Y 2T PO—VERO 0% TT~NORT LT 52 L1, MitkOMEEORKE, FRi
ER EREEFHTHHLELTVS Y.

CSM O FAHER] 140 Bl & x G & Ll BT =5 ) v 7 oMM HEr L& i, fii
MEP X F & MR ALI A AR ASH 0, REE X BE OPAFE, i, AT X o
TEALT 5L LTWwh. MEP X CSM FlfICAHAZAETH Y, 41%I1E MEP OZALRIHIGT 5
Frv 7 AMERL, MSEHE—T 5 LPRETHLELTVDS Y.

2. EHRERE(LTR

WP HREE =2 ) v 7 Ot MEEREAL T B3 2 4 IV 2 MG L7z ii5 134 .

1966 ~2007 4F D FiMEE MR BOFMIHHICB I 2 M HERE =21 ¥ Z7OBW, H#FIHT 2
HHMAZBEI L2239 LDOYATFITA v 7 LY 2a—Td, AKHWEHEREOZKE LTOE
=7 T OWELE R LFE L, R E L CTHMBREEZ PRI 5720028 ¥ 7 OH
AR LIRD 2 50O I8 F Y AL RV ARE LTWaA, HETld CSM 0 3 5 Al e
DFMTIE, =) Y FEROBIH LT, FMEIHELEE LY, 2704 FE5247-5C
LR A 2T S22 BRSO LTI AEVE LTWAED, T8 Y ¥ ZIEIBEOZLICH L
T, THEHH 2L E S 28R ICOVTRET L RIR R, ZOMBEAWTHLE LTS Y.
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F72, 20134E2 HECICHMEENAZ ) —2 v T 94TV TIHTIEE 722D A
TRTA Y7 LEa—TIld, CSMEHEDHE ) TIZEF % SSEP, MEP, M % & tefir b # il
DY) Y TOBHREMH LTS, 2WXDIBLEZY ) Y TR LA 20X 2,232 6, Y A3
23 1,564 BIC, Gt 3,796 BIOMETT, Wil OMBEEZ MG Lz, HREE=F) 7% L
FEOMBRD271% T, HHVEEN091% THho72L LTWED, llilEoTEZF Y Y ZDES
NVFA4RTFI—ARA Y IPER D720, ROV ATIT A4 v 7 LE2—TEHiT P o s
PHEZBOTHODE=F ) VY T OAHEERT OO0 T Yy ARG G o7z LT
BY, Wi OMBEEIHEDOEE, BHE=F) Y FOEF) T4 RT I—LF L ¥ M ekH—L
DB TH S EWELTWS Y,

BREE=% Y ¥ 7 OMBMFIEREAL TS B T 2G5 A%EE G L-#E & LTiE, CSM Tl
s, HilE OPLL 2 &4 i) A 7 FHET I COMM OMEHH 5. FHH: OPLL 622 % &t
2,867 BIOMGETT, MEP D2 ¥ b u— V2L 0% U LOKTZ 75— KL b L, BE
BB Z 4TV, WEORIEZ R, WHRREDS o ERZ LV AF 2 —ERE LT, LAF2—
Bl MBI L LA X 2Bl BRI LB THRLAEDDELVAF 2 —RE LTHIB LTS,
e OPLL O L A F 2 — 31 82.1% (32/39) T, BV A7 HFHEFMICBWTERME=2 1) v 713k
WO FHICHHETH B EWMEL TS 7.

CSM D DRI LR 720, FE=5) ¥ 7 OMBRE P B 2 F 1k
WTHLNIZTE72DI2IE, E=F ) Y TDET)TART T—L KA UV Ve EOF5MEHK—L7Z,
Lk TRl & OIS HRLETH 5.
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1. &EHNRTFEE

FEE DOPAFHEEICRER T, M4 LR E AR EBE T L, R Z 5 L T 5%
VDb,

Kadanka 5%, mJOA A 27 %12 B L EOREBNI AT USRS (S TATHEE & PRI (B, 38
Yo, AEIEHIBD) o 2 BEICIR D 50, 10 ER o RIS 2 BME L& 25, RBlIERICBIT %
mJOA AT T RA%EThHho2 b MELTwa Y. Lo, Tl RAEHEL I, &HE mJOA X
ATHYHELTELT, RABEEIEROETZESE TSI REEIRBEINL DD, ZOFH
FHME % S 51213 72 B 2.

Li 5%, JOA 2372313 UL LD B Lk A 1A & I IRAAH: (G-, #5l, 9, BRI
& PO R A IR L7z, P34 » A OBISNK T JOA A2 7% NDL X% TH - 72 & #t
BLTWS 2. BEETHR ORI SN TRV, BAERERICBWLTLEY T AU LED
JOA A 27 DYEENFED b7z

INEDWFRICBWTIE, 2 OFAFHERED L S VoM & ORERTT S Wz tildssk <,
F 7 B R ASFRAEG] T D 5 72D EHEW R RAABE OB EZ R TR TIE R, BfEDO L 25,
FERI R RAEEEO AN Z HIW T 2 DN EETH 5.

2. IAMESIEA

Rt BRI T 2R 2R L DV SN H o7z, O EDIE, JOA XTI T 13 KL ED
BEEIRL LT, BHFBREL D good Samartian 512 & 2 FiMERHR D | & 1T L7z, Z ORATF
L& AT o 72 65 B (FHEREYEH BEE 13 37 B) & FAlr 2 JifT L 72 52 Bl o LK TIx, P 37 4E 0@l
SWHE CREABEIEIEOUF IR ONLVL OO, REEEEZZT-EECHENL Y I EEL
JOA A a7 DK ExED Y. HENOMH T, MR BRI B 1 2 SR BT 51t
FEL D b, FEDRGREOFAEARR S NS, L L, [ TIrb i hin S e T, HiEE
PEBFBERE 55 A L CRIBROPRAEHE: % JifT L 723 T, F39 789 » H o R oBigm <,
JOARAATOHEEREBE IR ONE -2 2095, 41 61(75%) D BH IS HABILIHE T TH
FERERE 2 MEFF L T2 b 0o, 14 61 (25%) ITHREERAVEAL L, 5 B 12 BIMRICFHR & =T 72

b9V EDOD Kong H DA TIL, JOA A3 7 A% 13 s DL b o> SEMERE M BB B 78 i3t L C,
[ U { good Samartian #1Z & %% 5| %k 2 MM E TT -7 7. Hill X739 40 » J 0B ©
JOA AT OHBLRUHITRD Bh o7z 21 B (27%)IEALZ D, O L LClifg L&
AR FME DAL N2 A RICED 7.

Db XD, Fbeses E B I IZBBA R 2 R SRR E NS 25, WIOWEICE
WTh, FEFOHHRBHMFIIZSDEH Y, ZORRRZ b o THRBET FEPZ Y TH LD
BRI OWTOHRIZHETH 5.

F 72, MR %L FEOFREICOVTHGE L 725137 <, ZORBRIMKKRE LTRATH %.

3. KEEE

BRI 2MOBED D B, WENRD FERZED S OIEBEEFRTHS 7. JOA X2 7510
BUL o B RAE 52 B GEMEMERREEIZ 20 B 20/ % & LC, FEMEREZ 1 H SR LLE,
HHEBIRRE X VS 3 » HEEE S &7 T 3 FEM OB <, HEHESEFIE LSS T
JOA AT HETOREMIMNZ/R LA, A2 701 MU EOEED S VI 15 U ISR s
T HRRIFEE 72% TH o 72, 52 BIF 10 B (19% ) IS MESEIRASEAL L, BRICFAiT & 2172, Dk
X0, TR RS 2 REE IR S N 525, FEREEHH L 425 o 2R 5 WIE



BIERIIIZECTH D, T OAREZHM§ 2 DIRNETDH 5.

4. BEYaE

WRBUFRE, WnbEsE, A7 04 N CIZFEMEET RIS X 200 A Rk RO L AR R H
W HH, BRI FRE, LUONICEMEMTEOREOHEMEDYH L0025 L
i, BEBEAEN TS 525, VTR ANT VT 7727 ZAROF (TR A% 75V E B
) ZBIEGNEH L, JOA 227, 1087 2 b, EOBRIEOWEEZ RO ETIHEDTDH B Y.
72720, WBREOREL L ZEF Y ALNUDEEVEIZW R .

5. ¥&o

SRR 2 A 2 et L2 3 £, F7ERR D D, %791 ~
WBIEBIEREASL {, TEF Y ALNVIEW. T 2 & 2L ER P E G A ZE b B S h
% b ODOTFAEEE L O E IR L 25E 25K, AR 0 A FIVE & IR L T A28 T
F v, RIEFEREDOR EEDNTG ¥ 2I2DWT, FEROMEFT T B R0 I 1 7 flAE IR O W 3 25
ENTWED, MIRRNBEICHTEZIEF Y A0BSIIF A2 M08 L. 72, A
EREOFEAR QOL, KM L THA Ll E o7z, BES X O SRR B3 A RATH
BExRZTE0IIonTE, BAMAOEZ RCEREFEOHMICL L L IH0KREL, HEERD
FEEMEIZME . S SIHAARED I X MCRE S 72 MR H 2089 2, BEBRSAHTH 5.

INLOBRFHERAELT, 7THT7Iv 27 COIRATLHIHERNTA FI4 VIRERARE
BEd THF—N—8H{THREORE 2772825, OEMTLHIEZHMHERTSL:0H, @
FEMiTH G MERTL 8%, @OFEMLAVI LIRSS 0%, OFE/BLANW &
R HERT L 0%, OHBELRHERSTERV 0 ZoMEL L), YRERLLTE/TSS
RIS D EORIEL.

Thbbh, TEFVRRHCLOO, BIEB X O o FEMEEYE R BE R E IS A SRR
&, EROEALZ TR L, #ETZ2ESELWEREIVRBINS 720, EiiT s 2 L fEEsh
B, LSRRI BEOREREICT LTI Y Fa— V2 EWERZEITT 52 EBLETH
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WL TWwW272&72vw(BQ13, BQ14, CQ2, CQ3Z&M).
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Clinical Question 2-1
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B L% WHETEOBFRBE X TAEIS & 2 SN, BIFBRIEEEM, HES TR & b 12 BAF 2 A As
s Twb (BQ13, BQl4 SlH).

N FE CREMERE PR R (209 B [T BRI B A & MES TN & L L 72w & T v & ALK
AL e W R R L7296 T v & AERTN &SR T, MBS ARSI\ TR BRIE B E AR
WAEAMES AN & 0 BIFChom i shnTwns V. L L, itk 10 FE0BIFRAEICB VT
MR CHE R AR BDO L7220 72, BrOEMICRBBIE 21T - 724510 X LKL T,
AT BT B MRE IR BT ED e o 2 E M SN TWA Y Wi E LB LY 27
RTFA v LEa— T, MREERGEICH L CH T RERERPBIFTH L L0 bR 7,
WA 2V ETEH0RH D Y, —EORMIBLNTHER Y., 2L, BEOY ATV
T A v 7 LY a—IIBWTIE, SHMEENE S SEAE & SRS B LREDO MR E L FATWD H DR,
B BHES TN B L OB BREBEEROM T2 EATHwSE DLWV, TITAFA K54~
PERGICES L Cid, FEHEMSRERI L 2 52 2R L, HES TR & 14 57 IR IE e 2 9l 2 12500
TAYTFY Y RAZFF o172

ANIE TR BRI BT & ME S TR 2 el L - 2 i 5. 2001 4E LAREICAT D72 9 i
SCARMII U 7R T MR RO JOA R T, FMET T4 A v b, REBBIEY RN R
IZHEZ RO Do 1A, HESTERA IS BV CTHRIAERAT {, PR S Wl h - 72 Y.
MRTE D JOA A 3 7RI/ BRI B e & HES TR IZ 2257 {, JOA AT 7 OWHERIZH L TD
MACEZ 2RO L7 (B 1), —T, FHMET T4 X ¥ MBI U CHi T BRE B @Mt o 2K 7
T4 XY MIHES MR TRIFTH - 72 (H2). FArkeR, HmsEIcB L CEmiicfams
Eahorz(F3). F72, AHEICH LT, SROBAERIHHBRERENR TS, HRMRLH
HEEMTHBICE» -7 (E4a, b). —H THiHED C5 MER AR L CdHESTEEM ©%
WEIANZ & o 72 (B 4c, d).

DIk X0 1 7 BRI B S AR & A 5 TR 0 AR i A FL L 7o 2R, A IS RIS B Vv TR E
RUGEITRELEZ Do 72208 FHET T4 2 ¥ MERRCE L QA BER EMirsEm R & Wz 5.
— )i CHEBHERAER, HPMNEICHE L CRHTBRERENROIEF) BEuRERTH 72, ZhH0 R
FT ) Y ANHED TR CQITHT AHESREE D E AT o 72, WX & ik U 75813 KA A
MEBENIETHY, TETVALRXVOBEWNIRICZL W L, GiEET) Rl EONT VA
R BEOMEBIRH AP TH L 2 L, FRAIHEZIT > G EOEEENESETHLI R
L EBUIAER, FEMEEERBE O U TR BRIE R R, HESTERMTO &5 52479 B L
TOWERBEIZONWT, A FIFA4 VRERBERB LT 7 —N— 9 X THREOREZ T 72,
ZORE, OFEMTHEZMMERT L 0%, QFERMTLILEIHMERTL 0%, @%H

ADF LAMP Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95%CI 1V, Random, 95%Cl
Wang B ¥, 2006 608 20.7 42 57.1 164 15 13.5% 3.70[-6.70,14.10] —_T
Shibuya S, 2010 555 253 34 614 212 49 136%  —590[-16.27,4.47] —
Hirai TV, 2011 729 283 39 502 266 47 12.2% 22.70[11.01, 34.39] —_—
Lui T19, 2011 598 234 25 595 294 27 98%  030[-14.09,14.69] —_—
Ren H ', 2017 633 152 67 60.1 174 65 19.3% 3.20[-2.38,8.78] E
ChenQ'®,2019 494 198 80 513 213 56 17.5% -1.90[-897,5.17] ——
Zhang J '¥,2019 553 192 24 589 181 33 141%  —3.60[-13.46,6.26] e
Total (95%Cl) 311 292 100.0% 227[-363,8.17] ?
H ity : Tau?=38.76 ; Chiz=17.01, df=6 (P=0. ; 2=65% E L ’ ’
eterogeneity : Tau?=38.76 ; Chi 01, df=6 (P=0.009) 65% _50 5 0 25 50

Test for overall effect : Z=0.75 (P=0.45)
Favours LAMP Favours ADF

1 JOA AT 7eESR
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a. fiigl C2-7/

LAMP ADF Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95%CI 1V, Random, 95%ClI
Hirai T 7, 2011 128 96 39 143 119 47 281% —150[-6.04,3.04] ——
LiuT'9, 2011 219 135 25 128 187 27 131% 9.10[0.28,17.92] | E—
Chen Q '2, 2019 129 123 80 157 96 56 328% —280[-6.49 0.89] ——
Zhang, J '¥, 2019 138 103 24 129 81 33 260% 0.90[—-4.06, 5.86] B e —
Total (95%ClI) 168 163 100.0%  0.09[-3.65,382] ?
Heterogeneity : Tau?=7.56 ; Chiz=6.51, df=3 (P=0.09) : 2=54% 2‘0 ‘10 o ](‘) 2‘0
Test for overall effect : Z=0.04 (P=0.96) - -
Favours LAMP Favours ADF
b. firts C2-7A
LAMP ADF Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Fixed, 95%CI 1V, Fixed, 95%CI
Hirai T 7, 2011 177 86 39 121 147 47 168%  560[061,1059] —_—
LiuT'9, 2011 21138 25 141 145 27 7.1% 6.90[-0.79,14.59] T
ChenQ ', 2019 223 75 80 149 83 56 565%  7.40[467,10.13] —
Zhang, J '¥, 2019 183 9 24 133 85 33 196% 5.00[0.38,9.62] ——
Total (95%CI) 168 163 1000%  6.59[4.54,864] <>
Heterogeneity : Chiz=0.95, df=3 (P=0.81) :2=0% L . | |
Test for overall effect : Z=6.31 (P<0.00001) -20 -10 0 10 20
Favours LAMP Favours ADF
H2 751X> &
a : firal C2-7 &
b flite C2-7 A&
a. FilTEsrE
ADF LAMP Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95%Cl IV, Random, 95%ClI
Wada E ¥, 2001 264 65 23 182 43 24 196% 82.00[50.35, 113.65] —_—
Hirai T 7, 2011 211553 39 149 387 47 204% 62.00[41.42,82.58] —_—
LiuT'9, 2011 1159 241 25 1878 25 27 207% -71.90[-85.25 —5855] —=—0o
ChenQ '»,2019 1371278 80 1216 261 56 209% 15.50(6.34, 24.66] ——
Zhang J '¥,2019 1915931 24 2125 685 33 184% 21.00[-64.97,22.97] —_—
Total (95%ClI) 191 187 100.0% 13.15[-40.80,67.11] -—’
Heterogeneity : Tau?=3608.85 ; Chiz=183.99, df=4 (P<0.00001) :[?=98% | . |
-100 -50 0 50 100

Test for overall effect : Z=0.48 (P=0.63)

=

Him

Favours ADF  Favours LAMP

b. ==
ADF LAMP Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95%ClI 1V, Random, 95%ClI
Wada E ¢, 2001 986 751 23 608 212 24 72% 378.00[59.58, 696.42]
Hirai T 7, 2011 340 287 39 188 92.1 47 205% 152.00(58.16, 245.84] —-—
LiuT '@, 2011 1185276 25 361.1 578 27 245% —242.60[-266.94, —218.26] *
ChenQ'2,2019 1648 755 80 287.1 555 56 24.5% —122.30[—144.32,-100.28] *
Zhang J '®,2019 1367 608 24 31671396 33 232% —180.00[-233.48 -126.52] -
Total (95%Cl) 191 187 100.0% —72.69[-174.50,29.11] <
Heterogeneity : Tau?=10866.74 ; Chiz=108.76, df=4 (P<0.00001) ;i#=96% L ! ! |
-1000 -500 0 500 1000

Test for overall effect : Z=1.40 (P=0.16)

X3 FiErME, Hm=E
a | FAiveFE
b HMmE

Favours ADF  Favours LAMP

LanZ e MRS 50 5, @FEMBL 2w & 2 HERET 500 5, O RHEREASTE v

9EORRERY, BREKL L THIERIMERE)

TX W E DK

WZEL 7.

7272 L—MRICHT T A 2R DR & ZAEFIRR IR B RER 72 E12xF LT, HES TR O e IR
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a. BHHEREX

ADF LAMP Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95%Cl M-H, Fixed, 95%CI
Wada E %, 2001 13 23 15 24 175% 078 [0.24, 251] —_—T
Shibuya § @, 2010 15 34 16 49 200% 1.63 [0.66, 4.02] -
Hirai T 7, 2011 7 39 3 47 6.1% 321 [0.77, 13.37] i
LiuT '@, 2011 9 25 3 27 51% 450 [1.05, 19.22] —
RenH ', 2017 12 67 9 65 205% 1.36 [0.53, 3.48] B
Chen Q ', 2019 15 80 9 56 235% 1.21 [0.49, 2.99] —
Zhang J '¥, 2019 5 24 4 33 73% 191 [045, 802] e E—
Total (95%CI) 292 301 100.0% 1.59 [1.05, 2.39] <>
Total events 76 59 L : . |
Heterogeneity : Chiz=4.86, df=6 (P=0.56) ;2=0% 001 o ! 10 100
Test for overall effect : Z=2.20 (P=0.03) Favours ADF Favours LAMP
b. BFE

ADF LAMP Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95%Cl Year M-H, Fixed, 95%Cl
Wada E #, 2001 7 23 0 24 228% 22.27[1.19,417.10] 2001 —_—
Shibuya § ¥, 2010 10 34 0 49 195% 4243[2.39,754.36] 2010 —_—
Hirai TV, 2011 1 39 0 47 296%  3.70[0.15,93.45] 2011 -
LiuT 9, 2011 3 25 0 27 282% 856[0.42 17446] 2011 —_—t
Total (95%Cl) 121 147 100.0% 16.84[3.98,71.29] i
Total events 21 0 L - - |
Heterogeneity : Chiz=147, df=3 (P=0.69) ; P=0% 001 01 ! 10 100
Test for overall effect : Z=3.84 (P=0.0001) Favours ADF Favours LAMP
c. C5 WE

ADF LAMP Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95%Cl M-H, Fixed, 95%CI
Wada E ¢, 2001 1 23 4 24 206% 0.23[0.02,2.21] —_—
Shibuya S #, 2010 3 34 5 49 20.6% 0.85[0.19,3.83] —_—
Hirai T 7, 2011 1 39 3 47 146% 0.39[0.04,3.87] s
LiuT'9, 2011 0 25 2 27 13.0% 0.20[0.01, 4.38]
RenH ', 2017 1 67 1 65 55%  097[0.06, 15.84]
Chen Q '2, 2019 3 80 3 56 18.7% 0.69[0.13,3.54] e E—
Zhang J ¥, 2019 0 24 1 33 69%  044[0.02,11.33]
Total (95%Cl) 292 301 100.0% 0.52[0.24,1.14] ‘ ‘ - ‘ ‘
Total events 9 19
Heterogeneity : Chi=167, df=6 (P=095) ; P=0% 0o 01 ! 1010
Test for overall effect : Z=1.64 (P=0.10) Favours ADF Favours LAMP
d. firRIERENRs

ADF LAMP Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95%Cl Year M-H, Fixed, 95%Cl
Wada E 4, 2001 3 23 10 24 262% 0.21[0.050.90] 2001 _—
Shibuya S ¥, 2010 0 34 N 49 287% 005[0.00,085] 2010 ~—@———
LiuT 9, 2011 0 25 1 27 44% 035[0.01,890] 2011
RenH ', 2017 0 67 5 65 17.0% 008[0.00,150] 2017 ~——s——"1
Chen Q '2, 2019 3 80 5 56 17.4% 040[0.09,1.74] 2019 _—
Zhang J ¥, 2019 0 24 2 33 64% 026[0.01,561] 2019
Total (95%ClI) 253 254 100.0% 0.18[0.08,0.42] -
Total events 6 34 ! ! ! |
Heterogeneity : Chiz=2.41, df=5 (P=0.79) ;[=0% 001 01 1 10 100
Test for overall effect : Z=4.03 (P<0.0001) Favours ADF Favours LAMP

4 BHHE
a AfHERER
b 1 BFfir

c : C5 i

d: fiieIELhE



BAE BE

66

PARBRETZHREND Y PO F7- 3HEMLL ORI HEE LT - 728612, 1~2 KB owi &
EHARTHH O TREIRAR T g LA L, BEHRY b sl el sh
TWh, INOEDOT LD, BEIEFIRHI T OEBEROKE BRI % LRI EL, (312 3 HE
B E D) 2 HERIHZE 0 LTI TR AT X DB L T AW EEEA S 0 2 JEFNIE U224k,
BIREAT) CEVEETH L. 72720 12 HEBIRZEICB LT, b L <& 3HEMI DL LS HERHHHZ
LT, MEOMRBHEMEII LTl ik LS ORI R 2 I L7253 %, 5%
RETH S,

MWL CQ2-2 1 F L 7.



Clinical Question 2-2
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Wi 723, BHE WG T d % Neck disability index (NDI (2B L CHI T EAE N T W7z,
T2, BMET A4 A Y ML TCHRMIHTETRIFRFERTH - 72

MUETRRLZ2EBY, BEOIATFYT 4 v 7 LY a—TIl3, FAMEMEEHIE & FHE ST
BLEDOTEEEZ HFATVS bOR, HBIITEICHESTERM B X OB T BRIEEEM OW ) % & A TW
BLOBLWT KT, FHERHERAEILE, BTBREMEARZ BRI, 5 B E Al &
BHBRIEFEM O A E IR L7222 M L CTA Y 7)) Y A% 4T - 72

2001 4E DL AT b7z 11 s s it L2z 5 2 %, 3, 48, i JOA 2 a7, i
NDI, #ifi7 o4 x> b, #RBs i ImEEcE2 B 2o 720, BHBRERERICBWTT
WHE B BAZ WIS B > 72 7Y,

MAT D JOA A I 7Ll 5 BRI R BT & 3 7 BRE BEM =2 B o e h o7z (E5). —hT,
FAMET 94 A ¥ M (C2-7 MBI LT, Al an s BRI B A C/ S WIS & - 7228, ik ol
B (C2-7 M) 3R T BRER EM CTHEZICKE Do 72 (B 6). F72, 4iHl NDL I i#E T2 % d o
7275, #if: NDLIZEI FBRIER EM CRIFRERTH 72 (R 7). FATRERICEL THlHICEEZR
DD 72, WIEIZBE T REERER CHZICE 72 (R 8). 72, &EICELT, £ko
FAEFIIMBETHETH - 7208 (H %), FImER L, AEEEILRVD OO TEHIENS
WEIZ B - 72 (R 9b). C5 ki Z& ol & L 7 & DRE FE A 3013 4% 5 B R SE AT C A B LS B o
72 (& 9c).

DIk &0 i 57 BRI B A & B 5 B [ e A O FAR R & JLIR L 725 R, i Recs Ic B LTl
FIZFETH o 7278, BAVHAIGITH 5 NDIICH L CTEm A BEREMNTL ) BIF2ERT

a. firgd
ADF LAMF Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95%CI 1V, Random, 95%ClI
GhogawalaZ??,2011 134 23 28 116 23 22 6.9% 1.80[0.52, 3.08] —
LinD 2%,2013 96 14 27 94 12 24 136%  0.20[-051,091] -+
Shunzhi Y 29,2013 73 19 29 72 18 24 9.6% 0.10[-0.90, 1.10] -
LiZ 29,2014 74 18 39 78 19 28 108% —0.40[-1.30,0.50] —=r
Roguski M 27,2014 132 25 21 131 22 28 6.5% 0.100-1.24,1.44] -
Wang B, 2018 101 11 26 10 13 32 152%  0.10[-052,0.72] -+
Asher A2V 2018 128 08 163 12 1 82 21.8% 0.80[0.55, 1.05] =
Zhou C 32,2019 102 1 26 101 12 26 155%  0.10[-0.50,0.70] -+
Total (95%Cl) 359 266 1000%  0.33[-0.07,0.73] »
Heterogeneity : Tau?=0.18 ; Chi2=18.10, df=7 (P=0.01) ;?=61% ! : . !
Test for overall effect : Z=1.61 (P=0.11) -1 -5 0 5 10
Favours LAMF Favours ADF
b, flit&
ADF LAMF Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95%CI IV, Random, 95%ClI
GhogawalaZ??,2011 154 2 27 135 2 19 9.9% 1.90[0.73,3.07] ——
LinD 2%,2013 139 13 27 131 15 24 128% 0.80[0.03,1.57] =
Shunzhi Y 29,2013 132 1.7 29 131 1.5 24 121% 0.10[~0.76,0.96] -
LiZ 29,2014 141 16 39 155 1.7 28 125% —1.40[-2.21,-059] —-—
Roguski M 27,2014 155 2.6 21 148 21 28 8.8% 0.70[-0.66, 2.06] -
Wang B, 2018 129 12 26 128 09 32 143%  0.10[-0.46,0.66] +
Asher A 20,2018 15 1 163 14 1 82 158% 1.00[0.73,1.27] -
Zhou C 32,2019 128 1.1 26 126 12 26 138%  0.20[-0.43083] +
Total (95%Cl) 358 263 1000%  0.39[-0.20,0.98] L 3
Heterogeneity : Tau?=0.56 ; Chi2z=43.31, df=7 (P<0.00001) :[2=84% ! ! ! !
Test for overall effect : Z=1.29 (P=0.20) -1 -5 0 5 10
Favours LAMF Favours ADF

K5 JOARO7
a : fivel
b : g



a. fiial C2-7/

ADF LAMF Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95%Cl 1V, Fixed, 95%Cl
Liz 29, 2014 95 49 39 101 52 28 93.0% —0.60[-3.06,1.86]

Roguski M 27,2014 —14 168 21  -75 147 28 70% 6.10[-2.92,15.12]

Total (95%CI) 60 56 100.0% -0.13[-251,2.24]
Heterogeneity : Chi2=197, df=1 (P=0.16) :2=49% L . . ’

Test for overall effect : Z=0.11 (P=0.91) —20 -10 0 10 20
Favours LAMF Favours ADF

b. fifk C2-75A

ADF LAMF Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95%Cl IV, Fixed, 95%Cl
Lz, 2014 136 55 39 99 52 28 938%  370[1.11,629] E B
Roguski M 27,2014 =3.1 187 21 -34 163 28 6.2% 0.30[-9.72,10.32] E—
Total (95%ClI) 60 56  100.0% 3.49[0.98,5.99] <o
Heterogeneity : Chiz=0.41, df=1 (P=0.52) ;2=0% L L L !
Test for overall effect : Z=2.73 (P=0.006) -2 -0 0 10 20

Favours LAMF Favours ADF

K6 7IA4X2MNE
a: firal C2-7 &
b : fiitt C2-7 A

a. fira1 NDI

ADF LAMF Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95%Cl IV, Random, 95%ClI
GhogawalaZ??,2011 362 232 28 362 235 22 1.1%  0.00[-13.05,13.05]
Shunzhi Y 29,2013 215 49 29 22 43 24 174%  —-050[-2.981.98] ——
Liz 20, 2014 258 32 39 278 29 28 269% -200[-347,-053] -
Roguski M 27,2014 374 248 21 307 204 28 1.1% 6.70[— 632 19.72] —
Wang B, 2018 266 38 26 268 48 32 196% -0.20[-241,2.01] -
Asher A 21,2018 39 6163 36 15 82 11.9% 300[- 037 6.37] T—
AudatZ 2 2018 299 55 67 321 63 73 219% -220[-4.16,-0.24]

Total (95%Cl) 373 289 1000% -0.71[-2.12,0.69]

Heterogeneity : Tau?=1.34 ; Chi2=10.59, df=6 (P=0.10) ;[?=43% - - - -

Test for overall effect : Z=1.00 (P=0.32) -20 —10 10 20
Favours ADF Favours LAMF

oJ+

b. fi#& NDI
ADF LAMF Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95%CI IV, Random, 95%Cl
Ghogawala Z %, 2011 18 184 27 301 186 19 24% -1210[-2297, —1.23] «——=—
Shunzhi Y 29,2013 123 19 29 15 31 24 191% -270(-4.12 -1.28] -
Liz 20, 2014 125 29 39 173 34 28 187% —480[-6.35 —325] —-—
Roguski M 27,2014 135 158 21 197 176 28 31% —6.20[-15.59,3.19] —_—
Wang B, 2018 142 14 26 144 12 32 21.1% -0.20(-0.88,0.48] -
Asher A2, 2018 168 58 163 175 5 82 192% -0.70[-2.10,0.70] -
Audat Z 2, 2018 29 55 67 58 74 73 165% —290[-5.05 -0.75] —
Total (95%ClI) 372 286 100.0% -2.55[-4.32,-0.77]
Heterogeneity : Tau2=3.78 ; Chiz=40.95, df=6 (P<0.00001) :2=85% - - - -
Test for overall effect : Z=2.81 (P=0.005) -2 -10 0 10 20

Favours ADF Favours LAMF

7 EBE LAY A
a : firaT NDI
b : fi1#% NDI
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a. FilikE

ADF LAMF Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95%ClI IV, Random, 95%ClI
Kristof R 29,2009 229.2 60.1 42 1838 466 61 11.8% 45.40[23.79,67.01] —_—
LinD 24,2013 124 47 27 115 36 24 11.6% 9.00[-13.84,31.84] —_—T
Shunzhi Y 29,2013 1555 17.1 29 1923 335 24 127% —36.80[-51.58, —22.02] —
Liz 29, 2014 1356 326 39 1805 398 28 12.3% —44.90[-62.84, —26.96] —_—
Wang B, 2018 1387 402 26 1533 351 32 121% —14.60[—34.26,5.06] —
Asher A2, 2018 1683 228 163 144 165 82 13.6% 24.30[19.30, 29.30] -
Audat Z ?®,2018 1755 633 67 2007 374 73 124% -25.20[-4262, -7.78] —
Zhou C 39,2019 150 15 26 1268 138 26 134% 23.20[15.37,31.03] —
{ 0, - -
Total (95%CI) 419 350 100.0% =-2.30[-22.12,17.53] ’ ‘ ‘

Heterogeneity : Tau2=745.72 ; Chi?=144.26, df=7 (P<0.00001) :?=95% L -

Test for overall effect : Z=0.23 (P=0.82) ~100 —50 0 50 100
Favours ADF Favours LAMF

b. HiIms
ADF LAMF Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95%Cl 1V, Random, 95%Cl
Kristof R 29,2009 74337489 42 839.8 8766 61 14%  —9650[-412.24,21924] ————
LinD 2%,2013 259 131 27 284 120 24 11.8% —25.00[-93.89,43.89] —
Shunzhi Y 29, 2013 2538 779 29 4554 1405 24 126% —201.60[-264.56, —138.64] ——
LiZ 20, 2014 2805 889 39 4203 986 28 149% -—139.80[-185.76,-93.84] —
Wang B, 2018 1634 721 26 241 1123 32 147% —77.60[-125.37,-29.83] —
Asher A29,2018 100 25163 200 50 82 186% —100.00[—11148 —-8852] ®
Audat Z 2®,2018 2799 1323 67 364 1765 73 142% —84.10[-13551, -32.69] —
Zhou C 29,2019 625 35 26 305 175 26 11.9% —24250[-311.10, —173.90] —
Total (95%Cl) 419 350 100.0% —-121.18[-159.87, -8248] L 2

Heterogeneity : Tau?=2062.63 ; Chi2=34.48, df=7 (P<0.0001) : [2=80% . . . .

Test for overall effect : Z=6.14 (P<0.00001) -500 =250 0 250 500
Favours ADF Favours LAMF

8 FiTeFfE, HmE
a . FireEE
b HilE

MIZHY, ThHZESHEICEWTHERT 2LE D 5.

CDAYTFY) VAL TR CQITH T HIIRERELAT - 72, M2 ik L7073k
EDBAMXBENETHY, TUFVALNUVOEVIIRICZELWI L, BBz %eED
INT VAR BE OB APAIEETH Y, 720 TEEAT > 72 EOERE L EE L7
FEMERE VR B0 (2 U CRT BRI EMT, BABRIEREMOEE 5 %2479 LT, 74 FI4
VRERBARR LI T - N— 9 {THIEEORE 21T o 72, TORE, OFERTS 2 L 2i<
HRT 2 0%, QFERTAZEZIMERTS 0%, OEBLANZ 25 HERTS 02
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E LT RIEIEDS T E v & OREFRICE L 72,
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Sk
1) Hirai T, et al. Middle-term results of a prospective comparative study of anterior decompression with fusion
and posterior decompression with laminoplasty for the treatment of cervical spondylotic myelopathy. Spine
(Phila Pa 1976) 2011; 36(23): 1940-1947.
2) Hirai T, et al. Long-term results of a prospective study of anterior decompression with fusion and posterior
decompression with laminoplasty for treatment of cervical spondylotic myelopathy. ] Orthop Sci 2018; 23(1):
32-38.



AFRERER

ADF LAMF Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95%Cl M-H, Random, 95%Cl
Kristof R 23, 2009 17 42 22 61 11.8% 1.21[0.54,2.70] e
Ghogawala Z 22, 2011 5 28 3 22 71% 1.38[0.29, 6.52] s Ee—
Lin D 24,2013 5 27 5 24 8.0% 0.86[0.22, 3.44] —_—
Shunzhi Y 29,2013 15 29 18 24 9.2% 0.36[0.11,1.16] K
Liz2®, 2014 15 39 14 28 10.5% 0.63[0.23,1.67] e
Roguski M 27, 2014 7 21 8 28 8.9% 1.25[0.37,4.25] e h—
Wang B, 2018 15 26 6 32 9.2% 591[1.82,19.24] —_—
Asher A 2V,2018 16 163 6 82 10.5% 1.38[0.52,3.67] —_——
Audat Z 28,2018 3 67 8 73 8.1% 0.38[0.10, 1.50] E——
Houten J 29, 2018 3 15 14 49 7.8% 0.63[0.15,2.56] —_—
Zhou C 39,2019 20 26 8 26 89%  7.50[2.18,25.80] —_—
Total (95%Cl) 483 449  100.0% 1.18[0.68, 2.08] ?
Total events 121 112 L - - !
Heterogeneity : Tau?=0.53 ; Chi?=25.08, df=10 (P=0.005) : P=60% 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Test for overall effect : Z=0.59 (P=0.55) Favours ADF Favours LAMF
. BHERER GEREEZR
ADF LAMF Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup ~ Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95%Cl M-H, Random, 95%ClI
Kristof R 23, 2009 17 42 22 61 12.0% 1.21[0.54,2.70] —
Ghogawala Z 22, 2011 5 28 3 22 79% 1.38[0.29, 6.52] e Ee—
Lin D 29,2013 5 27 5 24 8.7% 0.86[0.22, 3.44] e —
Shunzhi Y 29,2013 12 29 4 24 9.2% 3.53[0.96, 12.99]
Liz 20, 2014 14 39 6 28 10.2% 2.05[0.67,6.26] o —
Roguski M 27,2014 7 21 8 28 9.6% 1.25[0.37,4.25] e e
Wang B, 2018 15 26 3 32 85% 13.18[3.18,54.57] —_—
Asher A 20,2018 16 163 6 82 11.0% 1.38[0.52, 3.67] —_—r—
Audat Z 2®, 2018 3 67 8 73 8.8% 0.38[0.10, 1.50] —_—
Houten J 29, 2018 3 15 14 49 8.6% 0.63[0.15, 2.56] —_—
Zhou C 39,2019 17 26 1 26 55% 47.22[5.47,407.80] —_—
Total (95%Cl) 483 449 100.0% 1.80[0.95, 3.38] -
Total events 114 80 L - - |
Heterogeneity : Tau?=0.70 ; Chi?=27.35, df=10 (P=0.002) ; =63% 001 01 1 10 100
Test for overall effect : Z=1.82 (P=0.07) Favours ADF Favours LAMF
C. MIRAPHERAE
ADF LAMF Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95%Cl M-H, Fixed, 95%CI
Kristof R 23, 2009 5 42 12 61 31.4% 055[0 18,1.70] —_—
Ghogawala Z 22,2011 0 28 3 22 14.0% 0.10[0.00,200] +———=———1—
LinD 29,2013 0 27 3 24 132% 0.11[0.01,2.28] ~——=———1—
Shunzhi Y 29,2013 2 29 3 24 11.1% 052[0 08,3.39] —_—
Liz 29 2014 1 39 2 28 8.3% 0.34[0.03,3.97] —_—
Wang B, 2018 0 26 2 32 8.0% 0.23[0.01,5.01]
Asher A 2V,2018 2 163 0 82 24%  255[0.12,53.82]
Audat Z 28,2018 1 67 2 73 6.9% 0.54[0.05,6.07] E———
Houten J 29, 2018 1 15 3 49 48% 1.10[0.11,11,38] _—
Zhou C 39,2019 0 26 0 26 Not estimable
Total (95%Cl) 462 421 1000%  0.46[0.23,0.89] . =
Total events 12 30 L - - |
Heterogeneity : Chiz=3.99, df=8 (P=0.86) ;[?=0% 001 01 1 10 100
Test for overall effect : Z=2.32 (P=0.02) Favours ADF Favours LAMF

9 BHIE

a AfHEFRER

b &fHERER GEPRER
G HREHHERER

3) Shibuya S, et al. Differences between subtotal corpectomy and laminoplasty for cervical spondylotic
myelopathy. Spinal Cord 2010; 48(3): 214-220.

4) Wada E, et al. Subtotal corpectomy versus laminoplasty for multilevel cervical spondylotic myelopathy: a
long-term follow-up study over 10 years. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2001; 26(13): 1443-1447; discussion 1448.
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26)
27)
28)
29)

30)

Chen Z, et al. A Comparison of the anterior approach and the posterior approach in treating multilevel
cervical myelopathy: a meta-analysis. Clin Spine Surg 2017; 30(2): 65-76.

Jiang L, et al. Comparison of anterior decompression and fusion with posterior laminoplasty for multilevel
cervical compressive myelopathy: a systematic review and meta-analysis. ] Spinal Disord Tech 2015; 28(8):
282-290.

Luo J, et al. Comparison of anterior approach versus posterior approach for the treatment of multilevel
cervical spondylotic myelopathy. Eur Spine J 2015; 24(8): 1621-1630.

Montano N, et al. Comparison of anterior cervical decompression and fusion versus laminoplasty in the
treatment of multilevel cervical spondylotic myelopathy: a meta-analysis of clinical and radiological outcomes.
World Neurosurg 2019; 30: 530-536.€2.. (M 444

Wang B, et al. Segmental instability in cervical spondylotic myelopathy with severe disc degeneration. Spine
(Phila Pa 1976) 2006; 31(12): 1327-1331. (BeZk&th-44)

Liu T, et al. ACDF with the PCB cage-plate system versus laminoplasty for multilevel cervical spondylotic
myelopathy. ] Spinal Disord Tech 2011; 24(4): 213-220.

Ren H, et al. Patterns of neurological recovery after anterior decompression with fusion and posterior
decompression with laminoplasty for the treatment of multilevel cervical spondylotic myelopathy. Clin Spine
Surg 2017; 30(8): E1104-E1110.

Chen Q, et al. Comparison of outcomes between anterior cervical decompression and fusion and posterior
laminoplasty in the treatment of 4-level cervical spondylotic myelopathy. World Neurosurg 2019; 125:
e341-e347. (MR ZMH1)

Zhang ], et al. Comparative study between anterior cervical discectomy and fusion with ROI-C cage and
laminoplasty for multilevel cervical spondylotic myelopathy without spinal stenosis. World Neurosurg 2019;
121: 917-€924. (FRFEZMHH)

Yoshii T. et al. Comparison of Anterior Decompression with Fusion and Posterior Decompression with Fusion
for Cervical Spondylotic Myelopathy -A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis-. J Orthop Sci 2020. (Be5= 5 14-41)
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