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BRTA T4 a3, [EEG L BEIWFEDBKIRIICB VT, #Y) % BHo BB E 21T
)T ETET HHWTRMISIEL SN XE] TH D, bAETIE, A (YR DR
AT REAME ARG 4% (1998 ~1999 4F) D #h & B F 2 C, FHAMBILIZ IO { [F3# (evidence-based
medicine : EBM) 2 K ¥ 572000 D00 HHRELT, TET UV RAICEICBHENA KT ¥
DR ENHEAE S LTz

HAFEEAN B 2028 THE 2002 4RI, EBEERREZRICBUIT 244 P4 COERZ L L
T, HEZETHEBT 2HEOBVEEB L OEEESFHVE BN EEOR 11 HEEZEEL,
TWITANTA OERERIB L. 20k, HRETHEELZHEPL, BEETICITEREDR
WA T4 s HIiRD 5 VGRS, H2IC LRBOBHETA FI4 2 OEEIHETLTWAS.

BRTA KA Y OFERICIE, BRITOTET U A% G0%EBNE L ORBEEOBWEBHICE
T HIEMIFEREI NS, —HT, BEIIHAERL THL208BTA FF74 130 E 720 -
ABENTZHEEDP D, TONEMMELIEH L RoTwL. BETA K54 V1%, BFTOBW - Bk
Z L CEEBHI IS E DB IS T 5 2 EATRD SN TEY, F22oifE Ak ity
5720, BN LUEIALETHS .
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TERZMRRED TE 72, BKAA FIA4 YOUETD, ZLOKREHTOTRINTE DRIV zo 7.
KA RTA VPERNEZEOED S 5 5 L% EBM OFERE - #iEx 72601, 41 74—
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BIZBWT, LYV RWHEZERT L2000 O0HHEEZIRL, BT TIEM SN2 O
ERLTWAS. 72720, REBIZEEEN TR WIHREEMIDNLZ L ZHIRT 5 DO TIE R\,
FARHMZLUTICHET 5.
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1. [FUSHIC

[Minds B#FA N4 VPR~ =271 2017) VickhiE, BEFIA K74 Vi3 [BLoE
EEDEWEBTLIZOWT, TEFVADYATIT 4 v 7 LE 2—b ZoRMKTM HLED
NGy AR ERERLT, BALEBREOREREL ZET L7010 RE L E 2 5N LML IR
FTAHLE] LEREINTVDE, T, [BHFA P4 YORBEEOHREIE, TEF Y2 CEITH
TR WA R SN Tnwb 2k, ZLTC, R 7 at 2R (unbiasedness) 2SR S
TR 72K D EPHRHPANICH 5] ST, BWHA FIA4 Y OBEEMMEES ATy
5. ZZT, BERERRERAESHETA FI4 VUETHORERESOZRRE B OFIMK (COD
% HABREAR 2EAHHE R THAREL, COlAHHERIT, HBRED-OORZE2FHBL,
AMEHEEMER L. LA oT, KX K4 VUETHROER BRI IZEBEERD 2 & v 2 575
A RIIE L £ 2 DB BETRTEARTA NI 4 VUETHAMETEZ 5 DH, H7 L
7% Clinical Question (CQ) 23H 2 &) hh L, EHIKTOHHEIIOWTOMIHISHETN
2LIHTHD. Tz, BAA FITA VHRDHILIZDH S L5, [BHOEBNEERET S
Higl, TE#EEOWEBHPAZ IS 2 WIEHRT 2 By, B0 [MEEOEHZEO B Cff
HLTIEEH%Ww.

2. B2BHA RS54 {ERFIE

21. ERNBEZR

2007 AF 25T S MLk BFHEY 2 (North American Spine Society : NASS) %4 K74 Y& %
212, NASS 74 FJ A4 UL A S 2008 4F F TO G L L bAE DO FEIFIA - 72 i L %
Mk L, WHEBEEEZITV, AT A KI5 42 (W) 292011 4E1258k L7z, —75, NASS i
2011 4E\ZERB B A IRASIE S WA A I 4 L OWETI Y %, 2014 4EIIZEHEE TR Y FED S
HARTA VYUETY 22N ZFRARLIILTWA. $&bb, NASS A FF4 v 1d—E i
ZRETWUETT 5 L V) FHBWS N T 5.

TWHA T4 VIERIRGE R TORMIY 2 LRI E D, HA 2 CQITHTEYATIT 4 v
7L a—%fr\v, HEREPREINTVDE., L2LAREL, SN0 K4 X 0FFELE,
PES BRI OFEE, BWFE oM, B L W IRYIE R @8 4 & ORFEIR R VR B R4l
DFRGEHICHT 2% O 72 &, HEHERAE T T 2 BHAERIEHLNIIEEL TS
LWz B, F72, MBI T A B LR 0 B R0 S R R R O IR R RN R OMGIE L &
MR REED 2 b7 5. RYETHE 2T D CQ 2 12, NASS A FI 4 Vil
TP Questions Z i 2 THET L, FRRIOFFERIEZIRNE, SHROESKROTNE o 22 EHRERE
IRIEIE DIEAR N FEEL, H > TB R E M TH % Background Question (BQ) 7 6 IZBIEDE
SURIRAEIC D &, BN FIA4 v TEZARERMOMKER LB L, OLO0%MLT
FHL72CQ ZUEL.

22. fEFIRE
2008 4= LARE, 2019 4F £ TOMIL - L e R 1 ~ 3 OMRAZ HWTE L. #EEI N

1



Al

x1

#1
#2
#3
#4
#5

#6
#7
#8

x®2

L1
L2

L3
L4

LS
L6

=3

#1
#2
#3
#4
#5

#6
#7
#8

#%= (Cochrane)

Search Hits
[mh "spinal stenosis"] or spin* near/3 stenos*:ti,kw,ab 1,020
[mh "lumbar vertebrae"] or [mh "lumbosacral region"] or (lumba* or lumbo*):ti,kw,ab 15,331
#1 and #2 848
#3 with Publication Year from 2008 to 2019, in Trials 712
#3 with Cochrane Library publication date Between Jan 2008 and Jun 2019, 8

in Cochrane Reviews, Cochrane Protocols, Clinical Answers, Editorials, Special
collections

#4 or #5 720
[mh "spinal stenosis"[mj]] or (spin* or lumb* or stenos*):ti 20,001
#6 and #7 621

#%%= (MEDLINE)
[FILE 'MEDLINE' ENTERED AT 10:41:41 ON 10 JUN 2019]

Search Hits
S SPINAL STENOSIS+NT/CT OR SPIN?(3A)STENOS? 8,443

S LUMBAR VERTEBRAE+NT/CT OR LUMBOSACRAL REGION+NT/CT OR LUMBA? 132,701
OR LUMBO?

SL1ANDL2 5,635

S L3/HUMAN AND (ENGLISH OR JAPANESE)/LA AND 2008-2019/PY AND 2,387
20080101-20190610/UP NOT EPUB?/FS

S L4 NOT (CASE REPORT?/DT OR CASE?/TI) 2,028
S L5 AND (*SPINAL STENOSIS+NT/CT OR (SPIN? OR STENOS? OR LUMB?)/TI) 1,852

BRI (EHEE

Search Hits
BIEERRE /TH or BB /al or EHEZE /al or "spinal stenos'"/al 14,473
FE# /TH or BE{LIES /TH or BZ /al or lumba/al or lumbo/al 116,919
#1 and #2 11,330
#3 and dt=2008:2019 and PDAT=2008/1/1:2019/6/10 6,372
(#4 and CK=kE ) or (#4 not (CK=4X, %3,V ,U~X, 74, VY YL, o0+, = 6,345
TRYVEBIE, BEILEY N, NLRE— ,XTA, TV N, AT, 81))

(#5) and (PT= 2#8BR< ) 2,776
(#6) and (PT=fEGIZRE - BHIFR< ) 2,156
#7 and ( FZ /ti or $&%E /ti or stenos/ti or & /ti or spin/ti or lumb/ti or FHEEKXRE /MTH) 1,883

AL OREEALY — P EER L, BOBWIEL-FILGHL D9 5, BQ/CQITHEH L@ L2 RN L 72,
BEICH ) EBELWLAEDDHEEINY FYy—FTBMLz. T 7 2L (randomized
controlled trial : RCT) 13HEARMICERH L7228, RCT 720 TEEHGA T T3 WEMAEZR &
D CQIE, BIBMZEDOM LB L. CQIEAERETHVATYT 4 v LEa—id, 5Lz

GiEReN

L7299 2T, BFOLME CTHBEINTCVILAREAYTFI P AONE (ZEFVR) 2%



OF FHHEWFEEL L22s, HERIBEATRE L. 2BRFIOLMSE TN TR WA,
AFZTF) T AEHET 7. CQ D Outcomes 1, M5 - T - TR L O, BikkksE CGR47),
FAANE, QOL, Afr Tk, RIRFE 2 O ICHEFRE L. [H] LEIROHOAEZIETH, [H
Ml & TEM»O%RE GEPEICHES) 2] 25T L & L, #REERT 280 4 HA [
LE] (27 AOMFENE] THREOMMER - ifA], [3X ] 2KRET L) 2T, H#EREEE
PERR L7 (554, £5). &b, #ERELED 1, 212HTIES LWL DT [WMERIERSTEX 2]
L7 REAZOHERE, COIDBWEATHEEL, 0% LoGERTRE L. AEI/HD
NaWEEE, 3HFEFTORELZZEATITY, GEMHEONLVWEEIR, ToREHERELRERT
HI kL7

x4 IETVADREE

O A GV HROWEEICESEEHDHS

0 B (FEE)  HROEEEICHEEOEEDNHD

O C (B8BLY)  HROHEEBICHT HHEEIIRENTHD
O D GE#ICHEW)  HROHEEEHIFEA ERETEED

&5 HREOBEI
O 1 G&wY 1975
O 2 (8B 175

&l 2R [TThi\na el Z2#ETD
&l T2l [fTThi\na el ZRETS

=
(&
-
(&

2.3. HIERED SRR, BAFHET

RAA K54 VET (RIS L CHMBERi L 287 ) v 7 2 X ¥ M &34 L7 9 2 TR LR 1T-
7z. BB, STV vy aky s EANEREHEIE, DT OSSR L 72

- ORI VR A2 R - 2020 4E 10 H 20 H~ 11 H 20 H)

- HARBHER B S R4 © 2020410 A 20 H~ 11 A 20 H)

IAY POWREICOWTEHESSERTHBRIF L, EELDOEFIRLICKMLE. $72, 4RO
BQ, CQ TIEIMIETERWI X ¥ MIDWTIXKRAIDONEIREFERAEBIRTA K4 Y UETR
BHICHL®ELZEE L.

3. BHbHIC

KA T4 VYETH 2 DS, EBEHEREERZOA L L TEREZFMICE > THHALR DL
ODI|EEE B 2 2 L2, LALAEDS, HEZHETIEZ < D Questions 25 & LA3-> T
K%, T, PXTRARZIHCHA FIA4 V7R TH0OA TR, AHGBHETA FIA4
v ELTHBBGET R EEIZZ . B TH L L OERIIZEAMGHBAE I L TEIThTh 5
EBDNDD, KITAFTA VEETHE2ME —F L T2 2T & T, ShDBIRIIZEDHRE % A
DOUF, BRI IE DV H OBV ERIRIIENZ S BREINDL L2 HfF L7z v.



Bl X

Sk

D /AR, ik, REBSRIED (). Minds BHETA 74 YER~ =2 7)1 2017, KAEMEEAH
AR HRPERERT A AR EBM EEREH G, 2017.

2) North American Spine Society Evidence-Based Clinical Guidelines for Multidisciplinary Spine Care: Diagnosis
and Treatment of Degenerative Lumbar Spinal Stenosis (Revised 2011). North American Spine Society.
Available from: http://www.spine.org/Portals/0/Assets/Downloads/ResearchClinicalCare/Guidelines/
LumbarStenosis.pdf

3) North American Spine Society Evidence-Based Clinical Guidelines for Multidisciplinary Spine Care: Diagnosis
and Treatment of Degenerative Lumbar Spondylolisthesis (Revised 2014). Available from: http://www.spine.
org/Portals/0/ Assets/Downloads/ResearchClinicalCare /Guidelines/Spondylolisthesis.pdf



B1E EF - BY - HARR

Background Question 1
EESEEREEDESIAH

OEMEDEREED DV FHERBAL (BEZHCEFBREECSINTLEV)DIRIVEICKD, #HiEE
BOREEDDVIIMFEDEENED, ERZETDHEEZISNTVDD, BEDEIS, BEE
RERBEDERICOVTREFERIFFISNTULEL.

O figeh O

BERIRE D S, MEEERSRAEIZOE OB TR L4 OIEBEOHMASDED S
%7, MY DRk A RIRIRE AT 2 ERIE R L, 2, MEPEEICHI S TuRnI Ehs,
BED L 2o, EHEHERAIEDERII OV TR — SN IR

Verbiest ¥ &, [HFHIXFTRVMICBVT, BREE, 7405 FHRICBT 2 Mk RYEE,
BEEEL LMK T E2RT. BEFEMICR S EE2N0 ORERIZHNEISHE L, R0 miRt
PP HAIIREDR v, =35 L 2N 6 ORFIMEEOBRPEAT LB SN 5. HHEE
WX DRSNS OEEIZE ) 7Tay 72 RT ] LRI TS,

Arnoldi ¥ 13, [FFAEEF, M, HEMITLIC BT 8500, 0 il 5 W IZ AR 2 3METH Y
BREZ2DODHIMBHMRICL 200D, BUFHEOR, WEEDLR, H 5\ IEWGH%ME
LTwbb00H5b] LLTWVA.

HARHER BRSSO [HHETETEF R QGETE 6 1Y 12, [HHES 2R 5 5k%E
FRMEMN, M EEL S L o TEROFHERHEMILIPNE 20, BRED LV ITHERD
PR E A & 72 LTRSS EL L 20 . BHEEIC X 5 C central & lateral (2507 b5, 5
GERRIEIRE LT, THEoLUh e BREMRBEITSLET 5. WEBIIEERE, BREOH 4D
LONDH L. AROFHEEH/NINZ TRITEMEIC X 2 FHHERZIC L ) FAEDBET S 0
L] LRI SN TS,

North American Spine Society D %' 4 K5 4 Y aETHL (2011 4B/ T, [ PRI A: 5 pese
FENE, BEHEIZ B\ THEAE Ofe S MEBIT AL IR W AESHLER & 45 D A R — 20583 5 IR & &
FXTED. EHEEOHAE, HIEH - TO R TS I, B, TFTRORSCEESALNS
RN RIEGERECTH 5. NEIBHEERAEORFEE, B5 3 5RFIZ & o TERDHE L 72 ) ik
T5IETHL. BITO LD LELTORBRLFFEDHRMIZ X ) MREERATAERE S NS, $72,
BB AL R PR DS, B 5 WIZLEEHUREF I IZREIRA R T 2 2 £ 3% v ] L ENTWw5b.

WEEBH AL ERAE T, JEHEES O FAEE B 5 WIFHERIL (HAICIEFRE LS IR w)
OPMEIZE Y, MEHREOBEED 5 WIFIMTOBEENE L, HEREZETLEZZONTWS. R
A RTA VOIS THEFHE N TS L)1, JEREE, LOh, BREZEHATHY, /2
WATR LS L EOBEIIE VLT 5 L VIO A AT 5. BROEBEOMAG DL > THH

5



s

X3

o

ENDHBW D B VITEBIEBER &M, BRSO E XA OERE AT 2 IEFEFTH
5. F72, ITIE, HESRICIBVWTEIH2BREOIE L2 RESLETH LI Lhb, —RKH
R WIEIEERE L2, SRNE, WIROBWIHEE (R)Z2UETL,

OB S TEOERPL LU T HT 5

QB2 5 FELOIERIE, AR ATORRIC &L > THBLD 2 WIZME L, [iE R AR T

WY %

QMR DA HZ I b %\

OIFRAT R %2 FHWA T X 5 MRI 7% & O CTEMIZEH RBGFHET 5

Z B SASE DML & U TIRET 5. BHICOWTIE, WIT [T TR 2
FHEMTHNIRINT 5] PR L TWzs, Shlid [ oFmEMbRw] L Lz, 2ol
1, BHEERLHERTLOPIMEIZ X 2 AiRHRR R ML IE D BE 57 & ke S I 2 9 & IR R I & 8
S B S NIFHIEIE W72 DTH 5.

ST TN HWH L2 ZRHFRIRIMC D &, FREER L 2205 BB D0 Tw
SENRDH L, FHEL 3, BBR-HWETL2INVEA LR —EOEIETHL. —T, EFEIZL,
e - WEE MO L X TEL L) ICHMICRET L2 2L THE. Thbh, EiwLphiikiE
BRFEETIE R, ERTFREREEDOERICOVWTIE, FRoZT L2 L2EmREH 5. BED
LA, RRRHBAN L EAPERIEIFHSINTES T, BEHHFFEPAIEDOERITOVTE
ERFEIIBELN TV,

SR

1) BRI [NFRHE D72 O E A AE O LA M] Y Historical review. Mod Physician 2011; 31:
1043-1046.

2) HHE—. BB A up-to-date] JLUERT  BE&- 00 R - BT ge  BEERFALAT R MR & 0.
MR Y v — F L 2008; 21: 259-264.

3) Verbiest H. A radicular syndrome from developmental narrowing of the lumbar vertebral canal. ] Bone Joint
Surg Br 1954; 36: 230-237.

4) Arnoldi CC, Brodsky AE, Cauchoix J, et al. Lumbar spinal stenosis and nerve root entrapment syndromes.
Definition and classification. Clin Orthop Relat Res 1976; 115: 4-5.

5) HARFFHERT IO ). TPHETFRNIGESEIL, 25 6 B, PIVLE, JnT, 2020

6) North American Spine Society Evidence-based clinical guidelines for multidisciplinary spine care: diagnosis
and treatment of degenerative lumbar spinal stenosis [Internet]. 2011. Available from: https://www.spine.
org/Prtals/0/ Assets/Dpwnloads/ReseachClinicalCare /Guidelines/LumbarStenosis.pdf



Background Question 2
B EREREEOBATBRIEDKLSEHDH

OEFREPREEH CORBHRERDOMRRESFLEVDTEOBARZBGETHATSH . BE~PFHF

AEBID 10 FLUEDERFREZBIF, 50 ~60%DEES TiHEDWVERHEFSNEH, FindERE
SNDEEDEFIIFEASN TV TD, EEDEFIDBEAREBICERT DitHRZESTHT C&(F
TERFL. FTfe, BRELDEELERERENL, EROREEEEDRD SNFERFARF LS
b3%.

OIBFRO oeonsissosscssssocsinissossinss
FTRCOWEGR A A E B E DRI IEROME L R T L IV A R nwZ & id, BHEADAL
TH =LKy, FMEICORED) ZANHOEETHD. 7272L, YATITA4v 7L
Ca—DOxR e o M TIE TG E SNLZEEOBEVRI SN TEY, 29 LRy
A5 & S N BT B A P AE O ARG IIREE £ 7213 SO BEL TR TH ), HEOR
HOHRFBICHT 2HEmr B T2 i3 TE R,

1. BREREE DBHE

Knutsson 5 & A 7 = — 7 ¥ @ International Statistical Classification of Diseases and Related
Health Problems (ICD) & — F & F\C, B AT HALE R IS L TR W72 2 fab A 7
PEPIIOWTHI EIIHE L7z, WRE 33LULBIOH 5, B H 7T I, 3 0BE)S
16%, AR OBIEZ DS 26%, KEBUEH D 14% Th -7z, 307 » H OFBEEORKR, FEBL
FHEHBLT, $XRTOBME S 7 I) TPHARICHEE L Twz, KiEREE T, PREE 08
FOBYEL KH L, TAEOWMO ) A7 DEhotz .

2. FhEREDEE

Adamova 513 151 I OFENE~ AR O PR RAES D ) B, 13988 » H OitdBlig %
1707256 PIZOWTHE L7z, Z O, e ZERAFHHRZ TV, 34 #1(60.7%) Tl 017 < #
REED LB Z L) ThHo7z, &b, 661(10.7%)7%F35 28 » H (550 » H ) THEIRDEAL
DIOFMEITo7. HEHOL I ARO HEREHLY, FHESRNTThHo727.

3. EgMREORE

Fukushima 53, FERRIEIRE MRI LD S W0 L 7B HE AR ERASE 274 Bl 2 b & L, Filv
W22 PHIRTFERE L. 2095, FRiZO TSN L AREEHE LT, 3ER OBER AT
FETH o 72013 185 Bl GEEREE 67.3%) T, 82 #l (44.3%) TFM & Iifr L7z, ZEEMITOMR, B
RRER O v AH3.38) LAY /MEBOEE v XM 2.00) TRV HE % TR
FTHhHot?.

Minamide & 1%, PRAFIGEHE % fidT L 72 BB E A RA2E 34 Bl 2% & LT, 104 EIZHh7z5
HEWTIIMEZE 2 47 o 72, FORBIEE L7213 29 6] CPI BRI 11.1 4°) C, HARIEAE 720
P SBIE R S HE T X B FRIR A O FFA T, 38% THEAL L, 31% T2 L, 31% THER L /2.
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s

H

18 T

X3

o

BALREOFAE WAL, 2 7% UREZR & ONZEEIEE & IR L TR/ S o7z BALRE 9 B0
9 BRIz o 72 6 BN, B QBB WA 50 mm? Rili T - 72 ",

Wessberg & (3 B RIEIR & WI{ET 5 (MRL,  CT) 2 5 H 45 BE O JEE A AR A2 0E & 35 I S 7z 146
Bl H 5, FEHBIEEDTHETH - 72 129 B E R I% L 72 107 B GEBRER 89%, “FigftHpigs
WM 3.3 4F) & #Ra) L7z, TR & i visual analog scale DERIRINEFED H 5 iie/ME{L & (minimal
clinically important difference) &, Z#Z7132% & 36% T, 55% & 54% TAHZ, 13% & 10%
TEAL L7z, BATREEIIAE D 49%, EAT29%, BALS22% Th o7z T2, Fililcwizo7z
D 1061 (7%) TH o7z S 512, MPAFHIHHTAS 0.5 cm’ il TIREEPNE > 727

Adamova 5 &, 153 #l @ B i ~ &5 Ji (numerical rating scale T 0 ~6, Oswestry Disability
Index T 0~60%, 201m 2L I=F 721 21 ~200m DARATA0 ) OEHBFHEREBERND ) b, FH
139 » A OREBBIE 2175 72 53 BlIZ OV THRES L7z, S oMM, AEIRICE DR TH A 2RI
ATV, 54.7% DIEBI TR (P D L IR L) it Th o7z, 761(132%) TFIH 34 #» J
FHAEIRDBALD 720 T 2 AT o 72 ZERMBATOFER, CT EOFHEHED® 13.6 mm LT i
BIDAWR 2 REROBENFThH o7z, LaL, Fid L7z Fiofasissdiim 88 » H THELR TR
AHENTTHo 2HER LRI EIE, AEL2PEARKNTCELr-727.

SR

1) Knutsson B, Mukka S, Wahlstrom J, et al. The association between tobacco smoking and surgical intervention
for lumbar spinal stenosis: cohort study of 331,941 workers. Spine J 2018; 18: 1313-1317.

2) Micankova AB, Vohanka S, Dusek L, et al. Prediction of long-term clinical outcome in patients with lumbar
spinal stenosis. Eur Spine ] 2012; 21: 2611-2619.

3) Fukushima M, Oka H, Hara N, et al. Prognostic factors associated with the surgical indication for lumbar
spinal stenosis patients less responsive to conservative treatments: An investigator-initiated observational
cohort study. ] Orthop Sci 2017; 22: 411-414.

4) Minamide A, Yoshida M, Maio K. The natural clinical course of lumbar spinal stenosis: a longitudinal cohort
study over a minimum of 10 years. J Orthop Sci 2013; 18: 693-698.

5) Wessberg P, Frennered K. Central lumbar spinal stenosis: natural history of non-surgical patients. Eur Spine |
2017; 26: 2536-2542.

6) Adamova B, Vohanka S, Dusek L, et al. Outcomes and their predictors in lumbar spinal stenosis: a 12-year
follow-up. Eur Spine J 2015; 24: 369-380.
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Background Question 3
ELE R ERERER ST 2 e (CHRATRED KUZRARFah

O S CRREN S TiICEA P LUNDGD, FERDSHITWIMTEERL, EAIWHIER TR
I HBEREEREREBEDIEENEL. BREITEREERERBE CHHBTER TS
2N, MEMBREITEOENNERTHS.

O [ESEFEREZMYR— MY —IL] &, BEZXIY-—ZUIJFBHICALNSNDY—IL
EUTEHETERTH .

1. JREE

TR B ERARE DB A M BRE L LTa vy FAPELN TV LD, kg CREE
PO TRITHAR LUOND D 5 2 &, FERIBATRVALCTHEL, BACHETHRT 522 L Th
%. North American Spine Society (NASS) 77 4 FJ A > T JEFBHE AT IRAIE OB Wi 1A H 229
JERZEIE LTINLOF RS INTEY, SHITERISFTICE D HEL 2WIEEI21E
RS A Tl 72 WITREPEASE WV & ST w2 V. International Society for the Study of the
Lumbar Spine (ISSLS) D ¥ A 7 7 # — A & % FESHIFHHA Tl FHES MR AW A AL B PR A D
SIS ER EE 2 ZWIEIE, ORITRICERTN & THOR S %%, @niE TRERIHEICE 25, @
vavErrh— MRHBHEEHNT S LRERIEICR DA, OBRTRICEB R EEEENIEL S
7, GREBEIRMEI AL TGN ZWD, @ TEBMEK T2 220, OFREH L5910 7oL
WHESNTS Y. Chad S, MW F 72136 & TR % A 2 B% 1,448 Bl % kb5 & L 72 BIE
8T, ORERAWMNE, @OWHE & 0 FRIRAE G, @OFITRLMIE A, @HEL LR, ®
AT 48 LA R, 23E T MAVIHRF B P ZEE O W et < UREE 0.96), WA AR %2
T2 WHERIZIER IR (R LR 0.19) b B L2 Y. —05, RO, EEEEYeE L &
W S N7z B 531 BIDOMBIEHBS RO R 2 %A M S IZHA L, BE (778%), TFIBIJE (69.3%), T
L O (77.2%), 470 (62.3% ) DREFRIZZ WS, B2 fE L7z & ZISHERDSHEE L (27.5%),
WA TEIZ R B (19.2%) &\ ) MBIR 25 RIZ T LADPHTH -2 L T2 Y.

PN B R AT I R A A PR (AR BN 22 T WL C b %, TIBGEIRASIBL L C & 447 % H3he
THIEDTEREHEN D720, BMRPATIILHADORHIE L XV 2\, Tosan Hi&, EFHED
AAT O] AEBAE X IERETETIE RIS 60 BRI BT ET 2 2 LB L TR Y.

JEIEIE NASS 74 N7 4 Y OBMIERTEOAMIIM DR VE INTWES. FHHIE, BB
EARAENE 274 B % TIBEIRD Z2 e M 212 B & FeBRay U, ISR AR B PR AR C IR O A FR
(88% ) il A DFEEED IR <, WIRBEATHEDME (LIXS <A L 2 D e o TR & 2272 B 1
BN 75 85% T, HHERE (38%) & K LA RICHECH o7z L HFEL T2 7.



$2% U - D

ZoM, ZEIIRLHEEE LT, BEHMHFHEEREASERE TREROZILHE) BL v v ) Hil
s .

2. ZEmR

TR 2R LR Kemp 7 A N SBE 1% 585, BB RAE RO B VB R
i Eidwizv. Kemp 7 A M, L4/5 @O FHERAEIC L 5 L5 M EEE Tl 60.8%,
L5/S Bl OHE LA X 2 L5 A Tl 79.6% THE & Hi ShTw 5 . Adachi 513,
JAEE R 35 1T B IS ke O I 9 P i tibial nerve compression test 2SWEHBH AT E SR AZHE DB W 12 A
HE L, BEEAREMaERE 108 Bl ) B 92.6% DBENEYET, EEHIRE L IR LAEICS
otz WEL TV 7.

i S RATRMIC X D AL 2 HREIERB X ORI e b &2, MRVER BT 2 T, BB
BIUKBHOBREREL YL LSRMREL T2 BRA, MREBHOKm L gL L
HIARVERSE (REARA), B X OMH 2 &0 LRAMO 3BHCHB LAY, BRI TR A
W7y 72475 THMRBATIREE L 2w, MR Cid 7o v 7 5RICHE KRBT I — R
Ry pEMEIN TS,

3. ERIZHICERITRE, 28RMRE

R HAE PR A E DR BN ZIEIR D O & D Td % MR BeATIE, RIEE IR (peripheral arterial
disease : PAD) 7z & D IME T B R PEAT & OB EETH L. HBEILELHKRET, VHILES
T CIEIRAER S 2885 5. IEHTHMIMTE WL E 55 2 L 2 QHICETHIRE 72
BRI EBIROME) O R, JEBIHET LI (ankle brachial pressure index : ABI) %l 3 %
mE, BPENREEDLE TN LI LPEETHL. EEHIROMIMART ABLAMEL, 7oy
IS LIS WEE TIEHENBIIRFLEDGRA S 2 O THEEZET LY. T/, W
PEHT2LELH5 I LICHET L. BREHEREERED ) B 6.7%% PAD % ) BHHF
A RAE (LSSPAD) T ), LSSPAD HH DMK -1, wilks, BN, WILERE, B XO0H®
MYECHRBOEHTH 2 LGSR Tws ?.

4. HEFECEREER

WEHDEAFRE IS D WU, RIILE R R DS E S B A A2 E D fE RN 7T % 2 L 2 B
WEZehsiis L v, ENO KBS HiEZeic B0, A A B Tl O B e E i
EDOEHENE NI EATRENT WS P F72, HARLEERD S EIELHIE Sz 4400 2409
b, FEMPE SN 2,666 ZOFERY—NA T2 2 TiE, &is (Fv X538, 95%EHEX M 2.03
~14.21), BRI OF v XM 2.05, 5% EMEXE 1.14 ~ 3.67), HEREE (v X217, 95%15
JEIX [ 1.10 ~ 4.29), ZRMEMERE - S o A0 CF v X271, 95%EHXH 1.53 ~ 4.82) R &
FED SO (v AH 355, 95%EHIX M 1.97 ~ 6.40)1%, JEHAHHAEPAEO MR T-CTh 72 .
Raphael &%, MEEEAREPAIEERE 537 Bl & 4 A T TV EEHREHRAE T — & X— 2 OxHE# 7 —
& 2R L, WA A B E TR IE 23.2% G IERE 7.8%), HEIRIN 13.6% (i HEHRE5.9%)
DEREIA I L, B CHE 11.9%, FIRIE 44% (3 E R EN R o 72 L WE L Tw
W FESIE, aE 6 it S L7 50 il L o B ES R AE 526 1 &, iR E LTA
R BT B 2006 4F L [ R HE i A 7 — & 2 S JEAL IR 30 U 72 50 s L oo B3k 1,218 44 &
7 1,636 4 OFAEWIEZ ATV, 50~69 i P e L b EERF A E R AERE T IRAE L 0 S i)E &
BIRBE S L TV AHENL W EREL TS Y. Maeda HiE, BRI F— MIFETH S The



Wakayama Spine Study (28T 968 Z & x5 & LT, WBiff L& o FERA: CREBELE DS &
EBEIRHE (A v A1 3.9, 95%EMEX M 1.52 ~ 9.34) & ABIKAE (+ v A1k 1.36, 95%SHEIX[H 1.04
~18D)H BT 5 Z &, —7;, MR EEEOFHE A TIEGRIEDY S IIEBES 2 H 13 %55
ZZEHME LTS Y. o, EMRIEPE, MR OREE T b AR AR O MR T &
HENTWA5.

PR AL PR A AE B TIRIREI PE IR T IS & 0 S RBRREEAME T L, RELRA MLV AZWRA TS
Z &%\, Ishimoto 5135678 ? The Wakayama Spine Study (2315 % 1,009 £ % % G\ WEE A AE
EARAERED A MHNILE L, 6 m AT R ISR AL R AE A TR CH ISR S, R
EARZEE DM - (F v X117, 95%EHIXH 1.01~1.34) TH o 72, 6m Sl AATRER L,
ESAAEAE AN O B AR RE VIR T ORI H BT R Ch o 72 LM LT 5 ', Park &, M
BHAERARERE 7T R ER LN Z < v F v 7SR 385 L i L, SRS A E
EE TR TR L 7290 2 R= 7 OB (25% ) AR HERE (12%) L B L THREIC RN o 72k
Wi LTwa . Sekiguchi H1d, KM E % Higkhise (42 2,177 Wb S BHER B TZB L7z
18,642 18] % % 4 ) THEFRFAL AR AL D AEA BN A TR GBL - tE XM ER & OBEZ AL, BB
BTHERAEDOAHRRIIMBE L LI EATHZE, HETAA MLV Ay XK 1.69, 95%13#H
X[ 1.57 ~ 1.82) & T - B~ (v A 141, 95%EHIXH 1.31 ~ 1.52) 25 H Ak As
SELBES B &, BRI RAIES D 5 L AL EAME N S L ARG L T0s P

m}

Kt

5. HEFIXEZZINT 2BRTRESXUEZERMR

LEE TR AR AT, TR NZE X 0 bHEMILZE O W REMEASE W E G P S hT
Wb, Bl FEGE 2 iR E L CH 5 BERE(LS) MR 7 1 v &7 T —RIICRERASTH I L 72 172 B,
FAili & fiAT S 7z 98 Bl & fEAT L, L5/S MEIFLERAR A2 (38 Bl) T, 1L4/5 HHAFHAE (60 ) & JLik
L CH BRI T IOR O TR (T6% vs. 35%) 25 <, HiA DR (VAS 66 +31 vs. 13 £19mm)
HIMWI EAHE SN TV Y. Yamada 513, MR 70 v 7 THEGES S 172 L ARk
D L4/5 FAEERAE (51 B1) & L5/S HERFLEBARAZ (49 B1) 100 B & x5 & LT, S A i fLEBR AR

i 3 i, B X OB 9 & § 56520 iS5 7%, GRtb ey A 7ET S L
JEHEAY75.5%, FFRIED82.3% TH V), SEMIEDOHEHILRZEZDOZIMT YR — Y — L E LTHHTH
BEHELTWD Y. 4813, A R— by — LV ORENEE ZUEORIE I SN 5.

6. BHELSNDOBEHERE DR

BTHE ORRAZ HIFME & WEHE CTHESIZAFAET % tandem spinal stenosis (TSS) &\ 9 BE& A S 1L
TWwb. Lee bld, 19 A2 5 20 #REHTHIINE S iz e MEFREEAR D 5 440 1K % f#AT L,
TSS DA AL 0.9~5.4% T, Mk & EHEDIRAZ I ER D ), &5 S PITIREDNAE L 76,
7512 S IRAEDAFAET B &) YRR I3 15.3~324% L G LT 5 . TSSIZHT 2 ¥ X7
T4 v 7L Ea—T BKRIHIZH 7.8~60%DEFFESAIEDRES]T TSS HAFIET 5 Z & A3k
HahTwg P,

F72, FREHRELEE T LR EHAERAE 2,363 BT, AT ABHEIC OV F AR B
JifihE (diffuse idiopathic skeletal hyperostosis : DISH) DA #3743 31.7% T, MHRHEAEE KA Tl
R EROE R (16.7%) & I L THEICZL , DISH(+ v AH 1.65, 95% 15X [H 1.32~2.07)
R E S PRAE OB R T L G ShTng P



2T LU - 5D

7. WY R—~Y—I

R & 5 VI BE B OB O FHERAEREZ R R — by — VAR ST 525
WINDEWIEELREAA LTS, INOOBMYR— by —VE2EHTLILICLD, 7
G4 TIIBT BEIFRERAEOZH T TR, AR Y —VIZEEZEOHTZHIZY
HFHEEZONS., 1277, ThHDY—VEAZ Y —= 7 LTHHENERELDTH Y,
2 W I B MRS & 2 WA D SO RBESLETHS.

1) BABSHEBRIZOEBEREREDH YR — by —L (R 1)

AYXR— by =V OHMEIEORO R FHEREIESRATA F 74 X THHEEI N TV L.
V—IVIZEENLHHEIIWNE2HE, W2 3HE, BIUCSKMASHET, GitAld-2 5805
16 METTHS. Fatd 7 iU EOGEIHRTHAERERETH L RER R, THZEA Y b
F IR L7 DIREE L 92.8%, HFREEIX 720% TH o727,

®1 BESEHEERESHYA-NY—
HEER ¥E (R37)
I i 60 ki (0)
60 ~ 704 (1)
71 RIE (2

HERRIR DBRAE »Y (0) 7L (1)
LES BIR AT »Hl (3) %L (0)
I TTRIERDPRIE HY (2) 7L (0)
AIE CTERERDPER HY (3) 7L (0)
BHR AEICKDERER HY (= 1) 7L (0)
BEICKDERER  HY (1) 7L (0)
ABI 0.9 BE (3 *i (0)
ATRIET - HK »HY (1) E% (0
SLRF A b Bt (—2) = (0)

ZETHEDEF VUL, BWETOENEADTEZEGHT D (X1 F ARBEITHE).
BERED 7 SULEOBEE, BEHERFEREE ChHrIREDE .

ABI : ankle brachial pressure index, 2R&I_EpEMmTLL

ATR : Achilles tendon reflex, 7% L ARR 5t

SLR 7 A N : straight leg raising test, TEHBEZE LT AN

2) RAEEEFEREEMRSOEBEEEREESRLZH YR - by -1

AR SR AEN 78R T, WO THMEEZ., OS2 FH T 5 HRLX
DFWHR— b — VRS E N BHZ 10 TRk, HTRTEALAHAOHMAEGLEIC
LD IEHEAERAEE R E L, BEN 8%, FHRENBUTHL. 612, BREMEEOFEZ
HETEDI D, BREEOTLMZN & GHWICHMNTERTH 2 *. BEHHEMNRALV=T7 LD
FMNORE L EHDO L T2DIZEADITFIC X A1 LE L72ARY — )b version 2 TlE, 7 v MF 7%
1350895 LRI 92.7%, FFEEE84.7%, PRI 6.074, MK 0.087 L HWiEELZHE T
550 UL, ERVERBEIRERE 177 Bl 2 5 & L2FZe T, BEERER AL B s iE o B P R A
36%TH Y, FFITHADBNEZR 60 %L L TIlX 50% 2MEHHFHEHAEE LTSNS &t
BENTVE D, KY— VA2 ) ==y 7Y=L ThY), MESHTIIEVWI L ICRET .



3) #HZ/IIkR LCS 20y — L

WML OFHES M 11 fEi% TITbNigEks R e b LI s N fiaXacEky — Vv Ttdh
H. AR I0 KAy VA TMEE T RHET AL, RET74%, BEESI% THo2eWmE SN TV
5% 553, AYE— Y —VOEENE RSOSSN S.

4) The N-CLASS criteria (clinical classification criteria for neurogenic claudication caused
by lumbar spinal stenosis)

The N-CLASS criteria &, BEAREREIAHEIC & 2 MR R BAT 2 W ET 572012, EE 72
SRR N — T I L o THBESNBETH A, ERA4THH, HEPTE23HH O 6 HHHT,
60 L 1 (4 50, 30 B 7 A b Btk G2 TR 30 B I TRGERA B E NS 14 1), WT
B A3 % (3 50), JEALT T IBOM AN (3 20), WiJH%EAC X 2 TBOM OB (3 1), TRz
7 A b (BB M 60° LU THO) 5Bk (2 50 O THE 19 fi 11 jiPL Eodaid, A
BRI VA O AR E R R BT E BT X, IRIEIE 80%, HFEEIF 92% ThH 72 Y.

5) #IREMER (TREER) FHMEOEEFILREIRZ 7 (IPSS)

JESRE B RAZRE T, FRICHBREREICL ), BREREESELLZ L2 5. BkoEEIZA
HLICSWIEIRTH 0, WReFEHEE, BEcidmvlR, Tt CiRIEEIR LS E N Z N CH
YTH D, EBEHERA 37 (IPSS) &,  #if VARIERAE DAL O WRZFFHE BIZ S PLH S, 7 3]
HoAE 35 miiim <, BAE (7 MUT), HEE8~19 /), HIE(20~35 F)ICHHTE, HARGE
ROZBEDPBEEI N TS, RIFITBWT, FREEO D 5 EHEZ VLR 178 51 (EAEAE R~
V=7 52 B, WEEAAEEIRASIE 126 B1) 2 x5 & L 72 IPSS A& FME % Meat L 7= 9e ik, phitiA
MEEE 2 &0 AEE1Z 0% FiIHR T, BHEICBWTRBERZWHETLIHE1E456%TH-72. H
AREETE VR 27 43 W 5 FR TR B ) S 0 I A B U3 3 B CRRAlE X, TPSS & AHBIE B % 2,
IPSS (& 36 B % o REM 70 A B2 5T 2 T SRR B o I B O HBIR AT HE T,  IEHEA MR EICE
5 FEREREEOIIRICAEH TH 2 LG ShTwns ¥,

SRR
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Background Question 4

ﬂg’éﬂﬁi‘i ERBEZZIT DICHICERFREREH (ER, EXERE,
ZD

OENEREIEDERZHICIFIHZENIE MRI BRETHS. LH L, MRl Z2OHEEKITR
(F&FTUBEREZRKRUEV. K0T, BREEEREEDSHICIERFZZRDEELINE
THb, ZEREFD T THYEZHICBELTNC LZTDRET DHEDDD.

OEERO. : :
JE AT A 5?5 7€ iE (LSS) D 1 ﬂjJ [Lkﬁ [Es computed tomography (CT) % magnetic resonance
imaging (MRD) Z 13 L& & T 2 Fk 4 2 MHEMRAE % & CICEKZER AR ESH OGN TEBY, £

DHERAMEPRE SN TEZ, ATAL FIA4 X HRIZBNT i, 2008@&“( R E N @I S

MRI & B L B REREE CT(CIM) A ¥ 7Y ¥ AU IEFFEICHEH E DY F VAR
monhTnzZ ers, OMRUZERTERSZOE S ﬁLHH WHLBETHD, @

g CTM 1Z MRI 2325 2.0l %, MRI ﬁﬁﬁfrﬁﬁmuv’: 6 HWHRETIARA ML TH 5,
B CT 1 MRI 252D B3, MRIFTRDHEEZRIC W52 wEH, FREEZS CIM AP TE %
WHEATITHHZRELETH S, OFMURRIMIEZE, HERILIBKZAE OFZW 1L MRI, CTM % H T
bWEETH B, LRI N Tz SHOBKRKGRL (2009~2018 SFICHRS NIz & Y AT~
T4y LbEa—L7tlsh, Li@o§gmnz iy 57000 &M, BRAEEENRED
WMEVALNT, DTICZOMELZBRS.

T::TLE

1) Bifi X #jM&

Bl X g 1, MR B OB TR EAMAHH TH 5. HHl X BUR CHAE P2 % 3H0 5
HZEEWEETH LD, BINTEEELT T4 2 2 i MRI %35 CT OFT R~ O A i fif
AT D, AL X BIEE &AWL MRT O HIZE D, 5mm BLEORTH XY 235 WSEHRE
M A2 O REVEATE % 5 DT MRI ORGALE LWk OMiEAH 5 V. F72, AL X G
BRIZBUT 5 L5/S1MER W B3 X OV L5 #4535 X D ek o> L5/S1 Mk LAk %2 o BY 5 K 7
ThobrIr?, SEAMEATO X BEHIEIZBT 5 L5/S1 MR 4 Z % (vacuum phenomenon) A
U EBEMEO L5/S1 HERILES A2 O BER T TH b 2 & ¥ HHiE ShTwnb

2) BfECT

LSS % 67 B &k HEAE 100 44 O Fe i CIEMERTZ A, Alg BRHA B X OVE YR B w5 %
ALSS THBINE D572 (p<0.00) 2 EDHA AT IS HEERTVWE Y. T2 EHED
multidetector CT (MDCT CRNVF AT A ACT LEFR) ORISR & W N NES B E S22 o W%l
EREBIZLTWD. FRICHERILERS A2 D W2 1d MDCT @ 3 R BI{§ A T 5 & i
NTW5>Y 512 L5 #AR % #% 0 MDCT & L5/S HE M FLERSR42 D Wi A I Cd 5 W etk
R LT R, RN ERH% O MDCT (3, CT Bl E 7213 MRI X 0 b HERIFLER A2 D BT 12
BERLTVEOHEY Hidb 5.



$2% U - D

3) E#EER, CTM

FHEE L CIM IZEIWR T2 TE 2 MICBWTMRIL X ) D EEDE S TWD EOHREDN
BEEN22Y MRI & CTM 2 K L 72028 Tld, CTM D13 5 2HEWHRIC BT 5 B o e
JE4 X DIEFEICHETE 228, FHEMBTEOIEIZOWTHEDEZIIDLTNTHY, ZOEN
ASERSE IR R MG IS BT 2 0 IOV T RS HROBETH L L shTns Y,

4) MRI

JBEER AR P sz (FULPERRZ2) DT IC BT MRL OF HEZ B 72530132\, 46 DL D
VATRTA v 7 LEa—TIE, EMEREPECBW TR BEEED D 5 W{EZ L MR T
HY, FREEZIBRREEICHENENEYH 2D TIER L, ZORBICEATHITILZNETHD
RS NTW D Y 1SS B 54 BIORAEDIEE R MRI & CT T, THZNERE, Wi, Bk
CFEED 3B UHIICEME L 728 25, 20~35% DIEBIZHBWT MRIL & ) CT D%k
ZEFEDSHEICEEE X, 2~11% DIEBICBWT CT £ ) & MRI DFRZEFEEDSEFEICFET S T 7.
2F D, MRIDIZ)HMCT L) RELBRFMI NI o7 72, MRIDIFIACT LD
LME M O—BRDE D o7z, L72dio THRIEDREZFMT 5 IIE MRIAS X DRI B L
WL H 57 1.

FRNEAS TR & B HREO LTI, LSS IZB W TS A DIE D 25K ) BEO B WilllE /S
FA—=FThHDHETHME VDo 7z BB TR % B R EM L2 OB R Lo/ E, b
DM ZE OO EM 2 i & LCHM L fm LM ad o722 . 72, BREmEEE
B SHE V) 2 D08 5 )% kG L2gE i, mig & DMER B X OMEN—3R
BHAHATH Y, ERFREEREOMEICHHTERETHL EMESNTVE Y. F72, Wk
RG2S 55mm® LUF 127 % L RMHR 2 mRICaid 2 Lok bHho72 7.

BEWHRIC BT 25 L7200 b H 0, WO OIEAIEIRSE, A, ik LI
ME L2en ", W Gl oEa X ) SIS 5 & E W & T 5 58
?)Z) 19)

MRI | WREEAG & BRER OB EIZOWT % OFMENDH - 72, FKRMEIR L MRI OJERE
%E‘J/\ T A — & O ORWHAE & 41X Oswestry Disability Index (ODI) & 55\ AHE % 4§
% (%4 r=0249, p=0.007 & r=0250, p=0.007) L WEEHNTWVE Y. H%AMEIWETEHS
N7 BEMERC R 1,586 BlOX Rz 09 B, FAHIAT 722 B2 BT, MRI_EOBEEFHZ (v X1k
1.61, 95%EHIXME 1.26~2.05) &, FHeFT DY (F v A1 2.83, 95% 15 HIX[H] 2.08 ~3.88) (& F-1hi ik
6% P B L2 PR T TH -2 e MG ShTwa P LSS TP A& Hifr < hu7z 100 #1%
W E < v F ¥ 7S EIRD 2 WAk IR 100 61 & Il L 225812 B8V, MRIAERIETO
FTHEMBEIL LSS BETHEIIKL, P2 E L - BEORBIH A SRS EORAMEIE, 14<
4mm, L5<l4mm, BIUSI<I2mm THho72%. —F, Tz fiiT & 07 LSS B 202 #12
BWT, MRI FOFHERZOEEE L, #MiHid 5V IdME 1440 ODI, Bz 5 IS FRHO
BEOVTRE QMBI Rz W) HiERe ), Tl 2 11T & vz LSS B 109 Bl 44T i 3
WO, B/MERRAE IR (mm®) (34T HiEE, ODI, MOS Short-Form 36-Item Health Survey (SE-36),
EuroQol 5 Dimensions (EQ-5D), M - FHGF O S (visual analog scale) I3 AHBI L 22 22> 72 & \»
A 2 LSS B 63 BT BV TR AL (mm?) I3 AATIEEE S MR L e o 72 & v ) 3G 2 28
Hoi.

LSS IZB#3 5 Z Do MRIFTAL & LT, HEMBIMAGE I ZBINRZEO PR FICR D) ) 5 L
HEhTn5 Y,



MRI 3 R PR I8 10 4R 15 B D AR BT T AT 1 & ) 3 25 (2T AR C D AR A Bk %2 % 5Pl 5~ % D12
BTV L OHEH 2 P,

5) #ME&T MRI (axial loaded MRI)

LSS DFEIRIE, VAR BATRIC D 2 VIR T 5 2 L5, DEFEVR TR % MRI T
L2 Gl % & L IEART5T, FRICHRO T DI HEB AL 2GS 55681, €0
MRS S 2 2. AR, WERMOLNT, &2\ IZEAEEE 2 H v ClilE 2 3 2 #)
149 5 BhHE £ MRI 2SO M2 DB A TH 5 &5 WEDBIML TV 5B 2% ffHE Mg
2T MRI 2SHE LI ZE OB AE N TH o 2 L O L H B 7.

6) sedimentation sign

IPEM R R O BEWT R TR OLBEA v 2 & % Btk & 3 % sedimentation sign X, HEOH
REAFpAE CRTERATE < 2%, 12/3 b L IR L3/4 LAVORKAEICS , bz b L 13%
HERARAZICAPE LR T W E SRTBY, B TRNUSEErRmr > LG shTns ¥,
LSS H# 72 ) (LR %2 B 2 IR A TR 2 50 B, SMNKE MR 22 B1) &, HERIARA L =7
EH 43 B0 MRI IZB1F % sedimentation sign & il # L 72512 L % &, sedimentation sign (¥4}
TFE MR PR ZE D A D B RHEHAAAN IV = 7 OB L0 k22 S 5 IR EERZEDOEZ T LY
BEASTE Ar o 72 2 EARIE ST B L RTICAEAE L 72 sedimentation sign o BRIE AT % Kk AL
EERIARREIR DT & B L TH Y, sedimentation sign Bk D BIRAAGE A 72 BT F 72 13V FH BF
RIEDKERTH L WHENED D B & T 5 WA H > 72 Y. sedimentation sign 1ZBIEM % 21T 5 B
DFMEHTF R FMHA T TEeho 72, AR EZT BB IBCTEMRPREST DL Z &
LML CW ok ot bd o7z .

— 05, MRETERM R BEAT & A T A EBETE O LSS FE 110 B (T4l ih # 73 B, PRAF B 37 B) @
MRIIZBWT, 4 BREOFHERZE DORREFER /7B & sedimentation sign O £ i 2 L L 72 i
JETIE, FTMHEHHE D 370D 1 T sedimentation sign 23 T, sedimentation sign (¥ 5k % O
RO A & I L CHBNEO TP Z MR 2 b0 TE Al e fimshTwg ¥,
sedimentation sign & WRE N - MUEREEMEZ/R L, LSS B & MiEmtEa > b u— VRO
MNCIZHHTH o 7225, LSS B & AR, LSS B & M4 Pk M R VB AT B8 O EHNIATHET
Hol b OWENDH B Y. 1SS 105 B & 4R NEE 215 Fl O A 17 EFETlE, sedimentation
sign (X % OEHBWZAH TR A o772 bW EN T2 P, sedimentation sign (2B ¥ %
AZTFY AT, BYNIKET SN2 T OOMRICE VT, BES X OCPREZO LSS OB &
199 2T, Zo% A YOG E LTS Tu R EFRITohTwi . BkLy,
sedimentation sign DB WA IIKIAE L TAEDPTH L EERON L.

7) HERIFLERIRZE

HE R FLER X Macnab 512 & o T hidden zone & f2ME S N7z X 912, #EK, HEMSLEPRA (XF5 W
ML W E SNTWie T, WHEZMEAm O & & S ITHER LB A2 IZ B 2 B s 2 T
5. MERALERARZE DREBIRZ N 3 KIC MRIIC & 2 WA I A CH % & § 2 EOWE D D -
72 9 T2 SR A A R IR T % (oblique coronal T2-weighted imaging) 12313 % foraminal spinal
nerve angle (FSNA L5 #E SR T 0> L5 #lifE & L5/S HERIAR O 7 3 ML) O /A 245 10° LL oY,
TEEE 04%, FRFREE 91% CTHEMALEBIZE L BWITRECTH o L W STz ¥

% 79T ~ VOV (diffusion tensor imaging @ DTD I FHEMAE OEWEALIZ T TR CE
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2T LU - 5D

RFEE D T EETH 0, HERILEBAOBINICE N EME SR T2 DIIAY TV 5y v a
2 (L5 A L4/5 AR N & L5/S HEIFLER D 2 » Fr CIEE S N2 OB M ICHHThH - 72
oMb H B, X512 paraspinal mapping (PM) A Z BN 5 2 & TRBMEREIE T 72 L
WESHTWDE . $72, MRITOBWIEL D 2720, KIREHEIC BT B HERLEBTOHM
e Jol R LR & AR 3B LS A H L 728 72 2 Be BT (Lee system, 0 @ HERISLERSRZEZ2 L, 1: 41
9% 2 T TORRNINS, 2 M5 2 4 TTORRPIER, 3: Mo s L I3REE1L)
D ST B > MRIHBIZIE Y — Vo b H Y, 200 Blo> T1/T2 M@aHig % v Trwv
WETBHZER Lz ShTwd 7.

2. BREEFNRE

TR X, MRIZALRBRRAEIR & O BIEVEIZARD - 72 & v ) 835 ™ 23 2 — 7, #eg
DWSHTIRHEV LSS OBMICBVTHHTH Y ™, HWR F RN LM L2 L T2
HoH DB, WAL FH B X 2 B RAEERR (cauda equina conduction time : CECT)
DIEHE ' R Bl SR VE R A SRS X 2 Lp AL 2R E OIS A M & Ot
LD 5.

HE I FLERAR A2 DB T D 720 1 I IR A I KN BAEHFE IR Al HHTH S P LHERTE,
dermatomal somatosensory evoked potential (SEP) IS Z il 75 Z L IZENR TV L I &R
somatosensory evoked potential (SSEPs) 1Z TR LU EMHBI L, BEMBEROZIICHEHTH -
22T MDD B H. W AR RS ARG B AL (superficial peroneal nerve sensory nerve
action potential : SPN-SNAP) @ L5/S #f 4 FLER Bk 42 5E 25 W 12 313 2 A I (K2 59.6 %, HF FLBE
93.5%) bHiH S T2 .

3. ZTfh

1) STamsk, EfERAMHR

Tl 2 M7 L7 LSS L 109 i 2 0k G & LT, A7 B kBRI 2 BUAE A A & Ak e S 00H)
EDOWT A, b L IEMEAIZEA L7FEBIAT 21 B (19%) A L7z Z L, BATHEM RERIL,
LSS D FAT A5 T & die b ERH 2 1A L WiE ST % —J5, LSS B 25 Bl & a4k
LT, Ly FIVHBTHERIC X 2 547 REIAEIZ, MRI ORZEOFEEES L OFODI & MBS 5 7%,
BRPRI 72 B N RO ORREE L 3HI L e dr o 72 I SRTw 2 7. 1SS i 116 flz k5 e LT,
AAT R BRBR & ISR A FA BRER (10 ~30° D JEAE M 2 JEIRDVEAL § 2 £ 721 2 &KL A £ C
HEFE) DA HMEZ R L 72 WFJE T, Mt L BRBRI AR AT BT AR & A ARIC U L8 WA I ©
ol shTtnz ¥,

2) N FA~v—H—

LSS DA * < — A —IZHT 2 WEDP A I N/, ZONEFEZITNL PN EDOTH-
7z. LSS HREH D IMAE B K OHERIAHLELIC 3B 1) % micro RNA (miR)-29a DFEH L~V iE, HERIHRA
W7 BB X ORE IS L B L TH RIS, miR-29a 3 H S IR A2 ORI 23
AF~—=H—ThbEWGEN7 Y. KERHF O phosphorylated neurofilament heavy subunit
(PNfH) A LSS DNA F v —F — L e B HMEL WG ShTw b . 1SS o & EEE 67 51 (LSS
)L, FHEhEL Yy F v 7 SEEM 67 42 FRE LT, BN =7 — (1 -NT) &8
i~ —7— (ALP) & HIZLSSHTER LT/ &2 5, LSS BE TIEHAREEHI BRI L) &
AL Z DB EDBHGTEDOTIEI RV EEET LM77,



4. LSS EfRZH_ EDRBER EIREFR CDHER

MRI i EFHEHEDORERLCHRENLIRTE L L SN TV LY, FHMIEH OIS &K E L,
il — B B O RFAI T b FBIEICE DD 5 & 025 5 ™™ diffusion MRI 2 H T b BRIEMER
DWEIWHM TR Ao TrHMELH N ™, RENLZRETIED S D OOFHEL L CIM ¢
HRET L HMELASNS™™. F72, MRI L@éﬂé”f‘éwﬁiﬁficiﬁﬁfﬁﬁﬂkk B L 2w & il
bdHs ™ 938 B % kR & L 22 AN LI P 0 Mk I o> 1 7 #H 45 (The Wakayama Spine Study)

TUX, MEZSMNE O 285 H (30.4%) A& E (FHEEO 350 2 YL ) o ks AL TEY,
BT 32 LT 5 LBRERZET 54 v At (B 441, W 250) 05625 7
52k, =7, EEOTIMENAETIE 175%DAIERERIETH 722 EHEShTns ™

DR Y, BlRERICBWTH MRI S FHE R O BRI #E L 72 IHR RN RAETH S
EWVIH IIZEDL YT, L LS, BEITROARTLISS M TELHDOTIERVE W)
HNE LT L2LER DD, ) FTH % CIRdRYZOIZHRGERSFEKI L TH Y, RHT
HIF KL W BRI L MES T TH D, T2, FMZEMT 20 LSS OFTLEMBH &
FRIEHER O PeE 121, MRI B 2 & LM X iz b bArAnZ L, Fildw s CTM,
3 KIC MRI, DTI & & DM % & WNT SEP 4 & O BXAEBLENKRE % &0 72 BB O PR
BAHAEDOEL T EDHERRINS.
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I21E NSAIDs & OBEH#EEED ) v 70 A PHMEHR L D bEAL TV, 72, TXTOHRMOR
ZRMNGEE L7 1MORCT Y TiE, FLANY v LU TR, SITHES QOL OW#H A H
EERBOLI o7

—J5, V=7 a X DA & IR LA ERROBENEL Lo MERFEELTBL T, ©e
ORI EZZ 55,

DEbEaFrozl, BRMLLIEREGMOBZIIHTIAMEOIE TV ATEL, HEED
NT Y ABHBEINTEYHERIND A, MEARBIR RIS T 28O T v AEARE LT
WnEEZLND.

2. IERTOA FHEFIRIERE (NSAIDs)

WL 2 VER T 5128720 NSAIDs DA HEZFEMI L 72 2D RCT # M L72(F2). 2/D
RCT OHNFIE, BREBEMERB 2R E LZMER 1#HITOTH), WFhd V7oA &
DIBMIETH o7z, WG e Lmhl, SHiEH, HlHEIMRIC L > TRE L7220, 25T F
VY ARLT) T EAHEEE IR L, BEWRA 2T\ ORI R HERE & PuE L7z,
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70X NOBEREZMME L RCT

*=1
ZE - BRRE XI5 - EFIER
ZEE" AR R BT
1996
Pra=xit)!
N = 146
Matsudaira ? BER
2009 N = 66
Onda ® HHIRAREY
2013 N =61
Kim ¥ BIXRBITH
2016 (RBUERE LR L)
N =182

A - 5HAH
1) Ux70AKN15ug/ B

(BREHLIE 2) Uv7O0Ab3us/B

6 B

1) U~¥70AX K~ 15ug/ B
2) NSAIDs
8 iEfH

1) U 70X 15ug/ B
2) NSAIDs

3) U~¥70OXA KM+ NSAIDs
6 3EfE

1) U~v70Xb 15ug/ B
2) 7L AN > 225mg/ B
3) UN7AAM+TLAN
>

8 A/

&2 NSAIDs OFREZHE L 7= RCT
BE - -RRE AR EAR

Matsudaira ? BEE
2009 N = 66
Onda ® FERAREY
2013 N =61

A - BEHR

1) NSAIDs (T b KZ%)
2) Yx70AK~15ug/ B
8 BfH

1) NSAIDs (f—1t%& L)
2) Ux70O0ABM15ug/ H
3) NSAIDs +U~¥70OXA b
6 38fE

FEFMER

1) Th#E - LOh

2) H{TEaRt
3) AEER

1) BEfE - T -

Loh

2) H1TEARt
3) SF-36
4) BEER

1) BER - ThR -

Lot
2) RDQ, SF-36

1) T

2) H{TEaRk

3) ODI, EQ-5D
4) HEER

FERFHHER

1) B - T -

LUh

2) H1TEERE
3) SF-36
4) BEER

1) BER - ThR -

Lot
2) RDQ, SF-36

TR OB

70X MBEHAEEITE
HAE8 (o> hhO—) &tk
BLTTIERE - LU, 17
HREERICHE. FEER
DRAERICEEELL

2B THER - TRAENKE
IZEDBVD, U T7OARB
BIETHRLON, SITHEEE,
SF-36 PEEICHE. BEES
KORERICEEERL.

DY 7ORARNBEICERONK
EEAHRWN. U 7OXMEE
IENSADEf & Lt& L THE
& - THREBEOREICLZER
ICHdD, BREEZROHE
L. U 70O2XZ b+ NSAID
B£13 NSAID B¥hgs & tes L,
QOL OHEICHEEICEND.

ThcfE, SH1TEHRE, QOL O
EICIHRTHERERL. A
EEREITLANYEHTE

BicEL.

FER OB

2FETER - THREOXE
IZEDROD, NSAID L
NT7OANBEEHLEBELT, T
B LUhN, #$17EERE SF-36
DREICLD. BEBROR
ERICERERL.

NSAID # 32 - TEBO
HEDBNDIERICH DD,
U 7OXNEEDBIZEE
=7z RH L. NSAID+ U
Y7OXAREFUTTOAD
BB L TETERE - RDQ
DHEICENS.

BRENZX T 5 A KR - LOh, SATHEE QOL ©#) % Wi L7z RCT? T,
NSAIDs HE L D V)70 A MEDITH A, FR LN, ATHHE, SF-36 O EREEI RO
THY, NSAIDs Zifl§5 2 L3I TE v, —7F, ARMREICH$ 5 RCT Y T, JE,
T OUEANNSAIDs HETY v 70 A ML L TXWHIIZH Y, NSAIDs + 1) ¥ 70 R
MY =78 A B L IR LT, B, TGS X 0V QOL(RDQ) 2 A RICHET 5 2 &b,
FRFEARME S 0 WA (X3 B R R WIFE T & 5.

—7, HEFRLICELTIZ, SNMO RCT TIZMESEH STV AR WS, Bk,

HAL

trf 2 ENOBEALE R Z EFHMOFETH Y, HHHOBHPLEI L WEER 5.
Dibzx s b, iR BN 2 076 L 72 BB M 3R 28 E 1O L C NSAIDs % F 34 A i
M35 2|ET 5. —F, BRE~NOAHMHIIL CHEGI3HETEL 2.
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3. HRYF /AR

HedE L RAER T B H ) TN F I 4 FOFHMEZFM L7z 4O RCT(ER3) & 1#HOE
EWIEE R L7, 48D RCT OWERIE, 2T N F V2L, 28T VLN 2 ff
LM% TH o7z FHlE, SHERE, a2 bo—VaSMRIC L o TR Z 2720, A¥T7FY Y
ARATH T LA L HIW L, WA 2TV R iR 2 e L7z,

P, LOTUCHIL T, AAARYF 2 4 FOERIE T H%e05 1 8 0, b & 3 205945 1 4 ©
VY 7aANEFASETAMENLEY Y, —HUESRDSNLh o7z, FTHEECHEL T,
HNRYF )AL EBREMET AL 1Y, Wahe$ 0502/ 7 Thh, —HUESRDS
Nehorz. QOLICE LTI, Mahe 32282524 7, V=70 A b L% L5 5058071 i ¥
ThHo7.

—F, HERRICELTE, WTFHOME TS BN F 7 4 FECHIEDE W E I %2 2 7.
HARNDOBFHERISERE 2R E L2BEMEICBI A 7L AN YHEEOFERRIT 125%
(12/96 Bl) L WH S T2 Y.

PDrEzgrodl, #NRYF )AL FOEMECHETLZET Y A —BEs#Eo 5T, FE
FHLIET TR L IMA & g LEESE WO, HFHEOIZEF Y AEARLTWE EE L
S5h5.

£33 HIWNVF/A ROBRAEZFHELZ RCT

=& - RRE X5k - ERIER NA - ZE5HE FEFHHER FER DR
Yaksi © BRETHY GF 1) AR FU(HRK 1) BE-THE HANXUFUEEDLP2HAL
2007 BUSTEAL) 2,400mg/ B +@E A& 2) SHTEERE BOER STHEMEERIC
N =55 2) RERE 3) BEER HETD. BEERIETH/NIN
4 1A VFUEDBEZND, BEER
|& R E T2 B REZ ]
e
Markman ®  FREITH Y 1) 7LANYU>300mg/ B 1) Bfs - TBE TLANUEIETSRE
2015 SITEABNRSA 2) 754K (P71 R 2) H1THEH B L THER, ST
Bk S3IV) 3) ODI, RDQ QOL DHEICEEZERL. B
CEEESHLLIF 108M 4) BEER EZRIITLANY VETE
1REY) L.
N =29
Haddadi ” BRBETHY GBE 1) ANXIF>900mg/ B 1) $H1T7iE8k AN F BT S RE
2016 A8 L <IEH# + NSAIDs 2) ODI EE L THITRE, QOL
iREY) 2) 75+tR+ NSAIDs 3) BEER EICEEERL. BEERK
N =60 8 1B HINXF 836 (10%),
ToEREEOH (0%).
Kim ¥ BRETHY i 1) FLANI>225mg/ B 1) ThE SEMETTE B ST,
2016 BUSTEAL) 2) Yx7n0AK~15ug/ B 2) H1TEERE QOL DHEICHEEZERL. B
N =182 3) Uxv7OAXAKN+T7LAH/N 3) ODI, EQSD  EERIE L ANYUEHTEH
> 4) FEER EICEL.
8 1A
4. Zhfth

30

AANT I Y OFRMEZGHE L7z 180 RCT & #8070 A% 55l L7z 1#i @ RCT Z 3R L 7.
RANTG I YOHAMRFMG L7 RCT Y &, 1526l0BFE AN I v ay b a—#
D 2B, 24 » AMRRMEBIS L HERRBRTH -7z, B (DY - & L), HATHEE(1,000m
A - DL B, AEFR (M- R 2 A L, B ICI3A B E RO Rh o 7205, H4THEE 1,000m
DEOBEIGAINT I VHTAHRICE S, MK - WRETHEERZLZ R L7ERE 1 ED 7%



Mol (BT —203R%L). LaL, ThoH02BICIIEEEE, EEEE Wik,
NSAIDs, a3, MinbfEde, Yo I v B #H, ¥¥ 3 v B 8, A2 7T a4 FiEsobH
PROLNTBEY, FIZAINT I VOHRBEIREZHE LR L W 2hEPFED L. L7225
T, AR RED T TEEREICL DL EVET L.

B O YEZ B L 72 RCT ' 13, 27 Bl B % AR ALEE & 7 0 U S B0 2 BRI T,
SHMRBSR L2 CThH o 7. B, LUK, BIREATHEIR, AEHERE@EAL, /K
WIS B TR, Lo, BIRPEATHBIRMAEEICEE L, AHEREEE LM
Blb%hodz. UL, RIRIGEAESD R, BRIGICET 25832 <, EBIWEEGT, &

TEICHDFEENEDONTEY, TEFYAELTLIEL v, Lo T, ABFgeRRix
HLETBEREICLEDDL I ENLET L.
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D R m R, EESEFES. ERE A SASEIN T 5 OP-1206 - o -CD ORKRIARAE —HEE
BB SAER.  [RPE3E 1996; 12: 511-529.

2) Matsudaira K, Seichi A, Kunogi J, et al. The efficacy of prostaglandin El derivative in patients with lumbar
spinal stenosis. Spine 2009; 34: 115-120.

3) Onda A, Kikuchi S, Yabuki S, et al. Limaprost alfadex and nonsteroidal anti-inflammatory drugs for sciatica
due to lumbar spinal stenosis. Eur Spine J 2013; 22: 794-801.

4) Kim HJ, Kim JH, Park YS, et al. Comparative study of the efficacy of limaprost and pregabalin as single agents
and in combination for the treatment of lumbar spinal stenosis: a prospective, double-blind, randomized
controlled non-inferiority trial. Spine J 2016; 16: 756-763.

5) Yaksi A, Ozgonenel L, Ozgonenel B. The efficiency of gabapentin therapy in patients with lumbar spinal
stenosis. Spine 2007; 32: 939-942.

6) Markman JD, Frazer ME, Rast SA, et al. Double-blind, randomized, controlled, crossover trial of pregabalin
for neurogenic claudication. Neurology 2015; 84: 265-272.

7) Haddadi K, Asadian L, Isazade A. Effects of nasal calcitonin vs. Oral gabapentin on pain and symptoms of
lumbar spinal stenosis: a clinical trial study. Clin Med Insights Arthritis Musculoskelet Disord 2016; 9: 133-138.

8) Orita S, Yamashita M, Eguchi Y, et al. Pregabalin for refractory radicular leg pain due to lumbar spinal
stenosis: a preliminary prospective study. Pain Res Manag 2016; 2016: 5079675.

9) Waikakul W, Waikakul S. Methylcobalamin as an adjuvant medication in conservative treatment of lumbar
spinal stenosis. ] Med Assoc Thai 2000; 83: 825-831.

10) #k &, FHEK— WE 15 ERTHEERAEICT T 2 ARSI O A . Geriatr Med 1994; 32: 585-
591.
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Clinical Question 2
EEELEERAD

HESR

HERSZ WRE SEX I
OEHFEZIT O LZRET D.
OEMIRDEBEETICIT S EFFABFEHDERY, FIFHEEE
ADL, QOL OEICEILT fL—ZV I KDEEMTHS.
OREFEHFEDERIFBHSHCTE > TLEL.
OFREML D BHRIFH DD, BEBERUAIRMEL, BIAX KT
&b, EEFIUNTIIHRTES .

2 92% B

ER T IL—TICH1F D, HEICEHET DffEER>iFH]

EHE - LM OB B4R HE ORT), ADL/QOL OUGEDNEET 7 b ATH L7, HiH
ALV L) BETRDLOBFWAHESCHERL ) X7 MR 2 L HEROHEREZIET L9 2T
FEERHEA R L E 2 7
[(HERDBET [CHET DER]

@77 M AEBICHET 5K S T T Y AN

m 1:Ew
LA BN X 2 P OB R SRR EE CRATHRRR) OB E T P AL E LT VS A
1LILIRERER (RCT) 258 H 0, FIICIAENTH S L I FmdsfohTns. L
ML, EEOMERLEMN R EICETL2IET Y AEARRE LTS,
@WLEELONTG Y ADHEE (T A MIFDRV)
| I
B3 E LT, K OBIRL AR, ADL/QOL OB ENMETE s, —h, &
LG A7 IHMENT2DNT v AIAIE L
@BHEDOMMEBIRITA, AHOMSES
| I
DL B E A EPAE CRE T 2 BEOL I PEEME TH D, MRIIHEFE TR THRAE
BEREITGZEPL . FEHG) 27 KL, BENAHL DR &0 5 BEN

HERBEE VR 5.
@IEROFREATT A P REFIC T A REST2b 009
H 1w
B D I A MCHET AR R HEIIEA R, AAoEHEE VR B,
[TETVZADiEE]
B B: RO EMHICHREOHENDH B
(RIS

B 2:17) T LERETL

MIEHRZETIE (179 S 2 RET D], [T 2L zRTL ] T 2ERABENRLN69%,
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31% &bz, Z0izh, FHa Ay P EEIRL, EEIEEIERPWARESHERS N TRV
EREMALRAWHETINA T ADPMEAET D 2 &% Exigiim Lo RICHRE 2T o 72, T ORE, [1T
)T EERETDH ] IZRBVER L, HEIEEPE L.
OIBFLO ooooosssssccosmmmssmmsemmommmnnns
1. EFEECKDEHFPLON, BF (F17) #EE, ADL/QOL DEMR
SEENREICET A AT T4 v 7 LE 2 —Id Cochrane LE 2 — 2 &HEODT5fd HA, Wi
D 2012 FEUROMLEL 2= LD TH A, KRS THE OB, HEEiEoLEIC
BN REERH B ELo0d, ZORETIEERZRET L2 THRIET VAN EnEENTY
721700 L L, 2012 4EDARRIC S S 7B B B9 % RCT 6 i T, SEBBIRIEIIA D
FEFIR° B A HERE, ADL/QOL DIE IR RS H 5 L MG SN TWwE . chsoffet " ©
ZIEEEB SN R HERALGHE 2 T b T WA 28, EEIREOMWE L, BEWRILIGESATETH Y, N
AT ADBHET HUHEDRDH 5 Z L ICHET HLEND 5.

2. EFODAGE, BEICDLT

HeE L e EHMRORED T TAT ) BRI AL, vV T L= 7 XD b
DOFEH R B A AE, ADL/QOL OSEICHRTH S Z L %A L 72 RCT B DH 5. EHMRDIR
MO T T BINEE, S8, ~Cal—YaryelAaabeluEm L —=rrsuy
FAL, WROKREBIEEEZZTEELT ML —= v OB % LI L 72 RCT T, 2408
BRFRAR TR A OB IR SR (BAT) BB DU IZ AR P L — =V FECHBICER TV 7. B
RT Ty ZiEHE, FV—TEEEE, vl —3 g v+ FNEEEEO 3O RIEEED
ARMEZE B L 72 RCT TlE, WINOFELBRITRINFUE LA, ~=Calb— a3 +fj)
FEBIEE 3 & SR RE, BTN OYEICB VT 250K EL VERTH Y. ER»S
b, HAEBELOREO T T ) MEEIRE & ETRAEBEN R — A 7334 T XD AR SRR
fit, ADL/QOL 2 #EX¥5Z L &R L2 RCT Al shTws W,

EEOMBIZOWTIE, YATYTA v 7L a— PN 1fHEIIBLETy 2AEFHcERsnhT
B5T, 0D REHIEMAEERDESR TV AVY. ZOYRFITF 4 vy 7 LE =D
BEIZHEL S NEB) OB § % RCT I2BWT, KB @ tiEE) (core stability exercise) D4 H
WARE SR TWE Y, LaL, ZORCT TRIFMENERILIN TRV EDOERNL 7 2
R A HBOBHEEHRDO A T T LA L TWARwE W) BEER D 5. 4%, BEBEREARED
BRI Il 2 R O EICE T 2 E ORI ESLETH 5.

3. EEEELMOREABEOEIEHE

WAL A 70 4 FiEASRERM Y L 2 c S RE 2 A S bR RROR R % gL 72
RCT T, MM A 70 A FIEABEIIE RIS AR 2 e S $727%, Bk zamL Tl
KL RLUBENRIEON oY, 72720, HSBEENMC LY 108 AR THE) £ Tk
QOL (1&fttEHE, MM LE, BEOER ICHELZUELH - MEINTWL, EEPFIEIC
BE WG T 72 1B S IR 2 N 2 7o & IR R O 3 REZ K L 72 RCT Ti&, 3 A o diE)
PRI ARCERBREEOWBICAEMNTH Y, BEEERELINZ 5 & SERMIEMHH R Lz & Wi
LTwa Y 72721, ZoOMETIIHEELESLGHEMEB) L2ATY M1 2%2H#HELTE5T, 2#E
FE s 20289 PIIAHTH 5.
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4. BENEEEFREMIC K DB EEEEDIENRDLLE

TEBERE L BRIEMTIC X 2 BB R EZ B L2V AT <74 v 7 L E 2 —TlE, EH¥
EOMBEBREMEIDDLELESRTVDE Y. 727L, ZOLE2—THRHENARCT X 1HED
ATY, B L HEERC S A EEHE 12 6, BRIEMR ISR 5 BIERFZE 10 A S aih s e
AR OUEERRICHE T 57— 7 2 KRG L CHmmasE s shizdoTch b, —J, 2015
TR SN E T & RIEAT 2 Bl LU 72 RCT T, 2 £ B ORI TILER# T Tilrikmg
& [ 55 DIIF R F R G AhBEBE, ADL, QOL OWEMESH SN L MEShTwD Y. 2751,
C DM TIZEEZED I B 65% L EEELEA~OE [ 2 B—NTHIZEICSIMLTB 5T, ERNAT
ADFETN B G 2 2R B 8 TE R\, F7, FER] & BE G I s B & BT O G
BRI RN D D EHEEINLEZ DD, SHROMENF-N5.

5. EEEEICW T 2 EBEEDMIEEHR LT H

Wik o 3 B OMRAEEHZ I L 72 RCT Y o 7kt & LT, BRSNS I L ClsE o
T AW RAN T bR T VS Y, EIC R BB EOMBERAMEZRRLTVL I L,
IR RIS U E#E 2 IFGEMICH S 2 &, RCTHIZEICBWTE D KT o NI R EE
TE L DBAMARLBPITOUBRNIELE DL L MELTVE L, FRII—EETH S LFEFL T
Wb Zl, RAEEFRR OB ERIBE TR EMMTHN—ENLWGFTDIA N THo 2 iE I
TWa.

6. OZX K~

EN O, 6 W CH 2 0 E L 0358 T AT ) MR & TR ERICET
A ME331 FU(HCAMGE3 FIL), R—AT 2344 ZTIE100 KLV (HT&I20 Fu) &
WEsnTsy W, SEEREEEHEIKT X N CRATTRE 2B E VRS,

7. BEER

EEFREIC LA HEELGFERELOMBITILEAELRL, —BEOFH AR RS0 ~ 54% 3
HERTWA OO SEBIFEEEIC & 2 A RS P AE OSE IR I 5 513 10% 124 U 7z
LS AWENH LN, MORLTIRIELEALHESNTES T, HMROILEOH W EE O
FHRBAEMIZ L o TRAEMEITR R 20 ME2RH 5.
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Clinical Question 3
$8EL YIEELEEAL

HaE
H#EEIZ HZE SEF LTV
OREE, YEEEODERAMICRALTCIET VRIFZ UL
OIJ)Lty FIERBEOBRFBESITIEMDIERICERLIIREMEN D
?. BEWESRIEEZE (transcutaneous electrical nerve BN
stimulation : TENS)(&, #WiE%ERICERISAIREMENSDD. T
—AT, &, BEE BREEOERMEEREINTULIERL. ZFE5|
ICEA U CTIFRAREREDEL).

85% D

(ERIIV—TICBIF 2, HEICEET SflEER PiFH)

K CQITHT HHERDIERII B 72 o TiL, MEEFFHAEIRARAE (LSS) 16 D 7% 20T b & %> ADL/
QOL, HABERER UG T X 2 IBIEENE D, SOICIAEHRRPERRFD R EEMHL 72,
(HEEDEBE [CHET HERA]

@7 M AEHKRICHET AR T YT Y ZAAHR:

B 2 vu3i
] LT A0 SIZIER .
O L ELEDONT U ANHEFE (TR MIEDEWV)
H 2 vuzi
B KRE A ERZOME IRV, PIMERESTGEH S Tnin,
@EBEFZOMMfEBIRP A, AHOMIES
H 2 vuzi
S R EAIERESLETH ) WIER LD MRS ETH L 2 Enn, BEOHAIZL ST
REiEoo L lbhs.
@IEMOFRED T A P RGFIC TG RES72b 00 E ) »
H 2wz
B RS C— ZR B CEMBETH H 4%, RIS T AR I R4 5
FLEF Y ARBAPHE VWD E S ZEL .
[IEFVZADiEE]
B D:EOMEMIAzIFTEAEHETE LW
[(HEEDEE]
B ERERAIR L 2w

WEEFETIE 179 S L& MRT 2], 79 T 2RET L], [MibhwI e 2 RET2], [
MR Z IR L 2w ] ST 2B A Z T 8%, 15%, 23%. 54% Lrhhiz. ZD7z,
@i A FEWGIRL, 2ty b, TENS, BEE, #HZOLEOTORF LTI TET
YANDBOOTRIEE LTOEDINE L) I L i Ehlm SN BICTHEE 24T 5 72, 20O
R TR R 2 3R L v ] (2 85% AW L, 3% o L 7z,
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RHPEE LTI vy b e Z, PRk e LC#], E, TENS, BEdkzagfe L
TR ZAT o 72, —UGEIRT 23 TS 8, IR SN D5 [7 ¥ 5 A
1L ik B% (RCT) 4 ##, controlled clinical trial (CCT) 1#&] &7 o7z, 7% BIEESHMRERAIEIC
X9 % L LI BT A 30T R o 7z

1. RBEBX

Wh W 5 flexion brace (MR 2 2 W IZFIHALIRFF) ICBI 2 RCT 3 & h o7z, Mz VR

MZB LT, LSS EH 104 I 2 @M% EHE I VL y b ERIERI LSS NV b D 5 ¥ & A LI

B IC X Bk, BMERL LSS AV MR & I L CARISRATHIME R LR S 78, S A
by FERRTOARELZLDOTE aholz, WMLty b, N MEFI L) SATHIEE
PER L2 Ehs, REREIIMMTROUGEICIRD D LTS H L. L Lads, %A
FEOH AW 272012137 7 2R (IHAF)BE L OB LETH 5.

MCICRBI L C, 55 i A B CRIKBEAT 2 A 5 LSS M 40 BN xtd 2 2 R oM AE B $ % RCT?
T, F2—) CPATEME, B9 visual analog scale (VAS), T/ VAS, Oswestry Disability
Index, Hospital Anxiety and Depression scale THARMH DIER & I L THE LAV R L, ZDH%
DOFATT A b (HOEHHEE) 125\ Th, MAAEHOH B CTRATHME TR AEN o 7.

2. YIEEE

TRBREHMA A 2 1 2 A o 7225, LSS % 39 B3 % ilm#k /TENS/ B0 H &,
AL A 70 4 FUES, 3RO 3BERCT ® <3, 2 /TENS/ B35 0t S 3 miamt s e L
TR ADL, QOL, HATHEINCBI L CHERZED %L, LSSICHH LIV Z R WERETH - 7.

LSS % 45 ] 2 3 52 L 728 d o RCT ¥ Tld, &% ADL, QOL, »47Re Il L Ol
WOFEREIIED SN TV,

—75, TENS 2B LT, LSS KR IT- Ak 7% 3% 44 8112 %03 % CCT * -Cld, TENS & Y B3 TG - L OV,
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EFHBRTI /) FHRARKR T, LUETTHIEIEDOVOEDTHAH. ML, A CQITHT
BHEZ AT LIETER V.

iR

1) Ammendolia C, Stuber K, Tomkins-Lane C, et al. What interventions improve walking ability in neurogenic
claudication with lumbar spinal stenosis? A systematic review. Eur Spine J 2014; 23: 1282-1301.

2) fmlife—. WRRDIEOMEEE, 45 2 W, IR E FING Bh 2 A HE BE e 1 SR e kA, 2017

3) Miyamoto H, Sumi M, Uno K, et al. Clinical outcome of nonoperative treatment for lumbar spinal stenosis,
and predictive factors relating to prognosis, in a 5-year minimum follow-up. J Spinal Disord Tech 2008; 21:
563-568.

4) Matsudaira K, Hara N, Oka H, et al. Predictive factors for subjective improvement in lumbar spinal stenosis
patients with nonsurgical treatment: a 3-year prospective cohort study. PLoS One 2016; 11: e0148584.

5) Maeda T, Hashizume H, Yoshimura N, et al. Factors associated with lumbar spinal stenosis in a large-scale,
population-based cohort: The Wakayama Spine Study. PLoS One 2018; 13: e0200208.

6) Otani K, Kikuchi SI, Yabuki S, et al. Prospective one-year follow-up of lumbar spinal stenosis in a regional
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Clinical Question 7
FYLAE - TOMOREEEOREBEIFEDLSTHON

HESR
HERSZ HWRE SRR IV
OEYBE - TOMDRFAFEORIAMBICEAT I TABIET Y  RREEE
77% D
AIETELN. TR

(ER I IV—TICBIF D, HEICEET DIMEER PiFH]
A CQIZHF AHEIEDIERIZH 72> Tld, ADL - QOL Dk, Ak (R AT) oo, %9 -
LUONOUELR L NICAEHR ZHEEM L 7.
(HERDEBE ([CHET HER]
©7 7 b AERKIZHT HEERN BT E T Y AHE:

B 2 vuzi

DB EENRE L L RRAATEIRIE O T 7 T AR R L7 T v 7 A EHEGERER (RCT) 25 1 #i &

D, 1EDORBBE TEBREOADEE L I L CRIFZEEIE SN, Z 0k
24EL EORMBIS CIIEEAL A 71 4 FIEFHIE T 2 38— MFEDATH - /2.

@i ELONT VAPREE (T A MIFOR)

H 2: vz

G A ERERIIRCR VDS, WD D L WOMEEIIAHTH 5.
@BZOMMfEBIRRGF A, AHOMIE S

H 2: vz

F  BEOMEBIRIF AR ERE Z T 20 L) N ET L L EbN 5,
@EMROFIED T A P REHFIC TG RES72b 00 E ) »

H 2: w3z

FW R R T A e Ao 72
[TEFVADiEE]

B D HROMEMMFITLEAEHETE RN
(HEEDEE]

B W RIEREAIORL 2w

1 H OB I 13) T, [ThawnZ L2/ ET 5] 2°23%, [WIHEZRHERZIR L 2w
WTT% Tdh o7z,

8): e

WAL IR ARAE (5§ 2 RATIEHR 1L, MR A X Lo & LT RialEs iTbhiTw s,
L2L, ZORMBGEEZME Lmiddil, TEF Y ADOEVimLidi v,

TR E 1A LR L2 b0l LTHE 21T 7-.

1272 HEDH > 72 RCT FRATEFLICH L COML TH o7, KWL TiE, 125 AR
ot < NETF R O B % IEMEGBE ZMET RO EE D U AXNEI BB RAE 2 M5, EE#E (N =
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65) & B & RRAITEIRED T 0 7T A (N = 65) 21T o 7R CHEME 2170 7. TORIR,
SREATBIRED: % OEF L 72 B OB F i %0 (NRS C3F{l), ADL/QOL (SF-36 @ social functioning,
physical role), % L T 4#&HiE (Tampa Scale for Kinesiophobia, SF-36 ? physical function) 2%
Bl & R L CH Bl R R .

Z DI, 2 EH OREMBIEGED D - 7207818, ERL T OAMERERSL 71y 7 O a2k — MFETH -
7o TAEINC 2 B DL B RS 2 2200 Tk 6 Mol st 71 v 7 247w, FIERES RS 2
FRIZERE A ~ & ¥ 2 — Talili 17 - 7. North American Spine Society (NASS) © satisfaction
scale IZB VT, NASS 1(HifF & B D)1 235%, 2(RRIIHFUT TH 572205, HUfTWzWw)iX
26.3%, 3(ZARRIED - 7285, HUTT 72 B 0)IE 15.6%, 4 FRIZ R D572, & L IBEBEL72)
13 34.6% Tdh o7z, AWFZEIIT IR R <, F72, MEHOME MBS 7T v 7 DA O H#RICH
THIEMD RV LA EE R 5N D Y.

SR

1) Monticone M, Ferrante S, Teli M, et al. Management of catastrophising and kinesiophobia improves
rehabilitation after fusion for lumbar spondylolisthesis and stenosis. A randomised controlled trial. Eur Spine
] 2014; 23: 87-95.

2) Lee JW, Myung JS, Park KW, et al. Fluoroscopically guided caudal epidural steroid injection for management
of degenerative lumbar spinal stenosis: short-term and long-term results. Skeletal Radiol 2010; 39: 691-699.
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Background Question 6

ESERERBIECH T DFiam (BREMW - BEM - 1 VA Mo JbX
Yr—va VA, bz SOREEFN) OEMEERE M

OERBERERBEDFMICIE, REDOHTITONDMRNE, BEZHAT BMNICKRIETNSD.
BREEICIE, MRSIZPHY(CHHRIRKICIZ T 25 - WmHERIZYIBRL CITOERRRESL, ZNS5SOMHEE
ZEFUER, HiREEOREERMICES [ NZMA, MiEESOmeZzERN T dERZIRENDD.
BEEF, 12TS5Y NTHAEBPESIRAI Y 1—ZEE T 2BELEEMITONDD, O/F)
EORM P RENSEZEENOREZERL, HERREZEFT SHEMBTOND.

O Fifi DT s, BIND 3 FEED S, MLDEERFMHNEFET D. FROHEST, R
SERRRE, HELEDURD, BRANWRELEZSOHIHMEGNEHECRELOREODE, il
NZERNIRETHS GFHlF CQ 13 BBRDL).

OIBRRO. . oooromminimmimmmmsccsccsssssssssossonns

PRI L BRIRDPZ LSS, 2 W I3BEEEREE 2 SHEERSEE Th 256121 F
WGSBS N A, B S (LSS) D FMNI LI b0, BREREEOHE, F/-%
DOHPADFIRN A LA T, ZNENOMBIZL 5> THAICHE IR TWEY, EANEI V&7
MR ORI &, AREM % R0 2RI T 2 B5E (B 2 VI HIE) oMla b Th 5.
WROBIRIZH 725 Tid, BEMWL OIERZEEE 2 - LELRBRTEOHPE, 7% 5 O, 550V
WAL D BALEEOFMAEETH S, WG HRENFEEL T, EREE L TORWITHE
PEHH D EIEET S Y. W - SHEICE L TIZE 2 EmE B EN . DT ICBIE— BRI
b TV B, BIE, FE (5 ICHE) ZhEho7 7a—F 2K L Ciiks 5. &k
ZHhDbbIEF Y AL TIIARED CQ 22| I v,

1. BREE

"I T77u—FICBH LTI, ®IERTD DS 2R - T 250k, —HoMES
ZimAE S B ERHES CIBRASHES I3 B BRIEEE & L CRERE TV 228, FR4 ZRRE Lo TR
RENTV D, MESERDSOUERE & B2, wEBE R 5 IHEMBSANNOWERZMA, JRE
72 BIRAEER OIS 35 X OHEEIR 2 BRIE S A HIED — RN TH 5. 1T 2R Th MMM OB P2
FEBEDOERNZ % o TV A LA L MR Z M T 2560 5 5. T4, 182 R ICH
BET 5 2 LX) BRI OB LI EAE LD EAMESRTYE Y. FHOMEOAE
FIME - BB L, HIHES OO A2 ], B2 WIS 2 Vo 72 AYEEL THIEOHES 20 5
OFIEEZ /NRIC & o BT (R REA MBI R, Bk, BB 2 s LR~ 7 7
O—F32Z L& DM OEHFER D5 A — ¥ 2 i/NRICEI R % 778 ORZSERERD) A%, i~
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ODRBEEZBT 5 TRELTHESRTWE Y. —HTHLETFA Y OL 575 —%, Zh
WCABLEE RS 2 W5 2 & TE /&%, /Y] (mini-open) & #FR S L5 X 9 %= Bz ) THLEF
DB EREEEMRT HIEICLY, S5 EEEEAR IR TVS O, 2,496 H LSS
BENRELABE R AT T4 v 7L Ea—Tl], BKEREFHTOREICLVINEELS 5
AEEVEO Bl - BEHEDMEIR T X B WREMEAE S hTw b 2,

AR, PEROWNBEZ D TR E o2 R B EEE LT, full-endoscopic spine surgery
(FESS) &IN5, MEMIGICEHIER 1~2 » FTO portal & 0 17 MR AEHILShTwp B
LGHIET Y AORSENFEENS.

—hH T, MEERLHBFEREZEHR TICREET, Z2HEICEDERTLHEESRENETRY) 25
ET5ZEICE)VHFREZILTS, BEREEVWI I PHE R LT 5. lateral lumbar
interbody fusion (LLIF) & R S N2 M Tid 5 W IEEIHIT 22607 70 —F T, HefRH % BIK LE
EYTHZEICE ) BTS2 AR LRIET 2% 219, %55 A —H — 2
AL CTigsiEMm AL, HEMEZHBEITS 2 212X ) HEBENICEREZBRET 2085 s h
Twa ¥ LLIF © BIF 2 A S Tw» b —F T, g A R —H — 2B LTI
BRHTH L EMESIN TV, PRFEREDOHEED R AR OFE B2 H 5 2 L5, BUIR
TIfEH SN VEHRIZH 5.

2. BEx

HERNCARZ B2 A A 5A1213, BEITS UCRIEMAPEHE S d. BFRIEE ) Bugilss
LRPOHEZERE BN, 4T 5 Y MY 2D —HNTH 5. E72bREEME L TR
i 75 [ %€ (posterolateral fusion : PLF), %77 %k £ [ [ & (posterior lumbar interbody fusion :
PLIF), A [ FLAE B HE 74 [ [ 22 (transforaminal lumbar interbody fusion : TLIF), Hi i % # He f&
[H] [ %€ (anterior lumbar interbody fusion : ALIF), 75 #%HeHk fA [ & %€ (lateral lumbar interbody
fusion : LLIF)2*&F 55 .

7, A7) a—ORAEICEHLTY, 2o TIEEMARE TREEL, EHRTICHESRZ 2
) a—HHA SN T2, i ORIBERIECHF R RN B BAE SN D 2 12X D, i
BICE R 5 EOBERHOZENM, REEZ -7 e mESNTw5. B8, BENd 5 »
BRI O 2 S TRERFRR IS L TIRBIIC A 2 ) 2 — 2RI AT 5 FHEAE L L TWw 5%, I
CREB IR AT B350 X BB EE % EOWRSHRRENLEE R Y, HARHERFOIZ T,
BIREAED 2 L oW DB Y. T, HSRRZ ) 2a—EFMORHATH Licky, F
TR - i 7 &% OB LT 2 MG D H 5257, BRBEEIImMOR A L H%ETHh D L
WESNTOLH, FENHEY, BREAEZELR TV EORML DD, FICEHERIAT)
BRI F ORISR ETNETH DY, 2, A2 ) 2 —OBEEZNHASSMI - BT
AT 2 ZET, PEREX DHESIROBEF I ZHS % X 9 IZHI AT % cortical bone trajectory
(CBD) 2 72 e RBRBA 7 ) 2 —fil Ak e LTl SN THE Y, 1HERM O PLIF I2B W Tl iz 2
EICBV TR L FASEORREARE ShTwns ?.

DTFICERZEEEICHL, 2R ZhoMR0REE 51 5.

1) #BAIAEE (PLF)

HERIBOC X R INZ T, MISERM B 2 W ISHERIBIE R PRI BB 21T, HEHZEE 3 5 hik
Thhb. FHMIHEMORRPHEETH 2720, KKRMNT Y AZBEETL 2 LIIRETHL. 75
UL E O BRI LT, HEARRIEE & IR TH ), BRREEE T EHRINLETS



Wb b2 >,

2) #AREHEAREE (PLIF)

BT 70— TS W B X ORI % I 5 WV IE AR L, RS 2 S ONSHEET B
MRREZ NG L CHERIRANT 78 —F $5FHTH 5. 7F— TV ZMHAKRMICTHATSZ & T,
RIEOT 54 X FRHERDO TR ZFBETELRERAY v MBH 2 Y. HEERERLTELSAR
&Y, MEZAUCBICHRGE 2D, REEOSVWHTFNLET 2 REdH 5.

3) HEREFLRIRHEARBEE (TLIF)

HERI BT 2 ED Bk U CHERIFLZ B L, BN OMBRICESREEZ M 5 2 & & CHEMARA~T 7
O—FL, F—IVDHANWREE b, AHOADEBTHRITIAETH Y, PLIF & LKL THE
PEICHGS 24 - WK 7% RIS OB TRETH 5 %,

4) RIAREREMEAREEM (ALIF)

BRI IERE 3 2 W ISR I IS HEAR TN 7 70 —F 3 M CTh 5. HHOr—TJ 2 w5
Z&T, #®)idr b oRE R ST IS OMERIED 2 VIR 7 7 4 X > b OFIED T hE
T DY, RIMEEE, BERGEE, SRR &7 7o —FIGR N § 2 SR IS ERD
LETHL Y, WHREEZ VDL 2L TN TERERRICL TS,

5) RIAREEHEABEE (LLIF)

HHOV bT 75— % CTREBIEDL SHRICT 70 —F 55N TH 5. BHERIEICBRED
boH70, —HIIREEOHORZER, FEOIMIRRMIRZE, HEDOTRYAEICIES ZRv—
75T, MEARBNIE DT AR E 2 AL TR E B r — Y 2 RE S5 2 & TR D A 7% 545K
OMEBOBILIZSAMTH L. REWLLIDLLT2207 70 —FHFET 5.

a. transpsoas approach

fRFM 7% b D & LT Extreme Lateral Interbody Fusion (XLIF®) 3% 1), L1/2 2*5 L4/5 HEM £ T
WIS RETH B, KR % $EIICHIRIC T Ao THERIIC W2 2 FHCTH D, lE I RIMAE T 6D
Mrp e 2 LB L v, RIEFINZ BT 2 ikt 04882 PHi§ 5 72012 HiieE =51 > 7 off
AP SN D A, —HlR b 0% ED, MERGZED) 27 PG shTwg 7.

b. prepsoas approach

8217 b & L T Oblique Lumbar Interbody Fusion (OLIF®)25% 1), 12/3 25 14/5 HeH
THWIGTRETH 5. KIEFHHEE KMEOH DO ZAR=ZA 0 5FDICHEIIZW 22 FHTH Y, KIE
I IEFIAIZR S K 2F5 DD B DAT, MREE=S) Y 7HAETH L. 77 u—FIHE) i3
FEDBIE IR L ENTV 225, EARSR OB MAFRBE R LD 22 &) P,

3. #HlEnE

HER T REVE O R, RMIICAE U 5 BREMe MBS 2 & B ) DRREZER Y 5, K
RERAM R E LCHIBIMASFAET %, HlBfl & LT, Graf Band System” % Dynesys Dynamic
Stabilization System® 72 &, MM A 7 1) 2 — R W B Pk % # 72 & 727X, segmental spinal
correction system 7 & A 7 1) 2 =~y FIZWEMEE b 722724058, X-STOP® 12 & 1 5 zeie
AR=HF— IR ENDL. HOWRZA 2 2—%2RAT A 2T T2 MIFERMISHEZ ORI 2 L
EF BN, MIGRANR—F — IR ZHAT 52 12X, MR OMEZME§ 2 2 & TR
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BEREREIREE O I BIRENIEERABEPRFAEL D BERD

H#EEIZ HRE SEF IV

OB EIAEE (CW T DFREMII R EEIC LN RIFIRERRAY
BEHEEEREINTSD, BEiR, BEFREHLSEHEESNLER

ZE M ZHEDIEVZEREEEIREE CRFABEEMNHIICH U TE

BREMZITDS CEZRET D.

e

OVEFAESE UCIRREABEEZHET 2D, ERDEELHITEEEIR FORMSHEARE U
REABDOMEILE T DNETHSD (TETVX D).
OFREMPEMZHDIEVEREIEE (X T HFREMDITE 2 FriEIXFREME T CRA
BEEICHEREBNTVS (ZEFTVX :B).

OFiTABEEAREABRDEFME 2 ELIRICHB VL TIFRFNISHEMERE S (TETVR B).
@OFiTAEZENT D X CFIMHREDTREME(CIFBE UNRIICBECHAT 2HENSHD (T
EF>XR :B).

2 77% B

(ERTIL—TICHI1F D, HEICEHET DffEER>1FH]
RCQIZBU DRI H 72> T, LUhots, AEHER, SR GRMT) o
#, ADL/QOL D, BEFREFRIMRZ HEHL 7.
(RIS ([CHET DER]
@7 A AERICHET 52K R E T Y AHTHN
| I
FW 0T v & LGB (RCT) % & SO M TR 1 ~2 SER X T O kAR
FABRICHRB 2 2 LB ME SN TB Y, 2FEREOHIN CHSE FMnRE A
MeEZLND.
O EBLONTG Y ADPHEFE (TR PMEEDR)
H 2:wvwnz
B EE LCPMIRREICE L CIING, BAERLELTIICL D RECEL D, HHEED
BECHEIC—EDMNZ RT3 TERw., ELEONT V AZHWT 5720
DT T—=71d v T 5.
@BFEOMMfEBIR LA, AHOMFE S
H 2wz
B BFEOFAMITHOMENE, HHREOY XY, EHIA M EICLoTRELEDY
)%, BEHMICAHIZZEBEENOBIIITAEICL > THORELSER DY, SRMBRE LS
YA TR PMENOELZH LI LI TER VD, MEIICHLT—EnkiEs
RETDHDOIINETH 5.
@IEROFZEATT A P REIRIC T D WA 00 EH »
H 2wz
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B T A M BRI L, FPEHRIC X 2RI T A MG 5 72 b O3 HIB
WHETH 5.
[TEFVADiEE]
B B: HROMEMICHREOHELTD %
[HERDIEE]
B 2:T)ZL%RETH

10 H OB B2 13) I2B W TR OA I L CT) 2 & 2 HE3E3 5 12%23%, [17
ST LARMETL] BTT%ThHY, TOFBRICEITIAREREL RE L.

O figeH O

BB AL AE SR AEHE (LSS) DR TI LB EREBN S A ASEIS S D 2 &A% <, Tl & A7
GHREI T XEEEL GO Ny 2 79V FFRL 5720, K CQITH T 5 %21k RCT %
WIHTH B, LSS 2 RAFIEHE & BRI 2 O FAR TR O R 2 17 o 72 BRI %E & LT RCT
e UBOCEA I S N7z, SR L7248 RCT IS BT b FHli 5, SRR Ak 4 Td - 7225,
Oswestry Disability Index (ODI), f@HéB# QOL Z 2 7 (SE-36) 7 & 0 B LA EHfi AS L 2
CHOWHERTWS., ThLOFMEEICB T 3 » A ~2 FREE TEE K OB TFMRED K
BUIPRAFTBIAE IR BIFTH D, i1k 2 AEFERE O R U TIX BRI OB ARAEEHNE & ) BN T
V2 & OWEDL

1. FinaREFCRPAREBEOLERICET I (it 2 £ 7T)

The MiDAS ENCORE study " 13 149 B0 BERE (S 13 & T T w) & 153 HlO RS A
7 A FiEgH(ESD#ED RCT TH V), itk 1 EOKE AT ODL, numeric rating scale (NRS), F = —
)y CBATEME (ZCQ) wEFELE, B R ST T N TOMNMHE THRIERSED, AHEFR
ELTIERRIERE 121%, ESIRE8S5% THEA IR, ) bTHICHET 2 b DAY ESI R, FRIEAE
E BT 2BITED o7z Mirtk 1R RUTERIEM O ESLICH§ 2% /R L 72 RCT TdH 5 7%,
TEGEBILDf IO TwAn I L L BAEMDO LIS ESIMEZ 2 O F TR TN 2.

WA % B & 70 W FAEE 87 B & WA, AT & 7 B IRAFIRHERE 87 B0 RCT ¥ T,
B QOL A 2 7 (SF-36) physical function 3£ 10 5 5 2 22T T T RO T S
MR 57z, ODI B & U North American Spine Society (NASS) ¢ i 25 #E pain and disability
scale, neurogenic symptoms scale, treatment expectation scale 7* & 7% % iR B 13 10 2 58
HAHRHN 26 W F TUHENHE, 248 F THRF SN TV, intent-to-treat (ITT) AT TlE FAkHE &
RGO MR ICH B2 I e d o 72, k4, 5 L RIBRIS, itk 2 4 O iR aFl £ TITIRIFIRH
2B B AT B (57%) BFMII 7 B AF —N—L T 2igBbH oL lbhd. ZOTF—5H
5o TR R IR 2 FREE TIERH E WR 525, #UNIHTT S N RIFRHRICT T 55
DRBEMYEGRENIT & v, PRREIE O FE ST TR 2 AEAEEBI5E 74 Blrh 33 61 (44.6% ) & R
WS, ARAEA R FARBAES (SSDIC X 2 HFM 2 EATW S 2D EEZLNL. FRIEL &
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SPORT study & #-21F 572 RCT (289 ) & #1532 & — 1 (365 ) © 2 WO IETH A >~ %
DR L72BE%E Y ClE, FATRREE & RIETRIEBE O LU 2 4T\ 2008 4F1C 2 4 F T OBHII G S
T2, FAGERICIE 6% DFEL T A TS, RCT BEO ITT f#HT TlE SF-36 O bodily pain
A ARG RAEDA IS BRUFTdh - 72%%, physical functioning 3 & O ODI (21 2 #ERIC 213
A BN o7z RCT #E & observational cohort #f % & b FBEITAT D N2 IHEH IS ERT (as
treated analysis) Ti&, #FfliL 723 XCT?D/¥F 2 —% (SF-36 bodily pain, physical functioning 3
XTODD IZBWVT, 6#HM» 5 2 ITD7zo TRMBEOREAEN Tz, ITT T THEEMS
SN o B NE LT, PHHBEREINEED D BTN SN0 67T%I2E T, =T
PRAFTEIHFIRED 43% \ZFM AT EN TV L ENEZEZ6ND. TOEVT T AT — /N —5)»
SREROBHUIZTEDSLETH 5705, EAWNIZIFHOFHEITRENh TV 5.

SO ) = XTIRT OEAM 8 4FE T TOBPMEDITON TS, Hillhk &5 2010 FEOHE Y ©
&, itk 4 4 ORI TTRNIE OB IR N Tz, W—o 3k — b TIEFE TORMD G
T3 Y. RCT B D as treated analysis TlF 4~8 4127413 T ODI, SF-36 bodily pain, physical
functioning (2815 % BGRCEALAS S S 717245, observational cohort # TIZfR7=NTH Y %
M2 EATERV. SRR TO RCT BT 2B 55% I & 7% 2 A%, SCHRH Tl B
TR, AR T TN O S EAROBPBE L TB Y N, 7T A% 5 v E
NTWwh. EHICRCT HECRAFFIN D 52% A8 FEE TICFMICBITLTED 7 0 A — /=D
A<, 847 RCT TR, LA LIS DERIRIFZED 5 1342 4 R L £ TREBRERE OB
FHERF SN, A~8ARICHT T DOMBIIIR A IEAL T 2 L DT E R 2 LATE 5 .

Maine Lumbar Spine Study 125 T 8 ~10 4E D BAE 7 23l S N7z, ARAFIAREEE 3 E B # i,
Mgk, JEAT O A FUBLERESR, ESI % ETHh 5. LSS BH 2 M RICHIER & FAREICHMN L
72 Z O R) & WEFE O L4 O FEBI RN 148 B (FANHE 81 B, PRAFHE 67 H1) T o 72, FAHRIZIEA
BRIEAR C— B EM AP ST D, S Ath 84 THROBBIZ W HE T dH o 72 123 Bilh 97 1 A5#
Hrm] e (AR 63 b 56 B, PRAFIGHERE 60 Bk 41 1, BEF=R 655%) Th o 7. ik 8~10 4F
ZBUF B, THOEICB 2 BSHC X 2 5HEi T T B O REEIZB§ % 2 27 (bothersome
score) ST CH B 5 722%, WHRICBT 2 2 3 TIIHEE, APREEV 3710 b MjREH] ©F B
ZRD BP0l ADOTEIERICEHT 2HENS 2 55Hfi1 > 7 v 7 X (symptom index) TTF
IFEAR DML LU CTIIH B L RO R Do TR I FMRETH o 7o, BHBREREDIREE &
L T Roland-Morris Disability Questionnaire (RDQ)IZ#E U 7z 23 I H %> & 7 % GFAilli 25 T 2 CTHEE AL
Thotz. FMIHT BRI THHRE, AR CHACTH o7z 10 TOFEFAMHE 15 61(23%)
Thotz. BB X UL LTl 8 ~ 10 4 OB 5 CTIETATEE & IRAFIBHETECHH & A 7 2
BHRONG Do 7205, THOE, TR 3 7T OB R Sz, #2377 AT
Rzl BAFBRREINTED D B 22 61 (39%) MMtk 8 A TICFAMIC/ B A+ —N=LTnb 2
EOSHEN EE Z bz,
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727 BB ABOURAER 10 ~ 24% E HE SN, PR TRRZ VL DDA ESEIIALN RN -
72 BRI LT SP-36 D S AREREICIZ 7+ U —T7 v THIM 2@ U CHEERAS N LD o 7.
—7, ODI TOFMIGIE 3, 6 » H CRAEENROON L7200, 1, 2F TIETMEESEA
Thotz. WFRLRLNEDODH LG TH Y, ODI Z L L7223 HliTid 6 » AR X TEE &
BAFRIBEE DIV Wb 00, 2EOBE TR TMHEORBEARIFTH S L OfH2HEL 2 LA
T& 5.

4. FhHRE (BEER)

PERREICE L CTlE, WBIEMATH L VIINABROEESSL L LTI IRERENE TR EER
LELTWBHEDD S (BRITRE121%, ESI85% CTHEER L)Y, —%, Ttk 2 £
EEIEE TA Bl 33 B0 (44.6%) OAERLZOMED HHDS, AIEEAER SSLIZ L 2 HFM% & A
AN ES 5720 MAMLEKIZTE 2\ ?. RCT &% IR — M E & bE MBI TI1x, Tk
2B CHEBELS 9%, 2 R COBTEMERE% THo72". YAFIT A4 v 7 LE 2 —Tidk
SEIEDBFEIL 10~24% L W shTwns Y.

UEE)PHICBIAHEHZORERIIMEICI > THRVOEND Y, E3%, LR E
DRL B 7O HMILKIITE 20D, —RISTAAATE 2 B & L CTREICHIT 256 30565
BT 2 ME SO LLENRD L ERRITTRDE 00\, BAFEEICB RN A =S
LU SN TR VDS, FEREICHE) FMAD 7 0 2+ —N—BREWNERTH S LI1TIEy
BILLEND L. IR THIROD L EBHE I TMEREN LI VBN THEEEZH
N, EEFFHZITVERE LREBEOMRII T2 RETH L.

5. EEZEDR

[ EAT 29 Bl & & e 170 BlOFAMifEE CT A R TF7ay 7, PSR, EYEELY &0RIEE
FERE 264 BIDOERE T A b DL T, BHET A I 2 BRE R AR B IR O T3 H3 %
REL, FOERE L TRABFEEICBW T 20 ENEEMo 7Ty 7E2E L2, F
72191 1 (72.4%) O MR FEHRHESFMICBIT L2 2 LI TS, 1 RO TWwE L
O A PARBEL, BRI OEN 2 ES A2 TILELIATbNBRIER 2 LS 2 2 b A
MBI ENS, EHFEREROMMN S S8R E LB % & SRR OMIE T A Oh 5
HHIETEX R E W L7

BRIEAN OBz i U2 %6, @IS L7ZORBICIEESLETH L. WHD 3R RPAZEnZ
PED 7 LSS ATH9 A BRIEMNC B L TIEZ DA HTEICEEIE WS, TS & 2 et B o el
Bdb—)i, ERRAEENZHTA2LEEREROEEINRTH L LOWMELDH Y, NEEN
2B BB L TOREMFEATIIE TR 5.

K4 R BRIEM OM U B $ 2 B ST %25, #2050 0 BRI B L CTIEBIR T
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Fusion Surgery Decomp, Surgery Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV,Random,95%CI 1IV,Random, 95%ClI
Austevoll, 2017a -33 1.7 294 -3 185 322 22.8% -0.30[-0.58,-0.02] L

Inui, 2017 12 07 80 1 07 60 229% 0.20[-0.03,0.43] 1

Forsth, 2013 -28 251131 -18 274259 139% -10.00[-11.67,-833] —=—

Murata, 2011 08 03 15 04 035 36 230% 040[0.21,059] "

Watanabe, 2016 -23 3 50 -12 295 47 17.3% -1.10[-2.28,0.08] ——

Total (95% CI) 1570 4724 100.0% -1.51[-2.49,-0.53] L 4

Heterogeneity : Tau?2=1.07 ; Chi?=162.96, df=4(P<0.00001) ; 2=98%

Test for overall effect : Z=3.02(P=0.003) L ! L

|
-10 -5 0 5 10

Favours Fusion Favours Decomp.
Surgery Surgery
K1 BRICHTEIXETFIA
(cZwk 4, 6, 16 ~ 18 KW 1ER)
Fusion Surgery ~ Decomp. Surgery Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV,Random,95%Cl 1IV,Random, 95%ClI
Austevoll, 2017a 31185 294 -31 18 322 430% 0.00 [-0.29, 0.29] ——
Inui, 2017 19 09 80 19 08 60 449% 000 [-0.28 0.28] ——
Forsth, 2013 -27 15 1131 -27 145 4259 38% 0.0 [-0.98, 0.98]
Watanabe, 2016 -29 18 50 -24 15 47 83% -050 [-1.16, 0.16] ———————1—
Total (95% CI) 1555 4688 100.0% -0.04 [-0.23, 0.15]
Heterogeneity : Tau2=0.00 ; Chiz=2.03, df=3(P=0.57) ; [2=0%
Test for overall effect : Z=0.43(P=0.67) ‘ . : L
-1 -0.5 0 05 1
Favours Fusion Favours Decomp.
Surgery Surgery
M2 TERBICHIZXETFUTA
ozt 4, 6, 16, 18 LY 1ERK)
Follow Up Weighted Mean
Study Design (mth) Difference (95%Cl)
Spinal Stenosis
Lee, et al. 2013 Retro Cohort 24 + 1.70(-1.03,4.43)
Forsth, et al. 2013ii Registry 24 —— -0.10(-052,0.32)
Munting, et al. 2015 Registry 12 —— 1.70(0.72, 2.68)
Sigmundsson, et al. 2014i (BPzLP) Registry 24 —— 0.30(-0.32,0.92)
Sigmundsson, et al. 2014ii (BP<LP) Registry 24 —— -0.26(-1.05,0.53)
Subtotal (I-squared=70.0%, p=0.009) < 0.39(-0.26, 1.05)
Forsth, et al. 2016i RCT 24 - 0.30(-1.52,2.12)
Spondylolisthesis
Kleinstueck, et al. 2012 Registry 12 —_— 0.80(-0.63,2.23)
Forsth, et al. 2013i Registry 24 = 0.30(-0.20, 0.80)
Lattig, et al. 2015 Registry 24 0.10(-1.56, 1.76)
Subtotal (I-squared=0.0%, p=0.778) 0.33(-0.12,0.79)
Forsth, et al. 2016ii RCT 24 -0.40(-2.01,1.21)

Disc Herniation
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irolz(B1~3). 2OZens, Rtz th) B FERESNIEEEMm 2 i35 2 & TX
iR ADL OUEDLF O N B WHEMEDH 275, FEIFASHLOBE IXEEM ZL3 L RS L
V. F 72 SRLICOWVTORENKEBEICHETAIEF Y AW TIEBIESICBWTH LA TIE R
W,
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B FEART 72 & DNV [ @AM 0 BARRY 22 8IS 12D W™ Tl R 7SRRI B\ T, HERIBEE A > 50°, MER =
6.5mm Pl b, FHUR LD BIERSBCIGE, X0 247 5 HHEEMICT 1.25~2mm 2L Lo
B2 D 5 B5fr, B L O B I BRE O3 O (I AW HIERIE S X 5 B ERERAE L v
Bifr) WCBRIEMRTHATIZ ODI Z1E Lo & 3 2 BERIZEEM &L D 385> Tz, BREMIZ A
5O H % SIS E MDD 70 WIREBINZ HEIE % BRAE 3 AU L 70 B R IR 2 3R U, M & iy
OB/IMFED ) A7 & a R b ORINZ BHET X 2 HMEDS 5 0. EEMISEAEREIC 3 » H U
FRIE%R L, BRERD L IdREREZ AL, 1E Eoffadisgcdi®Edd, 5mm MU E
DFTRY L 10° L EOREAREEE B L TWAEAISHEIEE 20, FRLUSAOA CHE IR
W E 2 IER ORI T E 2B A ERIERTORRIEGIIZE DL 2w I MiEL H 5 19

B EM DA EFR D BREMN L OB 2 MET$ %9 2 CHELAELZTH S, M2 5%, B
HAPRSSIE & BRI, FEPARICB 3 AR I R Sz, B AT o B B A ] B 5
IZE DA 25%M 5 EUNICHFME o TRl VIMELH LI EH D, MEMBRIIBITS
BEEHE MR E DR E I SFHICE W TBLARELEZOND. — I THEORIR X EEL T — 5 X—
AR KNI AR E S BV T HFMRIIEEOFHIIL 2D L TH 14% & HE s h,
FEFAN W Tz o G B R F AR OJERFF I A3 12 » AL ETh A e b iFohnz. 2
D LD HMBRITTTFFM I 72 2 DS M OA I & BREHERIBE EO A 577, WROKER
FRHEY MR D EELEHE THHDIDOEEZ5NE ¥ % F7 WkzhoIiing 2
JEi B (BMI = 30 kg /m) L1253 2 i3k & Bffilc 2 T b BB O STkl S 7z, BRIEA %17 -
7B EREE SeAhE O B B T, JERGE A R TE 2 b 0Dt 6~12 » H THERIER
Wi % D B BEOEA DI LIRS Y, i 12 » HIZB13 2 0Dl 237, FHEOY®
BWCOWTIHEEOAMICL 2ABEZEIAONLE P72 00, BIEDADOBE A =
RLTBY, MBS 2 BREREM o BRI, FER R BREM Al % fifT S oz i
BRI L TRETH 727,

2. BARE - REEEE, BOSUICPREMEBIME DR

BEMT & Se4s 7 HARFER & O & 4T o 72a U S g, PRAFTGHE & BRIE R EM O ik &
To725 D5 () B 2181 Cochrane L ¥ 2. —)Th o7z, TRIFEHFEZ - 720 O TH SEWHE
DHIp O FMPEINEGT R B, BER EPE IR, M AETHKL 2 DIEA LN Rh o 7.
AT 5 & FaEE (FEm b 3) 247 - 28Tl 6,12 » HOERETIZ ODIL 72— v
L AT M (ZCQ), visual analog scale (VAS) 7% & CTHRAFIEHICH LAREIAON o720
DD, it 24 » A TIEF M THBELZWENFON LT rMERALNz. £72, FilEHEI
A EVERBRA2 AL S BIRBAT 7 & ORFFER OB L CAERR L DA TH 72072,
—HTAL LD 12 HH L FREIRDS S 2 BEE AL B PASE B3 O FATRHAE 0 v LERAEEHE ()
NEN T = a v, Pleggigk SEEpREE, MBI, RSZRRORE, B, USRS
7O FRE)02HaFR— P EMAGDOELMETIIOWTHELTT) &, FMEIEETMREL
L CHii A, BRBE, RSB TAHEARE 2RO Y. T, WS X 0BT DY
i & P8 9 BEREAE R ARE IS B W TR BEEM DI D 2 RAFE#R & D b ODI 8, B X U VAS
EREHEIAETY, S TORLEEHICBT B FREROAHNIRERTW2 P (F4, B5).
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1) Yavin D, Casha S, Wiebe S, et al. Lumbar fusion for degenerative disease: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. Neurosurgery 2017; 80: 701-715.
2) Schulte TL, Ringel F, Quante M, et al. Surgery for adult spondylolisthesis: a systematic review of the evidence.



Weighted Mean

Study Design Quality Difference (95%Cl)
Chronic Low Back Pain
Brox, et al. 2003 RCT 8 _— 2.30(-6.80, 11.40)
Brox, et al. 2006 RCT 8§ -3.70(-13.50,6.10)
Fairbank, et al. 2005 RCT 6 —— 4.10(0.10, 8.10)
Fritzell, et al. 2001 RCT 6 — 8.80(6.12,11.48)
Ohtori, et al. 2011 RCT 7 25.70(3.08, 48.32)
Subtotal (I-squared=66.4%, p=0.018) —~— 5.13(0.19,10.07)
Spondylolisthesis
Malmivaara, et al. 2007ii RCT 5 —_— 16.60(10.58, 22.62)
Weinstein, et al. 2007 Prosp Cohort & RCT 3 —_— 16.70(13.90, 19.50)
Subtotal (I-squared=0.0%, p=0.976) o 16.68(14.14,19.22)
NOTE : Weights are from random effects analysis
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Weighted Mean
Study Design Quality Difference (95%Cl)
Chronic Low Back Pain
Brox, et al. 2003 RCT 8 —_— 0.86(-0.30, 2.02)
Brox, et al. 2006 RCT 8 —_— -0.13(-1.41,1.15)
Fritzell, et al. 2001 RCT 6 —— 1.67(0.92,242)
Ohtori, et al. 2011 RCT 7 2.50(-0.43,5.43)
Subtotal (I-squared=55.4%, p=0.081) - 1.05(0.09, 2.00)
Hinkley, et al. 1997 Prosp Cohort 1 —— 0.64(-0.77, 2.05)
Molinari, et al. 2001 Prosp Cohort = 3.60(0.37,6.83)
Subtotal (I-squared=63.1%, p=0.100) R e ——— 1.75(-1.05, 4.56)
Spondylolisthesis
Malmivaara, et al. 2007ii RCT 5 # 3.74(0.46,7.02)
Moller, et al. 2000 RCT 6 —— 1.70(0.29,3.11)
Subtotal (I-squared=20.0%, p=0.264) —el 2.16(0.49,3.83)
NOTE : Weights are from random effects analysis
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-25 0 25 5 75

Favors non-operative care Favors fusion

BB, BB ANUREERES LSS ICH1F BB VAS (cm) T3 X 4
FFUTR
2k 1 KRR

X 5

Eur Spine J 2016; 25: 2359-2367.

Peul WC, Moojen WA. Fusion for lumbar spinal stenosis-safeguard or superfluous surgical implant?. N Engl ]
Med 2016; 374: 1478-1479.

Austevoll IM, Gjestad R, Brox ]I, et al. The effectiveness of decompression alone compared with additional
fusion for lumbar spinal stenosis with degenerative spondylolisthesis: a pragmatic comparative non-
inferiority observational study from the Norwegian Registry for Spine Surgery. Eur Spine J 2017; 26: 404-413.
Forsth P, Carlsson T, Michaelsson K, et al. No benefit from fusion in decompressive surgery for lumbar spinal
stenosis. 2-year results from the Swedish spinal stenosis study, a multicenter RCT of 229 patients. Eur Spine J
2014; 23: 5495.

Forsth P, Michaelsson K, Sanden B. Does fusion improve the outcome after decompressive surgery for lumbar
spinal stenosis?: A two-year follow-up study involving 5390 patients. Bone Joint J 2013; 95-B: 960-965.
Machado GC, Ferreira PH, Harris IA, et al. Effectiveness of surgery for lumbar spinal stenosis: a systematic
review and meta-analysis. PLoS One 2015; 10: e0122800.

Munting E, Roder C, Sobottke R, et al. Patient outcomes after laminotomy, hemilaminectomy, laminectomy
and laminectomy with instrumented fusion for spinal canal stenosis: a propensity score-based study from the
Spine Tango registry. Eur Spine J 2015; 24: 358-368.

Forsth P, Olafsson G, Carlsson T, et al. A randomized, controlled trial of fusion surgery for lumbar spinal

65



$4E FNEE

66

10)

11)

12)

13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)

21)

22)

23)

24)

25)
26)
27)
28)
29)
30)
31)

32)

stenosis. N Engl ] Med 2016; 374: 1413-1423.

Rampersaud YR, Fisher C, Yee A, et al. Health-related quality of life following decompression compared to
decompression and fusion for degenerative lumbar spondylolisthesis: a Canadian multicentre study. Can ]
Surg 2014; 57: E126-E133.

Chang W, Yuwen P, Zhu Y, et al. Effectiveness of decompression alone versus decompression plus fusion for
lumbar spinal stenosis: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Arch Orthop Trauma Surg 2017; 137: 637-650.
Sigmundsson FG, Jonsson B, Stromqvist B. Preoperative pain pattern predicts surgical outcome more than
type of surgery in patients with central spinal stenosis without concomitant spondylolisthesis: a register study
of 9051 patients. Spine 2014; 39: E199-E210.

Tye EY, Anderson JT, Haas AR, et al. Decompression versus decompression and fusion for degenerative
lumbar stenosis in a workers' compensation setting. Spine 2017; 42: 1017-1023.

Fariborz S, Gharedaghi M, Khosravi AF, et al. Comparison of results of 4 methods of surgery in grade 1
lumbosacral spondylolisthesis. Neurosurg Q 2016; 26: 14-18.

Ghogawala Z, Dziura ], Butler WE, et al. Laminectomy plus fusion versus laminectomy alone for lumbar
spondylolisthesis. N Engl ] Med 2016; 374: 1424-1434.

Inui T, Murakami M, Nagao N, et al. Lumbar degenerative spondylolisthesis: changes in surgical indications
and comparison of instrumented fusion with two surgical decompression procedures. Spine 2017; 42: E15-E24.
MHEERE, S AL SIE—WNE BEATET D BRIER 2 EEM D B m g2 R0 T, SR
2011; 25: 160-169.

Wl BE, BRM B (R WNEA BHEZETET OISR L, BEMNIILE 2 BREM & BRERER O
AR L. HALEE KA & 2016; 59: 33-38.

Shen J, Xu S, Xu S, et al. Fusion or not for degenerative lumbar spinal stenosis: a meta-analysis and systematic
review. Pain Physician 2018; 21: 1-8.

Joaquim AF, Milano JB, Ghizoni E, et al. Is there a role for decompression alone for treating symptomatic
degenerative lumbar spondylolisthesis?: s systematic review. Clin Spine Surg 2016; 29: 191-202.

Raddliff K, Curry P, Hilibrand A, et al. Risk for adjacent segment and same segment reoperation after surgery
for lumbar stenosis: a subgroup analysis of the Spine Patient Outcomes Research Trial (SPORT). Spine 2013;
38: 531-539.

Forsth P, Carlsson T, Sanden B, et al. No long time benefit from fusion in decompressive surgery for lumbar
spinal stenosis: 5 year-results from the Swedish spinal stenosis study, a multicenter rct of 233 patients. Eur
Spine J 2017; 26: S287.

Kim CH, Chung CK, Park CS, et al. Reoperation rate after surgery for lumbar spinal stenosis without
spondylolisthesis: a nationwide cohort study. Spine J 2013; 13: 1230-1237.

Burgstaller JM, Held U, Brunner F, et al. The impact of obesity on the outcome of decompression surgery
in degenerative lumbar spinal canal stenosis: analysis of the lumbar spinal outcome study (LSOS): s Swiss
prospective multicenter cohort study. Spine 2016; 41: 82-89.

Onyekwelu I, Glassman SD, Asher AL, et al. Impact of obesity on complications and outcomes: a comparison
of fusion and nonfusion lumbar spine surgery. ] Neurosurg Spine 2017; 26: 158-162.

Kluba T, Dikmenli G, Dietz K, et al. Comparison of surgical and conservative treatment for degenerative
lumbar scoliosis. Arch Orthop Trauma Surg 2009; 129: 1-5.

Ammendolia C, Stuber KJ, Rok E, et al. Nonoperative treatment for lumbar spinal stenosis with neurogenic
claudication. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2013: CD010712.

Zaina F, Tomkins - Lane C, Carragee E, et al. Surgical versus non - surgical treatment for lumbar spinal
stenosis. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2016: CD010264.

Kovacs FM, Urrutia G, Alarcon JD. Surgery versus conservative treatment for symptomatic lumbar spinal
stenosis: a systematic review of randomized controlled trials. Spine 2011; 36: E1335-E1351.

Weinstein JN, Tosteson TD, Lurie JD, et al. Surgical versus nonsurgical therapy for lumbar spinal stenosis. N
Engl ] Med 2008; 358: 794-810.

Wu AM, Tong TJ, Wang XY. A rethink of fusion surgery for lumbar spinal stenosis. ] Evid Based Med 2016; 9:
166-169.

Louie PK, Paul JC, Markowitz J, et al. Stability-preserving decompression in degenerative versus congenital
spinal stenosis: demographic patterns and patient outcomes. Spine J 2017; 17: 1420-1425.



Clinical Question 10

ﬂ%;&)ﬂﬁﬁ%i%%ﬁ [EX T BEEMDOBRSIAEFFMRBICREZSZ
\

R
2537 HRE  OEE IGO0
OBRSRENMNER R BESIBAMMN S DN, REDE HEstly o
(o}
T DRI R E RN CEBL, TEL)

(ER I IV—TICBIF D, HEICEET DIMEER PiFH]
A CQ DHEIRAEMZH 721, WHH O - BRBGREHITE OGS, MatF Wi of %2 =%
HL7-
(HERDEET(ICHET HERA]
©7 7 M AERICHET AR RIE TV AHHN
H 2: w3z
DL RIGH T TR TERERBIZETH Y, T8 7T A0mS & LTUIIEFITH . BIR
SN2 7 7 b A A REEIRE 0 A S AR O IR BT B .
@i L ELEDONT U ADHEFE (TR MIEDLEWV)
H 2: vz
S A ORI EEHE N R O BRER B Z M TE 5 2 L s NG, —,
[ 5 B I B 2 L O IR U 2 W gD 5.
@ BHOMIEBIRCIT A, AHOREE X
B BEAOESEHNE LT E2iToTBY, BEVBRIRTL 3w EEbRb
oL L E L.
@IEROFIZED T A P REFIC T REST2DOHhEH H
F AN (FEMD OB IEFAETH Y, FMAhL L L7
[IEFVRDiEE]
B D FHROHWEMAITEALHETE 2N
(e DT ]
B HHERHERZIOR L 2w

1 MHOPE BBIEH1DICBNT, [179 T2 RET 5] 235, [HERMEREZFRL v
MBI ETHEERTT%TH Y, [WHERIERZIORL2V] S REL7.

8): e

BHEOFEMIE ) —UBINT IS I LM L, S SICHEE LI EMER R ORI 2 & 3 Fi L% $F
WL ZHICHRBEIRIMCHEIE N EE L 28O Y B —F 22 TR 2R L 72,
PR L 725 S0 T RCRERERIIZE TH - 72

WA RAIE (I3 LT, AR O BBy - R E M - BREROR# L L2 HiIWE
L CREEMD TN L. FHEBEENOEELZBNOO L OBEFRADEETH 505, BiAIRE)

67



$4E FNEE

68

TGRS G 2 5 B E G LSRR I 2w, N2 THEBIRZ 7 1) 2 — MR 7 — V1
REENDLTHEA VAP VA F—3 g VEMOMERIZE Y, BREBPRELEE 72,
HFHEDERIN TR L LD —EOFMLEMNHBEEIND 2 &, A ORI < 2327
HICX VR LR ED, FRARESHRREAICG 2 2B LHONITHILEHLILT
Wwa,

1. IMEBRRBOBAESAENFMHBEICSADEE

MBI BT 2 5HEANSIREORH (BHH)IX, B4 YA MoV Ay T—2a V&L
22 IR S [ SEART (PLE)IC B % PATRE 2 BAL S22 2 LG ST b, 47 Blolik Ty 7
8 HOMGET T, A XM A 728w At i & 0 BRI & e S h7z 25 61 (53%) Tl 4
BB O A BRIR BTG - I8 visual analog scale (VAS) - TG VAS O RTIZBWTHBARICSH >
Twl. 72, Q2 BIOFHHH 95 EDMIT TS, Hil X MCHIBIE & HE S hz 11 61(26%)
DGR I 34 F TIIHmATE L EE2 RO RN o 12705, Witk 5 4 LREIIAEIC H AR A
R AR R B L OB E DM 5 72 Y. BHEA VAo VA Y TF—Y g VR L
7o BHEREEM 1B L R RO RAIRE & FABRICHE T 2 G2

2. MERHOSESRENFMHREICSAITEE

Mot 2 4F A0 O A KB TSR 5 2 2 IO W TRERW PR Tw S, SRR S
V) 2 — EHERR S — T % I 72 R 07 AR HE AR B E AR (PLIF) %2 AT L 72 108 B B1F 24k 1 48
D XD B\ CT & 725 G H & & EE VAS % Oswestry Disability Index (ODI) 7 & Ok
PRI & OBk BT L7225 <, A IR & RGO IZ R0 2 2o 72 Y,

JEMENE CT % v C 81 1o PLIF #lith 1 £ o &0 e % i L 725 <, Bidrak
[ (HARBTEAVEL 2 & MR e S Rk /2 26 ) & O BIRR 2 M L, B9 & B il Ao MBI
JBAE M CT 57l (p=0.08) A%, HLFE X #EETAM (p =0.66) % AL th CT 34l (p =0.51) & Fe# L T
EAro 7z 72, FHIEREICIE 85% LLEDREFIATEHEME CT IZB W THFRAELHESINTEY
BB IS E A4 & RIS % 20 2 TN S 5 L EBEShTwb Y,

WU HESARA 7 ) 2 — L HER 7 — 2 % T 72 HAERR 0 PLIF % Jif7 L 72 100 Fl o> # A 1) & fif
MrCid, itk 6 » J OHHE X BB R (200 Bl a e L BEM T 7 b & &2 &R K
OB ZBE L Twa, 296 E e e sh, KEEAD»SERELEZ~ Yy F ¥ 7S
7B A HE O IEEE) 2 308 LR L 728528, R VAS TIIMREISE 2B kb o s, HAK
TEAVEL 27 S T 9 JE TG P ORUH) i S HE D U e - H ARBETE AR 7 3 B0 54 2 4 5% JOABPEQ)
BATREREREE - ARG E BT 2 MARESR RS TRAA SR CAEICRMTH -2 Y. BET
WEHI T2 20722 L1d, BlEIRES BB QOL 12525 Z L 2Ry 5—77, i
HREZEHEDVHMALZETHLH L WIEMOH/RICE DIHB ZHIRL TW AR BETE %
W,
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1) Kornblum MB, Fischgrund JS, Herkowitz HN, et al. Degenerative lumbar spondylolisthesis with spinal
stenosis: a prospective long-term study comparing fusion and pseudarthrosis. Spine 2004; 29: 726-733;
discussion 733-734.

2) Tsutsumimoto T, Shimogata M, Yoshimura Y, et al. Union versus nonunion after posterolateral lumbar fusion:
a comparison of long-term surgical outcomes in patients with degenerative lumbar spondylolisthesis. Eur
Spine J 2008; 17: 1107-1112.
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dimensional computed tomography in the evaluation of fusion after posterior lumbar interbody fusion
surgery. Spine J 2013; 13: 1200-1207.
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BIHDGA L) —YGRIRT B2 ih L, S S ITHEEALI SR ER R Ol 2> & 4 5L % iR
WU THITHRFEIIHIMCHIRS N EE R 6 O P —F a2 M2 TR Z/ER L 7.

PRIRU 72 10 @13 8 #iH° RCT, 2 M ASE BRI 7E TH - 72

A HEREM TEARG D72 VARG 2152 TS LIC X VB RaE 2R 5. Lo TS
DRI 2 FHEHER R & 2 VIO R - RIS 2 2 Erb s, SR EO
PR, — BB (AT 28RS X 28, S8Rk (FER O R % 34,
TFERE (DN OB X 28BS L - TRl S b, BREFBRICI A TARIBCTHHME
EENOEHAKEIN TS b0, S - BIK (demineralized bone : DBM), AT [B-
tricalcium phosphate (TCP), hydroxyapatite (HA) % &1 %% %. WOK TR S5 25K H TIlER
KR T % 5T (bone morphogenetic protein : BMP) R A FHTld 2 W& i/ B L C
SR E R fTb R & & Lz, BB OARIMERGE, HRE % o e LCEstks
RIWRETHA V9%, KCQ TH HFE G L 2O FBAM & i+ 2B Trtf L7z R 1).

x1 BEBEMARFEORN

BREMY Bk B8 58 RFT %EFT
BXRE IECHE A . FEEICRRE.
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O BhD, A REW X ERICRENDE SR

1. BXIBE vs. BAE

HE W OGS BEFAE 2 B 2 720, #fEREZR &2 BN E LTS W2 HFHERPT
FHPEMEEEMIC L CHWENSG., —HWS, RIrgIERES LR TEEsMiz % &t
a3 v 2 L RRBERFIMFRESCHFAES CTIIRERICRARD 2 Z L HEE ST
5. HUME ] 00 1% 5 R B AR T [ 5@ Ay (PLIF) ZEHE B 33 1F 21614 2 4 0 A 1) S JEBIAERERFZE T
&, BRBE L RIS OMHOEN X2 EEERICELRO Lo 72 (AREE 96.3%, Ry
98.3%)". F 7z, M5 EM (PLF) O R HIZ H 5B B2 e L R i + 5 B % A L
iR 1 FEORET TR, BRARIIERE S T90.5%, RS + 5z < 85.7% Th 1 [H
SETHoT?.

2. BRB vs. ALE
Ad,
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BEH U PLE \ZH W 724572 1 AE OGS ClE, A LG + 5 Mg 2 B L - o5 A %13 455%
THRBS 2B LM 90.5% & ik L CTHEIA» 572 2.

—75, JRrE L a2 B L bone extender & L CALE 2 L7-%4E1212, HESBH L
EOFRERBEIEONL I EPMEENTWAS. PLF Z HRBBHD 2 WIdERE + ATH (8-
TCP) BHi%4T) RCT Ti&, itk 1EICBWCHBETEBOFES 2RO Y. HiEH o PLE ©
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3. BxR& vs. DBM

PLF O KN AR B, Wl HK 4 + DBM B % 1T - 72010 & RCT WFZE T, itk 2
DT ARB S RHM T 54%, DBM BHIMT52% LM% Th-72" T/, [ L DBM
% I O ] B 8 6 22 % BRI L 72 PLE I B W CRATE & DBM BEHITE & AR GE Bl chbi L
7% 7% RCT WFZ2Tld, itk 2 SE OB 4313 DBM B 86%, HIRBEHE 2% L% Th o727,
M DBM % H W - EFIERNIZE T, PLE IR LN AR S B + Rird) 2 BAE L 725 & W
W HRE + DBM + & i 2 AL L 222 it 1 SE TR L, HRARITENEN69.7% &
76.9% THEMN L ho72Y.

4. BRE vs. @EE

HMER O PLIF ICH W B HERB 7 — D ICAR G 2 WIZREE 2 B LB REaE LMt 1 43
TREFFIC X L -CT TR LG, 26 » BE CRAXGEH CHRAENAEIIE >
7208, DItk 1 4 CHiBICEZ RO LD o2 (AR B 8%, FHEEH80%)”. 72, HE
H & DI TIE 2%, PLF % [FHE HD 5 WIS + SR T17 9 RCT T, SHig
i O B SRR 12 X B PLE O 2 SEIC BT 2 B RARE2 A EICE O 72 (RS Ak 40%,
R + 5 B 80% ).

ik

1) Ito Z, Imagama S, Kanemura T, et al. Bone union rate with autologous iliac bone versus local bone graft in
posterior lumbar interbody fusion (PLIF): a multicenter study. Eur Spine J 2013; 22: 1158-1163.

2) Niu CC, Tsai TT, Fu TS, et al. A comparison of posterolateral lumbar fusion comparing autograft, autogenous
laminectomy bone with bone marrow aspirate, and calcium sulphate with bone marrow aspirate: a
prospective randomized study. Spine 2009; 34: 2715-2719.

3) Dai LY, Jiang LS. Single-level instrumented posterolateral fusion of lumbar spine with beta-tricalcium
phosphate versus autograft: a prospective, randomized study with 3-year follow-up. Spine 2008; 33: 1299-
1304.

4) Yamada T, Yoshii T, Sotome S, et al. Hybrid grafting using bone marrow aspirate combined with porous S
-tricalcium phosphate and trephine bone for lumbar posterolateral spinal fusion: a prospective, comparative
study versus local bone grafting. Spine 2012; 37: E174-E179.

5) Korovessis P, Koureas G, Zacharatos S, et al. Correlative radiological, self-assessment and clinical analysis of
evolution in instrumented dorsal and lateral fusion for degenerative lumbar spine disease. Autograft versus
coralline hydroxyapatite. Eur Spine J 2005; 14: 630-633.



6)

7)
8)
9)

10)

Cammisa FP Jr, Lowery G, Garfin SR, et al. Two-year fusion rate equivalency between Grafton DBM gel and
autograft in posterolateral spine fusion: a prospective controlled trial employing a side-by-side comparison in
the same patient. Spine 2004; 29: 660-666.

Kang J, An H, Hilibrand A, et al. Grafton and local bone have comparable outcomes to iliac crest bone in
instrumented single-level lumbar fusions. Spine 2012; 37: 1083-1091.

Schizas C, Triantafyllopoulos D, Kosmopoulos V, et al. Posterolateral lumbar spine fusion using a novel
demineralized bone matrix: a controlled case pilot study. Arch Orthop Trauma Surg 2008; 128: 621-625.
Putzier M, Strube P, Funk JF, et al. Allogenic versus autologous cancellous bone in lumbar segmental
spondylodesis: a randomized prospective study. Eur Spine J 2009; 18: 687-695.

Hart R, Komzdk M, OKAl F, et al. Allograft alone versus allograft with bone marrow concentrate for the healing
of the instrumented posterolateral lumbar fusion. Spine J 2014; 14: 1318-1324.
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Clinical Question 12
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Clinical Question 12-1-(1)
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MEEZETIE (179 SEZ2|_ET L] 31%, [TibhnwZ &2 FE 5] 23%, [ftbhnwl iz
#3321 15%, [WERHEREZIR LR 31% & hhlz. 22 TRERIIBWTRIERHR X
DENTVEEWVI) YT Y ADH ), ERRTIE—RKE bR Twizss, PEISRER R R OFHt
PEDOREIZE Y, HHINLL o 2BURZZETNE L) iimhid - 72.

B2 HOEZERZAT o 72KER, [TTh W E2RET S 31%. [T L 2T 5] 8%,
[ HERR Z PR L] 62% & 720, RIEVHEEROPEIC VS o72.

HERELZBIE LT3 M HOEEZT o 2R, TR L2 ET L] 8%, [fibhnwll
ZHEIES 2 18%, [WIHELHEREZ SR L2\ 85% TH ), WL HEIR 2R L w2 L EEL 72,

O figeH O

TSR A R—H—1%, BIGEOMICAR—H —% AT LI & THEMZRARL, BEBHEEER
ZERE DI 2 RGN 5 HIW TR SNz, Bex AR DD 1, BZSERB A R—H— T {HES A
N—t— LT 2L D H 57D, RETIIPMIGEM A X —H—Lif— L7

AZNT, FAY, A ATHERMANR—3 —% 7Tl 422 6] & RAREHR AT 5 72/ A7
BE 120 Bl % 34ERIILER L 22 % ik o~ & AMEIEGRER (RCT) [Bait% L) ofsE, Thito
(39 AEHE VAS, F2—1) v L PATHEME (ZCQ) TREili L 72 R ATHE OUEE A RAFTH ), 34
HZE TIBEHRED 2 WCIZBRERER % L8 e LEROBG I Z TR 5.6%, AR 32% & Fif
HCTEETH o722 b, RAEEHRISH T 2 PSSR A X —H — OB S h.

BRI LT, BRI A =W — % - Pl & R A2 I L 72 RCT 25 1 fi > 5.
KENZ B THRFAN TIT o 7= FATRE 69 1 & ORAFEE 62 Bl % 2 LRI L7 (i td ) #iR,
TRZEAE A X —H — B AR TIT 2L, BAFERI AN E R R R Tz ) 5 B 3%
# (ICER) $17,894/quality-adjusted life-year]. L% LITAEIZPRFERER DR OFEHMEDOREIZ L D,
AR EZRTEOBWIE T Y AIAFNTES T, MHSN L ho Bk ZEITR& L ED

n5.

Sk
1) Puzzilli F, Gazzeri R, Galarza M, et al. Interspinous spacer decompression (X-STOP) for lumbar spinal stenosis
and degenerative disk disease: a multicenter study with a minimum 3-year follow-up. Clin Neurol Neurosurg
2014; 124: 166-174.
2) Skidmore G, Ackerman SJ, Bergin C, et al. Cost-effectiveness of the X-STOP(R) interspinous spacer for lumbar
spinal stenosis. Spine 2011; 36: E345-E356.
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Clinical Question 12-1-(2)
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IPD Decompression

Mean Difference

Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V,Random,95%Cl 1V, Random, 95%Cl
Moojen, 2015 36 512 70 28 243 75 257% 8.00[-5.19,21.19]
Stromaqvist, 2015 34 32 48 23 29 48 275% 11.00[-1.22, 23.22]
Lonne, 2015 286 43 40 312 42 41 468% -2.60[-4.45 -0.75] L
Total (95% CI) 158 164 100.0% 3.87[-6.01,13.74]
Heterogeneity : Tau?=53.39 ; Chi?=6.95, df=2(P=0.03) ; ?=71%
Test for overall effect : Z=0.77(P=0.44) L . ‘ ‘
-100 -50 0 50 100
IPD Decompression
1 BB VAS. AX—H—B vs. BRIZEIH
IPD Decompression Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V,Random,95%Cl 1V, Random, 95%ClI
Moojen, 2015 21251634 70 26 26078 75 4.6% -5.00[-13.34,3.34]
Stromaqvist, 2015 25 32 48 21 28 48  22% 4.00[-8.03, 16.03]
Lonne, 2015 26.3 43 40 29 42 41 932% -2.70[-4.55,-0.85]
Total (95% CI) 158 164 100.0% -2.66[-4.45,-0.87] ]
Heterogeneity : Tau2=0.00 ; Chiz=1.48, df=2(P=1.48) ; 2=0%
Test for overall effect : Z=2.91(P=0.004) L . ‘ ‘
-100 -50 0 50 100
IPD Decompression
2 TR VAS. AN—Y—8R vs. RERIR
IPD Decompression Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV,Random,95%Cl 1V, Random, 95%ClI
Moojen, 2015 75 83878 70 8165195 75 29.4% -0.60[-3.06, 1.86]
Stromaqvist, 2015 18 1.8 48 18 14 48 359% 0.00[-0.65,0.65]
Lonne, 2015 14.3 27 40 184 26 41 347% -4,10[-5.25,-2.95] |
Total (95% CI) 158 164 100.0% -1.60 [-4.62, 1.42]
Heterogeneity : Tau?=6.50 ; Chi?=36.99, df=2(P<0.00001) ; ?=95%
Test for overall effect : Z=1.04(P=0.30) L . L :
-100 -50 0 50 100
IPD Decompression

3 HaelEE. ODI L&, AXN—Y—B vs. BRIEEH

FERHEREZIOR L] 258% TH ), RN ARINTT GE 2 5E B TlIMgSRM AR =P —F i
B 2T WZ L Z2RET L ERELT.

B AR HLJh & R SSEE 2 X —H — DRl & U L 72 RCT (& 3l 27z (B 1 ~ 5).

F T ¥ D5 i TRRITAM 79 6] & SIS 2 X —H — 80 #l 2 ik L7 RCT YV Tid, #itk 2
FIZBWTF 22— v L PATEME (ZCQ), modified Roland-Morris Disability Questionnaire
(RDQ), 7 & OIS visual analog scale (VAS) X AERIC A A o7z b DD, iz
A R = =BT 55 VAS 13474 1 4E D 23 mm 5 74 2 4R IE 36 mm & A R IHIE
LTBY, BREHETIZZENLZN 3Imm, 28mm LS N Tz, F72, itk 2 SE o REBIZE
MBI 5T RIERITMR D 8% 13 L, MZSRM A R—%—TIL 33% L ARIZE - 72,

Az =5 2O 3 ik TG A X —H— 50 i & BRIEA 50 1% 2 4RI L 72 RCT ¥ T,
JBERG 7 & TN R VAS, SF36, ZCQ DY, M DR FEAE D FE LR IEME & b FSFETh - 7295,
P ORI ERE 6% 120 L X-STOP® Bl 26% & B HE o 7-.
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Decompression

Odds Ratio

Odds Ratio

78

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Moojen, 2015 13 46 6 44 29.2% 2.49[0.85, 7.30] ——
Stromaqvist, 2015 13 50 5 50 26.9% 3.16[1.03, 9.69] | e —

Lonne, 2015 23 80 8 79 43.9% 358[1.49, 861] —a—

Total (95% CI) 176 173 100.0% 3.12[1.74, 5.57] <o

Total events 49 19

Heterogeneity : Tau?=0.00 ; Chi2=0.26, df=2(P=0.88) ; 2=0% L L L |
Test for overall effect : Z=3.84(P=0.0001) oor 01 ! 10 100

IPD Decompression
[ oI °
4 BFMER ANXN—Y B vs. BRIEEH
IPD Decompression Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Moojen, 2015 4 70 6 75 487%  0.70[0.19, 2.58] ——

Stromgqvist, 2015 1 50 3 50 26.2% 0.32[0.03,318] ——m%———

Lonne, 2015 3 41 3 40 25.1% 0.97[0.18,5.14] . E——

Total (95% CI) 161 165  100.0%  0.67[0.26,1.68]

Total events 8 12

Heterogeneity : Chiz=0.60, df=2(P=0.74) ; 2=0% L : : |
Test for overall effect : Z=0.86(P=0.39) 001 01 1 10 100

Favours Favours
[experimental] [control]

5 HER AN—Y—BRR vs FREEM

IV 2 =12 B W TR BEBRIEMN & T L 72 41 61 & ek i 2 X — B — 40 1 2 414 6 3H oo HL I
75 24E MR L2 RCT Y (B4t L) TIE, ZCQ, ODI, EQ-5D, M 7% & UNIZ T i
numerical rating scale (NRS) D3, JHMTHIBEISRE D FEAFIIMRE L b A5 Th - 7285, FHFAEH
IBRIERE 4.9% 10 L AR—H—BEIZ 25% & B EICE Do 7.

ST o722 8 7+ ) T AOFER, B (B 1), #EiERE (R 3), prsiER (B 6)IdAEE
%, THE(E2)TITL b TR IPD HEIMEKA - 7255, VAS T 2.7/100mm &\ 9 b hisT
HOERRIIZIMEELEZ 5D, — T CTHEMRIIBERO 24U LETh-72(H5).

018 DY ATFITFA v 7L a—, A5 T7FU YAV TIE, BZHEH AR —F— TR &
WL CIRIZFS KR, BEUEPEOLNLEVHIRVIEF Y ADH 5 D DODOHFMRNE
<, BHXEIR LR 20, EEIHEEZHRTA2RETH L EMmOT. ZOmXTLE2—
ENBHEICET S 2MORCT DHH, /vy = —I2BI1F% RCT Y TRKEERT 41 )
LRZER I A R —— 40 ) % JlkaT L, BEHEBIEL 180 BlOFE TH - 7225, B 2 R —+—
DFE TR 33% LMD TEW @M Tk 37z, ik T TORBETIRBIHE A X —¥—1F
AR EEBREMT & 0 b 2,832 2 — 1 (5% 1EHEX [A] 1,886 ~3,778) R E AN, I EALFE
(QALY)0.11 (95 % fE WX [H —0.01 ~0.23), 1445 %4 (ICER) 25,700 = — 1 Th - 72, Pfize
HEA N —H — BN & B L, &0 7% 3 A DALER BICHO THPEMEEI S W08’
FIS R LD 72, 89— D4 T v ¥ D5 To RCT Y T, BRIEM 79 41 & flize
F2 A R —H— 80 FIASHLBRET S N, BRI IZ S TH o 225 A X—F—D a3 X M
3,030 —1 (5% EHEX M 561 ~5498) w5 <, T H 5 BRI A R—H— DB FRILE
LD BN TW5S,

SR

1) Moojen WA, Arts MP, Jacobs WC, et al. IPD without bony decompression versus conventional surgical



2)
3)

4)

6)

decompression for lumbar spinal stenosis: 2-year results of a double-blind randomized controlled trial. Eur
Spine J 2015; 24: 2295-2305.

Stromqvist BH, Berg S, Gerdhem P, et al. X-stop versus decompressive surgery for lumbar neurogenic
intermittent claudication: randomized controlled trial with 2-year follow-up. Spine 2013; 38: 1436-1442.

Lonne G, Johnsen LG, Rossvoll I, et al. Minimally invasive decompression versus x-stop in lumbar spinal
stenosis: a randomized controlled multicenter study. Spine 2015; 40: 77-85.

Poetscher AW, Gentil AF, Ferretti M, et al. Interspinous process devices for treatment of degenerative lumbar
spine stenosis: A systematic review and meta-analysis. PLoS One 2018; 13: e0199623.

Lonne G, Johnsen LG, Aas E, et al. Comparing cost-effectiveness of X-Stop with minimally invasive
decompression in lumbar spinal stenosis: a randomized controlled trial. Spine 2015; 40: 514-520.

Elske Van Den Akker-Van Marle M, Moojen WA, Arts MP, et al. Interspinous process devices versus standard
conventional surgical decompression for lumbar spinal stenosis: cost-utility analysis. Spine J 2016; 16: 702-710.
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Clinical Question 12-1-(3)
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H 2:vwnwz
LI BURE R CIIIARE 2 HEIE ST & R,
[IEFVAMiEE]
B D 3ROMEEMEANT & A TG TE RVIEFIZEH
(D]
B LR EZ SR L 2w

HE1IRHORET [fThhwnw L 2H3E3 5] 15%, [WHELERZIRRLEZV] 8B%THYH,
KHARFTA e LTRBEBETIEIZET Y ZOEW RCT 257 <, BRELRIEIEAT X 20w,

(0} =T}

RZEHE ] A R — B — Bl & BRI B 2 % L L 72 RCT 1 2 i Shcwa (M1 ~5).

IYF MBS RCT Y Tid, MZEM A~ —H — (X-STOP®) %& FI > 7= B h7 30 B & #k Al 2
7)) 2 —% W7 EEM 30 fla 2 FERILER L7 (BeRtoF SRS L), B4 5 T ROE
VAS, ODI DL, HPEMICHEZEE R L, BEMICHRTAR—F —HOM B AE A EIC
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IPD Decompression and Fusion Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed 95%CI IV, Fixed 95%ClI
Azzazi, 2010 295 225 30 375 2399 30 100.0% -8.00[-19.77,3.77]
Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% -8.00[-19.77,3.77]

Heterogeneity : Not applicable
Test for overall effect : Z=1.33(P=0.18) L L !

L
-100 -50 0 50 100

IPD Decompression
and Fusion
5 o ——p
X 1 Ef BERERAN—Y -8R vs. BRIEEEM
IPD Decompression and Fusion Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed 95%CI 1V, Fixed 95%Cl
Azzazi, 2010 255 214 30 355 6543 30 100.0% -10.00[-34.63,14.63]
Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% -10.00[-34.63,14.63]
Heterogeneity : Not applicable
Test for overall effect : Z=0.80(P=0.43) ‘ : ‘ ‘
-100 -50 0 50 100
IPD Decompression
and Fusion

2 THB. BRI AN—Y —BIR vs. BRIEEEM

IPD Decompression and Fusion Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95%CI 1V, Random, 95%Cl
Yue, 2015 79 52 33 86 51 33 791% -0.70[-3.19,1.79]
Azzazi, 2010 265 95 30 345 2981 30 20.9% -8.00[-19.20, 3.20]
Total (95% CI) 63 63 100.0% -2.23[-8.04,3.59]

Heterogeneity : Tau?=9.53 ; Chi2=1.56, df=1(P=0.21) ; I’=36%
Test for overall effect : Z=0.75(P=0.45) L L L

L
-100 -50 0 50 100

IPD Decompression
and Fusion
3 ODI. #EEEAN—Y—BR vs. BRIEEEM
IPD Decompression and Fusion Odds Ratio 0Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95%Cl M-H, Random, 95%CI
Yue, 2015 1 33 0 33 39.2%  3.09[0.12,78.70] &
Azzazi, 2010 3 30 14 30  60.8% 0.13[0.03,0.51] ——
Total (95% ClI) 63 63 100.0% 0.44[0.02,9.57]
Total events 4 14
Heterogeneity : Tau2=3.53 ; Chi2z=3.19, df=1(P=0.07) ; P=69% L . L !
Test for overall effect : Z=052(P=0.60) 001 01 ! 10100
IPD Decompression
and Fusion

4 BHRIE. WRIEHAN—Y —BIh vs. BRIEEEHT

HEIZBIT 5 RCT ? T, BZSRM A~ —+— (Wallis®) 33 ] & PLIF 33 5% 1 4ELL R R L
(E&3ft72 L), ODI, HARIEENF AR R BRI e A Eows, HEEOHE, BF
W OBENF B o7z, 72720, BRIEREEM O Bkt HARDA BT H AT B4 S R
EIRIECH B FAE DT 13 505 15 HAEE L TWLDATH - 72,

G722 5 7)) Y AOFER, (1), THWE(E2), wekE(E3), fraE(E4),
FFFME (B 5) I S A R —H— L BRERBEMEIFE L VI KR TH - 72
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IPD Decompression and Fusion Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95%CI M-H, Fixed, 95%CI
Yue, 2015 0 33 0 33 Not estimable
Azzazi, 2010 2 30 2 30 100.0% 1.00[0.13, 7.60]
Total (95% CI) 63 63  100.0% 1.00[0.13,7.60]
Total events 2 2
Heterogeneity : Not applicable L ! ! I
Test for overall effect : Z=0.00(P=1.00) 001 01 ! 10 100
IPD Decompression
and Fusion

X5 BFMNER BRERAN—Y -8 vs. BREEEM

L2 LA S5MmLe dH COI R RCT DTFEDLBAATHTIE T ¥ A LN, [ 2l
DEHEEABRPERDOEE LI D IARTHLIELMETH Y, SHROMAIVETHA.

SR

1) Azzazi A, Elhawary Y. Dynamic stabilization using X-stop versus transpedicular screw fixation in the
treatment of lumbar canal stenosis; Comparative study of the clinical outcome. Neurosurg Q 2010; 20: 165-169.

2) Yue Z-], Liu R-Y, Lu Y, et al. Middle-period curative effect of posterior lumbar intervertebral fusion (PLIF) and
interspinous dynamic fixation (Wallis) for treatment of L45 degenerative disease and its influence on adjacent
segment degeneration. Eur Rev Med Pharmacol Sci 2015; 19: 4481-4487.
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Clinical Question 12-2
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H 2: vz
DB B RCCII IR 2 SRS T & v,
[TEFVADiEE]
B D:WREOHEMESITLEALHERETE LW
(2R DIEE]
B ERHEREZ R L 2w

BT b E2R_ET 5] 8%, [WIHELIERZRRLZ2V] 2% TH Y, WAL
ERRLGVWI L EPuE L7z,

8): e

K4 7 TfrH N7z RCT V' Tid PLIF 14 61 & dynamic hybrid instrumentation 15 %% 34E i i L,
FETRIGIZ AL HE & 3 8% L 724%, Dynesys system” Tl 4 » 75 » b OBHELY 14 B4 361 (21.4%)
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IR L e D REMED D 5 D O OBIKF L CTld RCT 37 R HEIIZEH L. S 5425 5% 00
FEITHIRE L 72,
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1) Herren C, Simons RM, Bredow ], et al. Posterior lumbar interbody fusion versus dynamic hybrid
instrumentation: a prospective randomized clinical trial. World Neurosurg 2018; 117: e228-e237.
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Clinical Question 13
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OREFEEEIREAE (LSS) [CX U TEEREBHEFMEMEFRERD
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THDHOEEMNHD, T5LZRETD.
fiie
OEREEHETFMIE ADL  QOL, ThiE, HITHREOWELTEREICEOTERLT Y MALT

FERAMRTREINTEST, XIFKREFZVLIREMEN DD,
QEERBHEFIOERICDOVTREELFERFESNTLIRL.

WER T IL—TCHI1T D, HEICEHET DIffiEER>1FH]

A CQITH T HHERDIEBI B 725 T, MEEEHEIRAE (LSS) TG D 2 5T b & %> ADL/
QOL, HMHHERE% 3 T& B HWENGD, SOICRAERRLRENRE, EREFDR? HEM
L7
[HRDES ([CHET DER]

©7 7 b AERKIZHET HEERN BT E TV AHE N

H 2 w3
FW T EF Y REE.
O L ELONT VADPHEE (TA MEEDR)
H 2 vz
D A ERERIEI VDS, HERESTISGGEH ST v,
@BFOMMfEBIRRGF A, AHOMIE S
[ AN
DL TG R OEIROBIEZ R RS2 —RICRO 2 b0 L b,
@EMROFIED T A P REFIC TG RES72b 00 E ) »
B 2: vz
S PRBRESHE TR R BE CEIMRETH B A%, T A MCHET AT RN Y
TV AZZ L,
[IEFVAMiEE]
B C:AROHEEMITHK T HHEIERENTH S
(2D ]
B 2: 72 LaRETS

11 H oFEE B 13) T (479 S 23895 ] 238%. 179 S & 2 RET 5 »77%. [17
DRV EZRETH] 8%, [WHELHEIRZIR L2V H18%TH 7.
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R EFHETAH & 3FHED L OB OBE 2 TE 272 KR S €2 FiiGHTH L. 0
H X FAb ke )i, AR i, (kMg ., BUINHEEIR, ADL FRJEAS M A, AR M, O
FEREFEA I T TH 525, HOHMWIF I SRR EFMEAMN 2 BEZFICE > THEHERT Y M H A
T HERR ADL/QOL, HREREOUEICORIFL 2L TH D, TNOEIERT 5 7201
REEZAIRT 2 A5, P [REUHE, SRR MR, 5k, 7 70—
FHHZZE), A7) a—REFHERNRE)RE] oI RE, Firkkes [BEME N 2
W, A A=Y, FEr—2a v ik CT (BBRED), oRy Mal] OYRTHEINTVS.
T/, Eo BN OREBEILORA L LT, WEMHOTRIEIC X 2 FAH#ELOk#Ekic LD,
BE B AT 7> & BRIEA A~ O ZE R TR i P o0 B (BRI« e e BB oK, FHE MR~ o ¥
YERA VIR b B EINTw S, Pk, FRiOEM & #IRO 3EEmAN S, ThEh oA
GOETHBONADPGFAT 5 DDBIRTH 5.

AKCQI3Tid, IEREFMICHET 25 LA —UKERT 136 KA S, HfICRE SNz
b DIF 42 LK [Cochrane V¥ 2 — 1, A¥ 7+ VT A3M, YATT4 v 7 L¥a— 3,
F ¥ 2ALHEGRE (RCT) 7, € O AWFSE 8 i, BIEIZE 20 M) & 7&o7z. THIZHEAFO
THAA FTA4 21D (RELBNELIN) 2SZ 15217 - 72, F 9 BRI (30 M) & FEmh (12
i) A3 CREM L 7=

TNENAE LR L 72658, AR OFUIRE ) L KoM v 7 PAFELTH Y, KR
B OEBGR LK TH B720, FIEREOERE MR Lz, [HHER RN AR (58
6 1] 123 % MIS ®EF% [minimally invasive surgery fi/MEEEFA © [/ UHMZ ZWRT 572012
iM% open surgery & ) bR TTHN B PHO#KM] &, Cochrane L ¥ a— " THtskike
L T laminectomy (ZHE S YIBRAT) Z 3R L T\ % 2 & 2 B35, Gk & BRIEAN Tl 2= B B,
[ M Tld open surgery & L, REBEPMIZZ LI E UTEHIEiZ 1T 72

1. BRI

REM 2R E LziiXe LT Cochrane LY 2 — 1, AZT7FVIRA2HH, YATFITA4 Y
7 V¥ a—3#, RCT 7 BIEMZEL7MwH I b4 7 A X7 5560 &S
N7-RCT 14 ? 134t L7, Cochrane L' ¥ 2 — (201446 1 $ T» RCT 10 ##) LLB&EIZ 3> D
RCT 238 - 727%, FEHALIRAL (F 5 7 OADREE, WHEROADFIR) O RCT 14 Y, full
endoscopic decompression & 7 A 73— Bl # & F > 72 B EE T bilateral laminotomy (1E H £ )5 %
FiAE) O RCT 1 #i ¥, biportal endoscopic spine surgery & #i##4 tubular unilateral laminotomy
DRCTLHi Y THotz7z0 A5 T F Y ¥ A%MITL T, Cochrane L ¥ 2 — " Tl&, #%H%E
FIRAETR e S UIBRA E 2SS VIR L L L TR U TEP LRV E VIR TH o 72, REEOARE
TEMEIMBDAD W REMER, MR ONIE SR TR TO LW REDSH 5205, T Ty A LNV
TP TRV E SN AFTFIVA2MWOT LY AFYT 4y 7L Ea—=3#" T,
TR OMATIH] (=Mt A Ett) (3 CHldr], FFA (e 8 ORI (2 #&), Tk
fi (2 ), MR (2 ), ABEWIE B (2 8), Mmoot (1 M) ORRIHE S 778
B SCHRABEMENLCELE->TED, MATENETNORBEFMOEHIZF LI ERLRD
FeDTE T VA LNRVIHD TR EZEZ b7z BEROERN S AT~T 14 v 7L Ea—%
fTo7ehs, ZEAEDT Y b4 (&S ADL/QOL, HAHERE, A EHRREEE) TENLh o
7z. 3 AMIBILTIE, LSS 54 HIIK$ 5 tubular & open O Fy HIHES YIERMILE: ' ©, 2 4ERTE
PR BT 2 A R LA AR (QALY) IETiE & b 0.72 L& TH Y, I A M tubular T 23,109



RV, open #fT 25420 PV EHEED L, BHAMMRIIFSETH 5 7.

MU TR OFEHEICE LTI ET » ZHMEL, HHEIEAEH L IEW 2 2V oRBik
Thhb Gk, TETFTUVARMHLITIETFH - E - LB ROK % K- 72EOE W RCT %K
OHNSD.

2. BEE
BEMEZNRE L2 LE LTAYTFY VA 1, HLEBHESRE (CCT) 24, BIEHE9I W

MBI AN 7o, BEOBEHTA FI4 VIS CQAFEE L. A ¥ 7+ ¥ A 2 135EH
ERFEOAZRHAL TV L72OIET Y AR L HIWF L7z, CCT 2/ " TH7zic x5 7 F
VY ARIT o1 KR BERENH 7277 M h AL LT, BIMEA MIS 2 Th7% , ke (GE
BEEE) I MIS B ZE TR - 72 (B 1 ~ 3).

MIS fusion ~ Open fusion

Mean SD Mean SD Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup [mi] [mi] Total [mi] [ml] Total Weight IV,Fixed,95%Cl [ml] Year IV,Fixed,95%Cl [ml]
Rodriguez—Vela J, 2009 318 215 15 757 255 15 13.2% -439.00[-607.79,-27021] 2009 ——=——
Wang J, 2011 291 86 25 652 150 27 86.8% -361.00(-426.86,-295.14] 2011 '
Total (95%Cl) 40 42 100.0% -371.31[-432.66,-309.95] <&
Heterogeneity : Chiz=0.71, df=1(P=0.40) ; 2=0%

Test for overall effect : Z=1 1.86(P<0.00001) ‘ ‘
-500 -250 O 250 500

Favours MIS Favours Open

fusion fusion
1 fiipEmE (mbL) 1 MISEETHEEICDERL
MIS fusion ~ Open fusion
Mean SD Mean SD Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup [ml] [ml] Total [ml] [ml] Total Weight IV,Fixed,95%Cl [ml] Year IV,Fixed,95%Cl [ml]
Rodriguez—Vela J, 2009 268 197 15 480 326 15 8.0% -212.00[-404.76,-19.24] 2009
Wang J, 2011 25 10 25 147 150 27 920% -122.00[-178.71,-65.29] 2011 I-
Total (95%Cl) 40 42 100.0% -129.17[-183.58,-74.76] L 2
Heterogeneity : Chiz=0.77, df=1(P=0.38) ; I2=0%
| | |

Test for overall effect : Z=4.65(P<0.00001) ‘
-500 -250 O 250 500

Favours MIS Favours Open
fusion fusion
2 fhigmE (mL) & MISEETEEICDRL
MIS fusion Open fusion Mean Difference Mean Difference
Mean  SD Mean  SD IV,Random, 95%Cl IV,Random, 95%Cl
Study or Subgroup [seconds] [seconds] Total [seconds] [seconds] Total Weight ~ [seconds] Year [seconds]
Rodriguez-Vela J, 2009 75 32 15 64 21 15 433% 11.00[-837,30.37] 2009 —t—
Wang J, 2011 73 21 25 39 16 27 56.7% 34.00[2379,44.21] 2011 ——
Total (95%Cl) 40 42 100.0% 24.03[1.70,46.37] -
Heterogeneity : Tau?=202.11 ; Chi#=4.24, df=1(P=0.04) ; I’=76%
I I I

I
-50 =25 0 25 50
Favours MIS Favours Open
fusion fusion

Test for overall effect : Z=2.11(P=0.03)

3 fiThEREERE () EMISEETHERICKRL
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Z?DI3H, &, ADL/QOL, HFHBRE A7), HHEHRIIBVWTEN DL LTV R B o7,
PESEARR B AR IR B LIS e o 72, F 72, BISWMEOENN Y AT T4 v 7L Ea—%
Fo7225, BT 7 M ALIZBWTEDRLP o NASS B 2014 4EICAFE L2 BEHEZEM TR ED
HARFTA IZBWT MIS [ & open [E5E 1T level M DILEMIZED 4 DD %75, ik D72
LCORRE—ETIIRLERTERVERRSNATWS Y. NASS 1 FF 4 Y IZd5HOMEE
L LT, RCTDEMPVETH LI &, SHICBBRANIREREHET RO ERZWMILT 52
ERVETHAHEHLEN TS,

FRIEMT B & ORI EMOMFIRICWZ 5 2 & THh 575, KEEEFHETHROAMNMEICE LT, K
DT M ATIIERE L OFHEOREIIRINT, HFHZWEEXD 2 77 bh Aidling, ®
EEARZEERBL, ROz SIREWE Wb S5 2850w, BREETHETHOERDOKEDI R
LREGZPETHY, U7V AR TIE, 40 s EMN 2 REL) 2T, BE
% RCT DZEITHLETH 5.
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1) Overdevest GM, Jacobs W, Vleggeert - Lankamp C, et al. Effectiveness of posterior decompression techniques
compared with conventional laminectomy for lumbar stenosis. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2015: CD010036.

2) Usman M, Ali M, Khanzada K, et al. Unilateral approach for bilateral decompression of lumbar spinal

stenosis: a minimal invasive surgery. ] Coll Physicians Surg Pak 2013; 23: 852-856.
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Clinical Question 14
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(ER I IV—TICBIF %, HEICEET DIMEER PiFH]
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DFMINEAITIIBIIMENCH 5 2 & Z2RTmlridh o7 V.

1. FiliaiE

FAAUIARATRE S, B ARETEHVFL 2 S B B G HE GRUH e AR e, H ATV 7 R R
SEIR IR K] 2 AL #E U 3, Oswestry Disability Index (ODI), fé ¢ B 3# QOL A 2 7 (SF-36),
Roland-Morris Disability Questionnaire (RDQ), EuroQol 5 Dimension (EQ-5D), M [numerical
rating scale (NRS), visual analog scale (VAS)], T (NRS, VAS), BB & o TEHl
ST E72, FICBT 2 Tk, s, AR, BURBIN, fEREHEZ L Tw
L b o7z,

1) 80 MAMNDEE & DL

O iRARMDEEEZ T br— e LT 80 M Lo BE GBElE) O T2 ik L Tt T
VBN DB 572 WRIEBRIER A TR TH 522 DO LREER 2 T ATV Y,
H ARFIEAVEL = 2 e BRG] e AL e R UGB R I X B 3FiliCld, A ThoTd I~ b
O—VEELLTHRET L LEOWMEDNE D727 —J 1 OOHETIEHAEBIRF 2
IR ROR RO B R ORISR B RETH D Ewm LT Y (B1).

ODI, EQ-5D, JEj§ NRS, T NRS Z Wiz cld, MEmiEs oy o — VTR
wekEshTw? F7, RDQ M6, 12 » HTH#E L7225 EQ5D DAL / HDODAIAT IR
With 12 7 A CHEPFRBO SN >72eThmXhi o7z, TR, Wi, ARHO% B
WM, FEBEH IOV TIBEIER L 2> O — VEETEE o7 V010,

BRIEA & B M OB D EITOWTIE, T ¥ ¥ 2MEHERER (RCT) Tld %z <, 2 200 i
EFEHOWIETFTVALNVCRIET 522 LIETER. %510 X258 TOHE TRBREMN 40 £ & @
SEAN 21 Bl & el L, FAlheR, e, 7ERE OB @R TR > 7225, RIIRRE, H AR
TEoV R4 M o BA AR e e R, BATRe iR M T a2 . E 72, FE
it % JiAT L7236, WBERE TH - TH 21 Plo2fI THEA TR O, BEE THRE1% -
TV V) W b7z 2,

2. FTHFILE

i i # T 1k ASA-PS (anesthesiologists physical status) 2% <, Al & ) &M & MEL AT
BREBNEZ O PR & L CIIFETEHAT0.02 ~ 08% Th -7z . F72, firhofistie &
L CHipRG, Ml SURHAH Y, BTRMEELENDHEShTuzYY, S5ITHgeEA
ENOBHIBITEN ol THRLL D72, 6 DDRILDORAYTFH) Y ADRRIZL B L,
BEEEHTIET Y P VBRI L ORI S o 222470 (B 2), ke ARE

Over 80 Under 80 Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight IV, Random, 95%Cl IV, Random, 95%Cl

Nanjo Y, 2013 14 46 61 195 19.9%  0.97[0.60, 1.58]

), 2012 24 36 231 327 80.1% 0.94[0.74, 1.20]

Total (95%Cl) 82 522 100.0%  0.95[0.77,1.18]

Total events 38 292

Heterogeneity : Tau?=0.00 ; Chi2z=0.01, df=1(P=0.91) ; P=0% L . L .

Test for overall effect : Z=0.47(P=0.64) 02 05 ! 2 5

Favours Favours

[Under 801 [Over 80]

K1 BAREIAMZREEREORREHEEE
WER 75% L EDERIICISZ G BD ST



Over 80 Under 80 Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight IV, Random, 95%Cl IV, Random, 95%Cl

Nanjo Y, 2013 9 46 26 195 15.0% 1.47[0.74,2.92] -

Imajo Y, 2017 263 1578 793 6222 365%  1.31[1.15,1.49] |

GiannadakisC, 2016 14 178 65 1325 19.0% 1.60[0.92, 2.80] T

Koyama K, 2011 4 44 1 45 24%  4.09[0.48,35.17] —

FEl, 2012 7 36 24 327 13.0%  2.65[1.23,5.71] —_—

ag, 2012 7 30 18 128 12.8%  1.66[0.76,3.61] I

JIE, 2012 4 185 0 1122 1.3% 54.34[2.94,1005.11] _—

Total (95%Cl) 2097 9364 100.0% 1.69 [1.20, 2.37] <

Total events 308 927

Heterogeneity : Tau?=0.08 ; Chiz=11.02, df=6(P=0.09) ; 2=46% ! : : .

Test for overall effect : Z=3.01(P=0.003) 002 01 ! 1050
Favours Favours
[Over 80] [Under 801

M2 BHREOREDHR
BIBE THOSDICHEEDZ DO
Over 80 Under 80 Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight IV, Random, 95%CIl IV, Random, 95%Cl

Nanjo Y, 2013 7 46 26 195 106%  1.14[053,2.47] —L—

Imajo Y, 2017 247 1578 766 6222 52.4% 1.27[1.11,1.45] | |

GiannadakisC, 2016 14 178 65 1325 175%  1.60[0.92, 2.80] -

Koyama K, 2011 2 44 1 45 1.3%  2.05[0.19,21.75] e

I, 2012 4 36 21 327 6.7%  1.73[0.63,4.76] -1

a8, 2012 7 30 18 128 10.5% 1.66[0.76, 3.61] -

JIES, 2012 4 185 0 1122 0.9% 54.34[2.94,1005.11] E———

Total (95%CI) 2097 9364 100.0% 1.43[1.08,1.89] *

Total events 285 897

Heterogeneity : Tau?=0.03 ; Chi2=7.87, df=6(P=0.25) ; I2=24% ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

Test for overall effect : Z=2.53(P=0.01) 002 01 ! 10100

Favours Favours

[Over 80] [Under 80]
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BEE Td o T PRGN 2 T (RN Z BAF 2 R Z b 725 L,
HHRERETH D V25, 172 LARB X WSO ICEET & TH R 280 BE=2,

Xk
1

2)
3)
4)
5)

6)

7)

THEERE, HPSEA, TR, Bl LIt ) FHESE TR O 4L, | Spine Res 2018; 9: 125-130.
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20) WHIE—, BN, @R fE0. (80 I EOFFHER B ORI 80 UL E O 109 2 WHLEE T
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Background Question 7
B S EIRRAE THI(CEFE L I LB I h

OiRIICZEFDO TR LUNZE I HBDEMEBOTRLON, HTEENZEFELPIL.

OERFRZE T DIEEIFXTRAE LUONHEEFELLTL.

OFEDZLSED (leg cramp) [FEHBEREREEREICOVTCTHFIT DBEDSLMEIRTH
5h, FMICKDEENESNDDIE—TEDRERIFEFE SN TLEL).

O fig

73 S

QOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOD

TR EEE LIS OWIERIZ BB ISR E BB 5720, Mmoo 23ic Ly A
YT7A—AF Ay b EBLIENEETH L.

Hara 513, BEHERRFEAMTT £ 2 AEFGBRBIE A BE T o 7 MHBFHAE R ZRE 89 Bl 2 iR 12, HA
IV A SR TR R BORUCH E 5 HE 2 F W 725HIE T, ig o N EOEIR O H ARBEITE AV RL 7 I e
TR R S ST s L7228, 27 90(30.3%) WS T / L OSuas, 13 B (14.6 %) 12 47 R 55 73
WRIZIRAE L, MR OREREO LU (F v XA 85.6, 5% EFXM 15.9~1603. 1) 135%fFT 5
THE/ LONhEBEST 528, 2512, MEORHRO LI (F v XH 45, 95%EHIXH 1.2
~23.2) & TR (v AW 11.6, 5% BIIXM 2.5~59. )13 AFT 2 B ThEL HET 52 L2
HLaY.

WS A&, Tl CHE 5 YU BRAR & 7213580 B e 5 YD BAlly) 2 AT L 72 BER A AL A SR 22 230 1 % hf
L LT, BiRE (DM) & BERE 57 B, IF DM B 173 Bl Ofli ik 2 4- F TOHEMIZEIZ B\ T 6 BR
LU - IR 2 7134tk 6 8, 148, 24 ORI T DM #TI3IE DM BE L b
BLUTHRIZE L, EROBENHr o7, /2, ARTEE2 o725 00MM#E 14, 2FEOREN
THifE 6 X D) THRAERA 2 7 05 FAL L7-#41E, JEDM B L LI L < DM BECTRWEIND S D,
DM % & 0f L 72 A RE B S P 2 AT ) L a I PR L O, PRI R LR » S
LIZOVTOTHSHHMBLETH S LML TS 2.

Matsumoto 5 (3, BEHERRFEAM 2 JifT U 7 AR AR A S22 120 B &, —iR&ERI370 2 a > b o —
V& LT leg cramp OFAME #MET L, MERETIZ70.8%, —MEMTIZI72% T, + v AHiX
4.6 (95 %5 HHIX [ 2.87~7.35)CTdH - 72, leg cramp DA MEIZ X 2 F-liiii L, Oswestry Disability
Index, Roland-Morris Disability Questionnaire, # & U ATREINCH %4213 %200 7225, itk (GB
BRIIR 3.6 = 1.9 4517 leg cramp A58 L7201 18.2%, AZEAT45.5%, & L CEALA 26.1% T
D, 476%SHE AL A X2 LTwiz, 2O Eh b leg cramp I IFREMBZICH T Dk L
BuEELTw5 Y.

Ohtori 5 1%, BEHRF AL SRZEAE 130 B (TG HAE 64 6, TRAFIHBHERE 66 B) Z 1R & L T leg
cramp (ZBI$ 2 MG &2 4T o 72, AT leg cramp O A i\ B 50X FARGHAE A 82.3%, TRAFIGHAE
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52.8% TTANAEIC BV THBEIZE o 72, BE - THIE O visual analog scale & H ARSI/ 2 5%
JELR RPA LR 52 2 VW 72RHIE T, TR S I 3 4 HIRICHRICEEE L. 6% 3 » HIROR K
T leg cramp DAIEMGSIITRIGHRE 45.1%, PRAFIGHEE 30.3% T, BT & WK L CTAliE Tk
AREIEE (p=0027) L, BAFBERBECTEIERELRE I RDP o7 (p=0122). TGRS X ) H)E
Th 505, WHFHERAELZICB VT leg cramp DFIEBERITFE VW &, BRIEM T leg cramp
DVUET DI LD, WREOEHEA leg cramp OHEIRE ML TW 2 RO Tw5 Y.

N6 DO TIRIEBERE R B H T leg cramp OHERIEH NI L TIE—H L TWV5H 75,
leg cramp OFEJF IV F EHIHETIE 2 SR A RIRERIRENET 5 L ZZ 6N TWAH I b,
PR B RAIEDIEIRCTH 2 ODPAFETH L D0 ERT 5 T LN TE R, BEHEO TATHRIC
L B%E, 2FVHEERTE22ENICHE LTI —ED BT O N T v, T BRI A
EHRARE M T 2 AP L —DOEMTH S 2 LA 5 b HMALEIEHETH Y, 5 %Blg
W R DRl 2 IR L T E 5 % 2R LETH 5.

SR

1) Hara N, Oka H, Yamazaki T, et al. Predictors of residual symptoms in lower extremities after decompression
surgery on lumbar spinal stenosis. Eur Spine J 2010; 19: 1849-1854.

2) WE—, REML, Rk (3. HEREZ A0 L BRI EHRAE TR B 5 T L ovhii ik
ORET FERR B & OB R SIL R 2014; 57: 39-41.

3) Matsumoto M, Watanabe K, Tsuji T, et al. Nocturnal leg cramps: a common complaint in patients with lumbar
spinal canal stenosis. Spine 2009; 34: E189-E194.

4) Ohtori S, Yamashita M, Murata Y, et al. Incidence of nocturnal leg cramps in patients with lumbar spinal
stenosis before and after conservative and surgical treatment. Yonsei Med J 2014; 55: 779-784.



Background Question 8
ESEREREEDOFMEAED FEIRAF(Eah

1. fiTEIEF &R

1) #TETAEIR

ORHDEFRIABICHSETER, RO LUNPERNEMDES, ADL/QOL BEEH % T
BOUEZHITS.

2) fRAE

OITRDVOARLEN, BELR, HBEAKRERIMBRFERARELEDYIL, AIBDHIHIEETE
Cobb BHKEWVIGE EMRITERDIXET SOlEEEDF L.

3) FiiBtE &

OEHFMEIERE, BEROBVVEMIZEEM ° A LREEERMOBEFBFM i kaeEE
ERDETICEAET .

2. fiTARE (ERIRE - ZDfth)/ BHEINS X—5 EFHiRiE

1) MRI

OFEREMEBEREIIMEDOE TEOUECHEE LEET D, MEREOFRICHTULDBE
fEUIRL.

OfTET MRI [CB(F 2EBEHMERDET (< 8.5cm?) [FHiERBRARDIEEE153.

2) BESAIERRE

® VRI THHETNELWHREE &, ieEREEZzFREULI5

3) BHEINSA—%

OFIRE 7 A X MHEED QOL/ADL IEEDFTEICEE CHBDI EHTREINTLD.

3. £E8ER - BERTF

1) BEREER/ £E8ER

OFHs, VAU VER, BKUMEID ADL R T EMRHFBEOREICASL, J)LFIRFOA
ROFERIFMERHAESEBFMICEST 5.

O V' A SR B 1EIEYE (diffuse idiopathic skeletal hyperostosis : DISH) (& 1fiT1& DAEIRIE
EVOBEHEREEICKDBFMERET .

OIEBREETIFFEMICKDIUENRIEESNDEDDIFEBEEICLEND EZDRIRISEENTE
ERHREEZZELPTL.

2) BERTF

OFERIFMEHBEICHES T UBENOREFRIFTERO.

OE2E(E ADL, QOL DHEEZETSE, fiROREEICEET DaEEEN D D.

OilTRIED 3 DIRREFHI & AEZ1TD CENTFRDUEICEEZETH .

4. FITHRE S BEEEES

1) FiHFE

O DFEEBEDRERIF 7.0~7.4%ERESN, BRMESMEHEET DHMEDTERR
[CEFTDEVNSIEFVRIFZ UL

2) BHEMHRMESE - Bl

OFHEMRIFREE (ASD) DEREF I &, BRAIDBHEM R DIXE, B XUBHEMREDREFRETHD,
BFMTCUL\ e DEERME ASD (& 20~25%ICEU 5 5.
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FMEZOMBETHETFHLL) LV I)MEEILZHALN, WEPZEICHAE T (FEE
PRBRMEB O &) R, BLUOBMBOMRELL 7Y ) LFHlEZ HWTWD Z &% L
LIRTCOXMEBL TH—LA2RMEAEXNTILIFETH LD, FHREMEKTAIHT-& L
THEA, HRAERE/QOL 2 a7, B X OPHIAE - T 3 TR ISR S hiz. 2R Lh O
Jidik LT, JiA i visual analog scale (VAS), BERERESE/QOL A 2 7 1& H ALV L2 (JOA)
JWE i 5Tl B [ 5%, Oswestry Disability Index (ODI), fé k¢ B # QOL A I 7 (SF-36), EuroQol-5
dimension (EQ-5D) 7 & CTREli STz, Z oA, Mimitk o OB FEG & FEE o B#E, ff
ZEIE - PN G- A H & U CRMIIPRFIE R PR I B 72 &0 BT D W COEATHLL
Thotz. TNOLDOFRIZHET LET L U THiHTOMmRER AGEER, OHET, Wi
MR DOBEHNZ OV TOIHREAA SN,

1. fiTRIEF & wRRE

1) #TRTEIR

Hara 5|2 X 2 ili4 5 89 B0 BHFFRAAIC X AUE, Wi oo LU diitg 2 41285 T
B/ L OO FRAE, 3B X QBT O 28 L O & T 3 R 13 5 0 - ATRE E 03B 5 Tl KR+
L Thmtish, 2%l d VEEROEL % B 7203 RIGRIICFM 2179 2 L AR S
n7V. —H T, Hermansen 5D/ )V = —TOHOL Y A MY L AU A& 229 125t
L CRRIEAM % 47 - 72 3,181 BB \\T, #iHT o T B O HE 2550 LS 1 4F 0 ODI A i T
RATIVEZE LD A AFZICWHE LY. S HITTRYFED 2 W22 RE B3 9,051 6 % x4
& L7z Sigmundsson & O IZ L AUE, MrEiIC TG & 0 PR SEALZAE B Tl 145 & 2 4
@ ODI THkAli L 2240 521 ATH - T 72 % BEHERRIEAR 2 54T L 72 109 %12 %12 L 22 i1 & #F
FEIC XA, ATHIC 2 4EDL L RRRE T 2 HE T & AR RERE R L, R 1 SEOBEARKR T CTh - 72,
¥ 72, HT BQ-5D MM, Witk 1 AE DM & THOF ORI L T w2 Y, Lee 51T & 2 IEH
B RASTE A3 2 FAHES] 141 Blo# A 10 AT, MO TBYERBEEORE, ZHEM
FA, B L OWHTO ODI Eifilil, Mtk 14EICHBI75 ODIHEEE LTz, E5IC14EN ED
RN (F v X 150, 95%EHEX ] 1.09~2.05) A3iif% 1 FI2 P L 0N oA S 4 B#RK T &
LTHit &z Kim 51&, T2 1T L 2SR A A A 42 5 L 00 BILC B\ T, AWHTIC Pain
Sensitivity Questionnaire (PSQ) & HI V> TEMli L 723495 &S Pk 0 155 S 2%, BRIE B C U3k £ 18 I
Bl & 30 REM T IR VAS i & AHBI L,  BRIE B2 fE TN AT VAS AT IE %7 & 18 RE[] 2L
WM EIEIE VASEE MBI L CTB Y, Mifi XK H B TR 5EELRD 5 3
EHE LT 8512, PR MAT L 2SR E A AHERE ICB VT, TR0 PSQ A% W IR
RWEEL L, AR 1 EOEIHR <, ODIED S < MR EDRE RN Y. F72, ik
® ODIEOAEIE, PSQ 227 (F v X1 1.289, 95%AZHAX [ 1.028 ~1.616) & B L 72 7.

2) fREE

Ikegami 512 & 2 WA E A B 208 FICK T 2 55 [0 E FAC K AUE, A0HT IS B gk
MERILARZE 2 FRO 72 BFH D 15.3% 12 BT, NEHER T BRIEA T 1.9 45 TSI IR L 7
HEBIFLRZ 103 A T 2 2T TB Y, MiOPEEMICBIF 2% T (FRLOTRY) 14 v
AW 3.27, B%EHEXE 1.31~8.18, HIEMOTNY 1 F v XH5.03, 95%EHXM 1.77~14.31)
HFMATTH o7 F72, Takenaka 512 & 2 493 Btk 2 £ BT HETIA XA TIX,
JBERHZ 72% 22 AAREWZRONEMER T30 2085 BAEERAERZIIBWTIE, B



FREH O bR 2 & WS HE S VIR DM B, HERARAL =7 2 2 L3 SRR E o721,

Yagi 512 & % JEAE S BT B 481 Bl 2 iR & L7t A EFAIC I X, FHEEOSH 58
B, HAZ BHE XU E & B AR ZEAE X D AL 2 SEDRF T T LAV OEE 2 ST
WAL Do 72 P, Oba 512 & 5 BEHFHAF A - BHEHERIB AL = 71230 § 2 BRI % 140 51
IZBWT 6 HORERUTHET OZTEMZE & Cobb MK E W LAWE L WO FEARK
FThotz .

3) FAiBEE & A=K

Deyo 5%, WEHEFMEEAIRE DO H 2 BE Tld, BHEEEM R 4 EOFFM=1E 17.2% T, MEHEF
WEEAERE D e WEE & IR L THREICS {, BRIEM MU L TR 0 85 B 2 B B el (v
T 156, 95%ETEK I 126 ~1.92) 3 FHFMOMER T CTH -7 W, 7, BEHFHEZ BT
5 N LRI A BN (TKA) OB # 1 4E12 505 5 ODI L & B L 72 °.

2. IEEE (EREE - Z0fth) / BHI/INS X—5 EFiMiiE

1) MRI

MRI 2 3513 2 B 545 I T A ARV A 7% 1 4 O BB T o & B3 L Cva 72 Y. Mohammadi 512 & %,
BRIEA % 54T L 72 150 Bl & 33 & L 72#ad <, Al MRIGHINIC & 23642 (SR) D 1 v b 7 flAs
0.52 (&L 85.4%, HFHLIE 77.4%) THATHMER Neurogenic Claudication Outcome Score (NCOS)
E 0 LMEOBEMLEZ FWT HIEEE LTERLTWZ Y. —J Azimi 512X % 96 B2 %412
L 724582 1 4E I & MRI TOIRAE ORI A SIS, B3 L O RAEDORESTH T
WA Lo 7z, Tz, FAFES 66 G103 HHiH & A 21T o 72 Zotti 1%, MTHT MRT 1285
VB B RTE R O WA (< 8.5em®) 1, MEHERREAT % ODI AN K & B VAR 2 2 7 AN K
O 2% B L L7z Chen 512 X 2 IEREAAE 2 iE TR 93 BIO 1% 5 10 X 123412
X %L, MRIIZCTHAEEAL 652 1 R il#% (redundant nerve root : RNR) % 72 72 # i, RNR
RO THEE LT, itk HARBIAVR A2 e 5 G R R 2 25 #E o IS 25 Bl
ARTH o7z 727210, RNR P ROBENEAROKNF 2 ERPICOWTOIE T Y 23R Eh
Ty ®

2) EXEEFHRE

Lee 513, BRHEAERAIE 20 W LIEHEHE IR AL = 7 LI S 7z 236 B B SUE B R RAR
AT, M S M ZREAR B E (F v X 3.563, 95% 15 BHIX [H] 1.406 ~4.675) A3l i MURAS RACH
HlCHET e LY,

3) HHNT A -4

EAETEHFMETFHREF BT 2582 SCRIRM ST 2 =5 L Z OB FHEA R EORIR
TN DID b BELEZLERESN TS, RIRHT 74 2 FOEEEL LTSVA
(sagittal vertebral axis @ &5 7 ZAMEAE AP e & Al 2 Lg% 38 2 SRR O M T H ) RO HiH &
RS IRER) R BEMERTZ 4 (lumbar lordosis : LL), ##& - il O  (sacral slope : SS, pelvic tilt
P ZHEL, HHEXT X — & AR EBRNT D 72 5 THBIZOWTHRIC L o irbh
Twa., ZRMT 74 A FRRBITE, ik oisB i En'% < QOL X ADL 234> 72 2. —7,
Wit ORHEME QOL 122 B E O ™ bbb, Tz, AT SVA A7K & Ve I3 HER
QOL A5l Z k%, 35° kil SS T M OB ESL WP Z L WG SN TS,
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3. &FE8ER - FERTF

1) ERER/ EREER

Deyo H 12X 2 BEENICH T 2W0GHT — & N — 20 B U 72 IS AE 8 3k 22 0 Al 1 B 8
12,154 Bl % %f G2 & U 72T 12 K AU, OREDRRI R =2 S IRE 58 (ASA, 6 708, HFim, £
[E M, MERETA v A) YO, avFazxsuaf FOMEH, B X OO SRR T 25,
WERPEISIK A 2 B0 3 BISE L 90 HUNOIE % &) OFSEICE T 2857 L 72K T Th -
72% . %72, Hiratsuka 512 X 2 BEEREHAEMASERE 110 1B T 2 HETIE, BIEMK 24T
6 BB E FM D LEET, A 74 FOMH (F v X 14.65, 95%FEKX M 2.21 ~134.13) 78
HFMICHET 2T Tho72 . Nerland S, BRIEM % KifT S 7= R4 1,735 1
IZBWT, M4 12 » H OR¢ T ODI 25EAL L 72 01& 151 41 (8.7%) T, B (+ v X1 2.10, 95%
fEHEIX[H] 1.42~3.22), ASA @ class 3 L1 (v A1 1.80, 95%EHIXH 1.07~2.94), F—@EF
MilE (v A 2.00, 95%BHEIXM 1.18~3.27), B X B M EM:TMIE v A 210, 95%1F
AKX 1.19~3.53) 2B S 2 G L T2 P,

a. DMERAF

Fujiwara 512 X 2 BEMREE T BRIEAT 2,468 B2 81 % MM T, 15 B (0.6 % ) L2 A £ RE B4} IfiL ik 75 %%
AL, rETE I CDGEBIILE 140 mmHg BB, 222 / b L AEIEHRMIE 90mmHg ML &) [4 v
M 22,905, 95%fEHEIX I 3.122~168.036] & itk 50mL A D F L+ — TP (F v X1t 8.899,
95% 13 HEIX [ 2.531 ~141.115) 34 % WERBA ML O fE BRI 7T - 72 .

b. Hiba~x=7

P aR=7IE, BERAHRICEALDYPEOEEEE CIE, SHEBREICE 5 A TEERGF
fifEEECH Y, K - WSRO L & H 12 QOL/ADLIK F EBIZDD%h N ) 5BEH% b 72
5%, BRI ERG R SHE LI T TlE, MiBORERRCEROUF 2% KT
FTEVIHEDRD LD T, FHEARNTOFFRIEF Y AFZL VI RS, SHOMEH M
(Y (N

c. UkAMIEREEIEIEE (DISH), B4Ek%E

DISH T RifEMHT % O A # R BHERIE 2 X 729 TH S, Yamada 512 X 2 JEMHEMT 28
#1063 Bl Z RIS L 72%AIMEFAETIE, 10.8% 254 8.6 £ THFMi 2 ) TWwWizas, £
D 9 BIEFIZ I 5 DISH [hazard ratio (HR)2.05, 95% 15 i IX ] 1.199 ~3.503] 2SFF F4l7 O Ml 37 A
TELTH#E L Tw7z ™. Cheung 512 & 2 BRHEAN HARSE Mifh 235 BSR4 2 A L AU, gk
\ZBEHEHE T~ O BIMTAN % 520 72 21.7% D BH T, BEEHER L~V ok (F v X1 3.93, 95%15
HHIX I 1.10~14.01) & BRIEMERI B (F v X 2.69, 95%EHHIX [ 1.00 ~7.24) 2B HMe f Ba 512 X %
HFHOMMERFTH 2 L@ sh Y,

d. BB

Pt & DBHIZ DV Tid BMI [body mass index : R (kg) / #& (m)°] ZHvy, 25D EARwl
30 L& L L CEDRBENBRENTWD. WHO IZ X 1UE BMI 25 PL k2t [, 35 Bl E
A THEER] LEHINTWAD, Rihn 512X % LT A MY 7— 4% The Spine Patient Outcomes
Research Trial (SPORT) (2350 < |2 X AU, MESHAEEPRASIEAM 12 3 486 B I\ TIIE
P IE AR L2 LR RE R B PR ICIIE R EIA DN o 7228, TEHEZSME 3 XD FE D B
BHBES & BTN OH A7 R, SF-36 HABREA 2 7 OBEICZ L2 o 72 %Y. Burgstaller 5
2 & 2 BRIEM 2 iiAT L 72 IS B A A iE B 656 BIOFRAIC X 5 &, MEWmEE 44 B2 T,
L35 T T R AR B R S D BR IR W R 7 D B % i /NVEAL R (MCID) ICBI#E L 7% A2 o 7228, #lif4 6,
12 5 A CTIEMLG B & iRT 5 & 2 OFEIREEE XS > T2 ®. & 512 Giannadakis 512 & 5



VYR MY F= B LS, A PR O T4l & 517 L 72 1,473 61T, JIE X ODI &t
EOHAOTFMHETTH -7, Elsayed 512 & 5 BEERH A 23 L CTHRIEM % 17 - 72 101
B R G L7234 T, MRS BRIEMT % 12 2 B2 3B\ TUIE IR R 48 BB B 5 o0 4l £ B L B ik
LZado7z™. 72, Knutsson 512 & 5 BEERFFAE 542 TAHES 2,633 B3 2 0T IC L h
X, R 2 AETORE - TROE, HITREDB L 0P QOL ol E Rz b oo, M (v X 1.7,
95% 5 HHIX [H] 1.36 ~2.19) (L PG R AN & B L7 . —75, Sielatycki 512 & 2 EERE AL .
ZEREFAN (BRI HAR B X OSBRI e D) E B 602 BIOFFNT Tid, &G W% 12 » H TR
BT M L PRET Tl dh 572, Rafael 12X 2% A0 A LT, RS
%€ 2 2T 7= A 732 o> 9 I 70 61T, R & & ik L Cilitg O pR38ERR 2.14,
95% 1 HEIX [ 1.10~4.16) & AIEFPFFAE (RR 3.11, 95%1EHEAIX I 1.48~6.52) DFEEY A 7 A E S

Ehrolz 37).

2) BEET

a. T

RS TS LT (F v X1 4.03, 95%EHEX M 1.35~12.02) & EHEFMPEO R WA (v X
M. 3.65, 95% S HEX [ 1.13~11.79) 123 B O R EEAS o 72 . F 72, 85l Lo Ei# T
A YA NY VA YT — 3 v P BB OO RE DR EICIIAE RS IRD R o 72,
BT, ERIIESR A ERAREOMBREOFEARNT-L L THRWEEZ O O TIdR
WweEZHN5.

b. E2JE

Gulati 512 & % 825 Bl O BEMEE T IEMEBRIEM B I TH L VA M YREICL 5 &, 206 FloE2
JEH T tE 14 ODLIZIEBIE 1 LSGEE I3 S > T2y, BREISIEFS A3, ARl I13 A =
37, B 14ED ODI OB O MEK - Th 72 Y. £ 72, Stienen 512 & 2 JEHERRE
HRSEB] 172 B % %0502 L 7= Bl S BEEAFZEIC X AU, i P 4.5 48 0 38 BRI ) -C M 13 B <2
fEHE RS QOL 5 D B N 1Tl h o 72 ™. Sanden 512X AL YA MY FALICHD < 4,555
B D FAHE B D FFHT IS X AUL, T2 2 4E 0 Be s T3 B2 5 13 JE I 5 X 1) e B B3 QOL RS %
ODI, SF-36, EQ-5D % L2 BT A UGEREEIZZ L <, BHYHIIAE (O v A1 1.79, 95% 5 HIX [ 1.51
~2.12) & SR OB 2 M (F v X 1.86, 95%AS X 1] 1.55~2.23) (2 [ L 7= 2.

c. DEMEFORES

AR, MBS ICB W IR - B o B 55 A 01 P L X ORI B
FTHERESNTEY, SHOTHETH IS 2 &0 0HNRFOBEIC X BIBERICOWT
DFEIHEA SN

FRE BRI 2 22V 72 MR AR A AR E 234 B, LMl B8 E 3l 2 6 2 H & 12 % H O BRI
B L7 dr o 72 % BB R C T 2 16T S 7z 138 Bl 34 & L7z Kim 5 OiE T,
Pain Catastrophising Scale (PCS) ® B fiti#i (PCS = 25) & i fiti#i (PCS < 25) Dfit% 12 » HTo ODI
B L OWEFBIHO VAS HICIZ 7213 e dr o 72

JEATE % B EOMRIERC b A EE L LT, MR D ) SRERAEE T 5 L HiET 5
LD Z L AbNiz. —JiTHith3 » HOMBETERS L 0% 2ERIE, W% 2 SEOrERERE, 5
ROBREEB L OBRTREICEELZLEVIMREDLDHL Y. SISO 2RO H 2 BET
&, itk 1~24EI2B1F % ODIKAE % ) ADL B ER A i L O T & &, M AeIR o fxt iy
L HEAEIN & A B AR EEDS A LN CORDIMRIRO D DR E FHl LIGEAAT S 2 L0 G%h 7%
FRBRE DRI OB H S EEBOMETERSNTWS % F72 5 o RIZBREEO AR R
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WCBHET 578, ERICASTEEOLRWER, BXO) RS HHE L EBE T E 24EICB
VF B EEREREE R AR ATRE D), FEROUEDSBIFCTh o 72 %Y. itk 10 EO BRI H - 2B EEIC s
W, 9 DSERIIAM I & BRI T O BER 7 Td - 72 Y. Sinikallio 512 X 5 BEHERIE# % 2
F 72 SRR RAE SR AE B 06 B BT S TIE, Mtk 3 » Ho ) DR 2 412 BT B9
9 & G R RERS S (ODI Bifil) & B L T 72 %Y. Adogwa 512 & % BEHEA % 75 T4l e 61 150 1 %
RIS HAME Ih— MFEIC X UL, BREMHEREEE, BRE, B X ORI 2 HFW
BiD D DfERIE, WO EDORBEARROMT L2 FHIK T TH-72". Lee 5O T,
MECLB A (9D, A%, B LR (B2 ODD) OUEDEAWITIIME L 2o 72
D5, AR O T L VR (B e D PR R T & PSR AR L 72, $ 72, Sinikallio 512 X 5 JEEE
BB R B ERE B 90 1 2 tF G U 7z wif 1) & A UL, AR AN Al o0 26 3 i 2 JE & 1
LZedro 7225, Mhith 2 4 OEBERE ST BT 35 & O A2 5L 0 AE s A 3 i JE B8 & B LT v 7 9030,
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-10 -5 0 5 10

Favours [PT]

6 iR 1 ETIHERBICHT HEZEENAOEEICEDEITRL

2479 LIS T 2R RIEED S h o 72 (H6).

TS A AR A A L2 RCT 2544 1%, CCT 2514 7 fk s 7z,

CCTIZIINA T AY A Z DB D ODOARESH S 2 ICZD SN T W5 7,
FUVTAERTIRT. FTHREOUHEICIIATHSL S Uﬁ?ém”
INEDOAZTF) VAORERE L L, BIRENC AR A ABE
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Favours [control]

\

Skolasky & ®
INL5MWDALYT

D TR A DY ED G



PT Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV,Random, 95%Cl Year 1V,Random, 95%Cl
Mannion AF, 2007 31990751 72 32 0776 35 228% -0.00[-031,031] 2007 L

Aalto TJ, 2011 28 29 48 35 31 49 147% -070[-1.89,049] 2011 —

McGregor AH, 2011 27 29 72 33 31 8 171% -060[-155035] 2011 —r

Monticone M, 2014 119 101 59 25 054 58 229% -1.31[-160,-1.02] 2014 =

Skolasky RL, 2018 24 07 63 4 12 59 225% -1.60[-1.95-1.25] 2018 -

Total (95%Cl) 314 281 100.0% -0.87[-1.61,-0.12] L 4

Heterogeneity : Tau?=0.60 ; Chi?=55.48, df=4(P<0.00001) ; 2=93%

Test for overall effect : Z=2.29(P=0.02) : ‘ : ‘

-10 -5 0 5 10
Favours [PT] Favours [control]

7 1 ETETRBICHT ZREENAREN THS

PT Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV,Random, 95%Cl Year IV,Random, 95%ClI
Mannion AF, 2007 1999 0612 72 204 0575 35 199% -0.07[-047,034] 2007 -
Aalto TJ, 2011 248 19.1 48 31 201 49 199% -031[-0.71,0.09] 2011 B
McGregor AH, 2011 24 2172 271 23 80 205% -0.14[-0450.18] 2011 L
Monticone M, 2014 15698 5.15 59 2653 514 58 195% -2.04[-249,-159] 2014 -
Skolasky RL, 2018 19 1163 26 1759 202% -049[-0.85-0.13] 2018 =
Total (95%Cl) 314 281 100.0% -0.60[-1.23,0.04] L
Heterogeneity : Tau?=0.49 ; Chiz=55.23, df=4(P<0.00001) ; ?=93%

| | |

Test for overall effect : Z=1.85(P=0.06)

|
-10 -5 0 5 10
Favours [PT] Favours [control]

8 it 1 FTIX ADL [CX T DIEZBENADERICKDER LN

LT Ab. il (FARBEOEIRZ &) RHEREO M ATTEOE N GRANTEIRE DB % &)
CX DR D B A%, SROBIEHIFE L.

2) Bif#eE (H17) DE
Mith 3 » H COFMEEI LIS R H o 72205, Mtk 1ETIERCT A 1MWHY, Py KIVTO
HATHEBE A ABET 759 m, WHEEET 75l m & MAEICAEIZ R, MARRIFE ATV WY,

3) ADL/QOL &=

ODI & Roland-Morris Disability Index % fi\>7z ADL (283 % RCT A% 4 #i, CCT A1 #d 1,
INA T A1) A7 O\ Monticone 5 ® RCT TIEH S 2B E‘mE RS LM T2, 58D A% 7+
) Y ADKERTI, MO FHTON AL ADL SGEICITEEZ RIS R\ (H8).

QOL & L T SF-12 PCS R4 HERE# QOL A 2 7 (SF-36) D HARFEAE LA 2 D B A HREDH R 2 &
IDERBDOD 572 2L TEAABTRIERMRETH 720, A5 TFI) T AET) LWL
PR EITAON 272 (E9).

1 42 SF-36 Lo DfEHEIZE L Tld, Monticone H® RCT TlX, /AT 815 + 12.3 4, xFH
BT582 = 141 M THY, MARTHEIEELE".

—7j. visual analog scale & i\ 724X R B f HE & R> SF-36 O AR AE HE &I REAE I IS4 ARE TR
FBLTETWDEY, XF 7YY AT, MERAARREIERNEFEERICEEL 2w RSN
72 (®10).
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PT Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V,Random, 95%Cl Year 1V,Random, 95%Cl
Monticone M, 2014 7847 134 595681 6.83 59 496% 2.02[1.58,247] 2014 L |
Skolasky RL, 2018 53 963 48 66 59 504% 063[0.26,099] 2018 L
Total (95%Cl) 122 118 100.0% 1.32[-0.05,2.69]

Heterogeneity : Tau2=0.93 ; Chiz=22.61, df=1(P<0.00001) ; ?=96%

Test for overall effect : Z=1.89(P=0.06) : : : ‘
-10 -5 0 5 10

Favours [control]l  Favours [PT]

9 & 1 F£TIESF-12 PCS & SF-36 ICX T 2 EFFENADFEICKDE

[$70)
PT Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random 95%Cl Year IV, Random 95%Cl
Mannion AF, 2007 67 23972 70 22 35 33.2% -0.13[-0.53,0.28] 2007
McGregor AH, 2011 72 2472 67 2680 338% 0.20[-0.12,052] 2011
Monticone M, 2014 6721297 59 45171143 58 33.0% 1.79[1.36,2.22] 2014 -
Total (95%Cl) 203 173 100.0% 0.61[-0.46,1.69]

Heterogeneity : Tau?=0.86 ; Chi?=47.08, df=2(P<0.00001) ; I’=96%

Test for overall effect : Z=1.12(P=0.26) ‘ : . ‘
210 -5 0 5 10

Favours [control] Favours [PT]

10 %% 1 FTIIEFMREREAICKHT DIEFERENADEEICKDEII RN

3. EREENR, EonTROWE

it D FFEA AL, Witk 3 # H TH AR ADL/QOL IZHMTH Y, Wik LAETHENR - T
BROUEERRPHETE . L Lad s, FBREFERCE I 122 IR A A B
BOEMGTREYEE LG50 2@ IS LIS 2o 7.

4. BEER

Monticone 5 1%, HEFL L L CT—H#MEOFADOHRA ATED 15.3%, WHEED 13.8%12, &
GOBEBENENE1%, 86%BICHDLNIEHMELTVE Y A, WTFRbEEDOF 7 THEEL
T,

N BRI AT A5 SR A2 REANT 2 B (09 B BAARTE L, % 3 » H T A% ADL, QOL S A%
THY, AEFZIALNWI L0, MBOMERENEHTHLLEVZD. L2 LEYL, itk
TAETOERMERZZLL, MOEELTY b H A THLHEBERBEDEREGTHROWHIIOVTIE
SHROMEDVPLETH L. Tz, MEREFREONKLIEF 0.73 ~5 b, HE4 8~ 14EL
WIS K o THEA TH Y, BEBREONE, BHEET 20080 b MERETH 5. BATTE#
FOBEM % ERFFEONFIC L 5 TS SR BREO AR AP S IR 2 RS D,
HDOEW RCT 2 HifF L 72w,

SR

1) Aalto TJ, Leinonen V, Herno A, et al. Postoperative rehabilitation does not improve functional outcome in
lumbar spinal stenosis: a prospective study with 2-year postoperative follow-up. Eur Spine J 2011; 20: 1331-
1340.

2) Archer KR, Devin CJ, Vanston SW, et al. Cognitive-behavioral-based physical therapy for patients with chronic
pain undergoing lumbar spine surgery: a randomized controlled trial. ] Pain 2016; 17: 76-89.

3) Skolasky RL, Maggard AM, Li D, et al. Health behavior change counseling in surgery for degenerative lumbar



4)

6)

7)

spinal stenosis. Part I: improvement in rehabilitation engagement and functional outcomes. Arch Phys Med
Rehabil 2015; 96: 1200-1207.

Monticone M, Ferrante S, Teli M, et al. Management of catastrophising and kinesiophobia improves
rehabilitation after fusion for lumbar spondylolisthesis and stenosis. A randomised controlled trial. Eur Spine
J 2014; 23: 87-95.

Mannion AF, Denzler R, Dvorak J, et al. A randomised controlled trial of post-operative rehabilitation after
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McGregor AH, Dore CJ, Morris TP, et al. ISSLS prize winner: Function After Spinal Treatment, Exercise, and
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A

ankle brachial pressure index (ABI) 10
anterior lumbar interbody fusion (ALIF) 51
axial loaded MRI 17

B

Beck Depression Inventory (BDI-II) 24

Brief Scale for Psychiatric Problems in Orthopaedic
Patients (BS-POP) 24

C

cauda equina conduction time (CECT) 18
CT 15

CTM 16
D
DBM 70

dermatomal somatosensory evoked potential (SEP)
18

diffuse idiopathic skeletal hyperostosis (DISH) 11,
98

diffusion tensor imaging (DTI) 17

Dynesys Dynamic Stabilization System 51

E
Extreme Lateral Interbody Fusion (XLIF) 51

F
Fear-Avoidance Beliefs Questionnaire (FABQ) 24
flexion brace 37

foraminal spinal nerve angle (FSNA) 17
full-endoscopic spine surgery (FESS) 50

G
Graf Band System 51

H
Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale (HADS) 24

5l

I
interspinous process device (IPD) 74,76, 80

J
JOA Back Pain Evaluation Questionnaire (JOABPEQ)
23

K
Kemp 7 X I 10

L
lateral lumbar interbody fusion (LLIF) 50,51
LSSPAD 10

M
MRI 16

N

N-CLASS criteria 13

Neurological impairment score 23
NSAIDs 28

numerical rating scale 8

)

oblique coronal T2-weighted imaging 17
Oblique Lumbar Interbody Fusion (OLIF) 51
Oswestry Disability Index (ODI) 8,23
Oxford Claudication Score 23

P

paraspinal mapping (PM) 18
patient-reported outcome (PRO) 23
posterior lumbar interbody fusion (PLIF) 51
posterolateral fusion (PLF) 50

prepsoas approach 51

R
Roland-Morris Disability Questionnaire (RDQ) 23,
39

S

sedimentation sign 17

11



= 3l

segmental spinal correction system 51

Self-rating Depression Scale (SDS) 24

somatosensory evoked potential (SSEPs) 18

superficial peroneal nerve sensory nerve action
potential (SPN-SNAP) 18

T

tandem spinal stenosis (TSS) 11

tibial nerve compression test 10

transcutaneous electrical nerve stimulation (TENS)
37

transforaminal lumbar interbody fusion (TLIF) 51

transpsoas approach 51

v

visual analog scale &

X
X-STOP 51

Z
Zurich Claudication Questionnaire (ZCQ) 23

115

>
9O ECEHIERE 24
EEpHRE 32

Fip)
I 37

H
kT v v IViligE: 17
TR EERT . 10
THOW 93

W& R 7,15
HNXRYF 74 F 30
TRy F v 30

MR BAT 10

B 31

=

BafE 7,99

R 70
TS A R—¥— 74,76, 80

112

ERZ W AR 37

-

(-

RUEE 50
BRI E E 51
BEALIME 100

WA T IME 100

WigER 100

BRAME 69

BREAE 68

sy (WEE#:) 50,67, 80, 87
ZHHkh 9

1S3
FLax=7 98

LU

Wl E AT MR 17

FISkHR&E 7,46, 64

LU 93

BRIEREM 62

FRIEMT (BREH:) 49,54, 62,76, 86
AFRRPE R R BEAT 9

FFRESE 100

MR YERERE 13

ANLHE 70

WY R—by— 12
LEKET 99

g

A7 a4 A 39

cs

AEIGEER 98

HilEh: 51

FHiEY 16

HHeoxg A—=% 97
FH~=—tal—var 42
EWEE R RG B R, 18
iR AR A 51

Z

RS 37

SRS ML 10
5 REFAHEAR R E 2 51



Iz
BiRE 2 70

5
Fa—1) v e PATEMEE 23
HEEE 89

D

HERIfLERZE 11,17

HE LR A AR 2 51
MegRA 7 ) 2— 83

T
IRREFHETA 85
ERVEHA A 18

&
FAEE 70

(Z

H AAETEA V27 2 T oAl L e 5

e
i 99

(&
SAFT—=h— 18
FRAZERER 18

(6)
AT oA FHPUIESE 28
Wi 98

O % AR SEVEAT HOIE 11, 98
W 9

»

WP 37
FLH N 30
Ty 7k 38

~
PEIERE 57, 100

[F

BATREE 93
SATARTERER 18
TRAFIRIR 47, 64

&®

Aang Iy 30

»
Y 27

EN

BE 9

PR IR A AR 18
BEERFFALESZE QOL 2 7 — v 23
R RAEEIR R r — v 23
THRARNT 95

D

B 104
V<e7ua A b 28
Biee kEE 100

113



FEERERERTEIELEA A K512 2021 (HETEE 2 hR)

20114E110 1 B 85 LM LRIBAT | Biss OAEIR Y&
20194F 6 H20 H %5 1 Ji%E 5 WIF8AT HAFHER R
20214 5 H 1 B SLETH 2 WigstT Mkt HARBIEINF AR W A
FIA VERR
WSS B R AR AT S A A
Fo A VRERHSA
RN YN
FATT Molackt B YL A
B113-8410 FUH SO XAM=TH 42 % 6 75
B (M) 03-3811-7236  (H3) 03-3811-7239
R —24X—= https://www.nankodo.co.jp/
EVR - B HAREED
Japanese Orthopaedic Association (JOA) Clinical Practice Guidelines on the Management of

Lumbar Spinal Stenosis, 2nd Edition
© The Japanese Orthopaedic Association, 2021

FEAMEEARICIORLTHVET. Printed and Bound in Japan
HET -G ToORNAERBIEZVLET. ISBN978-4-524-23055-6
THR - BEOWADEIIR—AR=VETEHFELIZEN,

AHEOMMBELECET.

(R Ve BRRE ZRaT i)

AREOMEWH G, FEMEE: ETOBNEZREELSATVET. HESNIYEIL, ToDOL 3R,
R 35 VEME AT BB (TEL 03-5244-5088, FAX 03-5244-5089, e-mail: info@jcopy.or.ip) D ifiti
ERTLES N,

KR AF Y Y, FTUYNT— 5T 57 EOBRE MR T AT 8418, FHIEHEE ETORShpst
(R O7zDOBH] L) ZEEHELLATHE . K Bkt SR LBV T, NI
B LT 2 HIGT RRLofT A 2479 2 S RRMMEICIESET@ETT. SRRNEHOZHTH-
Th, ATHRFOBR=ZAHARIAL TLEREOITH 21T ) 2 LI Ty




	01_第1章　腰部脊柱管狭窄症診療ガイドライン2021
	02_第2章　腰部脊柱管狭窄症診療ガイドライン2021
	03_第3章　腰部脊柱管狭窄症診療ガイドライン2021
	04_第4章　腰部脊柱管狭窄症診療ガイドライン2021
	05_第5章　腰部脊柱管狭窄症診療ガイドライン2021
	06_後付



