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Spine Patient Evaluation Methods Used in Journal of Korean Neurosurgical Society
(2001. 1~2004. 4, 144 papers related to spinal disease)

Keun-Su Kim, M.D.
Department of Neurosurgery, Yongdong Severance Hospital, Yonsei University College of Medicine, Seoul, Korea

In publishing or presenting the clinical paper, the data of the patient evaluation are very important. Particularly, in the paper
regarding the treatment modality, there should be objective method to evaluate the patient accurately before and after treat-
ment. Author analyzed the 144 papers on spinal disorders published in the Journal of Korean Neurosurgical Society from January
2001 to August 2004. Among the 144 papers, authors from 72 publications used 23 kinds of patient-evaluation methods. In 15
papers(15%), the evaluation methods were designed by the authors. Most authors used the internationally well known protocols,
but there were no descriptions about how they adopted the English version into Korean version. Authors from 59 papers(82%)
used only one method to evaluate the patients. In only 33 papers(40%), authors referred the paper in which the evaluation
method was originally described. When considering the different culture and personal life from various foreign countries, a
unique and objective Korean version of patient-evaluation method should be well designed and validated. However, the Korean
method should be made under the control of Korean Neurosurgical Spinal Society and the results should be acknowledged
and verified after validation of the reliability of such method.
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Table 1. Classification of spine related papers that used
patient evaluation methods
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Society to evaluate spine patients

Classification Evaluation Method

Number of paper

- Odom's criteria'®

- Prolo's functional and economic Scale'

- Visual analogue scale(VAS)

- Macnab's criteria'®

- Oswestry Disability Index(ODI)®

- West's functional and pain score”
- Wetzel's criteria®

. Zucherman's criteria®

- Modified Prolo's scale®

- Modified Macnab's criteria®

According to the
patient's
opinion

- Japanese Orthopaedic Society(JOA) scale

. Cotton's criteria®

- Stauffer's criteria®

+ Kirkaldy-Willis criteria'"

- McGill-Melzack pain questionaire'®
- Maynard's criteria'®

- Barrick's criteria’

- Hambly's pain grading system®
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- Frankel grade’

- ASIA grade'*

- Nurick grade'’

- Cooper's functional scale®

- McCormick's functional scale'

According to the
neurological
examination

criteria’} 29, Zucherman's criteria
7} 230w, 2 9o Modified
Prolo, Modified McNab, JOA, Cotton,
Stauffer, Kirklady-Willis, McGill-Mel-
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Table 3. A variety of examples of 4-grades evaluation method made by different authors
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