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Abstract  

Background: The optimal sequence of hip and spine surgeries for hip-spine syndrome management remains a 

contentious issue. This study aimed to investigate the preferences and rationale behind the sequence of surgical 

treatments across various hip-spine syndrome scenarios among potential specialist interviewees. Methods: A 

questionnaire survey, featuring five fictional clinical presentations encompassing symptomatic hip osteoarthritis 

and diverse spinal pathologies, was conducted among German hip and spine surgeons, alongside conducting a 

cross-national comparison with previous US survey. Results: German hip and spine surgeons preferred spine-

first surgery in hip-spine syndrome scenarios involving neurological deficits, while preferred hip-first in 

scenarios without such deficits. In contrast, US surgeons demonstrated differing sequencing patterns, 

highlighting differences between nations. Notably, distinct surgical order preferences were observed among 

different specialists. Surgeons’ decision-making was primarily influenced by symptom severity and urgency, 

spine-pelvis-hip biomechanics, and treatment efficacy. Conclusion: The sequence of hip and spine surgery in 

various hip-spine syndrome scenarios has different preference patterns, with professional preferences and cross-

nation differences, and is guided by the multifaceted considerations involved in surgical decision-making. 

Keywords: hip-spine syndrome, degenerative spine disease, spinopelvic diseases, hip osteoarthrosis, sequence 

of treatment, surgery 

1. Introduction 

The hip-spine syndrome was first described by Offierski et al. in 1983, who defined this condition as the 

presence of concomitant hip and spine pathology and categorized it as “simple”, “complex”, “secondary” and 

“misdiagnosed” (1). In simple categories, the prioritization of surgical treatment may be clear due to straight 
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forward of symptoms; however, in complex cases, the prioritization of surgical treatment for the hip-spine 

syndrome is challenging due to the substantial overlap of symptomatology. Moreover, there is currently no 

consensus on which pathology should be addressed first (1, 2).  Previous studies mainly focused on the effects of 

the sequence of total hip arthroplasty (THA) for hip disease and spinal fusion surgery for spinal disease on each 

other’s outcomes (3-7), while few studies have focused on the patient-centered benefits based on the different 

clinical presentations for the hip-spine syndrome. Different scenarios of the hip-spine syndrome may benefit 

differently from the surgical sequences, such as ankylosing spondylitis, spinal stenosis, and degenerative 

spondylolisthesis with concomitant hip OA (8, 9). Therefore, it is clinically important to investigate the patient-

centered treatment sequence of different diseases. 

In the clinical setting, joint surgeons and spine surgeons must face whether patients with symptoms in the hip 

and lumbar spine who require surgical treatment should have the hip or the spine operation first. Currently, the 

surgical sequence of treatment for hip-spine syndrome is controversial from the perspective of spine or 

arthroplasty surgeons (10, 11). There are currently no explicit guidelines for the hip-spine syndrome, which is 

why an interprofessional consultation with hip surgeons (HS) and spine surgeons (SS) is clinically important. A 

collaborative research team from Stanford University consulted HS and SS across the USA on the preferred 

treatment sequence of five fictional scenarios in patients with hip OA and common degenerative lumbar diseases 

and found that there are still controversies in some clinical situations, even among experienced surgeons (12). 

Due to the different training patterns of orthopedic surgeons in the USA and Germany (13), this may lead to 

different preferences for the surgical sequence in patients with the hip-spine syndrome between the two countries 

and warrants further investigation. Spine surgery is also performed in neurosurgery, in addition to orthopedic 

surgery in the USA and Germany, while differences in structured surgical residency training during 

neurosurgery and orthopedic residency in Germany (14) the USA (15) and the aforementioned differences 

between two countries (13, 16, 17) may also result in different treatment options of surgical sequence.  

Therefore, the aim of this study was to investigate the interprofessional choice of surgical sequence for different 

hip-spine syndrome scenarios between German HS and SS (orthopaedic spine surgeon (OSS) and neurosurgical 

spine surgeons (NSS)), and to compare the findings with the same questionnaire previously conducted in the 

USA to raise awareness of the complex treatment algorithm for patients and use it for “patient-centered shared 

decision-making”. The hypothesis of this study was, that surgeons may have different surgical order preferences 

for different hip-spine syndrome scenarios, based on professional preferences between different specialists, and 

cross-nation differences between German and US surgeons.  
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2. Methods  

2.1 Questionnaire design 

An online questionnaire in English with five fictional hip-spine syndrome scenarios was previously designed by 

the Stanford University research team, including clinical history, current symptoms, further diagnosis and related 

images of the hip and spine (12). Five fictional hip-spine syndrome scenarios describe symptomatic hip OA with 

five common degenerative spinal diseases: 1) degenerative lumbar spinal stenosis with neurogenic claudication, 

2) degenerative lumbar spondylolisthesis with leg pain, 3) a single-level lumbar disc herniation with weakness in 

the leg, 4) lumbar scoliosis with the sagittal imbalance and back pain and 5) thoracolumbar disc herniation with 

signs of myelopathy. The surgeons’ preferences for the order of treatment were collected for each scenario, and 

to provide a reason for their choice in free-text comments. Additionally, they had to select which kind of hip 

articulation (standard size head, large head >32mm, dual mobility implant or constrained liner) they would 

choose if they chose THA first (Figure S1). The English questionnaire was translated into German (by two 

senior German physicians and was subsequently proofread by another senior physician) in this study and sent to 

German surgeons using an online survey platform “LimeSurvey” (LimeSurvey GmbH, Hamburg, Germany). 

The reporting of this study conforms to the Checklist for Reporting Results of Internet E-Surveys (CHERRIES) 

statement (18) (Table. S1).  

2.2 Survey 

This survey was then sent to 2500 members of the “German Spine Society” (OSS and NSS) on March 26th, 

2021, and 883 members of the “German Society for Joint Replacement” (Arbeitsgemeinschaft für 

Endoprothetik, mostly HS) on April 8th, 2021 via mail by the representatives of the associations. The choices of 

different German specialists in each scenario, and the relation between the year of experience and choice were 

analyzed. Text-mining was used to analyze the free-text comments and to identify the most frequently used 

words. It was conducted with R version 4.0.4 using word frequency packages tidyverse (version 1.3.1), tidytext 

(version 0.3.2), wildyr, igraph and ggraph. Then, the list of the words was sorted alphabetically in Excel to 

summarize words with an equal meaning in main groups. For the transfer to Excel the packages readxl (version 

1.3.1) and xlsx (version 0.6.5) were used. The density for each word was calculated as the number of the specific 

word divided by the total word count. The comments were summarized into key points explaining the most 

commonly used words. The results of the survey of surgeons in Germany were further compared, point-to-point, 

with the same survey of surgeons in the USA previously done by Stanford University (12). In particular, the 

surgeons participating in this survey in Germany were HS from the German Society for Joint Replacement and 

SS from German Spine Society, including NSS and OSS, while the surgeons participating in the survey in the 
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USA were HS from the North American Hip Society and SS from the Scoliosis Research Society, not further 

divided into NSS and OSS (12). Therefore, merging the German NSS and OSS into an overall SS was 

performed, when comparing the results of the surveys of SS between German and USA.  

2.3 Statistical analysis 

Data were presented as percentages or mean (range) in this study using SPSS version 20 (SPSS, Inc., Chicago, 

IL, USA) and choices between two groups were compared using the chi-square test. P ≤ 0.05 was considered 

statistically significant.  

3. Results 

3.1 Participants  

7.02% (62/883) of the German HS and 3.88% (97/2500) of the SS responded to the survey. In total, 159 German 

surgeons participated in this study, consisting of 38.3% HS, 24.1% NSS, and 35.8% OSS. The USA survey 

received 88 surgeon responses to the survey, 46% (51/110) of HS responded and 37% (37/101) of SS responded 

(12). The US survey had a relatively high response rate compared to the German survey, which may be due to 

the different sample selection methods. The US adopted a sample survey method while Germany selected a full-

sample survey. 

3.2 Preference patterns of surgical sequence  

Table 1 presents the outcomes of the survey detailing the preferred treatment sequences selected by German 

and American surgeons in response to five fictional clinical scenarios. Overall, a consistent pattern of surgical 

preference was achieved among German surgeons, in which spine-first preferred in scenarios 1, 3, and 5 and 

hip-first preferred in scenarios 2 and 4. Although SS and HS have different percentage preference for surgical 

sequence, none of the five conditions were statistically different. In scenario 1, SS had a higher proportion of 

spine-first than HS, which was not statistically significant, while NSS significantly preferred spine-first to 

OSS. In scenarios 2 and 4, the difference of selection ratio between SS and HS was not significant, but OSS 

preferred hip over NSS at a significantly higher rate in scenario 2. In scenario 3, either the OSS or the NSS 

favored spine-first over the HS. In scenario 5, spine-first was preferred by most of HS and SS (OSS and NSS) 

in Germany.  

A further German-American comparison found that the German-US preference patterns were consistent in 

scenario 2 (HS and SS), scenario 5 (HS and SS), scenario 3 (SS), and 4 (SS), but reversed in scenario 1 (HS 

and SS). The preferences of HS in the USA were debated in scenarios 3 and 4.  In scenario 1, more American 

surgeons (HS and SS) preferred to hip-first, whereas more German surgeons (HS and SS) preferred to spine-
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first. In scenario 2, both American and German surgeons prioritized the hip-first. In scenario 3, German 

surgeons as well as SS in the USA preferred spine-first, while HS in the USA showed a debate about the 

preference of the surgical sequences. In scenario 4, German surgeons and American SS prefer hip-first, while 

American HS had no clear preference for order of surgery. In scenario 5, both American and Germany 

surgeons (HS and SS) preferred to spine-first. 
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Table 1. The preferred sequence of treatment chosen by German and American surgeons in five fictional clinical 

scenarios. U.S. data was from one published article by Stanford University (12). 

Germany USA1 

Scenario Hip-
first 
(%) 

Spine-
first 
(%) 

No 
preference 

(%) 
χ-value; p-value 

Scenario Hip-
first 
(%) 

Spine-
first 
(%) 

No 
preference 

(%) 
χ-value; p-value 

Case 1a    2.850; 0.240 Case 1a    0.532; 0.466 

Hip surgeon 35.5 53.2 11.3 (Hip vs. Spine 
surgeon) 

Hip surgeon 59 33 8 (Hip vs. Spine 
surgeon) 

Spine surgeon 30.9 63.9 5.2  Spine surgeon 49 46 5  

NSS 
OSS 

7.7 
46.6 

87.2 
48.3 

5.1 
5.2 

16.908; <0.001* 
(NSS vs. OSS) 

     

Case 2b       4.584; 0.101 Case 2b       0.001; 1.000 

Hip surgeon 88.7 8.1 3.2  (Hip vs. Spine 
surgeon) 

Hip surgeon 73 18 10 (Hip vs. Spine 
surgeon) 

Spine surgeon 79.4 7.2 13.4  Spine surgeon 70 8 22  

NSS 
OSS 

61.5 
91.4 

12.8 
3.4 

25.6 
5.2 

12.744; 0.002* 
(NSS vs. OSS) 

          

Case 3c       2.027; 0.363 Case 3c       6.259; 0.012* 

Hip surgeon 41.9 48.4 9.7  (Hip vs. Spine 
surgeon) 

Hip surgeon 47 45 8 (Hip vs. Spine 
surgeon) 

Spine surgeon 32 59.8 8.2   Spine surgeon 19 73 8  

NSS 
OSS 

33.3 
31 

56.4 
62.1 

10.3 
6.9 

 0.483; 0.786 
(NSS vs. OSS) 

          

Case 4d       0.095; 0.954 Case 4d       7.552; 0.006* 

Hip surgeon 71 17.7 11.3  (Hip vs. Spine 
surgeon) 

Hip surgeon 47 47 6 (Hip vs. Spine 
surgeon) 

Spine surgeon 73.2 16.5 10.3   Spine surgeon 78 11 11  

NSS 
OSS 

71.8 
74.1 

15.4 
17.2 

12.8 
8.6 

 0.465; 0.792 
(NSS vs. OSS) 

          

Case 5e       4.049; 0.132 Case 5e       2.234; 0.071 

Hip surgeon 6.5 88.7 4.8  (Hip vs. Spine 
surgeon) 

Hip surgeon 10 86 4 (Hip vs. Spine 
surgeon) 

Spine surgeon 1 95.9 3.1   Spine surgeon 0 97 3  

NSS 
OSS 

0 
1.7 

97.4 
94.8 

2.6 
3.4 

 0.748; 0.688 
(NSS vs. OSS) 

      

*Statistically significant 
a Lumbar canal stenosis with neurogenic claudication combined with osteoarthritis of the hip 
b Degenerative lumbar spondylolisthesis with radicular leg pain combined with osteoarthritis of the hip 
c Lumbar disc herniation with muscle strength weakness combined with osteoarthritis of the hip 
d Scoliosis with back pain combined with osteoarthritis of the hip 
e Thoracolumbar disc herniation with myelopathy combined with osteoarthritis of the hip 

“NSS” and “OSS” indicated the neurosurgical spine surgeon and orthopaedic spine surgeon in the survey of 

Germany, respectively. 

3.3 Rationale for order of treatment choices 

The most frequently used words from the free-text comments are shown in Figure 1.  In scenario 1, German 

surgeons preferred hip-first due to considering "hip" to be more "symptomatic" and therefore increasing 

lordosis of the spine and recommending THA first, and while spine-first was preferred because spinal 

"stenosis" was considered more "symptomatic".  American surgeons preferred hip-first considered that THA 

can improve spine-pelvic biomechanics and thereby spinal symptoms “relief”, while those who chose spine-
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first believed that untreated neurogenic claudication may hinder the "recovery" of THA. In scenario 2, 

German surgeons preferred THA first because of the severe “symptomatic coxarthrosis” in the “right hip”. 

After THA, the patient’s mobility and spinal alignment would improve significantly, resulting in improved 

spinal symptoms, and also conducive to better rehabilitation training for subsequent spinal surgery. The 

American surgeons considered hip problems to be “serious” or “more severe” than radicular leg pain in the 

absence of neuromotor deficits, and THA was also thought to provide more predictable pain “relief” than 

“spinal fusion”, leading to hip-first preferred. In scenario 3, some German surgeons prioritized hip-first, as 

“femoral head necrosis” is an urgent “indication” for “hip”, while those who choose spine-first considered the 

neurological symptoms from the “disc” herniation, such as muscle strength weakness and paralysis, to be 

signs of impending nerve damage, therefore spine-first preferred. Similarly, most American surgeons 

prioritized spine-first because muscle “weakness” is a “neurological deficit”, and “discectomy” is relatively 

simple for an extruded “disc”.  In scenario 4, most German surgeons considered that "scoliosis" represents a 

chronic event compared to severe hip symptoms, whereas THA will provide significant pain relief and has a 

positive effect on chronic back pain, while some surgeons preferred spine-first to correct "sagittal" imbalance 

of spine. Many US THA surgeons commented that balancing the spine first was important to optimize the 

"position" of subsequent THA components as this allows for "changes" in the spine-pelvic alignment due to 

spinal surgery, while many THA surgeons still treat the hip-first, assuming the patient's "nerves" were intact, 

and spine surgery was not urgent. Prioritizing hip-first was a practical consideration for most US spine 

surgeons, as THA is an "easier" procedure with more “predictable” results and faster than scoliosis surgery 

recovery.  In scenario 5, most of German surgeons would treat spine-first showing signs of “myelopathy” and 

spinal cord “compression” to prevent irreversible neurological deficits. Likewise, "myelopathy" caused by 

"compression of the spinal cord" by the American surgeons was considered more urgent than the hip OA (12). 
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Figure 1. The most frequently used words in the surgeons’ comments for the five scenarios. U.S. data was from 

one published article by Stanford University (12). 

3.4 Impact of years of experience on treatment choices 

The majority of German HS and NSS had between 11 and 20 years of experience (35.5% and 43.6%, 

respectively), while most OSS had between 0 to 10 years of experience (39.7%) (Figure 2). On average, German 

surgeons had 18.3 (2-36) years of experience, with HS, NSS, and OSS having an average of 20.5 (3-36), 20.1 (2-

34), and 14.8 (2-34) years of experience, respectively. Average years of experience post-training for HS was 

30.8 (14-60 years) and 23.4 (5-34 years) for SS in the American study (12). 
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Figure 2.  The number (A) and percentage (B) of participants in three different German specialties at different 

experience years after surgical training. “HS”, “NSS” and “OSS” indicated the hip surgeon and neurosurgical 

spine surgeon and orthopaedic spine surgeon, respectively.  

Analysis of the association between years of experience of German surgeons and treatment priorities showed the 

years of experience of the participants did not significantly affect the general trend in treatment choice 

preference, as manifested by a preference for spine-first in scenario 1, 3, and 5 and hip-first in scenario 2 and 4 

in any year of experience levels, although the proportions varied at different experience levels (Table 2). Some 

patterns were noticed in the scenario 1 and 5 as the surgeons became more experienced in Germany. The "Spine-

first" proportion increased with years of experience in scenario 1, while the proportion of “Hip-first” gradually 

increased from 0 to about 7%, as the surgeon became more experienced in scenario 5, which indicated that the 

degree of attention to neurological deficit symptoms may vary with surgeon experience. The study cannot safely 

draw conclusions about the impact of years of experience on different specialists due to the small sample size at 

different experience levels (Table. S2-6).  
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Table 2. The surgeons’ preferences for treatment order at different experience levels in five fictional clinical 
scenarios in Germany. 

Years of experience 

Scenario Hip-first (%) Spine-first (%) 
No preference 
(%) 

χ-value; p-value 

Case 1a    6.240; 0.397 

0-10 years 43.9 51.2 4.9  

11-20 years 29.5 60.7 9.8  

21-30 years 32.6 62.8 4.7  

> 30 years 14.3 71.4 14.3  

Case 2b    6.462; 0.373 

0-10 years 87.8 7.3 4.9  

11-20 years 86.9 6.6 6.6  

21-30 years 72.1 9.3 18.6  

> 30 years 85.7 7.1 7.1  

Case 3c    1.867; 0.932 

0-10 years 34.1 56.1 9.8  

11-20 years 39.3 50.8 9.8  

21-30 years 30.2 62.8 7  

> 30 years 42.9 50 7.1  

Case 4d    4.889; 0.558 

0-10 years 68.3 14.6 17.1  

11-20 years 75.4 16.4 8.2  

21-30 years 72.1 16.3 11.6  

> 30 years 71.4 28.6 0  

Case 5e    5.184; 0.520 

0-10 years 0 92.7 7.3  

11-20 years 3.3 95.1 1.6  

21-30 years 4.7 93 2.3  

> 30 years 7.1 85.7 7.1  

*Statistically significant 
a Lumbar canal stenosis with neurogenic claudication combined with osteoarthritis of the hip 
b Degenerative lumbar spondylolisthesis with radicular leg pain combined with osteoarthritis of the hip 
c Lumbar disc herniation with muscle strength weakness combined with osteoarthritis of the hip 
d Scoliosis with back pain combined with osteoarthritis of the hip 
e Thoracolumbar disc herniation with myelopathy combined with osteoarthritis of the hip 
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3.5 Choice of implant in THA 

Surgeons had to specify the articulation type in THA if they preferred hip-first and NSS were excluded due to 

professional restrictions. German surgeons mostly chose components with standard-size head in scenario 2, 3, 4, 

and 5, except for scenario 1 where the selection of standard-size head was comparable to that of large head ratio. 

In contrast, the majority of US surgeons preferred the large head in all scenarios and chose dual mobility more 

often than German surgeons. In scenario 4, the proportion of choosing dual mobility and large head was 

significantly higher than other groups to reduce dislocation risk in both surveys(12). (Figure 3) 

 

Figure 3. German and American surgeons' choice of hip articulation type for different scenarios.  U.S. data was 

from one published article by Stanford University (12). All participating German hip surgeons and orthopedic 

spine surgeons answered this question and none of the participating US surgeons chose a constrained liner 

option.  

4. Discussion 

The focus of this study was to investigate disease-based treatment sequence preferences in different hip-spine 

syndrome scenarios at potential visiting specialists through a questionnaire of establishing fictional scenarios and 

a possible cross-nation comparison between Germany and previous American study. The hypothesis of this 

study was verified that the sequence of hip and spine surgery in different hip-spine syndrome scenarios has 

different preference patterns, with professional preferences and cross-nation differences. Moreover, the survey 

also found that the choice of surgical sequence preference was mainly affected by the severity of neurological 

deficit symptoms, spine-pelvic-hip biomechanics, and surgery-related factors. 

Hip-spine syndrome was first described and classified in 1983 by Offierski et al, but the classification system 

cannot provide guidance for the order of hip and spine surgery (1). Due to overlapping symptoms, such patients 

tend to be referred between hip and spine specialists (2). In this study, the investigation of patient-centered 
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shared decision-making among potential visiting specialists showed that German surgeons prioritize spine-first 

for neurogenic deficiency spine disease with hip OA, otherwise prefer hip-first. Similarly, surgical sequence 

preference among US surgeons also showed a pattern associated with neurological deficits, particularly for SS, 

as indicated by a preference for spine-first in scenario 5 with signs of myelopathy and a preference for hip-first 

in scenario 2 without neurological deficits, and a preference of SS for spine-first in scenario 3 of chronic 

neurological impairment. The difference was that the American surgeons seem to be less concerned about 

chronic neurological deficits than German surgeons, especially the American HS, who showed a preference for 

hip-first in scenario 1, and there were also controversies within the American HS in scenarios 3 and 4, while SS 

preferred to treat lumbar scoliosis first before hip OA. This demonstrated that the sequence of hip and spine 

surgery in different hip-spine syndrome scenarios has different preference patterns and cross-nation differences, 

which suggested that the selection of surgical sequence in different hip-spine syndrome scenarios may require 

individualized treatment. The percentage of American and Germany SS, especially Germany NSS, who 

preferred spine-first was higher than HS in cases of neurological deficit, and the percentage of HS who preferred 

hip-first was higher than SS in all scenarios except accompanying scoliosis, and preferred spine-first was higher 

than SS in cases with lumbar scoliosis in scenario 4, which indicated the sequence of surgical choice has 

professional preferences. It is not clear whether the professional preference is due to the lack of understanding of 

the hip-spine syndrome resulting from the differences in education or training, so this study cannot guide current 

medical training, but this study potentially points to the importance of comprehensive knowledge and 

multidisciplinary consultation of both joint and spine surgeons for patients with complex joint and spine diseases. 

The present study showed that surgeons' choice of surgical sequence was influenced by many factors. First, the 

severity of neurological deficits is the most important factor affecting decision-making. Spine-first was preferred 

by all German and American surgeons when signs of myelopathy derived from thoracolumbar disc herniation 

are present (scenario 5), which is consistent with previous views among HS and SS (10, 11, 19). Patients 

showing signs of myelopathy may benefit from early surgery, whereas prolonged preoperative symptom duration 

may lead to poor outcomes (20). Neurogenic claudication is the result of nerve root ischemia or mechanical 

compression (21). German surgeons were more concerned with neurogenic claudication than US surgeons and 

tended to perform spine-first, while US surgeons tended to perform hip-first, although American SS were more 

concerned with neurogenic claudication than HS (scenario 1). Weakness in the leg is thought to be related to 

mechanical compression and inflammation of nearby nerve roots and dorsal root ganglia caused by lumbar disc 

herniation (22). It was observed that German and American SS and German HS were more concerned about the 

nerve root deficit caused by lumbar disc herniation, while American HS were less concerned (scenario 3).  In the 
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case of degenerative spondylolisthesis with leg pain, all surgeons preferred to perform hip-first (scenario 2), as 

participants considered hip symptoms to be more severe than radicular leg pain in the absence of neurological 

deficits. In contrast to severe hip symptoms, scoliosis is a chronic event without neurological impairment 

(scenario 4), so most German surgeons, American SS and half of the American HS believe that spine disease is 

not an emergency and prioritizing treatment of the hip is a practical consideration.  

Surgeons' decisions are also influenced by the hip-spine-pelvic biomechanical interaction. Hip-spine syndrome 

involves the interplay of the hip and spine pathology, symptoms, and biomechanics (19). The features of 

degenerative spine disease and advanced hip disease mean increased stiffness in both the spine and hip joints 

(19). Spinal fusion surgery makes the spine stiffer, while THA surgery makes the hip more flexible (19). 

Therefore, most American and German surgeons in scenario 2, and many German and American HS in scenario 

1 consider that THA will improve spine-pelvic biomechanics which can relieve spinal disease symptoms and 

therefore choose THA first. Also, some German SS believed that spinal fusion could improve femoral head 

position and gait pattern in scenario 1, thus spine-first is recommended. Nearly half of the American HS believed 

that balancing the spine first of lumbar scoliosis with the sagittal imbalance in scenario 4 could optimize the 

position of subsequent THA components. One review on hip-spine syndrome also recommended that in patients 

with severe spinal deformity complicated by hip abnormalities, correcting the spinal deformity first has the 

potential to reduce hip dislocation after THA due to correct acetabular positioning (2).  Considering the 

biomechanical interaction of the spine-pelvic-hip, previous studies recommend higher stability implants in those 

at high risk of hip dislocation (23), including the use of larger femoral heads or dual-mobility constructs (3, 4, 

24). American and German surgeons chose dual-mobility components in scenario 4 at a higher rate than in other 

cases, which may be due to lumbar scoliosis with the sagittal imbalance leading to sagittal compensation of the 

pelvis and reduced loading area of the acetabulum, increasing the risk of dislocation (25). Moreover, the optimal 

position of the cup to accommodate pelvic parameters and limit impact may lie outside the classical parameters 

of the safety zone in the case of spinal deformity (26). American HS prefer larger femoral heads and dual-

mobility cups (12), while German surgeons prefer the standard-size femoral heads. The reason for this 

discrepancy between American and German surgeons is unknown and requires further investigation. 

In addition, surgery-related factors like difficulty and therapeutic effect will affect the decisions of the order of 

specific operations made by surgeons. Currently, advances in minimally invasive techniques for THA and spinal 

minimally invasive procedures have allowed patients to recover quicker  and more efficaciously with fewer 

complications (27), and spine surgery is associated with a higher complication rate compared with hip surgery, 

and also varies among different spine surgical techniques (10), which may also affect the choice of surgical 
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sequence. Discectomy is simpler than THA, thus favoring spine-first in scenario 3, while THA is considered to 

be easier than corrective surgery for scoliosis with more predictable results and faster recovery, so hip-first is 

preferred in scenario 4 by some US surgeons. Minimally invasive surgical techniques often have a steep learning 

curve. However, whether the difference in the treatment sequence caused by the years of experience is related to 

the improvement of technology or a deeper understanding of diseases cannot be fully explained from the data 

obtained in this study.  

5. Limitations 

This study is a survey of fictional clinical cases that puts the patients at the center of decision-making, providing 

an overview and differences of current views on this topic in the USA and German; however patient preferences 

and socioeconomic status were not included. Although this study presents five common hip-spine syndrome 

cases, the clinical situation is often more complex and may not be applicable in other situations; thus, an 

individualized treatment plan is preferred for a specific patient, and the treatment of patients with the hip-spine 

syndrome should be based on a full understanding of the disease. The purpose of this study is to inform readers 

as appropriate in practice and future research, and not to "guide" current practice. Regrettably, the response rate 

of this survey was low, which may lead to the bias in the results. Especially, the heterogeneous distribution of 

years of experience post-surgical training may influence the findings, thus no conclusions can be drawn relating 

the sequence of surgical treatment and years of experience. The relatively large total sample size in both 

serveries can still provide reference information, and further prospective observation or intervention studies 

might help further confirm our results and provide more detailed information. 

6. Conclusion 

German surgeons prioritize spine-first for spinal disorders with neurological deficits of hip-spine syndrome, 

otherwise opting for hip-first. German-US preference patterns were consistent in scenario 2 (HS and SS), 

scenario 5 (HS and SS), scenario 3 (SS), and 4 (SS), but reversed in scenario 1 (HS and SS). The preferences of 

HS in the USA were debated in scenarios 3 and 4. The percentage of American and Germany SS, especially 

Germany NSS, who preferred spine-first, was higher than HS in case of neurological deficit, and the percentage 

of HS who preferred hip-first was higher than SS in all scenarios except accompanying scoliosis, and preferred 

spine-first was higher than SS with lumbar scoliosis in scenario 4. The surgeons’ preference was primarily 

influenced by the severity and time urgency of symptoms, spine-pelvis-hip biomechanics, and ease and 

therapeutic effect of hip and spine surgery. In summary, the sequence of hip and spine surgery in different hip-
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spine syndrome scenarios has different preference patterns, with professional preferences and cross-nation 

differences, affected by many factors including disease and treatment regimen. 

 

Take home message 

1. The sequence of surgery for hip-spine syndrome should prioritize patient-centered approaches, with 

preferences varying based on individual scenarios. 

2. Surgical sequencing decisions for hip-spine syndrome exhibit professional preferences and cross-nation 

differences. 

3. Surgeons' decisions are influenced by factors such as symptom severity and urgency, as well as considerations 

related to spine-pelvis-hip biomechanics and treatment efficacy. 
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