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ABSTRACT:

Spine pain is a prevalent and costly condition affecting up to 85% of individuals throughout their
lifetime, and spinal stenosis is one of the most debilitating sources of spine pain. Although
conservative management is the first line of treatment for spinal stenosis, severe cases often are
directly referred to surgical intervention due to the belief that conservative strategies delay
necessary treatment. However, there are no studies supporting the premise that individuals with
more severe stenosis respond poorly to conservative management. The purpose of this study was
to compare improvements in pain, disability, strength, medication usage, and patient goals in
response to an exercise-based physical therapy program across 1,806 individuals with mild,
moderate, or severe lumbar spine stenosis. Participants demonstrated significant improvements
in all variables of interest (p<0.001), and 11.5% of participants reported cessation of narcotic use
with treatment. There were no significant differences in treatment response across mild,
moderate, or severe stenosis groups for any outcome (p>0.546). Exercise-based rehabilitation is
as beneficial in the short term for individuals presenting for nonoperative care with severe
stenosis compared to their milder counterparts. Future research is needed to evaluate long term

durability and cost effectiveness of rehabilitation in this patient population.
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INTRODUCTION:

Low back pain (LBP) is a highly prevalent musculoskeletal condition that is responsible
for the greatest number of years lived with disability in the general population[1-6]. Between 65-
85% of individuals experience LBP at some point in their life [7]. The presence of symptomatic
lumbar spinal stenosis has a strong negative influence on health related quality of life[8]. Of
symptomatic spinal pathologies, spinal stenosis is one of the most common, costly, and difficult
to remediate. Data on the natural history of stenosis is mixed, with some studies reporting
favorable short-term (<1 year) outcomes in 50% of patients[9], and others report that up to 60%
experience symptom deterioration over time[10].  Further, longer term outcomes indicate that a
significant proportion (between 15-30%) of individuals with stenosis experience worsening of
stenosis[11, 12].

Initial conservative management of spinal stenosis is typically non-operative. However,
conservative management for stenosis is not standard worldwide, and often moderate and severe
cases are streamlined to more immediate surgical intervention[13, 14]. The literature on efficacy
of surgical management as compared to conservative management is conflicting; some studies
report that surgical management is superior to conservative management[15-17], however these
studies also report high incidence of side effects (10-30%) and most have inclusion criteria
requiring eligible participants to have already failed an initial trial of 3-6 months of conservative
management[18], potentially biasing results in favor of surgical management. On the other hand,
some studies demonstrate that conservative management is equivalent to surgical treatment[18,
19], or is even superior in mild cases[20]. Given these conflicting reports, reviews of the

literature evaluating the comparative efficacy of conservative versus surgical management of
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spinal stenosis state that the quality of the literature is too poor to allow for clear clinical
recommendations to be made[18].

One factor confounding these investigations is that conservative management is broadly
defined. Individual or combined applications of pharmacological management, physical therapy,
injections, and education are often discussed interchangeably under the umbrella of
“conservative treatment” when comparing to surgical management. However, the individual
components of these treatments have different physiological targets, dosing regimens, and
different treatment effects. Of the common conservative treatments, exercise-based rehabilitation
has shown to demonstrate consistent efficacy; with studies reporting that a large proportion of
patients with stenosis participating in a physical therapy program with an exercise component
experience short and long term symptom improvement (up to 3 years)[21-23], and have reduced
incidence of surgery®. However, some evidence suggests that these improvements are not
observed when the level of radiographic stenosis is considered severe[22, 24, 25]. Indeed, some
proposed clinical decision-making algorithms recommend that individuals with severe stenosis
should not be considered for physical therapy-based treatment at all and should be prioritized for
surgical intervention in order to reduce further disease progression[13, 14]. To date, very little
evidence exists that supports or refutes the differential efficacy of exercise-based rehabilitation
programs across individuals with varying levels of spinal stenosis. Therefore, the purpose of this
investigation was to evaluate whether improvements in pain, disability, strength, medication
usage, and patient goals in response to an exercise-based physical therapy program differed
across individuals with mild, moderate, or severe lumbar spine stenosis. Our hypothesis was that
individuals with severe stenosis would demonstrate significantly smaller improvements in

outcomes as compared to those with mild or moderate stenosis.
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METHODS:

Participants:

This was a secondary analysis of data from a clinical trial registry (NCT #04081896) approved
by the local ethical review board (WIRB #1252493). All participants provided informed consent
to participate in this study. Participants were included if they were 1) prescribed exercise-based
rehabilitation to address their spinal condition 2) had radiographic imaging within 6 months of
initiation of their physical therapy program, 3) that imaging indicated stenosis at one or multiple
levels in the lumbar spine, and 4) they had complete baseline pain and disability data.
Participants were required to have undergone at least 3 treatment sessions to evaluate the
influence of the program on patient outcomes, and they must have completed their prescribed

program within 6 months of an initial evaluation.

Exercise-based rehabilitation program:

The exercise-based physical therapy program was administered in an integrated practice unit
(IPU) consisting of a multidisciplinary treatment team of physical therapists, orthopedic spine
surgeons, spine-trained physician assistants, and pain specialist consultants. The treatments were
implemented under direct supervision of a licensed physical therapist or physical therapist
assistant, and included machine-based resistance exercises prescribed and progressed as
previously described in detail? along with directional preference exercises, and patient education
on sleep, nutrition, posture, and ergonomics as needed based on impairments identified upon

initial physical therapy evaluation[26].

Outcomes measured:
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The primary predictor variable of interest was stenosis severity, categorized as mild, moderate,
or severe based on radiology reports from imaging obtained prior to participation in the physical
therapy program. For individuals with multiple levels of stenosis, they were categorized
according to the spinal level with the most severe designation. Primary outcomes included
changes in pain, disability, medication use, patient goal achievement, and paraspinal strength.
Pain was measured using a visual analogue scale from 0-100 points and was collected for the
back and legs as appropriate[27]. Because leg pain was collected bilaterally, the maximum value
was used across the left and right leg as the representative leg pain value. Functional status was
measured using the Oswestry Disability Index (ODI) [28]. The use of narcotic medications for
pain management was categorized according to frequency of use (none, <1/day, 1-2/day, 3-
5/day, and >6/day). Patient goals were measured using the Patient Specific Functional Scale
(PSFS), which is a 0-10 scale indicating the patient’s ability to achieve self-entered goals, with
higher scores indicating greater goal achievement[29]. Strength of the lumbar paraspinal muscles
was measured for resisted extension using a MedX isokinetic dynamometer (MedX Holdings
Inc., Cheyenne WI). Response to the program was measured as the change in outcomes from
baseline to the time of discharge. Covariates included demographic, stenosis-specific, and
program-specific variables. Demographic variables included age, gender, and body mass index
(BMI). Stenosis-specific variables included stenosis type (central or foraminal). Program-

specific variables included the number of days in the program and number of visits attended.

Statistical Analysis:
Each measurement was compared across stenosis severity groups using a one-way ANOVA with

Sidak post-hoc corrections for multiple comparisons for continuous variables, and chi-square
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analysis for categorical or binary variables. Data was confirmed for normality of distribution.
Both intention-to-treat based analysis and as-treated analysis approaches were used to evaluate
outcomes. For intention to treat analyses, any missing outcomes were assumed to have not
changed from the baseline. In the as-treated analysis, only complete data was analyzed for a
given outcome. Secondary covariates that were significantly different across stenosis severity
groups were included in a multivariate linear regression model (for continuous outcomes) or
logistic regression model (for categorical outcomes) along with the primary predictor of interest

to adjust for confounders. Adjusted p-values of <0.05 were considered statistically significant.

RESULTS:

Participants:

An initial sample of 1,806 individuals initiated an exercise-based rehabilitation program for their
spine condition. Of those, 300 participants were excluded due to completing less than 3 visits,
and 152 participants were excluded due to breaks in care resulting in more than 6 months
treatment duration. Another 18 did not have baseline data for the outcomes of interest. There
were 1,336 (74%) participants resulting for analysis (Figure 1). Individuals with mild stenosis
represented 19.3% of the cohort, those with moderate stenosis represented 36.6% of the cohort,
and those with severe stenosis represented 44.1% of the cohort. The majority of participants were
in their 6™ decade of life, were overweight, and were female. Individuals with severe stenosis
were significantly older (p<0.001), heavier (p=0.040), and more male (p=0.024) than those with
mild stenosis. Of the 1,336 participants who initiated the program, all participants (100%) had
complete pain and medication use outcomes data at the time of discharge, and 64.0% had both

pain and disability data upon discharge. Individuals who did not have disability data upon
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discharge still participated fully in the program but did not complete the disability questionnaire.

At baseline, participants reported moderate levels of pain and disability, low-moderate ability to

achieve goals, and had chronic (>3 months duration) symptoms. There was a trend for

individuals with severe stenosis to have longer symptom durations and greater disability levels

than those with mild or moderate stenosis for the back (p=0.051 and 0.072 respectively). Most of

the stenosis was classified as central, with central stenosis being more prevalent in those with

severe stenosis as compared to mild or moderate (p<0.001). Duration in the program averaged

approximately 13 visits over the course of 92 days, with no differences in attendance across

stenosis severity types (p>0.092). Baseline characteristics across stenosis severity groups can be

found in Table 1.

Table 1. Baseline characteristics of participants. Values are represented as mean (standard

deviation) or percent. Significant p-values are indicated in bold. BMI=Body Mass Index;

ODI=0swestry Disability Index; PSFS=Patient Specific Functional Scale

(days)

Variable N Mild Moderate Severe p-value
Age 1336 | 57.12(15.07) | 64.76 (14.70) | 71.19 (11.48) | <0.001
BMI 1333 | 27.05 (5.48) 28.01 (5.79) 28.05 (5.50) 0.040
Gender (% female) 1336 | 53.5% 55.0% 47.0% 0.024
Days in program 1336 | 90.80(35.44) 91.98 (38.23) | 92.39(36.84) | 0.848
Number of Visits 1336 | 12.47 (6.62) 13.40 (7.00) 13.58(6.93) 0.092
Symptom duration | 1282 | 73.38(112.12) | 74.68 (105.81) | 90.23 (127.26) | 0.051
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Stenosis Type (% 1336 | 41.1% 53.4% 65.4% <0.001
central)
ODl initial 1787 | 30.62(14.59) 32.62 (15.07) | 33.16(14.97) |0.072
PSFS initial 1322 | 3.13(2.08) 3.17 (2.02) 3.14(2.18) 0.947
Pain 1336 | 57.29 (18.65) |58.58(20.84) |60.31(21.23) |0.116
Lumbar Extensor 1069 | 142.53 (80.76) | 132.67 (76.29) | 137.64 (80.13) |0.321
Strength
Narcotic Medication | 1336 0.734
Use (%)

None 1029 | 20.0% 36.5% 43.4%

<1/day 111 | 18.0% 37.8% 44.1%

1-2/day 110 | 19.1% 31.8% 49.1%

3-5/day 74 12.2% 40.5% 47.3%

>6/day 12 16.7% 50.0% 33.3%

Intention to treat analysis:

For the intention-to-treat outcomes, the average improvement in ODI was 5.1(11.3) points

(p<0.001). Average improvement in goal achievement (PSFS score) was 1.7 (2.7) points

(p<0.001; Figure 1). Average improvement in pain was 26.6(24.3) points (p<0.001; Figure 2)).

There were no significant differences in the magnitude of improvement reported for disability,

goal achievement, or pain across stenosis severity groups (p> 0.49). The frequency of narcotics

use was reduced in 15.6% of patients, with 11.5% ceasing use of narcotics altogether (Figure 3).

There was no significant difference in narcotic use reduction across groups (p=0.72). Participants
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improved their lumbar extension strength an average of 35.1(66.1)% (p<0.001). Individuals with
moderate stenosis demonstrated larger improvements in back extension strength in response to
treatment as compared to those with mild stenosis (p=0.066; Figure 4). Adjusting for significant

covariates of age, BMI, gender, and stenosis type did not change the results.

As-treated analysis:

Due to lack of complete data for some outcomes, disability, goal achievement, and strength
outcomes were also included in an as-treated analysis. Complete data was available for 64.0% of
patients for disability, 63.3% of patients for PSFS scores, and 49.1% of patients for strength
scores. The average improvement in ODI was 7.9(13.3) points (p<0.001), and improvement in
goal achievement (PSFS score) was 1.7(2.7) points (p<0.001). There were no significant
differences in the magnitude of improvement reported for disability or goal achievement across
stenosis severity groups (p> 0.769; Figure 1). Lumbar paraspinal strength improved by an
average of 57.1(76.5)%, and there were no differences in magnitude of strength improvement

across stenosis severity groups in the as-treated analysis (p=0.471; Figure 4).

DISCUSSION:

This study demonstrated that individuals with varying levels of stenosis severity demonstrated
similar, and statistically significant improvements in pain, disability, goal achievement, and
spinal extensor strength, along with reductions in narcotic medication use in response to an
exercise-based interdisciplinary rehabilitation program. These improvements were clinically
significant (reached minimal clinically important difference thresholds) for pain, but not

disability or goal achievement regardless of the analysis approach (intention to treat vs. as-
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treated). We found a trend for larger improvements in lumbar extensor strength in individuals
with moderate lumbar spine stenosis as compared to those with mild stenosis in the ITT analysis,
but not the ATT analysis. These findings are contrary to our hypothesis that individuals with
more severe stenosis would not be as responsive to an exercise-based physical therapy program

as compared to those with mild or moderate disease.

Our results are consistent with previous literature demonstrating that interventions
including exercise can be beneficial for improving pain and function in individuals with lumbar
spine stenosis when compared to no treatment[21-23, 30], particularly in the short term.
However, the radiographic severity of stenosis and its independent influence on potential for
treatment response has not been explicitly investigated. More common investigations are those
that compare responsiveness across varying symptom severities, and frequently report that
individuals with more severe symptoms are more likely to require healthcare management
beyond what is available with conservative management strategies[31]. Interestingly, our data
did not suggest that more severe radiographic stenosis was associated with greater symptom
severity or functional deficit; instead, demographic and structural characteristics such as age,
gender, and stenosis type were related. Overall, the lack of relationship between structural
features and symptom severity is in line with several previous reports acknowledging that
changes in spinal anatomy as a function of age and gender are common observations, regardless
of the presence of symptoms[32-34]. Indeed, the prevalence of spinal stenosis in imaging of
asymptomatic older individuals, the frequently ambiguous and inconsistent symptoms, and the

diverse nature of spinal stenosis all contribute to the complexity of its management.
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Despite the improvements observed across all groups in the measured outcomes, many of
these improvements did not reach clinical significance according to defined thresholds[35]. Their
magnitudes are similar to previous studies using similar outcomes for pain and disability [18, 30]
but demonstrated greater reductions in medication use[21]. Given the observation that a
significant proportion of individuals reduced their analgesic medication intake in response to
treatment, it is possible that the treatment effect for symptom reduction is confounded by this
concurrent change. The optimal balance between pharmacological pain management and
symptom resolution requires further elucidation, particularly considering the high prevalence of
narcotic use and misuse in populations with chronic spine pain.

This study is not without limitations. First, our follow-up duration only spanned the
duration of the treatment program (approximately 3 months) and as such is likely insufficient for
assessing the durability of the observed effects over the long term. Second, our study design
lacked a control group, which would have allowed for a comparative assessment of the natural
history of spinal stenosis across different severities. However, given that the duration of
symptoms was on average 6 months or more in our cohort, the likelihood that large variations in
symptoms within the study period are unrelated to treatment are less likely. Our cohort was not
balanced across groups according to some baseline characteristics, which may have led to
confounding influences of age, gender, and stenosis type (central or foraminal) on interpretation
of treatment outcomes. Although we attempted to mitigate this issue by using a multivariate
analysis to adjust for these confounders, a more rigorous study design is necessary to address this
limitation. Finally, this study may suffer from selection bias in that it is possible that individuals
that had more severe symptoms either elected not to initiate this modality of conservative

management at all, or were deemed by their referring provider to not be fit for conservative
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management. However, since many insurance providers will not approve surgical interventions
until individuals have demonstrated failure in some form of conservative management, this may
be a smaller concern. Future research endeavors should aim to investigate whether short-term
enhancements in pain and functional capacity in individuals with severe stenosis are sustained
over an extended duration, and whether exercise-based physical therapy can effectively forestall

the necessity of long-term transition to more costly and invasive interventions such as surgery.

CONCLUSIONS: Individuals with severe stenosis undergoing an exercise-based rehabilitation
program demonstrate similar short-term improvements in spine pain, disability, goal
achievement, strength, and narcotic use cessation when compared to those with mild or moderate
stenosis who presented for nonoperative treatment to an integrated practice unit. Further research
is needed to evaluate the durability of these improvements and if they influence the likelihood of

progression to more invasive and costly interventions such as surgery in the long term.

DATA AVAILABILITY: Data will be made available upon reasonable request to the
corresponding author.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS: BS and SZ wrote the main manuscript text, BS and CR
performed data analysis, LT and KR generated patient data from the clinical trial and reviewed

the manuscript. All authors approved the final manuscript.

REFERENCES:

[1] U. B. 0. D. Collaborators, "The state of US health, 1990-2010: burden of diseases,
injuries, and risk factors," (in eng), JAMA, vol. 310, no. 6, pp. 591-608, Aug 2013, doi:
10.1001/jama.2013.13805.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.20.24314088
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.20.24314088; this version posted September 23, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

[2] G. B. D. Disease, I. Injury, and C. Prevalence, "Global, regional, and national incidence,
prevalence, and years lived with disability for 310 diseases and injuries, 1990-2015: a
systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2015," Lancet, vol. 388, no.
10053, pp. 1545-1602, Oct 8 2016, doi: 10.1016/5S0140-6736(16)31678-6.

[3] M. Gore, A. Sadosky, B. R. Stacey, K. S. Tai, and D. Leslie, "The burden of chronic low
back pain: clinical comorbidities, treatment patterns, and health care costs in usual care
settings," (in eng), Spine (Phila Pa 1976), vol. 37, no. 11, pp. E668-77, May 2012, doi:
10.1097/BRS.0b013e318241e5de.

(4] D. Hoy et al., "A systematic review of the global prevalence of low back pain," Arthritis
Rheum, vol. 64, no. 6, pp. 2028-37, Jun 2012, doi: 10.1002/art.34347.

[5] D. Hoy, P. Brooks, F. Blyth, and R. Buchbinder, "The Epidemiology of low back pain," Best
Pract Res Clin Rheumatol, vol. 24, no. 6, pp. 769-81, Dec 2010, doi:
10.1016/j.berh.2010.10.002.

[6] D. Hoy et al., "The global burden of neck pain: estimates from the global burden of
disease 2010 study," (in eng), Ann Rheum Dis, vol. 73, no. 7, pp. 1309-15, Jul 2014, doi:
10.1136/annrheumdis-2013-204431.

[7] S. Safiri et al., "Global, regional, and national burden of neck pain in the general
population, 1990-2017: systematic analysis of the Global Burden of Disease Study 2017,"
BMJ, vol. 368, p. m791, Mar 26 2020, doi: 10.1136/bmj.m791.

[8] K. Otani et al., "Lumbar spinal stenosis has a negative impact on quality of life compared
with other comorbidities: an epidemiological cross-sectional study of 1862 community-
dwelling individuals," ScientificWorldJournal, vol. 2013, p. 590652, 2013, doi:
10.1155/2013/590652.

[9] D. S. Kreiner et al., "An evidence-based clinical guideline for the diagnosis and treatment
of degenerative lumbar spinal stenosis (update)," Spine J, vol. 13, no. 7, pp. 734-43, Jul
2013, doi: 10.1016/j.spinee.2012.11.059.

[10] S. K. Karadimas, W. M. Erwin, C. G. Ely, J. R. Dettori, and M. G. Fehlings,
"Pathophysiology and natural history of cervical spondylotic myelopathy," Spine (Phila
Pa 1976), vol. 38, no. 22 Suppl 1, pp. S21-36, Oct 15 2013, doi:
10.1097/BRS.0b013e3182a7f2c3.

[11] K. E.Johnsson, I. Rosen, and A. Uden, "The natural course of lumbar spinal stenosis,"
Clin Orthop Relat Res, no. 279, pp. 82-6, Jun 1992. [Online]. Available:
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1534726.

[12] A. Minamide, M. Yoshida, and K. Maio, "The natural clinical course of lumbar spinal
stenosis: a longitudinal cohort study over a minimum of 10 years," J Orthop Sci, vol. 18,
no. 5, pp. 693-8, Sep 2013, doi: 10.1007/s00776-013-0435-9.

[13] C. Bagley, M. MacAllister, L. Dosselman, J. Moreno, S. G. Aoun, and T. Y. El Ahmadieh,
"Current concepts and recent advances in understanding and managing lumbar spine
stenosis," F1000Res, vol. 8, 2019, doi: 10.12688/f1000research.16082.1.

[14] M. Zileli, M. Fornari, and F. Costa, "Lumbar Spinal Stenosis Recommendations of World
Federation of Neurosurgical Societies Spine Committee," World Neurosurg X, vol. 7, p.
100080, Jul 2020, doi: 10.1016/j.wnsx.2020.100080.

[15] F. M. Kovacs, G. Urrutia, and J. D. Alarcon, "Surgery versus conservative treatment for
symptomatic lumbar spinal stenosis: a systematic review of randomized controlled



https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1534726
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.20.24314088
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.20.24314088; this version posted September 23, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

trials," Spine (Phila Pa 1976), vol. 36, no. 20, pp. E1335-51, Sep 15 2011, doi:
10.1097/BRS.0b013e31820c97b1.

[16] L. G. Macedo et al., "Physical therapy interventions for degenerative lumbar spinal
stenosis: a systematic review," Phys Ther, vol. 93, no. 12, pp. 1646-60, Dec 2013, doi:
10.2522/ptj.20120379.

[17] J. N. Weinstein et al., "Surgical versus nonsurgical therapy for lumbar spinal stenosis," N
Engl J Med, vol. 358, no. 8, pp. 794-810, Feb 21 2008, doi: 10.1056/NEJM0a0707136.

[18] F.Zaina, C. Tomkins-Lane, E. Carragee, and S. Negrini, "Surgical versus non-surgical
treatment for lumbar spinal stenosis," Cochrane Database Syst Rev, vol. 2016, no. 1, p.
CD010264, Jan 29 2016, doi: 10.1002/14651858.CD010264.pub2.

[19] A. Delitto et al., "Surgery versus nonsurgical treatment of lumbar spinal stenosis: a
randomized trial," Ann Intern Med, vol. 162, no. 7, pp. 465-73, Apr 7 2015, doi:
10.7326/M14-1420.

[20] J. M. Rhee et al., "Nonoperative management of cervical myelopathy: a systematic
review," Spine (Phila Pa 1976), vol. 38, no. 22 Suppl 1, pp. S55-67, Oct 15 2013, doi:
10.1097/BRS.0b013e3182a7f41d.

[21] M. . Schneider et al., "Comparative Clinical Effectiveness of Nonsurgical Treatment
Methods in Patients With Lumbar Spinal Stenosis: A Randomized Clinical Trial," JAMA
Netw Open, vol. 2, no. 1, p. e186828, Jan 4 2019, doi:
10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2018.6828.

[22] A.C.Simotas, F. J. Dorey, K. K. Hansraj, and F. Cammisa, Jr., "Nonoperative treatment
for lumbar spinal stenosis. Clinical and outcome results and a 3-year survivorship
analysis," Spine (Phila Pa 1976), vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 197-203; discussions 203-4, Jan 15
2000, doi: 10.1097/00007632-200001150-00009.

[23] F. Temporiti, S. Ferrari, M. Kieser, and R. Gatti, "Efficacy and characteristics of
physiotherapy interventions in patients with lumbar spinal stenosis: a systematic
review," Eur Spine J, vol. 31, no. 6, pp. 1370-1390, Jun 2022, doi: 10.1007/s00586-022-
07222-x.

[24] ). M. Burgstaller et al., "Long-term Results After Surgical or Nonsurgical Treatment in
Patients With Degenerative Lumbar Spinal Stenosis: A Prospective Multicenter Study,"
Spine (Phila Pa 1976), vol. 45, no. 15, pp. 1030-1038, Aug 1 2020, doi:
10.1097/BRS.0000000000003457.

[25] A. C. Simotas, "Nonoperative treatment for lumbar spinal stenosis," Clin Orthop Relat
Res, no. 384, pp. 153-61, Mar 2001, doi: 10.1097/00003086-200103000-00018.

[26] K. Raiszadeh, J. Tapicer, L. Taitano, J. Wu, and B. Shahidi, "In-Clinic Versus Web-Based
Multidisciplinary Exercise-Based Rehabilitation for Treatment of Low Back Pain:
Prospective Clinical Trial in an Integrated Practice Unit Model," J Med Internet Res, vol.
23, no. 3, p. €22548, Mar 18 2021, doi: 10.2196/22548.

[27] A. Chiarotto, L. J. Maxwell, R. W. Ostelo, M. Boers, P. Tugwell, and C. B. Terwee,
"Measurement Properties of Visual Analogue Scale, Numeric Rating Scale, and Pain
Severity Subscale of the Brief Pain Inventory in Patients With Low Back Pain: A
Systematic Review," J Pain, Aug 10 2018, doi: 10.1016/j.jpain.2018.07.009.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.20.24314088
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.20.24314088; this version posted September 23, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

[28] J. C. Fairbank and P. B. Pynsent, "The Oswestry Disability Index," Spine (Phila Pa 1976),
vol. 25, no. 22, pp. 2940-52; discussion 2952, Nov 15 2000. [Online]. Available:
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11074683.

[29] K. K.Horn, S. Jennings, G. Richardson, D. V. Vliet, C. Hefford, and J. H. Abbott, "The
patient-specific functional scale: psychometrics, clinimetrics, and application as a clinical
outcome measure," J Orthop Sports Phys Ther, vol. 42, no. 1, pp. 30-42, Jan 2012, doi:
10.2519/jospt.2012.3727.

[30] S.Jacobi, A. Beynon, S. U. Dombrowski, N. Wedderkopp, R. Witherspoon, and J. J.
Hebert, "Effectiveness of Conservative Nonpharmacologic Therapies for Pain, Disability,
Physical Capacity, and Physical Activity Behavior in Patients With Degenerative Lumbar
Spinal Stenosis: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis," Arch Phys Med Rehabil, vol.
102, no. 11, pp. 2247-2260 e7, Nov 2021, doi: 10.1016/j.apmr.2021.03.033.

[31] J. Lurie and C. Tomkins-Lane, "Management of lumbar spinal stenosis," BMJ, vol. 352, p.
h6234, Jan 4 2016, doi: 10.1136/bmj.h6234.

[32] D. G. Borenstein et al., "The value of magnetic resonance imaging of the lumbar spine to
predict low-back pain in asymptomatic subjects : a seven-year follow-up study," J Bone
Joint Surg Am, vol. 83, no. 9, pp. 1306-11, Sep 2001, doi: 10.2106/00004623-200109000-
00002.

[33] S.D.Boden, D. O. Davis, T.S. Dina, N. J. Patronas, and S. W. Wiesel, "Abnormal
magnetic-resonance scans of the lumbar spine in asymptomatic subjects. A prospective
investigation," J Bone Joint Surg Am, vol. 72, no. 3, pp. 403-8, Mar 1990. [Online].
Available: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2312537.

[34] T.Maeda et al., "Factors associated with lumbar spinal stenosis in a large-scale,
population-based cohort: The Wakayama Spine Study," PLoS One, vol. 13, no. 7, p.
€0200208, 2018, doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0200208.

[35] C.Carlesso, S. R. Piva, C. Smith, C. Ammendolia, and M. J. Schneider, "Responsiveness of
Outcome Measures in Nonsurgical Patients with Lumbar Spinal Stenosis: A Secondary
Analysis From a Randomized Controlled Trial," Spine (Phila Pa 1976), vol. 46, no. 12, pp.
788-795, Jun 15 2021, doi: 10.1097/BRS.0000000000003920.

FIGURE LEGENDS:
Figure 1. Improvements in disability and goal achievement scores across groups for the intention
to treat analysis (top row) and the as-treated(AT) analysis (bottom row). Data are represented as

mean and standard deviation.
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Figure 2. Improvements in back pain for all participants across stenosis severity groups. Data are

represented as mean and standard deviation.

Figure 3. Changes in frequency of narcotic medication use across mild, moderate, and severe

stenosis categories.

Figure 4. Improvements in back extensor strength as measured by an isokinetic dynamometer
for the intention to treat(left) analysis and as-treated(AT;right) analysis. Data are represented as

mean and standard deviation. # indicates a trend toward a difference at p<0.1).
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