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Abstract

Objective: The study was aimed to compare the efficacy of the treatment for lumbar 

disc herniation (LDH) in the pain management department, orthopedics department 

and rehabilitation department, and to explore the multidisciplinary stepwise 

treatments style. 

Methods: This single-center retrospective study analyzed the clinical data from 1397 

patients with LDH between June 2015 and July 2019 in the hospital. The patients 

were divided into three groups: Pain Management Department (P), Orthopedics 

Department (O), and Rehabilitation Department (R). Propensity score matching 

(PSM) was used to adjust for imbalanced confounding variables among the three 

groups. Patients' general information, different style of treatments, visual analogue 

scale (VAS), duration of hospitalization, and hospitalization costs were recorded. 

Follow-up information of patients was obtained through the telephone, including: 

Oswestry dysfunction index (ODI), remission rate at discharge, the rate of three 

months revisit after the discharge. The independent student's t test and chi‐square test 

were applied to compare the differences among groups. 

Results: After PSM, 144 patients from each group were included in the study and all 

covariates were well balanced among the three groups. In the matched patients, the 

order of remission rate at discharge was O>P>R(P<0.05), the rate of three months 

revisit after discharge was R (17.36%)> P (6.94%)>R (4.86%) (P <0.05). There was 

no significant difference in ODI index at discharge and follow-up between group O 

and group P(P> 0.05), while group R was higher than the other two groups (P <0.05). 

Patients in Group R had a longer length of hospital stay (P <0.05), while the 

hospitalization costs were ranked as O>P>R (P <0.05). 

Conclusions: In the treatment of LDH, orthopedics department, pain management 

department and rehabilitation department could all achieve the relief of clinical 

symptoms, and the long-term efficacy was not stable. Patients presenting to the 

orthopedic department had the highest pain relief rate at discharge, low rate of the 

revisit at three months after discharge, followed by the pain management department 
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and third by the rehabilitation department. We proposed that the treatment of LDH 

should be based on stepwise treatment and multidisciplinary treatment (MDT) model.

Key words: Lumbar disc herniation; Pain management department; Orthopedics 

department; Rehabilitation department; Oswestry Disability Index; Multi-Disciplinary 

Treatment
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Introduction

Lumbar disc herniation (LDH) is the main contributor to low back pain and sciatica, 

with a total incidence of 15-30% in Western countries and 18% in China[1]. LDH can 

cause chronic pain, especially the radiation pain of the lower limbs due to 

compression of the nerve root by herniated disc[2]. Recently, physic therapeutics, 

traditional Chinese medicine therapy, minimally invasive interventional surgery and 

surgical operation are the main treatments for LDH[3-6].Various previous studies and 

reviews have shown that the treatment of LDH follows a stepwise scheme of 

conservative treatment, minimally invasive treatment, and surgical treatment[7].In 

China, this stepped treatment involves the three most frequently treated departments 

for LDH patients: rehabilitation department, pain management department, and 

orthopedics department.

For the treatment of LDH, rehabilitation department adopts comprehensive treatment 

methods, including health education, exercise therapy, technique traction, acupuncture 

and drugs, etc. By reducing the pressure of the lumbar disc, enhancing the core 

muscle strength of patients, improving the local blood circulation, relieving muscle 

spasm, reducing the pain of patients to achieve the purpose of promoting patients' 

rehabilitation. The pain management department primarily focuses on minimally 

invasive interventional therapy, utilizing physical or chemical methods act on the 

prolapsed intervertebral disc and compressed nerve roots, to reduce or remove the 

prominent disc, eliminate the edema of the compressed nerve to achieve the purpose 

of treating and relieving pain. Various treatments in pain management typically 

employ imaging devices such as X-rays and CT scans to guide procedures, ensuring 

the accuracy of drug injections while maximizing puncture safety and minimizing 

complications. With advantages such as smaller trauma and rapid postoperative 

recovery, minimally invasive interventional therapies have gained widespread clinical 

application[8-10]. Orthopedics department often chooses operations, including 

traditional open surgery and various minimally invasive endoscopic surgery to excise 

the diseased disc, removing its compression on the nerve root to achieve the purpose 
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of treatment[11]. 

Recently, the above three departments make continuous progress in the treatment of 

LDH, and there are several studies and reviews on the diagnosis and specific 

treatment strategies in intervertebral disc diseases. However, previous studies showed 

that various treatment methods of LDH have recrudescence in in late-stage treatment, 

and most of the relevant researches reported the clinical efficacy of a single 

department in the treatment of LDH[12-14]. In this study, we expect that through the 

comparative analysis of the treatment effect of LDH in the three departments to 

provide a better diagnosis and treatment path of LDH, improving the medical quality 

and treatment effect.

Materials and Methods

This was a single‐center, retrospective study. We conducted a retrospective 

database review to patients whose first diagnosis were like "Lumbar Disc Herniation" 

at West China hospital from June 2015 to July 2019. This study was approved by the 

Ethics Committee of the West China hospital (No. 2019 – 965). This study is a 

retrospective data study, and the ethics committee waived the informed consent form. 

All patients were exempted from the signing of the informed consent form. The folw 

diagram of the study was shown in the figure 1.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

Inclusion criteria were as follows: (i) patients whose first diagnosis were similar to 

"Lumbar Disc Herniation", diagnostic criteria were as follows: A)symptoms of low 

back pain and leg pain, lower extremity pain is typical of the lumbosacral nerve 

distribution area of pain and often more severe than low back pain; B)shows two of 

the four signs of nerve disorder: muscle atrophy, muscle weakness, abnormal 

sensation and reflex change; C) the straight-leg-raising test or femoral nerve 

stretching test was positive; D)imaging examination: abnormal signs of X-ray, CT, 

MRI are consistent with clinical manifestations;(ii) patients presenting to the 

rehabilitation department, pain management department and orthopedics department. 
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Exclusion criteria were as follows: (i) patients with intraspinal space occupation or 

tuberculosis; (ii) patients presenting outside the rehabilitation department, pain 

management department and orthopedics department; (iii) patients with incomplete 

clinical data.

After exclusion and inclusion criteria were fulfilled, there were 1397 patients with 

complete clinical data enrolled.

Data Collection

The following pre-existing conditions already existed in the data base: (1) age, (2) 

sex, (3) height, (4) weight, (5) Visual Analogue Score (VAS) on the admission, (6) 

the chief complaint, (7) the length of hospital stay, (8) the hospitalization costs. 

Follow-up information was obtained through the telephone, including the Oswestry 

Disability Index (ODI) at admission, the remission rate at discharge, the ODI at 

discharge, the ODI at follow-up, and the revisit at three months after discharge. 

Finally, the information of enrolled patients was exported through the database system 

for the statistical analysis.

Description of the data collection: This was a retrospective study, and the patients 

were not followed-up at a fixed time point. All enrolled patients were followed-up one 

time. The ODI was recorded using a telephone follow-up questionnaire. The 

remission rate at discharge was expressed as a percentage (%) by asking patients 

about their perceived remission of disease at discharge. Patients were asked whether 

they had returned to the hospital for LDH within three months after discharge. 

Observational indicators

Primary indicators: the ODI at admission, the ODI at discharge, the ODI at follow-up, 

the remission rate at discharge and the revisit at three months after discharge.  

Secondary indicators: VAS on the admission; the length of hospital stay; the 

hospitalization costs.

Statistical Analysis

Continuous variables were expressed as mean ± standard deviation (SD), T test or 

analysis of variance was applied to compare the differences if the data met the 
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parametric test conditions, otherwise, non-parametric tests were used. Categorical 

data were reported as count (constituent ratios) and comparisons between groups were 

analyzed by chi‐square test. All statistical analyses were conducted in SPSS 23.0 and 

R 3.6.3 platform. P‐values <0.05 were considered statistically significant.

Results

Patient Characteristics

A total of 1397 patients were included,113 patients were excluded (wrong telephone 

number or unable to get through telephone number, etc.), 8 patients died, and 1 patient 

was critically ill. Finally, 1275 patients were included in the analysis, including 650 

patients from the Pain Management Department (P group), 144 patients from the 

Orthopedics Department (O group), and 481 patients from the Rehabilitation 

Department (R group). After initial exploratory analysis, there were significant 

differences in the baseline (age, VAS score, chief course of disease, ODI on 

admission) among P, O, and R groups. The baseline clinical characteristics of the 

three groups are detailed in Table 1(Table 1).

Table 1  Baseline characteristics of patients in the three groups 

Characteristics P(n=650) O(n=144) R(n=481) P value

Median age, 

years (range)
62.00（50.00-

72.00）

54.00

（45.00-65.00）

52.00（44.00-

63.00）

0.000*

Median 

BMI，

Kg/m2 (range)

23.81（22.04-

25.95）

24.22

（22.44-25.97）

24.14（22.05-

25.65）

0.322

Median VAS 

scores, years 

(range)

6.00

（5.00-8.00）

2.00

（0.00-3.00）

3.00

（2.00-4.00）

0.000*

Median chief 

course of 

disease, 

months 

(range)

24.00（6.00-

96.00）

24.00

（6.00-120.00）

12.00

（3.00-60.00）

0.000*
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Median ODI 

on admission, 

scores (range)

18.00（12.00-

23.00）

19.00

（15.00-25.00）

15.00（10.00-

20.00）

0.000*

    * p < 0.05 means the corresponding confounders are not balanced among these 

groups

In order to unify the baseline of patients and minimize confounding bias in the three 

groups, we implemented a 1:1 PSM study. Currently, there is no internationally 

recognized indicator as the baseline uniform standard for LDH. ODI is the 

international common questionnaire index of back pain[15], this index can reflect the 

impact of lumbar pain on patients' daily life. VAS score is a subjective index of 

patients in the international common pain degree evaluation. We did not include VAS 

score as a factor for propensity score matching because the three departments pay 

different attention to this index during the medical history collection, part of the data 

is missing. After PSM, 144 pairs were matched, and there were no statistical 

differences in age, sexual, Body Mass Index (BMI) and ODI at admission among the 

three groups (P> 0.05). The baseline characteristics of the three groups after PSM are 

detailed in Table 2 (Table 2). 

Table 2  Baseline characteristics of the three groups after PSM

Characteristics P(n=650) O(n=144) R(n=481) P value*

Median age, 

years (range)
53.00（41.00-

65.00）

54.00（45.00-

65.00）

52.50（45.00-

65.50）

0.832

Median 

BMI，

Kg/m2 (range)

24.23（22.06-

26.31）

24.22

（22.44-25.97）

24.42（22.68-

26.21）

0.988

Median ODI 

on admission, 

scores (range)

19.50（12.00-

25.00）

19.00

（15.00-25.00）

19.00（14.00-

25.00）

0.451

Female, sex, n 

(%)

67

（46.5）

66

（45.8）

59

（41.0）

0.586

      *p < 0.05 means a significant difference among these groups.
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Discharge remission rate 

There was statistical significance in the remission rate at discharge among the three 

groups (Table 3, P< 0.05). Pairwise comparison showed statistically significant 

difference in the remission rate of patients discharged from the three departments 

(Table 4, P< 0.05). The order of remission rate at discharge was O>P>R. 

Table 3  remission rates at discharge in the three departments

Characteristics groups Mean value（95%CI） P value

P 60.28（57.18-63.38）

O 65.28（62.44-68.12）

Discharge 

remission 

rate ,%(range) R 44.03（40.80-47.25）

0.000*

*p < 0.05 means a significant difference among these groups.

Table 4  Pairwise comparison of remission rates at discharge in the three departments

Characteristics groups groups P value

O P 0.000*

O R 0.000*

Discharge 

remission rate

（%） P R 0.044*

 *p < 0.05 means a significant difference among these groups. 

The rate of revisit after the discharge of three months

The rate of three months revisit after discharge was statistically significant (Table 5, 

P< 0.05), ranking as R (17.36%)> P (6.94%)>R (4.86%).

Table 5  The rate of three months revisit after discharge in the three departments

groups revisit within three months

No（%）     Yes（%）

2 P value

P 134

（93.06）

10

（6.94）

O 137

（95.14）

7

（4.86）

R 119 25

14.716 0.001*
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（82.64） （17.36）

Sum 390 42

*p < 0.05 means a significant difference among these groups. After matching, 144 

cases were enrolled in each department.

The ODI

After PSM, there was no statistical difference in ODI at admission among the three 

groups (Table 6, P< 0.05). The ODI of the difference between the discharge and 

follow-up was statistically significant (Table 6, P< 0.05). The trend of ODI in the 

three groups is shown in Figure 2. Pair comparison showed that there was no 

statistically significant difference in ODI between group O and group P at the 

discharge and follow-up (P> 0.05), while there was statistically significant difference 

in ODI among group R, group P and group O at the discharge and follow-up (Table 7, 

P< 0.05).    

Table 6  ODI of the three groups after matching

Characteristics groups P50（P25-P75） P value

P 19.50（12.00-25.00）

O 19.00（15.00-25.00）

ODI at 

admission(scores)

R 19.00（14.00-25.00）

0.451

P 6.35（3.80-10.43）

O 6.00（4.25-9.00）

ODI at 

discharge(scores)

R 10.00（7.00-14.00）

0.000*

P 10.00（4.00-14.00）

O 7.00（5.00-10.00）

ODI at follow-

up(scores)

R 11.00（8.00-15.00）

0.000*

*p < 0.05 means a significant difference among these groups. After matching, 144 

cases were enrolled in each department.

  

Table 7   Pairwise comparison of ODI in the three groups after matching

Characteristics groups groups P value

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 11, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.10.24318769doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC10676642/table/t0001/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC10676642/table/t0001/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC10676642/table/t0001/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC10676642/table/t0001/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC10676642/table/t0001/
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.10.24318769
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


11

O P 1.000

O R 0.000*

ODI at 

discharge(scores)

P R 0.000*

O P 0.053

O R 0.000*

ODI at follow-

up(scores)

P R 0.000*

*p < 0.05 means a significant difference among these groups. After matching, 144 

cases were enrolled in each department.           

The length of hospital stays and hospitalization cost

There was statistical difference in the length of hospital stay among the three 

departments (Table 8, P< 0.05), pair comparison showed that there was no significant 

difference in the length of hospital stay between group O and P (Table 9, P > 0.05), 

while there was significant difference between group R, group O and group P (Table 

9, P < 0.05). There was no significant difference in length of stay between group O 

and P patients, and patients in group R had a longer hospital stay than those in group 

O and P.

There was statistical difference in the hospitalization cost among the three groups 

(Table 8, P< 0.05), pairwise comparison showed statistically significant difference in 

the hospitalization cost from the three departments (Table 10, P< 0.05), ranked as 

O>P>R.

Table 8   The length of hospital stays and the hospitalization cost in the three groups

Characteristics groups P50（P25-P75） P value

P 10.00（8.00-12.00）

O 9.00（7.00-14.00）

length of 

hospital stay

（day） R 13.00（8.00-18.00）

0.000*

P 12195.84（9549.43-

23652.27）

hospitalization 

cost（yuan）

O 22815.94（16984.67-

34648.60）

0.000*
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R 8546.42（6129.02-

13512.51）

*p < 0.05 means a significant difference among these groups. After matching, 144 

cases were enrolled in each department.

                   

Table 9  Pairwise comparison of the length of hospital stay among the three groups

Characteristics groups groups P value

O P 1.000

O R 0.000*

length of 

hospital stay

（day） P R 0.000*

*p < 0.05 means a significant difference among these groups. 

Table 10   Pairwise comparison of hospitalization cost among the three groups

Characteristics groups groups P value

O P 0.000*

O R 0.000*

hospitalization 

cost（yuan）
P R 0.000*

*p < 0.05 means a significant difference among these groups. 

Discussion

The clinical treatment of LDH is diverse, and generally follows the stepped treatment 

of conservative treatment, minimally invasive procedures and surgical intervention[7]. 

Rehabilitation department, pain management department and orthopedic departments 

play corresponding roles within this approach. However, there has been no prior 

research comparing the efficacy of these three departments in LDH treatment.

Open surgery and minimally invasive surgery for LDH by orthopedics have shown 

definite efficacy in previous studies. As reported by Li Q et al.[16], the excellent rates 

of 93.5% for traditional laminotomy discectomy and 92.6% for endoscopic 

discectomy in a 2-year follow-up in 1100 patients, which showed the accuracy and 

stability of the efficacy of the two surgical methods. The meta-analysis of Feng F et 
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al.[11] included 7 minimally invasive treatments in 29 studies: percutaneous 

endoscopic discectomy (PELD), standard open discectomy (SOD), standard open 

microsurgical discectomy (SOMD), chemical nucleolysis (CN), micro endoscopic 

discectomy (MED), percutaneous laser disc decompression (PLDD), automated 

percutaneous lumber discectomy (APLD). Through RCT study found the ranking of 

surgical success rate in LDH treatment as follows: PELD> SOD> SOMD> CN> 

MED> PLDD> APLD, of which PELD is one of the minimally invasive surgery 

commonly used by orthopedic surgeons. The effectiveness and long-term stability of 

orthopedic surgery treatment for LDH consistent with our study's findings, where 

patients treated in orthopedic department had the highest discharge relief rate among 

the three groups.

In this study, our pain management department used five minimally invasive 

treatments for LDH, including Epidural Injection (EI), Percutaneous endoscopic 

lumber discectomy (PELD), Coblation Nucleoplasty (CA), Never Block (NB), and 

Radiofrequency Thermocoagulation (RF). EI is widely used among LDH patients, 

accounting for 62.62% in our study. According to the review of Smith CC et al. [17], 

EI for radicular pain in LDH can achieve 64% effective rate from follow-up to one 

year. Kennedy DJ et al. [18] followed up LDH patients after EI treatment for 5 years 

and showed that the optimal efficacy was observed at six months. Overall, various 

minimally invasive interventions in pain management for LDH show precise efficacy. 

However, compared to the excellent rates of patients treated by orthopedic surgery 

reported by Li Q et al.[16], the discharge remission rate of various pain management 

treatments is slightly lower. This consistent with our study's results, where the 

discharge remission rate in the pain management group is lower than that in the 

orthopedic group. Demirel A et al.[19] proved that non-invasive spinal decompression 

therapy can improve both clinical symptoms and imaging results of patients with 

LDH. Ford J et al.[20] proposed personalized physical therapy for patients with low 

back pain, selecting various methods tailored to each patient's specific condition, 

including patient education, manual therapy, massage, yoga, medicine and so on. 
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They found that with personalized physical therapy, 92.3% of patients completed the 

formulated intervention treatment, and using this personalized approach, significant 

pain relief was achieved within 5-8 weeks, compared to the 12 months typically 

required, which highlights the effectiveness of physical rehabilitation therapy. 

However, there were still 6.7% of patients failed to complete their treatment plans. 

Thus, while the various physical therapy methods offered by rehabilitation 

departments can improve the symptoms of patients, they may not achieve curative 

effect as quickly as those seen in orthopedics or pain management department, as they 

do not direct removal of the protruding nucleus pulposus tissue or use medication. 

Nguyen C A et al.[21] indicated in a prospective, randomized trial that a single 

injection of prednisolone can reduce low back pain for one month but does not 

improve low back pain after 12 months. Pennington Z et al.[22] compared the 

efficacy of EI and conservative treatment (drug and physical therapy) in disc-derived 

radiculopathy, found similar improvements in quality of life at three months for both 

treatments, but neither significantly improved the quality of life at six months. Based 

on the above researches, the treatment methods of O, P and R groups have instances 

of disease recurrence. Considering the principles of treatment methods in each 

department, consistent with our study results, the three-month revisits rate is ranked as 

R > P > O. As the treatment methods in the rehabilitation department do not involve 

the removal of the protruding nucleus pulposus or chemical/ drug therapys, the long-

term stability of the efficacy is poor, so that the ODI index is easy to rebound after 

discharge.

Although there are no clear stipulation on the admission standards of LDH in the three 

departments, from our initial data analysis, we observed that the ODI index of patients 

in the three departments was O> P> R upon admission (Table 1), and the age of the 

three departments followed the order of P>O>R (Table 1), indicating that there are 

some default indicators for admission in each department. In our findings, orthopedics 

department achieved rapid symptom relief through open surgery or minimally 

invasive discectomy (70% at median discharge relief rate), pain management 
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department achieved clinical symptom relief through various minimally invasive 

treatment methods (60% at median discharge relief rate), while rehabilitation 

department achieved certain clinical symptom resolution through various non-

invasive treatment methods (50% at median discharge relief rate). Combined with the 

follow-up visit frequency within three months (R>P>O), we believe that each 

department is suitable for the treatment of different clinical stages of LDH.

In recent years, Multi-Disciplinary Treatment (MDT) has been increasingly widely 

used in clinical practice. Kintiraki E and Goulis DG[23] reported that multi-

disciplinary management of gestational diabetes could provide more comprehensive 

blood sugar management during pregnancy. We believe that multi-disciplinary 

management constitutes an effective therapeutic approach of LDH. In previous 

studies, although the MDT pattern was not clearly proposed, the postoperative 

functional exercise has been valued by scholars. Zhang R et al.[24] reported that early 

functional exercise of passive and autonomic activities after minimally invasive 

surgery in LDH patients made the total effective rate after one year significantly 

higher than the control group (82.6% vs 71.7%) and improved the postoperative 

quality of life of LDH patients. A recent RCT by Demir S et al.[25] showed patients 

following spinal surgery with dynamic lumbar stabilization exercises are benefits in 

reducing pain, and ensuring faster return to work periods. Early rehabilitation exercise 

is beneficial for postoperative patient with LDH, whether surgical treatment or 

minimally invasive treatment.

In treatment method of the rehabilitation department, spine stable exercise 

(Stabilization Exercises) can effectively relieve pain and prevent fatigue in herniated 

disk patients[26]. Non-surgical Spinal Decompression Therapy improved both clinical 

symptoms and imaging results in patients with LDH[19]. Spinal Manipulation can 

significantly improve the range of motion in patients with non-acute lumbar 

radiculopathy, and significantly improve the ODI index[27]. Core Stability Exercise is 

more effective in reducing pain and increasing back-specific function in chronic back 

pain patients than General Exercise[28]. The application of these treatments in 
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chronic pain in LDH has definite efficacy and definite improvement in the functional 

status of patients. Therefore, the rehabilitation department should be an important 

member of the MDT model of LDH patients. For patients in the acute phase, 

rehabilitation treatment cannot be performed due to severe pain. In this phase, 

significant pain relief can be achieved by surgical treatment of orthopedics or 

minimally invasive treatment of pain management department, further combined with 

the treatment of the rehabilitation department can promote the rapid recovery of the 

patients, and further improve the patient's motor function[24, 29-31]. Therefore, 

orthopedics department and pain management departments should be considered as 

the constituent members of the MDT mode of LDH.

Regarding the treatment strategy of LDH, Wu PH et al.[7] proposed its general 

process by reviewing many relevant literatures. Patients diagnosed early with LDH 

often undergo conservative treatment or movement protection, typically managed by 

rehabilitation department. If these methods prove ineffective, pain management 

department may consider minimally invasive surgical options, especially for those 

with discogenic back pain. Patients with predominant disc collapse or gross instability 

may require orthopedic intervention such as disc replacement or vertebral fusion. 

Combining the treatment process outlined by Wu PH et al. with our research findings, 

we propose a stepped treatment plan for patients with LDH, utilizing MDT therapy, to 

provide clinical treatment reference (Figure 3).    

In this scheme, the first step is for patients in the early diagnosis stage, where we 

recommend conservative treatment and activity protection, including bed rest, 

traction, exercise therapy, manual therapy, physical therapy, etc., with rehabilitation 

medicine as the focus. The second step is for patients in the acute exacerbation stage, 

we suggest medication therapy, primarily non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs 

(NSAIDs), with temporary use of opioid drugs if necessary. For patients with long-

term or recurrent conditions, appropriate mood-improving medications may be used 

as well. Minimally invasive treatments such as EI, CA, NB, RF, PELD and related 

endoscopic techniques should be selected according to the patient's condition. For 
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patients in the acute exacerbation stage with severe compression of the surrounding 

tissues due to nucleus pulposus, direct entry into the fourth step involves 

intervertebral disc replacement surgery or discectomy and fusion surgery. The third 

step is for patients in remission and rehabilitation period, in this step, rehabilitation 

therapy and activity protection are recommended to avoid acute exacerbations and 

reduce patient re-visits. The fourth step is for patients with significant disc protrusion 

or anatomical abnormalities caused by vertebral instability. In this step, disc 

replacement surgery or disc excision followed by vertebral fusion surgery is 

recommended. In the stepped treatment, comprehensive rehabilitation department, 

pain management department, orthopedics department for comprehensive treatment.

As with any study, there are some limitations to our study which need to be 

acknowledged. Firstly, we did not grade the severity of patient's condition to 

compared the efficacy. Therefore, the evaluation of the efficacy may be biased. 

Additionally, there is no record and statistical analysis of the complications of each 

treatment were performed in this study and further research is needed to get a more 

optimized path of LDH treatment. Despite these limitations, we believe that this study 

is clinically important significant since it compared the efficacy of LDH in the three 

departments, and used PSM method to match the baseline data in each group, which is 

different from the previous studies.

Conclusions 

The findings of this study suggest that in the treatment of LDH, the orthopedics, pain 

and rehabilitation departments could all achieve the relief of clinical symptoms. 

Through invasive or minimally invasive methods, orthopedics department was 

definite and stable efficacy, low short-term revisit rate. Through minimally invasive 

methods, pain management department was next to orthopedics department, while 

through non-invasive methods, rehabilitation department is slightly worse than above 

two. The treatment of LDH should follow the mode of ladder therapy and MDT. In 

the future, further studies should be erected to make the LDH patients get faster 

remission, better postoperative rehabilitation, to reduce the recurrence and re-visit 
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rate. 
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