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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study was to determine the effectiveness of adjustments versus

the use of ultrasound in the treatment of mechanical neck pain. It was

hypothesized that treatment with adjustments over a four week period, with a

further four week follow-up period, would be more effective than ultrasound in

terms of improving patients' cervical ranges of motion and their perceptions of

pain and disability.

Thirty consecutive patients suffering from mechanical neck pain were randomly

assigned to either the adjustment or ultrasound groups. An experimental design

was employed, whereby both groups received treatment twice a week for four

weeks. After a follow-up period of a month, the patients were re-assessed.

Measurements of the cervical spine ranges of motion with the CROM

goniometer, algometer readings, and the completion of the Numerical Pain

Rating Scale-101, CMCC Neck Disability Index and the Short Form McGill Pain

questionnaires were performed before the first, fourth and final treatments as

well as at the one month follow-up consultation.

The data were then transferred to spreadsheets and underwent statistical
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analyses, using a 95 % confidence level. Analyses within each group were

performed, using the Wilcoxon Signed Rank test and various readings were

compared. The reading taken before the first treatment was compared to the

reading taken before the final treatment. The initial reading was then again

compared with the reading taken at the one month follow-up consultation.

Comparison of the results of both treatment groups was statistically evaluated,

using the Mann-Whitney U-Test. The comparison was made using the readings

of the first, fourth and final treatments, as well as the one month follow-up

consultation. This was done for all measurement parameters.

The results indicated that the first treatment group (adjustments) achieved

significant improvements with regard to extension and right lateral flexion at the

one month follow-up consultation (p<O.05). The first treatment group also

achieved significant improvements with regard to disability at the final
. ~:

consultation and pain intensity at the final and follow-up consultations (p<O.05).

The second treatment group (ultrasound) achieved significant improvements in

left lateral flexion at the final and one month follow-up consultations (p<O.05).

Forward flexion was only significantly improved at the final treatment, whereas

right lateral flexion, and right and left rotation were significantly improved at the

one month follow-up consultation (p<O.05). The second treatment group also

had significant improvements in pain intensity at the final and one month follow-
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up consultations (p<O.05).

Statistically significant differences were noted between the two treatment groups

for left and right rotation at the fourth consultation, right lateral flexion at all four

measurement stages of the study, and disability measurements at the final

consultation (p<O.05).

From the results, it was apparent that ultrasound is effective in treating

mechanical neck pain as are adjustments. However, it appears that the first

method of treatment, i.e. adjustments was more effective in restoring mobility

and decreasing disability than the second. Future research in this field is

required to refute or validate this finding.
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lIST OF ABBREV~AT~ONS

z = two - tailed probability of equalling or exceeding Z

( sig) = significance

ns = no significant difference in the medians

s = significant difference in the medians

tx1 = first consultation

tx2 = fourth consultation

tx3 = eighth consultation

tx4 = month follow - up consultation

Grp 1 = treatment group 1 - ( adjustments)

Grp 2 = treatment group 2 - ( ultrasound)

If P = < 0.05 = significant difference
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DEFINrnON OF 'TERMS

Cervical Spine - This is the area of the spine extending from the occiput to and

including the seventh cervical vertebra (C7). (Moore 1985:570)

Disability - This is the inability to perform normal day to day activities which one

can normally perform or a decrease in the ability to perform these functions.

Adjustment - This consists of a high velocity, fow amplitude thrust directed

beyond the passive range of motion of the joint and is associated with an audible

crack, caused by cavitation of the underlying facet joint. (Mierau et al. 1988)

Mechanical Neck Conditions - All conditions causing increased neural activity in

muscles and ligaments of the cervical joints due to mechanical causes, but

excluding conditions causing hard neurological signs and symptoms and gross

pathology due to systemic diseases. Mechanical neck conditions include

posterior facet syndromes, myofascial pain and dysfunction syndromes, sub-

occipital headaches and shoulder pain and stiffness.

Phonophoresis - A cream emulsion containing drug molecules is placed on the

skin and used as a coupling agent while the molecules of medicine are propelled

into the body. (Andrew and Harrelson 1991: 106)
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1.0~NrRODUC"~ON

The problem and its setting

Neck pain is a common complaint, with a point prevalence of nearly 13% and

lifetime prevalence of nearly 50% ( Aker et al. 1996). Bland ( 1994:6 ) reports

that working individuals between 25 and 29 years of age have a 25% to 30%

incidence of one or more attacks of stiff neck. This figure rises to 50% for those

over 45 years of age, and 45% of working men have had at least one attack.

Despite the common occurrence of neck pain, the exact nature of the pathology

remains obscure and the pain is often attributed to mechanical factors. Lndeed,

when treating patients without knowing the pathological cause underlying the

patients' complaints, it.comes as no surprise that the results are often

unpredictable ( MenneIl 1990 ).

The primary treatment modality used by the chiropractic profession since its

inception is vertebral manipulation. This is employed to restore normal joint and

muscle function. More recently, nonspecific exercises and modalities have been

used to help an injured area heal ( Fitz-Ritson 1990).

Manipulative therapy involves the application of specific, accurately determined

forces to the body. Its objective is to improve mobility in areas where mobility is
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restricted, whether the restrictions are within the joints, connective tissues or

skeletal muscles. The result may be an improvement in posture or locomotion,

and the relief of pain and discomfort. Improvement in the functioning of systems

elsewhere in the body and a greater sense of well-being may also be evident.

( Korr 1978:15 ).

Ultrasound therapy has achieved recognition as a suitable method in physical

medicine to treat acute and chronic musculoskeletal disorders. Ultrasound

consists of sound waves with a frequency of more than" 20 000 counts per

second ", and well beyond the range of human hearing. The sound waves are

absorbed differently in tissue with low and high protein content. It is therefore

possible to heat deeper structures, such as joints, muscle and bone with

ultrasound ( Gam and Johannsen 1995 ).

Ultrasound is a modality that has been used as a therapeutic agent, mainly as a
. ":

means of stimulating the repair of soft tissue injuries and relieving pain, for over

40 years. The widespread and apparently increasing use of ultrasound as a

therapeutic agent is mainly due to its effectiveness and excellent safety record

when correctly used. The types of injuries treated include damage to ligaments,

joint capsules, tendons and muscles, inflammation of tendon sheaths, scar

tissue tension and sensitivity, fasciitis, pressure sores and varicose ulcers.

(Nyborg and Ziskin 1985 :121 ).
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Experimental studies have found that ultrasound accelerates restoration of

tissue generation, increases pain threshold, stimulates bone growth and

increases tendon extensibility ( Gam and Johannsen 1995).

Aker (1995) reviewed the related literature on the conservative management of

mechanical neck pain using meta-analysis. This was conducted via research

with teams at McMaster University in Canada and tbrough the RAND

Corporation in California. Only randomized clinical trials were included in this

search. Five studies were found to have been done involving manipulation and

one of these studies involved both the use of manipulation and ultrasound.

These studies will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter Two.

A wide variety of treatments including manipulation, mobilization, interferential

current therapy t ultrasound, trigger point therapy and. pharmaceutical

intervention is commonly applied for the treatment of neck pain ( Howe et al.
. ~:

1983, Cassidy et al. 1992a, Koes et al. 1992.). However, there is little

information available from clinical trials to support many of the treatments for

mechanical neck pain. Conservative interventions have not been studied in

enough detail to assess efficacy adequately ( Aker et al. 1996 ).

No studies appear to have been performed comparing adjustments to ultrasound

in the treatment of mechanical neck pain. By evaluating the relative
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effectiveness of the two treatment protocols, valuable information was obtained

from this study. This will allow for improved chiropractic treatment and therefore

greater relief of pain and dysfunction associated with the cervical spine.

1.2 Statement of research objective

The purpose of this investigation was to evaluate the relative effectiveness of

combined manipulative and soft tissue therapy compared to combined

ultrasound and soft tissue therapy, in terms of objective and subjective

responses, in order to determine the more effective protocol in the management

of mechanical cervical spine pain.

1.2.1. The first objective

The first objective was to evaluaté the relative effectiveness of combined
. ~:

manipulative and soft tissue therapy compared to combined ultrasound and soft

tissue therapy in terms of subjective responses.

1.2.2. The second objective

The second objective was to evaluate the relative efffectivenes of combined

manipulative and soft tissue therapy compared to combined ultrasound and soft
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tissue therapy in terms of objective responses.

1.2.3. The third objective

The third objective was to analyze and interpret the data obtained and to

compare and integrate the conclusions reached in order to determine the more

effective protocol in the management of mechanical neck pain.

1.3 Hypotheses

1.3.1 The First Hypothesis

By adjusting the fixated segments of the cervical spine there would be a

statistically significant difference in the subjective and objective clinical findings

on analysis of the data, showing that this treatment protocol was effective.

1.3.2 The Second Hypothesis

By applying therapeutic ultrasound over the cervical musculature there would be

a statistically significant difference in the subjective and objective clinical

findings on analysis of the data, indicating that this treatment protocol was

effective.
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1,3,3 The Third Hypothesis

On integration of the data of Treatment Group One with Treatment Group Two,

there would be a statistically significant difference in the subjective and objective

clinical findings, indicating thatthe first treatment protocol (adjustments) was

more effective,

It was intended that this study should draw attention to the need for a better

understanding of the effects of different treatment protocols commonly employed

by chiropractors. The longer the treatment period necessary for satisfactory

recovery, the greater the financial burden on the patient, medical aids and

society.

It was therefore argued that it would be necessary to determine if anyone

procedure was more successful in producing a faster recovery in terms of pain,
. ":

disability or range of motion, and to establish which procedure would have a

superior long term benefit
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2.0 REV~EWOIFTHE RELATED LITERATURE

2.1 INCIDENCE. PREVALENCE. AND GENDER DISTRIBUTION OF NECK

PAIN.

Neck pain with some limitation of movement affects about 40% to 50% of the

general population at some time in their lives ( Kelsey 1982: 146). Although

most patients with mechanical neck pain improve with time, as many as one third

can continue to have moderate or severe pain fifteen years after the initial onset

( Gore et al. 1987 ).

Recent epidemiological studies have reported that more than 30% of the

population have experienced neck pain within the past 12 months, with

approximately 30% of these having experienced symptoms of more than 6

months' duration. Symptomatology lncreases.with age in both men and women

( Jordan et al. 1996).

Waaien and Waaien (1993), in a study Of 15174 chiropractic patients seen at

the CMCC outpatient clinics over a five year period, found that 39% of all female

patients were identified as having cervical conditions compared to 26% of male

patients. The influence of age on cervical complaints was also examined, and it
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was revealed that the average age was 31.3 years for male cervical patients and

31.7 years for female cervical patients.

In a study done by Bovim et al. (1994), a randomized cross-sectional

questionnaire was used to determine the prevalence of neck pain in 10 000

Norwegian adults. Overall, 34.4% of the respondents had experienced neck

pain within the year preceeding the study. The frequency of complaints lasting 1

month or longer was higher in women than in men. A total of 13.8% of the study

group reported neck pain that lasted for more than 6 months.

As mentioned in Chapter one, there is a 25% to 30% incidence of one or more

attacks of neck pain in working individuals between 25 and 29 years of age

( Bland 1994:6). For those over 45 years of age this figure rises to 50%, and

45% of working men have had at least one attack.

In a study conducted at the Technikon Natal Chiropractic Day Clinic comparing

the types of conditions seen at a teaching clinic and in private chiropractic clinics

in South Africa, it was found that 14.8% of private practice patients and 16.7% of

clinic patients had neck pain only ( Drews 1995). It was also found that 54.4%

of patients presenting to the clinic and 57.4% of patients presenting to private

practitioners complained of neck pain with associated headaches or arm pain.
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Patients with neck pain make up a considerable percentage of chiropractic

patients ( Jordan et al. 1996 ), and there is a growing awareness among health

professionals worldwide of the large burden of illnesses associated with

musculoskeletal disorders of the neck ( Stock 1991 ).

2.2 MECHANICAL NECK PAIN

2.2.1 AETIOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

In the majority of patients suffering from neck pain, the pathoanatomical source

of pain cannot be diagnosed with a high degree of certainty. Symptoms arising

from rupture of the cervical discs are not as common as in the lumbar spine

, Jordan et al. 1996). A study done by Jordan et al. (1996) involving patients

with post-traumatic neck pain, showed that the zygapophyseal joints were more
. 4:

often implicated as being pain producing than the discs. There are, however, a

host of other tissues capable of producing pain.

Any condition which results in alteration of joint function or structure is capable

of causing mechanical neck pain. Mechanical joint dysfunction and

derangement of the articular soft tissues may be produced from acute injury,

repetitive use injury, faulty posture or co-ordination, aging, immobilization, static
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overstress, and congenital or developmental defects (Bergmann et al. 1993:55 ).

Spinal fixation can result from working in confined, awkward spaces, faulty

posture due to bad habits or unco-ordinated movements during sleep ( Grieve

1988: 177). Considerable research has focused on the debilitative effects of

static work on the musculature of the neck region. The deleterious effects of

stress, pace and repetitiveness were recognized as early as the 18th century

( Jordan et al. 1996 ).

Mennel (1990) states that there are three constant aetiological factors

associated with the onset of mechanical joint dysfunction in the cervical spine.

These are ;

1) intrinsic trauma (poor posture);

2) immobilization ( including disuse and aging t
. .~.

3) remaining symptoms from the healing of a more serious pathological

condition.

2.3 MODELS.OF SPINAL pYSFUNCTION

Korr ( 1975 ) attributes the intersegmental muscle spasms and fixation of joints
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to aberrant muscle-spindle activity. He concludes that the muscle spindle as the

co-ordinator of muscle activity may increase or decrease muscle contraction.

Accordingly, if the vertebral attachments of the spinal muscles are approximated

by unguarded movement and silent annulospiral receptor activity, the lack.of

input to the central nervous system then results in the turning up of the gamma-

motorneuron 'gain', increasing the intensity of the muscle contraction which

produces the muscle spasm. Due to this contraction, the vertebral attachments

cannot resume their normal position, and the muscle spasm is perpetuated.

Disorders of the cervical zygapophyseal joints are attracting attention as the

possible source of neck pain ( Aprill et al. 1990). There is evidence of pain

relief in patients suffering from neck pain after intra-atricular blocks of certain

cervical facet joints or the nerves supplying them. Dwyer et al. ( 1990 )

conducted a study on five normal volunteers, involving the pain patterns evoked

by stimulation of the cervical zygapophyseal joints by distending the joint
1:

capsules with injections of contrast medium. Each joint produced a clinically

distinguishable pattern of pain. demonstrating that the cervical facet joints can

be a primary source of neck pain.

Halderman ( 1992:206 ) states that there are two mechanisms by which cervical

spine pain may arise due to synovial fold pinching:

1) traction on pain sensitive tissues such as the synovial fold and fibrous joint
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capsule; and

2) synovial fold traumatic synovitis with associated tissue damage and cell

rupture, resulting in the release of pain producing substances such as histamine,

bradykinin, potassium ions and substance P, all of which cause nociceptive

nerve impulses and ischemia.

Giles and Harvey ( 1987 ) demonstrated the presence of substance P in the

capsule and synovial folds of the zygapophyseal joints in patients suffering from

intervertebral disc prolapse, thus providing support for Halderman's findings.

According to Gillet ( 1963 ), there are three stages of joint fixation:

1) it begins with muscular hypertonicity,

2) progresses to ligamentous shortening, and

3) results in articular adhesions.

Gatterman ( 1990:40-47 ) describes a subluxation as being the result of
. t:

kinesiopathologic, neuropathophysiologic, myopathologic, and histopathologic

changes relating to joints and muscles. The kinesiopathologic and

myopathologic changes include: hypomobility as a result of muscle spasm

caused by a joint sprain or increased muscle spindle activity; ligamentous

shortening; intra-articular adhesions; intra-articular jamming due to meniscoid

entrapment or disc displacement and hypermobility as a result of disc

degeneration or ligamentous sprain. The neuropathophysiologic changes
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include: nerve irritation resulting in either increased motor, sensory or autonomic

changes and nerve compression which may manifest as weakness, atrophy or

loss of sensation ( Gatterman 1990:40-47 ).

Gillet and Liekens ( 1969), Schafer, and Faye ( 1989:12-17 ) and Bergmann

( 1993:58 ) hypothesized that mechanical joint dysfunction follows three phases

of development, namely; muscular, ligamentous and articular phases. This

model involves segmental muscle spasm and such contraction causes muscular

fixations which. with time will cause the ligaments to adapt to the limited range of

motion. This adaptation involves contracture formation and shortening of the

joint capsule and surrounding Ligaments producing ligamentous fixations.

Finally, as a result of fibrous adhesions developing between the joint surfaces

and as a result of the degeneration of the inter-articular soft tissues, articular

fixations may develop. The end result is possible bony ankylosis and

irreversible flxation.

According to Greenman ( 1989:61 ), jointhypomobility occurs as a result of a

lack of congruency between the joint surfaces, leading to an incorrect tracking

mechanism causing a movement restriction. Another explanation to clarify

movement restriction is that the physical and chemical properties of the synovial

fluid and surfaces have changed, causing the opposing surfaces to

become" sticky".
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Spinal degeneration is often initiated by local mechanical derangement, and

often apparent changes in structure are absent. The development of individual

motion segment dysfunction, secondary to changes in segmental muscle tone

and function, is often the causative factor. Joint hypomobility is then thought to

start the degenerative process due to changes in the biomechanics in the area,

and this results in joinlinstability and finally restabilization through soft tissue

fibrosis and bony exostosis ( Kirkaldy-Willis 1992: 105-109 ).

Unfortunately there is no single, conclusive theory to explain the phenomenon

of the fixation complex, which manifests as joint dysfunction and pain.

2.4 CLINICAL CONSiDERATIONS

Scháfer and Faye ( 1989~349) describe the signs and symptoms of cervical
. ~; .

motion unit dysfunction as: articular grating, tendemess, stiffness, occipital

headaches, hypertonic or flaccid muscles, numbess, pain ( especially on

motion), possible visceral and somatic effects, altered reflexes, weakness,

fibrosis, hyperaemia, boggy tissue fibrosis, segmental atrophy, visual postural

imbalance, trigger point development, palpable malalignment and functional

spinal unit motion alterations.
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Grieve ( 1988:378-380 ) outlines the presentation of chronic mechanical neck

1) Local chronic cervical pain with or without arm pain.

2) Juxtaposition of hyper- and hypomobility of the cevical spine as a result of

pain as follows :

spondolytic changes.

3) Asymmetrical neck pain worsens during the day and is aggravated by driving,

reading, etc.

4) Unilateral occipital and neck pain.

5) Restricted and painful cervical rotation and lateral flexion to the painful side.

6) Prominent upper and middle trapezius an.d levator scapulae muscles.

Bergmann et al. ( 1993:63 ) have modified the acronym PARTS from Bourdillon

and Day, which is used in the indentification of joint dysfunction. These are:

1) Pain and Tenderness - Pain perception and tenderness on palpation of the

.bony and soft tissue structures With regards _tolocation. quality and intensity

are evaluated. This is achieved by observation, percussion and palpation.

2) Asymmetry - Either localized to one level, or at multiple levels. Asymmetry is

assessed by using bony landmarks of the vertebrae as reference points and

relating them to other positive findings. This is achieved by observation, static

palpation or Roentgenographic analysis.

3) Range of Motion Abnormality - Active, passive and accessory joint motion

changes due to increased, decreased or abnormal movements, are identified
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using motion palpation and if required stress radiography.

4) Tone. Texture and Temperature Abnormality - Changes in the soft tissues

such as the skin, fascia, muscles and ligaments around an area of joint

dysfunction are known to occur. These are identified by means of

observation, palpation and sometimes instrumentation.

5) Special Tests - Procedures relating to certain technique systems may be

necessary for a final diagnosis.

2.5 ADJUSTMENTS

Sandoz ( 1976 ) defines an adjustment as a passive manual maneouvre

involving the application of a brief, sudden, small amplitude impulse which is

delivered at the end of the normal passive range of motion of a joint ( termed the

elastic barrier of resistance ), taking the joint into the paraphysiological range of

motion without exceeding the anatomical integrity of the joint It is usually

accompanied by a cracking sound ( cavitation) which is caused by a release of

gases ( primarily carbon-dioxide) within the synovial fluid of the joint.

Haldeman ( 1992:448 ) states that there are three characteristics that most aptly

describe a chiropractic adjustment. These are:

1) a high velocity, carefully delivered force,
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2) a specific direction or line of drive ( direction of planes of articulation ), and

3) a controlled depth and magnitude thrust applied through a specific contact

point employing body weight, muscle power and sometimes mechanical

devices.

Bergmann ( 1993: 124 ) describes the characteristics of an adjustment as a direct

or indirect dynamic thrust of controlled depth and speed delivered within the

boundaries of the joint's anatomic integrity. This process is usually associated

with an audible clicking sound.

Basmajian (1.985:28-29) states that chiropractic techniques can range from

general to specific manipulation, direct or indirect manipulation, contact or non-

contact techniques or thrust and non-thrust techniques. He concludes that an

adjustment has different characteristics for different health practitioners.

Basmajian divides thrust techniques into three categories and chiropractic
. ~:

adjustments would fall under the first category. These are:

1) Specific thrust techniques which employ three specific criteria:

- spinal locking,

- high velocity movement,

- overpressure;

2) General thrust techniques which employ high velocity stretching procedures;

3) Surgical thrust manipulation under anaesthesia.
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2.5.1 EFFECTS OF ADJUSTMENTS

Chiropractic adjustments are employed to relieve pain arising from joint

dysfunction and to restore the range of motion to a joint whose function is

impaired ( Menneil 1960: 110). The specific mechanical and physiological

changes that take place to relieve the signs and symptoms of joint dysfunction

have not been accurately determined. However, there are many theories

relating to the possible mechanisms by which manipulation works ( Bergmann et

gL 1993:139 ).

An adjustment separates the articular surfaces which may release. entrapped

intra-articular structures such as synovial folds, menisci, or part of the capsule.

It also stretches the segmental muscles, initiating spindle mediated. reflexes that

relieve the state of hypertonicity. In more chronic cases, manipulation might

break intra-articular adhesions that have been observed in posterior joints
. 41:

( Kikaldy-Willis 1988:289 ).

Wyke ( 1973 ) postulates that the reduction in pain following a manipulative

thrust could be that afferent input from the nociceptors ( Type IV receptors) is

inhibited by static and dynamic mechanoreceptors ( Type 1 and 2 receptors ).

This inhibition may be a form of presynaptic inhibition. If stimulation of Type 1

and/or Type 2 receptors inhibits Type IV nociceptors, stretching of the
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apophyseal joint ( as would occur in an adjustment) would reduce the

nociceptive input at the anterolateral spinothalamic tract, thereby reducing pain.

Sandoz ( 1976 ) states that after a joint' crack' ( which is associated with an

adjustment ), there is an increase in the passive range of motion of the joint in all

directions and to a lesser extent, in the active range of motion. He postulates

that this is as a result of the addition of the paraphysiological range of motion to

the available active and passive ranges of motion. It is brought on by the

meniscoids no longer being aspirated towards the centre of the joint. As a result

of the separation of the joint surfaces, articular derangements may be reduced

and proprioceptive elements may be stimulated.

According to Basmajian ( 1985:37 ), the possible role of an adjustment in

restoring normal function to a joint is to restore normal flexibility of the joint

capsule and surrounding ligaments and muscles by preventing contraetures from
. . 1;

forming.

Although there are many theories as to how manipulation achieves its effects,

the general consensus is that the effect of manipulation at the appropriate level

is to diminish pain, stiffness, and muscle spasm ( Kenna and Murtagh 1989:47 ).
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2.5.2 STUDIES INVOLVING ADJUSTMENTS

Sloop et al. ( 1982 ) conducted a double blind, randomized, controlled study on

the effect of a single manipulation on patients suffering from chronic neck pain.

Thirty-seven of the patients also complained of arm pain. Twenty-one patients

were assigned to the manipulation group and received an amnesic dose of

diazepam, while 18 patients were assigned to a control group and also received

an amnesic dose of diazepam intravenously.

Results indicated no significant difference between the two groups as a result of

the treatment However, 57% of the manipulated group compared to 28% of the

control group, remarked that the treatment had helped them. After the twelve

week period. it.was found that 7 of the 9 patients in the manipulation group felt

that the treatment had helped them, compared to only 2 out of the 6 patients in

the control group. However. this was not statistically significant Improvement
. i:

with regards to their severity of pain was also shown in both groups after three

weeks of treatment. but there was no significant difference between the two

groups. No improvement was found with regards to ranges of motion or visual

analogue scales related to activities. It was concluded that although a larger

percentage of patients in the manipulated group had improved compared to the

control group, these improvements were not statistically significant. Therefore

the value of a single adjustment in patients with chronic neck pain had not been
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established.

Howe et al. ( 1983 ), in a randomized, controlled study involving 52 patients,

studied the effects of manipulation on acute neck pain ( < 4 weeks) and I or

stiffness with pain referred to the head, shoulder or arm, compared to treatment

with azapropazone (an anti-inflammatory drug ).

Seventeen patients received one manipulation, 4 received two manipulations, 2

received three manipulations, 1 received manipulation of the neck and lumbar

spine while only 2 patients received manipulation and injection. No mention was

made of the number of injections the control group received or how many times

the 2 patients who received manipulation and injection were treated.

Immediately after the initial treatment, significant improvements in neck pain and

stiffness and shoulder pain and stiffness were found in the manipulated group,

whereas the control group showed no significant improvement. This significant

difference between the two groups' symptoms was no longer evident after the

first or third weeks. Significant improvements of the cervical ranges of motion

were found in the manipulated group, particularly rotation (average of 5 degrees)

and to a smaller degree lateral flexion ( average of 2 degrees). These

improvements were still evident for rotation after 1 and 3 weeks, but not for

lateral flexion after the first week. The control group did not exhibit any
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improvement in cervical ranges of motion during the course of the study.

Nansel et al. ( 1990 ) studied the effects of a single, unilateral, lower cervical

adjustment on the relief of passive end - range, lateral flexion cervical range of

motion differences of more than ten degrees in asymptomatic patients. The

responses of the two groups were compared:

1) those exhibiting end-range asymmetries of greater than ten degrees who, in

addition, had previous neck trauma, ( n=16 ); and

2) those who happened to exhibit end-range asymmetries of greater than ten

degrees, but who had no prior history of trauma, ( n=16 ).

All subjects underwent goniometrie ( Cybex EDI 320 Electronic Goniometer) re-

assessment 30 minutes, 4 hours, 24 hours and 48 hours following the

adjustment. A statistically significant amelioration of asymmetries was observed

in both groups 30 minutes and 4 hours after manipulation. At 4 hours post
. ":

manipulation there was no statistically significant difference in end-range

amelioration between the two groups ( Group 1: 15.2 degrees to 2.7 degrees

average decrease in asymmetry; and Group 2: 13.7 degrees to 1.6 degrees

average decrease in asymmetry).

After 24 hours a significant difference apppeared between the two groups

(Group 1: increased from 3.5 to 8.4 degrees; Group 2: from 1.7 degrees to 2.5
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degrees). By 48 hours the difference was even more striking; whereas 14

patients in Group B continued to exhibit asymmetries of less than ten degrees,

12 patients in Group A regained asymmetries of greater than ten degrees.

These results indicated that among pain-free individuals, the mere presence of

passive-end range asymmetry as well as the magnitude of the short term relief of

cervical. manipulation does not distinguish these two categories of subjects.

On the other hand, over long periods of time following manipulation, there

appeared to be a tendency in individuals who had previously suffered neck

trauma to re-establish their aberrant cervical motion characteristics.

A tentative hypothesis offered by the authors as explanation for the observed

results was that facilitation of certain spinal reflex pathways via affferent

nociceptor input from injured articular joints, caused increased gamma- and lor

alpha motor efferent activity, which resulted in increased paraspinal muscle
. .~:

spasm causing a decrease in movement in the affected joints. This is to protect

the joint from any further injury. After a few days, the pain and muscle stiffness

levels decreased to the extent that 'pain' no longer reached conscious levels in

the subject. But when movement to the previuosly painful area was attempted,

reinforcement of these aberrant spinal reflexes caused asymmetric movement to

avoid pain. ( Nansel et aI.1990).
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Nansel et al. ( 1992 ) compared the effects of cervical spinal adjustments,

delivered bilaterally either to the upper cervical region ( C2-C3 ) or to the lower

cervical region ( C6-C7 ), in groups of asymptomatic subjects exhibiting

goniometrically verified left-right rotational or left-right lateral-flexion passive

end- range asymmetries of greater than 10 degrees. Of the 350 subjects

screened, 83 exhibited lateral-flexion or rotational passive end-range

asymmetries of greater than 10 degrees while only 15 were found to possess

asymmetries in both ranges of motion.

Goniometric evaluation both prior to, and again within 30 minutes following

manipulation, revealed that lower cervical adjustments were more effective for

the amelioration of lateral-flexion asymmetries than with the upper cervical

adjustments, whereas upper cervical adjustments were found to be more

effective for the amelioration of rotational asymmetries than those delivered to

the lower cervical region. These results are consistent with the view that

passive movement restriction exhibited along the rotational axis is attributable to

factors related primarily to the upper cervical region, whereas restrictions of

passive movement along the lateral axis are more attributable to factors related

to the lower cervical region ( Nansel et al. 1992 ).

Vernon et al. ( 1990 ) conducted a study on patients suffering from chronic

mechanical neck pain ( majority < 3 months) to determine the effect that an
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adjustment would have on the pressure pain thresholds in the paraspinal areas

of joint dysfunction. A control. group ( 4 patients) received an oscillating,

rotatory mobilisation, while the manipulation group ( 5 patients) received a

rotatory adjustment to the involved level. Pressure pain thresholds were

measured by blinded examiners using a pressure threshold meter.

The results indicated that a 40% to 55% increase in pressure pain thresholds

was obtained in the manipulated group, which was not evident in the

mobilisation group. The diffferences in the two groups were found to be highly

significant statistically. This study has drawn attention to the close relationship

between joint dysfunction and paraspinal soft tissue pain syndromes.

Cassidy et al. ( 1992a ), in a pre-test, post-test study on 50 consecutive

unilateral neck pain sufferers with no neurological deficit, examined the effect

that a single adjustment would have on pain and range of motion in the cervical
. ~:

spine. Pain intensity was measured using the Numerical Rating Scale-101

( NRS-101 ), while range of motion was measured using a cervical goniometer.

Thirty-seven of the 50 patients experienced an improvement in their pain,

indicated by an average improvement of over 12 points on the NRS-101 ( Pre-

treatment 43.7, post-treatment 31.1 ). Ranges of motion were also increased.

The largest increases were recorded for rotation towards the painful side
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( average of 5.2 degrees ), and lateral-flexion to the opposite side ( average of

4.5 degrees). A significant relationship between a decrease in pain and an

increase in rotation to the same side was found ( p<0.05 ), ( Cassidy et al.

1992a). This study was neither randomized, nor controlled, therefore the

reliability of the results are questionable.

In a randomized, controlled study, Cassidy et al. ( 1992b ) compared the

immediate efffects of an adjustment to mobilization on 100 consecutive patients

sufffering from unilateral neck pain of mechanical origin with referral into the

trapezius muscle. Sixteen patients had neck pain for less than 1 week, 34 had

neck pain for between 1week and 6 months, and the other 50 had neck pain for

longer than six months.

Prior to treatment, subjects had to fill out a pain disability index, pain intensity

questionnaire ( NRS-101 ) and their cervical ranges of motion in all three planes
. ~:

were measured using a rangiometer. Fifty-two patients were adjusted using a

single rotatory adjustment and 48 were mobilized on the involved side.

The results indicated that the pain intensity decreased in both groups and that

the range of motion increased within the 5 minute post-treatment period. It was

found that 85% ( 44 out of 52 ) of the manipulated group experienced a

decrease in their neck pain ( NRS-101 decreased by 3 points ), while patients in
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the mobilized group (33 out of 48) experienced a similar response ( NRS-101

decreased by 10.5 points ). It was also found that 6% of the manipulated group

experienced an increase in pain. The range of motion was increased,

particularly ipsilateral rotation, in the manipulation group. This increase was,

however, not statistically siqnificant.

The authors therefore concluded that a single adjustment was more effective

than mobilization in decreasing mechanical neck pain because the manipulated

group experienced nearly one and half times greater improvement in their NRS-

101 scores.

2.5.3 COMPLICATIONS ARiSING. FROM MANIPULATION

Kleynhans and Terrett( 1985 ) classify complications arising from spinal

manipulative therapy as follows :

1) Accidents - serious impairment either permanent or fatal.

2) Incidents - consequences of spinal manipulative therapy which are

noticeable by their seriousness or their long duration.

3) Reactions - consequences which are slight or short lived.

4) Indirect Complications - consequences of using spinal manipulative

therapy where it cannot benefit the condition and delays diagnosis and

rational treatment.
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Adjusting in the upper cervical region can cause a vertebrobasilar artery

accident, which could be fatal, or at least debilitating. Some patients have

recovered with no residual side-effects ( Halderman 1992:552). Halderman

( 1992:585-586 ) reports that pathological processes such as atherosclerosis,

osteophytosis and abnormal flow patterns within one or both arteries can result

in ischaemia to the brain and surrounding areas. Trauma to the arterial wall

resulting in vasospasm or direct damage due to unduly forceful combined

rotation and extension type adjustments thereby causing emboli to be formed,

has been known to cause complications in some instances. These

complications are usually synonymous with those of vertebro-basilar

insufficiency syndrome.

Michaeli ( 1993 ) who analyzed the occurrence and nature of complications

arising from manipulative physiotherapy in South Africa, found that between

1971 and 1989, approximately 228 050 manipulations were performed by 153

physiotherapists.

It was found that during this period 25 patients reported complications arising

from manipulation ranging from dizziness, nausea, vomiting, nystagmus,

headaches, blurred vision, loss of consciousness to brachialgia with and without

neurological symptoms. Of these, 72% were as a result of general rotatory type

adjustments, and 28% were due to localised adjustments. All these patients had
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full recovery from their complications within an average of 6.3 days. No such

study involving chiropractors has been performed in South Africa to date.

According to Halderman ( 1992:554,572 ), contra-indications to adjustive therapy

include: inflammation/infection; neoplasms; intoxication; osteoporosis; certain

congenital malformations; trauma; and psychogenic disturbances.

Complications occurring due to failure of recognition of contra-indications are

more common than those due to poor application of an adjustment.

Although cerebrovascular accidents and other complications have been reported

after cervical manipulation, the incidence of such occurrences is very low

( Vernon 1988: 194-206). At least 123 cases of cerebrovascular accidents after

neck manipulation have been cited in the literature ( Thiel 1991 ). Although the

exact incidence of this complication is unknown. it has been estimated to occur

in less than one per million treatments ( Vernon 1988: 194-206). Despite this,

manipulation is probably safer than most other medical treatments for neck pain

( Cassidy et al. 1992a ).

2.6 ULTRAsOUND

One of the earliest applications of therapeutic ultrasound was reported in 1947
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as an attempt to relieve' violinspielerkramp " ( violin player's cramp). Although

this may no longer be a common referral for ultrasound in a modern physical

therapy department, the proliferation of the number of soft tissue ailments for

which ultrasound has become an accepted treatment has led ultrasound therapy

to form an indispensable part of modern physical therapy practice ( Burns 1987).

2.6~1 DEFINITION

Ultrasound is arbitrarily defined as sound at frequencies above the limits of

human hearing, that is more than 17 000 hertz. It is indistinguishable from

sound in general; it consists of alternating compressions and refractions, it

requires a medium for transmission, it transmits energy, and it can be focused,

refracted and reflected ( De Lisa and Gans 1993:408 ).

Therapeutic ultrasound is a deep heating modality that produces a sound wave
. ":

of 0.8 to 1.0 mega-hertz.. The sound is produced by applying a high-frequency,

alternating electrical current to a natural quartz or synthetic crystal. This

converts the electrical current to a mechanical vibration, a reversal of the

piezoelectric effect ( Andrews and Harrelson 1991: 105 ).
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2.6.2 PHYSICS

In the United States, therapeutic ultrasound is limited to the frequency of

approximately 1 mega-hertz. This frequency is reached by the transformation of

household current of t tovotts alternating current to 500 volts or more by

electronic components in the ultrasound apparatus. The higher voltage is then

applied to oscillators or vibrators that boost the household frequency to the

desired level of 1 mega-hertz. The higher frequency is then imposed on a

crystal with piezoelectrical qualities ( Kahn 1994:53 ).

Piezoelectricity is a natural phenomenon found in certain mineral crystals, such

as quartz, but it may also be synthesized commercially, for example, lead-

zirconium-titanate ( PZT). This crystal transforms mechanical energy to

electrical energy and its reverse, electrical into mechanical. The high frequency

current of 1 mega-hertz alternating current is imposed on the PZT crystal of the

transducer or soundhead, thereby transforming the energy in the crystal to a

vibration. This vibratory sound wave is known as ultrasound and is beyond the

normal range of audible sound waves ( Kahn 1994:53-54 ).

2.6.3 ULTRASONIC EQUIPMENT AND APPLICATION

An ultrasonic therapy machine of the kind currently available commercially
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consists of a high-frequency generator linked, typically, to a transducer housed

in a submersible hand-held applicator. The transducer is usually a flat disc of

piezoelectric ceramic material such as lead zirconate titanate. Although many

machines operate at only one frequency, 1 mega-hertz, the more versatile

operate at a range of frequencies, for example, 1.5 and 3 mega-hertz.

( Nyborg and Ziskin 1985:121 ).

Some machines can produce only a continuous beam of ultrasound, while others

allow the beam to be emitted in either continuous or pulsed mode. The effective

radiating area of the transducer is generally about 5 centimetres squared. The

power output of the machines can be varied generally in the range of 0.1 to 3

watts per centimetre squared. Most machines are equipped with timers and give

an audible signal on completion of the set treatment time. An additional

refinement on some machines is a warning light or an audible signal which

operates if acoustic coupling to the target is inadequate.
Ol:

( Nyborg and Ziskin 1985:122 ).

Utlrasound machines use ceramics and quartz piezoelectric crystals to convert

electrical signals to ultrasonic energy. These piezoelectric materials are bound

to metal and this combination serves as the applicator. Each machine is

designed to indicate when the applicator is energized, the nominal output power,

and, when appropiate, the waveform and frequency. Machines have timers that
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turn off the machine at the end of treatment. Ultrasound frequency is relatively

invariant and is usually within 5% of the manufacturer's specifications. Output

power, however, may change with the age of the unit as well as during a

treatment period. As a result, output energies vary by 20% or more from

specifications. Intensities are also often incorrect and therefore machines

should be recalibrated on a routine basis. (De Lisa and Gans 1993:409 ).

In order for the sound wave to be propagated forward, it must pass through a

medium that can be compressed. It cannot move through air, so a coupling

agent is used to make a connection between the sound head and the patient's

skin. The most commonly used coupling agents are commercially prepared gels,

water, and mineral oil. Studies conducted have shown that commercially

prepared gels have consistently been found to be the most efficient in

transmitting sound waves. Water is less efficient, but is advocated for body

surfaces too irregular to ensure transmission when using gel, for example, at the
. ":

hand and ankle. The body part is immersed in a water bath. For small areas or

body parts where gel would be unpleasant, such as the face, transmission can

be accomplished by using a water-filled balloon. A balloon is filled with water

until all the air is removed, and the neck of the balloon is placed over the sound

head. A thin layer of gel is placed between the balloon and the skin. (Andrews

and Harrelson 1991: 107 ).
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Customary use of ultrasound for target tissues at a depth of 3 to 5 centimetres

requires a sound head no smaller than 5 centimetres squared. Usual dosages

range from 0.5 to 3.0 watts per centimetre squared with the specific dosage for

each individual being determined by the depth of the target tissue, the degree of

heating desired, and the patient's response. If an even lower level of heating or

nonthermal effects are desired, the sound can be pulsed. Using an ad.equate

layer of coupling medium, the clinician moves the sound head in circular,

overlapping strokes. Recommended field size of sonation is a 3 to 4 inch

square. Periosteal pain occurs when tissue temperatures exceed tolerance

levels and the clinician should immediately reduce the intensity by 10 to 15% or

expand the field size. Stationary application of ultrasound is discouraged

because of the rapid temperature rise creating" hot spots" and increasing the

possibility of blood clot formation. To ensure temperature elevation to

therapeutic levels, sonation needs to last at least 5 to 10 minutes. (Andrews

and Harrelson 1991: 108 ).

2.6.4 PHYSIOLOGIC EFFECTS

According to Kahn ( 1994:55-57), ultrasound has four basic physiologic effects:

1) Chemical Reactions - Ultrasound vibrations stimulate tissues to enhance

chemical reactions and processes therein and ensure circulation of necessary

elements and radicals for recombination.
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2) Biologic Responses - The permeability of membranes is increased by

ultrasound, which enhances transfer of fluids and nutrients to tissues.

3) Mechanical Responses - a) Cavitation: The high frequency vibration of

ultrasound deforms the molecular structure of loosely bonded substances. This

phenomenon is therapeutically useful for the sclera lytic effects in the attempt to

reduce spasm, increase ranges of motion, break up calicific depositions and

mobilizing of adhesions and scar tissue. If used to extremes of power or

duration, this deforming mechanism can collapse the molecules and cause

destruction of substances, a phenomenon called 'cavitation'.

b) Tendon Extensibilty: The sclerolytic action of

ultrasound apparently increases the extensibility of tendons, crucial to those that

have been shortened by disease, inflammation or strain.

4) Thermal Effects - a) Heating Benefits: It is the most important of the four
. ~:

physiologic effects. Rapid oscillations of molecules causes a buildup of heat.

The heat buildup with ultrasound is localized to the tissues directly under the

transducer head.

b) Interface Heat Buildup: Heat produced by ultrasound is

found at an interface where two diffferent tissues abut with a common space

intervening. The most common sites for heat buildup are the periosteal bones

between the hard surface of the bone and the periosteum. When the
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soundwave front enters the tissue and approaches this boundary layer, the

change in media from moist tissue to periosteum, to air, and then to bone leads

to refraction of the ultrasound wave.

c) Shearing Effect: The transformation of the longitudinal

waveform to the transverse waveform is called the 'shearing effect', and is to be

avoided because this produces considerable heat and periosteal burn can

result.

2.6.5 THERAPEUTIC ACTIONS

Nyborg and Ziskin (1985:123-124) classify these actions into those where there

is evidence that their primary cause is the increase in temperature induced by

ultrasound, and those in which nonthermal mechanisms playa significant role.

1) Thermally Induced Therapeutié Effects:

Many of the therapeutic effects of ultrasound fall into this category. They include

increase in the extensibility of collagen rich structures such as tendons and joint

capsules, decrease in joint stiffness, reduction of pain and muscle spasms, and

production of a mild inflammatory reaction including a marked increase in blood

flow. The temperature must remain within the range of 40-45 degrees celsius

for at least 5 minutes to produce the effects listed above. (Nyborg and
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Ziskin1985: 123).

Ultrasound allows collagen rich tissues to be heated preferentially. Scar tissue,

joint capsules and tendons lying deep within the body can therefore be heated to

the therapeutically effective range without producing damaging temperature

elevations in the skin and subcutaneous adipose tissue. Other anatomic

structures that can be heated with ultrasound include the periosteum, superficial

necessary to ensure physiologically significant levels of heating, that is 0.1 and

0.2 watts per centimetre squared (Nyborg and Ziskin 1985:124).

cortical bone, joint menisci, fibrotic muscle, tendon sheaths, and the major nerve

roots (Nyborg and Ziskin 1985: 124).

2) Nonthermally Induced Therapeutic Effects:

The use of ultrasound at levels below those inducing the physiologically

significant temperature increases, can be of therapeutic advantage in the

treatment of injured tissues. Therapeutically siqniflcant effects of ultrasound

include the stimulation of tissue regeneration, soft tissue repair, protein

synthesis, blood flow in chronically ischemic tissues, bone repair, induction of

repair of ununited bone fractures, and the relief of postherpetic pain. These

therapeutic effects can be obtained by using lower intensities than those
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In the human body, ultrasound has several pronounced effects on biological

tissues. It is attenuated by certain tissues and reflected by bone. Because of

the increased extensibility ultrasound produces in tissues of high collagen

content, combined with the close proximity of joint capsules, tendons, and

ligaments to cortical bone where they receive a more intense irradiation, it is an

ideal modality for increasing mobility in.those tissues with restricted range of

motion. Ultrasound also increases blood flow to an area as the body attempts to

cool overheated tissue. This is thought to be useful in the resolution of

infiammatory exudates and calcium deposits in bursae and tendon sheaths.

(Andrew and Harrelson 1991: 106).

A final effect of ultrasound is the stirring and streaming of molecules in the path

of the sound wave. This nonthermal effect is believed to be partly responsible

for the positive effect of ultrasound on chronic wounds and is the basis for

phonophoresis, where it is believed that drug molecules are propelled forward
. ":

into the body. (Andrew and Harrelson 1991: 106).

2.6.6 HNDlCATIONS

Ultrasound is indicated with spasm in neuromuscular and musculoskeletal

conditions such as athletic injuries, scar tissue problems, warts, ganglia,

podiatric conditions, breast engorgement pain during postpartum nursing and
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postimplant sclerosis in breast augmentation surgery (Kahn 1994:57).

Ultrasound is an extremely useful clinical tool, especially when stretching tight

ligaments, tendons, and capsular tissues. It effectively induces therapeutic

temperatures in deep tissues to speed healing (Andrew and Harrelson

1991:108).

De Lisa and Gans (1993:410-411) outline the following indications:

1) Tendinitis and Bursitis - Clinical studies claim good to fair improvement in

terms of decreased pain and increased motion, in 88% to 90% of patients.

2) Musculoskeletal Pain - This is probably the most common indication for

ultrasound treatment, but even here, controversy about its effectiveness persists

because of lack of controlled studies.

3) Degenerative Arthritis - The goals of ultrasound treatment are reduced pain,

increased range of motion, speeded healing, and reduction of muscle spasm.

4) Contractures - Contracture treatment approaches vary but all include heat and

vigorous stretching.

5) Herpes Zoster - A few clinical studies show marked improvement with low
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intensity pulsed and continuous ultrasound at frequencies of 1 to 1.5 mega-

hertz.

6) Plantar Warts and Keiaids - claims have been made that. these have been

successfully treated with ultrasound.

7) Trauma - There are limited reports of speeded resolution of injection

indurations and hematomas after ultrasound treatment.

8) Skin Ulcers - Ultrasound is reported to promote protein synthesis and to

accelerate the healing of skin ulcers.

9) Inflammation - Inflammation and swelling are frequently promoted as

indications for ultrasound therapy, even though aggravation might be expected

on the basis of heating efforts.

2.6.7 STUDIES INVOLVING ULTRASOUND

Gam and Johannsen (1995) from the Department of Rheumatoloqyin Denmark,

conducted a meta-analysis to assess the evidence of the effect of ultrasound in

the treatment of musculoskeletal disorders. They reviewed 293 papers

published on therapeutic ultrasound since 1950, through the Index Medicus and
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Medline. The selection criteria used were the following: published studies of

therapeutic ultrasound, conducted on human subjects with musculoskeletal

disorders, compared with alternative treatment or control group.

Of the 293 papers found, 2.2fulfilled the inclusion criteria set. Appropriate data

were lacking in many cases and many studies were described by the authors as

randomized, but no method was described, which was unacceptable. In 16 of

these trials, ultrasound treatments were compared with sham ultrasound and in

13 cases data were presented in a way that made pooling possible. Most of the

variables used in the trials to assess the effect of ultrasound were related to the

subjects pain, muscle strength, walking distance and range of motion. Two

standardized effect sizes were applied to the results to enable evaluation of the

effect of ultrasound treatment on pain. None of the methods gave evidence that

pain relief could be achieved by ultrasound treatment. Hence, the authors

concluded that the use of ultrasound in the treatment of musculoskeletal

disorders is based on empirical experience, but is lacking firm evidence from

well-designed controlled studies. (Gam and Johannsen 1995).

Shields et al. (1996) conducted a study to determine the efficacy of ultrasound

and phonophoresis in relieving pain in individuals with various types of

musculoskeletal pain. One hundred and seventy-four individuals with

musculoskeletal pain participated in this study. Their mean age was 41.2 years.

''''



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
,I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

42

Patients were randomly assigned to one of the following groups: ultrasound,

ultrasound with hydrocortisone, pure control (no treatment), and sham

ultrasound. Both subjects and therapists were blinded to the treatment. No

differences existed among the groups for age, duration of symptoms, or body

part involved.

Ten daily treatments were completed using a 10 centimetre squared transducer

set at 1 mega-hertz frequency and continuous mode. The duration of sonation

and quantity of coupling medium was set at 0.045 minutes per centimetre

squared and 1 capacity per centimetre squared, respectively. Sonation intensity

was adjusted to 0.8 to 1.0 watts per centimetre squared. Sham groups. received

sonation via an identical unit with an inactive transducer. Pain intensity was the

primary outcome. assessed using a visual analog scale (VAS). All patients

completed the VAS immediately prior to each treatment. The results showed

that the profile among the treatment.groups was significantly different and there
. ~:

was a significant change in pain over the 10 day treatment period. The self

reported pain level in all treatment groups was significantly lower when

compared to the control and sham ultrasound groups. No significant difference

was present between the ultrasound with hydrocortisone and ultrasound without

hydrocortisone. The major finding from this study was that ultrasound with or

without hydrocortisone significantly reduced the patients' perceived pain over the

ten day treatment period, which was less than that of a pure control group not
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receiving ultrasound.(Shields et aI.1996).

Nwuga (1983) studied the efficacy of ultrasound therapy in the treatment of

back pain resulting from rupture of the intervertebral disc. The subjects chosen

for the study were 73 men, aged 35 to 45 years old. Criteria for inclusion in the

study included symptoms so severe at the time of referral that the patients were

unable to work; pain reference or numbness distributed unilaterally; no prior

treatment for the condition; the onset of pain within 2 weeks of the time of entry

into the study; and the ability to perform straight-leg raising on the affected side

of less than 40 degrees. Three groups were studied: 1.) a treatment group, 2.) a

placebo group, and 3.) a control group. Subjects were assigned as they became

available to these groups in the order described, provided they met with the set

criteria.

The treatment group was not only on bed rest al home but also received
. 1:

ultrasound therapy 3 times a week for 4 weeks. This was administered with the

transducer head making contact with the affected area, using an Aquasonic gel

as a coupling medium, with wattage of 1 to 2 watts per centimetre squared

determined by patient tolerance. Each subject received treatment for 10

minutes.

The placebo group received the same therapy as the treatment group, but with
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the ultrasound machine turned off. The control group received only bed rest and

analgesics. Treatment was terminated if, during the 4 week experimental period,

pain was no longer present. This happened in the case of 4 subjects in the

treatment group and 1 in the placebo group. Lumbar ranges of motion were

measured and recorded before and after the 4 week therapy period for each

subject and subjects were also questioned by a neutral assessor. Group

comparisons showed statistical significance in favour of the treatment group,

leading to the conclusion that ultrasound therapy is significantly effective in the

treatment of back pain resulting from prolapse of the lumbar intervertebral disc.

(Nwuga 1983).

Two of the most common adverse side-effects resulting from physical training

and rehabilitation are muscular pain and soreness. Hasson ru...BL (1990)

conducted a study to compare the analgesic effect of pulsating ultrasound

treatment and placebo on delayed onset of muscle soreness produced by an
. ~:

eccentric exercise bout and the effect of pulsed ultrasound on muscular

performance following an eccentric exercise bout. Eighteen untrained subjects

were randomly assigned to: 1.) ultrasound (n=6) over the areas of concentrated

muscle soreness, that is vastus lateral is and medialis; 2.) placebo ultrasound

(n=6); 3.) no therapeutic intervention (n=6).

The muscle soreness exercise bout consisted of stepping up on a bench with the
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right leg (concentric) and lowering the body weight down (eccentric) with the left

leg. The exercise bout lasted 10 minutes at a stepping frequency of 15 cycles

per minute. For the second visit, subjects reported post exercise, and muscle

performance and soreness perception (SP) were re-evaluated. Each of the

three groups then received their respective treatment. Group 1 received

ultrasound at an intensity of 0.8 watts per centimetre squared, at a frequency of

1.0 megahertz and for a duration of 20 minutes. Group 2 underwent the exact

same procedure, but with the ultrasound unit turned oft On the third visit, 48

hours post exercise, muscle performance and muscle SP were again evaluated.

There was no significant difference between the groups at 24 hours. However,

following therapeutic intervention, the muscular performance of the group 1 at 48

hours was significantly greater than that ot groups 2 or 3. (Hasson et al. 1990).

Rush and Shore (1994) from the Department of Rehabilitation Medicine in

Toronto, randomly surveyed 100 specialists in rehabilitation medicine and 100
. ":

rheumatologists concerning their perceptions of the value of 11 different physical

modalities including ultrasound in the treatment of seven different

musculoskeletal conditions: neck pain, back pain, acute arthritis, joint

contracture, tendinitis, reflex sympathetic dystrophy and frozen shoulder. Sixty-

three percent of all physicians were in academic and 31% in private practice.

Almost half of the physicians in each group had been in practice for at least 10

years and there was more rheumatologists than specialists in rehabilitation
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medicine (82% vs 62%).

There were differences in the perceived benefits of modalities amongst the 200

physicians as a whole, which varied by modality and by condition. This survey

revealed that 80% of physicians regarded ultrasound to be useful in the

treatment of neck pain and 20% did not. Overall, specialists in rehabilitation

medicine valued modalities significantly more than rheumatologists. Significant

differences between specialists in rehabilitation medicine and rheumatologists

by specific modality for specific disease were not found. This survey

demonstrated that further physician education in modalities is essential to

ensure that the patient receives the best available and most cost-effective

treatment in order to improve the quality of care for patients with musculoskeletal

disease. (Rush and Shore1994:566-568).

2.6.8 STUDIES INVOLVING ULTRASOUND AND MANiPULATION
. ":

Koes et al. (1991 b, 1992a, 1993) conducted a randomized clinical trial on the

effectiveness of manual therapy, physiotherapy, treatment by the general

practitioner, and placebo therapy on chronic non-specific back and neck

complaints of not less than 6 weeks duration. One hundred patients suffering

with neck pain were treated in the four groups and their mean duration of

complaint was 1 year. Treatments consisted of exercises, massage and physical
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therapeutic modalities (ultrasound, heat, shortwave diathermy, electrotherapy)

for the physiotherapy group. The manual therapy group received manipulation

or mobilization. The patients treated by their general practitioners received

medication and advice related to posture and exercise, while a fourth group

acted as a control group and received detuned ultrasound or shortwave

diathermy. The treatments were performed for a maximum period of 3 months

and follow-up measurements were taken at 3,6 and 12 weeks.

Results for patients with chronic neck and low back pain indicated that at 3 and

6 weeks the manual therapy group and the physiotherapy group had a much

greater improvement in their main complaints and global perceived effect

compared to the general practitioner and control groups. At 12 weeks however,

the difference between the groups was minimal. No statistically significant

difference was found between any of the groups with regards to pain severity or

daily functioning, and all groups tended to improve equally. The manual therapy
. ~:

group had a greater improvement in physical functioning at all three

measurements compared to the other groups.

This was statistically significant at 3 weeks but not at 12 weeks. Spinal mobility

did not seem to change significantly in any of the groups, and its suitability for

measuring progress in patients with chronic neck and low back pain was

questioned. It is of interest to note that the manual therapy group received the



The authors also performed a 1 year follow-up on the ~bove study (Koes et al.

1992b, 1993), but due to drop outs and change over, only analyses with regards

to the manual therapy and physiotherapy groups were made. After the 12 month

follow-up period manual therapy appeared to be slightly more effective than

physiotherapy. This was evident by a greater mean improvement of the manual

therapy patients' neck pain as compared to the physiotherapy group.

Unfortunately, not a clear enough distinction was made between neck pain and

low back pain patients. It is also unclear what the role of ultrasound played in

the overall effectiveness of the physiotherapy treatment.
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least number of treatments (5.4) as compared to the physiotherapy group (14.7),

but no other significant differences were noted between the manual therapy or

physiotherapy groups at any of the follow-up measurements.

2.6.9 CONTRAiNDICATIONS AND PRECAUTIONS

According to Kahn (1994:57), contraindications in the use of ultrasound are as

follows:

1) Growing epiphyses, in the pregnant uterus, on bony prominences, in ailments

of the eye, testicular tissues,and in the presence of pacemakers.

2) Special concern must be given to patients with sensory loss. ( i.e. they cannot

feel their tissues being burned. )



4) The presence of metal in muscle or next to bone produces no more of a

temperature elevation than would be expected if no metal was present.

However, studies related to such treatments were carried out with a limited

number of subjects.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

49

3) Metallic implants or surgical fixation materials. The interface of metal! tissue

may be an ideal site for heat build-up and possible burn.

4) The possible disruption of osteogenic processes in healing fractures.

Ultrasound has a number of specific limitations, according to De Usa and Gans

(1993:411). These are:

1) Fluid-filled cavaties such as the eyes and gravid uterus should be avoided

owing to the risks of cavitation and heat damage.

2) Sanification of the heart, brain, cervical ganglia, tumors, areas of hemorrhage

or stasis, or ischemia, pacemakers, and infection sites should be avoided for

obvious heat, neurophysiological, and mechanical reasons.

3) The spine should not be exposed to high intensities, and laminectomy sites in

particular should be avoided.
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2.7 CONCLUSION

The literature review presented here is designed to give an overall

understanding of the clinical enigma of mechanical neck pain and the role of

manipulation or ultrasound as a mode of therapy. As can be seen from

numerous studies, chiropractic or spinal manipulative therapy has been shown

to be effective in the treatment of neck pain (Howe et al. 1983; Johnson et al.

1989; Cassidy et al. 1992a; Koes et al. 1993). There appears to be consensus

that spinal manipulative therapy is a therapeutic approach that in many cases

offers more immediate pain relief to patients with spinal related disorders than

other forms of conservative therapy.

The literature itself is fairly abundant in studies of ultrasonic therapy, but deals

very scarcely with' ultrasound therapy for the treatment of neck pain. It is evident

that study design is particularly difficult. It appears from the above studies

(Nwuga 1983; Koes et al. 1993; Shields et a1.1996) that ultrasound does indeed

have an effect on pain producing structures. It is therefore important to establish

what long term effects both therapies may have on mechanical neck pain.

Neck pain with some limitation of movement seems to be a common complaint

(Kelsey 1982:146). The neck is the most mobile section of the spine and is,

therefore, very vulnerable to injury as stability is compromised for the sake of
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mobility (Bland 1994:3). There is little evidence of any research concerning the

relative effectiveness of different conservative therapeutic approaches,

especially in the treatment of neck pain.
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3.0 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This was an randomized, consecutive, comparative group study involving a

sample group of 30 patients. Advertisements were placed in local Natal

newspapers and on radio, and all patients who responded were screened to

determine if they suffered from mechanical neck pain. Only patients between

the ages of 16 and 60 years without hard neurological signs were considered for

the study. Once the case history (Appendix F), general physical examination

(Appendix G), and regional examination of the cervical spine (Appendix H) had

been completed, the patients were randomly placed in one of the two groups,

either the adjustment or ultrasound group.

This was accomplished by placing 30 possibilities into a hat; 15 for adjustment

and fifteen for ultrasound treatment. Before the first patient was treated, all30

cards were drawn consecutively to determine the order as to which group each

patient was assigned to upon acceptance into the study. The position of any

patient that dropped out was then filled by the next new patient joining the study.

A radiological study of the cervical spine was conducted at the Technikon Natal

Radiography Department when clinically indicated and was reported on by a

radiologist before any treatment was performed. The prescribed views were: an
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A-P, a Lateral, a right and left Oblique and an Open Mouth View. This was to

ensure that no contra-indication to manipulation existed.

Once the patients had given written consent for their participation in the study,

the initial part of the study began. This entailed the completion of the disability

(Appendix A), pain intensity (Appendix B) and pain quality (Appendix C)

questionnaires by the patients .. These questionnaires were chosen. as they had

been previously demonstrated to exhibit good reliability and validity in measuring

neck pain (Melzack 1975, Jensen et al. 1986, Vernon and Mior 1991).

Ranges of motion of the cervical spine were measured using the cervical range

of motion goniometer (CROM), (Performance Attainment Associates, St. Paul,

MN). The CROM goniometer was chosen, because it had been demonstrated to

produce good to excellent.intra-tester and inter-tester reliability in measuring

cervical ranges of motion (Rheault et al. 1992).. Goniometric reliability in a
. ":

clinical setting had been shown to be high (Rothstein et al. 1983). and the

CROM goniometer is highly reliable when compared to cervical range of motion

measurements using different techniques such as universal or visual estimation

(Youdas et al. 1991).

Cervical ranges of motion were measured in all six degrees with the patient

sitting in a straight-backed chair with their arms resting at their sides and their
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feet flat on the ground. The CROM goniometer was placed on the patient as if

he/she weré putting on a pair of glasses and the velcro straps were fastened

behind the head. Measurements were made in the following manner:

1) Cervical Flexion and Extension - The patient was instructed-to firstly tuck in

his/her chin to include sub-occipital flexion, and then attempt to put his/her chin

on his/her chest. Cervical extension was measured by first getting the patient to

tilt his/her head back (sub-occipital extension) and then to try and get his/her

forehead parallel to the ceiling. These readings were taken off the sagittal plane

meter and recorded on Appendix D. Only one reading for each direction was

taken.

2) Lateral Flexion - The patient was instructed to laterally flex hislher neck as far

as possible to the left and right without elevating the shoulders or rotating the

head. The two measurements were then read off the· lateral flexion meter and

recorded on Appendix D.

3) Rotation - For rotation. the magnetic yoke and rotation arm was used. The
. ~:

sagittal plane and lateral flexion meters were checked to ensure that they were

at zero. while the rotation meter was set at zero by turning the dial. The patient

was instructed to turn his/her head as far as he/she could to the right and then to

the left, keeping their eyes moving along a horizontal line and avoiding any

shoulder rotation. The patient's shoulders were stabilized during this process by

the observer. The two readings were read off the rotation meter and recorded

on Appendix D. (Modified from CROM Procedure Manual, 1988:4-6).
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The affected joinUs were identified using motion palpation and other signs such

as muscle hypertonicity, local tenderness, the texture and tone of the underlying

tissues, any anatomical asymmetry, " subluxation" or any lasting soreness

(Bergmann et al. 1993:63).

Immediately thereafter, a single pressure threshold meter reading (algometer)

was obtained from each patient. Before the procedure was carried out the

patient was instructed to respond with" yes" when the pressure applied was felt

to cause tenderness. With the patient lying prone (head in the neutral position),

the most tender spinous process of the cervical vertebra was then identified by

the observer with the left index finger. The pressure pad was then placed

directly over the articular pillars of the cervical facet joint and a force directly

posterior to anterior was applied through the vertebra. The force was applied at

a rate of one kilogram per second until the patient reported discomfort At this

stage the algometer was removedand the reading was recorded (Appendix E).
. ~:

The algometer has received variable reports of reliability. Jansen et al. (1990)

found that in a pre-post context to evaluate treatment effects, 26% of the sites

selected for testing were significantly different after ten minutes in asymptomatic

subjects. On the other hand, Fischer (1986), in a larger group (n=50), studied

the use of the algometer in the quantification of tender spots in asymptomatic

subjects and concluded a high reproducibility and an excellent validity of
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measurements obtained. In the light of these findings, the algometer was used

in the present study.

Once the affected area/s had been identified, the patients were treated

according to the group to which they had been assigned. Patients in both

groups received soft. tissue therapy to the upper back and cervical musculature

for a duration of 5 minutes, before manipulation or ultrasound was performed.

The adjustment group:

Patients in this group who presented with a fixation/a of the cervical spine motion

unit received adjustments, using" Diversified" cervical rotatory break and/or

lateral break techniques (Szaraz 1990~51,57)t at each consultation .. Patients

received adjustments involving minimal rotation, whereby skin slack was

removed in the direction of thrust until the contact was firmly secure over the
~:

posterior articular pillar of the cervical spine. The indifferent hand was then

placed over the contra-lateral temporal area of the skull, cupping the patient's

ear and was used to laterally flex the patient's head and neck towards the

contact hand, while at the same time, rotating the patient's head and neck

slightly away from the contact hand until all the joint slack under the contact

finger had been removed. Once this had been achieved, a high velocity, short

amplitude thrust was applied in the direction of the planes of articulation of the
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posterior facet joints. This procedure was repeated at any other levels where

fixations. wera found.

The ultrasound group:

Patients in this group received therapeutic ultrasound over the affected areaIs of

the cervical musculature. This procedure had the patient placed in a prone

position and the affected areaIs were then isolated. Ultrasound gel was then

applied over the sound head and on the skin over the affected areaIs of the

neck. The ultrasound machine was then switched on and set on a pulsed mode,

at an intensity ranging from 0.5 watts per square centimeter to 1.0 watts per

square centimeter,. for a duration of 5 minutes. The sound head was then moved

by the clinician, in circular, overlapping strokes, over the affected areaIs of the

neck. This procedure was continued until the timer on the ultrasound machine

elicited an audible signal, indicating the end of treatment.

Patients received 2 adjustments per week. for a maximum of 8 treatments.

During the first, fourth, eighth and follow-up consultations, patients were

required to complete the questionnaires. Pain thresholds and cervical ranges of

motion were again measured. At the end of the 4 week treatment period, the

second phase of the study began.

....,.



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

58

The second phase entailed completion of the questionnaires, measurements of

the cervical ranges of motion and pain thresholds for a third time.

After a further 4 weeks of no treatment the third phase of the study was

completed. The questionnaires, pressure pain thresholds and cervical ranges of

motion were once again completed and the patients were then released from the

study.

After the completion of the study the data that had been collected were scored.

The neck disability index (Appendix A) was scored from 0 to 5 for each of the ten

categories. The first option received a score of 0, while the sixth option received

a score of 5. These individual scores were then summed and divided into the

maximum possible total of 50 to arrive at a percentage disability for each patient

at each measuring time. The score for each patient at each measuring time was
. ":

then recorded in spreadsheet format.

Responses for the' worst' and the' least' pain in the numerical pain rating scale

(Appendix B) for each patient at each measuring time were recorded separately

as raw data in spreadsheet format.

Responses for the quality of pain questionnaire (Appendix C) were scored with a
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o for none, 1 point for mild, 2 points for moderate and 3 points for severe pain.

The individual scores were then tallied and divided into a maximum of 45 to

obtain a percentage. Each percentage for each patient at the various measuring

times was then recorded in spreadsheet format.

Data collected by the algometer and the goniometer did not get scored and were

entered into spreadsheet format in their raw form.

The data contained in the spreadsheets then underwent non-parametric

statistical analyses. The specific tests employed in this procedure were the

Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks test for comparing the data within the two groups and

the Mann-Whitney test for comparison of data between the groups (DeGroot

1989:571-584). The results obtained from these analyses were used to discuss

the role of adjustments and ultrasound in treating mechanical neck pain and to

draw up any conclusions and recommendations related to their effectiveness.
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4.0 THE RESULTS

4.a._1 Introduction

The results discussed in this chapter deal with the subjective and objective

findings of both treatment groups. The subjective data were obtained from the

q_uestionnaires discussed in Chapter Three. Cervical rang~ of motion and pain

threshold measurements were used to obtain the objective data.

Bath the intra-treatment as well as the lnter-treatrnent data were cnnsidered.jand

have been statistically analysed. The null and alternate hypotheses were either

rejected or accepted, based on the statistical criteria for each measurement

parameter.

Furthermore, demographic data obtained from the patients has also been

obtained by analysing the age and gender distribution of both treatment groups.

4.2 The Hypotheses

The null hypothesis used for Sub-probLems One and Two (stated in chapter 1Lis



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

61

the same for both treatment groups and is defined as follows:

Ho: There would be no statistical difference in the subjective and objective

clinical findings on analysis of the data, showing that this treatment protocol was

ineffective. '

The hypothesis used for these sub-problems is again the same for both

treatment groups and is defined as follows:

Ha: There would be a statistical difference in the subjective and objective clinical

findings on analysis of the data, showing that this treatment protocol was

effective.

In order to integrate the two sub-problems ...a third hypothesis and a null

hypothesis are required, and these are defined as given below. 1:

Ho: There would be no stastistical difference in the subjective and obj._ective

clinical findings on analysis of the inter-group data, showing that the two

treatment protocols are equally' effective.
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Ha: There would be a statistical difference in the subjective and objective clinical

findings on analysis of the inter-group data, showing that the two treatment

protocols were not equally effective.

4.3 The Analysed Data

The data were statistically analysed at a 95 % confidence interval.

As a reminder: Treatment group 1: received adjustments plus soft tissue

therapy- and Treatment group 2: received ultrasound plus soft tissue therapy.
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4.3.1 Non - Parametric Paired Hypothesis Tests

4.3.1.1 Objective Data - Range of Motion

FORWARD FLEXION

TABLE 4.1 One sample analysis of flexion comparing txt, tx3 and tx4 of Group 1

......................•::•••••••••••:••·:•••z.:.~~n.iW~••••••.•·.:.·:::·:·::
....................................................... ;. .;.;.; »:.>:-:- , . ',' . .

:</ttïï#...ax3••:.:):::·/.·•••)·::Hi]l}P.fux4:::::::::::::::
................................................................... ' .

••:•••.•••••••Jf»:•••~~~#~••($~gj••••••
11 11

0.5 (ns) 0.5 (ns)

The null hypothesis is accepted for Group t , as there was no statistically
significant difference between the first, final and follow - up consultations,
indicating that there was no significant improvement as a result of the treatment.

TABLE 4.2 One sample analysis of flexion comparing txt, tx3 and tx4 of Group 2

0.422676

0.21111338 (ns)

The null hypothesis is rejected for the first and final consultation, as there was a
statistically significant difference, indicating that there was improvement as a result
of the treatment. The null hypothesis was accepted for the first and follow - up
consultation as there was no statistically significant difference, indicating no long
term improvement as a result of the treatment.
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EXTENSION

TABLE 4.3 One sample analysis of extension comparing tx1, tx3 and tx4 of

Group 1

0.267256 0.096092

0.133628 (ns) 0.048046 (s)

The null hypothesis is accepted for the first and final consultation, as there was no
significant difference, indicating no significant improvement. The null hypothesis
is rejected for the first and month follow - up consultation as there was a
statistically significant difference in the measurements taken. This indicated that
there was long - term improvement as a result of the treatment.

TABLE 4.4 One sample analysis of extension comparing tx1, tx3 and tx4 of
Group 2

txt = tx3
0.227799 0.301698

JP value (sig) 0.113899 (ns) 0.150849 (ns)

There was no statistically significant difference between the first, final, and
follow - up consultations and thus the null hypothesis is accepted for Group 2,
indicating that there was no significant improvement as a result of the treatment
at a 95 % confidence level.
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RIGHT ROTATION

TABLE 4.5 One sample analysis of right rotation comparing tx1 , tx3 and tx4 of

Group 1

0.11489114 0.579097

...........................

.Y:·:/::::&jJYP ~x3........................... :.·.:·:::·:··aJlyp:~x4.:·::·//.
.....................................................

0.289548 (ns)0.07445 (ns)

In Group 1 the null hypothesis is accepted for right rotation, as there was no
statistically significant difference between the first, final, and follow - up
consultations, indicating that there was no significant improvement due to the
treatment.

TABLE 4.6 One sample analysis of right rotation comparing tx1 J tx3 and tx4 of
Group 2

0.038866

:::::·:.:::·::::~i@:·:~::i6:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~ii:::~::Hi4::::::::::::::::
.............................................................................................................................

O.([)i19433 (s)

For Group 2 the null hypothesis is accepted for the first and final consultation
because of no statistically significant differences, indicating that the treatment
resulted in no significant improvement. The null hypothesis is rejected for the
first and month follow - up consultation as there was a statistically significant
difference showing a long term improvement.
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LEFT ROTATION

TABLE 4.7 One sample analysis of left rotation comparing txt, tx3 and tx4 of

Group 1

0.'148914

0.074457 (ns)

There was no statistically significant difference between the first, final, and
follow - up consultations. The null hypothesis is therefore accepted for Group 1,
indicating that there was no significant improvement as a result of the treatment.

TABLE 4.8 One sample analysis of left rotation comparing txt, tx3 and tx4 of
Group 2

::H\:[\:::::H:((\:::::?:HH:::U::::[:n[HCH:::/H~@.Hjt~~:):::::::::::j[:[:[f:::::~@.::H:~#~UUUU
:@:::::m::\[\:\~Y*~~AA~>::::::::\::::f) o.~2"8335 0.096092

\::::::[:mjt'6[y@.~~~:::(~~gi:·\:\0.060661 (inls) 0.M8MS (s)

For left rotation the null hypothesis is accepted for the first and final consultaion,
as there was no significant difference, indicating no significant improvement.
The null hypothesis is rejected for the first and month follow - up consultation, as
there was a statistically significant difference, indicating that there was long term
improvement as a result of the treatment.
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lEFT LATERAL FLEXION

TABLE 4.9 One sample analysis of left lateral flexion comparing txt , tx3 and

tx4 of Group 1

......·&iA ·~i.:.f??::...??&jJYf~x4."....
................................................ , .

0.422676

0.2'1 1338 (ns)

Table 4.9 shows that the null hypothesis is accepted for this group, as there was
no statistically significant difference in the left lateral flexion measurements
between the first, final, and follow - up consultations, indicating that there was
no significant improvement as a result of the treatment.

TABLE 4.10 One sample analysis of left lateral flexion comparing txt, tx3
and tx4 of Group 2

0.004911 il (s)

The statistical analysis of the second treatment protocol resulted in the null
hypothesis being rejected, as there was a significant difference between the
consultations considered, indicating that there was improvement as a result of
this approach.



I
I
I
I
I.
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

68

RIGHT LATERAL FLEXION

TABLE 4.11 One sample analysis of right lateral flexion comparing txt , tx3 and
tx4 of Group 1

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .: >·>:»·:Z·:váhi~:: .
..... ",',' ..... ',','.' ',',',',',' .. 0.038866

::·:::::::::::·:t~i::·1.·:hlj§·:::··::::·::::::::·:·:::.:·:::::1t~i.:·:1.::·hljf~:::::::·::·.::.•........ . . . . . . . . . .: .

0.422676

0.21111338 (l1'1Is) 0.0119433 (s)

The null hypothesis was accepted for the first and final consultation as a result
of no statistically significant differences, indicating no significant improvement.
However, the null hypothesis is rejected for the first and month follow - up
consultation, as there was a statistically significant difference in the
measurements taken. This indicated that there was long term improvement as a
result of the treatment.

TABLE 4.12 One sample analysis of right lateral flexion comparing tx1, tx3
and tx4 of Group 2

0.009823

0.00491111 (s)

For Group 2 the null hypothesis is accepted for the first and final consultation
because of no statistically significant differences observed. The null hypothesis
is rejected for the first and month follow - up consultation as there was a
statistically significant difference, showing a long term improvement.
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ALGOMETER

TABLE 4.13 One sample analysis of algometer readings comparing tx1, tx3 and

tx4 of Group 1

?••/ ••¢~Jl•••+•.•~~~ .•••••.•.•.•..••••••.••••••·¢~ï·.4.~~~•••••·••

0.0090724 (s)
..............2l. y2.lRill¢ ••·•·•••••··•••·• O.()1I811449 0.009374

0.004687 (s)

The null hypothesis is rejected for Group 1, as there was a statistically
significant difference between the first, final, and follow - up consultations,
indicating that there was improvement as a result of the treatment.

TABLE 4.14 One sample analysis of algometer readings comparing tx1, tx3 and
and tx4 of Group 2

0.0388615 0.009823

0.0119433 (s) 0.0049111 (s)

As with Group 1 the null hypothesis is rejected, as there was a significant
difference between the consultations, indicating an improvement as a result
of the treatment.
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4.3.1.2 Subjective Data - Questionnaires

CMCC NECK DISABILITY INDEX

TABLE 4.15 One sample analysis of CMCC Neck Disability Index comparing

tx1, tx3 and tx4 of Group 1

0.0611368 0.422676
······.·.~l.·..f.:~~$·.:.:••·:·:·:.·

0.030684 (s) 0.21111338 (ns)

The null hypothesis is rejected for Group 1, as there was a statistically
significant difference between the first and final consultaions, indicating
an improvement as a result of the treatment. The null hypothesis was accepted
for the first and month follow - up consultation as a result of no statistically
significant difference, indicating only short term improvement as a result
of the treatment protocol used.

TABLE 4.16 One sample analysis of CMCC Neck Disability Index comparing
tx1, tx3 and tx4 of Group 2

.. .. . ..

.}u.rr\~::'Y~RM¥.}f}.\H 0.3011698 0.11811449

0.()90724 (ns)

The null hypothesis is accepted for Group 2, as there was no statistically
significant difference between the consultations considered, indicating
there was no improvement as a result of the treatment.
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McGILL SHORT - FORM QUESTIONNAIRE

TABLE 4.17 One sample analysis of McGill Short - Form Questionnaire

comparing tx1, tx3 and tx4 of Group 1

t> txl a .tx3 txt"' tx4
,. Z value 0.148914 0.0265
P value (sig) 0.014457 (ns) 0.01325 (s)

The null hypothesis is accepted for the first and final consultation because
of no statistically significant difference, indicating that the treatment
resulted in no significant improvement. The null hypothesis is rejected for the
first and month follow - up consultatiion as there was a statistically
significant difference, showing a long term improvement.

TABLE 4.18 One sample analysis of McGill Short - Form Questionnaire
comparing tx1, tx3 and tx4 of Group 2

txt co tx3 txt co. tx4
Z value 0.016156 0.000512

.......P value (sig) 0.008078 (s) 0.000256 (s)

In Table 4.18 the null hypothesis is rejected for the second group, because
of a statistically significant difference between the first, final, and
follow - up consultations, indicating that the treatment was effective.
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NUMERICAL PAIN RATING SCALE - 101

Worst Pain Experienced

TABLE 4.19 One sample analysis of Numerical Pain Rating Scale comparing

txt, tx3 and tx4 of Group 1

. . . . . . . . . . . . .

.:: :'.JR>·Y@~1lil~:'(~~g).< 0.01325 (s)

0.096092

0.048046 (s)

In the statistical analysis of the NRS 101 questionnaire the null hypothesis is
rejected for this group, as there was a significant difference between the
consultations considered, indicating that there was improvement as a result
of this treatment protocol.

TABLE 4.20 One sample analysis of Numerical Pain Rating Scale comparing
txt ,tx3 and tx4 of Group 2

0.008046 (s)

. . .... ,. .

UU(U::::::~}¥~Rm.¥?\?UUU o,~S"U~~9
:\:~:~~~::::~::::~~:::::::~:::~:~:::::::::::~:::\::~:.::~~:':::':.:::::::::':::::::::::::~::¢#.®::~p~::~#.~:::::::::::::::::::::\:::::::::::¢~1(:~:f:::¢j4.::::::::::::::::

In Group 2 the null hypothesis is accepted, as there was no statistically
significant difference between the first and final consultation, indicating no
significant improvement. The null hypothesis is rejected for the first and month
follow - up consultation, as there was a statistically significant difference.
This indicated that there was long term improvement as a result of the treatment.
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NUMERICAL PAIN RATING SCALE -101

Least Pain Experienced

TABLE 4.21 One sample analysis of Numerical Pain Rating Scale comparing

tx1 ,tx3 and tx4 of Group 1

0.096092 O.0704Ij!.Oll

••••••••·y·•.áijL. WiijU.·,:.·· .••••: :••·.·.·.¢~Jl}kii4·•••••••••••••••
............................................................ ' .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

:::.:.:.:::.:.Jtf.:.¥¥$#.~::.(~~g)::::.: 0.048046 (s) 0.03522 (s)

In the statistical analysis of this questionnaire for Group 1 the null hypothesis
is rejected, because of a significant difference between the consultations,
indicating an improvement.

TABLE 4.22 One sample analysis of Numerical Pain Rating Scale comparing
tx1 ,tx3 and tx4 of Group 2

0.772826

0.38641.113 (ns)

There was no statistically significant difference between the first, final,
and follow - up consultations and the thus the null hypothesis is accepted for
Group 2 indicating that there was no significant improvement.



LillL":\//H:':·/U·::_:::_:::_:/H\::>::\::_::¢~:::fH:HH\HI::_:H·)H\\~~::~:·::_:HH:Hj:··H\:·::":-::~~::~":-::/··\·HI.U·H.·HH:~*::~UU·":-:HH
:<:':UZ:/*~R.ijt~y(\(\ 0.662087 0.327692 "U O.S"UM46

::\:::·<)IJ>Hi¥ftM.¢·.:\\/\ 0.331043 (ns) O."US3846(ns) 0.5 (ns) 0.409223 (ns)
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4.3.2 Non - Parametric Unpaired Hypothesis Tests

4.3.2.1 Objective Data - Range of Motion

FORWARD FLEXION

TABLE 4.23 Two sample analyses of flexion measurements comparing
both treatment groups

1.\ ./U U.:•••:........}\:\:\:\.\:\:.::•••••:•••:...bf"_jl_••·•••••••• / •••••••••••••••••••••.•••ti 2 ••• ::.::/ •••••:.:.·.·.·.·•••••:.:.ti'3 ••:.·.' ,..•.:' •. bi 4V·••••··.····:·
.. HZ v~Ru.Jl.~. 0.404897 0.93354"U 0.616819 0.701613

\ JIJ> ~~nlllL¢::> 0.202448 (ins) 0.466170 (ns) 0.308409 (ns) 0.353806 (ns)

The null hypothesis is accepted for the first, fourth, eighth, and follow - up
consultations, as there was no significant difference in the efficacy of the
two treatment protocols.

EXTENSION

TABLE 4.24 Two sample analyses of extension measurements comparing
both treatment groups



· .nynr.y@A·1iU~:::\\. 0;~58833 (~s) 0.043627 (s) 0.072703 (~s) 0.245848 (InS)
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In this comparison of the two treatment groups the null hypothesis is
accepted, as there was no statistically significant differences between the
consultations considered for both groups. This indicated that both

.treatment protocols were equally effective.

RIGHT ROTATION

TABLE 4.25 Two sample analyses of right rotation measurements comparing
both treatment groups

[0:\_ ••:/:/ •••:/·U : .••••••••••:¢~:J../.•••.•.•.•••.••••:.:••·.··.::-.:::i*-·.$.:·...•.. U· ./ ••··.·:··i*.$ ...U•. ··U ··.:••:.·••·•• ~~·4••·:••••U:•••••••
: .7li vall1ln:e. 0.3117667 0.087254 0.1145406 0.4911697

Table 4.25 indicates that the null hypothesis is accepted for right rotation
measurements, as there was no significant difference between the first, eight
and follow - up consultations of both groups. This indicates that there was no
statistically significant difference in the efficacy of the two treatment protocols
However, the null hypothesis is rejected for the fourth consultation, as there
was a significant difference between the groups, indicating a difference
in the efficacy of the two treatment protocols. Ultrasound, proving to be
the more effective method of treatment.
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TABLE 4.26 Two sample analyses of left rotation measurements comparing
both treatment groups

<...r..:lZ:·Y~~.\ll:~··)')':.0.440783 0.083313 0.517424 0.47688

::'U/:JÊ::~$~ij¥/::::::0.220391 (ns) 0.041656 (5) 0.258712 (ns) 0.23844 (ns)

nu:·:.//:: '/'//::./):. ::::/':':"'6<1••••••.•••.•••••.•.••••.••.}:'.J~.$.).::...•••••••: }"/':.~~.:.~:):...•.\' )::-::m~:·4./···:.•·.·.·:·.

Once again, the null hypothesis is accepted for the first, final, and follow -
up consultations, as there was no significant differences between the
groups, indicating that there was no significant difference in the efficacy
of the two treatment protocols. The null hypothesis is rejected for the
fourth consultation as there was a significant difference between the groups.
This indicates that there was a statistically significant difference in the
efficacy of the two treatment protocols, with adjustments being the superior
method of treatment.

LEFT LATERAL FLEXION

TABLE 4.27 Two sample analyses of left lateral flexion measurements
comparing both treatment groups

0.5 (ns)
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The null hypothesis is accepted for left lateral flexion, as there was no

significant difference between the consultations of both groups.
This result indicated that there was no difference in the efficacy of
the two treatment protocols studied.

RIGHT LATERAL FLEXION

TABLE 4.28 Two sample analyses of right lateral flexion measurements
comparing both treatment groups

0.024755

0: .0::: •••••••••••••••••::0:.::: •••••••) .•: ::.: :.•¢*·.l••:·::·••••:••::.:.: :•.•.•:•.•••~*-:.~•.:.•:::••.•:••.:••:::::.:.:::•..•::.J~:.~' :.:.:••:•••:.:.:.:¢* 4l·••··.:··::·.·.·:·.·
_-, - _'. ,,-", .

•/ ....Z &;n'i&~.:.•·:::..: 0.064968 0.0492540.0549957
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

.):....:)E ••y@~~.~».. 0.032484 (s) 0.027497 (s) 0.024627 (s) 0.012377 (s)

The null hypothesis is rejected, as there was a statistically significant
difference between the first, fourth, final, and month' follow - up consultations
of both groups. This fact indicated that there was a significant difference
in the efficacy of the two treatment methods employed. Adjustments,
proving to be the more effective treatment protocol.

ALGOMETER
I

TABLE 4.29 Two sample analyses of algometer measurements comparing
both treatment groups

.:••••••:••••:•••:::••••••••::•••:::••:••:.:••••:••:.:.:.:••••:••:.:.:.:••••:~:.J:•••••:•••••:••:•••::•••:••••••••:••:••:••::~~:.:$.••••••••••••:••:••••:••••••:.::.:.•.••••:~j:••~.•.••:.:•••:.:.••••:.:•••::••••••::.:••••¢~.:.~::.:•••••••.•::.::::.

.··.:H.:.~:::yiJj~.#.:#n?\ 0.933127 0.344659 1 0.702503

:·:C•••••Jê>r~n·ij¥\....U. 0.466563 (HlS) O:U72329 (HlS) 0.5 (ns) 0.351251 (HlS)
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In Table 4.29 the null hypothesis is accepted for the results of the algometer
readings, as there was no significant difference between the first, fourth, and
month follow - up consultations of both groups, thus indicating that both
treatment protocols were equally effective.

4.3.2.2 Subjective Data - Questionnaires

CMCC NECK DISABILITY INDEX

TABLE 4.30 Two sample analyses of CMCC Neck Disability measurements
comparing both treatment groups

1:::.:::.:::: :.:.:.:::. ::: •••••::.::.:.: ••::< •.•....H· AGdf' : :::::.: .<~~é2.:: .) U)·.••..•.••.t. x.>.:.· ••.• ·.3.••.:·.: :: ~iU4f::.: ·•....I::::::<:~::::<::::::::::::::::<:::::::::::::::::: . .

"'''''''ZHV$llU~.·j.... 0.279446 0.479012 O."U"U"U9S"U 0.2883"U
.................. , .·:...•·.)tJC!#:nij~ O."U39723. (ns) 0.239506 (ns) 0.055975 (s) O."U44"U55(ns)

When considering the first set of subjective data, the null hypothesis is
accepted for the first, fourth and follow-up consultations. This can be
concluded as there was no significant difference between the consultations
of the two treatment groups, thus indicating no significant difference in
the efficacy of both treatment protocols. However, the null hypothesis is
rejected for the final consultation, as there was a significant difference
between the groups, indicating a difference in the efficacy of the two
treatment protocols. Adjustments, proving to be the more effective method
of treatment, with regards to improving disability.
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McGILL SHORT FORM QUESTIONNAIRE

TABLE 4.31 Two sample analyses of McGill Short Form Questionnaire
measurements comparing both treatment groups

0.589363 0.176148 0.661198
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

):<]J:r:y@n~~)<)0.202554 (ns) 0.294681 (ns) 0.088074 (ns) 0.33099 (ns)

In Table 4.31 the null hypothesis is accepted for the results of the
McGill Short Form Questionnaire, as there was no statistically significant
differences between the consultations of the two groups, thus indicating
that both treatment protocols were equally effective.

NUMERICAL PAIN RATING SCALE -101

A. Worst Pain Experienced

TABLE 4.32 Two sample analyses of Numerical Pain Rating Scale
measurements comparing both treatment groups

:::n:::::::HHHHHHH:::///: '::::::"::::::::::~~:::$:::::::::::::/:::::::::n:::::::::::>:~~::~:::::::::>::::::>:::/:H::::·:H·~~::~::HH::::::···..::::::H?::H$~::~··/:::-:?H·:
:/:::U~:::~~W!llt~::::::/:0.389939 0.58744"9 0.89992 0.502846

:::::':::·::ll*2Yi:R¥.~:::::·)::: 0."994969 (ns) 0.293720 (ns) 0.44996 (ns) 0.2S"D423(ns)



I of both groups. Thus indicating no differences in the efficacy of the

two treatment methods employed.
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The null hypothesis is accepted because of no statistically significant

differences between the first, fourth, final, and month follow - up consultation

B. Least Pain Experienced

TABLE 4.33 Two sample analyses of Numerical Pain Rating Scale
measurements comparing both treatment groups

l//\\ ••\\\••\\.\.y.\\.\\\\\\\.\?\ .··.Hi.i.\•••.••..•··.···•··•.••U\.·\ii. z •••?? ••••••.•.••.•ti.Oa(· H.••.•\\ \ H(~~.4·\.\?····.······
.•.}.•.Z ·,,~ll.UIi¢\. . 0.781293 0.883391 0.335034 0.848909
., .

:HHOp :v~@.UIi¢·H• 0.390646 (ns) 0.44~695 (ns) O.1675~7 (ns) 0.424454 (ns)

Once again, the null hypothesis is accepted as there was no significant
differences between the consultations considered for both groups. This
indicates that both treatment protocols were equally effective.



I TABLE 4.34 Demographic data related to the adjustment grou~(n= 15).

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I

81

4.6 DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

PATIENTS AGE SEX CHRONICITY TRAUMA NECK NECK+ NECK +
ADJ. ONLY HEAD SHOUL
GROUP ACHE DER
>: 1 36 M 1 year N Y

2 39 M 5 years V-MVA Y
3 26 F 4 years N Y
4 32 F 4 years N Y
5 33 F 3 years N Y
6 49 M 1 year N Y

, 7 59 F 6 years V-MVA Y
8 55 F 1 year N Y
9 19 F 2 years V-MVA Y
10 26 M 1 year N Y
11 26 F 2 years V-MVA Y
12 29 F 4 years N Y
13 42 M 10 years V-MVA Y
14 39 F 1 year N Y
15 25 F 5 years N Y

TOTAL MEAN M:F MEAN Y:N TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
AGE CHRONICITY

15 35.67 5:10 3.33 years 5:10 2 5 8
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TABLE 4.35 Demographic data related to the ultrasound group. (n= 15)

PATIENTS AGE SEX CHRONICITY TRAUMA NECK NECK+ NECK +
UjS .. ONLY HEAD SHOUL.

GROUP ACHE DER.
.... .

:.... 1 ..•••..:. 44 M 2 years N Y
..·2 32 F 5 years V-MVA Y

< 3 ....
29 F 1 year V-MVA Y

4 46 F 1 year N Y
5 38 M 1 year V-MVA Y
6 25 M 2 years N Y
7 56 M 10 years N Y
8 39 F 3 years N Y
9 58 F 8 years V-MVA Y
10 30 M 3 years N Y
11 38 F 1 year V-MVA Y
12 44 M 4 years N Y
13 35 M 6 years V-MVA y
14 24 F 13 years N Y
15 48 M 7 years N Y

TOTAL MEAN M:F MEAN Y:N TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
AGE CHRONICITY

15 39.1 8:7 4.47years 6:9 2 6 7
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5.0 D~SCUSSION

5.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter involves the discussion of the results obtained from the range of

motion readings and the questionnaires.

Firstly, the objective and subjective intra-treatment results are discussed to

assess the efficacy of each treatment protocol in the management of mechanical

neck pain.

Secondly, the discussion studies the objective and subjective inter-treatment

results. The findings were used to assess whéther there was a significant

difference in the two treatment protocols, thereby indicating which treatment

protocol was more effective for the treatment of mechanical cervical spine pain.
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5.2 INTRA - TREATMENT COMPARISON

5.2.1 The Objective Data

5.2.1.1 Cervical Range. of Motion

The first treatment group (adjustments), demonstrated no statistically significant

differences in forward flexion, right rotation, left rotation, and left lateral flexion.

However, a statistically significant difference was found for extension (Table 4.3)

and right lateral flexion (Table 4.11) at the 1 month follow-up consultation,

suggesting that there was a clinically significant improvement in these ranges of

motion.

The second treatment group (ultrasound), demonstrated a significant. \: .

improvement in forward flexion (Table 4.2), right rotation (Table 4.6), left rotation

(Table 4.8), left lateral flexion (Table 4.1all and rignt lateral flexion (Table 4.1.2),

indicating a clinically significant increase in almost all the ranges of motion. The

significant improvement in left lateral flexion was at the final treatment and 1

month follow-up consultation. Forward flexion was only significantly improved at

the final treatment, and left and rig_htrotation only at the 1 month follow-up

consultation.
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The CROM goniometer used to measure range of motion in this study has been

shown by Rheault et al. (1992) and Youdas et al. .(1991) to have a high

. intra-examiner and inter-examiner reliability.

, From the above results it was found that the second treatment group had a

greater improvement in the range of motion than the first treatment group.

As no studies had previously involved both aojustrnents and ultrasound in the

treatment of mechanical neck pain, the results obtained in this study were

compared to related studies which involved either acjustments or ultrasound.

Howe et al. (1983) and Hviid (1971) both found significant increases in the

cervical ranges of motion following adiustrnents to the cervical spine over

treatment periods of between 3 and 5 weeks. This was especially evident in

rotation. This was not found in this study, despite the g_eneraloverall increase in

range of motion in the adjustment group. However, extension and right lateral

flexion showed significant improvement only at the 1 month follow-up

consultation.

These differences may have been influenced by the larger sample sizes used in

the above two studies, or the questionable reliability of the goniometers

employed in the previous studies. Both were designed by the authors who
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performed the studies, and no reliability studies had been performed on them by

independent individuals. In a double-blind study involving the use of

adjustments on chronic neck pain sufferers, Sloop et al. (1982) found no

significant improvement with regards to range of motion over a 3 week treatment

period. It is therefore evident that different authors found conflicting results

when measuring the effect of adjustments on increasing range of motion,

especially related to chronic complaints.

The trend towards regaining limited mobility after the final treatment is supported

by authors Hviid (1971) and Nansel et al. (1990). They found decreases in the

increased mobility during the follow-up periods. In this study it was evident that

the adjustment group had maintained their increased mobility after the 4 week

follow-up period.

The study by Nansel et al. {1990) was confined to asymptomatic patients with
. ":

regards to pain. It was found that in the group with a previous history of trauma

to the cervical spine, 12 out of the 16 patients returned to their limited lateral

flexion ranges within 48 hours after a single adjustment. In each case the

restricted movement was found to return to, the same side as before the

adjustment. This was not found in the group with no history of previous trauma

to the cervical spines.



The chronicity of the patients' complaints may have played a role in the relative

differences in results occurring_ between the adiustrnent and ultrasound groups.

The majority of both groups' complaints was of a chronic nature (Tables 4.34.

and 4.35}. If one considers the type of joint dysfunction or pathology most likely

occurring in and around the joint at that stage, it is possible that many patients

may have presented with ligamentous fixations (Gillet and Liekens 1969;

Schafer and Faye 1989). This involves shortening of the ligaments and

contracture formation of the joint Capsules.
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When the demographic data of the patients in the adjustment group of this study

were analyzed (Table 4.34), it was evident that 67% of the adjustment group had

. no previous history of trauma to the cervical spine. Therefore the trend towards

maintaining their increased mobility was supported by the findings of Nansel et

al, (1990). The patients without a history of previous trauma maintained their

increased mobility to a greater degree post treatment.

Gillet and Liekens (1969) reported that although the increase in range of motion

after an adjustment to muscular fixations was quite apparent, this increase was

not as dramatic in adjustments to ligament fixations.

Ultrasound is a deep heating modality that produces many therapeutic effects.

These include increase in the extensibility of collagen rich structures such as



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

88
tendons and joint capsules, decrease in joint stiffness, reduction of pain and

muscle spasms. Ultrasound allows collag_en rich structures to be heated

preferentially. Scar tissue, joint capsules and tendons lying deep within the body

can therefore be therapeutically heated (Nyborg and Ziskin 1985: 123, 124).

This may be the reason why ultrasound, in the form of Therapeutic Heat Energy,

may have had a more dramatic effect on increasing the range of motion in the

cervical spine in patients with more fibrosis due to trauma or chronicity.

Nwuga (1983) studied the efficacy of ultrasound therapy in the treatment of low

back pain resulting from rupture of the lumbar intervertebral disc. Three groups

were studied: 1.) a treatment qroup, 2.) a placebo group, 3.) a control grqup.
\

The treatment group was not only on bed rest but also received ultrasound

therapy 3 times a week for 4 weeks. Lumbar ranqes of motion were measured

before and after the 4 week therapy period. Group analysis showed statistically

significance differences in the lumbar ranqes of motion, in favour of the

treatment group, leading to the conclusion that ultrasound therapy is significantly

effective in the treatment of low back pain. Even thoug_hthis study cannot be

directly compared with Nwuga's (1983) findings because it is a study of the

lumbosacral spine and there was no manipulation group, both Nwuga's gr.oup,

that received ultrasound, and Group 2 , which received ultrasound therapy to

the cervical spine, showed sig_nificant rang_eof motion increases. Group 2 in this
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study showed increased ranges of motion in all planes except extension, as a

result of the. treatment.

5.2.1.2 Algometer

Both groups reached statistically significant levels of improvement at the stage

of the final treatment and after the 4 week follow-up period (Table 4.13 and

Table 4.14). The ultrasound group showed superior improvement. Findings

reported in the literature reviewed support this result. Ultrasound has been

shown to sig_nificantly reduce pain in individuals with various types of

musculoskeletal complaints (Shields et al. 1996). Manipulation has also been

shown, over the short term, to significantly reduce the paraspinal pain tolerance

levels of paraspinal muscle and cutaneous tissue (as measured by the

algometer) in symptomatic as well as asymptomatic subjects (Vernon 1988,

Vernon et al. 1990). It was possible that the significant differences noted in the

pain threshold levels in the adjustment group may have been due to the stiffer

spinal joints resulting in decreased algometer readings. It may have also been

possible that the resulting increased range of motion and decreased pain in the

ultrasound group could allow for the increased paraspinal pain tolerance levels

seen in the second treatment group.
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5.2.2 The Subjective Data: Questionnaires

5.2.2.1 Disability

The CMCC Neck Disability Index Questionnaire, a revised form of the Oswestry

Low Back Pain Index (Vernon and Mior 1991), has been shown to demonstrate

a degree of test-retest reliability and validity (Vernon and Mior 1991 ).

After the 4 weeks of treatment the adjustment group experienced a significant

improvement with regards to their levels of disability (Table 4.15). At

the 1 month follow-up consultation the adjustment group experienced a slight

deterioration with regards to disability and was no longer statistically significant.

No statistically significant improvements were found in the ultrasound group,

despite an overall improvement in their levels of disability, which nevertheless

failed to reach levels of statistical significance (Table 4.16).

The results suggest support for the hypothesis that adjustments would improve

the patients' perceptions of disability related to mechanical neck pain.

5.2.2.2 Pain

The McGill Pain Questionnaire was utilized to analyze the patients' severity of
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neck pain, but not the" type" of neck pain they were suffering from.

Within the ultrasound group a significant decrease in pain was experienced at

the stage of the final treatment and again at the 1 month follow-up consultation

(Table 4.18}. Statistically significant decreases in pain severity were observed

within the adjustment group after the 4 week follow-up period (Table 4.17). No

previous studies appear to have used the McGill Pain Questionnaire as a

subjective measure for evaluating mechanical neck pain.

The adjustment group showed statistically significant improvements in their

"least" pain and "worst" pain experienced as revealed by the NRS-101 Pain

Questionnaire at both the final treatment and 1 month follow-up consultation

(Table 4.21 and Table 4.19). The "least" and "worst" pain scores showed only a

significant improvement within the ultrasound group only after the 4 week follow-

up period (Table 4.22 and Table 4.20). The adjustment group appeared to have

responded better with a greater reduction in pain at all stages of the study
. ~:

compared to the ultrasound group.

This may be explained by the rapid separation of the joint surfaces, that has

been ShOVv11to occur during an adjustment, and the freeing of trapped pain-

sensitive tissues i.e. meniscoid (Lewit 1978) or synovial fold (Haldeman 1992).

decrease in pain at the 1 month follow-up consultation, but it must be noted that

The ultrasound group tended to respond more slowly and had a greater
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the two groups did not have similar pain levels before the treatment started.

Over the whole study the adjustment group had a greater decrease in pain with

regards to the "least" pain and ''worst'' pain perceived, but they had began the

study with much higher levels of pain as compared to the ultrasound group

( Table 4.19, Table 4.20, Table 4.21 and Table 4.22 ).

The different biomechanical effects that adjustments and ultrasound exert on the

joints and surrounding soft tissues may account for this. The high velocity

thrusts employed in adjustments may exert a greater and quicker effect on the

joint mechanoreceptors and nociceptors, which in turn affects reflex responses

on pain inhibition. Many of the mechanoreceptors and nociceptors involved with

pain inhibition are high threshold receptors (Wyke 1985). The levels of

stimulation produced from a slow and g,entle procedure, such as Ultrasound,

may not have a dramatic effect initially. With a series of treatments, however,
. 1:

sufficient afferent input may be achieved to stimulate these pain inhibiting

pathways. This is an area which needs further research.

Howe et al. (1983) and Sloop et al. (1982) bath found significant improvements

with regards to neck pain in patients treated with adjustments over a period of 3

weeks. Howe et al. (1983) also mention that the greatest decrease in pain in the

adjustment group appeared after the first treatment, and that with further
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treatments the pain levels did not change dramatically. These results do not

support Howe et ai's. observations since the findinqs of this study were that the

greatest decrease in pain intensity occurred at the final and 1 month follow-up

consultations.

Shields et al. (1996) conducted a study to determine the efficacy of ultrasound

and phonophoresis in relieving pain in individuals with various types of

musculoskeletal pain. Pain intensity was measured using the visual analog

scale, which was completed prior to each treatment. The results showed that

there was a significant change in the pain levels over the 10 day period in the

treatment group when compared to the control and sham ultrasound groups.

When compared to this study, it must be noted that the ultrasound group also

showed an overall significant improvement in the levels of perceived pain.

5.3.1 The Objective Data

5.3.1.1 Cervical Range of Motion

With flexion (Table 4.23), extension (Table 4.24), and left lateral flexion

(Table 4.27), there were no statistically siqnificant diffferences between the two
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treatment groups. This indicates that both treatments were equally effective.

However, it was found that with right lateral flexion (Table 4.28, Fig 5.1) there

was a statistically significant difference between the two treatment groups at all

four stages of the study. Right and left rotation (Table 4.25, Fig ~.2 and Table

4.26, Fig 5.3) showed statistically significant differences only at the fourth

consultation. This indicates that the two treatment protocols were not equally

effective as far as increasing right lateral flexion, right rotation and left rotation

ranges of motion was concerned. Adiustrnents proved to be the more effective

treatment protocol as far increasing right lateral flexion and left rotation.

Therapeutic ultrasound proved to be the more effective treatment protocol as far

as increasing right rotation.

5.3.1.2 Algometer

No statistically significant differences in the mean improvements in pressure
. ot:

pain threshold levels were noted between the two groups at any of the four

measurement stages of the study (Table 4.29). This indicates that the two

treatment protocols were equally effective as far as reducing pain threshold

levels was concerned.
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5.3.2 The Subjective Data

5.3.2.1 Questionnaires

The statistical comparison of the initial, fourth, final, and one month follow-up

measurements revealed no significant differences between the two treatment

groups, for the McGill Short Form Questionnaire (Appendix C), and the NRS 101

Pain Questionnaire (Appendix B).

The fact that there were still no statistically sig_nificant differences at the fourth,

final, as well as the one month follow-up consultations, indicates that both

treatment protocols were equally effective according_ to the above subjective

data.

Analysis of the CMCC Neck Disability Index (Appendix A), revealed a statistically. ~: .

significant improvement in disability between the two treatment groups at the

staqe of the final treatment (Table 4.30, Fig_5.4). The results showed that there

was a difference in the efficacy of the two treatment protocols, with adjustments

being the superior treatment approach in improving disability.
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Fig. 5.1 Comparison of mean improvement in right rotation
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Fig. 5.2 Comparison of mean improvement in left rotation
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Fig. 5.3 Comparison of mean improyement in right lateral flexion
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Fig. 5.4 Comparison of mean improvement in CMCC Neck Disability Index Scores
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5.4 Discussion

It was hypothesized that both treatment groups would show favourable results in

terms of the subjective and objective findings.

The results indicate that both treatment groups responded favourably to their

respective treatment protocols, that each treatment method acted with equivalent

efficacy and that the rate of patient improvement was similar.

The first two hypotheses, which stated that there would be an improvement as a

result of each respective treatment protocol, were accepted. The third

hypothesis, stating that there would be a difference in efficacy between the two

treatment groups, was rejected for all the data, except for right lateral flexion,

right and left rotation ranges of motion measurements, and disability
. 1:

measurements, for which the hypothesis was accepted. This would indicate that

the first treatment protocol (adjustments) was more effective than the second, in

terms of increasing right lateral flexion and left rotation ranges of motion, and

improving disability. This would also indicate that the second method of

treatment was more effective as far as increasing right rotation ranges of motion.
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5.5 limitations of this Study

The objective measurements, in the form of the goniometer readings, may have

been subject to human error. This could have been as a result of the fact that

the calibrations were only in increments cif 2 degrees, which may have made the

instrument insensitive to subtle changes in cervical motions. Added to this is the

possible risk of incorrect user methods.

The subjective measurements, in the form of the three questionnaires, may also

have had some limitations. The patient may have felt the need to please the

researcher and record an improvement which was beyond that which was

actually felt.

The gender distribution between the two treatment groups, particularly of male

patients, could have been closer, Which would have given more representative

results.

Another weakness of this study was the small sample size, which could have

resulted in a Type 2 error (Bajpai et al. 1978: 212). This is when the null

hypothesis is accepted as true when it is actually false.
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5.6 Comparison of the Results with Other Research

Koes et al. (1991 b, 1992a, 1993) conducted a blinded randomized clinical trial

comparing the effectiveness of manual therapy (adjusting and mobilizing the

spine), physiotherapy (exercises, massage, and physical therapy modalities

which included ultrasound), treatment by the general practitioner (medication

and postural advice), and a placebo therapy (de-tuned ultrasound and

shortwave diathermy). This was performed on patients with non-specific back

and neck complaints. Treatments were performed for a maximum period of three

months and follow-up measurements were taken at 3, 6 and 12 weeks. Results

indicated that the manual therapy and physiotherapy groups had a much greater

improvement in their main complaints at 3 and 6 weeks compared to the other

two therapies. However, the manual therapy group had a greater improvement

in physical functioning at all measurements compared to the other groups.

Koes et al. (1993) used sub-group analysis to assess the relative efficacy of

manual therapy and physiotherapy in treating chronic patients with non-specific

back and neck complaints, who had not received physiotherapy or manual

therapy during the preceeding two years. The results suggested that manual

therapy was more effective than physiotherapy in treating these conditions.
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The results of this study cannot be compared directly with this research project

because in the cited study not a clear enough distinction was made between

neck pain and low back pain patients.

What can be correlated is the fact that both treatment (the manual therapy and

physiotherapy) groups of this study, showed a significant improvement in

cervical range of motion as a result of the treatment, with the adjustment group

showing superior improvement. The patients from both treatment groups also

reported a significant improvement in pain intensity and quality of life, with the

adjustment or manual therapy group again showing superior improvement.

These findings support spinal manipulative therapy, and to a slightly lesser

degree physiotherapy (which in some cases included ultrasound), as effective

treatment protocols for neck pain.
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6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION

The results of this study over the 4 week treatment period and 4 week follow-up

period indicated that adjustments appeared to be more beneficial than

ultrasound in the treatment of mechanical neck pain. Statistically significant

differences were noted between the two treatment groups for right and left

rotation measurements at the fourth consultation, and right lateral flexion range

of motion measurements at all four stages of the study. Adjustments proved to

be the more effective treatment protocol as far as increasinc right lateral flexion

and left rotation, and ultrsaund for right rotation. However, the CMCC Neck

Disability Questionnaire measurements showed statistically significant

differences at the final treatment stage indicating that adjustment was the more

effective treatment protocol with regards to improving disability. No statistically

significant difference was noted between the two treatment groups for any of the

other outcome measures after the 4 weeks of treatment or after the follow-up

period.

Several outcome measures within each group showed significant improvements
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at certain stages of the study when compared to pre-treatment values. The

ultrasound group appeared to have more improvement with regards to mobility

especially after the 4 weeks treatment period and follow-up period. The

adjustment group showed an overall improvement in all cervical ranges of

motion compared to pre-treatment values. The adjustment group tended to have

more improvement with regards to disability and a much slower response with

regards to pain reduction, particularly after the first treatment. The ultrasound

group experienced a much quicker response with regards to pain reduction.

Future studies in which a comparison is to be made should use a random

sampling technique which takes into account the patient's gender, age and,

possibly, physique. In order to make this study more valid, other factors could

be more congruent. This would include factors such as the levels of dysfunction,

the duration of the complaint, and the dismissal of subjects with other co-existing

complaints.

An important factor to consider would be the sample size. With treatment

groups of only 15, this study could merely be considered as a pilot study. For

further studies in this regard, a sample size of at least 30 is recommended so

that paired and unpaired t-tests can be performed. This would make a trend in

results more apparent and sensitive to the subtle changes in data. With

samples of this size a statistical quality control test could be performed.
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Both treatment groups received a 5-minute massage, with oil, by hand. A

suggestion for future research purposes in this field is that massage either be

eliminated or done using a mechanical device for a fixed period of time, to

ensure equal preparation of all patients to minimize this added variable

influencing the results.

Relating to the great differences in anatomy and biomechanics in the upper and

lower cervical spine, a study specific to each of these regions is also

recommended. Other factors to consider would be to use only one form of

adjustment, as there may be subtle differences in the rotatory techniques which

have not yet been revealed. With regards to ultrasound it is suggested that one

specific intensity be used instead of a range to possibly attain a more accurate

result.

Due to the limited experience of any undergraduate researcher in the field of

manual therapy, it is suggested that more experienced manual therapists repeat

this study in order to further substantiate the role of adjustments and ultrasound

in the treatment of mechanical neck pain.

It is recommended that passive ranges of motion be analyzed instead of active

ranges of motion. Wong and Nansel (1992) have shown that measuring passive

ranges of motion demonstrates range of motion asymmetries to a greater extent
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than active ranges of motion. In measuring passive ranges of motion 'cortical

influences' (Wong and Nansel 1992) are absent and the effects of a certain

treatment on the ranges of motion of the joint may, therefore, become apparent.

The use of passive movement would also exclude the influence that muscle can

have on reducing mobility and would, hence possibly, be a more reliable

indicator of pure joint movement.

The Short Form McGill Pain Questionnaire used in the study was less reliable

than the NRS-1 01, because it is more difficult to analyze. This is supported by

the findings of Jensen et al. (1986), and it is therefore suggested that it be

excluded in future studies.

As the majority of patients in this study suffered from chronic neck pain, it is

suggested that the study be repeated on a population suffering from acute neck

pain to establish whether the duration of the complaint plays any role in the

effectiveness of the treatment. In acute neck pain severe limitation of movement

is common, normally in rotation and to a lesser extent lateral flexion. In chronic

neck pain a more generalized reduction in mobility is evident. The mechanisms

and pathological processes producing acute and chronic neck pain are not the

same. In acute neck pain inflammation causing pain and reduced mobility is

hypothesized to be from entrapped soft tissues and muscle spasm (Lewit 1978

and Haldeman 1992:205), while chronic neck problems, causing low grade pain
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and reduced mobility, are hypothesized to be from adhesions, ligament

shortening or capsular contracture ( Gillet and Liekens 1969). The different

physical and biomechanical effects of adjustments and ultrasound on the joints

and surrounding tissues, therefore needs to be analyzed in chronic as well as

acute patients.

It is the author's opinion, by considering the results produced in this study, that

both forms of treatment are effective in treating mechanical neck pain. In order

to decide which treatment is of greater benefit the primary objective of the

treatment must be established. If it is to restore mobility and improve disability,

then adjustments appear to be more beneficial. If it is to decrease pain, it

appears that ultrasound would be more suitable. Further research is required to

refute or validate these findings.
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c::::J 1can'l drive D'ly ar a510ng 1111 W&llt boCAu5e of ,
D'IOderale pain Ut D'lyned.

c::::J I can hardly drivo al all bocaulle ol ~ pAlll L1\

znyNClr.. ,c:::::J I (JIn't driw zny car at all. :

Soction 9 - SIct(lping :

c:::::J 1huw no troublo GI~ing. ic:::::J My 1I1c:ip iD ulighlly dulwbc!d Oma than 1 hr. alct<rpIC!do&).
c:::::J My 1I1c:ip iD znUdi Y dia l'U.rbiJd (1-2 hn.1Ile:rp IClnI. I

t:::J My II1C!12pill !IrtOdera trdy dis ty rb:d Q-3 hn. alclrplell). I
c:::J My lIlaap iD JSI'C=ltlycUatuzb:;:d GoShn.lIlaplma). it=J' My 1I1C3p la C'Oznplcrtaly cUaturbcd (>7 hno o.laapI6:ll).

I

&:lction 10·!lcatioUon Ic:::::J 1wn oblo to cmpga In all :ny I'CCn:ItIon IICt!Yltias with
110 mek pWn ot all ;

c:::::J J om oblo to mp gq in allzny I'CCrItIiI tien oct!viti IIIJ, with I
ocmt:J paln in In)' neck. . \

c:::::J J wn obIo to ~ga in InCI3I. but not all ol D'ly usual
I"Ca'cItIon octivitis bo::nU60 ol pain In D'ly nocck..

Ic:::::J 1azn ablo to CI'II0go in a flllWol D'ly usU41 rc:craaatlon I

octi vitia =auDtl of pain inD'ly ncclr.. I

c:::::J 1can hardly do 4rly rccrClllltion activlblllS bsc.ztUH I
ol pain In :ny noclt. I

c::::J I can't doC:4rly ~caf!Ation activilles at all. I... ....
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APPENDIX B

NUMERICAL RATING SCALE - 101

Name: Date:

Please indicate on the line below the number between 0 and 100
that best describes the pain of your major problem at this point,
)'fheDit is at its worst. A zero. (0) would mean "no pain at all"
and a hundred (100) would mean "pain as bad as it could be."
Please write only one number.

Please indicate on the line below the number between 0 and 100
that 'best describes the pain of your major problem at this point,
when it 1s at its least. A zero (0) would mean "no pain at all"
and a hundred (100) would mean "pain as bad as it could be".
Please write only ~ne number.

....,.



I APPENDIXC

I:'

I -----------~---~~~-------
I FILE 88 ----~----- O~TE : CIID __ ...J .... ._

I
I
I
,I"
I
1

tiC";' hl!J..Q. MQQEl'UT'" 5""/"':;;

I T1-tROSaIHG 01_ 1)_ 21 __ 31_

1. 5liOOTH.;G 0)_ 1)_ 21 __ ' 31

J Sï).SaIHG 0)_ 1)_'_ 21 __ Jl __

"- SHARP 01_
1)__ 21 __ 31__

s CRAM?IHG 01_ '1__ 21 __ 3) __

~ GNAWlHG 01_ 1) __ 21 __ Jl __

7 liOT·aU"HIHG 01_ 1)__ 21 __ 31__ ',

• ~
lf ACHIHG 0)_ 1) __ ~__ 3)__,-, HE).'/'I' 01_ ~)--

21 __ Jl __

lO ïESO;:\ .01_ '1_
21 __ Jl __

" 5 ;:J '_!7'7!!iG 01_ 1!__ .~__ :!1__

I~ 7lrilNG·:Xn).USi1HG 01_ ~l __ Zl __ Jl_' __

1-\ SiCXESIHG ,01_ 11 __ 21 __ :iI __

u. Fë)'i'lFUL Ol_
1} __ 2: __ 31__

IS" ?,UN1SHIHG-CRUEl. oJl_ 11__ 21 __ 31__

I
I
I
I "·0 ••

I
I
I
I
I McGILL PAIN
I
I

QUESTIONNAIRE
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APPENDIX D

RANGE OF l\'IOTION RESULT SHEET

PATIENT: FILE NO: DATE: _

FLEXION

EXTENSION

RIGHT ROTATION

LEFT ROTATION

RIGHT LATERAL FLEXION

LEFT LATERAL FLEXION
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APPENDIX E

ALGOlVlETER RESULT SHEET

PATIENT: FILE NO: DATE:---------------- ------ -------

PRE- TREATIVIENT

FOURTH TREATl\fENT

FINAL TREATl\fENT

ONE MONTH FOLLOW-UP
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APPENDIX F

I

I
paCier.e.:================ Dato o =======

I Pilo 0:=========

I
X-ray 0:===========

Age: Se.x:==== Oc~tiQZ1:

I·
Incern: ========================= Sig:aturo:

I
I
I

Initial visie clinician: Signatural

C£se History:

I

CnDO Gtntuo:

P'l"ï' : Cond.i tiO%llll.: Signed off: 17iAnl aigu out I

I
I

E.x.aminntion:
Previouo : 'ï'N

OthQr CUrrant: 'D!l
Other

CUrrcant: 'nW
Other

CUrrant: TW
OtMr

I
I

X-ray Studies:
PrevioWil: TN

Other
Clinicnl path. lab.:

PrevioWJ: 'fil
OthGlr

I
I Recommendationa:

I
I
I
I



Frequency

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

IntQ;n'O enDe h!Qto'X'

'1. Source of history:

2. ,Chief complaine: (plltiWlt'0 0t1U tfOrd,o)

3. PreDant illneso:

Locat.ion

Durat.ion

Pa.in (chll.rmct.Gr)

Proqraaoion

Atllocx:iato4 III ó III

Pravioun occ:urrancao



General henl~ otatun

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

4. Other co=plnintD:

s. Pn~t hiotcry:

Chil~ illneooeo

Adult illllQOOQD

POYChiatric illneooQo

ACcidento/injurieo

Surgery

Hoopitnlixutionn



I Immuniza~ioc.o

I·.
I
I 6. CUrren~ health a~a~UD and lifra-seyla:

Allerqietl

Screening een~s

I Environmene~l hnzardD
(home ~ oc:h.ool,trerk)

I
I

Safeey mtallOureo
(QraaebGlea, condomo)

Exercioe and laiouro

Sleep pneeernn

I
I

CUrrent medicaeion
To~cco

I Alcohol

Social drugQ

I 7. PéUïlilyhioeory:
Immediaee f~ly:

Age
Healeb
CaUDa of deaeb
Dé'Il
Heart dioease
TB
BBP
Stroke
Kidney diolGlaoQ
CA
Arthritio
ADoQiilin

Hcuaciac:hao
Thyroid cU.oeooe
£!j)ilepoy
MGlntcl, illncom
Alcoholi01il
Drug ad.cticeion
Other

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



Skin

'.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

8. Po~hoooeial hioeory:

Heme oicu.neion .

Daily life

.Importane ra.xp<aricaneao

Raligicun baliofo

Roviett of oyneGma:

G<merlll

9.

Baad

Eyeo

Earo

Nooe/sl.nuoeo

Moueh/throae

Noc:lt

BranoeD

aoopir~tory

Gaoero-ineeoeinal

Or ina ry
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I

Genital

Vlloeu.lllr

Museuloolteletll.l

Ncal.U'ologic

Rllemlltologic

Endocrino

Poychilltric.
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APPENDIX G

rECHHllSON Hhlli GHIROPRAClli MI CLIHIG

I pHYSICAL EXAHIN~l1QH

I
I

Underline abnormal findings in RED anc elaborate on back of
relevant page, if necessary.
Hark "NAD" if normal.

I
I

Patient:· Pile H _

Last name Pirst name

Clinician: _ Signature: _

I Intern: _ Signature: _

I Date:

I Height : _ Weight: _ Temp: _

I Rates: Heart: Pulse:.,
.' ,,_J;?l.~

I~I

Blood pressure: Arms: L /

Legs: L /

Respi ration : _

I
I

R /

R /

I
General appearance:

I
I
I
I
I
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APPENDIX H

TECHNIKON NATAL CHIROPRACTIC DAY CLINIC.

. REGIONAL EXAMINATION CERVICAL SPIn .

PATIENT: __

I
FILE # :__---- DATE: __
INTERN/RESIDENT: __

I
I
I
I

SOPERVISI~G CLINICIAN

OBSERVATION

Posture
Swellings
Scars
Discoloration
Hair Line
Bony and soft tissue contours

Shoulder position:
Left =
Right =
Muscle spasm
Facial expression

RANGE OF MOTION:

I
I

Flexion = 45 degrees.
Extension = 70 degrees.
L/R Rotation = 70 degrees.
L/R Lateral flexion = 45 degrees.

: I PAIRLESS LIMITATION.
II PAINFUL LIMITATION.

left
lateral
flexion.

flexion.I
I left

rotation.
right
rot~tion.

I
I
I
I
I

right
lateral
flexion.

extension.

PALPATION. lymph Dodes.
trachem..
thyroid gllmd.

I
I
I



I
I

Doorbell Si9X1
Kemp's 'rest
Cervical Distraction
Bm.lstemd's 'ïest
Byperabduction ~est (~right's)
Shoulder nbduetion 'ïest
Di~~iness rototion ~est
Br2chi~l Plexus 'ï'ension

Cerwic~l Compression
Later&l Compression
Aason's ~est . .
Costocln~ieul&r 'rest
Eden's (traction) ~est
Shoulder depression 'rest.
Lhermitte's Sign
O'DoDoghue ~anoeu~re

I,
I oR'i"HOPAEPlC EXlmlijUXQW :.

I

'ï'enderne3~
».ctive J::W. 'Tri9ger Poin til :,

S~.
'ï'rnpegius.
Scaleni •
Le~otor Scapulne.
Posterior Cervical ~culnture.

I
I

I
I·

Remarks

I
I NEUROLOGICAL EXAMIWA'ïIOW :

DERMATOMES: Left Right. MYOTOMES: Left Right. REFLEXES: Left Right.

C2
"

Cl' CS

C3 C2 C6

C4 C3 (, C7
" - r " ,~ ,,- ' o~cs C4 "

C6 , cs "

C7 C6 ..

ca C7 o

Tl ca ó.

'1'1

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I
I
I
I'
I
I
.1
I
I
I
I
I
I-
I
I
I
I
I
I

YASCOLAB :

BLOOD PRESSURE.
CARO'i"IDS.
SOBCLAVI~ ARYERIES.
aALLEmBERG 0'5 'I'ES'ï'.

LE!"ï'. l1XGlri'.

c~~s: -=== _

MOTION PALPATION

j .J6.plaYI L@ft Right Jt.pla~1
'-;/"A I Tja ~ I ;;"ol::x~ I Lr.1 AA H ~le Ext: J.£ AR ~ P/).I La.p

I J I J I eo I
I I" I I 0- l
I I I I eA I

I I I 1 1 __hl I
I I 1 I C4 I
I I I I e~ "I

, I I 1 I .cr I
I I I 1 1 -e;1 I
I I I 1 I I -n 1

I I I I -'fA I
: I ~o I I en I
! I I I 1 ~ I= -
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM APPENDIX I
(To be completed in duplicate by patient/subjectt) tOelete whichever is not applicable.

TITLE OF RESEARCH PROJECT

I
I

NAME OF SUPERVISOR

!fAME OF RESEARCH STUDENT

I
PLEASE CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE ~~SWER

I
I

1. Have you read the research information sheet? YES/NO

2. Have you had an opportunity to ask questions regarding this study? YES/NO
Have you received satisfactory ans~ers to your questions? YES/NO

I 4. .Have you had an opportunity to discuss this study?
Have you received enough information about. this study?

YES/NO
YES/NO

I
I

6. Who have you spoken to? -.,.. _

7. Do you understand the implications of your involvement in this study? YES/NO

I
I

S. Do you understand that you are free to withdraw from this study?
a) at any time·
b) without having to give a reason for withdrawing, and
c) without affecting your future health care.

YES/NO

9. Do you agree to voluntarily participate in this study? YES/NO

I
I
I

PATIE:HT/SUBJECT* Name _
(in block letters)

Signature _

PARENT/GUARDIAN* Ifame _ Signature _
(in block !etters1

WITNESS Name _ Signature _

I (in blcc~ !ettersl

RESEARCH STUDE!!T Name _ Signature _
(in bl0ck :ettersl

I,
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