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Neck-specific training with a cognitive
behavioural approach compared with prescribed
physical activity in patients with cervical
radiculopathy: a protocol of a prospective
randomised clinical trial
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Abstract

Background: Patients with cervical radiculopathy often have neck- and arm pain, neurological changes, activity
limitations and difficulties in returning to work. Most patients are not candidates for surgery but are often treated
with different conservative approaches and may be sick-listed for long periods. The purpose of the current study is
to compare the effectiveness of neck-specific training versus prescribed physical activity.

Methods/Design: The current protocol is a two armed intervention randomised clinical trial comparing the
outcomes of patients receiving neck specific training or prescribed physical activity. A total of 144 patients with
cervical radiculopathy will be randomly allocated to either of the two interventions. The interventions will be
delivered by experienced physiotherapists and last 14 weeks. The primary outcome variable is neck- and arm pain
intensity measured with a Visual Analogue Scale accompanied with secondary outcome measures of impairments
and subjective health measurements collected before intervention and at 3, 6, 12 and 24 months after base-line
assessment.

Discussion: We anticipate that the results of this study will provide evidence to support recommendations as to
the effectiveness of conservative interventions for patients with cervical radiculopathy.

Trial registration: ClinicalTrials.gov identifier: NCT01831271

Keywords: Cervical radiculopathy, Conservative interventions, Neck pain, Outcome, Physical activity, Randomisation,
Study protocol
Background
Cervical radiculopathy is mainly the result of cervical disc
herniation or spondylosis which results in nerve root in-
flammation, impingement or both. Cervical radiculopathy
has an annual incidence rate of 83.2 per 100,000 in the
general population [1]. Patients often present with neck
pain with radicular distribution in one or both upper ex-
tremities often together with paraesthesia, weakness or
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reflex changes. Certain patients with cervical disc hernia-
tion and/or spondylosis may suffer from prolonged func-
tional impairments due to chronic pain, associated activity
limitations, long periods of sick leave and difficulties in
returning to work [1,2].
Patients with cervical disc herniation and/or spondyl-

osis suffering from cervical pain and radiculopathy are
often treated conservatively [3]. If the symptoms persist
and the radiological findings match the clinical symp-
toms, the patient may be referred for surgery [4]. The
scientific evidence for the long term effect of treatment
with physiotherapy, drugs or surgery is weak [5-7]
and the benefit of surgery compared to conservative
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treatment is unclear [8]. Consequently, randomised con-
trolled trials using valid and reliable measures to com-
pare surgery with conservative treatment and to evaluate
different conservative interventions are needed [9]. Only
two prospective randomised controlled trials comparing
physiotherapy with surgery have been performed [10,11].
In the study by Bednarik [11] only patients with a diag-
nosis of myelopathy were included. Neither of the two
studies found a significant difference between treatments
at long-term follow-up. Peolsson et al. [12] and Engquist
et al. [13] investigated the additional effect of anterior
cervical decompression and fusion beyond the effect of a
structured physiotherapy program which consisted of
neck specific exercises and a behavioural approach in
physical function and self-rated outcomes, respectively
in patients with radiculopathy due to cervical disc dis-
ease. With the exception of less neck pain in the group
with surgery plus structured physiotherapy there were
no additional benefit at the 2 year follow-up of surgery
compared with physiotherapy alone with regard to active
range of neck motion, neck muscle endurance, hand re-
lated function [12], arm pain, neck specific function
rated on Neck Disability Index or general outcome on
the Odom scale [13].
The studies evaluating physical treatment for patients

with cervical radiculopathy are of various quality
[10,13-22]. The interventions as well as criteria for par-
ticipation are often poorly described and the number of
patients in the trials is small [23]. Additionally, the phys-
ical treatment often consists of various interventions
and is typically also combined with drugs and other
treatments which make it difficult to determine the ef-
fects of a single intervention. Four of the studies were
prospective randomised controlled trials [10,17,19,21].
In the study by Persson [10] all patients had indications
for a surgical intervention and the physiotherapy strat-
egies were pragmatic, involving a number of different
treatments. The current conclusion is that randomised
controlled trials using valid and reliable outcome mea-
sures to compare different conservative interventions is
needed [9,24]. In patients with neck pain of mechanical
origin there is evidence that neck specific training may
be the single most effective management strategy [25].
In patients with chronic pain, a cognitive approach
seems to be effective [26]. However, neither of these ap-
proaches has been examined in a patient population
with cervical radiculopathy. Patients with cervical radi-
culopathy often have long-lasting pain before referral to
a specialist hence, it is important to test these ap-
proaches and to compare them with the general recom-
mendation to stay physically active.
Today, in clinical practice, the waiting times for pa-

tients with cervical radiculopathy to be evaluated by a
surgeon are long and most of the patients are not
surgical candidates. Many patients are therefore sick-
listed for long periods of time with various treatment ap-
proaches or without any treatment at all. It has been
suggested that a structured physiotherapy program
should precede surgical intervention [12,13] but this has
not yet been scientifically evaluated.
The purpose of this randomised clinical trial will be to

compare the effects of a neck-specific exercise program
including a cognitive behavioral approach with pre-
scribed, self-mediated and progressive physical activity
approach in patients with cervical radiculopathy. We will
include outcome assessment before and after the inter-
ventions at 3 and 6 months and 1- and 2 years post
base-line.

Methods
Design
In a prospective, randomised clinical trial with follow-up
at 3 and 6 months, and 1- and 2 years 144 patients with
cervical radiculopathy will be included. The study will
follow the CONSORT guidelines [27] and has been reg-
istered in ClinicalTrials.gov identifier: NCT01831271.
The study has been approved of by the Regional Board
of Ethics in Stockholm (Dnr 2009/1756-31/4).

Participant selection
Patients with cervical pain and radiculopathy referred to
the Neurosurgery Clinic at the Karolinska University
Hospital will be invited to participate. A total of 144
consecutively selected patients will be included. Before
inclusion all patients will undergo a standardized phys-
ical examination by a physiotherapist which will include
a medical history, pain, sensory changes, reflexes, range
of motion and muscle strength tests. Inclusion criteria
are: 1) Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) verified cer-
vical disc disease showing cervical nerve root compression
and 2) neck- and/or arm pain verified with a neck exten-
sion test or a neurodynamic provocation test positive
Spurling test [28]. Exclusion criteria are: previous fracture
or subluxation of the cervical spine, malignity, spinal
tumour, spinal infection, previous surgery in the cervical
spine, co-morbidity such as disease or symptoms contra-
indicated to perform the treatment program or the mea-
surements, known drug abuse, lack of familiarity with the
Swedish language, diagnosed psychiatric disorder. At the
first visit to the physiotherapy department patients who
satisfy eligibility criteria will be included if they agree to
participate and provide informed consent.

Sample size
The sample size is based on data from the “Swedish neck
study” [12,13]. A sample size of 56 in each group will have
80% power to detect differences in means of 15 mm as-
suming that the common standard deviation is 28 mm
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using two group t-test with a 0.05 two-sided significance
level. A drop-out rate of 20% was calculated for.

Randomisation
After the baseline assessment, each patient will be ran-
domised to one of two interventions: A) active physical
rehabilitation with a neck specific exercise program in-
cluding a cognitive behavioral approach (neck-specific
training) or B) prescribed, self-mediated and progressive
physical activity (prescribed physical activity). See flow
chart (Figure 1). Randomisation will be done in blocks
of eight according to a computer generated randomisa-
tion list prepared by an independent statistician not in-
volved with subject recruitment. The sequence of
allocation to either intervention will be concealed and
performed by a person not involved in the testing or
treatment of subjects in the project according to the ran-
dom generated computer list and kept in numbered and
sealed envelopes.

Blinding
Group allocation will be concealed until the baseline
measurement is completed. The patient will then receive
a sealed envelope containing the group allocation. Blind-
ing of the patients, the test leader and the treating phys-
iotherapists participating in the study is not possible.
First, because it will be obvious to the patient which the
type of intervention they will receive and secondly, be-
cause the test leader also serves as contact person for
the patients enrolled in the study and the patients could
disclose their group assignment. To prevent bias from
not blinding the two intervention arms would not be
provided by the same physiotherapist or even the same
Patient recru
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RCT (n=

Intervention group 1

(n=72)

Neck specific 

training including a cognitive

behavioral approach

Prospective follow-u

months after interv

Figure 1 Flow chart of the randomised clinical trial.
geographical location i.e. prescribed physical activity
would be given by physiotherapists other than those giv-
ing the intervention neck-specific training. The data
transformation from paper questionnaires and physical
examination protocols into data files will be handled
by an independent person otherwise not involved in
the study.

Evaluation and test procedure
Background data that will be collected at the first visit
of the study will include: gender, age, social situation,
smoking habits, back pain, pain medication, pain history
related to the neck problems, previous medical problems
(differential-diagnosis to cervical disc disease), earlier
treatments for the neck problems and its effects, work
situation (such as type of work, workload due to the
neck, work satisfaction and sick-leave), and physical ac-
tivity/ exercise habits.
Clinical measurements that will be performed by an

independent, blinded examiner before intervention, and
at 3, 6, 12 and 24 months follow-up periods: Neuro-
logical examination, cervical range of motion [29], neck
muscle endurance [30], hand strength [31] and balance
[32,33]. These measurements have good reliability and
known reference data.
Questionnaires used have good reliability and validity

(listed under secondary outcome measures). The ques-
tionnaires will be administered before intervention, 3, 6,
12 and 24 months after the start of the intervention.

Primary outcome measure
The primary outcome measure is pain intensity. Inten-
sity of neck pain and arm pain is measured on a Visual
itment and 
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Analogue Scale (VAS) (0–100 mm) [34,35]. Pain will be
measured before intervention, 3, 6, 12 and 24 months
after the start of the intervention.

Secondary outcome measures
Additionally, the character of pain, number of pain loca-
tions and distribution of symptoms will be evaluated
with a body diagram. Neck specific disability will be
measured by the Neck Disability Index [36,37]. Head-
ache and dizziness will be measured on the VAS and
Dizziness Handicap Inventory (DHI) [38]. Symptom sat-
isfaction related to the neck problems will be rated on a
seven-grade scale [39]. Self-efficacy will be measured on
the Self-efficacy scale [40] and Exercise Self-efficacy
scale. Fear-avoidance beliefs will be measured with the
Fear Avoidance Beliefs questionnaire (FABQ) [41,42]
and Tampa Scale of Kinesiophobia (TSK) [42]. Hostility,
anxiety and depression will be measured with the HAD
scale [43,44]. Coping strategies will be measured with
the Coping Strategy Questionnaire (CSQ) [45]. Pain cata-
strophizing will be measured with the Pain Catastrophiz-
ing Scale (PCS) [46]. Health related quality of life assessed
by the EuroQuol five dimensions self-classifier (EQ-5D)
and current health state by the EuroQuol vertical VAS
(0–100 mm) [47]. Physical activity will be measured with
International Physical Activity Questionnaire (IPAQ short
version) [48] and a scale for assessment of physical activity
[49]. Patient specific goals will be measured with the Pa-
tient specific functional scale (PSFS) [50] and the Patient
Goal Priority Questionnaire (PGPQ) [51]. Work ability
will be measured by the Work Ability Index (WAI) [52].
Additional questions of fulfillment and satisfaction

which will be asked after the intervention at the 6 and
24 months follow-ups such as: −adherence to the inter-
vention, −treatment expectations fulfilled, − if they would
recommend the intervention to patients with similar
problems and if surgery or other interventions have been
undertaken.

Confidentiality
To guarantee the patients’ confidentiality all data col-
lected will be coded and the codes will be locked in and
stored separate from collected data.

Intervention groups
Each physiotherapist who will treat patients in the study
has been trained in the intervention program by the test
leader who is a specialised physiotherapist at the special-
ist clinic. The entire treatment approach is documented
in a manual of standard operating procedures and given
to the treating physiotherapist. All exercise performed
and progression of each will be registered in a diary. The
written information is also available for the patients. For
both groups the intervention period is 14 weeks.
Neck specific training
Active physical rehabilitation including neck-specific
training with an additional cognitive behavioural ap-
proach will be included. The goal of the intervention is
to improve physical functioning with specific respect to
sensorimotor function, neck muscle strength and endur-
ance as well as reducing pain. The active physiotherapy
rehabilitation program consists of a standardised pro-
gram (three times a week) with medical exercise therapy
and if needed vestibular rehabilitation. At the start of
the intervention motivational interviewing will be in-
cluded. Additionally once a week during the first
14 weeks of the program (Week 1–14) the physiotherap-
ist will educate the patient about physiology of pain,
stress, exercise, breathing, relaxation, coping, pacing and
ergonomics. The physiotherapist will also teach and have
a discussion with the patient on how to manage the pain
at home both physically with; heat, cold or TENS and
psychologically with; relaxation training, exercises for in-
creased body awareness as well as goal setting for better
coping strategies and self-efficacy. Throughout the treat-
ment program a cognitive approach from the physio-
therapist according to theoretical behaviour change
models will be used. Home exercises will also be pre-
scribed. All physiotherapists will be provided with a
well-defined frame of exercises with a standardised and
structured progression. After a clinical examination the
physiotherapist adjusts the program for each patient ac-
cording to the selection of exercise and dosages chosen.
From week 15–20 the patients have the opportunity to
meet the physiotherapist for discussion, encouragement
and help with exercise progression and otherwise do ex-
ercise on their own in the clinic or at home.

Prescribed physical activity
Physical activity will be formally prescribed by a physio-
therapist and followed up according to customary routines
[53,54]. Prescribed physical activity is a tailored physical
activity programme with the monitoring of progress and a
follow-up. In guidelines for prescribing physical activity a
cognitive behavioural approach (theoretical behaviour
change model) with motivational interviewing is included.
The interview includes exploratory talk, commitment/de-
cision, life style change, health promotion, evaluation of
readiness for change, reflection, assessment of motivation,
patient specific goal assessment, conclusion and plan for
follow-up at 14 weeks. Patients are guided by the physio-
therapist to increase their overall activity and general
strength with i.e. walking and other self-mediated activities
and exercise. During the intervention and follow up period
to 20 weeks the patients are free to contact their physio-
therapist and the number of contacts will be registered.
The interventions will be led by experienced and specia-

lised physiotherapists. The patients in the neck specific
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training group will have personal contacts with their
physiotherapist whereas in the prescribed physical activ-
ity group they do not have scheduled regular contacts
but the opportunity to contact the physiotherapist when
needed. An earlier study of patients after lumbar disc
surgery showed good results for an intervention based
on home training when patients have received careful
instructions and have access to the physiotherapist if
questions arise [55].

Data analysis
Outcome data from the two groups will be compared
using an intention to treat analysis with all patients be-
ing analysed in the group to which they were originally
randomly assigned even though they are lost to follow-
up or non-compliance of the intervention or any other
deviation from the protocol [56]. In the intention to
treat analysis the technique multiple imputation of miss-
ing data will be used [57]. Continuous or discrete data
will be compared with parametric or non-parametric
statistical methods depending on possible skewness in
the data distribution. Categorical data will be compared
with non-parametric statistics. For relationships among
several independent variables against a dependent vari-
able multiple regression analysis will be used. Cost-
effectiveness of the treatment models due to direct and
indirect costs will be calculated.

Discussion
The importance of the study for patients with cervical
radiculopathy as well as society is significant as these in-
dividuals often experience severe, neuropathic pain
resulting in both great personal and social costs. Many
patients are sick-listed for long time periods.
The current study aims to supplement knowledge as

to optimal treatment for patients with cervical radiculo-
pathy. Treatment with surgery is also an identified
knowledge gap in DUET (Record ID: 381431, published
2010-07-23) however not primarily addressed in the
current study but could be effected secondarily as fewer
patient might need surgery. The long-term effects of the
study could potentially reduce the time of sick leave and
improve the rate of patients returning to work and/or
former activity by optimising treatments. Furthermore it
may decrease the number of patients who will require
surgery for their neck problems and thus reduce the
mental, physical and societal costs.
The current trial is designed to minimise biases of risk

in clinical trials by using randomisation, concealed allo-
cation of patients, specified eligibility criteria and an
intention to treat principle in analysis of the data. How-
ever, a complete blinding of the patients or the treating
physiotherapists is not possible due to the types of inter-
vention where it is obvious which kind of treatment one
is receiving. Another potential limitation is that the
study does not contain a true control or placebo group.
The current patient group have pain and they are re-
ferred to the hospital due to their pain and significant
findings on MRI. We potentially could have them on a
waiting list for 14 weeks but that might result in increas-
ing pain and disability. It would therefore not be ethical
to assign some of them to a non-treatment group. Since
there is minimal evidence and no consensus of how to
best manage patients with cervical radiculopathy there
exists considerable variation in what is currently being
performed. The treatment differences which will occur
in the current study are consistent with those sometimes
used in clinical practice.

Summary
This study uses a randomised clinical trial design to in-
vestigate the effectiveness of two types of conservative
treatments for patients with cervical radiculopathy. The
study will also investigate clinical features for possible
prediction of a patient’s response to each treatment. The
findings will enable evidence-based recommendations as
to the effects of conservative interventions for patients
with cervical radiculopathy. Furthermore, findings will
provide direction for future research and treatment ra-
tionale for the patient population.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions
ÅD initiated the study and was responsible for the overall design of the
study in discussion with AP and JC. ÅD and AP wrote the manuscript. MS is
an expert in his field and has also contributed with the recruitment of
patients into the study. ÅD and MH were responsible for the data collection.
All authors read, revised, and approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgements
Funding
This study, initiated and performed by the investigators, has received
funding from the Swedish Government through the Karolinska Institute, in
the Swedish National School of Research Education in Health Care Sciences
and the Strategic Research Programme in Care Sciences as well as from the
Stockholm County Council Funding ALF Medicine.

Author details
1Department of Physical Therapy, Karolinska University Hospital, 171 76
Stockholm, Sweden. 2Department of Neurobiology, Care Sciences and
Society, Division of Physiotherapy, Karolinska Institutet, Stockholm, Sweden.
3Franklin Pierce University, Denver, USA. 4Department of Department of
Clinical NeuroscienceKarolinska Instiutet, Karolinska Institutet, Stockholm,
Sweden. 5Department of Neurosurgery, Karolinska University Hospital,
Stockholm, Sweden. 6Department of Medical and Health Sciences, Division
of Physiotherapy, Faculty of Health Sciences, Linköping University, Stockholm,
Sweden.

Received: 21 February 2014 Accepted: 30 July 2014
Published: 12 August 2014

References
1. Radhakrishnan K, Litchy WJ, O’Fallon WM, Kurland LT: Epidemiology of

cervical radiculopathy. A population-based study from Rochester,
Minnesota, 1976 through 1990. Brain 1994, 117(Pt 2):325–335.



Dedering et al. BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders 2014, 15:274 Page 6 of 7
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/15/274
2. Abbed KM, Coumans JV: Cervical radiculopathy: pathophysiology,
presentation, and clinical evaluation. Neurosurgery 2007, 60:S28–S34.

3. Mochida K, Komori H, Okawa A, Muneta T, Haro H, Shinomiya K: Regression
of cervical disc herniation observed on magnetic resonance images.
Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 1998, 23:990–995. discussion 996–997.

4. Carette S, Fehlings MG: Clinical practice. Cervical radiculopathy. N Engl J
Med 2005, 353:392–399.

5. Carragee EJ, Hurwitz EL, Cheng I, Carroll LJ, Nordin M, Guzman J, Peloso P,
Holm LW, Cote P, Hogg-Johnson S, van der Velde G, Cassidy JD, Haldeman
S: Treatment of neck pain: injections and surgical interventions: results
of the bone and joint decade 2000–2010 task force on neck pain and its
associated disorders. Spine 2008, 33:S153–S169.

6. Hurwitz EL, Carragee EJ, van der Velde G, Carroll LJ, Nordin M, Guzman J,
Peloso PM, Holm LW, Cote P, Hogg-Johnson S, Cassidy JD, Haldeman S:
Treatment of neck pain: noninvasive interventions: results of the bone
and joint decade 2000–2010 task force on neck pain and its associated
disorders. Spine 2008, 33:S123–S152.

7. Nikolaidis I, Fouyas IP, Sandercock PA, Statham PF: Surgery for cervical
radiculopathy or myelopathy. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2010,
1:CD001466. doi:10.1002/14651858.

8. van Middelkoop M, Rubinstein SM, Ostelo R, van Tulder MW, Peul W,
Koes BW, Verhagen AP: Surgery versus conservative care for neck pain:
a systematic review. Eur Spine J 2013, 22:87–95.

9. Carroll LJ, Hurwitz EL, Cote P, Hogg-Johnson S, Carragee EJ, Nordin M,
Holm LW, van der Velde G, Cassidy JD, Guzman J, Peloso PM, Haldeman S:
Research priorities and methodological implications: the bone and joint
decade 2000–2010 task force on neck pain and its associated disorders.
Spine 2008, 33:S214–S220.

10. Persson LC, Carlsson CA, Carlsson JY: Long-lasting cervical radicular pain
managed with surgery, physiotherapy, or a cervical collar. A prospective,
randomized study. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 1997, 22:751–758.

11. Bednarik J, Kadanka Z, Vohanka S, Stejskal L, Vlach O, Schroder R: The
value of somatosensory- and motor-evoked potentials in predicting
and monitoring the effect of therapy in spondylotic cervical
myelopathy. Prospective randomized study. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 1999,
24:1593–1598.

12. Peolsson A, Soderlund A, Engquist M, Lind B, Lofgren H, Vavruch L, Holtz A,
Winstrom-Christersson A, Isaksson I, Oberg B: Physical function outcome in
cervical radiculopathy patients after physiotherapy alone compared with
anterior surgery followed by physiotherapy: a prospective randomized
study with a 2-year follow-up. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2013, 38:300–307.

13. Engquist M, Lofgren H, Oberg B, Holtz A, Peolsson A, Soderlund A, Vavruch
L, Lind B: Surgery versus nonsurgical treatment of cervical radiculopathy:
a prospective, randomized study comparing surgery plus physiotherapy
with physiotherapy alone with a 2-year follow-up. Spine (Phila Pa 1976)
2013, 38:1715–1722.

14. Cleland JA, Whitman JM, Fritz JM, Palmer JA: Manual physical therapy,
cervical traction, and strengthening exercises in patients with cervical
radiculopathy: a case series. J Orthop Sports Phys Ther 2005, 35:802–811.

15. Ellenberg MR, Honet JC, Treanor WJ: Cervical radiculopathy. Arch Phys Med
Rehabil 1994, 75:342–352.

16. Goldie I, Landquist A: Evaluation of the effects of different forms of
physiotherapy in cervical pain. Scand J Rehabil Med 1970, 2:117–121.

17. Joghataei MT, Arab AM, Khaksar H: The effect of cervical traction
combined with conventional therapy on grip strength on patients with
cervical radiculopathy. Clin Rehabil 2004, 18:879–887.

18. Murphy DR, Hurwitz EL, Gregory A, Clary R: A nonsurgical approach to the
management of patients with cervical radiculopathy: a prospective
observational cohort study. J Manipulative Physiol Ther 2006, 29:279–287.

19. Young IA, Michener LA, Cleland JA, Aguilera AJ, Snyder AR: Manual
therapy, exercise, and traction for patients with cervical radiculopathy: a
randomized clinical trial. Phys Ther 2009, 89:632–642.

20. Saal JS, Saal JA, Yurth EF: Nonoperative management of herniated
cervical intervertebral disc with radiculopathy. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 1996,
21:1877–1883.

21. Kuijper B, Tans JT, Beelen A, Nollet F, de Visser M: Cervical collar or
physiotherapy versus wait and see policy for recent onset cervical
radiculopathy: randomised trial. BMJ 2009, 339:b3883.

22. Thoomes EJ, Scholten-Peeters W, Koes B, Falla D, Verhagen AP: The effectiveness
of conservative treatment for patients with cervical radiculopathy:
a systematic review. Clin J Pain 2013, 29:1073–1086.
23. Thoomes EJ, Scholten-Peeters GG, de Boer AJ, Olsthoorn RA, Verkerk K, Lin C,
Verhagen AP: Lack of uniform diagnostic criteria for cervical radiculopathy
in conservative intervention studies: a systematic review. Eur Spine J 2012,
21:1459–1470.

24. Salt E, Wright C, Kelly S, Dean A: A systematic literature review on the
effectiveness of non-invasive therapy for cervicobrachial pain. Man Ther
2011, 16:53–65.

25. Kay TM, Gross A, Goldsmith C, Santaguida PL, Hoving J, Bronfort G:
Exercises for mechanical neck disorders. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2005,
8:CD004250. doi:10.1002/14651858.

26. Eccleston C, Morley SJ, Williams AC: Psychological approaches to
chronic pain management: evidence and challenges. Br J Anaesth 2013,
111:59–63.

27. Boutron I, Moher D, Altman DG, Schulz KF, Ravaud P, Group C: Extending
the CONSORT statement to randomized trials of nonpharmacologic
treatment: explanation and elaboration. Ann Intern Med 2008,
148:295–309.

28. Tong HC, Haig AJ, Yamakawa K: The Spurling test and cervical
radiculopathy. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2002, 27:156–159.

29. Capuano-Pucci D, Rheault W, Aukai J, Bracke M, Day R, Pastrick M:
Intratester and intertester reliability of the cervical range of motion
device. Arch Phys Med Rehabil 1991, 72:338–340.

30. Peolsson A, Almkvist C, Dahlberg C, Lindqvist S, Pettersson S: Age- and
sex-specific reference values of a test of neck muscle endurance.
J Manipulative Physiol Ther 2007, 30:171–177.

31. Mathiowetz V: Comparison of Rolyan and Jamar dynamometers for
measuring grip strength. Occup Ther Int 2002, 9:201–209.

32. Juul-Kristensen B, Clausen B, Ris I, Jensen RV, Steffensen RF, Chreiteh SS,
Jorgensen MB, Sogaard K: Increased neck muscle activity and impaired
balance among females with whiplash-related chronic neck pain: a
cross-sectional study. J Rehabil Med 2013, 45:376–384.

33. Kammerlind AS, Ledin TE, Odkvist LM, Skargren EI: Influence of asymmetry of
vestibular caloric response and age on balance and perceived symptoms
after acute unilateral vestibular loss. Clin Rehabil 2006, 20:142–148.

34. Carlsson AM: Assessment of chronic pain. I. Aspects of the reliability and
validity of the visual analogue scale. Pain 1983, 16:87–101.

35. Abbott A, Ghasemi-Kafash E, Dedering A: The validity of using an
electrocutaneous device for pain assessment in patients with cervical
radiculopathy. Physiother Theory Pract 2014, PMID:24666409.

36. Vernon H, Mior S: The neck disability index: a study of reliability and
validity. J Manipulative Physiol Ther 1991, 14:409–415.

37. Ackelman BH, Lindgren U: Validity and reliability of a modified version of
the neck disability index. J Rehabil Med 2002, 34:284–287.

38. Jacobson GP, Newman CW: The development of the Dizziness handicap
inventory. Arch Otolaryngol Head Neck Surg 1990, 116:424–427.

39. Cherkin DC, Deyo RA, Street JH, Barlow W: Predicting poor outcomes for
back pain seen in primary care using patients’ own criteria. Spine (Phila
Pa 1976) 1996, 21:2900–2907.

40. Estlander AM, Vanharanta H, Moneta GB, Kaivanto K: Anthropometric
variables, self-efficacy beliefs, and pain and disability ratings on the
isokinetic performance of low back pain patients. Spine (Phila Pa 1976)
1994, 19:941–947.

41. Waddell G, Newton M, Henderson I, Somerville D, Main CJ, Slade PD, Troup
JD, Lethem J, Bentley G: A fear-avoidance beliefs questionnaire (FABQ)
and the role of fear-avoidance beliefs in chronic low back pain and
disability. Pain 1993, 52:157–168.

42. Dedering A, Borjesson T: Assessing fear-avoidance beliefs in patients with
cervical radiculopathy. Physiother Res Int 2013, 18:193–202.

43. Castro MM, Quarantini L, Batista-Neves S, Kraychete DC, Daltro C, Miranda-Scippa
A: Validity of the hospital anxiety and depression scale in patients with
chronic pain. Rev Bras Anestesiol 2006, 56:470–477.

44. Zigmond AS, Snaith RP: The hospital anxiety and depression scale.
Acta Psychiatr Scand 1983, 67:361–370.

45. Swartzman LC, Gwadry FG, Shapiro AP, Teasell RW: The factor structure of
the coping strategies questionnaire. Pain 1994, 57:311–316.

46. Sullivan M, Bishop S, Pivik J: The pain catastrophizing scale: development
and validation. Psychol Assess 1995, 7:524–532.

47. TheEuroQolGroup: EuroQol-a new facility for the measurement of
health-related quality of life. Health Pol 1990, 16:199–208.

48. Craig CL, Marshall AL, Sjostrom M, Bauman AE, Booth ML, Ainsworth BE,
Pratt M, Ekelund U, Yngve A, Sallis JF, Oja P: International physical activity



Dedering et al. BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders 2014, 15:274 Page 7 of 7
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/15/274
questionnaire: 12-country reliability and validity. Med Sci Sports Exerc
2003, 35:1381–1395.

49. Grimby G: Physical activity and muscle training in the elderly. Acta Med
Scand Suppl 1986, 711:233–237.

50. Cleland JA, Fritz JM, Whitman JM, Palmer JA: The reliability and construct
validity of the neck disability index and patient specific functional scale
in patients with cervical radiculopathy. Spine 2006, 31:598–602.

51. Asenlof P, Siljeback K: The patient goal priority questionnaire is
moderately reproducible in people with persistent musculoskeletal pain.
Phys Ther 2009, 89:1226–1234.

52. de Zwart BC, Frings-Dresen MH, van Duivenbooden JC: Test-retest reliability
of the work ability index questionnaire. Occup Med (Lond) 2002, 52:177–181.

53. Kallings LV, Leijon ME, Kowalski J, Hellenius ML, Stahle A: Self-reported
adherence: a method for evaluating prescribed physical activity in
primary health care patients. J Phys Act Health 2009, 6:483–492.

54. Leijon ME, Bendtsen P, Nilsen P, Festin K, Stahle A: Does a physical activity
referral scheme improve the physical activity among routine primary
health care patients? Scand J Med Sci Sports 2009, 19:627–636.

55. Johansson AC, Linton SJ, Bergkvist L, Nilsson O, Cornefjord M: Clinic-based
training in comparison to home-based training after first-time lumbar
disc surgery: a randomised controlled trial. Eur Spine J 2009, 18:398–409.

56. Hollis S, Campbell F: What is meant by intention to treat analysis? Survey
of published randomised controlled trials. BMJ 1999, 319:670–674.

57. Baraldi AN, Enders CK: An introduction to modern missing data analyses.
J Sch Psychol 2010, 48:5–37.

doi:10.1186/1471-2474-15-274
Cite this article as: Dedering et al.: Neck-specific training with a
cognitive behavioural approach compared with prescribed physical
activity in patients with cervical radiculopathy: a protocol of a
prospective randomised clinical trial. BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders
2014 15:274.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit


	Abstract
	Background
	Methods/Design
	Discussion
	Trial registration

	Background
	Methods
	Design
	Participant selection
	Sample size
	Randomisation
	Blinding
	Evaluation and test procedure
	Primary outcome measure
	Secondary outcome measures
	Confidentiality
	Intervention groups
	Neck specific training
	Prescribed physical activity

	Data analysis

	Discussion
	Summary
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Author details
	References

