
Introduction 

Electrodiagnostic testing (EDX) is an electrophysiological tech-
nique that includes nerve conduction studies (NCS), needle elec-
tromyography (EMG), and repetitive nerve stimulation [1]. EDX 
plays a role in the evaluation of peripheral nerve, muscle, and neu-
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romuscular junction diseases, and is a continuation of the clinical 
neurological examination [2]. EDX also plays an important role in 
disease prognosis and follow-up [3,4]. 

In recent years, the use of detailed clinical examinations in prac-
tical applications has gradually decreased, and diagnostic tests, 
which may be unnecessary, have been requested in large numbers 
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[5]. However, this situation can lead to uncomfortable tests for pa-
tients, long waiting times, and increased health costs [6]. As with 
many other diagnostic tests, EDX should not replace careful histo-
ry taking and physical examination and should be complementary 
[7]. In addition, ultrasonography is an important tool for assessing 
nerve entrapment and peripheral nerve injury. This examination 
can be used to further evaluate the results of clinical examinations 
and NCS/EMG [8]. 

This study aimed to compare the compatibility between differ-
ent clinical prediagnoses and electrophysiological findings. In addi-
tion, parameters such as clinic referrals, outpatient or inpatient 
clinic requests, and patient symptoms will be evaluated. 

Methods 

Ethical statements: This study was approved by the local 
ethics committee of Health Health Sciences University, Şişli 
Hamidiye Etfal Training and Research Hospital (protocol No. 
3277/date: May 25, 2021), and the requirement for informed 
consent was waived. This study was conducted in accordance 
with the principles of the Declaration of Helsinki. 

1. Patients 
EDXs performed in the physical medicine and rehabilitation 
(PM&R) clinic of our hospital between January 2004 and Decem-
ber 2020 were screened retrospectively. A total of 2,415 EDX re-
sults were obtained. Age, sex, body mass index (BMI, kg/m2), hos-
pital admission, referral clinics, presence of trauma, prediagnosis, 
and electrophysiological diagnosis of the patients were recorded. 
Patient complaints, clinical examination results, and preliminary 
diagnoses were obtained from the EDX order notes. A total of 262 
patients were excluded from the study, including those with miss-
ing control data and tests, and cases of peripheral facial paralysis 
(PFP). Patients with PFP were excluded because they can usually 
be diagnosed through anamnesis and physical examination. 

2. Assessment of electrodiagnostic test findings 
All EDXs were performed by the same physician using the Neu-
ropack device (Nihon Kohden, Tokyo, Japan) at the electrophysi-
ology laboratory of the PM&R clinic. After being grouped as ei-
ther normal or presenting with pathology, those with pathology 
were subdivided into entrapment neuropathy, polyneuropathy, ra-
diculopathy, plexopathy, myopathy, motor neuron disease, and pe-
ripheral nerve damage groups. The same EDX protocol was ap-
plied for similar diseases. Sensory and motor NCS were per-
formed to evaluate entrapment neuropathy and polyneuropathy. 

Needle EMG was performed along with NCS for radiculopathy, 
plexopathy, peripheral nerve injury, myopathy, and motor neuron 
disease. In NCS, the latency, conduction velocity, and amplitude 
were evaluated, and needle EMG assessed denervation patterns, 
polyphasia, and recruitment. We determined whether the prelimi-
nary diagnosis before EDX and the diagnosis determined after 
EDX were similar. 

3. Statistical analysis 
In the descriptive statistics of the data, the mean, standard devia-
tion, median, lowest and highest values, frequency, and ratio were 
used. The distribution of variables was measured using the Kolm-
ogorov-Smirnov test. The Mann-Whitney U test was used to ana-
lyze quantitative independent data. The chi-square test was used to 
analyze independent qualitative data, and the Fischer test was used 
when the chi-square test conditions were not met. IBM SPSS ver. 
27.0 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA) was used in the analyses. 

Results 

1. Patients and demographic characteristics 
The study included 2,153 tests. Of the patients evaluated with 
EDX, 1,533 (71.2%) were female, with a mean age of 49.0 ± 13.9 
years. The mean BMI was 28 ± 5.2 kg/m2. The most frequent re-
ferral clinic for EDX was the PM&R clinic (90.0%), followed by 
other clinics (4.8%), neurosurgery (2%), orthopedics (1.9%), and 
neurology (1.3%). Of these patients, 91.3% were referred from 
outpatient clinics. Numbness (73.6%) was the most common 
complaint, followed by pain (15.3%) and weakness (13.9%). In 
addition, although they occurred at low rates, complaints such as 
burning sensation (2.6%), tingling (1.4%), hypoesthesia (0.7%), 
and electric-shock sensation (0.5%) were reported (Table 1). 

2. Comparison of electrodiagnostic findings with 
prediagnoses 
While 55.3% of the prediagnoses were entrapment neuropathies, 
other common prediagnosis was radiculopathy (16.1%), polyneu-
ropathy (15.7%), and peripheral nerve damage (9.8%). Plexopathy 
(2.7%), myopathy (0.2%), and motor neuron disease (0.1%) re-
quests occurred less frequently. The most common entrapment 
neuropathy for which EDX was requested was carpal tunnel syn-
drome (CTS) (78.3%), followed by cubital tunnel syndrome 
(15.9%). The most common plexopathy was brachial plexopathy 
(96.6%). Among peripheral nerve injuries, ulnar nerve injury 
(21.0%) was the most frequently requested. In addition, 91.8% of 
the patients had no history of trauma, and 3.8% were not informed 
about trauma (Table 2). 
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A total of 31.1% of the EDXs examined were within normal lim-
its. While 61.7% of the patients were found to have a prediagnosis 
that was consistent with the EDX results, a pathology different 
from the preliminary diagnosis was detected with EDX in 7.2% of 
the patients. The most common pathologies were entrapment 
neuropathy (51.7%), polyneuropathy (17.3%), and radiculopathy 
(15.1%). The most common entrapment neuropathy was CTS 
(79.3%), similar to prediagnosis. The age and BMI of the patients 
were significantly lower in those with discordant prediagnosis and 
EDX results (p< 0.05). Similarly, the proportion of female patients 
was significantly higher in the discordant group (p< 0.05). There 
was no significant difference between those who had consistent 

Table 1. Demographics of the patients 

Variable Data
No. of patients 2,153
Age (yr) 49.0±13.9 (8.0–87.0)
Sex
 Female 1,533 (71.2)
 Male 620 (28.8)
Body mass index (kg/m2) 28.0±5.2 (13.7–49.9)
Referring clinic
 PM&R 1,937 (90.0)
 Orthopedics 41 (1.9)
 Neurosurgery 43 (2.0)
 Neurology 28 (1.3)
 Other clinics 104 (4.8)
Hospital admission
 Outpatient 1,966 (91.3)
 Inpatient 187 (8.7)
Complaint
 Numbness 1,585 (73.6)
 Burning 55 (2.6)
 Hypoesthesia 14 (0.7)
 Tingling 31 (1.4)
 Electric-shock sensations 10 (0.5)
 Weakness 300 (13.9)
 Pain 329 (15.3)
Prediagnosis
 Entrapment neuropathy 1,190 (55.3)
 Polyneuropathy 339 (15.7)
 Radiculopathy 347 (16.1)
 Plexopathy 59 (2.7)
 Myopathy 5 (0.2)
 Motor neuron disease 3 (0.1)
 Peripheral nerve injury 210 (9.8)
Prediagnosed subtypes (n=1,459)
 Entrapment neuropathy (n=1,190)
  Carpal tunnel syndrome 932 (78.3)
  Cubital tunnel syndrome 190 (15.9)
  Peroneal nerve entrapment 18 (1.6)
  Tarsal tunnel syndrome 23 (1.9)
  Meralgia paresthetica 25 (2.1)
  Others 2 (0.2)
 Plexopathy (n=59)
  Brachial 57 (96.6)
  Lumbar 2 (3.4)
 Peripheral nerve injury (n=210)
  Median 39 (18.6)
  Ulnar 44 (21.0)
  Radial 24 (11.4)
  Axillary 11 (5.2)
  Long thoracic 5 (2.4)
  Sciatic 28 (13.3)
  Peroneal 35 (16.7)
  Tibial 3 (1.4)
  Femoral 13 (6.2)
  Others 8 (3.8)

Values are presented as number only, mean±standard deviation (range), 
or number (%).
PM&R, physical medicine and rehabilitation.

Table 2. Electrodiagnostic findings 

Variable Data
Trauma 2,153
 No 2,053 (95.4)
 Yes 100 (4.6)
EDX results 2,153
 Normal 670 (31.1)
 Pathology 1,483 (68.9)
Resulting pathology subtypes 1,483
 Entrapment neuropathy 767 (51.7)
 Polyneuropathy 256 (17.3)
 Radiculopathy 224 (15.1)
 Plexopathy 32 (2.2)
 Motor neuron disease 3 (0.2)
 Peripheral nerve injury 201 (13.6)
Resulting entrapment neuropathy subtypes 767
 Carpal tunnel syndrome 608 (79.3)
 Cubital tunnel syndrome 119 (15.5)
 Peroneal nerve entrapment 16 (2.1)
 Tarsal tunnel syndrome 10 (1.3)
 Others 14 (1.8)
Resulting plexopathy subtypes 32
 Brachial plexopathy 31 (96.9)
 Lumbar plexopathy 1 (3.1)
Resulting peripheral nerve injury subtypes 94
 Median 37 (18.4)
 Ulnar 45 (22.4)
 Radial 25 (12.4)
 Axillary 10 (5.0)
 Long thoracic 3 (1.5)
 Sciatic 23 (11.4)
 Peroneal 36 (17.9)
 Tibial 3 (1.5)
 Femoral 9 (4.5)
 Others 10 (5.0) 
Additional findings detected in EDX 2,153
 No 2,000 (92.9)
 Yes 153 (7.1)

Values are presented as number only or number (%).
EDX, electrodiagnostic testing.
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prediagnosis-EDX results and those who did not among referrals 
made by the PM&R, neurosurgery, orthopedics, and neurology 
clinics (p> 0.05). However, the discordance was significantly high-
er in patients referred from other clinics (p< 0.05). In addition, dis-
cordance was significantly higher in requests made by the outpa-
tient clinic than in those made by the inpatient clinic (p< 0.05). 
Complaints of numbness, burning, and tingling sensations were 
significantly higher and the rate of weakness was significantly lower 
in the discordant group (p< 0.05 for both) (Table 3). The rate of 
entrapment neuropathy was significantly higher (p< 0.05) and the 
rate of peripheral nerve damage was significantly lower (p< 0.05) 
in the discordant group. Similarly, the rates of CTS, peroneal nerve 
entrapment, meralgia paresthetica, and femoral nerve damage 
were significantly higher in the discordant group than in the con-
cordant group (p< 0.05). There were no significant differences be-
tween the concordant and discordant groups in the other prediag-
noses and their subgroups (p> 0.05). In addition to the prelimi-
nary diagnosis, electrophysiological findings consistent with other 
clinical diagnoses were detected in 7.1% of the EDXs with patholo-
gy (Table 4). 

Discussion 

EDX is often requested in conjunction with radiological imaging to 
complement patient history and physical examination. However, it 
has been stated in the literature that an increasing amount of EDX 
has been requested without detailed anamnesis and physical exam-
ination [9]. Therefore, unnecessarily high patient numbers, long 
waiting times, and financial losses occur in EDX laboratories [10]. 
Therefore, an EDX request should be made for the appropriate pa-
tient at the appropriate time. 

Considering the EDX results in our study, no pathology was de-
tected in 31.1% of patients. In the literature, EDX rates without pa-
thology were found to be 16% to 38%, and high normality rates 
were attributed to inadequate clinical examination and unneces-
sary EDX requests [6,10-12]. Studies with a high rate of normal 
EDX results have been performed in patients with peripheral neu-
ropathy [13,14]. Diseases that can cause neuropathic complaints, 
such as myofascial pain, fibromyalgia, and peripheral neuropathy 
affecting thin fibers, may have caused this [15]. In addition, the 
presence of patients with EDX findings inconsistent with the pre-
liminary diagnosis shows that EDX is complementary to the clini-

Table 3. Correlation of demographic variables and electrodiagnostic findings 

Variable
Prediagnosis and EDX

p-value
Concordant (n=1,328) Discordant (n=825)

Age (yr) 50.4±14.4 46.7±12.8 <0.001a)

Sex
 Female 920 (69.3) 613 (74.3) 0.012
 Male 408 (30.7) 212 (25.7)
Body mass index (kg/m2) 28.5±5.4 27.3±4.9 <0.001a)

Referring clinic
 PM&R 1,203 (90.6) 734 (89.0) 0.177
 Orthopedics 23 (1.7) 18 (2.2) 0.461
 Neurosurgery 32 (2.4) 11 (1.3) 0.082
 Neurology 18 (1.4) 10 (1.2) 0.772
 Other clinics 52 (3.9) 52 (6.3) 0.006
Hospital admission <0.001
 Outpatient 1,184 (89.2) 782 (94.8)
 Inpatient 144 (10.8) 43 (5.2)
Complaint
 Numbness 929 (70.0) 656 (79.5) <0.001
 Burning 26 (2.0) 29 (3.5) 0.026
 Hypoesthesia 9 (0.7) 5 (0.6) 0.841
 Tingling 12 (0.9) 19 (2.3) 0.008
 Electric-shock sensations 5 (0.4) 5 (0.6) 0.383
 Weakness 250 (18.8) 50 (6.1) <0.001
 Pain 188 (14.2) 141 (17.1) 0.066

Values are presented as mean±standard deviation or number (%).
EDX, electrodiagnostic testing; PM&R, physical medicine and rehabilitation.
a)Mann-Whitney U test. The others are analyzed using chi-square tests (Fisher exact tests).

223https://doi.org/10.12701/jyms.2024.00381

J Yeungnam Med Sci 2024;41(3):220-227



Table 4. Correlation of prediagnosis and electrodiagnostic findings 

Variable
Prediagnosis and EDX

p-valuea)

Concordant (n=1,328) Discordant (n=825)
Prediagnosis
 Entrapment neuropathy 702 (52.9) 488 (59.2) 0.004
 Polyneuropathy 208 (15.7) 131 (15.9) 0.894
 Radiculopathy 204 (15.4) 143 (17.3) 0.226
 Plexopathy 33 (2.5) 26 (3.2) 0.357
 Myopathy 0 (0) 5 (0.6) 0.008
 Motor neuron disease 1 (0.1) 2 (0.2) 0.562
 Peripheral nerve injury 180 (13.6) 30 (3.6) <0.001
Prediagnosed entrapment neuropathy subtypes
 CTS 569 (81.1) 363 (74.4) 0.006
 CuTS 109 (15.5) 81 (16.5) 0.654
 Peroneal nerve entrapment 6 (0.9) 12 (2.5) 0.025
 TTS 11 (1.5) 12 (2.5) 0.189
 Meralgia paresthetica 5 (0.7) 20 (4.0) <0.001
 Others 2 (0.3) 0 (0) 0.516
Prediagnosed plexopathy subtypes >0.999
 Brachial 32 (96.9) 25 (96.2)
 Lumbar 1 (3.1) 1 (3.8)
Prediagnosed peripheral nerve injury subtypes
 Median 35 (19.4) 4 (13.3) 0.426
 Ulnar 41 (22.8) 3 (10.0) 0.111
 Radial 22 (12.2) 2 (6.7) 0.376
 Axillary 9 (5.0) 2 (6.7) 0.660
 Long thoracic 3 (1.7) 2 (6.7) 0.150
 Sciatic 23 (12.8) 5 (16.7) 0.562
 Peroneal 32 (17.8) 3 (10.0) 0.290
 Tibial 3 (1.7) 0 (0) >0.999
 Femoral 7 (3.9) 6 (20.0) 0.004
 Others 5 (2.8) 3 (10.0) 0.090
Trauma <0.001
 No 1,235 (93.1) 818 (99.0)
 Yes 92 (6.9) 8 (1.0)
EDX results
 Normal 0 (0) 664 (80.5)
 Pathology 1,328 (100) 161 (19.5)
Resulting pathology subtypes
 Entrapment neuropathy 704 (53.3) 63 (39.1) <0.001
 Polyneuropathy 203 (15.4) 53 (32.9) <0.001
 Radiculopathy 201 (15.2) 23 (14.3) 0.759
 Plexopathy 29 (2.2) 3 (1.9) 0.785
 Motor neuron disease 1 (0.1) 2 (1.2) 0.033
 Peripheral nerve injury 184 (13.9) 17 (10.6) 0.240
Resulting entrapment neuropathy subtypes
 CTS 572 (81.2) 42 (66.1) 0.004
 CuTS 107 (15.2) 13 (21.0) 0.230
 Peroneal nerve entrapment 9 (1.3) 7 (11.3) <0.001
 TTS 9 (1.3) 1 (1.6) 0.575
 Others 7 (1.0) 0 (0) >0.999
Resulting plexopathy subtypes
 Brachial 28 (96.6) 3 (100) >0.999
 Lumbar 1 (3.4) 0 (0)

(Continued to the next page)
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Variable
Prediagnosis and EDX

p-valuea)

Concordant (n=1,328) Discordant (n=825)
Resulting peripheral nerve injury subtypes
 Median 32 (17.3) 6 (35.3) 0.070
 Ulnar 42 (22.9) 4 (23.5) 0.953
 Radial 24 (12.8) 2 (11.8) 0.898
 Axillary 10 (5.6) 0 (0) >0.999
 Long thoracic 3 (1.7) 0 (0) >0.999
 Sciatic 24 (12.8) 0 (0) 0.229
 Peroneal 32 (17.3) 5 (29.4) 0.218
 Tibial 3 (1.7) 0 (0) >0.999
 Femoral 9 (5.0) 0 (0) >0.999
 Others 5 (2.8) 0 (0) >0.999
Additional findings detected in EDX
 No 1,184 (89.2) 816 (98.9) <0.001
 Yes 144 (10.8) 9 (1.1)

Values are presented as number (%).
EDX, electrodiagnostic testing; CTS, carpal tunnel syndrome; CuTS, cubital tunnel syndrome; TTS, tarsal tunnel syndrome.
a)Values were compared using chi-square tests (Fisher exact tests).

Table 4. Continued

cal examination. 
When we compared clinical symptoms and EDX results, com-

plaints such as subjective numbness, burning, and tingling sensa-
tions were higher in the discordant group, whereas weakness was 
lower. This can be attributed to the better detection of weakness by 
physical examination. In a clinical and electrophysiological study of 
CTS, objective and subjective sensory complaints were consistent 
with EDX results [16]. Yilmaz and Toluk [17] found a strong cor-
relation between symptom severity and functional status in an 
EMG study conducted after a preliminary diagnosis of CTS. A re-
cently published study found a positive correlation between CTS 
severity determined by EDX in patients evaluated using the CTS-6 
Evaluation Tool and the Semmes-Weinstein monofilament test. 
This shows that EDX should be evaluated together with clinical 
history and examination [18]. However, a study on patients with 
CTS found that severe electrodiagnostic findings did not correlate 
with patient-based disability assessments [19]. This shows that 
there is not always a strong relationship between patient com-
plaints and diagnostic tests. 

More than half the EDX requests in our study were for entrap-
ment neuropathy. CTS was the most common prediagnosis of en-
trapment neuropathy and EDX result, which is consistent with the 
literature [1,5,20,21]. Polyneuropathy and radiculopathy were also 
frequent prediagnosis and EDX results in other studies [10,22]. 
While entrapment neuropathies were more common in the group 
with discordant prediagnosis-EDX results, peripheral nerve dam-
age was less common. This shows that the presence of objective 
examination findings, such as a history of trauma or weakness in 
the anamnesis, increases concordance. Although cases diagnosed 

as entrapment neuropathy, polyneuropathy, and radiculopathy pre-
dominate in the literature and in our study, EDX is also important 
for other neuromuscular diseases. In the present study, the number 
of EDXs performed for plexus disorders was relatively low. The use 
of clinical evaluations and EDX and magnetic resonance neurogra-
phy is mentioned in the literature [23,24]. Both clinical diagnosis 
and EDX are required in amyotrophic lateral sclerosis, a motor 
neuron disease. EDX is particularly important for early diagnosis 
and prognosis [25]. EDX is also helpful for confirming myopathy 
and can detect specific pathological changes found in muscle biop-
sies [26]. 

There was no significant difference between the referring 
PM&R, neurosurgery, orthopedics, and neurology clinics in terms 
of the concordance or discordance between prediagnosis and EDX 
findings. However, there are publications showing that neurolo-
gists provide a higher degree of concordance [14,27]. The concor-
dance between the clinical preliminary diagnosis and electro-
physiological diagnosis depends on good clinical evaluation of 
the patient by relevant specialties and requesting EDX studies for 
the correct indication. We attribute the higher rate of discor-
dance in patients referred from other clinics to the fact that the 
abovementioned four clinics deal with neuromuscular symp-
toms and diseases. 

The higher rate of discordance in EDX findings from requests 
made by the outpatient clinics compared to those made by the in-
patient clinics may be due to a more careful and holistic evaluation 
in the inpatient ward [22]. The limitations of anamnesis and physi-
cal examination times in the outpatient clinic, anxiety about mak-
ing a quick diagnosis and arranging treatment, and sometimes the 
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inability to observe time may lead to unnecessary EDX requests.  
The presence of more than one EDX diagnosis indicates the 

similarity of neuromuscular diseases upon initial examination. Be-
cause of the retrospective nature of our study and the fact that the 
existing chronic diseases of the patients were unknown, inquiries 
regarding this situation could not be made. 

The most important limitation of our study is that it was a retro-
spective, single-center study. The fact that the cases were mainly re-
ferred from the PM&R outpatient clinic may have caused the con-
cordance in the preliminary and EDX diagnoses to be higher than 
that in other clinics owing to intra-clinic communication. Addi-
tionally, in this study, only the agreement between the preliminary 
clinical diagnosis and EDX results was evaluated. It should be kept 
in mind that additional examinations may be required for a defini-
tive diagnosis of diseases such as myopathy, motor neuron disease, 
and neuromuscular junction diseases. However, the large number 
of patients, EDX performed by a single person, and the classifica-
tion of diseases into subgroups were the strengths of our study. 

EDX plays an important role in the diagnosis and follow-up of 
neuromuscular diseases. Because it requires appropriate laboratory 
conditions, experience, and time, EDX should be requested only 
for necessary indications and at the right time. EDX complements 
anamnesis and physical examination, and a sufficient clinical histo-
ry and preliminary diagnosis should be specified when making a 
referral. All these factors increase agreement in the prediagnosis 
and EDX results, which minimizes the workload and time re-
quired. 

Article information 

Conflicts of interest 
No potential conflict of interest relevant to this article was report-
ed. 

Funding 
None. 

Author contributions 
Conceptualization: all authors; Data curation: SÇİ, AA, BK; For-
mal analysis: SÇİ, AA, FY; Methodology, Supervision: SÇİ, FY; 
Project administration, Visualization: FY; Investigation: AA; Re-
sources, Software, Validation: BK; Writing-original draft: SÇİ; W 
riting-review & editing: SÇİ, BK. 

ORCID 
Selda Çiftci İnceoğlu, https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0387-3558 
Aylin Ayyıldız, https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7163-8234 

Figen Yılmaz, https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0825-5169 
Banu Kuran, https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2273-1018 

References 

1. Mondelli M, Aretini A, Greco G. Knowledge of electromyogra-
phy (EMG) in patients undergoing EMG examinations. Funct 
Neurol 2014;29:195–200. 

2. American Association of Electrodiagnostic Medicine. Guide-
lines in electrodiagnostic medicine. Muscle Nerve 1992;15: 
229–53. 

3. Katirji B. Electrodiagnosis of neuromuscular junction disorders. 
In: Kaminski HJ, editor. Myasthenia gravis and related disor-
ders. Totowa, NJ: Humana Press; 2003. p. 149–75. 

4. Aminoff MJ. Electromyography in clinical practice. 3rd ed. New 
York: Churchill Livingstone; 1998. 

5. Podnar S. Critical reappraisal of referrals to electromyography 
and nerve conduction studies. Eur J Neurol 2005;12:150–5. 

6. Nikolic A, Stevic Z, Peric S, Stojanovic VR, Lavrnic D. Evalua-
tion of the adequacy of requests for electrodiagnostic examina-
tion in a tertiary referral center. Clin Neurol Neurosurg 2016; 
148:130–6.  

7. Fuller G. How to get the most out of nerve conduction studies 
and electromyography. J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 2005; 
76(Suppl 2):ii41–6. 

8. Wu WT, Chang KV, Hsu YC, Tsai YY, Mezian K, Ricci V, et al. 
Ultrasound imaging and guidance for distal peripheral nerve pa-
thologies at the wrist/hand. Diagnostics (Basel) 2023;13:1928. 

9. Chémali KR, Tsao B. Electrodiagnostic testing of nerves and 
muscles: when, why, and how to order. Cleve Clin J Med 2005; 
72:37–48. 

10. Karadag YS, Golgeleyen D, Saka M, Bilen S, Oztekin NS, Ak F. 
Referral diagnosis versus electroneurophysiological find-
ings-three years experience from a tertiary hospital. Eur J Gen 
Med 2014;11:244–7. 

11. Johnsen B, Fuglsang-Frederiksen A, Vingtoft S, Fawcett P, Ligu-
ori R, Nix W, et al. Differences in the handling of the EMG ex-
amination at seven European laboratories. Electroencephalogr 
Clin Neurophysiol 1994;93:155–8. 

12. Ustaömer K, Sarıfakıoğlu AB. Prediagnosis- electrodiagnosis; 
how much concordant? Namık Kemal Tıp Dergisi 2018;6:1–8. 

13. Sarman H, Işık C, Çakıcı H, Özturan KE, Boz M, Şahin AA, et 
al. Unnecessary EMG use in patients with peripheral neuropa-
thy. Eur J Health Sci 2015;1:63–5. 

14. Köroğlu Ö, Öztürk B. The correlation between clinical referral 
diagnosis versus electrodiagnostic diagnosis for peripheric neu-
ropathy; is there any difference between different departments? 

https://doi.org/10.12701/jyms.2024.00381226

İnceoğlu, et al.  Correlation of clinical prediagnosis and electrophysiological findings

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25473740
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25473740
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25473740
https://doi.org/10.1002/mus.880150218
https://doi.org/10.1002/mus.880150218
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-1331.2004.00979.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-1331.2004.00979.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clineuro.2016.07.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clineuro.2016.07.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clineuro.2016.07.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clineuro.2016.07.021
https://doi.org/10.1136/jnnp.2005.067355
https://doi.org/10.1136/jnnp.2005.067355
https://doi.org/10.3390/diagnostics13111928
https://doi.org/10.3390/diagnostics13111928
https://doi.org/10.3390/diagnostics13111928
https://doi.org/10.3949/ccjm.72.1.37
https://doi.org/10.3949/ccjm.72.1.37
https://doi.org/10.3949/ccjm.72.1.37
https://doi.org/10.15197/sabad.1.11.80
https://doi.org/10.15197/sabad.1.11.80
https://doi.org/10.15197/sabad.1.11.80
https://doi.org/10.15197/sabad.1.11.80
https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-5597(94)90079-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-5597(94)90079-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-5597(94)90079-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-5597(94)90079-5


Med J Mugla Sitki Kocman Univ 2019;6:119–22. 
15. Preston DC, Shapiro BE. Polyneuropathy. In: Preston DC, Sha-

piro BE, editors. Electomiyography and neuromusculer disor-
ders. Philedelphia: Elsevier; 2005. p. 387–420. 

16. Hussein N, Desmarets T, Seth M. Correlation between clinical 
and electrophysiological findings of carpal tunnel syndrome. Int 
Phys Med Rehab J 2018;3:234–8. 

17. Yilmaz E, Toluk Ö. Comparison of clinical findings and electro-
myography results in patients with preliminary diagnosis of car-
pal tunnel syndrome. J Electromyogr Kinesiol 2022;65:102688. 

18. Tulipan JE, Lutsky KF, Maltenfort MG, Freedman MK, Bered-
jiklian PK. Patient-reported disability measures do not correlate 
with electrodiagnostic severity in carpal tunnel syndrome. Plast 
Reconstr Surg Glob Open 2017;5:e1440. 

19. Yang A, Cavanaugh P, Beredjiklian PK, Matzon JL, Seigerman 
D, Jones CM. Correlation of carpal tunnel syndrome 6 score 
and physical exam maneuvers with electrodiagnostic test severi-
ty in carpal tunnel syndrome: a blinded prospective cohort 
study. J Hand Surg Am 2023;48:335–9. 

20. Danner R. Referral diagnosis versus electroneurophysiological 
finding. Two years electroneuromyographic consultation in a 
rehabilitation clinic. Electromyogr Clin Neurophysiol 1990;30: 
153–7. 

21. Nardin RA, Rutkove SB, Raynor EM. Diagnostic accuracy of 

electrodiagnostic testing in the evaluation of weakness. Muscle 
Nerve 2002;26:201–5. 

22. Cocito D, Tavella A, Ciaramitaro P, Costa P, Poglio F, Paolasso I, 
et al. A further critical evaluation of requests for electrodiagnos-
tic examinations. Neurol Sci 2006;26:419–22. 

23. Su X, Kong X, Kong X, Zhu Q, Lu Z, Zheng C. Multis-
equence magnetic resonance neurography of brachial and 
lumbosacral plexus in chronic inflammatory demyelinating 
polyneuropathy: correlations with electrophysiological pa-
rameters and clinical features. Ther Adv Neurol Disord 2023; 
16:17562864221150540. 

24. Luigetti M, Pravatà E, Colosimo C, Sabatelli M, Masciullo M, 
Capone F, et al. MRI neurography findings in patients with idio-
pathic brachial plexopathy: correlations with clinical-neuro-
physiological data in eight consecutive cases. Intern Med 2013; 
52:2031–9. 

25. Kulkantrakorn K, Suksasunee D. Clinical, electrodiagnostic, and 
outcome correlation in ALS patients in Thailand. J Clin Neuro-
sci 2017;43:165–9. 

26. Sener U, Martinez-Thompson J, Laughlin RS, Dimberg EL, Ru-
bin DI. Needle electromyography and histopathologic correla-
tion in myopathies. Muscle Nerve 2019;59:315–20. 

27. Zambelis T. The usefulness of electrodiagnostic consultation in 
an outpatient clinic. J Clin Neurosci 2019;67:59–61.  

227https://doi.org/10.12701/jyms.2024.00381

J Yeungnam Med Sci 2024;41(3):220-227

https://doi.org/10.15406/ipmrj.2018.03.00109
https://doi.org/10.15406/ipmrj.2018.03.00109
https://doi.org/10.15406/ipmrj.2018.03.00109
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jelekin.2022.102688
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jelekin.2022.102688
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jelekin.2022.102688
https://doi.org/10.1097/gox.0000000000001440
https://doi.org/10.1097/gox.0000000000001440
https://doi.org/10.1097/gox.0000000000001440
https://doi.org/10.1097/gox.0000000000001440
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhsa.2022.11.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhsa.2022.11.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhsa.2022.11.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhsa.2022.11.020
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2351090
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2351090
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2351090
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2351090
https://doi.org/10.1002/mus.10192
https://doi.org/10.1002/mus.10192
https://doi.org/10.1002/mus.10192
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10072-006-0525-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10072-006-0525-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10072-006-0525-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/17562864221150540
https://doi.org/10.1177/17562864221150540
https://doi.org/10.1177/17562864221150540
https://doi.org/10.1177/17562864221150540
https://doi.org/10.1177/17562864221150540
https://doi.org/10.2169/internalmedicine.52.0533
https://doi.org/10.2169/internalmedicine.52.0533
https://doi.org/10.2169/internalmedicine.52.0533
https://doi.org/10.2169/internalmedicine.52.0533
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jocn.2017.05.034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jocn.2017.05.034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jocn.2017.05.034
https://doi.org/10.1002/mus.26381
https://doi.org/10.1002/mus.26381
https://doi.org/10.1002/mus.26381
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jocn.2019.06.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jocn.2019.06.022

	Introduction
	Methods
	1. Patients  
	2. Assessment of electrodiagnostic test findings  
	3. Statistical analysis  

	Results
	1. Patients and demographic characteristics  
	2. Comparison of electrodiagnostic findings with prediagnoses 

	Discussion
	Article information  
	Conflicts of interest  
	Funding
	Author contributions  
	ORCID

	References

