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Purpose: Medical cannabis (MC) has been proposed as a potential addition to multimodal pain man-
agement regimens in orthopedics. This study evaluates hand and upper-extremity patient perspectives of
MC as a treatment for common orthopedic and musculoskeletal pain conditions. This study also aims to
identify the proportion of patients already using MC, perceived barriers to MC use, and opinions on
insurance coverage and legality of cannabis.
Methods: An anonymous cross-sectional survey study was conducted of all patients at least 18 years old
presenting from October 2020 to January 2021 to a hand and upper-extremity outpatient clinic. The
survey collected information regarding opinion on MC, including use, legality, and willingness to use MC
in the future. Medical cannabis was legal in the states where the study was conducted.
Results: A total of 679 patients completed the survey (response rate 72.5%). Sixty-eight patients (10.0%)
reported currently using MC. Of the 623 patients (90.0%) who reported not currently using MC, 504
(80.9%) would consider using MC for chronic pain, while the remaining 119 (19.1%) would not consider
the use of MC for chronic pain. Age was not associated with whether a patient would consider using MC
(P ¼ .16) or was already using MC (P ¼ .10). The most identified barrier to MC use was cost, reported as
either expensive or not affordable by 477 patients (70.5%).
Conclusions: This study found that most patients presenting for hand and upper-extremity complaints
would consider using MC (80.9%), and most perceive it as a safe treatment option for common orthopedic
conditions. Moreover, 10% of patients reported already using MC. One of the major barriers to MC use is
the cost. Most (90.9%) patients support policies for legalization and insurance coverage of MC.
Type of study/level of evidence: Therapeutic Level III.

Copyright © 2022, THE AUTHORS. Published by Elsevier Inc. on behalf of The American Society for Surgery of the Hand.
This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

Pain management remains a major challenge in orthopedics.
Surgeons employ amultitude of strategies to combat this challenge,
including multimodal pain regimens and preoperative opioid
counseling.1e3 A recent review of medical cannabis (MC) in or-
thopedic surgery proposed that MCmay provide an additional pain
management option for patients with chronic pain.4 Chronic pain,
defined as pain that fails to respond to traditional pain control

regimens and lasts greater than 3 to 6 months, is one of the most
widely recognized indications for MC use and has been reported to
be the primary indication for MC use in two-thirds of patients
presenting to MC dispensaries in the northeast.5

MC use has become more widespread in recent years and is
currently legal in 36 states and 4 United Sates territories.6 This has
been paralleled by a decreased perceived risk of cannabis use re-
ported in a nationwide survey of United States citizens from 2002
to 2014.7 However, limited evidence exists on MC use in orthopedic
surgery and on patient perspectives of this novel therapeutic. One
descriptive qualitative study of spinal cord injury patients found
that patients used MC when other pain management strategies
failed and when they had both initiative and connections to
educate themselves on MC use.8 Heng et al investigated
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musculoskeletal trauma patients’ opinions on MC and found that
most patients thought it could be effective in treating musculo-
skeletal pain.9 However, there is an overall paucity of research on
hand and upper-extremity patient perspectives on MC. This patient
population may differ from other orthopedic conditions in that
many present electively, it includes conditions with a mix of acute
and chronic pain and includes patients of a wide age range. Many
other orthopedic subspecialties include a predominantly older
population or see patients in the acute trauma setting.

The purpose of this study was to evaluate hand and upper-
extremity patient perspectives of MC and its use in treating com-
mon hand and upper-extremity musculoskeletal conditions. We
further sought to identify the prevalence of patients already using
MC in this patient population, perceived barriers to MC use, and
opinions on the legality of cannabis. We hypothesized that most
patients would consider using MC for common orthopedic condi-
tions, and that older patients would be more reluctant to use MC
compared to younger patients.

Methods

Institutional review board approval was obtained prior to
initiation of this anonymous cross-sectional survey study. From
October 2020 to January 2021, all patients who were at least 18
years old and presenting for an office visit at a metropolitan aca-
demic institution with clinic sites across New Jersey and Pennsyl-
vania were asked to participate in this study. All patients presented
with a hand or upper-extremity complaint to 1 of 3 board certified,
fellowship-trained orthopedic hand and upper-extremity surgeons.
Medical cannabis is legal in both states where the survey was
conducted, with New Jersey legalizing MC in 2010 and Pennsylva-
nia in 2016. Patients completed a survey that was created by the
study investigators regarding patient opinions of MC, including
opinions of its legality, safety, costs, and potential barriers for use
(Appendix 1, available on the Journal’s website at www.jhsgo.org).
Medical cannabis was defined in the survey as any publicly avail-
able legal MC product, which included topical, inhalational, and
oral cannabis products. All survey responses were collected and
stored electronically (SurveyMonkey Inc), with no identifying pa-
tient information collected as part of the survey. During the study
period, 937 clinic patients were solicited to participate in the study.
Categorical data were presented as counts and percentages and
analyzed using chi-square tests. Statistical significance was set at P
< .05.

Results

A total of 679 hand and upper-extremity patients completed the
survey, consisting of 293 men (43.2%) and 386 women (56.8%).
There was a survey response rate of 72.5%. Demographics of the
study participants are presented in Table 1. Of all respondents,
91.8% (623/679) were aware that MC was legal in their local state
for medical problems, including for chronic pain, anxiety, and
opioid use disorder. In our cohort, 361 patients (53.2%) supported
MC legality throughout the entire United States, and 237 patients
(34.9%) supported both medical and recreational cannabis (RC) le-
gality. Only 81 patients (11.9%) believed that MC should be illegal.

Sixty-eight patients (10.0%) reported that they were currently
using MC for a state-approved medical condition. Patient age and
education level were not associated with whether a patient was
currently using MC (P ¼ .10 and P ¼ .32, respectively) (Tables 2, 3).
The most reported indications for MC use were chronic pain in 47
patients (70.1%) and psychiatric disorder in 27 patients (40.3%).
Zero patients reported using MC as a treatment for opioid use

disorder. Two patients (3.0%) reported their indication for MC use
was a medical condition besides chronic pain or a psychiatric
disorder.

Of the 623 patients (90.0%) who reported not currently using
MC, 504 (80.9%) would consider using MC for chronic pain condi-
tions, while the remaining 119 (19.1%) would not consider usingMC
for chronic pain. Patient age and education level were not associ-
ated with whether a patient would consider using MC for a chronic
pain condition (P ¼ .16 and P ¼ .97, respectively) (Tables 2, 3). The
most selected orthopedic conditions that patients would consider
using MC for were arthritis (57%) and back pain (55%) (Fig. 1). Most
patients believed that MC was both safe for use to treat pain
associated with common orthopedic conditions and was safer than
prescription opioids (Fig. 2).

Patients identified numerous potential barriers to MC use, with
the most selected barrier being cost (Fig. 3). The cost of MC was
considered either expensive or not affordable by 477 patients
(70.5%), while only 200 patients (29.5%) believed the price was
inexpensive or appropriate. In our cohort, 617 patients (90.9%)
supported insurance coverage for MC.

Discussion

The present study identified numerous findings regarding hand
surgery patient perspectives of MC. Themajority (80.9%) of patients
reporting to hand and upper-extremity orthopedic surgery outpa-
tient offices would consider usingMC for chronic pain control or for
pain associated with many common orthopedic conditions. As MC
use increases throughout the United States and as more MC
research continues to emerge, it is important for surgeons to un-
derstand how patients perceive these substances and what factors
may represent barriers to use.

Most patients in our study reported that they would consider
using MC for a variety of acute and chronic orthopedic pain con-
ditions and believed it could effectively treat musculoskeletal pain.
This is consistent with other orthopedic patient populations’ beliefs
on the utility of MC. In a survey of orthopedic trauma patients, 81%
believed cannabis can be used as a medication, and 78% believed it
could be used to treat acute pain.9 In a study of elective surgery
patients at a large academic center, inclusive of both orthopedic
and nonorthopedic procedures, most patients believedMC could be
at least somewhat effective for postoperative pain (81%) and
chronic pain (82%), and most patients (82%) would use MC if pre-
scribed by a physician.10

Table 1
Respondent Demographics

Gender N %

Male 293 43.2%
Female 386 56.8%
Age (y)
18e34 121 17.8%
35e49 157 23.1%
50e64 240 35.3%
65þ 161 23.7%

Education
High school 155 22.8%
College 296 43.6%
Graduate school 161 23.7%
Professional school 63 9.3%
None of the above 4 0.6%

Current medical cannabis use
Yes 68 10.0%
No 611 90.0%
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The positive patient response to MC as a potential pain con-
trol option brings into question the clinical effectiveness of MC in
treating musculoskeletal pain. In multiple prior studies, cannabis
users subjectively reported that cannabis provided effective pain
relief.5,9,11,12 Of orthopedic trauma patients who used RC during
recovery, 90% believed that it reduced their pain symptoms, and
81% believed it reduced the amount of opioids they required.9,12

Similarly, a survey of MC users, most being treated for chronic
pain, revealed that 75% believed MC was effective in treating
their pain and positively impacted their quality of life.5 Further, a
study of orthopedic surgery patients found that preoperative RC
users had lower pain scores and improved lower-extremity ac-
tivity scores compared to noncannabis users.11 Though most or-
thopedic surgery patients in the literature believe that MC is an
effective treatment for pain, multiple review articles conclude
that only low to moderate-quality evidence exists to support
pain reduction with MC. These reviews also call for additional
research on the safety, efficacy, and dosing of MC prior to making
definitive conclusions on MC for pain management.4,13e20 To
date, cannabis research has been limited by the federal classifi-
cation of cannabis as a Schedule 1 substance, which has pre-
sented many barriers for researchers to perform high quality
clinical trials.21

In our cohort, 74.7% of patients believed MC to be safe for
treating orthopedic conditions and 74% of patients agreed or
strongly agreed that MC was safer than prescription opioids for
common pain conditions. While opioids are associated with
many adverse outcomes including overdose and death, cannabis
is likely perceived as safer as it is not associated with either of
these critical major side effects.14 Despite this, other side effects
of cannabis use must be considered. Cannabis use has been
linked to negative mental health illnesses (including psychosis),
impaired cognition, and increased rates of cardiovascular and
cerebrovascular events.14,22,23 There is also a reported increased
risk of motor vehicle collisions, including fatal accidents, in the
acute setting following cannabis use.24 Negative consequences of
cannabis use have also been described in total joint arthroplasty,
although the evidence is inconsistent. One study reported no
difference in short-term outcomes in primary total knee
arthroplasty with cannabis use,25 while another reported an
increased risk of revision associated with cannabis use disor-
der.26 However, these studies are limited by the mixed inclusion
of both MC and RC use.27 Lastly, the impact of cannabis use on
anesthesia should be considered. A recent review of the peri-
operative care of cannabis users highlighted increased incidence
of hyperreactive airway, intraoperative hypothermia, and cere-

Table 2
Percentage of Respondents in Each Age Range That Already Use Medical Cannabis (MC) or Would Consider Using MC

Respondent Age (y) P Value

18e34 35e49 50e64 65þ
Respondents who currently use MC 5% (n ¼ 121) 14% (n ¼ 157) 10% (n ¼ 240) 9% (n ¼ 161) 0.10
Respondents who would consider using MC for an

orthopedic condition
84% (n ¼ 116) 82% (n ¼ 139) 82% (n ¼ 217) 75% (n ¼ 150) 0.16

Table 3
Percentage of Respondents by Level of Education That Already Use Medical Cannabis (MC) or Would Consider Using MC

Education Level P Value

High School College Graduate Professional None

Respondents who currently use MC 13% (n ¼ 155) 11% (n ¼ 296) 10% (n ¼ 161) 9% (n ¼ 63) 0% (n ¼ 4) 0.32
Respondents who would consider using MC for an

orthopedic condition
80% (n ¼ 143) 81% (n ¼ 264) 82% (n ¼ 154) 79% (n ¼ 57) 75% (n ¼ 4) 0.97

Figure 1. Orthopedic conditions for which patients would consider using medical cannabis treatment.
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brovascular ischemic events.27 These studies are limited by the
federal classification of cannabis as a Schedule 1 substance, and
further studies are needed to better inform patients on the risks
and benefits of MC.

Interestingly, despite our cohort’s support for MC use as an
alternative to opioids, only 26% believed MC could be used as a
treatment for opioid use disorder. There is limited and contradic-
tory evidence on the effects of cannabis on opioid use. One popu-
lation level study found lower average opioid overdose mortality
rates in states with legalized MC.28 Another study of orthopedic
surgeons prescribing opioids to Medicare Part D patients found a
decrease in opioid prescriptions in states with legal MC.29 Most
studies on the impact of cannabis on opioid use in postoperative

patients focus on the effect of preoperative RC use on perioperative
and postoperative opioid requirements. Increased postoperative
opioid requirements have been reported for orthopedic trauma
patients. and total joint arthroplasty patients who were RC
users.12,30,31 In contrast, other studies reported no difference in
opioid requirements for RC users among total joint arthroplasty
patients and elective surgery patients, inclusive of orthopedic and
nonorthopedic procedures.32,33 None of these studies reported
specifically on the effects of legal MC use on opioid requirements.
One study of total hip arthroplasty and total knee arthroplasty
patients treated after surgery with dronabinol, a synthetic pre-
scription cannabinoid, in addition to a standard multimodal pain
regimen found a lower mean length of stay and lower average

Figure 3. Percentage of patients that identify select barriers to the use of medical cannabis.

Figure 2. Graphs representing patient beliefs that medical cannabis is A safe for use for common orthopedic conditions and B safer than prescription opioids for common pain
conditions.
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opioid use.34 Further studies are required to elucidate the impact of
multimodal pain regimens inclusive of MC on opioid requirements
in orthopedic surgery patients.

Cost was reported by nearly 50% of our patients as a potential
barrier for MC use, and over 70% reported the cost as either
“expensive” or “not affordable.” A previous study of MC users also
revealed the most common negative aspect of MC use was the
associated cost, where patients reported spending over $2,000 per
year on MC.5 The cost of MC varies by state and by specific product
and is challenging to study, given the heterogeneity of the required
quantity. A recent study by the Minnesota Department of Health
found that the average 30-day cost per patient using MC to treat
pain was $314 in 2019.35 Over 90% of patients in our cohort, greater
than the number of patients that endorsed a willingness to use MC,
supported insurance coverage for MC. Currently, no insurance
companies cover MC.36 Together, these findings support advocacy
for policies that support patient access to MC.

This study has several limitations. First, MC use remains
controversial, and this may limit our patients’willingness to report
MC use and provide honest opinions on MC. We attempted to
minimize this bias through collecting data anonymously, but this
bias may still be present. The controversy behind MC may have
impactedwhich patients responded to our survey, and thus, despite
our favorable response rate of 72.5%, we cannot rule out non-
response bias affecting our findings. Additionally, this study is
conducted with patients presenting to outpatient hand and upper-
extremity clinics in 2 states in which MC has been legalized for at
least 4 years, therefore limiting the generalizability of study find-
ings for patients in states where MC has been recently legalized or
where it remains illegal. We defined MC as any legal MC (mari-
juana) product in our study survey (Appendix 1, available on the
Journal’s website at www.jhsgo.org), but investigating patient re-
sponses to specific MC products could be explored further in future
studies. Further, our patient population consists of predominantly
patients with health insurance, which limits the generalizability of
study findings. Lastly, our study is limited in that we do not collect
information on the patients’ current pain levels, chronicity of
symptoms, or RC use status, which could affect patient willingness
to use MC. These variables may act as confounders of patient
perception of MC, and these relationships should be explored
further in future studies.

This study found that most hand and upper-extremity ortho-
pedic patients presenting to outpatient offices would consider us-
ing MC, andmost perceive it as a safe treatment option for common
orthopedic conditions. Moreover, 10% of survey participants were
already using MC. One of the major barriers to MC use is the
financial cost. Most patients support insurance coverage of MC,
suggesting that in the future insuracne coverage could potentially
offset the cost barrier to MC use. Further studies are necessary to
evaluate the effectiveness of MC for the treatment of common hand
conditions, as well as to better define the long-term safety and side
effects of MC in this patient population.

Acknowledgments

Financial support of the execution of the study and production
of the manuscript was provided by the Rothman Orthopedic
Institute Foundation for Opioid Research & Education.

References

1. Ilyas AM, Miller AJ, Graham JG, Matzon JL. A prospective, randomized, double-
blinded trial comparing acetaminophen, ibuprofen, and oxycodone for pain
management after hand surgery. Orthopedics. 2019;42(2):110e115.

2. Labrum JT, Ilyas AM. Perioperative pain control in upper extremity surgery:
prescribing patterns, recent developments, and opioid-sparing treatment
strategies. Hand. 2019;14(4):439e444.

3. Vincent S, Paskey T, Critchlow E, et al. Prospective randomized study exam-
ining preoperative opioid counseling on postoperative opioid consumption
after upper extremity surgery. Hand. 2022;17(2):200e205.

4. Kleeman-Forsthuber LT, Dennis DA, Jennings JM. Medicinal cannabis in or-
thopaedic practice. J Am Acad Orthop Surg. 2020;28(7):268e277.

5. Piper BJ, Beals ML, Abess AT, et al. Chronic pain patients’ perspectives of
medical cannabis. Pain. 2017;158(7):1373e1379.

6. National Conference of State Legislatures. State Medical Marijuana Laws; 2021.
Accessed August 23, 2021. https://www.ncsl.org/research/health/state-
medical-marijuana-laws.aspx

7. Azofeifa A, Mattson ME, Schauer G, McAfee T, Grant A, Lyerla R. National es-
timates of marijuana use and related indicators - national survey on drug use
and health, United States, 2002e2014. MMWR Surveillan Summ. 2016;65(11):
1e28.

8. Bourke JA, Catherwood VJ, Nunnerley JL, et al. Using cannabis for pain man-
agement after spinal cord injury: a qualitative study. Spinal Cord Ser Cases.
2019;5(1):82.

9. Heng M, McTague MF, Lucas RC, Harris MB, Vrahas MS, Weaver MJ. Patient
perceptions of the use of medical marijuana in the treatment of pain after
musculoskeletal trauma: a survey of patients at 2 trauma centers in massa-
chusetts. J Orthop Trauma. 2018;32(1):e25ee30.

10. Khelemsky Y, Goldberg AT, Hurd YL, et al. Perioperative patient beliefs
regarding potential effectiveness of marijuana (cannabinoids) for treatment of
pain: a prospective population survey. Reg Anesth Pain Med. 2017;42(5):
652e659.

11. Medina SH, Nadarajah V, Jauregui JJ, et al. Orthopaedic surgery patients who
use recreational marijuana have less pre-operative pain. Int Orthop.
2019;43(2):283e292.

12. Bhashyam AR, Heng M, Harris MB, Vrahas MS, Weaver MJ. Self-reported
marijuana use is associated with increased use of prescription opioids
following traumatic musculoskeletal injury. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 2018;100(24):
2095e2102.

13. Maurer GE, Mathews NM, Schleich KT, Slayman TG, Marcussen BL. Under-
standing cannabis-based therapeutics in sports medicine. Sports Heal Multi-
discip Approach. 2020;12(6):540e546.

14. Nugent SM, Morasco BJ, O’Neil ME, et al. The effects of cannabis among adults
with chronic pain and an overview of general harms: a systematic review. Ann
Intern Med. 2017;167(5):319e331.

15. Johal H, Vannabouathong C, Chang Y, Zhu M, Bhandari M. Medical cannabis for
orthopaedic patients with chronic musculoskeletal pain: does evidence sup-
port its use? Ther Adv Musculoskelet Dis. 2020;12:1759720X20937968.

16. Vivace BJ, Sanders AN, Glassman SD, Carreon LY, Laratta JL, Gum JL. Cannabi-
noids and orthopedic surgery: a systematic review of therapeutic studies.
J Orthop Surg Res. 2021;16(1):57.

17. Noori A, Miroshnychenko A, Shergill Y, et al. Opioid-sparing effects of medical
cannabis or cannabinoids for chronic pain: a systematic review and meta-
analysis of randomised and observational studies. BMJ Open. 2021;11(7):
e047717.

18. Gazendam A, Nucci N, Gouveia K, Abdel Khalik HA, Rubinger L, Johal H. Can-
nabinoids in the management of acute pain: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. Cannabis Cannabinoid Res. 2020;5(4):290e297.

19. Madden K, George A, van der Hoek NJ, Borim FM, Mammen G, Bhandari M.
Cannabis for pain in orthopedics: a systematic review focusing on study
methodology. Can J Surg. 2019;62(6):369e380.

20. Whiting PF, Wolff RF, Deshpande S, et al. Cannabinoids for medical use: a
systematic review and meta-analysis. JAMA. 2015;313(24):2456e2473.

21. National Academies of Sciences. Engineering, and Medicine; Health and
Medicine Division; Board on Population Health and Public Health Practice.
Challenges and Barriers in Conducting Cannabis Research - The Health Effects of
Cannabis and Cannabinoids: The Current State of Evidence and Recommendations
for Research; 2017. Accessed August 30, 2021. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/
books/NBK425757/

22. Goel A, McGuinness B, Jivraj NK, et al. Cannabis use disorder and perioperative
outcomes in major elective surgeries: a retrospective cohort analysis. Anes-
thesiology. 2020;132(4):625e635.

23. Moon AS, Smith W, Mullen S, et al. Marijuana use and mortality following
orthopedic surgical procedures. Subst Abus. 2018;40(3):378e382.

24. Asbridge M, Hayden JA, Cartwright JL. Acute cannabis consumption and motor
vehicle collision risk: systematic review of observational studies and meta-
analysis. BMJ. 2012;344:e536.

25. Jennings JM, Angerame MR, Eschen CL, Phocas AJ, Dennis DA. Cannabis use
does not affect outcomes after total knee arthroplasty. J Arthroplasty.
2019;34(8):1667e1669.

26. Law TY, Kurowicki J, Rosas S, et al. Cannabis use increases risk for revision after
total knee arthroplasty. J Long-Term Eff Med Implants. 2018;28(2):125e130.

27. Echeverria-Villalobos M, Todeschini AB, Stoicea N, Fiorda-Diaz J, Weaver T,
Bergese SD. Perioperative care of cannabis users: a comprehensive review
of pharmacological and anesthetic considerations. J Clin Anesth. 2019;57:
41e49.

28. Bachhuber MA, Saloner B, Cunningham CO, Barry CL. Medical cannabis lLaws
and opioid analgesic overdose mortality in the United States, 1999-2010. JAMA
Intern Med. 2014;174(10):1668e1673.

L. Fones et al. / Journal of Hand Surgery Global Online 5 (2023) 102e107106

http://www.jhsgo.org
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref5
https://www.ncsl.org/research/health/state-medical-marijuana-laws.aspx
https://www.ncsl.org/research/health/state-medical-marijuana-laws.aspx
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref20
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK425757/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK425757/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref28


29. Lopez CD, Boddapati V, Jobin CM, Hickernell TR. State medical cannabis laws
associated with reduction in opioid prescriptions by orthopaedic surgeons in
Medicare Part D cohort. J Am Acad Orthop Surg. 2021;29(4):e188ee197.

30. Salottolo K, Peck L, , IITanner A, et al. The grass is not always greener: a multi-
institutional pilot study of marijuana use and acute pain management
following traumatic injury. Patient Saf Surg. 2018;12(1):16.

31. Aleissa MM, Ahern KL, Stern GM. Peri-operative opioid and sedation re-
quirements in patients who use marijuana and are undergoing total knee or
total hip arthroplasty: a retrospective study. J Clin Anesth. 2020;66:109953.

32. Runner RP, Luu AN, Nassif NA, et al. Use of tetrahydrocannabinol and canna-
bidiol products in the perioperative period around primary unilateral total hip
and knee arthroplasty. J Arthroplasty. 2020;35(suppl 6):S138eS143.

33. Zhang BH, Saud H, Sengupta N, et al. Effect of preoperative cannabis use on
perioperative outcomes: a retrospective cohort study. Reg Anesth Pain Med.
2021;46(8):650e655.

34. Hickernell TR, Lakra A, Berg A, Cooper HJ, Geller JA, Shah RP. Should canna-
binoids be added to multimodal pain regimens after total hip and knee
arthroplasty? J Arthroplasty. 2018;33(12):3637e3641.

35. Minnesota Department of Health Office of Medical Cannabis. Report on Min-
nesota Medical Cannabis Price Study; August 11, 2021. Accessed December 22,
2021. https://www.health.state.mn.us/people/cannabis/docs/rulemaking/
pricereport.pdf

36. Hill KP. Medical marijuana for treatment of chronic pain and other medical and
psychiatric problems: a clinical review. JAMA. 2015;313(24):2474e2483.

L. Fones et al. / Journal of Hand Surgery Global Online 5 (2023) 102e107 107

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref34
https://www.health.state.mn.us/people/cannabis/docs/rulemaking/pricereport.pdf
https://www.health.state.mn.us/people/cannabis/docs/rulemaking/pricereport.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2589-5141(22)00031-7/sref36

	Hand Surgery Patient Perspectives on Medical Cannabis: A Survey of Over 600 Patients
	Let us know how access to this document benefits you
	Authors

	Hand Surgery Patient Perspectives on Medical Cannabis: A Survey of Over 600 Patients
	Methods
	Results
	Discussion
	Acknowledgments
	References


