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Background and Objectives The 10-item Standardized Cosmesis and Health Nasal Out-
comes Survey (SCHNOS) is a recently developed questionnaire for assessing both nasal ob-
struction and nasal cosmetic satisfaction. It is widely used in rhinoplasty clinics based on its
high level of reliability and efficacy in Western countries. In this study we evaluated the validi-
ty of the Korean version of the SCHNOS (K-SCHNOS).

Subjects and Method The SCHNOS was translated into easily-understandable Korean fol-
lowing the guideline of the developers. Twenty-seven patients undergoing rhinoplasty and a con-
trol group of 29 non-rhinoplasty patients completed K-SCHNOS twice at intervals of 2 weeks re-
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confidence interval, 0.32—0.61), indicating a very weak correlation.
Conclusion The K-SCHNOS has proven to be a reliable and valid questionnaire to be used by
Korean-speaking patients undergoing functional or cosmetic rhinoplasty.
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During past 1 month, how much were you troubled with following items?

No problem Severely
at all problematic
1. Experienced totally blocked 0 1 2 3 4 5
sensation
2. Difficult nasal breathing 0 1 2 3 4 5
while exercising
3. Uncomfortably obstructed 0 1 2 3 4 5
nasal breathing
4. Nasal breathing during sleep 0 1 2 3 4 5
5. Feel unhappy and depressed 0 1 2 3 4 5
because of the nasal shape
6. Shape of the nasal fip 0 1 2 3 4 5
7. Nose looks straight from 0 1 2 3 4 5
the frontal
8. Side view of profile view of nose 0 1 2 3 4 5
9. Nose is in good harmony with 0 1 2 3 4 5
my face
10. Overall symmetry of my nose 0 1 2 3 4 5 A
At steh 2F, ohEo] ZF gEo] EelofA dvhy EXI7E HA5U 7
o 3 o o5
A AN
1. 7} 5 ukg] Zo] 9ict 0 1 2 3 4 5
2. &5 o Z2 £417) 0 1 2 3 4 5
3. T8 33537 wedt 0 1 2 3 4 5
4. 5HA TR SE= A 0 1 2 3 4 5
5. 32 Qg 7]&o] vy 0 1 2 3 4 5
ApEgro] "oy
6. A9 mek 0 1 2 3 4 5
7. oA & uf 27} HupEck 0 1 2 3 4 5
8. QoA & o] w3 0 1 2 3 4 5
9. 37} Lpo] d=Za & 23 57 0 1 2 3 4 5
10. 2] HAH 34 o 1 2 5 4« 5 B

Fig. 1. Original English version of Standardized Cosmesis and
Heath Nasal Outcomes Survey (A). Korean version of Standard-
ized Cosmesis and Health Nasal Outcomes Survey (B).
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Table 1. Association between rhinoplasty group and non-rhinoplasty
group
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Table 2. Correlation between 2 repeated measures of the Korean
SCHNOS

Score
Rhinoplasty Non-rhinoplasty P~
patients patients ~ value*
(n=27) (n=29)
lfem
1. 527} = ag] o] gtk 2.9+1.8 38+1.5 0.04
2. 2FT o 2E F37] 2.3+20 29+1.4 0.28
3. A2 3g3l7] gt 2.5+2.0 3.6+1.5 0.06
4, FHA AR T8 5 22+20 32+1.6 0.06
> féf:ﬁé:i;] L oia8 27517 o
6. 51&0] Bk 1.6+1.7 1.6+1.8 0.84
! ;é}i;llf} & 24+2] 24420 098
8. FojA] & Fo] mG 2.3+2.0 1.7£1.9 0.28
9.3 ig;fj M%Lﬂr £ 21420 1.8+1.8 0.70
10. 32.9] A 2121 T34 2.6+2.1 22+19 0.50
SCHNOS domain
Obstruction 13.4+5.2 9.9+7.0 0.06
Cosmesis 12.3+£8.9 13.1+10.0 0.78

Data are presented as mean +£standard deviation. #2-sample
Wilcoxon rank sum test. SCHNOS: Standardized Cosmesis and
Health Nasal Outcomes Survey
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SCHNOS: Standardized Cosmesis and Health Nasal Outcomes
Survey, Cl: confidence interval
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