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ABSTRACT

A Study on BMD of Some Women Suffering from General Pain after Childbirth

Kyoung-Sun Park, Jin—-Moo Lee, Chang-Hoon Lee,
Jung-Hoon Cho, Jun-Bock Jang, Kyung-Sub Lee
Dept. of Oriental Gynecology, college of Oriental Medicine, Kyung—-Hee Univ.

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to examine Bone Marrow Density
(BMD) of women suffering from general pain after childbirth.

Methods: We studied 18 patients visiting O Ohospital from March 2007 to May
2010. The subjects were categorized in two groups, symptom group(n=12) and no
symptom group(n=6). We measured BMD using Dual Energy X-ray Absorptiometry
(DEXA) and studied the difference of BMD between two groups by Student T-test
using SPSS for windows(version 13.0).

Results: The general characteristics such as age, days of postpartum, primiparity,
cesarean section, breast-feeding of two groups were not different statistically. BMD,
T-score and Z-score of symptom group were statistically lower than no symptom
group.

Conclusion: The results suggest that women suffering from general pain after
childbirth shows low BMD, T-score and Z-score. It seems to be due to the kidney
deficiency after childbirth.

Key Words: Bone Marrow Density(BMD), Postpartum disease, Osteopenia
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Table 1. Comparison of General Characteristics between Symptom Group and No

Symptom Group

Symptom Group No Symptom Group

(Mean+S.D.) (Mean+S.D.) p-value
Age(years) 34.58+3.78 31.50+2.51 0.091
Days of postpartum(days) 137.75+138.76 143.50+136.24 0.935
* Statistically significant by Student T-test (p<0.05)
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Table 2. Comparison of Primiparity and Multiparity between Symptom Group and
No Symptom Group

Symptom Group No Symptom Group Total p—value
Primiparity 6 5 11
Multiparity 6 1 7 0.171
Total 12 6 18

* Statistically significant by Pearson chi-square test (p<0.05)

Table 3. Comparison of Normal Delivery and Cesarean Section between Symptom
Group and No Symptom Group

Symptom Group No Symptom Group Total p-value

Normal Delivery 10 5 15
Cesarean Section 2 1 3 1.000
Total 12 6 18

* Statistically significant by Pearson chi-square test (p<0.05)

4) TR 2473 hx27+e BMD, T-score$t

T 2o FREHS vl Z-scoregs Hlu3] H}th BMDe S/
Hotth S48 $oM ERFFE She o] 0.393+0.627, thxro] 0.447+0.016
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Fol3 ztol7t AU TH(Table 4). 2 FAHSE Fogt &ol7k AJTHP<0.01)

(Table 5).

2. EHYE 4o U 24

Table 4. Comparison of Breast—feeding and Bottle-feeding between Symptom Group
and No Symptom Group

Symptom Group No Symptom Group Total p-value

Breast—feeding 9 5 14
Bottle-feeding 3 1 4 0.688
Total 12 6 18

* Statistically significant by Pearson chi-square test (p<0.05)
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Table 5. Comparison of BMD, T-score and Z-score between Symptom Group and
No Symptom Group

Symptom Group

No Symptom Group

(Mean+S.D.) (MeantS.D.) p-value
BMD(g/cm?) 0.393+0.627 0.447+0.016 0.015%
T-score -1.33+£0.78 -0.65+0.21 0.013*
Z-score -0.84+0.67 -0.15+0.15 0.005%
* Statistically significant by Student T-test (p<0.05)
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