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A comparison between Paroxetine and Am itriptyline in the treatment of somatization disorder

QIAN Jian-jun, QING Guo-xing, YAN Wei liang, XU Bao-chang, JIN Hai-long, DONG Ying-ying, GAO Sainan
(Shao xing NO.7 People’ s Hospital, Shaoxing 312000, China)

ABSTRACT: OBJECTIVE To compare the therapeutic and side effects between Paroxetine and Am itriptyline in the treatment of so-
matization disorder. METHODS ' Eighty-one patients with somatization disorder were random ized into two groups, which were trated
with Paroxetine or Am itriptyline for8 weeks. The symptomatic changes were evaluated using the total score of somatization, depression,
and anxiety as described in SCL-90, the therapeutic effect was assessed using various subtraction rates, and dmug-related adverse reac-
tions were evaluated using the treatment emergent symptom scale ( TESS) . "RESULTS  The recovery rate was 61.90% in the Paroxe-
tine treatment group and 43.59% in the Am itriptyline treatment group, and the total effective rate was 90.48% and 71.79% , mespec-
tively. The difference in the efficacy between two treatments was significant ( P <0. 05) . TESS tests revealed that there were significant
differences between two groups at various time points: CONCLUSION Paroxetine is effective in the treatment of somatization disor
ders, but has few adverse reactions.

KEY WORDS: somatization disorder; the rapeutic effect; Paroxe tine
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(P<0.01), 1.
1 2 SCL-90 3
Tab 1 Comparison of the score of SCL-90 thre factores be-

tween two groups at various time points( x Es, score)

Study group Control group
Time
(n=42) (n=39)
Before treatment 84.27 £19.72 85.41 *18.65
wk2 end 60.36 *14.29 63.46 +14.73
wk4 end 35.84 £9.38" 42.38 +11.88
wk6 end 27.81 £7.66" 35.58 +10.33
wk8 end 20.52 5.70° 30.74 8. 62
," P <0.01
Note: Compared with control group,~ P <0. 01
wk4 ,2 SCL-90 3
R (P.<0.05 P<0.01), 2.
2 2 SCL-90 3
(x%Es, %)

Tab 2 Comparison of the subtraction rates of SCL-90 three fac-

tores between two groups at various time points( x £s, % )

Study group Control group
Time
(n=42) (n=39)
wk2 end 23.91 +8.34 21.95 *7.62
wk4 end 48.43 *13.55" 43.03 +12.24
wk6 end 56.46 *15.98" 49.83 £15.32
wk8 end 63.75 £16.51" " 54.67 £15.78
,"'P<0.05," " P<0.01
Note: Compated with control group,” P <0.05," © P <0.01
2.2 2 TESS
(P <0.05 P <0.01), 3.
3 2 TESS

Tab 3 Comparison of the score of TESS between two groups at

various time points( x Es, score)

Study group Control group
Time
(n=42) (n=39)
wk2 end 8.45 £4.12° 10.67 £5.23
wk4 end 9.75 £4.31" " 13.24 £5.86
wk6 end 9.81 £5.04" " 13.76 £5.50
wk8 end 7.78 £3.74" " 10.61 £5.13
," P<0.05,"" P<0.0l
Note: Compared with control group,” P <0.05,” " P <0.01
2.3 2 18
s 38.10%, 6
5 4 25 s
64.10%, 21 . 20
19 . 6 . 7
5 . 2 >
(P<0.01).
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