RESULTS

T ab._ (1) Comparison between the two treatment groups regarding age:

Group I (30) 35.5

GrowpII (15) | 326

This table shows that there is noé significant difference between mean age
in two treatment groups (indicate perfect matching for age.)

Tab. (2) Relation of patients to;prolonged standing, onset of
appearance(during pregnancy) and family history in the two treatment
groups: 3

rolongeﬂ To
standing
No %

22 | 713%
| Group II 7 47%

Chi 3.1

P

There is no significant difference between the two treatment groups
regarding prolonged standing, pregnancy and family history.
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Tab (3) lesion characteristics iri the two treatment groups:

There is no significant dlﬂ'erence between the two treatment groups
regarding site and size.

Tab (4) complaints of patients in both treated groups :

No significant difference betwee
for treament.

n the treatment groups regarding reason




( J): Comparison of mjectable materials in relation to pam, cramp
and hypcrplgmcntation

“Character | Pain yvlth injection Hyperplgmentatlon
No % |

19 63%

4 21%

(P <0 05 —-szgny‘icanﬂ
pble shows that pain with injection is significantly higher among 1
treatment group while hyperpignientation is significantly high in
anplamine oleate treated group

Excellent | | ;
No % |[No % [No % [No % |No % |
18 60 [8 27 |3 10 |1~ -

—
[
]
1

6 40 (3 20 |4 26 |1 7 11 7

There is no significant diﬁ'erencé between the two treatment groiips
regarding degree of improvement.
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Tap. (7) Study the degree of iimprovement in relation to site oij;' lesion:

Excel!ent

No. %

Thigh (5)

Ankle(2)

13 §7

3 60

2

Chi=2.7 |

Calf(12)

Thigh(3)

This
betwy

Calf (35)

Thigh (8)

Anklie (2)

table shows that there is no sxgmﬁcant (no correlation) d1ﬁ‘¢rence
een the degree of i mprovement and site of lesion.
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(8) study of the size in relation to degree of improvement .

Groyp Size | Excellent | Good | Moderate | Fair Poor Test

No. % |No. % [No. % |No.% |No. %

GrowpT |T (19 [16 67 |6 5 |2 8 |- - |- - |Chis3
ve |2 1|2 Bt w1 uwl- - |po
Groupll |T (12) |6 55 2 812 21 |- -]- T TChi78
V(o) |- - 1 25 |1 25 |t 25|1 25 |PO.1
Tothl T (35 |22 63 s 23 |3 14 |- - .| Chi17.6

vV (10) |2 20 3 30 | 2 20 |2 2011 10 |PO.008
( T= telangiectasias & V= Venulectasia)

Ther¢ is no significant relation between site of lesion and improvement
de in each group while colleictively regardless type of treatment, there
is significant difference between size of lesion and degree of
imprpvement

N.B (No. is small in each category separate).

Tabi(9) Fate of Hyperpigmentation after 3 months follow up:

haracter | Hyperpigmentation Resolved
roup ; |
Group 1 3 3 100%
Group II 6 4 67%

(Chi=2.1 &P =0.2)

Theze is no significant dlfferenee between the fate of hyper- plgmentatlon
and of treatment

N.B| After 6months, the Hyperplgmentatlon completely resolved in
the two treatment groups. }
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-Midtivariate analysis ; |
(Regression analysis) to study% factors suggested to affect imprbvement

with adjustment to each other and to occupation, pregnancy and ﬁunily
history. f

Pcoéﬂicient p |
Group 0.539 0.046
Site 0.238 0.366
Size 105 0.002

The size was found to be sigrﬁﬁcmtly inversely related to degrée of
imprqvement, i.e. the smaller the size the better the degree of
imprdvement, after adjustment td site and size the improvement degree of

groupl I was found to be better than the group II.
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A ﬂ‘?r 1 month




Aﬂier] month
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Aﬂér I month
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Aﬂér 2 weeks
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Beft_ivre injection

Aftkr 2 weeks
Slight ecchymosis w:th Scleremo extravasation
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Aftef'r 3 months
Hyperpigmentation (goldetf yellow color aver the treated vessel)

- 106 —




|
After 2 weeks

Hyperpigmentation witli Ethanolanime oleate injection
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