Results

The results of the. present work show that there is no significant

difference between the studled groups regardmg to the age and sex

distribution (P>0.05) .Table "y Flg (1-2)

Moreover , there is no significant difference after comparison between

_male and female _patients regardmg to the ‘age ( P > 0, 05) Table "3
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Fig.(3) i.e . there are insignificant correlation between the somatic p_eripheral

neuropathy ( P. N. ) and the age or sex .

Table (1) Mean and + SD of age among the studied groups

Age (years ) ~ Test of
significance
| Groups X | £SD [Mm [Max.| t | b
I Control '~ [a11] 962 | 30 | 62 | - .
n R -
- L o
| 1 iabeic withoit PN, [ 53.0 | 1028 | 26 | 68 | 1.51 |>0.05
: . - |
Il Diabetic With P.N. |- 50.6 | 943 | 29 | 67 | 095 |>0.05
. - . . ]
e
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Table(3) Comparison between male and feméle patients regarding age.

(58)

Age ( years) | Test of significance

I '
M Groups - X.d £ SD. | Min,..| Max t .
1?

Male ' [ 5323 925 | 29 | &7 | . i
|  @=26) ,ﬁ
Il k
” Female ¥ | 49.14 | 1063 | 26 | 68 | 1266 | >0.05
H (n=14) | | I
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The results show that there is no significant difference between the
duration of diabetes mellitus and the diabetic patient groups with or without
somatic peripheral nemopaﬂ]y, ‘1,e. there is no significant correlation
between the duration of diabetes mellitus_,éna somatic peripheral neuropathy

(P.N.) (P>0.05) Table (4)Fig. (4) .

Table (4) Mean and + SD of duration of ‘diabetes mellitus among the
) 13 i .

studied patients .,

mp—

‘Test of significance

Age (years) |

X | 48D Min, {Max.| t p.

I DM. without PN. | 7.75 {4559 1 | 21 | - . "

\ . | . - | i
I DM.withPN, | 865 [£536] 1 | 20 | 0514 | >005 |

(60)



@ ' YEARS

& DM
mDM + P. N.

(Fig.4) Mean-of thé diabetes mellitus duration

e

61




Table (5) 'Compari_son;:bet'\vqexi-"thé St_l{diédkﬁ)l!p_S regarding the

 RTARS A idmiel cmpusael b AT eeseceedoin i, -

hlean R-R intervals.

‘RRinterval|

Studied groups

I) Control: -

) D.M. withou 956

1) D.M, withP.N
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(Fig.5) Mean R-R intervals of the
studied groups
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Table (6) Mean and * SD of 'heart'i'a;ite. _ﬁariability among the

studied 'g"roups"..'___

"HRWV." T 7 Range

gioups - ~~_ | X _-tSD | Min. [ Max.

) contol | 10720 - C413720| 92| 138

groups

J R, N v e il il

1 vs 1 3 <0.001

1 Vs I g 663 <0001 “

Nvs 1 B R T R >0.05
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Table (8) Comparison of the systolic dysfunction among the diabetic

groui)s with and without peripheral neuropathy ( P. N.)

+ ve -ve Total
% No - % No %
II Diabetic without P.N 5 25 15 75 20 100.0
111 Diabetic with P.Ni 9 45 11 55 20 160.0
Total 14 35 26 65 40 | 100.0
b X*=1.758
P>0.05

(69)
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Table (11) Regression variables related to heart rate variability

( HRV) among the studied groups.

regression

Variable coefficient

Duration of D M (years ) | -2.597 0.497 | 27.312 <0.01
Diastolic dysfunction -20.565 5794 | 12.599 < 0.01

control 103.682

R=0.8881

variables not in equation

R ey
e

variables partial r z Tolerance F - P

Age ( years ) 0.0001 | 0.7387 0.005 > 0.05

- \ - :

Mean R-R interval |- 0.0000 0.8672. 0.001 >0.05
systolic Dysfunction 0.0007 |. 0.4678 0.032 > 0.05
4—M—#——____L=——=———L_—_———L—m—'_——-_—




As the duration of diabetes mellitus is the most important variable in
relation to heart rate variability { autonomic neuropathy ) , thus duration of
diabetes mellitus is classified into 3 groups for more statistical study :

GroupI : <5Syears.

Group II : 5-10 years.

Group III : > 10 years .

Then student “ T testland analysis of variance between these groups
and H R V , the results show that there is highly significant difference of
HR V between tﬁese groups ( P <0.01') Table ( 12), Fig. (9) .

T ATso | fhere is  significant difference-of R-R intervals between groups
1 Vs II and between groups I Vs III (P <0.05) but there is no significant

difference between groups II Vs 1II ( P > 0.05) Table ( 13), Fig. (10) .

Moreover , there is significant difference of diastolic dysfunction
between the groups ¢ P < 0.01 ) Table ( 14 ), Fig(11) but there is no

significant differcncé of systolic dysfunction between the groups (P >0.05)

Table (15) , Fig. (12) .
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Table (13) Mean + SD and analysis of variance of R-R interval among

the studied patients in relation to the duration of D.M.

(78)

R - Rinterval | o Test of significance
Duration X + SD | groups t p
of DM _ |
I (<5Y) 830.92 | £40.44 | 1VsH | 2221 | <0.05 |
I (5-10Y) 862.94 | +3566 | 1VsII | 2378 | <0.05
m sa0vy 8830 | +64.19 | VsII | 1.056 | >0.05
F=3731
P<0.05




Table (14) Comparison of diastolic dysfunction among the studied

patients in relation to the duration of D.M.

(80)

A\ P<00l

iastolic Dysfunction + ve -ve Total
Duration No % No % No %
1 (<5Y) i | 883 | 11 [9167] 12 | 100
11 (5-10Y) 14 [ 8751 2 [125 | 16 | 100
o1 (>10Y) 12 {100 | 00 | 00 | 12 | 100
I :
Total 27 | 675 | 13 | 325 | 40 | 100
LW
i X2 =27.847
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Fig (11) Diastolic dysfunction in -Tela‘tion_to duration
of diabetes mellitus | -
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Table (15) Comparison of. systolic dysfuncti_on among the studied

patients in relation to the Duration of D.M.

-

(82)

. ~- \
—— . —
stoiic Dysfunction . +ve -ve Total
Duration | No | % No "% ]l No %
of D M group ' I
I (>5Y) o . 00 | 12 | 100 12 100
I (5-10Y) 4 25 12 75 16 100
m (>10Y) 211667 | 10 [8333| 12 100
Total "6 | 15 | 34 | 8 | 40 100
X =3.99
P<0.05




"

| m DM<5Y
=DM 5-10Y .
] DM>10Y

Fig (12) Systolic d-y'sfmiction in relation to duration of
_diabetes mellitus




