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The Effect of 8 Constitution Acupuncture
on Neck Pain by Pain Disability Index
and Visual Analogue Scale
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Objective = This study was designed to compared with the effect of body acupuncture and 8 constitution
acupuncture by Pain Disability Index(PDI) and Visual Analogue Scale(VAS).

Methods : Body acupuncture group consists of 10 patients and 8 Constitution acupuncture group consists of
10 patients. The degree of improvement was evaluated by PDI and VAS after 2 weeks treatment. PDI consists
of seven items and they are scored as 10 points per each item.

Results : After 2 weeks treatment there was no significant difference between the two groups in PDI scores,
each PDI item's score and VAS score.
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Conclusions : The effect of 8 constitution acupuncture is not statistically different from that of body
acupuncture on neck pain. Further study is needed about the effectiveness of 8 constitution acupuncture.
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Table 1. General characteristics of the groups

Characteristics Control Test p—value
No. 10 10 -
Sex(Male/Female) 5/5 5/5 0.65
Age(year)
(mean+SD) 37.5%5.8 33.7%199 039
Days after on set
(mean=SD) 9.1£95 13.0£123 060

Control ; Group treated with only body acupuncture
Test ; Group treated with 8 constitution acupunc-
ture
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Table 2. Comparison of PDI scores between
control and test

Before After
Group Treatment 2 weeks
Control 27.9+21.2 21.5%17.0
Test 31.2%10.5 15.1+14.3
P value 0.39 0.35

Control ; Group treated with only Body acupuncture

Test ; Group treated with 8 Constitution acupunc-
ture

Values are mean=SD

Table 3. Comparison of PDI scores against
various activities between control and test

- Before After
Activity Group Treatment 2 weeks
1. Control 3.6%3.0 2.7E£2.6
House Test 40*1.8 2.5%2.6
work P value 0.68 0.91
2 C%‘ntrol gngg ggfg‘%
o est 212, S5+2.2
Leisure  p yapye 0.63 0.68
3. Control 5.7%£3.2 43+3.0
Social Test 46123 2.5+2.7
Activities P value 0.43 0.19
4, Control 54+2.7 4227
Work Test 5.812.2 27123
Life P value 0.63 0.21
5. Control 3.1%3.8 2.6%3.0
Sexual Test 34121 1.5+1.7
Life P value 0.48 0.63
6. Control 3.3+3.1 2,625
Personal Test 42128 1.7x2.4
Care P value 0.52 0.35
7. Control 3.1+3.1 1.7+£2.0
Vital Test 4030 1.7t2.4
Activities P value 0.48 1.00

Control ; Group treated with only Body acupuncture

Test ; Group treated with § Constitution acupunc-
ture

Values are mean+SD
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Table 4. Comparison of VAS between control
and test

Before After

Group Treatment 2 weeks

Control 10.0£0.0 5.1%38

VAS Test 10.0£0.0 54%39
P value 0.00 0.85

Control ; Group treated with only Body acupuncture

Test ; Group treated with 8 Constitution acupunc-
ture

Values are mean=SD
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