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Influence of Body Mass Index (BMI) on Diagnosis of Osteoporosis in
Menopausal and Post-menopausal Women

Takehiro Uchida ’, Masamichi Shimamura ?’, Yoshinori Funama ?’,
Shinya Ueda *’, Yasuhiro Yano *’, Toshio Amano *

Abstract : Influence of body mass index (BMI) on diagnosis of osteoporosis in menopausal
and post-menopausal women was examined using a method of one-way layout analysis of
variance (ANOVA) and multiple comparisons. In addition, in order to easily estimate the
prevalence rate of osteoporosis, the relationship between BMI values and the prevalence rate
of osteoporosis was investigated by single regression analysis.

The one-way layout ANOVA resulted in a statistical difference among three groups of pa-
tients with normality, osteopenia and osteoporosis. The multiple comparisons resulted in a
statistical difference between two groups of patients with normality and osteoporosis, but in
non-statistical difference between the other two groups. The equation which estimates the
prevalence rate of osteoporosis from BMI values was y = -0.0379x+1.3252. The coefficient of
determination, which is 0.77, showed very goodness of fit.

This study demonstrates that BMI has an influence on diagnosis of osteoporosis in meno-
pausal and post-menopausal women, and that the prevalence rate of osteoporosis can be easily
estimated from the BMI value of each patient.

Key words . Body mass index (BMI), Bone mineral density (BMD), Young adult mean
(YAM), Method of one-way layout analysis of variance (ANOVA), Prevalence
rate of osteoporosis
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Tab.l —xEESWIMOHER
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Square  Freedom Square F-value Probability
BMI 152.37 2 76.18 8.25 0.00
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