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Comparison of ropivacaine or levobupivacaine combined with
sufentanil on epidural laboring analgesia
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[ Abstract] Objective To examine the effects of ropivacaine or levobupivacaine combined with sufentanil on
epidural laboring analgesia. Methods 300 primiparous parturients were divided randomly into 2 groups:
ropivacaine group and levobupivacaine group. The pain intensity was measured by visual analog scale and the degree
of motor block was examined by Modified Bromaga Score using a prospective double-blind design. The labor duration
and delivery types were recorded. The neonate was investigated by Apgar index. Umbilical cord artery blood gas
analysis was also performed. Results The analgesia effects of ropivacaine are same as levobupivacaine. There are
no differences in labor duration, delivery types and Apgar index. The BE-B of umbilical cord artery blood gas in
ropivacaine group is significantly lower than that in levobupivacaine group. Conclusion  Ropivacaine and
levobupivacaine could provide the same analgesia effects. Considering the lower toxic effects, ropivacaine is better
than levobupivacaine in the treatment of laboring analgesia.
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Tab. 1 The analgesic effect in 2 groups [ n(%) ]

AP IESr 1 (VAS)

i TR (0~ 1) BB (<34 B RS (53 4)
F R~ F A 135(90) 15(10)
A bR 133(88.7) 17(11.3)
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Tab. 3 The comparison fo total labor and delivery mode between 2 groups (X +5)
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Tab. 4 The comparison of the condition of babies between 2 groups (X +S)
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itk RHA 845+1.14 939+1.53 7.17+1.23 16.37 £2.46 60.58 £12.48 8.14+1.07
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