44 - 2004 1 25 1 Chin J Epidemiol January 2004 Vol.25 No. 1

562 22~30

7 562
7
P<0.05 2.95 ml 2.29 ml
28.82% 36.27 % 10° ml 42.52% 10 ml
74.77%10° ml 44.40%
51.88% 52.88% 76.50% 75.24%
72.30% 85.89% 72.35% 18.71%
68.45% 88.06% 28.65%
204.23%10° ml 77.69% 10° ml
562

Epidemiological study on semen quality of 562 volunteers aged 22-30 WU Jun-ging™ YANG Qiu-
ving TAO Jian-guo LI Wen-ying GAO Er-sheng BO Li-wei LI Yu-zian GUO Jian YAO Kang-
shou LU Wei-qun CHEN Lu . "Shanghai Medcal College Fudan University Shanghai 200032 China

Abstract  Objective This study is to understand the differenc of semen guality among the different
areas and the related factors. Methods Five hundren and sixty-two people were under from seven
provinces. Results Results showed that the quantity and density of semen the rate of moving forward
semen livability percent age of normal formed semen and the total number of semen were statistically
different among the seven areas. The difference was ranged as 28.82% with the highest 2.95 ml in
Shanxi province and the lowest 2.29 ml in Henan province. Geometric mean of semen density was found
the lowest 36.27 X 10° ml in Guizhou province next to it was 42.52 % 10° ml in Shandong province and
the highest was 74.77 X 10° ml in Hebei province. The percent age with forward progression of serm was
seen the lowest 44.40% in Henan province followed by 51.88% in Hebei province and 52.88% in
Zhejiang provice and the highest were 76.50% in Shanghai 75.24% in Shanxi province with a range of
72.30% . The highest semen viability was 85.89% in Shanghai while the lowest 72.35% in Henan with
a range of 18.71% . Normal sperm morphology was seen the lowest 68.45% in Hebei province with the
highest 88.06% in Guizhou province and the range was 28.65% . The geometric mean of total sperm
count was seen the highest 204.23 % 10% ml in Hebei province and the lowest 77.69 X 10° ml in Guizhou
province. Results showed through analysis of variance that some indexes were different in some provinces.
Conclusion The results indicated that the semen quality was different in different regions in China and its
influential factors may be region and geography enviroment.
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1998
12 2000 2
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SAS 6.12
1. 1998 12 Wilcoxon
2000 2
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22~30 1.
10 562
2. 25
3.
2 3~6
1
11.8%
1
WHO 1992 -
4.
1 7
WHO
- 50.0%
8% 2
1 7 Tt
cm kg
39 25.36£2.18" 171.62+4.49 63.85£9.30" 21.64£2.77"
86 25.59+2.24 171.78 +4.37 65.13+8.30" 22.07+2.72"
79 25.39+2.07" 171.59+3.96 63.37£9.25 21.50+2.87"
91 26.55+2.31 172.00+5.90 66.27+£9.83" 22.36£2.74"
82 24.93£1.76" 171.65+4.40 67.65+7.98 22.94+2.38
100 24.59+2.23 172.03+5.34 66.47+9.30" 22.44+2.80"
85 26.89£2.31 168.15+4.88 59.18£8.22 20.89+2.45
562 25.60+2.30 171.25+5.02 64.68+2.30 22.02+2.74
F 13.07 8.49 6.89 5.40
P 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001
* P<0.05
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2 7 %
n =39 n =86 n=179 n=91 n=82 n =100 n =85 P
100.0 100.0 98.7 100.0 100.0 99.0 88.2 0.001
0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.0 11.8
35.9 46.5 41.8 30.8 48.8 37.0 48.2 0.050
48.7 22.1 31.6 44.0 26.8 37.0 34.1
15.4 31.4 26.6 25.2 24.4 26.0 17.7
53.9 53.5 44.3 57.1 50.0 56.0 55.3 0.693
46.1 46.5 55.7 42.9 50.0 44.0 44.7
10.2 44.2 44.3 33.0 19.5 37.0 23.5 0.001
43.6 21.0 25.3 36.2 41.4 25.0 31.8
18.0 24.4 20.2 16.5 23.2 33.0 12.9
15.4 9.3 5.1 11.0 9.8 3.0 21.2
12.8 1.1 5.1 3.3 6.1 2.0 10.6
2.
=10 000 1
2000~ 5000 0.5~8.6ml <1ml 1.8% >5ml
5000~ 10 000 2.1% T ts 2.61+
15 =2000 1.10 ml
15 500~ 1.5£3.3ml 91.1%
1000 15 60 min 4.1% > 60 min
<500 500~ 1000 4.8%
15 2 pH  93.4%
<500 3 <2 cm 6.6% >2cm 90.8%
3 1h pH 6.4-9.0 pH >
3 7 %
n =239 n =286 n="79 n=91 n =282 n =100 n =285 p
<2000 .0 22.1 0.0 14.3 8.5 30.0 7.1 0.001
2000~ 5.1 34.9 3.8 33.0 46.3 42.0 18.8
5000~ 43.6 31.4 16.5 39.5 36.6 26.0 28.2
=10 000 51.3 11.6 79.7 13.2 8.6 2.0 45.9
15
<500 33.3 24.4 1.3 33.0 29.3 27.0 41.2 0.001
500~ 33.3 30.2 7.6 23.1 17.1 33.0 22.3
1000~ 18.0 23.3 .8 25.2 26.8 25.0 15.3
=2000 15.4 22.1 82.3 18.7 26.8 15.0 21.2
2
<10 5.1 3.5 6.3 7.7 4.9 16.0 9.4 0.001
10~ 23.1 43.0 15.2 31.9 15.9 29.0 60.0
20~ 23.1 39.5 12.7 23.1 40.2 19.0 21.2
=30 48.7 14.0 65.8 37.3 39.0 36.0 9.4
79.5 45.4 91.1 59.3 74.4 65.0 68.2 0.001
20.5 54.6 8.9 40.7 25.6 35.0 31.8

* CMH
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8.0 0.7% <7.2 85% x*s 7.50% 40 % 10° 89.1%
0.29
3
124.06 < 10°+2.39x 10°
15% ~98% 4 3.
81.3% 50%
Tts 59.89% +17.11% 7
zts  36.89% *+20.19% 4
s  22.25% +10.60% 28.82%
zts 15.58% +9.69% 1
rts  24.35% +£13.40%
4 72.30%
lh 30% ~ 98% 18.71%
75% 65.3% zt s 77.19% + 28.65%
11.87% 204.23 % 10° ml
0~328%10° ml 77.69%10% ml 2 4
65% 10° ml z+ s  64.47x10° ml + WHO
34.59%x10° ml 4 0.7%
31 5.5% 93.8% > WHO 7
20%10° ml 5 WHO
55.45x10% ml+1.86x10° ml WHO
5
55% ~99% 78.23% +9.15% WHO
zts 8.55% +4.93%
zts 6.21% +£4.99% T+ WHO
s 5.83% +3.94% zts  1.64% *
2.01% WHO
0~ 1155x 10° 144 x 10° WHO
zts 164.22x10°+120.46 < 10° 5
4 7 Tts
ml 10° ml 10° % % %
# 39 2.59+1.15° 58.72+1.71 134.95+2.21 76.50 +14.62 85.80+11.14 82.61+5.27"
86 2.29+0.96 58.26+2.33 120.40+2.74 44.40+15.64 72.35+13.28 83.88+5.49
# 79 2.46+1.29" 63.82+1.92 138.73+2.42 52.88+22.92 72.71+21.98 71.25+15.58
91 2.95+1.20 62.09+1.44 114.29+£2.81 75.24+14.78 81.78+11.27 79.93+6.21
82 2.65+1.07" 42.52+1.56 106.77+1.76 63.85+11.48 73.95+10.52 74.02+9.82
100 2.79+0.64" 74.77+1.20 204.23+1.30 51.88+2.30 73.98 +3.26 68.45+3.41
# 85 2.44+1.26 36.27+2.15 77.69+2.63 60.33+12.30 81.56+8.63 88.06+6.61
F 3.88 16.46 11.51 52.22 12.84 63.82
P 0.0008 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001
* P<0.05 # 1 2
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5 7
WHO " 23
Adamopoulos ~ *
% % % % % %
39 79.49 92.31 92.31 92.31 92.31 97.44
86 73.26 89.53 89.53 43.02 59.30 98.84
79 64.56 91.14 88.61 62.03 59.49 96.20
91 87.91 98.90 82.42 95.60 81.32 100.00
82 96.34 98.78 97.56 92.68 57.32 98.78
100 98.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 42.00 100.00
85 068.24 83.53 74.12 84.97 82.35 98.82
sz <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.307
* WHO =2 ml = WHO
50% =75% =20%10° ml
=30% =40x10°
WHO
WHO 1 WuJQ Yang QY Tao JG et al. Reference value of semen quality
in Chinese young men. Contraception 2002 65:365-368.
2 Paulsan CA Berman NG Wang C. Data from men in greater seattle
7 area reveals no downward trend in semen quality further evidence
that deterioration of semen quality is not geographically uniform.
Fertil Steril 1996 65:1015.
3 Auger ] Jouannet P. Evidence for regional differences of semen
7 quality among fertile French men. Human Reproduction 1997 12:
740-745.
4 Adamopoulos DA Pappa A Nicopoulou S et al. Seminal volume
and total sperm number trends in men attending subfertility clinics in
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