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Randomized Double-Blind Controlled Trial Comparing 0.2 mg and

0.1 mg Intrathecal Morphine Combined with Intravenous Paracetamol

Infusion for Unilateral Total Knee Arthroplasty

aviFun Feanuens, W

Suthussana Chaimanakarn, M.D.

Abstract

Objective: To compare the efficacy of postoperative
unilateral total knee arthroplasty pain reduction and
the side effects of intrathecal morphine 0.1 mg and
0.2 mg with intravenous paracetamol infusion.
Methods: This randomized double-blind controlled
trial was conducted at Krathumbaen Hospital. Patients
undergoing total knee arthroplasty were randomized
into 2 groups : Intrathecal morphine 0.1 mg (M ) and
0.2 mg (M ). All patients received intravenous
paracetamol infusion. Postoperative pain scores, side
effects of intrathecal morphine, and patient satisfaction
were compared.

Results: The trial enrolled 50 patients : M (n = 25)
and M_(n = 25). The postoperative pain scores and
rescue analgesic consumption of group M and M_ did

not differ significantly within 6-48 hours. Postoperative
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nausea and vomiting in whom did not receive tramadol
were observed more frequently in group M_ than M,
within 6 hours (52% and 16% respectively; p-value = 0.02)
and within 6-24 hours (28% and 4% respectively;
p-value = 0.04). Postoperative pruritus was observed
more frequently in group M_ than M within 6 hours
(44% and 12% respectively; p-value = 0.02). Respiratory
depression was not observed in any participant in this
study. Patient satisfaction did not differ significantly.
Conclusion: Postoperative pain control achieved with
intravenous paracetamol infusion combined with
intrathecal morphine 0.1 mg after unilateral total
knee arthroplasty was effective. The frequency of
postoperative nausea and vomiting and pruritus were
also lower.

Keywords: Total Knee Arthroplasty, Paracetamol,

Intrathecal, Morphine, Postoperative pain, Side effects
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15199 1 Patients demographics

Group M (n = 25) Group M, (n = 25) p-value
Age (yr) 69.9 £ 6.7 688 + 7.1 0.58
Gender (M/F) (n) 16/9 10/15 0.09
BMI (kg/ m2) 258 £ 39 25.7 + 3.7 0.94
ASA* classification 2/16/7 2/17/6 0.95
1/2/3 (n)
Preoperative NRS# at rest 6.4 +£0.9 6.8 £ 0.9 0.23
Preoperative NRS at flexion 8.2+ 0.7 83+ 0.7 0.69
Operative time (min) 101.0 £ 17.0 954 + 113 0.18
Anesthetic time (min) 1154 + 14.2 108.6 + 14.9 0.10

*American Society of Anesthesiologists, “Numeric rating scale
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A13197 2 Postoperative pain score

Postoperative pain score

Group M_(n = 25) Group M_(n = 25) p-value
(NRS") ' ?

At 0-6 hour

NRS at rest 1.4 +0.8 1.0+ 0.8 0.03*

NRS at flexion 26+ 1.0 2.0+ 0.7 0.03*
At 6-24 hour

NRS at rest a7 +1.1 43 +09 0.17

NRS at flexion 6.0+12 56+ 1.0 0.16
At 24-48 hour

NRS at rest 27+06 2.4 +0.8 0.11

NRS at flexion 38+0.8 35+0.8 0.10

Values are mean + SD, *p-value < 0.05, #Numeric rating scale
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151991 3 Postoperative analgesic drug

Group M (n = 25) Group M _(n = 25) p-value
PCA# Fentanyl (mcg)
At 0-6 hour 29.2+95 212+ 113 0.01*
At 6-24 hour 300.0 + 46.5 299.2 + 46.0 0.95
At 24-48 hour 68.0 £ 18.3 59.6 £ 19.0 0.12
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A15197 3 Postoperative analgesic drug (#19)

Group M (n = 25) Group M, (n = 25) p-value
Tramadol dose (mg)
At 0-6 hour 10.0 + 20.4 6.0 £ 16.6 0.45
At 6-24 hour 38.0 £ 36.2 36.0 £ 33.9 0.84
At 24-48 hour 4.0 +13.8 2.0 + 10.0 0.56

Values are mean + SD, *p-value < 0.05, #Patient-controlled analgesia
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A5197 4 Postoperative adverse effect and Patient satisfaction score

Group I\/\1 Group f\/\2 pvalue
(n = 25) (n = 25)

Nausea and vomiting (n, %)

At 0-6 hour

With tramadol for rescue drugs 3(12) 3(12) 1.00

Without tramadol for rescue drugs 4(16) 13 (52) 0.02*

At 6-24 hour

With tramadol for rescue drugs 1(4) 2(8) 1.00

Without tramadol for rescue drugs 1(4) 7 (28) 0.04*

At 24-48 hour 0(0) 0(0) NA
Ondansetron dose (mg)

At 0-6 hour 22+37 4.8 +4.0 0.02*

At 6-24 hour 0.6 +£22 19+35 0.13*

At 24-48 hour 0 0 NA
Pruritus (n, %)

At 0-6 hour 3(12) 11 (44) 0.02*

At 6-24 hour 2(8) 8(32) 0.07

At 24-48 hour 0(0) 0(0) NA
Chlorpheniramine dose (mg)

At 0-6 hour 1.2+33 44 +5.1 0.01*

At 6-24 hour 0.8+28 2.00 + 4.1 0.23

At 24-48 hour 0 0 NA
Respiratory depression (n, %) 0(0) 0(0) NA
Patient satisfaction score 83+09 83+0.7 0.86

Values are mean + SD, number (n) and percentage (%), *p-value< 0.05
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