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Effect of Xianling Gubao Capsules combined with alendronate sodium on bone
metabolism and bone conversion index in osteoporosis patients

WANG Falian, YANG Shengren, LI Shunjun, SUN Chengzhi
Department of Endocrinology, the First People's Hospital of Xining, Xining 810001, China

Abstract: Objective To investigate the effects of Xianling Gubao Capsules combined with alendronate sodium on bone metabolism
and bone conversion indexes in osteoporosis patients. Methods A total of 92 patients with osteoporosis in the First People's Hospital
of Xining from September 2015 to September 2018 were selected as the research subjects. Patients were randomly divided into control
group and observation group, with 46 patients in each group. Patients in the control group were po administered with Alendronate
Sodium Tablets, 10 mg/time, once daily. Patients in the observation group were po administered with Xianling Gubao Capsules on the
basis of control group, two capsules/time, three times daily. Patients in two groups were treated for three months. The clinical efficacy
in two groups was observed, and the bone metabolism, bone conversion indexes and lumbar L, , and femoral neck bone densityof two
groups before and after treatment were compared. Results After treatment, the total effective rate was 93.48% in the observation
group and 78.26% in the control group, and the difference between two groups was statistically significant (P < 0.05). After treatment,
BAP, BGP and ALP levels in two groups were significantly increased, while U-CA levels were significantly decreased (P < 0.05), and
bone metabolism indexes in the observation group were significantly better than those in the control group (P < 0.05). After treatment,
RANKL and CTX-1 levels in two groups were significantly decreased, OPG levels were significantly increased (P < 0.05), and the
levels of bone transformation indicators in the observation group were significantly better than those in the control group (P < 0.05).

After treatment, the bone mineral density of L, , and femoral neck in two groups was significantly increased (P < 0.05), and the bone

mineral density of L,, and femoral neck in the observation group was significantly higher than those in the control group (P < 0.05).

Yrks HEA: 2020-02-07
E€WE: iR HE (2015-K-25)
F—EE: ERIEA979—), &, Hil\ I T N AR HF T IT NN 40 Bk . E-mail : falianwang006@163.com



+ 2260 -

“asaa# Drug Evaluation Research 4355 1147 2020511 B

Conclusion Xianling Gubao Capsules combined with alendronate sodium can effectively improve the level of bone metabolism, bone

conversion indicators and bone mineral density in patients, with an exact curative effect, and has a high application value in the

treatment of osteoporosis patients.
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Table 2 Comparison of bone metabolism indexes between two groups (x=s)
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