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Table .5  Comparison of placental IVIM parameters in  PWST   and  PWTT （

x

± S ）   1                                    PWTT ( n =28)                                              PWST(n=18)                                                                                          2                         MS               FS                W P                                   M S                    F S               W P                       T                  P      3  f   40.2 ± 1 5.8   31.5 ± 6 .7   34.8 ± 7.7     30.8 ± 1 0.1   27.7 ± 15.1   29.1 ± 7.6                    /           ＞ 0 .05   4  D   1.8 ± 0.3   1.6 ± 0.4   1.7 ± 0 .2     1.5 ± 0.2 *   1.7 ± 0 .3   1.7 ± 0 .2                  2.378       ＜ 0 .05   5  D *   36.2 ± 22.2   29.2 ± 19.1   26.5 ± 7 .7     22.6 ± 5.9   21.5 ± 4.4   24.7 ± 6 .5                    /            ＞ 0 .05   6  * Independent sample t test was used to compare MS with PWTT   7 


image6.emf
Table .6  Comparison of placental IVIM parameters and fetal  weight among three groups （

x

± S ）   1                                    PWTT ( n =28)                                        PIH(  n =26)                                               PWST(n=18)                                                                                          2                         MS               FS                W P                       M S                F S              W P                       M S                    F S               W P                P      3  f   40.2 ± 1 5.8   31.5 ± 6 .7   34.8 ± 7.7   28.1 ± 6 .5   18.3 ± 1 0.2 a     25.6 ± 1 0.0   b   30.8 ± 1 0.1   27.7 ± 15.1   29.1 ± 7.6      ＜ 0 .05   4  D   1.8 ± 0.3   1.6 ± 0.4   1.7 ± 0 .2   1.4 ± 0.4 c   1.3 ± 0.6   1.3 ± 0 .5 d   1.5 ± 0.2   1.7 ± 0 .3   1.7 ± 0 .2        ＜ 0 .05   5  D *   36.2 ± 22.2   29.2 ± 19.1   26.5 ± 7 .7   36.7 ± 22.1   29.2 ± 28.1   43.6 ± 3 7   22.6 ± 5.9   21.5 ± 4.4   24.7 ± 6 .5      ＞ 0 .05   6  EFW （ g ）              2353.2 ± 651                                  1660.1 ± 3 78.7                                                                                             0.02    7  B W （ g ）              2881.6 ± 453.3                                            2068.3 ± 7 43.6                                                                                              0.002   8  T                                                                                          3.165 c              2.917 a              2.439 b /2.887 d   9  Note : m ultiple comparison of Bonferroni method was performed in all parts .  a :  comparison with  PWTT  of   FS ;  b :  10  comparison with  PWTT  of   WP ;  c :   comparison with  PWTT  of   MS ;  d :   comparison with  PWTT  of   WP , P   ＜ 0.05.    11  MS:   Maternal side     FS:   Fetal side     WP: whole   placenta   12 
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T able .1 General information for PIH and healthy controls （

x

± S ）   1  PWST(n=18)                    PWTT(n=28)                          P IH (n=26)                     2  G W （ weeks ）        2 4.2 ± 1 .6                  33.4 ± 4 .0               32.8 ± 3 .4   3  G A （ years ）          3 1.8 ± 3 .3                        31.0 ± 4 .5                            25.8 ± 3 .0   4  E FW （ g ）                       /                          2 353.2 ± 6 51           1660.1 ± 3 78.7   5  PW （ g ）                 /                 2 907.1 ± 4 57           2068.3 ± 7 43.6   6  G W: Gestational weeks;GA: Gestational age ; E FW : Estimating fetal weight ; P W : Postnatal weight   7 
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T able . 2  Comparison of IVIM parameters in different parts of  PWST （

x

± S ）   1  parameter                            fetal side                   maternal side            Central area                 F                    P   2  f （ % ）         2 8 . 1 ± 1 3 . 7       30.8 ± 1 0.1              26.7 ± 8.7              0.266         ＞ 0 .05   3  D （ 10  -   3 mm 2  /s ）     1. 6 ± 0 .3       1.5 ± 0.2              1.6 ± 0 .1              2.113         ＞ 0 .05   4  D * （ 10  -   3 mm 2   /s ）     2 2 . 6 ± 4. 2       22. 1 ± 8 .9              21.1 ± 6 .1              0.011         ＞ 0 .05   5  Note: Bonferroni method multiple  comparisons   6 
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T able .3  Comparison of IVIM parameters in different parts of  PWTT （

x

± S ）   1  parameter                              fetal side                   maternal side                  Central area             F             P   2  f （ % ）            31.5 ± 6 .7       40.2 ± 1 5.8 *                             33.5 ± 6.7          4.699      0.016   3  D （ 10  -   3 mm 2  /s ）        1.6 ± 0.4       1.8 ± 0.3                                 1.7 ± 0.3            2.607      ＞ 0 .05   4  D * （ 10  -   3 mm 2   /s ）        29.2 ± 28.1     36.2 ± 22.2                           36.23 ± 27.4       0.719      ＞ 0 .05   5  Note: Bonferroni method was used for multiple comparisons, * representing comparison with fetal side,  P   < 0.05   6 


image4.emf
Table. 4  Comparison of IVIM parameters in different parts of  PIH （

x

± S ）   1  parameter                                      fetal side                    maternal side              Central area           F               P   2  f （ % ）                                                    18.3 ± 1 0.2       28.1 ± 6 .5         32.5 ± 6.2           3.234       ＞ 0 .05                          3  D （ 10 -   3 mm 2  /s ）                                 1.3 ± 0.6       1.4 ± 0.4       1.4 ± 0.6           2.059       ＞ 0 .05   4  D * （ 10 -   3 mm 2   /s ）                              29.2 ± 28.1       36.7 ± 22.1       38.5 ± 31.6           2.265       ＞ 0 .05   5  Note : Multiple comparison of  Bonferroni method was performed in all parts , P   > 0.05, with no statistical  6  significance   7 


