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ABSTRACT

It has always been a topic of debate as to which type of diet whether vegetarian or nonvegetarian be advocated for a
healthier lifestyle. In this study an attempt has been made to come to a firm conclusion that which dietary pattern is
favourable for a healthier lifestyle. This study has been conducted on 50 vegetarian and 50 non-vegetarian
adolescents, age and sex matched recruited for the study and were analysed for various physiological and
biochemical parameters. Only marginal differences were found between vegetarian and non-vegetarian groups and
these differences were dtatistically insignificant. It implies that vegetarian and non-vegetarian diet have similar
propensity for predisposing to cardiovascular (CV) risk. Other lifestyle factors might be influencing CV risk.
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INTRODUCTION

With the increasing risk of ischemic heart dise@i#¢D) in Indian population it has been a topiccohstant concern
as to which diet be followed, whether vegetariannon-vegetarian for a healthier lifestyle. In vasostudies
cardiovascular risk in adult population with redptecvaried dietary patterns, have been studiezbrisistent results
have been obtained and there is no firm concluaoto which dietary pattern be followed for the imial risk for
adverse cardiovascular effects in future. But, ieny studies have been done so far in adolescemilation to
study the effect of dietary pattern on various pdlggical and biological parameters. Although in shof the
previously conducted studies on adults, have redetiiat the vegetarian diet appears to be lowdtofa resulting
in CV risk when compared to non-vegetarian diet@i} study is thus, aimed to find out the effecvefetarian
and non-vegetarian diet on various physiological biochemical parameters in adolescent population.

EXPERIMENTAL SECTION

The present study was conducted on 50 vegetaridrb@mon-vegetarian adolescents who were age (3&afs)
and sex matched recruited from Teerthanker Mahatedical College &Research Center, Moradabad. The
physiological parameters studied were BMI, pulsée,raystolic and diastolic blood pressure, Biochuai
parameters studied were serum levels of fastingdobugar(FBS)and various parameters of lipid pgafilg. total
cholesterol (TC) ,total triglyceride (TG), LDLc, HI® and VLDLc. Blood pressure was measured usingcaae
sphygmomanometer, FBS was estimated by GOD-PODauh TC was analysed by CHOD- PAP end point
method[3],Total TG was analysed by GPO-Trinder poitit method [4], HDLc was determined by direct @uiht
Trinder reaction[5] , LDLc by Friedwald’s equatiand VLDLc was calculated as (TG / 5). For the dateation of

646



Anjali Verma et al J. Chem. Pharm. Res., 2015, 7(2):646-649

biochemical parameters fasting venous blood sanwées obtained from antecubital vein and centri€lge 3000
rpm for 10 minutes for obtaining the serum sampteahalysis.

Statistical analysis: Results of all the physiological and biochemicatgmaeeters were presented as mean + SD.
Student’s t -test was performed and the level grificance was assessed at 5% level by using SBS8r&ion.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

Our study revealed some interesting results butlypnd#ferent as compared to the results obtainednf many of
the previous studies.

Physiological parameters among vegetarian and non-vegetarian groups. Almost comparable values of BMI , pulse
rate , SBP and DBP were obtained for the vegetaia non-vegetarian group[6].Although , margindligher
values for all the physiological parameters werensfor non-vegetarian group but the differencesvben these
parameters ( as shown in table 2& graphl) weresmgmificant. The possible reason for these findingay be that
both vegetarians and non-vegetarians as long gdesupnted by proper quantity of nutrients in thdigt such as
optimum protein content , adequate B-complex ,dyefibre etc; acquire the same status of metabolésn
evidenced by comparable findings of BMI , pulseraSBP and DBP in the two groups.

Biochemical parameters among vegetarian and non-vegetarian groups :Surprisingly , in regard to biochemical
parameters also, our study yielded different resasgt compared with studies which have been condlgetdier by
various researchers .( As indicated in table no.gr&ph 2) FBS was 84.37+11.16 mg/dl in vegetarams a
slightly higher value i.e.85.43 +12.78 mg/dl butswabtained for non-vegetarian with no statisticalignificant
differences between them. Lipid profile parametef€, TG LDLc and VLDLc had only slightly higher hes in
non-vegetarians and HDLc only slightly lower valiresion-vegetarians. These differences for lipidfier between
vegetarians and non-vegetarians were statistigadlignificant. These findings were found to be imsigtent with
the results obtained with that obtained by Jagd&ialHagoetal and Rajarametal[8] wherein they halained
healthier values of lipid profile parameters in tlegetarian group. On the contrary, Texeiraetajdined similar
types of results as in the present study. They demh no significant difference in mean triglycerldeels in
vegetarian and non-vegetarian prepubescent children

Table-1 Demographic characteristicsin the study group
. -~ Mean +SD
SN | Demographic char acteristic Vegetarian group (n=50)  Non-vegetarian group (nF b0
1 | Age (years) 20.2+ 2.77 19.59+2.69
2 | Sex M=31, F=19 M=35 ,F=15
Table-2 Comparison of Physiological parameter s between vegetarian and non-vegetarians groups
SN Physio-logical parameters Mean +SD P value | Significance
vegetarian groug  Non-vegetarian group
1 | BMI (kg/m? 20.66 + 3.08 21.03+2.83 0.55 NS
2 | Pulse rate (beats /min) 62.62 + 5.53 63.20 +7.06 0.67 NS
3 | Systolic blood pressure (mm/Hg 113 .74+ 121 11444 +11.97 0.79 NS
4 | Diastolic blood pressure (mm/Hg) 80.72 + 13.32 79.61 +10.87 0.66 NS
Table 3 : Comparison of biochemical parameter s between vegetarian and non-vegetarian group
SN Biochemical parameters Mean_+SD P value | Significance
Vegetarian group Non-vegetarian group
1 FBS (mg/dl) 84.37 +11.16 85.43 +12.78 0.68 NS
2 Lipid profile parameters
(@ | TC (mg/dl) 143.42_+ 25.06 146.76 + 21.07 0.5 NS
(b) TG (mg/dl) 90.43 + 36.22 92.44 + 33.07 0.79 NS
(© LDLc (mg/dl) 75.44 + 26.39 84.02_+ 26.29 0.13 NS
(d) HDLc (mg/dl) 50.15 +4.98 48.85 +6.77 0.32 NS
(& | VLDLc (mg/dl) 17.94 +7.17 18.87 + 6.81 0.54 NS
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Graph 1: Comparison of physiological parameters between vegetarian and non-vegetarian group
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Graph 2 : Comparison of biochemical parameters between vegetarian and non-vegetarian groups roup

CONCLUSION

Thus, it can be concluded that during adolescenicbdth vegetarian or non-vegetarian group theeecamparable
findings in terms of various physiological and biemical parameters i.e; they have similar CV riskess
otherwise influenced by certain modifiable life Istfactors such as : high BMI , lack of exercisesedentary
lifestyle smoking , alcohol consumption ,increasedke of dietary fat etc. Since , in these stgrhups none of the
life style factors were found to be interfering atite adolescent population recruited for the stwdye all
physically active which gives an explanation asvuoy there are similar chances of CV risk in bdik groups
irrespective of the type of the diet consumed cdnclusion, it can be said that positive healthtesl outcomes in
vegetarians and non- vegetarians can be attribatefdctors other than their inclination for vegéaror non-
vegetarian diet.
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Limitations :

1. The sample size was small and restricted.

2. A well formulated diet must have been given.

3. A well conducted diet analysis regarding the amiptype and consumption of nutrients consumethbysubjects
should have been done.
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