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Cost-effectiveness Analysis of Two Therapeutic Schemes for Chronic Active Hepatitis

YANG Yang, WANG Nian( Dept. of pharmacy, The 123rd Hospital of PLA, Bengbu 233015, China)

ABSTRACT: OBJECTIVE To evaluate the pharmacoeconomic effectiveness of a drug in two different therapeutic schemes for chron-
ic active hepatitisC CAH). METHODS 53 cases of CAH were divided randomly into two groups: Group A, intrahepatic injection un-
der ultrasonography; Group B, intravenous injection. Evaluation was carried out with pharmacoeconomic cost-effectiveness analysis.
RESULTS The total costs of two groups were 5808. 13 yuans and 5296. 48 yuans, respectively. The total effective rates two groups
were 92.59% and 65.38% , respectively. An increase of 1% effective rate in Group A added 18.81 yuans in comparison with that in

Group B. CONCLUSION

The therapeutic scheme of intrahepatic injection was better in treating CAH.

KEY WORDS: Pharmacoeconomics; Cost-effectiveness; Chronic active hepatitis; Hepatocyte growth-promoting factors
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Tab 1 Comparison of costs of 2 therapeutic schemes

A 5808.13  2093.13  2755.0 537.0 423.0
B4 5296.48  4066.48 330.0 537.0 363.0
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Tab 2 Comparison of effects of 2 therapeutic schemes
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Tab 3 Cost-effectiveness analysis of 2 therapeutic schemes

WITHE BRACy, T8 BEMEE, %) CE  AC/AE
A4 5808. 13 92.59 62.73  18.81
B4l 5296. 48 65.38 81.00 /
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Tab 4 Analysis of sensitivities of 2 therapeutic schemes

WITHE WA, B BHEMEE, %) CE  AC/AE
A4 5763.42 92.59 62.24  30.51
B4 4933.18 65.38 75.45 /
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