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Clinical efficacy and pharmacoeconomic analysis of famotidine and pantoprazole
in treatment of pediatric peptic ulcer

MA Xiao-peng, HAO Ting-ting
Department of Pediatrics, Affiliated Hospital of Yanan University, Yanan 716000, China

Abstract: objective To compare the clinical efficacy and pharmacoeconomic analysis of famotidine and pantoprazole in the treatment
of pediatric peptic ulcer. Methods Pediatric peptic ulcer patients (172 cases) in Affiliated Hospital of Yanan University from May
2011 to February 2014 were randomly divided into treatment (97 cases) and control (75 cases) groups. Patients in the treatment group
were po administered with Famotidine Tablets, 1 tablet/time, twice daily. Patients in the control group were po administered with
Pantoprazole Capsules, 2 grains/time, once daily. All the patients were treated continuously for 1 month. The total clinical efficacy was
observed, and pharmacoeconomics was evaluated by the cost-effectiveness method. Results The markedly effective rates in the
treatment and control groups were 68.04% and 76.00%, respectively, with no significant difference between the two groups. The
efficacies in the treatment and control groups were 91.74% and 94.67%, respectively, and there were no differences between the two
groups. The cost-effectiveness of the treatment group was lower than that of the control group, and there were differences between the
two groups (P < 0.01). The total treatment cost of treatment group was significantly lower than that in the control group, and there
were differences between the two groups (P < 0.05). Conclusion Famotidine has good curative effect in treatment of pediatric peptic
ulcer, and the treatment cost is significantly lower than the pantoprazole with more obvious economic value, which is more suitable
for primary hospitals.
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Table 1 Comparison on clinical efficacies between two groups
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Table 2 Cost-effectiveness analysis between two groups
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