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Pharmacoeconomic Evaluation of Perospirone in the Treatment of Schizophrenia: A Study Based on Major
Adverse Events

ZHU Xiaochen', CHEN Yanjin’, HAN Sheng' (1. International Research Center for Medicinal Administration,
Peking University, Beijing 100191, China; 2. School of Health Economics and Management, Nanjing University
of Chinese Medicine, Nanjing 210023, China)

ABSTRACT OBJECTIVE: To evaluate the economy of perospirone in the treatment of schizophrenia, to provide guidance for
clinically proper use of medications more cost-effectively, and related health decision-making. METHODS: A short-term decision
tree model was constructed from the perspective of medical insurance payer to calculate the cost and health outcomes of different
treatment plans considering major adverse events including extrapyramidal reaction, weight gain, diabetes, hyperlipidemia. The
cost-utility of perospirone were compared with quetiapine, aripiprazole and olanzapine respectively, using QALYs as the measure
of health outcomes, 3 times GDP per capita as the willingness-to-pay threshold; probability sensitivity analysis was performed.
RESULTS: The results of base-case analysis showed that the cost of perospirone(6 688.25 yuan) was lower than those of quetiapine
(9 887.45 yuan) , aripiprazole (13 284.65 yuan)and olanzapine (15 332.80 yuan). The utility of perospirone (0.79 QALYs) was
better than those of quetiapine(0.76 QALYs), aripiprazole(0.77 QALYs)and olanzapine (0.75 QALYs). Compared with quetiapine,
aripiprazole and olanzapine, peropirone had lower cost and higher health outcome, which indicated that strong dominance favors
perospirone over the other 3 drugs. The results of sensitivity analysis were consistent with those of base-case analysis.
CONCLUSIONS: Perospirone has economic advantages in treating schizophrenia patients compared to other commonly used
atypical antipsychotic drugs.

KEYWORDS Schizophrenia; Perospirone; Decision tree model; Cost-utility analysis; Pharmacoeconomic evaluation
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Fig 1 Structure of decision tree model
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Tab 1 Incidence of adverse events in the decision tree

model( % )
KR RAY WERT ol 7 TR% Ik
SN RAER 6.00 9.00 7.00 739
TH 480 720 5.60 591
R 720 1080 840 8.87
NG 40.00 2100 19.00 020
T 32.00 16.80 1520 0.16
LR 4300 2520 2280 024
TS 6.00 400 200 0.10
TH 480 3.0 1.60 0.08
TR 720 480 240 0.12
AR 810 400 0 0.10
TR 6.48 320 0 0.08
FR 972 480 0 0.12
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Tab 2 Information of drug cost of 4 antipsychotic drugs

0 Lk 2 T
REIHE WRERmKHAT  4mgx30 244 12~48 1830
BEF  EliLilly Nederbnd BV. 5 mgx 28 17.64 5~20 47
10mgx7h 3155
BERSE AstraZeneca UK Limited 25 mgx20 i 292 300~450 26.92
200 mg X 20 I 1033
300 mgx 20 F 14.08
BRI BHURKHAARAR Smegx 101 9.08 10~30 3632
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Tab 3 Information of cost of adverse drug events of 4
antipsychotic regiments

ARR BENAFEL  BENA T T, S
HEIRIPRIER 828 5203 416 6243
N 6.05 3801 3041 456
TR 235 153.00 12240 183.60
Rl 4790 30097 240.78 36117

T P FORILR A 2019 ARG TIH4Y,1580=6.283 470
Note: the exchange rate in the table is calculated using the ex-
change rate in 2019, 1 US dollar=6.283 4 yuan
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Tab 4 Health utility values of each state in the deci-

sion tree model

RE Hfii T i}
FEIE 0.80 0.64 096
PRI 077 0.62 092
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TR 072 058 086
gL 072 058 086
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Tab 5 Results of cost-utility analysis among 4 antipsy-
chotic regiments
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Fig 2 Cost-effectiveness acceptability curves
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Fig 4 Scatterplots of cost-effectiveness analysis for
perospirone vs. aripiprazole
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Fig 5 Scatterplots of cost-effectiveness analysis for

perospirone vs. olanzapine
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