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Effects of Sodium Valproate Combined with Lamotrigine on Cognitive Function, Immune
Function and Neurological Damage of Children with Epilepsy*

LI Yanqing, ZHANG Chunxia, CHENG Cheng, WANG Qing, CHEN Jiao ( Dept. of Neurology,
Xuzhou Children’ s Hospital, Jiangsu Xuzhou 221006, China)

ABSTRACT OBJECTIVE: To probe into the effects of sodium valproate combined with lamotrigine on cognitive
function, immune function and neurological damage of children with epilepsy. METHODS: Retrospective analysis was
performed on clinical data of 140 children with epilepsy admitted into the hospital from Jul. 2017 to Jul. 2021, all
children were extracted to be divided into the control group (n=70) and the observation group (n=70) according to
the intervention method. The control group was treated with sodium valproate, while the observation group received
lamotrigine on the basis of the control group. Both groups were treated with continuous treatment for 3 months. Before
and after treatment, cognitive function [ mini-mental state examination ( MMSE) score |, anxiety [ self-rating anxiety
scale (SAS) score |, depression [ self-rating depression scale (SDS) score ], immune function [ immunoglobulin G
(IgG) , immunoglobulin M (IgM) ], degree of neurological impairment [ clinical neurological impairment rating scale
(CSS) score |, quality of life [ score of short form for health survey (SF-36) ], and adverse drug reactions in two
groups were detected and compared. RESULTS: After treatment, the MMSE scores of two groups were higher than
those before treatment, and the SAS and SDS scores were lower than those before treatment; the MMSE scores of the
observation group was higher than that of the control group, and the SAS and SDS scores were lower than those of the
control group, with statistically significant differences (P<0.05). After treatment, the levels of IgG and IgM in two
groups were lower than those before treatment, and the levels of IgG and IgM in the observation group were lower than
those in the control group, with statistically significant differences ( P<0.05). After treatment, the CSS scores of two
groups were lower than those before treatment, and the CSS scores of the observation group were lower than those of the
control group, with statistically significant differences (P<0.05). After treatment, the SF-36 scores of two groups
were higher than those before treatment, and the SF-36 scores of the observation group were higher than those of the
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control group, with statistically significant differences ( P<0.05). There was no significant difference in the total

incidence of adverse drug reactions between two groups (P>0.05). CONCLUSIONS: Sodium valproate combined with

lamotrigine can effectively improve the cognitive function, anxiety and depression in children with epilepsy, reduce the

neurological deficit score, control the recent infection and improve the quality of life in children, and does not increase

the obvious adverse drug reactions.
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damage
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Tab 1 Comparison of general data between two groups

a9 Mg MQ/ fﬁ&/ ﬁ@
€:1:i7%¢ia) (%£s,%) (7s,%F) (x#s,kg)

WEH (n=70) 31/33 5.53£1.86 2.38:0.36 18. 146.43

FHBH (n=70) 39/31 5.48+1.84 2.42+0.33 18.65+6.34

X2/ 0.061 0. 160 0.685 0.473

P >0.05 >0.05 >0. 05 >0. 05

1.2 A

XA LT IR N RSN B A (1) [ BUA% . 0.5 g (AN
BLRENITT) 136Y7 R EA R ESEH N 1 H 10~ 15 mg/kg, BiJ5 %
BEE 1 H 30 mg/kg; [l BLOAZHESZ ™ B G W, R4
ALAEXT BRZH AR E OIS 5 =188 Jr (FEA% 50 mg) BEA IR
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(%) Fm , AN ILBER X K3, P<0.05 AZEFA ST~
2 #ZR
2.1 AHNIZhEE EEEFNHIERIE R LR

5iRyran b, WA B JLIR YT 5 B MMSE 743 3 7,
SAS . SDS 1/ AR ; HWLEZ4H /LA YT A B9 MMSE 343 &
TFXF M4, SAS SDS PEAMIE F X IR, Bk 2= R A Gt &
X (P<0.05), 5% 2,
2.2 REIhEIERIEE

ERBIT RIS, BALBLIBIT IR 1 TG IgM 7K -3 RRAI
H WS B ILIATT IS I 1gG  IgM K AR TXF B2, FR %57
IR g2 L (P<0.05) , Il 3,
2.3 THEZTHEEERIRIR I bR

ERRYT R LE, AL LIRYT IS 1 CSS T4 BB A s LR
ZH B ILIGITIE Y CSS TFAMIR T X B4, Bik 2% i agiit
T (P<0.05) , W3 4,
2.4 E£FRELE

LRIT T g, WAL R LR YT R 1Y SF-36 45 W4 # T

T E BB T 54007 2022 4E55 22 5 7 1)



*2 WHRILAITEIG MMSE, SAS 1 SDS FE4 L8 (x5, 4Y)
Tab 2 Comparison of MMSE, SAS and SDS scores between two groups before and after treatment(x+s,scores)

a3 ‘ MMSE P43 SAS P4 SDS 143

} i i T i T i
WA (n=10) 15.33£0. 15 25.89+1. 12" 53.21z1.15 35.89+1. 12" 54.89+1.41 36.23+1.02"
X IR4L(n=170) 15.37+0. 17 22.280.77" 53.35¢1.17 42.28+0.77" 55.11z1.43 46.3420.98
t 1.476 22.222 39.335 0.917 59.800

P >0, 05 <0.05 >0. 05 <0.05 >(. 05 <0.05

T SIRSTHITHAR, * P<0.05
Note:us. before treatment, ™ P<0. 05
*3 WMARBILATAIEREIIREIERRAKFLLE (x2s,2/L)
Tab 3 Comparison of immune function indicators between
two groups before and after treatment(x+s,g/L)

*4 WHELBILBITHEIG CSS T LI (x£s5,97)
Tab 4 Comparison of CSS scores between two groups
before and after treatment(x=s,scores)

IsG IgM . CSS 14

13 o \ P ‘ it o ‘ t P
) gl TR bigil HTIE Al I TR

WEH (n=70) 20.78+3.84  11.74£3.75° 4.46x1.41 3.36£1.25" WA (n=70) 14.624.74 6.28+3.47 11.878 <0.05
R4 (n=10) 22.79¢4.15  15.15$3.27° 4.45¢1. 18 4.17£1.39" AR (n=70) 15.03£5.36 9.16+4. 63 6.934 <0.05
¢ 1.495 5.734 0.046 3.625 ; 0.479 1165

p >0.05 <0.05 >0.05 <0.05 » 20,05 0,05

VE: SIRITATILER,  P<0.05

Note;vs. before treatment, ™ P<0.03
s FOEEAL R LIGYT IS 1Y SF-36 4% T3 s T X IR 2, |-
RZERIA G E L (P<0.05) , LK 5,

2.5 ARREM&ZERERER
WERLER LA B SO R & AR h 17, 14% , % REZH K 14. 29%
WZH I R TS5 L (X =0.750,P>0.05) , W3 6,

K5 WHAEILBITEIE SF-36 FEHLLE (X+s,47)

Tab 5 Comparison of SF-36 scores between two groups before and after treatment (x+s,scores)

w3 HEFRE A TS G 3 HETET > i HRRPHI Y
- i} TR i} ivada ivada YT ivada i} gl
WAL (n=10) 55.87+1.13  81.3243.92° 52.36+1.88  82.31+3.04" 53.691.36  78.45+3.127 57.42¢1.22 80.2343.16 " 58.55¢1.35  79.2443.02"
X IRAL(n=170) 55.56£1.22  67.21£2.34" 5L.41£1.81  69.88+2.98 " 54.02£1.37  70.11£2.37" 56.87£1.24  72.72+2.03 " 58.43£1.28  69.17£2.06"
; 1.444 23.940 2.820 00. 617 16. 488 2.449 15.488 0. 500 21.337
P >0.05 <0.05 >0.05 <0.05 >0. 05 <0.05 >0.05 <0.05 >0.05 <0.05

IR, © P<0.05

Note:us. before treatment, ™ P<0. 05
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Tab 6 Comparison of adverse drug reactions between two groups

4 A B/ BB BRI B el s/ Bl /Bl i /Mg /Bl At/ f BREE/%
WEHL(n=70) 1 2 2 4 3 12 17.14
T4 (n=70) ] 2 ] 3 3 10 14.29
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AT R E R, SRR, BT WA RILY
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LR EIRN, AR SR 2~ 12 L BRIl 54
JTHTHCEE 16T A WAL LI 1eG  IgM /K - X RRAG , H 240 18] 22
SR ER L (P<0.05) , 5 S & BT 45 51—,
507 HT A IR 9T 5 WAL LAY CSS PEAT S8 A, 40 R
ZSFAGIF R XL (P<0.05) . SIRJTHTILE 07 5 M4
JLHY SF-36 £ TE/3 #4 Th i, HLA 18] 2% oA B it 2 7 L (P<
0.05), MABILA RN B EERNEZRLHEIT¥E XL
(P>0.05) . DLW, Fr5s = WR I A N SR B0 16 700 L
BB B, it 5 el 2 T R L B4 I A IR R e 25 DA S
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