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Comparison of Effects of Oxycodone Hydrochloride and Morphine on Analgesia and Sleep
Quality of Patients with Advanced Cancer Pain®

DONG Ming, LIU Fang ( Dept. of Oncology, Qinhuangdao Fourth Hospital, Hebei Qinhuangdao
066000, China)

ABSTRACT OBJECTIVE: To compare the effects of oxycodone hydrochloride and morphine on analgesia and sleep
quality of patients with advanced cancer pain. METHODS: Totally 266 patients with advanced cancer pain admitted
into the Qinhuangdao Fourth Hospital from 2019 to 2020 were extracted to be divided into the control group and the
study group via the envelope method, with 133 cases in each group. The control group was treated with morphine,
while the study group received oxycodone hydrochloride. Visual analogue scale ( VAS) was used to assess the pain
degree before titration, 24 h after titration, and 72 h after conversion of controlled/sustained release strong opioids.
The serum levels of 5-hydroxytryptamine (5-HT), dopamine ( DA) and brain-derived neurotrophic factor ( BDNF')
were compared between two groups before and after treatment. Unified Parkinson’s disease rating scale (UPDRS) ,
Parkinson’ s disease sleep scale ( PDSS) and Pittsburgh sleep quality index (PSQI) of two groups were observed
before and after treatment. The levels of inflammatory factors were compared between two groups before and after
treatment, and the occurrence of adverse drug reactions was observed. RESULTS: The VAS scores of the study group at
72 h after conversion were significantly lower than those of the control group, the difference was statistically significant
(P<0.05). After treatment, the UPDRS and PSQI scores of the study group were significantly lower than those of the
control group, and the PDSS scores were significantly higher than those of the control group, with statistically significant
differences (P<0.05). After treatment, the 5-HT and BDNF levels of the study group were significantly higher than
those of the control group, and the DA concentration was significantly lower than that of the control group, the
differences were statistically significant (P<0.05). After treatment, the levels of interferon-y and interleukin 2 in the

study group were significantly higher than those in the control group, and the levels of interleukin 4 were significantly
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lower than those in the control group, with statistically significant differences (P<0.05). The incidence of adverse drug
reactions in the study group was 15.79% (21/133), significantly lower than 31. 58% (42/133) in the control group, the
difference was statistically significant (X*> =9.172, P =0.002). CONCLUSIONS: The effectiveness of oxycodone

hydrochloride is similar to that of morphine during rapid titration in patients with advanced cancer pain. Oral oxycodone

hydrochloride is more effective than morphine and can significantly reduce the inflammatory reactions and adverse drug

reactions, improve the sleep quality in patients.
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*1 PAREASHBABEARRERIE VAS T LR (xss,5)
Tab 1 Comparison of VAS scores between the study group
and the control group at different time points (x+s, scores)

) VAS P53

- A HHE 24 h Hetifa 12 h
B4 (n=133) 7.59:1.12 2.6120.76 2.05:0.31
AHRZH (n=133) 7.86£1.25 2.713:0.79 2.62:0.43
: 1.855 1.262 12.401
P 0.065 0.208 0.000

2.2 UPDRS.PDSS #1 PSQI if:4) bt

67 )5 WFT 418 UPDRS (PSQI BF 43 ]t AKX A4,
PDSS P53 W 5 T0 MR, 22 5 3947 GE 24 B L (P<0.05)
W2,
2.3 [ 5-HT.DA & BDNF /K ELb %

HI7 )5 WEFE AL 5-HT (BDNF /K BB 5 T %) B 4,
DA ZRP- W R AT X RRA, 2253 94 i t24 1 X (P<0.05) , )L
#* 3,
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*2 WMREASHEEEEFGITHE UPDRS, PDSS 71 PSQI
WL (x2s,57)
Tab 2 Comparison of UPDRS, PDSS and PSQI scores
between the study group and the control group before and
after treatment (x=s, scores)

a5 Il UPDRS 4y PDSS 4y PSQI 4
WRA(n=133)  HIFH 48.69£5.39 104.76+13.28 17.97£2.29
haide 38.61£3.82% 123.34£15. 942 13.61£1.46°
MR (n=133)  JAIFRT 48.1945.18 105. 16213.91 17.96+2. 32
Nign 44.26:4.87° 112. 13£11. 492 15.66+1.64°
Upigiay e I ot 10. 527 6.579 10. 767
Pististor s o 0. 000 0. 000 0.000

T SAASRT L, 2 P<0. 05

Note; vs. the same group before treatment, “*P<0. 05

*3 PRASWRABEFRTAIGMLE S-HT DA K
BDNF 7K LL 5 (x+s)
Tab 3 Comparison of serum 5-HT, DA and BDNF levels
between the study group and the control group before and
after treatment (x=+s)

A5 it i) 5-HT/ (nmol/L) DA/ (nmol/L) BDNF/ (pg/ml)

WRA(n=133)  SAIFRT 1507.69£102.39  523.76:55.28 4.07£1.29
BT 1759.61489.82°  416.34233.942 5.61£0. 66

AHRAL(n=133)  AJFRT 1497, 16£104.91 524.79+54.22 4.06£1.31
BT 1582.13£72.49°  437.26136.34° 4.64£0.59°

Loty Lok 17.733 4,852 12. 636

P WAL G 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000

e SAHLIITHT LA, ©P<0.05
Note: vs. the same group before treatment, “P<0.03
2.4 REEFKELLER
VRIT R WS A AR A IFN-y (IL-2 7K 7 B S 5 T X A 20,
TL-4 7K B AR TS BR A, 22 5 AT e 2738 L (P<0.05) , L
% 40
x4 MRASWRABERTAIERERFKELRR
(x+s,pg/ml)
Tab 4 Comparison of inflammatory factors between the

study group and the control group before and after
treatment (x+s, pg/ml)

Hibil TRERRT IR TFN-y 1.2 14

WRAL(n=133) GIFHT 825.82£79.35 44.3915. 68 49.69+5.21
WP 2319.19£246.07° 52.34£6.71% 11.93£1.25%
WAL (n=133)  JASTRT 837.69:81.39 44.76£5.28 49.39+5. 06
TR 1461.61£152.322 47.3416. 042 19.17+1.952
VgAY G e 34.175 6.387 36. 048
Pgensty g s 0.000 0.000 0.000

B SARLLAIFATILE, ©P<0.05

Note; vs. the same group before treatment, “P<0. 05
2.5 FAREREEZEFRLE

WL BIAS RSO A AR 3R 15.79% (21/133) , B ik
T HRALY 31.58% (42/133) , 26 5 A1 G it 2 7 L (X* =
9.172,P=0.002) , W% 5,
x5 MARESHBEBEARREEZEFRLEF]( %) ]
Tab 5 Comparison of incidence of adverse drug reactions

between the study group and the control group [ cases ( %) ]

Eibl] fER B 14 e ait
R (n=133)  5(3.76) 7(5.26) 4(3.01) 5(3.76)  21(15.79)
M4 (n=133) 11(8.27) 9(6.77) 12 (9.02) 10(7.52)  42(31.58)
X 2.39%4 0.266 4.256 1. 766 9.172
P 0.122 0. 606 0.039 0.184 0.002
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