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Background:  About 7% of patients (pts) with arthritis are
pts with psoriatic arthritis (PsA) [1] and around 20–30% (range
of prevalence estimates 6 to 39%) of pts with psoriasis (Ps)
develop PsA [2]. After 10 years of PsA 55% of pts have deformity
of more than 5 joints [3]. The activation of T cells plays a key role
in the immunopathogenesis of PsA [4]. Leflunomide (LF) acts
precisely on this link of immunity. But until now, remain under-
explored the efficacy and toxicity of LF combination therapy
(COMBI) with non-biological disease-modifying antirheumatic
drugs (DMARDs) in PsA. C-reactive protein (CRP), erythrocyte
sedimentation rate (ESR) in PsA correlate worse with the severity
of lesions of the joints than in RA [5]. As a new marker of
inflammation and bone resorption can be proposed matrix
metalloproteinase-3 (MMP-3) and pyridinoline.

Objectives: To evaluate the impact of LF combination
therapy with DMARDs on the clinical activity and level of
MMP-3 and pyridinoline in adults with PsA.

Methods: 63 PsA pts with peripheral arthritis received LF
(20 mg/day) alone (32 pts – MONO group) or in addition to
Methotrexate (mean dose 12,7±3,0 mg/week) (19) or
Sulfasalazine (mean dose 2.0 g/day) (13) (COMBI group).
Response was evaluated according to PsARC and PASI criteria,
Health Assessment Questionnaire (HAQ), Disease Activity
Score (DAS) and DAS CRP, serum levels of CRP, ESR, MMP-
3 and pyridinoline (test systems by “Biosource” (USA) and
“Quidel” (USA)) at baseline and after 3 months of the treatment.
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Results: Among 63 pts with PsA completion rate after
the 3-month observation was 95.2% (60 pts): 30pts in the
MONO group and 30 – in COMBI. After treatment in both
groups took place positive changes in the basic clinical and
laboratory parameters (Table 1): decreased number of swollen
and tender joints – by 72.6% and 63.1%, almost three times
shorter duration of morning stiffness, significantly improved
functional ability – HAQ fell by 37.8%, decreased of the ESR
and CRP (by 20.6% and 11%), DAS and DAS CRP – by 38.2%
and 10.7%. All changes in both groups were statistically
significant.

The efficacy in COMBI group was significantly higher
on the score of swollen joints (1.9 times), duration of morning
stiffness (2.8 times), DAS and DASCRP (1.4 times for both)
and PASI (2.3 times) compared with MONO. The number of
PsARC and PASI50 responders constituted 60.0% and 51.7%
in MONO group vs 70.0% and 36.7% in COMBI respectively
(p >0.05). The number of pts who have had good and moderate
response according to DASCRP was higher in COMBI group
compared with MONO: 86.7% vs 63.3% (ö = 2.15, p <0.05).
That was accompanied by decrease of MMP-3 (19.6%) and
pyridinoline (8.6%) levels. More striking changes were in the
group of PsARC responders (65% of pts). Levels of MMP-3
in this group decreased by 28.6%, pyridinoline – by 10.9% vs
3.6% and 0% in the group of non-responders respectively
(Table 2).

Table 1
Changes of clinical and laboratory parameters after 12 weeks of treatment in COMBI

and MONO groups (M ± σσσσσ of ∆∆∆∆∆ of absolute values)

* – ð<0,05, ** – ð<0,01 vs baseline values; § – ð<0,05 – vs COMBI.
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Significant difference in the dynamics of ESR and CRP
between the groups of PsARC non-responders and responders
was not registered and significant decrease of CRP level in
PsARC non-responders was 19.9%. Before the treatment the
levels of pyridinoline and MMP-3 in PsARC responders were
higher compared with a group of PsARC non-responders by
7.6% and 18.9%. The changes in MMP-3 positively correlated
with the dynamics of the number of swollen joints (r = 0.29,
p <0.03) and duration of morning stiffness (r = 0.52, p <0.001).
Reduction of MMP-3 was significantly greater in COMBI group –
24.4% vs 13.0% in MONO.

During the study 3 pts prematurely (up to 4 weeks of
treatment) discontinued the drug because of side effects (one
patient because of dermatitis, sensory neuropathy, and by
increasing the level of ALT more than 3 times above the ULN).
In 14 pts (23.3%) observed adverse events that did not require
discontinuation. Among all 17 cases of adverse events 58.8%
occurred in COMBI group and 41.2% in group of LF MONO
(p >0.05). The treatment tolerability was good in 73% of cases.

Conclusions: In pts with PsA who have inadequate
response to treatment with Methotrexate or Sulfasalazine
combination therapy with adding of LF should be used. The
use of the combination therapy is more efficiently compared
to monotherapy. There were no striking differences between
the toxicity of the COMBI and MONO groups. Among the
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Ðåçþìå: Âèâ÷åíî âïëèâ ëåôëóíîì³äó (ËÔ) â ñêëàä³
êîìá³íîâàíî¿ áàçèñíî¿ òåðàï³¿ (ÊÁÒ) òà ÿê ìîíîòåðàï³¿ ó
63 õâîðèõ ç ïñîð³àòè÷íèì àðòðèòîì (ÏñÀ). Åôåêòèâí³ñòü
ËÔ â êîìá³íàö³¿ ç ñóëüôàñàëàçèíîì ÷è ìåòîòðåêñàòîì º
âèùîþ ïîð³âíÿíî ç ìîíîòåðàï³ºþ ËÔ ñòîñîâíî óðàæåí-
íÿ ñóãëîá³â (âèùà ÷àñòîòà äîñÿãíåííÿ äîáðî¿ òà çàäîâ-
³ëüíî¿ â³äïîâ³ä³ çà DAS(ÑÐÁ)), øê³ðè (á³ëüøà ê³ëüê³ñòü
õâîðèõ – “â³äïîâ³äà÷³â” çà PASI 50) òà çíèæåííÿ ð³âíÿ
ìàòðèêñíî¿ ìåòàëîïðîòå¿íàçè-3. Ñóòòºâèõ â³äì³ííîñòåé
ó ïåðåíîñèìîñò³ ËÔ ÿê ìîíîòåðàï³¿ òà ó ñêëàä³ ÊÁÒ íåìàº

Êëþ÷îâ³ ñëîâà: ëåôëóíîì³ä, ïñîð³àòè÷íèé àðòðèò,
ìàòðèêñíà ìåòàëîïðîòå¿íàçà-3, ï³ðèäèíîë³í.
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Ðåçþìå: Èçó÷åíî âëèÿíèå ëåôëóíîìèäà (ËÔ) â ñîñòà-

âå êîìáèíèðîâàííîé áàçèñíîé òåðàïèè (ÊÁÒ) è â êà÷åñòâå
ìîíîòåðàïèè ó 63 áîëüíûõ ñ ïñîðèàòè÷åñêèì àðòðèòîì
(ÏñÀ). Ýôôåêòèâíîñòü ËÔ â ñî÷åòàíèè ñ ñóëüôàñàëàçèíîì
èëè ìåòîòðåêñàòîì âûøå â ñðàâíåíèå ñ ìîíîòåðàïèåé ËÔ
îòíîñèòåëüíî ïîðàæåíèÿ ñóñòàâîâ (âûøå ÷àñòîòà äîñòè-
æåíèÿ õîðîøåãî è óäîâëåòâîðèòåëüíîãî îòâåòà ïî
DAS(ÑÐÁ)), êîæè (áîëüøåå êîëè÷åñòâî áîëüíûõ – “îòâåò-
÷èêîâ” ïî PASI 50) è ñíèæåíèÿ óðîâíÿ ìàòðèêñíîé ìåòàë-
ëîïðîòåèíàçû-3. Ñóùåñòâåííûõ ðàçëè÷èé â ïåðåíîñèìîñòè
ËÔ â êà÷åñòâå ìîíîòåðàïèè è â ñîñòàâå ÊÁÒ íåò.

Êëþ÷åâûå ñëîâà: ëåôëóíîìèä, ïñîðèàòè÷åñêèé àðò-
ðèò, ìàòðèêñíàÿ ìåòàëëîïðîòåèíàçà-3, ïèðèäèíîëèí.

Table 2
Laboratory parameters before and after 12 weeks of treatment in PsARC

responders and non-responders groups (Ì ±σσσσσ)

* – ð<0,05, ** – ð<0,01 – significance of changes compared with baseline values??; § – ð<0,05, §§ – ð<0,01 compared with PsARC non-
responders.

laboratory parameters serum level of MMP-3 more fully
reflects the dynamics of the clinical parameters of joint
inflammation. Significant reduction in levels of MMP-3 and
pyridinoline under the influence of treatment shows the ability
of LF to lower levels of inflammation and bone destruction.
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