2013%25

B[] R F/ELLE, 2005, 14(23). 31753177,

[28] #hZE, EREA, BARP . EFEE L FRNE LA RAT R IL-2
Fo NK &6 2387 50 [J]. 3825, 2002, 33(7): 635—638.

[29] HE, 7R, LA . B2 E KA R D R 7 Ak 09 % v [U].
AHBIR, 2003, 19(3). 244—246.

[30] #h3e, EmrE, E2F X, F . ARELF60C0 v HHEHBMG
REBE RGP R U], #3325, 2001, 32(2); 139-142.

[31] x| F &, £ R, MEL, F . 00T hEH2 £85I G
FpEI Ve A BT AL A9 % ok [J]. R, 2007, 20(11): 1690—1692.
[32] i, BAR, F£2 . THEAMFRENAM —IL-1-Th %
TR RSB V. P ES A, 2003, 21(9) 1520—1521.

(33] o, x£FE, FAF, F . LA WIEH R Rl R
B RN Y ). M EEEZ, 2009, 20(8); 2048—2050.

i85 {0 #h 7 IE B3 5 B2 5T #R BR K J5 €1 8 B A /Y Fr B 82
TS BRBTF LT RKEF (AR TREER 650011)

[RE] 8 8: SRR EGNEFEME S AL B FHRERE R L, G BR/EHR, Fik: 222 PlEIEFHERE &4, BhHohERE,
e R G RM, FAT4EY, S8, FEPRAFEHMN (UC) HBFRUE, REZREGAAEHFAH IR/ X, 0.1m/ 2k, Ri:&a, fTH
EEESF., TONRALBHNERSE FHALE, KBE=ZHEEZRE 3-5 RABRELSHFHN., &X: ZA8EFRE -5 RUGEGHR, EREAIRTFEH
B, BARERFERL (p<0.01) , RHAERIFAANIER (p>0.05) | 2. FM (JUC) AEHITETRGREHNEY LG, KX, 4G
LA RS H,

[Ei@id] R4 MBTFHER AHR

[ ES$S] R453 [3rakERRAD] A

The clinical evaluation of JUC applying to promote healing of premolars extraction wounds
WANG jianfeng ,DUAN ruiping, Ma ding , ZHANG yanping Kunming Stomatologic Hospital,Kunming 650011 ,China

[Abstract] Objective: To investigate the effect of JUC in the treatment of promoting healing of premolars extraction wounds.Method: 222 cases of postoperation of extracting premolars
were divided randomly into experimental group ,antibiotics group and control group , in each group there were 74 cases, In experimental group, JUC was sprayed on the operational area
.In antibiotics group, anthbiotics was dispensed as usual and in control group ,the wounds were treated as potoperate conventional treatment. Use SPSS11.5 to contrast the ireatment of
promoting healing of premolars extraction wounds in three groups. Result: By contrasting the healing situation of wound after operation , it suggested that that the situation of experimental
group was remarkably better than that of control group ,besides there was statistical significant difference between the two groups (p<<0.01). There was not statistical significant difference
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between experimental group and antibiotics group (p>0.05). Conclusion; JUC may do good in promoting healing of premolars extraction wounds.

[Key words] JUC The surgery of extracting premolars Curative effect
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