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Abstract  Objective: To investigate the feasibility of primary closure on dog bite wound. and compare the
difference in infection rate and cosmetic appearance between the primary wound closure and delayed closure. Meth-
od: We adopted prospective randomized cohort study. dividing the patients who need would closure into two
groups: 130 patients for primary closure, and 50 patients for delayed closure, and compare the infection rate and
wound cosmetic appearance scores, Result: In all the 130 patients who underwent primary closure. 8 people
(6. 1%) developed wound infection, without systemic infection; in the 50 patients delayed closure group. 2 people
(4%) occurred wound infection. with no patients occurring systemic infection. Seventy-three patients (56. 1%) in
primary closure group correlate with optimal cosmetic scores, while only 17 patients (34%) in delayed closure
group have the optimal cosmetic scores. Conclusion: Although the primary wound closure for dog bite may be asso-
ciated with higher infection rate. after taking into account the cosmetic appearance, primary closure still maintains
an acccpl&l])lu and favorable method for dog bite wound.
dog bite; primary wound closure; cosmetic appearance score for wound

Key words

R2AIE B 5 NS d5 o R0 1 3h ) [H) WEAE SCHR » S 2 Bhxt i it | Ak e i 0 148 45 LR

Bf s W d i WA N sh 2z —. Har,
i ke 2 R R N B GE it AN it iR Weiss
SN 0GR M L Se it AR AT B i 33
e B ON ® R e . Rowe s kA RO 12, 9/
10000, 20 {2 50 4EAR B G DU R B, —
WEEA SPUE RN YR Y . 5 e R 58 G alih
O EALE, — S 0 A8 LM ,Suarez
FEEF X L R w455 5 B 5 Al o — W4 A 8
WRCR AL . ARk A7 WA — 3 4 A 3 )
AT A5 11 5 9 LA S 22 AR A 3 L 45
Ji R T S 300 11 SR SR B O A o A 4 R Y
KA e Bl g L0 PO R RN R e PR AR AL AR
L F kAR E B A DA (L F,100044)

PRH K AR E BRI

CRETF AR 4R E LS

WM AEAE & . £ 4 R, E-mail; wangchuanlin (@ medmail, com.
cn

BRAUN 3% ~TX 57 VIR R W 58 R s et 11,
TR B A AR L HL R M X A R BF 98 O ik AN [
i 5. Garbutt 1Ak T3 LU ) Al 25 3 455 v] 47—
S B, M= W5 v 0 — WA
Jrv R il 0 B A0 10 96 A I . A SR AR IR TR R
e 55— WAk A B T AT OB Tk S R S8 A E 1
PR DL KA @A MM 22 5%,
1 X&57F%
1.1 X%

AWFT 0k B IR B 22 B} 2007-04 — 2009-04 [i]
AR W (5 sl AN AD A2 1 BB 3 . HEBR b offE . B 35 SR
WIUAMRIEE A s F S 1 5 LIRS PN I 461 405 5 75 B AR
BEPA R WA BB A 5 IR A7 7E 0 I A 5T 0 AR 5 B IR
W B 5 O IR FH B B O A R e KAk s Ak A 1
FREWBE s N T AT s ARG B,



+ 264 - Il PR 22 2

13 &

1.2 ik
1.2.1 W58 &2 4h R4 — A i g i I
H1 Y BIE s A 4 B 9 0 A AT A2 A O L L L
HEER A AZ K B e DR BEORHES T k2 PR 2k
BHIERTHOFERICRERT . Hid 3% E B .
N EVGE T2 (k4 PR B AR %) 5 0 114 0, (52 5 BL
il A2 a2 a) B L5 O R K T LR LB
ARFNGN G e BAEAETT Yl 52 1) 5 M AL B CR 1
e A BELR A WORE A ) 5 B D (3 25 B
15 5 A O BB IR 25K HE L 5 1 A 3 T
A1) o RRIEAS W 5T I 4 17 2E AT 0 S 58 R FH A B
SE 405 4k M Gk 3R LAY B 0 B 1 A R — Bk
(kappa {H >} 0.59~0. 94),
1.2.2 friefbinyy X —WsE A a8 E,. THo
Uk I RE AE 22 S AT 1A A s xEE R 4% A 4l
BT 03 105 e 22 S AT OB 36
MR H R EE B I 2y, WL 3 d JE T
FIaE A, a8 0 i Sk /5 g (R 0 iR
0.1 g,2 W/d; JLER KM 1. 5~3.0 mg/kg.2 &/
d) 5 095 10 JE] PR3 00 3 S 0 A R B g BR AR 15 AR R
PEW T2 K 3.7 14 Ke 28 d i 55 T 5 B 45 XL
KR PG bE R 3 d.
1.2.3 ey b, H4E =1 om Ay M5
LR A B R 2SR Y R R A AT IEAR
1.2.4 i@ Emitsy mAaeRYPrEA
X405 1A L PE 4 6 T R 28 50 4 T 0 5K 1
A3 P GRS T X S A A A R 5 £
PSR 50 8 05 002 5 9 Bl 4 10 2 5
A a s SRS, il R 6 AN AT T 4
Jei T R4 o 43 B U R R A A O A A
B =5 Sy MR BT B D @A P4y . xR
FLAT B8 A PP N Ta) J A5 8, L5 28 3 ) 58 45
B QAT A B A A e,
1.3 Bfiij

K22 FHEE AR AR R (R 2, Rt . K2
BN O ST 405 11 AL B 40 28 R 2R B 45 1 Y
[ i 34 AN [i) 5 AT 3 e 1 B — 0 5 5 9T ¢ 2 i %) fh
fF B AR T ORI AR 0 & WA
1.4 Giit2eab s

K SPSS 11. 5 Ge it sr M . 43 28748 & L)
RN IF Iy KR AT A, R R
RN s I R D7 220 M (ANOVA)Y, R
95 % BAE X ],
2 HR

WFFE ) 9 . 231 3 338 49 P K 3 LI 005 F 2
RS Horh 3028 I B I L R e
VIR R AN B L 310 Bl AT O AL LA
WEST A /HERR b ME 5 280 ], Sy 44k ff {5 15 40 ik
2R AL B b 180 ) AT A0 A . — I Ak A 4

130 4] . ZE R 4% 5 2H 50 4],

N Geitop b — W Sl b 67X E N E
M OEIAE RS O 23,8417, 9(5~67) % i J5 sk i2 wt
]2k 2. 4841.9(0.5~9) h; FEREE S U1 70% 8
H ok Bk AR RS 25. 3118, 5(9~TD) % i fEEt
ZIFE R 2. 05+1.8(0.5~8.5) h, Wi A 05
e bR 22 5 Gt 2¢ 5 L (P>0.05)

05 VAL — WIS A 20 BB 05 1 2 T Sk
W (53%) . FRE32%) L FREC15 %) . 5 LR JE
(3.1£2.0) em,$E (4, 245, 1) mm, R (2. 5+
1.8) em,26. 926 MY F 5 D AFAE T W5 4,6, 1%
Y KR 05 D AEAE 5900 5 SR 4 A 4 B 0 11 32 A
FhBFMASY), FRE(28%) , e F R (24%) , f5i [
KREEN(3.3E2.4) em, S JE (3. 94, 1) mm, K
(2.142.6) cm.28% MY B H 1 1 AF7E AT W5 e,
SUMBE G DS Y . Wdlhfhin KZh A
WA C69 26y s AT Bde o B (31%6) . 1 41 i) 475
A 25 RG24 L (P>0.05)

5 1 I e o i 4 &5 R AE 130 Bl AT — W48 5 1Y
R 5 b, Ay 8 ) (6. 1%6) % A= 05 1 IR gL . 4
5495 1147 F % .2 645 0047 F R . 1 05 04 T
W& J5 o 1 ) 55 0 A T B s X BE AL 50 B, 3k 2 44
(4 0%0) Je A e . 1 455 10 ;T 4 1 31 05 10 s
TR, —WsEaatit 73 G4 10 BE GO
WA 3 WV 4 O dic 4 2R GR A% & 4l kit 17 )
(34, 020) B H 05 V@ 5 MRV 3 i fE . & 1,
19 21 v 2 G BB A BURE R IR o B 1 2 4 R G AR
IR R A .

Rl —HESHASTRESAEEBRLAERGOM

'&iﬂ!'ﬂt];ﬁ %(ﬁ']fﬂ'-l])
55 11 2 L

—WEE G Al 130 6.1(8/130)
HE SR AE G4 50 4.002/50)
5 WSS kg, P<<0.05,

54.1(73/130)
34.0017/50)"

3 itig

R0 A5 J2 A5 R L0 Bl 0 e A 5 R 22 B 4 5
FUAS /N, AT 206 ZE AT BB B sk E ™ . RET N &
KB I A S i F 4 oF E A TR L T
EF A LR RN SN 8 R e M S R R R
SR AU L BRAE X R g 45 114 Ak B L R FE 5k AT —
SR FEZIEHG D RTGY O, E 5 R R A
SR VL B AE AT R AR . ANk Bl A R R
1 2 F L R 208 S it B 23 LA B B8 6 405 11 9 A0SR 1
BUR LR — WS A E AR RCNZE R . T A A0
A A9 CIE R 95 % 32 5 Ab 8 T VE B30 ) v B o 26 7k 1
14 R g 1T 45 T 405 B 0 T 7 IS O A A 00 L 1E



L

TR AL R 5 11— B 5 5 E R G 5 AU X L A B

+ 265 o

56 BUH B8 J5 nT AT A MaLHL .

FI i i R 2 % R w5 — W1 5 5 R R B 1
A L MR BFSE . Callaham™ fE— %} 106 {3
R w5 £ 3 B4 [0 Ja 1 43 B v A Sk e A R Bk
R AT AR R G L 5 0 — AR S S 0w A
o HUR G BOF A W B G . A 50 A — 00 57 ) AR
#HHWFFE . Cummings 55 4% 48 15 05 1R RNy
16.6 %6, M FF M 1 g 6. 2526771 HAWBIE 5T K&
MEL— WSS E R OBy 4 0 8%,
PR 45 A8 R e 405 405 10 A A 2 S K 25 R 5 R T 1Y
N/ HE B AN SRR [R] S 1507 0 A 3R A R
FLAE S DRI 5 1 IR R 8 1 22 S R i Bk =2 R
—WIEE G AR A S R R 0 5 A R 4% A T
J A IR A2 Sy B Sk 5 i L EE g O B R L s R
N H g RTE M ],

AT 58X R0 A3 3 10— 03 5 45 IR e o B i 1
A A HE AT B 58 AR IS A 745 2R . 72 130 4]
Fr—W4E 45 i Ko 5 1 b 3645 8 il (6. 1900 &
A IR s X R AL 50 £, 3k 2 ] (4. 006) R AR
e, JRAE ARG EAE R BE A AR R H IR
Ay AT 4232 L AR A0 0 1 S8 A AR IE . —
W4k A AT 73 Bl (54, 1%) O i 1 @A Ik
PEoR Ay die A o i AE IR 5% A AL AL 17 ] (34. 0 %) i 11
WA MV A etk . P, AN % R
it AT — W1 A A R SR BN IR AR
1H 7% g 30 S8 28 ) 407 10 SE WL AY oK 5 7E mT $E Z2
PRFETE AN .

ARWEFEA AT T AL Z Ak, s X F 58 R LR
SE N R S8 HEBR T Al 3 4 8 05 A L s R X
SR 15 1SR AT 40 T % R DA S ) R R T bk B L R
RS I AT B A S 1 G 9 ML I 43 L (%R T
AR FESF IR 10 A 9 AT 4y DR A —
SEFRRE L Zms 1 B nY A H AR A
B A I 23 g R 391 43 OF AR R I or . I
] A8 DAL D5 i 2R AT 56 38 Ja kA7 50 2 L | ofE
AR 5T .

FI X R e 05 405 1A 7 — S 48 45 W A7 A 4 1 A
i AR AW T R S R — Ak A R R
BEAE IR 5% 5 R (H 2 8 ] AR 1 58 WAy
SR — WIEE G AE W] HE 32 0 A VS R Y .

SE 3k
[1] WEISS H B.FRIEDMAN D I.COBEN ] H. Incidence
of dog bite injuries treated in emergency departments

[J].JAMA,1998,279.51—53.

[2] GOLDSTEIN E ]. Bite wounds and infection[ ] . Clin

Infect Dis,1992,14.633—638.
[3] DIRE D J. Emergency management of dog and cat bite

(4]

(6]

7]

[8]

9]

(10]

(11]

(12]

[13]
[14]

[15]

[16]

(17]

18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

wounds[ ] |. Emerg Med Clin North Am.1992.10.719
—736.
LACKMANN G M,DRAF W.,ISSELSTEIN G.et al.
Surgical treatment of facial dog bite injuries in children
[J]. ] Craniomaxillofac Surg.1992.20.81—86.
SUAREZ O.LOPEZ-GUTIERREZ ] C.BURGOS L.
et al, Surgical treatment in severe dog bites injures in
pediatric children[]]. Cir Pediatr,2007,20,148— 150,
RUTHERFORD W H, SPENCE R A, Infection in
wounds sutured in the accident and emergency depart—
ment[]]. Ann Emerg Med,1980,9.:350— 352,
THOMSON H G.SVITEK V. Small animal bites. the
role of primary closure[ J7]. ] Trauma,1973,13; 20—
23.
GARBUTT F, JENNER R. Best evidence topic re-
port. Wound closure in animal bites[ ] |. Emerg Med J .
2004,21.:589—590.
HOLLANDER ] E.VALENTINE S M,JR BROGAN
G X. Academic associate program: integrating clinical
emergency medicine research with undergraduate edu-
cation[ J]. Acad Emerg Med,1997,4:225—230.
HOLLANDER ] E.SINGER A ], VALENTINE S, et
al. Wound registry: development and validation[ ] ].
Ann Emerg Med.1995.25:675—685,
DIRE D J.WELSH A P. A comparison of wound irri-
gation solutions used in the emergency department
[J1. Ann Emerg Med, 1990,19:704—708,
DIRE D J, COPPOLA M,DWYER D A, et al. Pro-
spective evaluation of topical antibiotics for preventing
infections in uncomplicated soft-tissue wounds re-
paired in the ED[]J]. Acad Emerg Med, 1995,2;4 —
10.
GOSNOLD ] K. Infection rate of sutured wounds[ ] ].
Practitioner,1977,218.584—585.
SINGER A J.HOLLANDER ] E.CASSARA G.et al.
Level of training, wound care practices, and infection
rates[ ] . Am ] Emerg Med.1995.13:265— 268.
LA AR R AR B A AR T ARG G [T p
PAT HEL 2006, 114 — 4.
CALLAHAM M L. Treatment of common dog bites:
infection risk factors[ ] ]. JACEP,1978,7.83—87.
CUMMINGS P. Antibiotics to prevent infection in pa-
tients with dog bite wounds: a meta-analysis of ran-
domized trials[ ] ]. Ann Emerg Med, 1994, 23: 535 —
540,
CALLAHAM M. Prophylactic antibiotics in common
dog bite wounds; a controlled study[]J]. Ann Emerg
Med.1980,9:410—414.
MAIMARIS C,QUINTON D N. Dog-bite lacerations,
a controlled trial of primary wound closure[ ]]. Arch
Emerg Med,1988,5.:156—161.
ZET A, LB A A 5 I PR A3 B A B G
[J]. BE 2 FE 5 92, 2011,24(11) 1 1341 — 1342,
TGRS b B L A b A me £ LT ] b A X
i, 2010,12¢10):120—121,

(A% 8 3 .2011-10-15)



