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[ Abstract]  Objective To compare the clinical efficacy of MEBO and mupirocin ointment in the treatment of post-
operative wounds of pigmented nevi laser operation. Methods 82 patients with pigmented nevi, admitted to Henan Second
People’ s Hospital from May 2020 to May 2022 for laser treatment were enrolled as research subjects, and then divided into
the study group (n=41) and the control group (n=41) according to the different treatments for postoperative wounds.
Patients in the study group were treated with MEBO for the postoperative wounds of laser operation, whereas patients in the
control group were treated with mupirocin ointment for postoperative wounds of laser operation. Postoperative wound pain
score, healing time, healing condition, and patient satisfaction were compared between the two groups. Results On day 5

after operation, the wound pain score in the study group was significantly lower than that in the control group (1=5.027, P<
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0.001) . The wound healing time in the study group was significantly shorter than that in the control group (¢=9.716, P<

0.001). On month 3 after operation, scar scale score of healed skin of patients in the study group was significantly lower

than that in the control group (z=11.337, P<0.001). Respectively at the time of wound healing, month 1 after operation,

the numbers of cases with healed skin depression, redness, and pigmentation in the study group were all obviously less than
those in the control group (at the time of wound healing: X*>=12. 555, 4. 970 and 4. 479, P<0.001, P=0.026, P=0. 034;
month 1 after operation: X*=10. 212, 5.325 and 11. 410, P=0.001, 0.021 and 0.001) ; On month 3 after operation, the

numbers of cases with healed skin depression, and pigmentation in the study group were all abviously less than those in the

control group (X*=9.762 and 13.596, P=0.002, P<0.001). The patients’ satisfaction degree was 95. 12% in the study

group, being much higher than 78.05% in the control group (X*=35. 145, P=0.023). Conclusion Compared with mupi-

rocin ointment, MEBO is more effective in alleviating wound pain after pigmented nevi laser operation, shortening wound

healing time, reducing the risk of scar formation, depression, redness, and pigmentation on healed skin, enhancing aesthetics,

realizing more definite therapeutic effect and much higher patients’ satisfaction degree.
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Table 1 Comparison of wound pain score, healing time
and healed skin scar scale score of patients after pigmented
nevi laser operation between the two groups (x:xs)
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Note: Patients in the study group were treated with MEBO for
postoperative wounds of laser operation, whereas patients in the control
group were treated with mupirocin ointment for postoperative wounds of

laser operation
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