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Clinical observation of Shugan Jieyu Capsules combined with aggameline in
treatment of depression after cerebral infarction

DING Fang, YING Jun-qi, MA Zhen, YANG Fang
No.1 Department of Geriatrics, Harrison International Peace Hospital, Hengshui 053000, China

Abstract: Objective To explore the clinical efficacy of Shugan Jieyu Capsules combined with aggameline in treatment of depression
after cerebral infarction. Methods Patients (68 cases) with depression after cerebral infarction in Harrison International Peace
Hospital from January 2015 to December 2016 were randomly divided into control and treatment groups, and each group had 34 cases.
Patients in the control group were po administered with Agomelatine Tablets, 25 — 50 mg/d. Patients in the treatment group were po
administered with Shugan Jieyu Capsules on the basis of the control group, 2 grains/time, twice daily. Patients in two groups were
treated for 8 weeks. After treatment, the clinical efficacy was evaluated, and the HAMD scores, HAMA scores and adverse reactions in
two groups before and after treatment were compared. Results After treatment, the clinical efficacy in the control and treatment
groups were 79.41% and 91.18%, respectively, and there were differences between two groups (P < 0.05). After treatment, the
HAMD and HAMA scores in two groups were significantly decreased, and there were differences in the same group (P < 0.05). And the
HAMD and HAMA scores in the treatment group were significantly lower than that in the control group, with significant difference
between two groups (P < 0.05). During the treatment, the incidence of adverse reactions in the treatment was 20.58%, which was
significantly lower than 29.41% in the control group, with significant difference between two groups (P <0.05). Conclusion Shugan
Jieyu Capsules combined with aggameline can effectively eliminate the patients’ negative emotions and improve the quality of life in
treatment of depression after cerebral infarction, which has a certain clinical application value.
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Table 1 Comparison on clinical efficacies between two groups

2H 53 n/f5l 16 /) U1 /151 T MY
X e 34 21 6 7 79.41
I 34 26 5 3 91.18"

AL "P<0.05
"P < 0.05 vs control group
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Table 2 Comparison on HAMD F1 HAMA scores between two groups ( X£s )
HAMD F43/43 HAMA VF43 /57
2 n/f) — : o ;
T H RIS 1RIT RIS

Pagic 34 44.81+4.24 34.17+4.36" 47.03+4.31 35.08+3.77
MEbig 34 4531%4.17 26.77+£3.96™ 48.10%4.55 29.37+3.68™

LRI RTHR: TP<0.05; SWIALIATT R L 4P<0.05

"P <0.05 vs same group before treatment; 4 P < 0.05 vs control group after treatment
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Table 3 Comparison on adverse reactions between two groups

ZH 3] n/f) Sk /51 O/ kg /451 /45 R 1%
X e 34 3 2 2 29.41
BT 34 2 2 1 20.58"

xR "P<<0.05

"P < 0.05 vs control group
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