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Abstract

Objective: To study the effect of clinical nursing intervention on perioperative nursing and com-
plication prevention in patients with uterine fibroids. Methods: 78 cases of hysteromyoma from
December 2016 to December 2018 were studied. According to the patient’s number of admission,
39 cases were randomly divided into the observation group and the control group. In the control
group, the routine perioperative care was used, and the observation group applied the clinical
nursing intervention in the perioperative nursing, and compared the two groups of nursing effects.
Results: The time of anus air discharge, time of off-bed activity, time of stitches removel, time of
hospitalization and the incidence of complications were lower in the observation group than in
the control group (P < 0.05). Before nursing, SAS, SDS and QLS comparisons of both groups were
not significantly different, P > 0.05; after nursing, there was significant difference in SAS, SDS and
quality of life scores between the two groups and before nursing, and the difference between the
two groups was significant, P < 0.05. Conclusion: Clinical nursing intervention in patients with
uterine leiomyoma has good effect during perioperative period, which is helpful to promote pa-
tients’ postoperative recovery, relieve patients’ bad mood, reduce the incidence of complications
and improve the quality of life of patients, which is worthy of popularization and application.
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1. 5|8

TE VR R PR A R B R B Ve AE T R G, AR T 5 TR LR, B IR RO R 3 2R B
NAZEZ. Wa. M, 2RAET 30~50 BHIEL[1]. HETRARS EERT TG BT
RJg TR, LA IR BRI, AT RERZ I T ARRCR, W RES|I K — RIFK
RE[2]0 BRIE, I AR H S AR5~ B LR S8 BRI R 47 2, JR g B S5 o i, AT K 5 AR A R o 2
A, RIETFARI R A AR T 5 NUR & BRI b S IR RS BT, RS 1 r .

2. AREFZE
2.1. EAHFER

XFERBE 2016 4F 12 H % 2018 4F 12 A3t 78 9+ S U8 B AT I, AR B M ABidn S, BENL M
S AIGTHERZL K 39 ). MR AER 21~55 %, “TIIFERL(38.54 + 6.13)%, FENUEEE 3.00~6.52 cm, T
BEAR(5.03 £1.56) cm; X IRZHAERS 20~54 %, “FHERY(39.16 £ 6.28)%, T ENEEAE 3.16~6.76 cm, “F-HJH
12(5.37 £ 1.74) cmo ARWF RALEFACEER o fbE . PIAFEATORIG ELTEI B2 7P > 0.05), FAATEME.

2.2. PN HEBRFR)

MNBRE: P BERQIRKTZ N T EIUE, 2P RIBIT. I BE AXExutsirtg, &
BREREA.
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HERRARHE: HEER G IO MR 1B IEZOR RN« mIs) . ARIERS . KR s AREZ 51T

B .
23. F&

Xt HEZH R LR 9 B, R R ORI B S, R s DI A iR BRI, AR5 3E4T I R
W LS AE BRI B b S I PR BT, BRI SR, MR B WUR R i) E R
PRI RS B I, R4S & B8 B SERRIE DL, X B i AT & 2 AT R, AT S B R (3]s B
ANBEJE, AN GILER — I (B0 G AT R A TN ai A8 X DL P B AR A 1A, R R
B AR B PLS, WO B MR, B R EOCR, MR mEEHE MM, =, BEX
BN PRI, S MBS IWSEA RS, Ry BN RN GO B O ERES, 7Y
HrAS A 8 M BLAARA B AL, SRR PR O B S P8 B [4] . B W] DUEE & AR AL IRaREE T U
BETERT), NMEREEAREE, EEE MR 0B RES, FEIRMAHBIMENR; 2500, R
BEARXHORME DL, 0 ] B2 A AR R U A dr iR, — BRI, S RIIE R R ER I [5] -
ARepiEERY) . BEEHIEFH IR, BRZEC RN, AR 52 g i 5B 8o Eshn, RS
ZAET RIS, Wi m G itk 1, ARJa 1 d BESHRREG. AR, B HEL.
FRIE VR DL, AR B IR S DL 24 5] S 3T IR _Bigzh[6]. ARG 2~3 d ™R PR Vg Bt gt AT i
Bk, ERFRE . SIREREY, EHORXECR, S B E RN IRESD, JEAN GG, AT
A7) MEFHUE TR, THAEUIRE L, B R E. i, RIERERE R,

2.4. YEIGHR

O REKENREI, P RPR ORI THE R A . FIRWE SN A PreRmbE). (LB E: @ BT
JRAERE . AIAE AL, ARPEIE I AR B IF R R (SAS)BEAT VAN, SVHIRE I #0048 15 PP R R (SDS)iEAT PRI,
oy, FRoRBEER. WAL E 8], © PEATE AR W R R 5 BRI
WA IIRE. IRTIRE. SRR A 2 ThRE: @ JFRERAE R,

25. GtFESH

JEIT SPSS22.0 HAABAT AT 2E 8T, T EFEENEI IR SRR, KA ] THEER
W R©)ER, KRR . £ P<0.05, WX EASIHT%E L.

3. &R
3.1. RgWEBRITEE
WEAH AT THES ] R PRGBS R] < PRERR TH] DA S AT B TR A XS R4, P <0.05. Wi N4 1 fiw:

Table 1. Comparison of postoperative recovery between the two groups (X s )

1. MEARFIREFERITEE(X £5)

25 % RLTTHESI ] (h) NIRIE BN [ (h) PRER I ] (d) A BE ] (d)
MERH 39 37.54+421 17.23 +2.54 7.26+1.26 7.82+1.94
R 39 61.29+5.94 26.44 +3.06 7.97 +1.54 9.23+1.55

t / 20.372 14.463 2228 3.546
P / 0.000 0.000 0.015 0.000
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3.2. FRIE. HIEBIESLRTLE

AT, P4l SAS. SDS it BB EZER, P > 0.05; S, M4l SAS. SDS EA LT

AT, HWZEAMTNEA, P<0.05. WHE2Fn:

Table 2. Comparison of anxiety and depression between the two groups (points, X ts)
2. MLEEEE. HIBBIBEAXIEE(SY, Xts)
SAS SDS
2151 1511 % - N .
Ejab L s E/ab L S
WS 39 58.94 £ 436 26.52 +3.49% 60.45 + 6.39 29.53 +4.51*
PapicEiE 39 57.29 £5.89 40.86 +4.20% 59.54 + 6.08 4521 +5.56"
t / 1.406 16.399 0.644 13.678
P / 0.082 0.000 0.261 0.000

e MIFEAPEETHLEL, *P<0.05,

3.3. EFEREXEE
PRERT, AR BHERITESH T EZER, P>0.05; PG, WAL TSRS E T, H
WEZH m TR, P<0.05. W% 3 fn:

Table 3. Comparison of quality of life between the two groups (points, X ts)

% 3. FUETERERIEL(SY, Ts)

5 HE PR T RE PRI RE JS¥EN(EY- H&Ihie
aum bk — . o . o - — -
R Ay e Eiae =] s PELET P T s
WEH 39 80.21+10.34 90.54+6.52" 70.51+£9.01 82.64+626" 60.54+624 72.66+823" 49.53+6.38 63.23+8.17"
SHHEZH 39 81.46+10.84 86.13+834" 72.26+856 77.38+7.27" 61.85+6.83 66.51+7.48" 50.56+7.68 58.50+7.23"
t / 0.521 2.602 0.879 3.424 0.884 3.453 0.644 2.708
P / 0.302 0.006 0.191 0.001 0.190 0.001 0.261 0.004
i MEABITRIHILL, P <0.05.
34. HEELXERILL
WS I RE R AR T X RAL, P<0.05. WIFN% 4 fis:
Table 4. Comparison of the incidence of complications between the two groups [n (%)]
< 4. PAHZRERE X [n(%)]
215 1511 % Ha gL A& 3EL oyl Ski-gs K
W52 39 1 (2.56) 0 (0.00) 2 (5.13) 0 (0.00) 3 (7.69)
o HE 2 39 3 (7.69) 3 (7.69) 4(10.26) 2 (5.13) 12 (30.77)
X? / / / / / 6.686
P / / / / / 0.010
4. Wig

T E DU R AR WA R, — BRI FARBI TR, ST RR0]. HFRET I
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PEIRYT, FIRESIRNURRIBUR N, BN A B H IR RS AWM RS, WNRIEFARITR, &
HHETUS[10]e AR FO T 5 IR B Sl PRy BT 10, 25 R Bow, WEARLTTHES R R FRE
BT IE] . PREGISTA] . A e 1a) DL R IR AORE R AR 2RI T X R4, P <0.05. #7'2EAT, MZH SAS. SDS PLK
ATEREIF AR LR 2Z R, P>0.05; $H)5, P4 SAS. SDS DL AT i & P43 F1 4 BT LU A B
BES, HHRNZERWAE, P<0.05[11]. GRS ISR &Ry S 20 mfE, e R Em
PELT R, PR IRAIR S, PR B . IRRI B TR A TR E . R R R
HLRAR G EEN B, B T BN, BT ADENR A, MMUWL T RSTER, [FR g
i T BEMAEG50BEE[12] H—7H, WK EFIEE S EE T RIFMIEXR, B R
. OHEP BT, MMUGER TR RS, N TR LR TR, AR TR S
HWMPE, RIE T BRI R .

ZELATR, ARSI TN T E U R BRI B RAF, AR TREEEARGREE, %
R BB RIG, WBIOERAE R A%, e B BimmaE, EaH MA.
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