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Abstract

Objective: To observe the effect of rehabilitation nursing on the prognosis of patients with hemip-
legia after stroke. Methods: 200 patients with hemiplegia after stroke treated in our hospital from
January 2020 to January 2021 were selected and randomly divided into the control group and the
observation group with 100 cases in each group. The control group was given routine nursing, and
the observation group was given rehabilitation nursing. The motor score, RMS and iEMG score,
nisss and Barthel score, and treatment of the two groups were compared. Results: After nursing,
the total score of upper and lower limbs in the observation group was significantly higher than
that in the control group, P < 0.05, the difference was statistically significant. Through careful
treatment and nursing, the iEMG scores of biceps brachii, flexor carpi and flexor hip in the obser-
vation group were significantly higher than those in the control group, P < 0.05, with statistical
significance. After nursing, the RMS value of biceps brachii, flexor carpi and flexor hip of the ob-
servation group was significantly higher than that of the control group, P < 0.05, with statistical
significance. After nursing, the two scores were significantly better in the observation group,
compared with the two groups, P < 0.05, the difference was statistically significant. After nursing,
the total effective rates of the control group and the observation group were 94% and 51%, re-
spectively. The total effective rate of the observation group was significantly higher than that of
the control group, P < 0.05, with statistical significance. Conclusion: For patients with hemiplegia
after stroke, rehabilitation nursing can significantly improve the muscle ability of patients, im-
prove motor ability, and effectively improve the treatment effect and life ability.
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Table 1. Changes of FMA scores before and after nursing in two groups
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Table 3. Comparison of changes in RMS values between the two groups
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Table 4. Comparison of NISSS and Barthel scores between the two groups before and after intervention
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Table 5. Comparison of treatment between the two groups
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