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Abstract

Objective: To explore the clinical effect of progressive rehabilitation nursing in patients with lumbar
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compression fracture. Methods: From April 2021 to September 2022, 100 patients with thoraco-
lumbar compression fracture were selected as the research objects in accordance with the principle
of randomization, and the patients were divided into a study group and a control group by random
number table, with 50 patients in each group. The control group received routine rehabilitation nurs-
ing, and the study group received progressive rehabilitation nursing. By comparing the pain score,
self-care ability score, lumbar function score, the first time of getting out of bed and the length of hos-
pital stay of the two groups, the conclusion was drawn. Results: By adopting progressive rehabilita-
tion nursing for patients with lumbar compression fracture, the pain score of the study group was sig-
nificantly reduced (P < 0.01), the self-care ability score of the study group was significantly improved
(P < 0.01), and the lumbar function score of the study group was significantly improved (P < 0.01). The
first time to get out of bed (P < 0.01) and the length of hospital stay (P < 0.01) were significantly re-
duced in the study group. Conclusion: The progressive rehabilitation nursing method for patients
with lumbar compression fracture can significantly reduce their postoperative pain score, significantly
improve patients’ postoperative self-care ability, significantly improve patients’ postoperative lum-
bar function, significantly reduce patients’ first time to get out of bed and length of hospital stay, and
promote patients’ rehabilitation.
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Table 1. Comparison of postoperative pain between the study group and the control group (X +S )

%1 RESHBABEREEBLR(X £S)

25 n Y NERIPN AE1LH
el 50 7.84 +£2.03 2.01+0.35
of B2 50 7.92 £2.14 4.01+0.42

t 0.741 8.947
P 0.573 0.000
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Table 2. Comparison of postoperative self-care ability between the study group and the control group (X £5 )
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Table 3. Comparison of postoperative lumbar function between the study group and the control group (X +S )
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Table 4. Comparison of postoperative clinical indexes between the study group and the control group (X =S )
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