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Abstract

Objective: To explore the application of evidence-based nursing concepts in the postoperative care
of patients with gallbladder stones undergoing Laparoscopic Cholecystectomy (LC). Methods: A to-
tal of 120 patients with gallbladder stones who underwent LC in our hospital from January 2021 to
December 2024 were selected and randomly divided into an observation group and a control group,
with 60 cases in each group. The control group received routine postoperative care, while the ob-
servation group received a systematic nursing plan based on the evidence-based nursing concept
in addition to routine care. The postoperative pain degree, sleep quality, rehabilitation indicators,
and nursing satisfaction of the two groups were compared. Results: The VAS scores at 24h and 48h
after surgery and the total PSQI score at 1 week after surgery in the observation group were signif-
icantly lower than those in the control group (P < 0.05). The time to anal exhaust, time to get out of
bed, time to recover gastrointestinal function, and hospital stay in the observation group were sig-
nificantly shorter than those in the control group (P < 0.05). The total satisfaction with nursing work
in the observation group was significantly higher than that in the control group (P < 0.05). Conclu-
sion: The application of evidence-based nursing concepts in the postoperative care of patients with
gallbladder stones undergoing LC can effectively alleviate postoperative pain, improve sleep quality,
accelerate the postoperative recovery process, shorten the hospital stay, and significantly improve
nursing satisfaction, which has high clinical promotion value.
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PR 25 A 2 W R LRI IEE R G, I 5 AH #2 D) B3 R (Laparoscopic Cholecystectomy, LC)A
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1) 120 FIHZRSS A B EAE AT AR, RATFENUE S BEIE 20 B i 121 buol o e B M 52 4R B8
XTHEZH . BENLT A B2 500 SEita i ivt N SO AR ot % 3 T AN B G IES S E . &
NARE, BB AR NAS B, AR B B A5 B DA R, Bk B R . DA
I B SR AN IR, & 60 . PR AEPER . Fld . ARTEE. ASA 7240, 25K BAE Sk
LRI HE LR, ZRBTTELEE (P >0.05), EFAHM. AFREERCHEZR RS FALE .

INBRUE: (1) FFEIEBEE L ZWbRiE, B LC FARIBIE; (2) Fi#d 18 £70 % (3) FEEMEREIT
MR~ (4) RUNEMW, WEIER, BRESTRAERE; 5) BFHFAFBEMERE.
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© EAF: MLERAREEZRHI; @ Hafa®: HREEARE 6 MAER ERE, KEH 1R
AEFREHBIT RS, © RERS: SREHERITHU TRt i, B2,

FTAT P B AT RS LR R AT, AT REVEREIREh AL ARdEL IS B T R Bl
ZER OB SRR

ALERAAEH P BAE AL b, SOtk T B S R G B . AP RINT

M RIEAK, K 3~4 R KRFE SR L 1 B EREIBE IR, N R
PGS BLEIIRGE— 85l FISE LC AR5 B 8 WA B e, /NHTHE, SiamEibds . BEki X
BANREDL, H15E DR B RATHHMTAORAE ,, SRPORE RIS A R E
FARGIRETE T YO BRI RREE; A5 IR B9 535, BRAZEE U8 (3 AR S A T 5 25 S SR BUR 25 5h, 31
47 LAF 4~6 /N RAT VAS PEIHEPRIR . X T VAS>4 73, RINICHREAL, JHZERIS
FIASTFEIE AL B BOR251; 18 T BE BCERMB IR ak /s r a8 B s . PRI SRR RS
FOEEWT &R IR SRR ACREE T A HOE R ) AR V) AR DR s i
LR IRIERE R, BRI AL B R T AT, Bl B G M, 2B A SR,
DANE K MERTREAT IRV LR S A TGS PGS RS 4, I R TR B |
SRR RGP A5 T7 SO O B ), e B AR B AE 4 0 B SRR BRI B

IR B i i 3 PR L BRI SN, ARJG 4~6 /N PRI EM ;. ARJE 8~12 /NN AES L BiS& P B T IR
UGS RJE 24 /N, FEPPAETC SR ZUAEEOUT, i B b N BT E . IERE IR TIR
BN ARJE 6 /N Tos Lo ik RV AT > AT A, RELIES 1 2 LUK i sh s AR S8 T 52 1 e »
ARIGEE 1 RIFMRBEERRE, HERWE . SIS & FALTTHEAUE D, s ). 48
TR LB, REH 23 Ko RAESCTM . MUSEZ ML AT AR AT, RJE SR EREAE
S kX RIS 5 R RIEE S3HAT. KINEERER, EEENTERR.

2.3. YEIgHR

(1) KA TEVAS) AL, PFJEHE 0~10 48, 0 0RaTI, 10 R, 2 HER
J& 6 hy 24 h. 48 h AT VEAY .
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(3) T IR R AR S5 & WAL THE S 8] R PR TG S 8]« 15 W D A VK 52 e ) B A B st )
(4) PEFERE: TERZFHE M H, RAARR A G G TR A NS 70, 24 100
Ire =90 S NAEF IR, 80~89 F NIE, <80 /N NANHE . BINEE = AREWEME + WEaE)/ S
BI%L x 100%.
2.4. GHERE

KH SPSS 25.0 BAFHATHdE 0t TP E BRI DAEIEL + ARdEZE (X +5)RoR, 4L TLECR ARSI FEA
t ARG THECBURI A n (%)) 3R, AR EEBCR 2 . BL P <0.05 AZEFRA S Lo

3. &R
3.1. REBERBEREIEE VAS QLR

ARJG 6 h, A VAS iFor B ZER TS 28 (P > 0.05). AKRJ5 24 h 148 h, ML VAS ¥4
BEMTXIEA, ZRAESH R (P <0.05). HELE 1.

Table 1. Comparison of postoperative VAS scores at different time points between the two groups (X £ s , points)

1. FHBEREMESEARE VAS ESLEB (X s, 4)

451 1511 ARJE6h ARJG 24 h AJ5 48 h
WEL4H 60 3.82+1.05 2.41+0.76 1.35+0.52
R AH 60 3.95+1.11 3.20+0.89 2.10+0.68

t1H 0.657 5.297 7.021

P{E 0.513 <0.001 <0.001

3.2. FEEERGHERREPSQNELE

ARG 1, WEHEER PSQI M4 F &4 B4 (R N R ) FIERR SR 4h, S o4 ER
EVMRTXRRAE, b PSQI 2 BEMTXIRA, ZREFHIE P < 0.05), FUIMEH £ 5 AR
JREFI. VL 2,

Table 2. Comparison of PSQI scores between the two groups of patients at 1 week after surgery (x s , points)

2. MABEKRE | A PSQUIFSELE (Y +5, 7)

A Bi% MERRGRE NHERE B HR S ] MENRACE  BEARPRTS  MEIRZY DIRERRES  PSQI A4
WMEEH 60 1.15+£0.51  1.28+0.58 1.02+£047 0.88+042 094049 008025 0.92+045 625+2.15
WHEH 60  1.52+0.63 145+061 131+055 095+046 124058 0.12+031 122+053 7.81+2.67

tfH 3.572 1.605 3.081 0.889 3.076 0.803 3.398 3.498

P <0.001 0.111 0.003 0.376 0.028 0.424 <0.001 <0.001

3.3. MABERGREHEIRLE

SR A AL THESR () . RIRIE ST E] B W D Re ik ST (] J 3 B )R] 35 & 38 T o 2L, 22
S G E (P <0.05). FELE 3.
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Table 3. Comparison of postoperative recovery indices between the two groups

3. MAREAREREIEIRELE

5] ik AL IHEART ) (h) NIRIE B [H] (h) B R E Al (h)  AERERT A (d)
MR 60 16.82 + 4.35 10.25+3.16 28.45+6.72 4.12 +1.05
X REZH 60 21.74 +5.61 15.80 +4.27 36.80 + 8.14 5.68+ 1.34
tfE 5.352 8.154 6.052 7.148
P{H <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

34. FMEREIPERTEELLR
WA BB B4 P N 96.67%, i3 T X IR 83.33%, % RAE i L (P<0.05). ¥
3= 4.

Table 4. Comparison of nursing satisfaction between the two groups

4. MEBEIFEHEELLR

A5 7k E|SC0 T =S ENT =S SR

M ERZH 60 38 (63.33) 20 (33.33) 2(3.33) 58 (96.67)

it B2 60 25 (41.67) 25 (41.67) 10 (16.67) 50 (83.33)

1E 5.926

P{H 0.015
4. i1ig

KGR EIR, FETIRUES B G E 1 RGN 7 %, S LC ARJ5 BF Pt . BEiR
R I R R T R R TT I TAR G M . DU RS & aofrfa g 53R, RGN AT &%
RO P BRI AR, IFER IS FL e PRAE S IR AT AT 4

ATT RN B SIRIELSONHESE, Rgy “ TR, R BURHANG, B B E A SR B
TR AL O R . AR ST B — BUR A QI R E LRI s . A, RETZREE AR F U0 )R
PRI R R T PRI . B EE AT S ST, BT EE, IOy ERAS BRAR )
e ARJRBA A FE LS BR 24, FFRER AT AR I 5 T 28 PRI &
PR AN DAY RS ) LA Sk, e H OAE TS B0 “ B R SR 2047 TR e s WX L i R 45
RIFER, AR NEs St s e ihat. MR, BEAROEE, RN, OHIRSERGMTIL RET
PORE BLI D) - OB A R, 2 B AU AN T Bk 1 L

AT B AR AR S TR, AR AR T S Sl AT R A By MORAEIA TR PR A i
Fe B ANTKR A I ROAE , I RE I SR AT B ELE R B i sl it S O R AR [ & 5 3R &
MR IR HIRER “RFEE 1 HRWIRIRESD” ZoRmEE8(3]. ®#F “ARJ5 6 ekt
BRI ECRAK”  FORUEIRAE T 22 T m i B 7T ) ERAS fERIR H, LC EAMEIF AR, X HipiE
e TN, R DG RUE 22 HA R[4 [5]. T8 REvs e bt & R8T, 4 m Rt
BRI DIRE, JFE AL RS R IR R, XS AT UG B F AL TH R A B I Rek =
P 1] . 25 24 LY 45 SR AH T EIVIE

JEART RBCR R, BHAEE ) Z I RIS I R G U i 2 EELSEHb,  Fa R X
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7RIy s R ANEE . BRIE . 3P E IRE 2 R TR UME, MENLEIAME 4 5 S 8IS PR B .
HEST I AL 2 = RHIME FIBA(MDT), B 7 BR 57 S8 5, JFdid e A 2 5 . wilid e S
[ AL VA BRSO B — IR BT I OCHE 7], B, PRI KK SIEUERE AN 2 RS,
ARG I 79 VPl SRR S @ REE A BT “aERIIISREFE” , BIfE
J¥ & ERAS L IURE E5 NIRRT, Aotk TAREARE, A, FIHEEATBOR 7, JHaTER&E 557 ERAS
iR fr, CLAURTTHESSEME[8]. H)5, B MK JE R RHEUE AR, mlRex IR
PriE. DRk, DAEsE “efEh. MEREEEE” . AR K. REFRHZ ol REEH, #H
HIEsh s 52 at, HEERBES S, WniRTHEE GO SPAT 1, REET ZA R
[9].

gi FRTR, B IEY T 2 Ui i) ERAS f556 SiEd v3E A, Bt R G40 9t 245
R, HENES S SO Be A St LC B ARG RER . 5 ZARI T IR E R S
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