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Abstract

Objective: To analyze the effect of preventive nursing in the perioperative period of kidney stone
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patients under the health promotion mode. Method: 92 patients with kidney stones admitted to the
hospital between June 2024 and November 2023 were randomly divided into a reference group and
a study group, with 46 cases in each group, using a random number table method. The reference
group received routine perioperative care, while the study group received preventive care under a
health promotion model. Evaluation indicators: Pain levels, postoperative recovery, quality of life
scores, and incidence of complications in both groups. Result: After nursing, the pain level in the
study group was lower than that in the reference group (P < 0.05); The postoperative recovery of
the research group was better than that of the reference group (P < 0.05); The quality of life score
of the research group was higher than that of the reference group (P < 0.05); The incidence of com-
plications in the study group was lower than that in the reference group (P < 0.05). Conclusion: In
the nursing of patients with kidney stones, implementing preventive nursing under the health pro-
motion model can alleviate patient pain, shorten the first postoperative urination time, improve
quality of life, and reduce the incidence of complications. It is worth applying.
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Table 1. Comparison of pain levels between the two groups (x s )

1. FEREREKEX (X £5)

20531 1% (n) FERAT(5) PR (5
el 46 5.76+1.24 2.19+0.48
ZILA 46 5.58+1.16 3.57+1.02

t - 0.7189 8.3027

P{E - 0.4740 0.0000
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Table 2. Comparison of postoperative recovery between the two groups (X £ s)
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Table 3. Comparison of quality of life score between the two groups (X £ s)
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Table 4. Comparison of the incidence of complications between the two groups (n%)
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X2 {H - - - - 4.9286

P{H - - - - 0.0264
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