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Evaluation and nursing of postoperative pain in general surgery

Lin Wang

Department of Surgery, First People's Hospital of Yunnan ProvinceNew Kunhua Hospital, Kunming, Yunnan

[ Abstract] Objective: To compare and analyze the evaluation of postoperative pain in general surgery and
the effects of different nursing measures. Methods: A total of 48 general surgery patients admitted in our hospital
from November 2019 to May 2020 were randomly selected as the research subject, and they were divided into 24
study groups and 24 reference groups. The study group used the assessment form method to investigate the VAS
score and personalized nursing for clinical intervention; the reference group used the facial expression method to
investigate the VAS score and used conventional nursing measures for clinical intervention, comparing the VAS
scores and nursing satisfaction of the two groups of patients. Results: The VAS scores of the patients in the study
group were significantly higher than those in the reference group, and the differences between the groups were
statistically significant (P<0.05). In addition, the nursing satisfaction of the patients in the study group was
significantly higher than that in the reference group, and the difference between the groups was statistically
significant (P<0.05). Conclusion: The study shows that the evaluation table method helps to more intuitively
display the postoperative pain status of patients, making doctors and nurses clear the current medical care goals,
and the participation of personalized care has significantly improved the general surgery patients’ care work.
Satisfaction, so it is worth clinical promotion.

[Keywords] General Surgery; Postoperative Pain; Assessment Scale; Pain Score; Nursing Satisfaction

ARFTE AL, B SNRHIR R R WIETT AR DY RJERRA N Z A GUE Rl e A A s S
FAR, AARK, AEFREASEGEENARGEE OHERN, 2R0HEEARERERENEZERENER.
WAEORAFRE R, FAthsrEEnARE A2 e GER KRR 7 ANTERACH 5 s,
FORTEOL. BRIEZAN, FPARBEIIGIEFRHES I AT ARG R P ARG St 15 e 2
ARG ARG B MBLE) R AR A AOE 3R, RIS AR5 37 BRI 55 o th B 2 AN ks
SR, GE T R AR BT, i AL 2 A 2 xSRI R AR JE 4 A 5 B

-97 -


http://cn.oajrc.org/�

FHk

B SN J5 i PG S BT 5T

Ky ARSCHIEF BT 2019 5 12 H-2020 4 6 HUIRH
48 B AR AR BB R T 78 B AR, BAR S AL,
X LG BT A REA S5 P T8 BPEAS DA SO A [ 4 3 4
it P 82 P R, B o R

| &EREEE

1.1 —f&FH

BEALHEC RS 2019 4E 11 H ~2020 4F 5 A4
(1) 48 15135 MR A B E AR A, HKHI
R 24 BB TE AL CL K 24 512 B840 . 24 BB FC AL )
SIECH: SEERE 14 4, ot EFE 10 B R
Bt 34~56 %, “PRIFERY (41.234+546) %5 Pifs
oA 2.5~6 F, FRHEIE (3.79+1.52) F. 24
B R be e S 15 6, etk 9
Bil; R B 36~57 %, “FIFERS (43.13£5.48)
%5 R A 3~T7 4, SPYIRFE (4.26+£1.34) 4,
PRI R B LB SRR B B DL R R A S —
R ZE It L gt = L (P>0.05) , HA
Al EL T .

12 Fik

AHE R, R R A RS E R A S R
HEFPIARG VAS W5, e T 838w Iy s it
HATIGRIR TPl THRIE:, B4 SO A
[F) e 1] B3 25 5 TR0 T S B R P 3R X AR P g 1 1
BEAT A, DARAR H B E ARG VAS Por. R
HE AR ARG E TP W25, B
Fogiabi i

AT, WK R VAL R R AT T4
ARG VAS P55, FHeh T B ML B RS AT
G RT- Tl PEARE, 50 B H AR 5 RS
P, BFERRIE . PR EERW, i
R R L SR JE W 1A 45 0 BB TR R S5 4P H I AR R R
JHRIELM, Bk A, BT U Bh R 1 % 5
A BRAR AR RIS IR, (14 ) S IR R B R VA
AR BERE i B RS TR SE A E. 2
WEHE, OB BRI, B S
BiIGBE I 65, BRZALGMHE M E, Ay
BT “CLNAR” MgiaP RS =g, —)
RGBSR TR, P ARG A
HERTE R Bl oS, ZEAEENAE
PEIIRGL, P EEN AT B 5 B AT,
It B R R R R R RS, RENHR
AR OE, BEEENERT, Mnf sk

- 98 -

ISP ST AR

1.3 MEARAT

ARURBIEFCA, BB Re LAV 2 R 3 S i A Y 1 A
T35 VLR PRI B it 2 J5 1) VAS P93 BB K9 28
AR B B AR N BB SR TR bR . A IR TN K
FE sl et B # ARG VAS W55, FRR A
BFBIARIG VAS W Bk i, R EE 3
AN ZE D, B PR B E AR S VAS VP4 >90 41,
R BB TR G VAS 353 <<90 43, H.>80 77,
BREEIR B VAS VF4r <80 4. BRIk Z4h, AT
FEE SR B R, ol L R AR
YN AR LR E 3 ISR,
BEH P HIRS R >90 4y, FEAB R ER
ZVF4r<90 4y, H >80 4y, A= ERSE
<80 7. MIHERE (%) = G+ /&5
X 100%.

1.4 %itsa s

KH SPSS20.0 Siit A E N AL T A,
F2 B FH T AR 5 BT e A AR R (S B &
504, FIH O xts) FoRPgLEZ 2 m Mt
Tk, IEH TR FIH (%) RN EE 2
]k, 35 BT R . 24 (P<<0.05)
HI b2 R B A g2 E L.

2 #R

2.1 MLEEH VARG VAS 15 bk

SiGR 1R, 24 BIRFFA G, B
B 2B, hEAREE 16, EERERE 26,
IR G 83 5 B 24 B ERAH, HI
BREREE 2 6, PERREE 36, =R
B 4 p, P HBIARE RS 9 B, B R
AN R A F v R B, St A L B i S5 R 5T
ARG M B H BT SRR,
o e Lo e 22 S LA e 227 L (P<<0.05) 1,

#£ 1 FWABERARG VAS IESEER ( xEs)

A5 bl R o P it
W4l 24 2 1 2 5
SR 24 2 3 4 9

Bt 14

2.2 MBI HE LR
EER 2 i, 24 BB BE PR 16 1,



Tk

HANEIA Ja PR PG L3 BT 5T

FEAE 6 B, AR 2 B, KRS RN
91.67%; 24 |z M4 B3 i = 10 41, AR 8
B, AN 6 B, mPRY BRI N 75.00%.
RABEWPEGEEHE S TS RAEE, 4
P2 e B giit24 i 0 (P<0.05) T,

R2 BEBENFEBEELR (/%)

Hal  FliE R BEAHE AR RWEE
gt 24 16 6 2 91.67
SR 24 10 8 6 75.00

P14 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05

3 ¥ig

AR FARE, MBS ES S
VRS RIVEIEATIC A, PP RIERENS 1A (1 4 25t
SIRFFARBE ARG RIRDL, DTS5 R
VAS P9y, IRICPIALEE AL I PRI B A h AN [ 7%
IR R M ARE IR . BRIEZAh, AMEAL
PELFE AT RFET 1 SMRET AR B E AR R Bl RS
BRSSP TARRAE i, A
Tt -5 DI04 B it ) A 2523 5 Sl 1) T, #R A2
SeE CUNNAR” NS, IF R ARG
PR BT, S R B AR A S bR oK

i bk, VRS R BT B R I
HIAR G PEIRIRDL 345 B A 5 4 WY 4 i 0 B 3
TAEEFR, FRAEAF R 2 B ERTT 14
BEPAREE X TAERB SR, R ES R
S

SE

(1] ZF%E, ARH, ™ ZL 08, Jm i . O BT FURT 2 R 0 A 0

-99 -

(3]

(6]

HMREF AR B R IRIE 46 SOR JE IR I RS (7], 47 B S ek
SHF5E,2018,15(01):151-152.

U BN AL, A 0 R 0T, 1 B AR T B
B B IRAE S AR5 IR B3R AT A R A
[J]. FPEELS G E(FIESL), 2018,4(01):95-98.
FALAE VAN, RN RALAR, AT KT ERIR YT
FAE G712 A AR A0 97 O 52 B R Ji5 P9 1) S e R 3R
M. BBIEE2E,2018,13(01):96-97+28.

R, VR 22 5 XA, 5K AB. NBASS-APS #307E [ A it &
B R IR P AR SR AVAL B b B R RO AT
T EEE 5,2018,24(02):339-343.

B A R T L PRI, X B R R e AR A SC U
BRI A8 A B R A Ji5 9 (R RS MR [J]. W R JRR IR 2
#.,2018,34(08):768-772.

I SCBR, TR F5 46, 5, AR AR AL BT ON SRR
SRS IR AT R R S [T]. FrER IR K
247,2018,41(03):377-380.

FE AR, 2. Id R R AR R i e
ARG 2 P AR IR R R e R VR A (3], AR
2£.2018,33(12):1486-1490.

KRS HE: 202007 H9 H

HATEEE: 2020428 A 12 H

B FASC: T3k, MBI o 5% B R 0 38 7E[T).
MARHEE, 2020, 1(2) - 97-99.

DOI: 10.12208/j.cn.20200032

MREER: FEMM. JiHHHE. Google Scholar

FRALFE B . ©2020 1E # 5 ¥ 3R BUH T #F 5% A O
(OAIRC)FTH o AL EHZ AR L 28 LV AT 25 3K0K
%% . http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

OPEN ACCESS



http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/�

	1 资料与方法
	1.1 一般资料
	1.2 方法
	1.3 观察指标
	1.4 统计学处理

	2 结果
	2.1 两组患者的术后VAS评分比较
	2.2 两组患者的护理满意度比较

	3 讨论

