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Implementation and effect of incentive-based intervention for patients
undergoing robot-assisted transoral thyroid surgery with general anesthesia

WU Peng, WANG Hui, CAO Lili

(Department of Anesthesia Surgery, the Second Affiliated Hospital of Air Force Military Medical University, Xi’an 710038, China)

Abstract Objective: To analyze the application effect of incentive-based intervention in patients undergoing rohot-
assisted transoral thyroid surgery with general anesthesia. Methods: 102 patients who were scheduled to undergo robot-assisted
transoral thyroid surgery with general anesthesia at the Second Affiliated Hospital of Air Force Medical University from July
2022 to November 2023 were selected and randomly divided into the control group (n=51) and the study group (n=51) using
a random number table. The control group received routine thyroid surgery nursing care and patients in the study group were
given incentive nursing management. The clinical indicators, General Self Efficacy Scale (GSES) scores at different time points
of intervention of patients in the two groups were compared. Hamilton Anxiety Scale (HAMA) and Hamilton Depression Scale

(HAMD) scores, treatment compliance, and nursing satisfaction before and after intervention were compared between the two

Wi EHEE: 2023-12-19 RAHBHA: 2024-01-22

Received Date: 2023-12-19 Accepted Date: 2024-01-22

EE&WA: Kkiid g ARZEMBRITWIME (520162DJC0058 )

Foundation Item: Natural Science Basic Research Plan Project of Shaanxi Province (S2016ZDJC0058)

EIEE: E# %, Email. caolili0722@163.com

Corresponding Author: CAQ Lili, Email: caolili0722@163.com

IR R, £B, B3 . AN PBERNEL 0 ABNS ABHPRRERFABSPHOIHERE [J]. 188 Ao S %
& (L), 2024, 5(3) . 379-385.

Citation: WU P, WANG H, CAO L L. Implementation and effect of incentive—based intervention for patients undergoing robot-
assisted transoral thyroid surgery with general anesthesia [J]. Chinese Journal of Robotic Surgery, 2024, 5(3): 379-385.



¢ itZE - Article ¢

groups of patients. Results: Compared with the control group, the study group had lower pain score at 48 h after surgery, shorter

first off-bed time and hospital stay, less hospital cost, higher 1 d before surgery, 1 d and 3 d after surgery GSES, lower HAMA

and HAMD scores after intervention, and higher total compliance rate and total satisfaction. There was no significant difference

in the complication rates between the two groups of patients. Conclusion: The incentive-based intervention could improve the

rehabilitation efficiency and self-efficacy, treatment compliance, and nursing satisfaction of patients undergoing robot-assisted

transoral thyroid surgery with general anesthesia, and alleviate negative emotions.
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Table 1 Comparison of general data between the two groups of patients [ ( % ) ]

JEtR HRA (n=51) XHEB4E (n=51) tx* & P&
FR (%) 49,53 +8.43 51.14+10.70 -0.843 0.401
BMI ( kg/m?) 21.78+1.89 21.69+1.97 0.498 0.620
el 0.165° 0.685
3 21 (41.18) 19 (37.25)
b5 30 (58.82) 32 (62.75)
ES e 1.164° 0.998
BRAR % 8 (15.69) 7 (13.73)
5 1 R R A 7 (13.73) 8 (15.69)
FRIBMES M EIKAR A 3(5.88) 4 (7.84)
S E 7 (13.73) 7 (13.73)
IRIRARIE 5(9.80) 6(11.76)
TR 3L P 2(392) 3(5.88)
IR 15 (29.41) 13 (25.49)
R 4(7.84) 3(5.88)
FAREIBR 0.540 0.463
LR 39 (76.47) 42 (82.35)
XA 12 (23.53) 9(17.65)
MELEER 0.706 0.702
PR HRELERA 5(9.80) 4(7.84)
op SR XS B 45 T S H B 4555 13 14 (27.45) 11 (21.57)
T 32 (62.75) 36 (70.59)
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P43 <20 73 b AR BRI, 20 < GSES<30 77
FRRE IR 4, 30 < GSES < 40 43 W Rk B R
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i 2¢ ( Hamilton Anxiety Scale, HAMA ) F17 % /K
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®2 MABERAKIEIRILE (x+5)
Table 2 Comparison of clinical indicators between the two groups of patients (x +s )

fetr HIRA (n=51) XtEE4E (n=51) tHE P&

ARJS 48 h NRS 4 (4) 2.96+0.96 3.98+0.58 -6.492 <0.001
ERTREE (h) 26.14+6.73 32.49+7.97 -4.352 <0.001
FBRXREL (d) 5.10 + 1.42 6.20+1.28 -4.104 <0.001
Fhe2tH (BT ) 1.98+0.54 2.35+0.43 -3.832 0.001

#*3 WHEE GSESITENLLE (x+s)
Table 3 Comparison of GSES scores between the two groups of patients (x +s )

21 5 NEH:NS ARBI1d AE1d AE3d Fogs F g Fax
MRA (n=51) 18.47+3.22 23.04+2.79 27.75+3.07 32.73+2.78

849.175 20.957  28.5695

XER4E (n=51) 18.73+£2.92 2139+£258 2465+2.78 28.59+255
tE -0.419 S0 5.343 7.838 — — —
P{& 0.676 0.003 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.001 0.001

F4 MABEAMBLELE (9, xx5)

Table 4 Comparison of negative emotions between the two groups of patients (score, x +s)

- HAMA 45> HAMD E43
FaT Fia F AT Fia
HRA (n=51) 55.75 + 3.27 4357 +£6.78 56.78 +4.04 42.08+5.87
SHHE4A (n=51) 56.04 + 3.99 4849 +5.74 56.57 +4.09 48.00 +4.94
t1E -0.407 -3.956 0.268 -3.150
P& 0.685 <0.001 0.789 <0.001

F5 WHBERTRMNERFERZELRR [N (%) ]

Table 5 Comparison of treatment compliance and nursing satisfaction between the two groups of patients [ ( % ) ]

Ei=tn 54 (n=51) STHB4H (n=51) X 1& P{E

BT M E 49 (96.08) 41 (80.39) 6.044 0.014
SEERAM 32 (62.75) 21 (41.18) = =
BN 17 (33.33) 20 (39.21) — —
ENON 2(3.92) 10 (19.61) = —

PIEHEE 51 (100.00) 44 (86.27 ) 7.516 0.006
FEEHE 33 (64.71) 27 (52.94) — —
R 18 (35.29) 17 (33.33) — —
NHE 0(0.00) 7 (13.73) = —
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