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Abstract

Objective: To explore the effect of “Internet + nursing” service on postoperative quality of life and
social support of gynecological cancer patients. Methods: 100 patients with gynecological cancer
surgery were randomly divided into the control group and observation group, 50 cases in each
group. The control group received routine nursing, and the observation group received “Internet +
nursing” service. Quality of Life Score (QOL) and Social Support Rating Scale (SSRS) were observed.
Results: There was no significant difference in the quality of life score between the two groups be-
fore intervention (P > 0.05). After the intervention, the quality of life score of the observation
group was significantly higher than the control group, the difference was statistically significant (P
< 0.05). There was no significant difference in social support scores between the two groups be-
fore intervention (P > 0.05). After the intervention, the social support score of the observation
group was significantly higher than the control group, the difference was statistically significant (P
< 0.05). Conclusion: “Internet + nursing” service can improve the quality of life and social support
of gynecological cancer patients after surgery.

Keywords

Internet, Nursing, Gynecological Cancer, Quality of Life

Copyright © 2021 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 5|18

B NATTAE RS TAEJ7 s S BL R N D288 A ik B, 4 3R 3 6] PR e 1) R 08 SR A i S 38 T v
Ho e R R A T MR BN, HRWR W 2T S a1 B AT aRmR g a7 A
RUFARIBITNE, FARBERBA AT, BAREHS HIFEANE, [R5 858 A5 T RE H L6
TGS, MCEMWEE AR, SRR, O B M e g, T ERE RS
FREE LA A R ol AR 2R (2], AR E TSR TR, R “CHBM+ R R
25 X ARHEE B AT T, WS H B AR5 A7 AL SR sem, BRI T
2. BRI S A
2.1. —f&ER

IEHL 2019 4 6 H~2020 4F 6 H FERMERE T AR EH 100 BIVE NI T G IAFRE: 1) SlEAIER
B A A A R AR RS 2) BEFENT SRR, HEbrbadE: 1) B H A E R
2) HT&FEFEARE AT, RHBENECRIERENL 2 A0 A SR, R 50 #il. XfIRALF 354
W%R(39.8 £4.5)%, UIEE . T 5 MBS . B30 B H 05 164 24, 10 #i; MERAFIHFEN(39.7 £4.4)
%, BERE. TEABE. SRR ES A 18, 22, 10 4], WA BRI LS AR, AT E.
PN IRZE T (bst B AR 1 A
2.2. FHAE

XL U I B b, AR BRI ABE BE UL B S R 2 B AR R T A . AL T

DOI: 10.12677/ns.2021.105089 548 EiaL =


https://doi.org/10.12677/ns.2021.105089
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

F

LA “HIRMH R RS, BERAME BB ¥ H Bt R MR 5 RZ AT IRERE VT 516 (3] 1) BOL
AN EE ML Bk, BISRRSAN, RS AERERERTEAN R E R
AR, G B R SR /INL R Gt BEAh, BB BRES . TP EGeR IR 5 ERAER BRIk
N R RN B R AT . 2) PPV i R Ty, AU B NABHMTE,
56 2 R YRS B S O RO ST BN SO B R A DG . AR U T R A R
5 BT G775, B G HIT AR IR R IR DL SRR p, I U@ 45 5 0 Sl
ﬁ%ﬁfﬁﬁﬁ,%ﬂfﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁLD$AMWL,LLﬁ%®ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%%,A (NRREEASLIINIAR N
B U E D, $EVNMDEN A SR TSXEBEATIE . 4) R AL B RS A
ARG ULL/NER, S REE AT IO UL LE S JFH SN BN G ATI0E, — X —HHTIBEREE
Vi o 5) FERUE A AT AN E 1) 88 HER IR AR5 H R A B 2P0RE, B A OG5 I 27 5 A S0
HRE E B EETG . R B LU I AAE I T 56 . 6) EWIT L bR KR, FHEEIT a6 2 il
FERERATHES, HEHERWNS S, WHRIEER . & BRI H 8 DRI 8 500 AR LU H 3K
EILARE I 7) BRI BEATREVIAIE, W BTG O, VR R B, E BN T
AR R EENC R R EL . FEERTRIZHL, SELHNRETIT2ES. REsiT.

2.3. YEIgHR

1) SR AEAF B R VE 20 (QOL) X i3 [ I 41 A8 35 T 10U AT 5 I AR A7 o S B AT PR AL (B s 0 BH 2B A7 TR
4] 2) SRS SR 2 B R (SSRS)X W 4 88 987 7T 5 1AL £ S FERE ST AT VA, (B Rk e
A2 SCRERE DR 1[5 ]

2.4. Gt EA*®

SPSS22.0 AT M, HHFEREH(x £ ) F R, t K. HHEEERHEERR, A AT
o P<0.05 NERB G FE L.

3. /R
3.1 £FRENS

WA 1 PR, AT BT R A R E R TG E (P > 0.05). TG, WAL E
PP B A TR, ER ARG AR (P <0.05).

Table 1. Comparison of quality of life scores between the two groups
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Table 2. Comparison of quality of life scores between the two groups
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