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Effect of Dexmedetomidine on Anesthetic Effect and Inflammatory Response in Patients with

Intertrochanteric Fracture of Femur Under Lumbar Plexus — Sciatic Nerve Block Anesthesia
YANG Jingjing' ,LEI Zhen',GAO Wengiao®
(1. Hubei 672 Orthopaedic Hospital of Integrated Traditional Chinese and Western Medicine , Wuhan ,Hubei,China 430070; 2. Wuhan First Hospital,
Wuhan , Hubei ,China ~ 430000)

Abstract: Objective To investigate the effect of dexmedetomidine on the anesthetic effect and inflammatory response in patients
with intertrochanteric fracture of femur under the lumbar plexus — sciatic nerve block anesthesia. Methods A total of 64 patients
underwent the intertrochanteric fracture of femur surgery admitted to the Hubei 672 Orthopaedic Hospital of Integrated Traditional
Chinese and Western Medicine from July 2019 to October 2021 were selected and divided into the observation group and the
control group according to the random number table method, with 32 cases in each group. The patients in the two groups were
given the lumbar plexus — sciatic nerve block anesthesia,on this basis,the patients in the observation group were given the auxiliary
anesthesia with dexmedetomidine. Results The mean arterial pressure (MAP) and heart rate (HR) at intubation (T,),at skin
resection (T,) ,at 30 min after the beginning of surgery (T,) and at the end of surgery (T,) in the observation group were
significantly higher than those in the control group (P < 0.05). The visual analogue scale (VAS) scores at 2,8,12,24 h after the
surgery in the observation group were significantly lower than those in the control group (P < 0.05). The levels of tumor necrosis
factor — a (TNF — «) and interleukin = 2 (IL = 2) at 12 h and 24 h after the surgery in the observation group were significantly
lower than those in the control group (P < 0.05). The anesthetic effect in the observation group was significantly better than that
in the control group (P < 0.05). The incidence of adverse reactions in the observation group was similar to that in the control
group (21.88% wvs. 15.62%, P > 0.05). Conclusion Dexmedetomidine combined with the lumbar plexus — sciatic nerve block
anesthesia can significantly improve the hemodynamic indexes, relieve the postoperative pain, reduce the release of inflammatory
factors of patients undergoing the intertrochanteric fracture of femur surgery,and it has significant anesthetic effect and good safety.

Key words: dexmedetomidine ; lumbar plexus — sciatic nerve block anesthesiaj intertrochanteric fracture of femur; anesthetic effect;

inflammatory response
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Tab.1 Comparison of the patients’ general data between the

two groups (n =32)
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M4 8 7
1.2 Fik

PR S AT I DA — A ol 2 B BEL T PR I , R
HE T 5 ARG A AL A B L B AT AR E 5 st
JE B PO %, RS I O P A | U M R
MUAE T, 7 DA M4, SR FH it 22 RS e 57 A |
AR AR 20 2 A TR T2 ) 2 A T o e
A 0. 4% B WR - 7 S Gl b — b il 25 B A BR 2
A, E 251 H20173027, BLAS 2 4552 10 mL: 100 mg) ,
BN T A B 28 b 4% 20 mL, T AR S5 AT 10 min 45 11
Wk 225 . WS 20 50 5 AT 15 min LB 5 9 5 T 4
i A7 FEFEIR E 1 S (0O B 24 A5 BR AR 23 W) [
25T H20143195, BUA% 532 1 mL:0. 1 mg)0. 6 pg/ ke,
R4 7 0.3 wg/ (kg-h) , RIS F X6 BE 40 5] 7
ZEINEIN — Ao By B 2RI BELYS BRI , TR 45 T 10 min
15 IR FR K2R 24

90

1.3 WEZIEHRS REFUR I

NEZHEHE - 1) ML B 1 4855 o 43 3 F AR (T,) I
BT (T)) PR (T,) \FARIF 4R 30 min B (Ty) \FARZ
BT (T,) 1 5% B8 3 1 ~F- 24 3l ik 'R (MAP) FLC 28 (HR) .
D) ARJFBIRRCR 0 FARE 2,8, 12,24 h i R M5
BEAIE 73 i 3R (VAS) PEAN BB IR R B, P40 M 0 ~
1043, 4543 ve 2 R ™ L 3) R 7 TR
HI MR 12,24 hBs 53 00 2R 42 35 IR Bk il 29 3 mLL, DA
2500 r / min AY3H R 2.0 10 min, B R EEEE 7
925 WG BAH 2 4G B IR SR AE I F — o (TNF — ) L 41 LAY
R 2(IL - 2) KV o 4) A RN o A5 0 55 8 O K
i PRI SR O TSR KRN & AL

JR A R DA 1) 2 AR v JE A 0, A i R AT 7 2%
BUR Y, AR s AR v B R R R, Hon A >
BT R 2B 250, o B AR B B YRR, TR
T IR 2, 2
1.4 Sit=4iE

K SPSS 20. 0 48 1 24 #4443 1 o 31 82 9 Rk R
X £ s TR AT RS 5 TR RER R (%) Fm AT 2K
e BRI P < 0. 05 N 2ERAGH#E X,
2 #R

g E 25K,

F2 FARERRR SR ZERLE (X 25,0 =32)
Tab.2 Comparison of hemodynamic indexes at different time

points between the two groups (X +s,n =32)

Feai a3 T, T, T, T, T,
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Tab.3 Comparison of VAS scores after the surgery between the

two groups (X = s,point,n = 32)
Ea: ] KJE2h RJE8h KJE12h RJE24h
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Tab.4 Comparison of inflammatory factor levels between the

two groups (X +s,n =32)

TNF - alpg /L) IL-2(pg/nl)
AR REIh KB AR AEIh  REMh
MR 17936340 B.20£3.95 17264344 2244332 27.36+3.00° 21.2624.16
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i 0.556 4.797 2262 0. 146 4,499 2183
Pl 0.580 0.000 0.027 0.885 0.000 0.03
B AMAFIE,P < 0.05,
Note : Compared with those before the surgery, P < 0.05.
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Tab.5 Comparison of anesthetic effects between the two groups
[case (%) ,n = 32]
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Tab. 6 Comparison of the incidence of adverse reactions after

the surgery between the two groups [case (%) ,n = 32]
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