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[ Abstract] Objective To investigate the clinical effect of nabufen or sufentanil on analgesia after
renal cyst unroofing under retroperitoneoscope. Methods Sixty patients, 38 males and 22 females, aged 55
—78 years, BMI 18-25 kg/m*, ASA physical status I —II , undergoing retroperitoneal laparoscopic surgery
under general anesthesia were selected. The patients were divided into two groups by random number table
30 cases in each group. PCIA was performed in all patients after operation. The analgesic formulation of
nabufen group was 100 mg + tropisetron 10 mg; sufentanil group was 100 mg + tropisetron 10 mg; all were
diluted with normal saline to 100 ml, background infusion rate was 2 ml/h, single dose was 1 ml, locking
time was 15 min. VAS pain score and Ramsay sedation score were recorded 2, 4, 8, 16, 32 and 48 h after
administration. Pressure times of analgesic pump, patients satisfaction and occurrence of adverse reactions
were recorded. Results There was no significant difference in VAS pain score and pressing times of analge-
sic pump between the two groups. Compared with sufentanil group, the incidence of nausea and vomiting in
nabufen group was significantly lower (P < 0.01), Ramsay sedation score increased significantly 8—48 h
after administration (P < 0.05), and patients’ satisfaction with the effect of PCIA increased significantly
(P < 0.05), but the incidence of hypotension and bradycardia had no significant difference.
Conclusion Intravenous analgesia with nabufen after retroperitoneal endoscopy is comparable to sufentanil,
but with fewer adverse reactions and higher patient satisfaction.
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