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Abstract

Objective: To explore the effect of holistic nursing combined with anesthesia nursing in operating
room. Methods: A total of 98 patients who underwent surgery in our hospital from May 2019 to
June 2020 were divided into control group and observation group according to number. Patients
in the control group were given holistic nursing care, a total of 49 cases. On the basis of the overall
nursing of the control group, the observation group was given anesthesia nursing, a total of 49
cases. The nursing satisfaction and emotional scores of the two groups were compared and ana-
lyzed, and the incidence of adverse events was observed. Results: The nursing satisfaction of the
two groups was 93.88% and 77.55% respectively; the observation group was better than the con-
trol group, P < 0.05; the incidence of adverse events such as shallow anesthesia, secondary punc-
ture and drug intervention in the observation group was 10.20% better than that in the control
group (26.52%, P < 0.05). Before nursing, P > 0.05; after nursing, P < 0.05; in emotional score com-
parison, SAS and SDS of the observation group were (30.6 * 1.5) points, (29.7 £ 2.2) points; SAS
and SDS of the control group were (41.0 + 1.8) points, (40.2 * 2.1) points; the observation group
was better than the control group. Conclusion: For patients in the operating room, the clinical ef-
fect of holistic nursing combined with anesthesia nursing for patients in operating room is signifi-
cant, which has obvious positive effect on the follow-up recovery of patients, which is worthy of
promotion and application.
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Table 1. Comparison of nursing satisfaction between the two groups (n, %)
1. MEBEFEHEELLE (N, %)

4151 (%) — i (%) i (%) Y (%)
W52 (n = 49) 26 (53.06) 20 (40.82) 3(6.12) 46 (93.88)
Xt ZH (n = 49) 22 (44.90) 16 (36.73) 11 (22.45) 38 (77.55)

X8 4.3595

P1E <0.05

3.2. MtAABREN A REHAER

KR B FH R B G HEA R FRAR, WEABHIAREM KA R B ARy
GRS, AR . R G DL 25T 1sE, WA B E A R FH 4 R AN 10.20%
T Xk FE 2 3% 26.52%, P < 0.05, L7 2.

Table 2. Comparison of the incidence of adverse events between the two groups (n, %)

F 2 MAREFNREMHRERER(, %)

4 51 JERIE I 2 (%) IR (%) M ZF1i(%) RAZE (%)
ML (n = 49) 3(6.12) 1(2.04) 1(2.04) 5 (10.20)
XHE 4 (n = 49) 5 (10.20) 4 (8.16) 4 (8.16) 13 (26.53)
X8 4.8001
P fE <0.05

3.3. XEL AR B ERIEEITES
ELi w4l s i B 4, PP BERT, P > 0.05, $MBEJS P < 0.05, 451 b, ME24] 34 11 SAS.
SDS VL T AL i, W 3.

Table 3. Comparison of emotional scores between the two groups (points, X +s)

3 FMABEBBETSLLB (S, X+s)

SAS SDS
451 1% - — -
E/ab LY sl E/aE LY s
pik =27z 49 51.5+3.7 30615 50.7+3.0 29722
X e 2] 49 51.7+39 41.0+18 51.2+£25 402+21
t1E 0.2646 32.7176 0.9201 25.0847
P1{H >0.05 <0.05 >0.05 <0.05
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