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Abstract

Objective: To explore the application effect of optimized nursing process management in patients
with multiple intravitreal injection and its influence on nursing satisfaction, so as to provide effec-
tive guidance for clinical nursing work. Methods: 74 cases of patients with multiple intravitreal
injection in our hospital from January to December 2020 were selected and randomly divided into
control group and experimental group. 35 cases in the control group were nursed according to the
routine nursing management method, while 39 cases in the experimental group were nursed ac-
cording to the optimized nursing process management method on the basis of the routine nursing
management method. The anxiety score, treatment compliance and nursing satisfaction of pa-
tients were compared. Results: The SAS score of the experimental group (26.37 * 3.15) was lower
than that of the control group (35.61 * 5.26), and the difference between the two groups was sta-
tistically significant (P < 0.05); the total compliance rate of the experimental group was 94.87%,
and that of the control group was 74.29%, which was higher than that of the control group, and the
comparison between the two groups was statistically significant (P < 0.05); the nursing satisfac-
tion of the experimental group was 97.44%, which was much higher than 82.86% of the control
group. The difference between the two groups was statistically significant (P < 0.05). Conclusion:
The application of optimized nursing process management method is helpful to alleviate and avoid
anxiety and other secondary emotions of patients, improve the treatment compliance and nursing
job satisfaction of patients, which has certain guiding significance for clinical nursing work, and
can be applied in many fields of clinical nursing quality management.
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2. BRSRAE
2.1 —feFM

IR BE IR FHE 2020 4F 1 F~2020 4F 12 H S0IE I 2 B A IR N5 838 74 BIVE R FET &
THEHLBENL 2 Xt BEZE(35 Bil) FIse ot 2H (39 B). XFHEALha Bk 21 Bl kb 14 6, BENE
Woh 51~76 %, FHYERSN(64.29 + 8.36)%; SLIGUI A BYEEE 23 B, LMtkE 16 6], BEHER
N 52~T7 %, “PYJHER N(64.78 + 10.45)% . WA EEAMEL TR TP EREES, A,
AT TEIRAFAE L AG B VR 1]

2.2. MNFIHERRIRE

IWNFRIE: 1) T BE R IREHZ W TT & AMD. DR WREARFIE, #5222 3 B M4 s A 1 54T VEGF
2WNGIT; 2) BE RGN, BN H ERE DA 3) BEER 228 8, <80 ¥; 4) HELEER
BB EZ S50,

HeBRbrrtE: 1) BEESTIREAA AT SN EIR ARG, 2) JESTIRAAAE TR B T e IR e s 3) 8
Lo 58 R g T REAF AR A O BRI 25 [ 1]

23. BIRA=E

1) EFxb IR ZE 35 451 £ 4% IR AP BT o R AT B, R TR AR T S AT IR A R A
AR e 2 25 2 HE TR L) ST AR I 24 I 18], 50 PR W £ SR A 24 T R 3 AR N2 A 3 SRR 247K R
BEETRYHBER PG TS, SRR, 8RBT H NIRRT R, Ry t4%
MFARETARZR, #ERFARTHY . SWEIER2Y, SRFARLHE A, WNEE LR, wHh
B A= 58 B S S R, VA S i I B JE TR DA M i AR, R TR H R ERA AT TR s 2 AR AR,
TSE AT, W EREIAT I, WEEERENY, €IS REE. HRERT T RS
ZPWNEST, R AR TR I 8] B BR B A BN BE T LSS T — BT iRE »

2) AhxF sl 39 il A £ AL BT Ikt N A AU i B B R, T AN B
SRR AR R, TR BRRE A B LR R BEAT R, DS H OB, e LS
H N AN FE A EONE RPN R AR . B SRRSO B N L, R AT S . AR
L ARSI EAT (RIS 1) LR e J o /N SEEAT I U542 A1) S Ik B st ) A, i) 6 40077 58 » #5520t , T2 1% PDCA
T35, MRS AR PR E BN B AT . BRI a) @A AR BB AA R
HAEFEPH LK LI LHETES £, B8RS UEAE S 88 @ VR i B AR 55
TR IRES R SO0, B RO R L B PRI S S IR R, N R E AL R R BT 5
b) [FINF I AC IR S A AL ROV, TR MR . SO0 SO REAE R, BALE
BMRSEE, EMEEELAFERAR, WREEARN. Rt g, EMEE. LEk, NESEN
PR TARIT ESUE AL . ¢) AR T: 7EBFE AN 3d HATHUERRAKIHRE S, W BTk
B E AN T2 R 24 3 A HLRISS 15 F1 58 7 iR ST L SR, SRR R A E VAR O, R
NS ARHT A GNEIT 775 TARREE BERNGTES WA, fEnie SF BT O g S, SHmFA
TSI R Z, G R TE ST B R NIRRT AR, o B AT QA BB IR R Bh iR
) BEH R TR 2. d) RhfaS: Rb N EF A A aE, TR R IEANG IS 5 At
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BAEBYIE, BEAT RIS, HETERERE, WEHER, WAL RN kB HEdE
TR R BB 2577 WA, 2, RIS . BT RORE I, Bdlkgiit,
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2.4. VN ERR

L FE RS B PP R (SAS) B 88 S 3 i B AT 2 IR BRI IR i ey 7 5 AR S 4, L6 AN
EGYERE, WhE AL N A E 3 BT VE 2 AR I AR IR R, AR B VPR R VP G DU e R AR TR
FREE, &80 0~100 43, 1957 BEAE B FE R 48 00 N =TT 3 /=i 2]

XFEEFIRIT IR TR, B R AR A RS TAERIE KN, TEE A B FELE TAERIH
WM, B3N G BAR SE I & TAE RN, B AEE = (584K G+ 43 MBI 5150 x 100%.

XPEE BT PRI RE” MR, MR NS, R RS 008 CAEETHR” (390
IR R (70~90 7). AR (<TO )=, PEEEE = AREESE + e
BI% x 100%.

25 GitFRE

N SPSS19.0 B AEHEATHE M, THEBERILU(X £8)FR, 17 15720 - EEERILL n (%) F R,
TR TR, xR s, B P <0.05, IEMWTL R AA SR .

3. &R
3.1 MEBENEERBITERGCAS)FSER

VR 2E ER 8L A RS VPR (SAS) X H & AR RS DU T 45 A VAN, SR A A b B A A HE 1) S0 36 4
3% SAS 1370 W AR T X IR L84y, dHIA)n) bb 2 57 0 B 2 Gt 22 (P < 0.05). L% 1.

Table 1. Anxiety score comparison table of two groups of patients (X + s, score)

=1 RABENERITOLR(X s, &)

4 R4 (n = 35) FERH (n = 39)

SAS V5 35.61 +5.26 26.37 £3.15

3.2. PHBERIATT M MEELE

SEIG A BRI BRI 94.87%, X IELH A 74.29% % =, #HIAI ELcA it 8 X (P < 0.05). M.
2.
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Table 2. Comparison of treatment compliance between the two groups (n (%))
52 2. FHBEBTTIRMMEEER (n (%))

R n SEA KA (n) #ar M () AR M) BRI ZE (%)
Xt ER 4 35 10 16 9 74.29 (26/35)
SEEGAH 39 16 21 2 94.87 (37/39)

X - - - - 6.177
P - - - - 0.013

33 MHBEFERBELR

=
SEIGAH P PR R T A F) 97.44%, 1 T FR ALK 82.86%, ZHLIE] X bL 2 S HAT G it 24 (P < 0.05).
W7 3.

Table 3. Comparison of nursing satisfaction between the two groups (n (%))
% 3. MABHIPEHEELRN (W)

415 n EHHR(n) =N (D) AN (n) P R E (%)
ot B A 35 12 17 6 82.86 (29/35)
SEEGAH 39 18 20 1 97.44 (38/39)
X2 _ _ - - 4578
P - - - - 0.032
4. #+1ig

1) B AR s v 24 R 2 S I B s P R I A R AR R T AR AT R A, R, TR,
HZLZMHNELmW, FEARMEERS T EEKOE, BT X IEREEWR SR, AR T E[4]
T HZ T S B E AT R A RO, KA RIS L &0 B B BlEEE Y, *t
SR G SRR T I BRI, [R] A e AR B O R . N AR B R AR A T A A OGTE E
HRER RGN, BN BRE O L EENARES, @A O e § &0 B 5|
SR AR, Gl A MR BT R, ST R A, T S AR A 1 R R R
FEREN, EH SN 12 R ER, BRI AR ALy TIE, AT EERNENE SR
BRTT I FR[5]

2) ZI RN, N AR B R E E VAR SRR R SAS 1947(26.37 £ 3.A5)MIK T X IR
(35.61 +5.26), H LI VAT MK E P B IS 3 94.87%. 97.44%, 351U Sk i T X RAZH 1) 74.29% .
82.86%, HIMFRATAT LIS H 4518, Jofbd i ymRe i Bl 7 v vl oo st £ 3 0 22 YRR A s PN v SFEYA T 7 3 R0 1)
OVFIRSL, U R T A0 I IS5 A B8 VR T IR VE T R MM AT R i, D fbdr B AR A B
FEERT BE ST AN, R TR N TR IE—ANT, TR A
B, ARTIERENZ R0, MM 7 EE R AL S RE 24K, A3 15w R
BRI .

g bR, SRR SRR E VAR T 2 B A s S R R R B R AP P AR, 2%
R B RS S, T B DTRIT N R B AR 2535 RS, 2 R B3, SRS 3 T
PEh BAA— 2 MR SR, RIHE LTI PR B 5T 245 2RI 2N 4o
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