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Abstract

Objective: To explore the effect of health education combined with psychological nursing inter-
vention on the nursing of infertility patients. Methods: 126 cases of infertility patients admitted to
our hospital from January 2021 to December 2022 were randomly divided into control group and
intervention group with 63 cases in each group. The control group was given routine nursing me-
thods, and the intervention group was given health education combined with psychological nurs-
ing measures on the basis of this, and the nursing effects of the two groups were compared. Re-
sults: The rate of confidence in treatment in the intervention group (96.8%) was higher than that
in the control group (77.8%), and the difference was statistically significant (P < 0.05). There was
no significant difference in SAS and SDS scores between the two groups before nursing (P > 0.05).
The SAS and SDS scores in the intervention group were lower than those in the control group, and
the differences were statistically significant (P < 0.01). The score of quality of life after nursing
was compared between the two groups. The score of the intervention group was higher than that
of the control group in four aspects, including physiology, psychology, social relationship and liv-
ing environment, respectively, and the difference was statistically significant (P < 0.01). The nurs-
ing satisfaction of the two groups was compared. The scores of the intervention group in nursing
style, nursing service, nursing environment and nursing satisfaction were higher than those of the
control group, and the difference was statistically significant (P < 0.01). The scores of anxiety and
depression, quality of life and nursing satisfaction in the intervention group were higher than
those in the control group, and the differences were statistically significant (P < 0.01). Conclusion:
The effect of health education combined with psychological intervention on infertility patients is
significant, which can improve nursing satisfaction and is worthy of clinical nursing.
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