E vt 2022 58 3 B 7 W
Contemporary Nursing https://cn.oajrc.org

AMALPIRE SRR FESN AT PR R B IER

# B, HEA, FEa, RRE
BHHEFAXFWEFEER @Il FN

[BE] B it 3L st 77 B2 4T AP BTG RFE RE R, ik &R 20184 1 A ~
201 4F 4 A Mg 69 66 BIFUIER SNAHE 7 B A AT AR, AL A FAL (S EFLTFRAYETN) R
o (FAEE R, BT ARKYPETFR) , &334 wRAAELFHERAK. PEREES (PRI,
FURP, RERPE, FEKXR) . PEBEE TS (PEXR. PELSE. SHEPE) , GR AFRa-Fihi
FRARAL (8.79+1.52) d 42 F#M-PIMERRI (13.65+1.79) d (P<0.05) ; AFRMIFIIRT (88.93+4.23)
o FAKF (89.72+5.29) 4. HREIFIE (90.63+429) 4. H#HEEFR (91.72+5.17) 435 T H LA 32 IR
F(70.63+528)5 . Hlk KF (75.89+4.62)4 . X L (76.39+5.88) 4 F#HAR (7544 +4.19)4(P<0.05);
FER e &4 2 (90.44£429) o PHEAE (91.63£523) 4. NP (89.99+529) 535 FHALY &
%% (7058+259) o FHEEE (7129+5.17) 4 S (76.25+525) 4 (P<0.05) . 4 AMiud
BFRFXAREA G, THERRKSES, REVEREAIHTE, RHILRIFEH RIFTE.

[EHIR] Adttedr 38, SLUIREIML PREBE

The role of humanized nursing in breast cancer surgical treatment and nursing
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[ Abstract] Objective To explore the clinical effect of humanized nursing intervention for breast cancer patients
undergoing surgical treatment. Methods A total of 66 breast cancer patients treated with surgical treatment from January
2018 to April 201 were selected for nursing research; they were randomly divided into routine group (patients were given
traditional nursing intervention) and research group (on the basis of routine group, humanized Nursing intervention), 33
cases in each group; the average length of hospital stay, nursing quality scores (nursing links, professional level, ward
nursing, nursing effect), and nursing satisfaction scores (nursing-patient relationship, nursing attitude, and psychological
nursing) were compared between the two groups. Results The average length of stay in the study group (8.79£1.52) d
was shorter than the average length of stay in the routine group (13.65+1.79) d (P<0.05); the study group was scored
(88.93£4.23) in nursing and professional level (89.72+5.29). score, ward nursing (90.63+£4.29), and nursing effect
(91.72+5.17) were higher than those of routine group nursing (70.63 &=5.28), professional level (75.89 2-4.62), and ward
nursing (76.39£5.88) ) points, nursing effect (75.44 14.19) points (P<0.05); research group nurse-patient relationship
(90.44+4.29) points, nursing attitude (91.63 & 5.23) points, psychological nursing (89.99 & 5.29) points were higher than
those of routine The scores of nurse-patient relationship (70.58 +-2.59), nursing attitude (71.29+5.17) and psychological
nursing (76.25 +5.25) in the group (P<0.05). Conclusion After the effective application of humanized nursing
intervention, the length of hospital stay can be shortened, the nursing quality and satisfaction can be improved, and the
good prognosis of breast cancer surgical patients can be promoted.
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