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Abstract

Objective: To analyze the influence of predictive nursing on the length of stay and complications of
stroke patients. Methods: A total of 100 stroke patients admitted by our hospital from January
2020 to February 2021 were selected as the research objects, and were divided into the control
group and the observation group by random number table method. Routine nursing intervention
was carried out in the control group, predictive nursing intervention was carried out in the ob-
servation group, and complications and average hospital stay were compared between the two
groups. Results: The incidence of complications in the observation group was lower than that in
the control group (8.00% vs 22.00%), and the difference was statistically significant (P < 0.05).
The average length of hospital stay in the observation group was less than that in the control
group [(10.25 * 0.3) d vs (19.45 * 1.51) d], and the difference was statistically significant (P <
0.05). Conclusion: Predictive nursing intervention for patients with cerebral apoplexy can im-
prove the work level and nursing quality of nurses, formulate nursing plan for each patient
through predictive evaluation, prevent the occurrence of complications, so as to reduce the inci-
dence of complications, and greatly shorten the length of hospital stay of patients. Therefore, pre-
dictive nursing intervention for stroke patients can reduce the length of hospitalization and the
incidence of complications, and has high application value.
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Table 1. Comparison of average length of stay between the observation group and the control group (X = S)
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Table 2. Comparison of complications between the observation group and the control group [n(%)]
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