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Abstract

Objective: To analyze the importance of nurse-patient communication in outpatient transfusion
room nursing intervention. How: A total of 200 patients who entered the outpatient department of
our hospital for infusion therapy from May 202 to May 2021 were selected as the study objects,
and 200 patients were randomly divided into study group and reference group with an average of
100 cases in each group by randomization method. Patients in the reference group were given
routine nursing intervention, and patients in the study group were enhanced with nursing com-
munication skills on the basis of patients in the reference group. After different intervention modes,
the nursing satisfaction of the two groups was compared, and the incidence of adverse events such
as fluid exosmosis, needle support and unsuccessful puncture were compared, as well as the inci-
dence of nursing disputes between the two groups. Results: After the two groups of patients un-
derwent different nursing mode intervention, the nursing satisfaction of patients in the study
group was significantly higher than that in the reference group, the incidence of adverse events in
the study group was lower than that in the control group, and the incidence of nursing disputes in
the study group was significantly lower than that in the reference group, the difference between
the two groups was significant, with statistical significance (p < 0.05). Conclusion: Nurse-patient
communication plays an important role in nursing intervention in outpatient infusion room,
which can promote harmonious nurse-patient relationship, improve satisfaction, reduce the risk
of adverse events and reduce the occurrence of nursing disputes, and is worthy of wide applica-
tion in clinical nursing.
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Table 1. Comparison of satisfaction with nursing care between the two groups (n = 200)
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Table 3. Comparison of the incidence of nursing disputes between the two groups (n = 200)
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