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Abstract

Objective: This paper aims to investigate the impact of detailed nursing care in the operating room on
nursing safety. Methods: A total of 86 surgical patients were selected as study subjects and randomly
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divided into a conventional nursing group (control group) and a detailed nursing group (observation
group), with 43 patients in each group. Results: The observation group showed significantly better
outcomes than the control group in terms of nursing quality (including instrument preparation, clean-
ing and disinfection, equipment management, and staff coordination), surgery duration, bed rest time,
hospitalization period, wound healing, VAS scores, CPIS scores, and incidence of postoperative ad-
verse events, with statistically significant differences (P < 0.05 or P < 0.001). Conclusion: Detailed
nursing care in the operating room effectively improves nursing quality and safety, reduces the inci-
dence of postoperative adverse reactions, and has clinical value for widespread application.
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Table 1. Comparison of nursing quality between the two groups

1. FMEAIPIERELE

5 Joa 511 F & THRTHE P g=gil N R A
Xof 20 43 16.58 £3.25 17.48 +£2.48 16.59 +4.01 17.48 +4.58
MG 43 22.02 £2.39 21.58 +3.47 2148 +2.34 22.05 +3.68

t1H - 7.892 8.111 7.258 2.591

P 1A - 0.001 0.001 0.001 <0.05

Table 2. Comparison of surgical indicators between the two groups

2. MEFARIERRELLR

Hu mEE FAREIE@ming  GHEAEN(%) VAS(43) CPIS(4y)  HMRIHE() AR E(d)

XTHRAH 43 262.52 +5.47 55.64 +4.01 526+£2.04 9.84+3.07 83.15+6.41 1324+1.82

MEH 43 139.58 + 4.24 68.59 +3.58 3.15+£237 5.67+279 5232+648 1035+2.04
t{H - 7.113 3.111 2.487 5.479 5.586 2.794
P1H - 0.001 <0.05 <0.05 <0.01 <0.01 <0.05
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MBRAMARGEA REA AR AERREMT A, ZERBASHEE (P <0.001) (K& 3).

Table 3. Comparison of postoperative adverse events between the two groups
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