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Application effect of prospective operating room nursing strategies in
robot-assisted esophagectomy

WEI Lijun, ZHANG Xiaoxia, XU Chunsheng

(Department of Gastrointestinal Surgery, the First Affiliated Hospital of Air Force Military Medical University, Xi’an 710032, China)

Abstract Objective: To evaluate the effects of prospective operating room nursing strategies in robot-assisted esophagectomy
(RAE). Methods: 92 patients who underwent RAE at the First Affiliated Hospital of Air Force Military Medical University from January
2018 to June 2023 were selected. They were randomly divided into the experimental group (n=46, receiving prospective nursing strategies)
and the control group (n=46, receiving conventional nursing intervention) using a random number table. Surgical recovery time, self-rating
anxiety scale(SAS) scores, complication rates, and satisfaction levels were compared between the two groups of patients. Results: The
experimental group showed significantly shorter surgical recovery times across all metrics compared to the control group (P<0.05). SAS
scores were decreased in the two groups after intervention, with lower scores in the experimental group (P<0.05). The experimental group
also showed a lower overall complication rate and higher satisfaction levels than the control group (P<0.05). Conclusion: Application
of prospective operating room nursing strategies in RAE can significantly shorten recovery time, alleviate anxiety, reduce postoperative
complications, and improve patient satisfaction.
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Table 1 Comparison of general data between the two
groups of patients [x+s, n (%) ]

i e téz P

it C2 23 (50.00) 25 (54.35) 0.174 0.676
z % 23(50.00) 21 (45.65) 0.174 0.676
Fk (%) 62.93+6.95 61.30+8.25 1.025 0.308
BMI (kg/m”) 2288269 22.01+2.89 1.494 0.139
EHEME 9(1957) 11(2391) 0256 0.613
EFHIERR 1(217)  4(870) 1903 0.168
SHAFTIRESE 25 (54.35) 21 (45.65) 0.696 0.404
ﬁ#g‘iggg"ﬁ 3(652) 1(217) 1.045 0.307
FEFRE 7(1522) 6(13.04) 009 0.765
TFIERIASE 20 (43.48) 29 (63.04) 3537 0.06
HFAEBE L 19 (41.30) 24(52.17) 1.092 0.296

s 1 8 5(10.87) 4(870) 0.123 0.726
i 11 £ 18 (39.13) 20(43.48) 0.179 0.672
H T #A 23 (60.00) 22 (47.83) 0.043 0.835
FERRERE  4(870) 3(652) 0155 0.694

e MEERR®® 5(1087) 3(652) 0548 0.459
i FPERRERE 17 (36.96) 14 (3043) 0438 0.508
B BTEA®E 11(2391) 12(26.09) 0058 0810
REBXHE  9(1957) 14(3043) 1449 0.229

. MCK;OBgf% 11(2391) 9(1957) 0256 0.613
7; Ivor ;%Z'ff% 21(45.65) 18(39.13) 0.401 0.527
* sweot 489 14 (30.43) 19(4130) 1.181 0277
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Table 2 Comparison of surgical recovery between the two
groups of patients (d, x=s)

A3 ShRER  FHRiE HR  RELEE Bz
- HEE  shEYE BE BEREE B8]
LA 3.15 % 228+ 422+ 5.09 + 13.02 +
(n=46) 0.60 0.50 0.96 1.19 1.09
PogicEa:] 5.48 + 500+ 7.07=+ 8.11+ 18.83 +
(n=46) 0.75 0.47 0.98 1.83 1.18
tE 16.445  26.772 14.084 9.396 24.563
PE 0.000 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.000

Rx3 WHEBEER (SAS) TSk %E (x=s)
Table 3 Comparison of anxiety ( SAS ) scores between
the two groups of patients (x s )

ZA 51 FIET FHE A P&
HIGA 51.70 + 41.20

(n=46) 2.94 0.83 0.543 0.000
pO:icEA:] 51.30 + 4959 +

(n=46) 3.18 2.59 0.619 0.000
A 0.614 20.941 — —
P& 0.541 0.000 — —
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F4 MABEHREREBRILE[N(%)]
Table 4 Comparison of the occurrence of complications between the two groups of patients [n ( % ) ]

A5 iR RN Y& 0O BAPR £ TR E BEER
HIA (=46 ) 1(217) 1(217) 1(217) 0(0.00) 1(2.17) 1(2.17) 5(10.87)
ST (=46 ) 2(435) 3(6.52) 4(870) 1(217) 2(435) 2 (435) 14 (30.43)

Y 1E 5.373

P1a 0.020

*5 WMHBREHREEILE[N(%)]
Table 5 Comparison of patient satisfaction between the
two groups of patients [n ( % ) ]

2R 31 b =Y BEAHER ZN = =
LA 40 5 1 45
(n=46) (86.96 ) (10.87) (2.17) (97.83)
poiicga) 21 12 13 33
(n=46) (45.65) (26.09) (28.26) (71.74)
X & 12.132

= <0.001
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