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Abstract

Objective: The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effects of risk assessment and nursing
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intervention before endoscopic removal of digestive tract foreign bodies on the duration of opera-
tion and mucosal injury, as well as its effect on postoperative recovery of patients. Methods: 70 pa-
tients with digestive tract foreign bodies from February 2023 to September 2024 were selected by
random number table method and randomly divided into observation group and control group,
with 35 patients in each group. The control group received routine nursing, while the observation
group added preoperative risk assessment and targeted nursing intervention on the basis of rou-
tine nursing. The duration of operation, mucosal injury (using Los Angeles scale) and postoperative
complications were compared between the two groups. Results: The operation time of observa-
tion group (35.67 + 8.56 minutes) was significantly shorter than that of control group (42.43 %
9.12 minutes), P < 0.01. The mucosal injuries showed that the proportion of patients with grade
A and B injuries in the observation group was higher than that in the control group, and the pro-
portion of patients with grade C and D injuries was lower than that in the control group, P < 0.01.
No serious complications occurred in both groups. Conclusion: Preoperative risk assessment and
targeted nursing intervention can significantly reduce the duration of surgery and the degree of
mucosal injury, and do not increase the risk of postoperative complications, which is of great sig-
nificance for improving the safety and effectiveness of endoscopic removal of digestive foreign
bodies.

Keywords

Foreign Body in Digestive Tract, Endoscopic Extraction, Nursing Intervention, Mucosal Injury

Copyright © 2025 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. B

THHE R R IRR R W EAEZ —, HAGTFHCEARBE ) POk, 24 iRe 8 oy LT
Jiide BRI, ARHT RS PEA A9 AS 78 50 AR A 47 BT 39 AN BUAL RT3 B0 AR RGO ARE A& A 30
BB AERTT A1 AW I S L I8 I X A TE 790 A B T B AT PR XU 1A 55 47 BT OSCR 3
ATWEIE, PRV ATE LR 2 (PP A TR AN BT, PRI T AR, e FARIIR, g 8 ia[2].
BTSSR 9 i RS BB P 5 B DU AR T Al 7 83 i T AP BRSBTS
Ji

2. ENERE
2.1. —RESER

2023 %2 512024 4 9 H, RHABEHECRIELES 70 LBV EE NI TSR, 2NEHS
XTHEAE, RRALR 35 B E . IAARIE: 1) FIAE 18 X KLl E. 2) flmRIZ NHIERY), H et
TS TBUL AR ESE . 3) BF AN CEZMHFRIE . 4) BH RIS 5Bt 7t 11F
AP B . HEBRARIE: a) AT/ HO, iy BT B IRERE A S EATE DhREREAT 1B (3], b) /M E
AR BOARI D RERRRS ,  TCVARC & AT SO B I SR o o) AR BB IR BR INAE , AT RERZ I T
ARV G . d) Z2EsUAE L. o) AHAEST L. MEH NSNS TR RESIEREE.
LA THACTE AR, FIRER M T ARBIER G . g EAES S HoAhln RIT 7T 8T ka7 1) 8 . W

][l

DOI: 10.12677/ns.2025.145090 676 I


https://doi.org/10.12677/ns.2025.145090
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

SITEH], FNT

HEMEFE 21N, LB 14 N BEFRE 18 H 2|75 % 20, “FIFEENA45.56£12.43)%; LM
SR B2 ] 0.5 /N B 48 /NI 2 (8], F34)(13.45£7.89) /N XFERAE B s 20 N, tEEE
15 N; BEFERA 19 B3] 76 200, FHERE6.21+£11.98)%; WFEMN YR B2 a1 /N3]
49 /N2 B, SFI(14.12 £ 8.02)/0 . PR EE — R R E Gt 22 2 7+, P> 0.05.

2.2. A&

2.2.1. XfER4E

R R B AR R, B AEIRRL R RIS SR BB IT A,
(EAELFERE E PO FT RS VA B X PE P BT, — MR R . et — @R E, AR
JEPEL, RS HEE R R AR IR R RS L, T ARER 2 TT AF
RIGIT, AW R E IR FT AR A it o
2.2.2. WERE

ARETREE AL NS T ICHRHET, B F AT 2T XS AL, BREAERE, LEA SRR, D
WM P REsZ T AR R RIS R 2= o AT BRI R B PP 45 5, il AL 9 B ),
FEART O SRR BIRIEHl ERFFMEE 4], Rrtif: X FR5 R 2, SREGH B
feiEit, oGEE IR REOHRESMRIAEESE . RpEMAT7: ENEFARERES, &
MW A A AR AE AN AT IE B, AR FF AT TR, RS SR AR EROR S, S
PORE R JFRIERWAEETR S, CLAEMBEV VPL[S]. (@RAF: SROATFHREREAE, O
S BRI ER L TP R AR Y AE S R Tt R B A
2.3. WMEIRHR

TR : T ARBRAERINE],  H PLSPAL TR R AT BE 1 I AR R .

BT DL VP AR AR R oo S R R IR 5 O, R A AZHL(Los Angeles, LA) 7> 214k
BT B R IR FE (6]

HRIERANEDL: 10T BE ARG I RAER K ARG, i A 2 fL5 .
2.4. GHERE

ARICRH SPSS 26.0 Gt AT AR T . LA DASIE £ ARHEZE( X £ S )R, LI HLBCR A
SRR ¢ 88 70 RAEE I ()M 73 (%) &, B EERCR A RO R R (), S5 AR BRI R AN
RS, Fragiitigns bl P <0.05 A% R BAGHE B SRR .

3. R
3.1. FARAR

XA R T AR AT TRt SR, WrE 1 s,
3.2. FEEHBER

XA ORI O I U HEAT 1 it B HUE, N AR 2 P
33, HEELZEER

LR T SRR, WAL ARG SR R A E IR RIE

DOI: 10.12677/ns.2025.145090 677 B


https://doi.org/10.12677/ns.2025.145090

FIRER, AT

Table 1. Comparison of operation time ( X + S )
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Table 2. Statistical comparison of mucosal injury
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