WREAFILELC

wcjd@wijgnet.com

2014 9 28 ;22(27): 4119-4123
ISSN 1009-3079 (print) ISSN 2219-2859 (online)

CLINICAL PRACTICE

HER M A EZEIRK R RFRERE K755

, 067000
, , 067000,
22,
765330840@qq.com
: 0314-2028167
: 2014-06-21 : 2014-07-15
: 2014-07-24 : 2014-09-28

Foreign body sensation in
the throat as main clinical
manifestation of reflux
esophagitis: Analysis of 75
cases

Zhi-Hong Hu

Zhi-Hong Hu, Department of Otorhinolaryngology, Central
Hospital of Chengde, Chengde 067000, Hebei Province,
China

Correspondence to: Zhi-Hong Hu, Associate Chief Physi-
cian, Department of Otorhinolaryngology, Central Hospital
of Chengde, 22 Xidajie, Chengde 067000, Hebei Province,
China. 765330840@qq.com

Received: 2014-06-21 Revised: 2014-07-15

Accepted: 2014-07-24  Published online: 2014-09-28

Abstract

AIM: To investigate the therapeutic effects of
omeprazole in reflux esophagitis patients with
foreign body sensation in the throat as the
main clinical manifestation.

METHODS: The patients with reflux esopha-
gitis treated at our hospital from January 2012
to June 2014 were divided into two groups:
an observation group and a control group
(n = 172). The observation group comprised
75 patients with foreign body sensation in
the throat as the main clinical manifesta-
tion, while the control group comprised 172
patients in whom foreign body sensation in
the throat was not as the main clinical mani-
festation. Both groups accepted omeprazole
treatment. The clinical efficacy, endoscopic
classification changes, and improvement of
clinical symptoms were compared between
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before and after treatment and between the
two groups.

RESULTS: After treatment, the percentages of
patients with pain (87.8% vs 12.2%), regurgita-
tion (62.2% vs 10.5%), bitter taste in the mouth
(52.9% vs 6.4%), foreign body sensation in the
throat (13.5% vs 1.2%), dysphagia (16.9% vs
2.3%), nausea and vomiting (34.3% vs 4.1%),
and chest distress (17.4% vs 1.7%) in the obser-
vation group and those in the control group
(21.3% vs 4.0%, 38.7% vs 9.3%, 22.7% vs 2.7%,
100% vs 12.0%, 85.3% vs 8.0%, 68.0% vs 6.7%,
18.7% vs 1.3%) were significantly reduced (P
< 0.05). The total effective rate was 75.6% in
the treatment group and 80.0% in the control
group, and there was no significant difference
between the two groups (P > 0.05).

CONCLUSION: Omeprazole can achieve com-
parable clinical effects between reflux esopha-
gitis patients with pharyngeal foreign body
sensation as the main clinical manifestation
and those in whom foreign body sensation in
the throat is not as the main clinical manifes-
tation.

© 2014 Baishideng Publishing Group Inc. All rights
reserved.
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