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Effects of Gum-chewing on the Recovery of Bowel Motility and Length of
Hospital Stay after Surgery for Colorectal Cancer

Kim, Sam Sook' - Lee, Eun Nam? - Kim, Hack Sun® - Kim, Min Kyoung® - Lee, Kyoung Sun* . Nam, Hye Jin*
Kim, Mi Young*

'Part-time Lecturer, Department of Nursing, Dong-A University; ?Professor, Department of Nursing, Dong-A University, Busan;
*Part-time Lecturer, Chung-Ang University, Seoul; ‘RN, Dong-A Medical Center, Busan, Korea

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of a gum-chewing on the recovery of bowel motility and
days of hospitalization after surgery for colorectal cancer. Methods: This study used a non-equivalent control group and
non-synchronized design. Thirty-four patients undergoing abdominal surgery for colorectal cancer were assigned to either
gum-chewing group (n=17) or control group (n=17). The patients in the gum-chewing group chewed gum for 10 min three
times daily from the first postoperative morning until the day they began oral intake. Outcome variables were time of
first flatus, time of first bowel movement, and length of hospital stay. Results: Gum-chewing was effective in enhancing
the first passage of flatus, but was not effective in enhancing time of bowel movement and length of hospital stay. Conclu-
sion: Gum-chewing can be utilized as a useful nursing intervention to shorten the time of the first flatus of postoperative
colectomy.

Key Words: Chewing, Colorectal cancer, Colectony
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Table 1. Homogeneity test for general characteristics of subjects

Gum-chew- Control
ing group  group

Variables Categories (n=17)  (n=17) xot p
n (%) n (%)
Gender  Male 10(58.8) 8(47.1) 0.119 .730
Female 7(41.2) 9(52.9)
Age(yr)  40-49 4(235) 5(295) 1596 660
50-59 7(412) 4(235)
60-69 4(235) 4(235)
>70 2(11.8) 4(235)
Diagnosis Colon cancer 4(235) 6(353) 2286 .319
Sigmoid cancer 6(35.3) 8(47.1)
Rectal cancer 7(41.2) 3(17.6)
Type of  Anterior resection 8(47.1) 5(29.4) 1510 .470
surgery  Hemicolectomy 5(29.4) 5(29.4)
Low anterior resection 4(23.5) 7(41.2)
Laparo-  Yes 7(41.2) 10(58.8) 1.059 .303
scopy No 10(58.8) 7(41.2)
Gum-chew- Control
ing group group
(M=SD) (M+8D)
Age (yr) 58.1+£88 60.9+120 -0.769 .448
Duration of surgery 184.4+56.2 196.7+472 -0.691 .495
(min)

Blood loss (mL) 517.7£159.0 510.6%+1489 0.134 .895

8%), Bt A S W A7 29.4% (57), A1) A9
AAEE WS QAR 23.5% (49)RAaL, tRTollAe 22
29.4% (5%), 29.4% (5%), 41.2% (TH)2 F 115 7tol f-2Jst
XPO] Ho|z] ekokrhy?=1.510, p=.470). £3t BlAH o2 4

tqwzm Aol A 41.2% (719), Tzl 58.8%

)

o3

) Ao NEER pad e ti A= dTtollA 58.8%
(10“5), 2t Oﬂ*ﬂ 41.2% (T2 F 25 7ol F23t Apol5
Ho|x] ekgtrhy?=1.059, p=.303). +EAIIE AEFo] 184.4
+56.28, IR0 196.7£47.280101 & F EFFS
AgFo] 517.7£159.0 cc, tl&o] 510.6:148.9 ccHoH
ol2|gk 20| & t—test® AT At [-oJgt 2JolE Holx| F

of 7 152 5% Ao & YERITHTable 1).
2. 7H4E3
ARTlA & T A 7EA7E WiEET 7 Y] 717 A
0] 471928 9717102 g2 ol A= 70.94 24,24 7FS.
2 APTlA Aeto o]t zjol= FAH R fofsto]
7V 18 A= ItHt=—2.605, p=.014). % & AL 0 & Hj
W37 742 9] 7171 Agtell Al 89,3+ 28,2417 0|9l aL ti =
%oﬂxﬂb 93.6+36.9A17F 0.2 Agof A 21 ZRgk ot BA

o7 Lot zlol7} Qo] 7Hd 2% 71ZE|Qrht=—0.382,
p=.705). & F ALdr= AETolA 8.2£1.8U0| 1AL o
ZtoA= 8.4+ 1703l ol2fRl Aol FA X = {9

o

2] eFo} 714 3 A A 7| 2FE]Qlekt=—0.197, p=.845) (Table 2).

o 91971
b AR B2 A7 W8S ST webA] o - A
B e 3 QAN A EARS dIe A 1T
LTS Fae B8 A&2HEY Fao® 7og Zlor A
Table 2. Effects of gum-chewing on outcome variables
Gum-chewing Control group
Variables group (n=17)  (n=17) t p
Mean (SD)  Mean (SD)
Time of first flatus (hr)  47.1£289 709+242 -2605 .014*
Time of first bowel 893+282 936+369 -0382 .705
movement (hr)
Length of hospital 82+18 8.4+17 -0.197 845
stay (day)

*p<.05.
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