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Abstract

Objective: This study aimed to investigate the risk factors for choledocholithiasis recurrence in el-
derly patients following endoscopic retrograde cholangiopancreatography (ERCP), and to construct
a clinical risk prediction model based on independent risk factors, with the goal of identifying high-
risk populations and providing scientific evidence for individualized postoperative follow-up and
intervention strategies. Results: Multivariate Logistic regression analysis (forward LR method) iden-
tified history of gallbladder surgery (OR = 5.220, 95%CI: 1.951~13.756), common bile duct diame-
ter 21.5 cm (OR = 3.678, 95%CI: 1.455~9.365), and juxtapapillary duodenal diverticulum (OR =
4.922,95%CI: 1.954~12.379) as independent risk factors for stone recurrence after ERCP. The com-
bined prediction model constructed based on these three variables demonstrated an area under
the ROC curve (AUC) of 0.814 (95%CI: 0.732~0.895). Conclusion: History of gallbladder surgery,
common bile duct diameter 21.5 cm, and juxtapapillary duodenal diverticulum are independent
risk factors for choledocholithiasis recurrence in elderly patients after ERCP. The prediction model
integrating these three indicators exhibits good discriminative ability and can be used to identify
high-risk patients for postoperative recurrence, guiding the formulation of individualized follow-
up and management strategies.
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1. 518

PECFRE 2 I R 5 LI R 22 005, L BB 2 5 iy LA 53 52 K o NEATRE & 4B IR IE 2 G0 (60 46 E R A0 EER) Y
RAGEA WM, 8 A RAEBCAF R 3 AHTESE . FFAMBE S A RTF N IEE S A, HEE A2
FEAMEA G5 1 B8, W SRR . REE 5% . BRAR R S E IR RE, AN KR YT, WTREfE K
BF ML AT FE SR, o JES5 A0 104 R0 SR 1 1 K693 28 S 7R e M A o v A R
T B, TR B A, B () R0 28 25 B AR U IR AT R G, R AR A 1)
<30 Z 1) 1.05% LT+ 2I>70 5 1) 11.60% [2]. BEHE N ERIERA. KB G103 KA Z5E Ak 1) 1Y
I, REAE )RR R IEAE B AE ETH2] [3].

25 N BR300 AT IR IE 4 i 52 R (endoscopic retrograde cholangiopancreatography, ERCP)2 H i VA 77 IH &L &5 &5
FHEETE. ERCP BEA WEL NI LG LINITIFF A (endoscopic sphincterotomy, EST)Ek Py 4% K FL Sk A2k
BRIEY 5K AR (endoscopic papillary balloon dilation, EPBD) £ i J9 ¥4 J7 IH AL 5 45 0 bR dER R [4] [5]. 5164
HMEHFEARALE, ERCP BAT GG/ AP B A BOA SRR m s, Bl o) Z A T
JRI6] [7]. WFFTEERM], ERCP ¥GITIHEE S5 A B2k 80%~100%, FAE K A% 0%~25% [8]-[11].
SR1MT, ERCP A Ji5 IH AV &5 A1 5 R AT =2 s PR TN AR R R, 4 4R0E, ERCP RJGIHAVE S AR KERN
4%~24% [12]-[15].

CERERINBES AN R RN BE N RAEGKFRIR N 2Rk, ZERE
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1E H o A = ) 32 22N BE[16] [17]. EFERH S 45 0 B 45 A NG 7 0] S S50 BRI 3. 5k i
P I RE, X N S A 3 O K S [18] . AR R AR LR . BRI o S
B, DI ThRER R R 2, RGUMRFF AR K mi[19] [20]. #E4RiE, S4REEMEIL, ZFEE IR
HF ARG WILZ EIL 21% [21]. Kk, ERCP HUNIRTT ZHFEM A E A NHIET%. A, ZHEEEHT
NRTE R A5 A S . B IR 2 HUATIRE N IS5 3, ERCP ARG 45 A &2 R XS il Re S . DAL, #RT
ZHESE ERCP REMHAESAERMERIEER, FHEA TR, XTSI R MR T
RIGEH., IR AERE LG HEER L.

AW I B EE I (BB 43 BT %4 B ERCP JAIT RS 45 A IR R VORE, R R2ma 45 A 2 R i hoT
FER A2, AR TAREAL, NIG R TS FIa T R (BRI . X TR E g S R ERCP 89T 1T
R, BEBRFHEE BRRERST A B A B2 IR S ORI E S E .

2. ‘I EH*E
2.1 xR

AHIE TR B Hp O P [ 4 BA B SR 20 0 BRI T . ESRGNN 2019 4F 1 H 1 HE 2024 4F 12 A 31 H
HHTA) T 22 BUEE R S B T8 5059 B Bt AT RHARL 25 V452 ERCP BUA RIATT FIZHE(ERE > 60 B)HEE &4
B AW IS LR RS S VU B 8 = Bt = A0 B2 B o W A g .

PINFRE: (1) EHY >60 2 (2) RATZLMEHHA | THEHLKE S35 (CT) sk fl L3R i A2 A% (MRCP)
e RIE RIS E S A (3) MIITEM ERCP BUAAR, HARJGARSFIESLG A B0 (4) InIR Kb 55
STt

HeBrbritk: (1) &IHHARELS A (2) FEGEMEME(WIRE . BESE) S 80 RERERE; (3) BETA
FEYI A AL, (4) BEVIHAIAS L 12 AN H Bk .

At 184 IEFH N, MRS 122 M WREHINEAER, /7 NERHAGLBNRE KA
(153 ).

22. BRELASRIRE

SERERENN: ERCP BUAR)G, S E(EEHEA. CT 8 MRCP) T JHAE A IR K I 45
£, FEECAPEE I R SE AN I RTE R . BEUFRS R 3 FARZ Hilg 5.

2.3. BiRWEsR

i R g R 0 3 AR e USCAR DL T B -

1) —fewrl: R MR S, REL RBIRE(BMI). BRAER (RIS BE AR O I
i 52) HEE TR L (HFEVIBRARSE).

2) RFEETARMKHER: RITHEFHEMBAERKES. Sa8E. RREGAER. 4AF
S FESARE ). REFAET TIRBA LG, RO AIBRIEE FHIE . 25 A EAR TR X .

24. GHFEH*

{11 SPSS Statistics 27.0 A FHIR AT, FF A EAA I RVOHLIIE + FRERFOR, 4L
ORISR R A s P A 25 OB A S BP0 53 621 BE) [M(P25, PTS)]EEA%, 411
BRI Mann-Whitney U K036 1 SC0RHIABIS(E 45 Ho) [n(8)] 77, 411 HAOR i 12 KBk Fisher g
R, A BT P < 0.05 IPRREMIRLER, WAL HE IE Logistic [HIA5M7, R “ Fii
(LRYSE” 00 ST 2 R S, SR A0 BRI AR, A MR B P <0.05, SRR
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SENP>0.10, RAGEMRIE 20 Yk, 2Kk FE 0.5, LLHLAE EE(OR) A2 H: 95% B 5 X [Al(CHE R & H &K 5
SR RBG ORISR o T S 280 8 ML fE G R 3R, AR ICA TN AY, - By S8 38 1) LU MR 26
22312 E TAFRHIE 2R (ROC), B2 N M AR (AUC) LU A B RL ) [X 20 BE 7, I i 20 B 48 50 o2 f
BT, S N () RBURR P AR S 2 . SR R4.5.2 B, 35 Bootstrap il RELG HE R Fa e

3. R
31 BE—RBEASELENEE

RFFILPNT 184 L F, HPEREFH 3N 4, KEKEHF 163 %, Wk 1w, ERESKE
RALEFERE . YERM . BMIL S BEERI < O L9 52 A2 CCI Y40 5 TH 2 R W TSt i (P >
0.05). 4RI, MAFHET RS EHEAREER. ERATEBEETARLHS 35 (P <0.05).

Table 1. Comparison of general data and age groups
1 —RERER R SRR

A HE KRERH(n = 153) HRMH(n=31) 7 P
() >75 (73) 63 (41.2) 10 (32.3) 0.857 0.355
[n (%)] <75 (111) 90 (58.8) 21 (67.7)
P 5(87) 75 (49.0) 12 (38.7) 1.099 0.294
[n (%)] %(97) 78 (51.0) 19 (61.3)
BMI >25 28 (18.3) 9(29.0) 1.848 0.174
[n (%)] <25 125 (81.7) 22 (71.0)
o 1M 4 (68) 55 (35.9) 13 (41.9) 0.397 0.529
[n (%)] T(116) 98 (64.1) 18 (58.1)
o i AL S H(24) 22 (14.4) 2 (6.5) 1.428 0.232
[n (%)] TE(160) 131 (85.6) 29 (93.5)
B R £ (20) 17 (11.1) 3(9.6) 0.055 0.555
[n (%)] T (164) 136 (88.9) 28 (90.4)
JHFEFARH 1 (96) 72 (47.1) 24 (77.4) 9.522 0.002
[n (%)] J5(88) 81 (52.9) 7(22.6)
CCI V¥4 >5(91) 78 (51.0) 13 (41.9) 0.844 0.358
[n (%)] <5 (93) 75 (49) 18 (58.1)
60~64 (%) 19 4 2.057 0.841
65~69 (%) 28 6
70~74 (%) 43 1
75~79 (%) 29 6
80~84 (%) 24 2
>85 (%) 10 2

RN ERE BT AW EEAERAMHREER, RNFTEHNNRE T B EILERL 5 NS
60~64 % . 65~69 % . 70~74 %, 75~79 %, 80~84 % }:>85 %, KA E K5 RE KB F WK 1 Fizx.
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e 1Al W, 7£60~64 $4rh, Bk 46, KEK 196, 65~69 LU E Kk 64, KEK 28 %l; 70~74 %
HE K114, REK 43 H; 75~79 SHE K 6 B, KE K 29 ]; 80~84 SHKE K 2, KREK 24 1
>85 HHE K 2 Hl, KREK 10 . SERE, SRFBASFRA IR AR 2 I 56 SRRt 2t i .
ZRITIKAT P = 0.841(>0.05), FERAFEFER AL BIPHSESEAEREER LG FER. XEH
FEARMFREARS, B2 8E P ERIFIERZELmALE AR EE.

3.2. FREXERLLE

w2 s, S8 KEEMRIFEERFARRRZARE: HEEHA >1.5cm (P=0.009). %
g > 2 Bi(P=0.018). ALAERZ >1com (P=0.007). LRFFEE+ i5mIA k5= (P <0.001), 4
ANFARMAKHE E BN P<0.05, FGEIH#ET. M ARSTRIRE) . BRIEIE I IE & AR 5 R 28 75
A1) TG ik 3 72 5+ (P > 0.05).

Table 2. Comparison of surgical-related factors between the recurrence group and the non-recurrence group

2 BERASRELXBFABRERLR

B KE KM (n = 153) HRHN=31) 2z P

JH S H A2 (em) >1.5 cm (97) 74 (48.4) 23 (74.2) 6.898 0.009
[n (%)] <1.5cm (87) 79 (51.6) 8 (25.8)

S5 A5 () >2 (101) 78 (51.0) 23 (74.2) 5.61 0.018
[n (%)] 1(83) 75 (49.0) 8 (25.8)

ELVEY BN P (T) 4 (2.6) 3(9.7) 3.514 0.061
[n (%)] R (1T7) 149 (97.4) 28 (90.3)

BAGAER(Cm) [n(%)]  =1cm (84) 63 (41.2) 21 (67.7) 7.332 0.007
<1 cm (100) 90 (58.8) 10 (32.3)

T iR EDn (%)) £(39) 24 (15.7) 15 (48.4) 16.503 <0.001

T5(145) 129 (84.3) 16 (51.6)

BRFEE G £(139) 114 (74.5) 25 (80.6) 0.525 0.469
[n (%)] TE(45) 39 (25.5) 6 (19.4)

pNELS £ (13) 9(5.9) 4(12.9) 1.935 0.164
[n (%)] TF(171) 144 (94.1) 27 (87.1)

3.3. ZLEAE Logistic EYIHHr

KN EMH P P<0.05 MAZE(HEFRSL., HEEHRZ >15em. &AE >2. RASGHER
>1com. TR E)MANZ R Logistic [BIAMIAL . K [ BT IE 0 BT AR S ik, AR R AR
R 5 VR AT 0,05, S BRIEAL () 28 KN 0.0, e RIEAR VAL 20, 73K AL 0.5, 45 5Han# 3
Fizs, “IAT(LR)IE” AR 7 =AM JHEFAL, HEEHES >15em A+ fHAksm=s.
X EAR R ARG IR AL R PR 2R A IHSE TR S0 5 R XU 2 TE IR 38R s 55 119 5.220 i (OR
= 5.220, 95%Cl: 1.951~13.756); JHAE H4E > 1.5 cm (E KRG &£<1.5 cm 1) 3.678 1%(OR = 3.678,
95%Cl: 1.455~9.365); A7+ iRl = B R R AR o = B E I 4.922 £%(OR = 4.922, 95%CI:
1.954~12.379).
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Table 3. Multifactor logistic regression analysis (Forward: Likelihood Ratio (LR) method) for screening independent risk factors

%z 3. A% Logistic EVAR#r(BHI(LR)E) ik iR B E =

A B SE w P OR OR 17 95%Cl
IEE-SEVNCE 1.652 0.494 11.172 <0.001 5.220 1.951~13.756
TR kERAE 1.594 0.471 11.437 <0.001 4.922 1.954~12.379
MEEA >15cm 1.302 0.477 7.462 0.06 3.678 1.455~9.365

3.4. FMIERERHES ROC kDT

BT ZRRNHE R =AML ER N ZK, 57 Logistic [BIAFRMAER 535 22 H] AR &K L BEA
TR ) ROC M2k (] 1) e 4 fos, &P K79 AUC 43990 IHFETF R 52(0.698). IHGE EHAZ
(0.678). + —f5/lHiH=(0.664). 1M —=FZREG MBI AUC Jy 0.814) (4] 1), H X ae W& 0L T+
— B —[X K (P < 0.05). ifiid Bootstrap f#iFEi(B = 1000 X)iEAT AFEAE R, =FH AR C-index 16N
0.808, K WABIAL HAT i & b (1 F500 [X 43 fié

ROCHA %
1.0 —
-
— e BAE
e
0.8 i‘ﬁﬁ’fﬂ”
— Sk
.06
i
E
0.4
0.2
0.0
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
1R

Figure 1. ROC curves for individual risk factors and combined predictive models
1. BEEEREKATUNRER ROC Lk

Table 4. Predictive value of common bile duct diameter, gallbladder status, duodenal diverticulum, and combined indexes
F4 BREER. BERES. +ZiEFEERESEFRNTUNNE

e AUC P 95% B {5 X [f]
JHSEER 0.678 0.002 0.577~0.779
JHFRZS 0.698 0.001 0.600~0.795
T e FL kR E 0.664 0.004 0.549~0.778
=R 0.814 <0.001 0.732~0.895
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4, Fig
41 BBEFRSE

KRR ZH RSN ER, BHEFARTZ ERCP A J&IHEE 454 5k It o 7 K -7 (OR = 5.220,
95%Cl: 1.951~13.756). RHZEYIFRA G AR 250 2R NESAEE G 1o TR AR ZET) R PR AR R RV 1
RONK, RRZEVIBRERR T IRFELE AR AR IS, I T 85 AskIR . SR, BRSRER 2 fiEdE R B, IR
BVIBRA S w] Reil i 2 L (e gE IR S B 25 AT R IRV RO B8 RS RAT IR 48 A A7 IR ) Th g,
NEZED) 6 G BT FRaHE AR, IR ARRE, IRERIR R, MR REEME R, 5 T RERE RS A
[16]. tb4h, AHFEYIER G ARV B A A, IR B 1) IR G AR R A Ak sk, REL - v O 3 e 3t
T m[17]. BRIES) S paeG . YIRS, Oddi FELNUR LR PMAIER, nTae i BLThaERng, &
PUNFELI N ZE sba st 5, S EUEITHEAR Y . R, (RS T K[ 18] AT 50 IHZETF R s SR IH
B HERA > 1.5 om WE IR, WIAESCRE T IRIES) J OB M A ISR R RIS,
FIEE 2 25 AEHE 1 s R B /R, W 2 v 0 A T B AU B I, BT -3 5 W D T T M v, (64
MRLTFK RIS IR R, 58S P48 TR E RS A[19]. AR HERHAMEFR LI H E, TS
DLFHZRAR: B, AIHEFREMEEFAEREREK, IEERAZE; HIk, &R mTaeFEm
T AR RE S ATATIHZEDIG, EIEASECREATTY SR, 56—, HIETIGRE TR
B3 I K IACR RS AE . IRPRSEE T, ST AHBEDIBRA 5 B 45 A (R MR B 45 h)
ERCP HUH j5 BB M VIRV, R K. RN, W F&IHEE AR aE a8, &5 FRMTIHE
DIk 5 BEAMRPAY,  BEEL 2 FEAH 45 A ke N BE A (1 XU, A At FEL 9 D7) o ko LI P85 1) K B
M o

4.2. T8 A.LEH=E

T+ iR FL Sk 55 0 % (JPD) & H B 45 0 57 K I EL G G R 35 (OR = 4.922, 95%Cl: 1.954~12.379) . JPD
eff KA+ AR AT O AR 2~3 cm JERN RS, RAERBEEBREKNI &, ZENTE
10%~20% [20]. JPD {2 @EH A& 45 A SR ML . MHIA E R IPD v REHIEIHAE K, S
PRV RO, BRVE SR, 5 TR YL[21] . 00T BeAE AL R R84, Oddi #5249 1Th R
TR, MRIE R IR PR, WMIER A5 TR AMRE . Oddi FE£ NIRRT JPD B# W&
I Oddi FELI LR . L AENER TN REFRAS, FELNIIERLE ST R BiA st A4, semafayt EwHett, AHE N
JE ATt E, RS AT [22].

JHIE G IPD WA LAY 0B, JRE8 JORE vl AR AR S R, SISk % I
K, AN BERIE IR R A A TR 23], ABEFiH IPD RS E A S KM GREE, #25
XFTEIF IPD W2 EE, ERCP ARJG M NGREE T, ZE0 n] 25 fEAT IS 358 BB LIE L NI T LA
HGERRYT IR, FEARE R R .

4.3. BREY 3K

JHEE HAE > 1.5 cm 245 A 2R ML fERE K 25 (OR = 3.678, 95%Cl: 1.455~9.365) . HH /&Y 5K S ik
JIE T K AR BHL BN 14 28 i T U IR B 5 4 2088, R IHIERFDRES N EEZ RS, HAgy kiidsaE
R T AR R kIS B RN, MRk, MRV 2 TUiRR . ks, TER
gtz [24]. VKBS 5 T IR IRL, (2 ik IH A 45 fb A0 TE €4 22 0k SR 4 . IR T B D R
B B A BA — RIS sh FiERRThaE, ¥ok/GIERENIAERE ., 44, E3hDhRemkss, e
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A i CAHEY, BT KRR R A [25]. SOFIRIER AR RS ik A IFIHE M . FkThhe
PG S5 AL, XL ARRELAFAE, BMEHGSSS A, S THR. A5G, HEEER >15cm FEHE
B RABGZ<1.5 cm HE R 3.678 £ X $2/m Xt T PH AV I B ok pd B, A BUm vl geAS 2 AT B K,
T EE SR ERYT, WARRSEAE . MEESISE. N TR EY KIS, SER AE E YA S5 AR
FAR.

4.4. KRRGFEUTHRYE

1) [T et AR P A ANE B AT IR RE, #B BURHCSRA 2B, 2 i etk . 2)
AT FEACSRIET il AURMEA IR, BRASMEMER ZIGIE. 3) FEAREMNEUN: B RAN
314, WIRESZMIGE T A A T AR E 1k

Zibprik, HEFAL. + B LS E. HEE B >1.5cm & ERCP AR5 HIEH B3 H 0
AN RIS ERIE R . 3T E IR = AN a6 8 3R R IR IR PO AR B A R 19 X 23 FE (AUC =
0.814). FMEREANIE RS AP, T HI T B 00 RUM0 o 1 R o xR 3 TS Bt U7 MU, o) 5 A AL i 5K
m, ATRARRRE KR B UE

SE
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