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Abstract

Objective: To investigate changes in gastroesophageal reflux symptoms before and after Helicobac-
ter pylori (H. pylori) eradication therapy, and to identify the independent predictive factors for
symptom improvement. Methods: This was a single-center, prospective observational study. Symp-
tom data were collected from patients before and after eradication therapy using the Reflux Disease
Questionnaire (RDQ) and the Gastroesophageal Reflux Disease Questionnaire (GerdQ). Linear re-
gression and Logistic regression models were employed to analyze the independent predictors of
symptom improvement. Results: Among the 111 patients who completed the follow-up, the total
RDQ score significantly decreased from 5.18 + 5.82 to 2.15 *+ 3.81 after eradication therapy (p <
0.001). Regarding individual symptoms, scores for acid regurgitation, retrosternal pain, and epigas-
tric burning showed significant reductions (p < 0.05), whereas the improvement in heartburn symp-
toms was not statistically significant (p = 0.446). Multivariate regression analysis revealed that the
baseline RDQ total score (8 = 0.89, p < 0.001) and successful eradication (f = 4.56, p = 0.006) were
independent positive predictors for the magnitude of symptom improvement. Conversely, severe
obesity (BMI = 30 kg/m?) was an independent risk factor hindering symptom relief (OR = 0.011,p =
0.036). Conclusions: 1) H. pylori eradication therapy effectively alleviates gastroesophageal reflux-
related symptoms, with the baseline RDQ score being the strongest independent predictor of clini-
cal benefit. 2) Severe obesity (BMI = 30 kg/m?) is an independent risk factor that hinders the reso-
lution of reflux symptoms, suggesting that clinical management of H. pylori-infected patients with
comorbid reflux should emphasize weight control.
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1. 5|8

W [V UR e AT B (Helicobacter pylori, H. pylori) e —F0 1] ULTE B S ERME M A F I BURH([1]. H. pylori
RFEEMEE K HAEE A B S R EENEORE T JERE, SRR EIE 50% [2]. 1Ak,
2015 F i BRI R oK H. pylori AHSHE B % 120 OuAE 345, HE T H. pylori &G # N
B BRIGIT 3]

5k Ee, B &% I (gastroesophageal reflux disease, GERD) ) & IR S AE UL 4K Al 12 8 38 L T3
[4]. 2R, WmPRSEEFRIL, 20 30%~50%H0 H. pylori Y EEF SRR O, MEEEREERE
FARIEIR[S]o A K H. pylori G E BE MBI KRR, HATIEKR EAAEBR G

AN 17 5% RCT BRI 19 K RCT WFFERIZEZE 6] (71050 I, RER H. pylori 7] RE2 S 808
K GERD Wik, SR, FANNHESE AR —IZ dots . BN BT FE[1 7150830, 25 T AN R I Fid it
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Ja, WER H pylori X B 88 RAERSGE LR E 2R . HTRAHAEREA F W, Biilmk E2xR
bRt B R BATEAL VY . Hod, RIEHEEAA R 45 (Reflux Dyspepsia Questionnair, RDQ) 1§ &%
S it I7 i 2% (Gastroesophageal Reflux Disease Questionnaire, GerdQ) & [E 4 7 A A FITEAL B &8 S fUiE IR A
R EZ T AR] 9]

AW T T IRBE A AR TS B SEt FU2 T IR, B BT s tE S 7T, MEE 2 EAR
BRIGTT RS I B 88 SO SRR, Z- T RBR i Th 55 . 1697 7 R 2 5 MR RHIEXS RDQ. GerdQ
PRI BB R RE o

2. EMEHE
2.1. MREMR

AT EHA O ATREPE R VERE 7T . ARBFFTIESEIN 2023 4F 7 A 5 2025 4 12 A ARIER B E L
WEHNTZEZ I H. pylori BB,

2.2. SRS HRE

(—) WibsitE: H. pylori BRI WARHERTE L FAE—24F: 1) 1°C B “C JREMFAL A 2)
RUT. ZHZ% L a5 7% 3 IOk 25 AT — ol BH 2

(Z) INIRHE: 1) Fih LR H pylori RIS WibR#E; 2) 68 18~80 ;5 3) i 1 SE N A IR
FERY IR I B R T A = 15 .

(=) HEBRPRE: 1) TIERA SRS AT BB & s 2) NARTAAERS M, A M E O I,
HEEBERTIREA S 3) THRIEIR . MR B LA M 4) XA FU A AT — 259 o6 B it
B 5) WRITHT 4 J8 A R I BRI ER AR LA 25, BORYTRT 2 AT PPIs B H2 SZARFE B
s 6) BEEA RIHEFAREH,

AW FOENE (BR/REHEE ) AHREN . fra BFER A G B RS E B A FE .

23. BRERFREXERITME

HVEAL H. pylori &G B EIGTT TG B 68 ROAH ISR BRI B, A0 5006 B I60T7 11K H RDQ
Py J GerdQ VR4 HEATHRIEAL, X B IRITIF 4 — A J5 R A RDQ V4 PRI EAT R PPl -

RDQ: ket IR B J5 700 e L IGE IR 4 ANYERE . %8R KM Likerte Hit70%, 437l
MAEIR B RAEARZE(0~5 43R B FR E (0~5 A1) HEAT XA PPN, A3 VE N 0~40 4. S E 2 U
“LT B CRHHRE”, CERESMEE X TE” B NEE H ISR HE AR o ImRPTFR, #
HOEE TR 2% H VP BB R B AR ST, BRIIPE A R T4 T 3 WU IR R A IR
IREZE AR . (L% 1)

GerdQ: 1 6 NMEHUM, HMANIERZKEED . KR Fumdk BRI B L4 H (ER
BRhG . ZAMHZ9) . FETHSY 77, T ) R g 2k H BERERAER G AN 0~3 435 4 2% B B 3E nit 3~0
Ire BRKIN 18 4), IGPRIEH LA 8 43 1EN GERD [l £ S407E 0~7 73327 99 T REMERA,
8~18 Zrft/n BRI et = . (W 2)

24. GHERZE

AT FRH SPSS 27.0 BAF AT S vH =M, BIRATH GraphPad Prism8 34 . FrA Siitfa il
RN 56 o 3% B2 100 5 S0 AT IEAS AR I AN T 22 S5 MR B0 o A5 TH R PORL R & IR A8 o0 A B 2 07 22551
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Table 1. RDQ scoring

% 1. RDQ 1%
PEAG 4t PG I H PR ARAETR) PR ARAEFEE)
04: I 04r: ThEIR
1) WA G BRI (pe ) 148 <1 R/ 15 B, AslitiEE
- 2) BB FIROXER) NI 20y BB, BHREGEHEARNHE
3) WE G & 345 2~3 R/A 34 P, fEmEE
4) LFEERREL 44y 4~5 K/ 45y BEEE, WEWHE

5498 6~7 K/ 57y: MREJE, FREZWIH

TE: RDQ: KURMETHAARIE; RDQ B0 A L SIEE S 2 M, Tl 0~40 705 RDQ &7r > 13 7,
ANATAE A Wi R S5 385 1) SR

Table 2. GerdQ scoring
%% 2. GerdQ 4

VA 4 P55 H 04> 145 24) 35
I 1% H (B it 4 ) ;i?g 0% 1R 23K 47K
sk AR R ) STR 23K IR OR

5) BEHR GRS
6) AN ZEY

E: GerdQ: BEEMIMER: GerdQ B N=I%HZ A, JEEIN 0~18 47; GerdQ &4 >8 47, #ARBHEEX
TURAIREME R, 2R B .

SN 2% B R v () 0K [N 23R 4T K

TILASSIRE + bpE e, BIALIA ELBOR F SR A ¢ KB mh R 255 22 40 HT, YA 97 10 160 1 8 % HE SR
FATERTREAS ¢ K030 . 302 LU 5 T 40 Lm0 1) FL oA B MRS L B B I 00 24 fF—
TEASERR SRR N (<S)iE, SR Fisher FETMIG . N IRAYEIT 0T JE IR AL 2 AL A, SR 1514y
At . DL RDQ B3 8 ETT IS Z A8 NS B AT 2 JCRVE FUE AT, LAYATT T SRR AR b Ay R 25 B
HEAT 96 Logistic BN, #1455 A R ¥ok L AE L 2 3L 95% B IX ). @it p < 0.05 WAL R AHS
L

3. 858

3.1. ARMRIGERIER FHTABIRL

AW FANNTF B N HERR IR S 167 A R G M 45 152308 128 Bl 1), 2L 128 BIgY AN ITT, H
TR G e fi B 2 14 R4 80 i, (RIBHIZEBAA SRR 14 R4 25 9, RERAEBEG KBS Z
10 R4 1161, RGPS KBEAE 14 R4 12 Bl BV AT, 13 1 R A 52 8 sl & 0y
TRENEL M. RN TGS RE AR AL RIEZHE 9 Fl. kvs 2 #. KRR 1 6. F@fFEZ4H
REA 1B, HiBx BiRmEIESL 115 BIGIN mITT, HAE RS e hi B 2 14 R4 93 I, (RisHiZE
AR R 14 R4 23 B, RGFAEAEKIELE 10 R4 8 1, RisHEBASKIERER 14 R4 11
Bl mITT £, ZRE B EmBbE a7 BEE— P R RIG0, FI PP 5 mITT —#, 3t 115 f.
Z SRV S RIS M3 111 .
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FF 6 G HEBR HE I B V8 9T R W) 25
(n=128)

ITTA# (n=128)

&1t (n=13)
RELHE (n=9)
FRELHAREE (n=1)
REZ (n=1)

KYi (n=2)

mITT A% (n=115)

PP A% (n=115)

RIS %
(n=4)

B V7 S Y897 5 H 4 (n=111)

e ITT: EEVES e mITT: SIREFEESE: PP fF6 77 R,

Figure 1. Flow diagram of participant screening and composition of analysis populations

B 1. ARMRIFEERIER S AR

3.2. BEETRIR RIS B BIRAER AL

FVEAL H. pylori FRFRIGIT R RO SRR T2, AR SR AN 0TI 111 391323838 (PP B HEAT
BITHTEEC ELEL, 45 R WA 3. O3 #r el VYT 5 RDQ &3 VAT R 5.18 +5.82 43F& 48 2.15+3.81
%, FEITFR3.03 £6.13 4y, ZRESGITFEN(t=5208, p <0.001). BIHDRS, KE(t=5.506, p <
0.001). Fi J5 &Rt = 4.623, p < 0.001) S _FAEHFIBEIE(t = 2.400, p = 0.018) 14 E R ITH Fiit = L.
PO H 0.78 £1.98 FE A 0.64 + 1.36, ZR LG #R L (t=0.764, p = 0.446).

Table 3. Changes in RDQ total score and individual symptom scores before and after treatment in 111 patients

5% 3. 111 BEERITHIE RDQ WS K B TTERT L

i H BITH BTG ZH t p
RDQM4 5.18+5.82 2.15+3.81 3.03 +£6.13 5.208 <0.001""
AR 73 BT 43
Bl 0.78 £ 1.98 0.64 +1.36 0.14 + 1.93 0.764 0.446
B J5 P9 1.23+1.71 0.38+1.18 0.86 + 1.96 4.623 <0.001***
B 2.37£291 0.75 £ 1.30 1.62 £3.10 5.506 <0.001""
IR R 0.79 +1.47 0.39 +1.08 0.41 +1.80 2.4 0.018"

e BRI £ bailEEROR . ZEEUE T RONRIT RIS —IRIT RV, BRI s . 4 1A E iR A B
FEA tK556. PP: fFA T RE; RDQ: RUFEFAG. "p<0.05, “p<0.01, “p<0.001,
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3.3. FRIELEANE RDQ T TLIBRE R B SRS

NN FENELANFELE H. pylori IRERIGITHT G SRR IA84L, AW 50 & W20 RDQ P4 #EATRC
X EEL, SR WA 4. BRI RIT I RDQ R FE(A=3.13,p<0.001); HREREM#H RDQ FRH(A=1.17),
ZERILHEITFE L (p = 0.684). WEREMAEAREL /N0 = 6). BHEGST L EH, YA EE RDQ T
(A=2.93,p<0.001); EifE#H RDQ FIE(A =4.25), ZRELGiTH¥E X(p =0.128). NFEIEITHEDE
W, B LR RS e R R T R (p < 0.001) SARERAERLA S b B R T E(p=0.023)18IT Al J§ RDQ Z 7+
it m G RIERAERE K ER RN MILAIRITHT G RDQ ZR LS #E L(n = 8. 10). #Z RDQ
r)ZH, RDQ > 13 433 RDQ F[%(A =12.73, p <0.001); RDQ < 13 433 RDQ F[%(A =1.51, p = 0.002).
IbAh, 2k GerdQ 47240 HT, GerdQ > 8 433 RDQ R [#%(A =5.80, p =0.016); GerdQ < 8 473# RDQ %
(A=2.59, p <0.001).

Table 4. Self-Comparative analysis of the magnitude of RDQ score changes in different subgroups

4. TRITLHAANE RDQ IFHZIBEN B SR

4151 Bl%(n) BITETRDQ  JAYTJE RDQ  RDQ FFEE(A) t/F p
HP HEBRIRZS 0.705 0.509a
MR AT 105 5.02+5.83 1.89 +3.17 3.13£6.11 5249  <0.001""
R R 6 8.00 +5.29 6.83 £9.04 1.17 £ 6.65 0.430 0.684
TRTT -0.521 0.617a
GG 103 5.06+5.79 2.13+3.83 2.93+6.08 4891  <0.001"*
gk 8 6.75+6.48 2.50+3.70 4.25+6.96 1.727 0.128
BITTT %R 0.183 0.908a
w4 R I4R 72 5.18+5.82 2.15+3.81 3.03+6.13 4194  <0.001""
R+ 714 R 21 5.48 +5.95 229+3.65 3.19+5.95 2.457 0.023"
R+ K10 K 8 475 £4.46 3.25+3.11 1.50 +5.24 0.81 0.445
o+ K14 K 10 4.80 + 6.44 2.30+3.37 2.50 +6.47 1.222 0.253
FEEERFEE(RDQ) 6.81  <0.001a™"
RDQ> 13 4 15 16.40 +3.42 3.67+5.05 12.73 +6.18 7.978  <0.001""
RDQ < 13 4} 96 3.43+3.82 1.92+3.55 1.51+4.54 3.259 0.002*
BLERAEIRFR FE (GerdQ) 1.46 0.150
GerdQ > 8 4 15 10.53 £ 6.52 473 £6.65 5.80+£8.23 2.73 0.016
GerdQ < 8 73 96 434+527 1.75 +3.01 2.59+5.66 448  <0.001""

e P RERAEIESSE, B £ drdEE R, AN BN R ABEZ 6 [ RDQ FRHE M2, KA
At KRS B R 3 ZE M s AL LEBRIT RS RDQ WA 22 5, RAIECXFEAS ¢ K556 . HP: #AT TR HEAT ;. RDQ:
R A GerdQ: B EERMKICHIAE. & + 7o & NMBE W E R SMUBOTE; R + W R
AR B RTINS R+ K RIERAEBRAGKERRTWIUB T %, p<0.05, “p<0.01, ""p<0.001,

3.4. FEIELEAAF RDQ LS TILE B HiHiE1Y 5347

S H. pylori RURTAIF IR RDQ VAT NS, ABHICE 3R Sk e
RERASAL T R T AR, SRLE 5 W ZHORALP RIS TBILH . H. pylori IRERAINAL
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w0 S8 . AL 28 Hil(p = 0.002); FRER IR ER /N0 =6), MESENSMNER LRI FE
X(p =0.375). BEAERIT 02T, WHAHSEE 57 B, & 27 Bil(p = 0.001); RiGHSGEE 5B A 2
FRLGIFE N (p = 0.453). ARNBIT TR S)ZY, &M G i B R T RASGEE 2 T8 b#F(p =
0.006); RIGHAM L, K + K 10 REKRHBIUEARG], HZRTEAE, HNZERREG T
B FEZE RDQ 40 )=, RDQ > 13 43 #1697 Ja 4 A M5 (15/15, 100.0%, p < 0.001); RDQ < 13 73 2435
LA A 25 G L (p = 0.050). BhAh, HE2k GerdQ 432, GerdQ > 8 431077 5 Kk /1521
B3 (13/15, 86.7%, p = 0.002); GerdQ < 8 73 # VAT )& #7019 31 24 % (49/96, 51.0%, p = 0.022).

Table 5. Spontaneous tendency analysis of changes in RDQ scores in different subgroups

= 5. TRITFLEAANE RDQ ITFH TR B F B2

3 AR — ST
5 gy R ﬂ“ﬁ@) U “IEA(OZ oz »
HP REERRES 0.356  0.837a
RER T 105 58 (55.2%) 19 (18.1%) 28 (26.7%) 0.002*
R B 2RI 6 4 (66.7%) 1 (16.7%) 1 (16.7%) 0.375
BT 0218  0.897a
GIRG 103 57 (55.3%) 19 (18.4%) 27 (26.2%) 0.001"
2R 8 5 (62.5%) 1 (12.5%) 2 (25.0%) 0.453
RIT )T % 4.695  0.584a
T 4R 72 41 (56.9%) 12 (16.7%) 19 (26.4%) 0.006™
R+ 714 K 21 11 (52.4%) 3 (14.3%) 7 (33.3%) 0.481
ff+ k10 K 8 5(62.5%) 3 (37.5%) 0 (0.0%) 0.063
R+ k14K 10 5 (50.0%) 2 (20.0%) 3 (30.0%) 0.727
BLERREIRTRE(RDQ) 13.707  0.001a*
RDQ>13 4 15 15 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) <0.001""
RDQ < 13 4} 96 47 (49.0%) 20 (20.8%) 29 (30.2%) 0.05
FELLREIRFLE (GerdQ) 7.186  0.0282"
GerdQ > 8 4 15 13 (86.7%) 1 (6.7%) 1 (86.7%) 0.002"
GerdQ < 8 4 96 49 (51.0%) 19 (19.8%) 28 (29.2%) 0.022°

3.5. ¥R RERSENEERRESERLDITSH

NRE— DR TR H. pylori MBRIGTT G SCRUER D035 AT T IR 3R, AT 90 43 31 DURECIR 403 (4 T
FE (D) S R B AN EE T T BT

PLAITHT G RDQ S Z NN R, ¥iGI7 AT RDQ 45 GerdQ 48+ H. pylori IRERIRZE . 7
S VRIT TR MR G R BN Z OB AR . g RN 6. TEZHEESNTH, JRITHT
RDQ 435 H. pylori HBRIRZS AR el 18 S AH S 2R . VYT AT RDQ B/ SR et i i 2 1F
FHI(B=0.89,p<0.001). H. pylori HRER A 55K 035 08 FE B4 N AH K (B =4.56, p=0.006). LLAL, H. pylori
FRER R I ZH RDQ V53735 Bl AR bk 4388 n 4.56 43 1 BMI > 30 [ A RDQ P-4 F3 T [%
i FE 8L BMI < 30 HIJEFE AT 2.46 43, FLSREARCE R B2 FEARAH G (B =—2.46,p = 0.074), ST
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B2 R IbAh, TEIRYT 7 iRV R AR T SRR DUy R G IR FE T T IR T 4e v 22 5

PUGYT JERER A 75 3 MR A &, #E1T — T Logistic [BIHM 4. S8R WE 7. AEZEES T, BT
Al RDQ &7+ H. pylori HRRIRES & BMI > 30 AR A2 75 2GS MM R K . VRITHT RDQ &7 HER
X3 2 IEAE(OR = 2.52, p < 0.001). H. pylori #RER I SRR ECEH IE(OR = 92.48, p = 0.018). JZH L
SR INE A C(OR = 0.01, p = 0.036). AL, F#E. PERI. WL I s RiBIT T R SIERSE 2
¥ TG L.

Table 6. Univariate and multivariate linear regression analyses of factors influencing the magnitude of improvement in RDQ
scores

6. M RDQ W i ERERNBERER SR RLME TS

BRERHT EAS i
65
B (SE) t P B (SE) t P
YATT AT RDQ #4 0.84 (0.06)  13.83  <0.001"* 0.89(0.07)  13.61  <0.001"**
YGIT BT GerdQ 4y 0.31 (0.28) 1.12 0.267 -0.44 (0.33) —1.35 0.179
HP R ERRAS () vs RIK) 1.97 (2.58) 0.76 0.447 456 (1.63)  2.79 0.006™"
YBIT SL(BEE vs WIIR) 1.32 (2.25) 0.58 0.56 1.36(1.82)  0.75 0.458
BIT T ERef: F + )

K+ 314K -0.03 (1.54)  —0.02 0.984 -0.53(0.92) —0.58 0.563
R+ k10 R -0.72(2.09)  —0.35 0.73 -1.43(1.63) —0.88 0.381
R+ K14 K -1.72(231)  —0.75 0.457 -222(1.42) -1.56 0.122

BMI (>30 vs <30) -2.14(135) -1.58 0.116 -2.46 (136) —1.81 0.074
AR (>60 vs <60) 1.62 (1.90) 0.85 0.395 1.40 (1.89)  0.74 0.461

(5 vs 22) 1.69 (1.17) 1.44 0.152 0.99 (0.91) 1.09 0.28
ARG vs 75) 2.52 (1.65) 1.53 0.128 0.80(1.22)  0.66 0.512
PR vs 77) 1.50 (1.32) 1.14 0.258 -0.50(0.99) —0.5 0.617

H: RAZ TERMEREABA 4T, AR 9 RDQ PP FIRE, B> 0 Rk H0 T FR(ME5), B < 0 KRG 4k
B, SE: Ar#fEiR; Ref: ZR4L; HP: W4l ZHEATH; RDQ: MIRMZEM M4E; GerdQ: BEEMMWIEWINE; &
+ ol B LRI A R E WS AU T 5 AR+ v AREERARBR G e s R A IUBC T 5 MR+ Ke fRiERE
A KA R SN E. ' <0.05, *p<0.01, ™p<0.001.

Table 7. Univariate and multivariate logistic regression analyses of the influence of the trend of improvement in reflux symp-
toms

F 7. EMRRERLEEENERZREZEE Logistic BIYF5 4

e BRI EANE

w OR (95%CI)  Wald p OR (95% CI) Wald p
JAIT RT RDQ #4 2.00(1.52~2.61)  25.13 <0.001""  2.52(1.68~3.76)  20.08 <0.001""
JAFT T GerdQ 445 135(0.96~1.92) 292 0.088 144 (0.71~2.95)  1.03 0315

HP fRERIRZAS () vs W) 0.62 (0.11~3.52)  0.27  0.603 92.48 (2.19~3910)  5.61  0.018"
BIT L EIE vs HIIR) 0.74(0.17~3.28)  0.15  0.695 1.31(0.07~24.47)  0.03  0.857
BT 77 E(Ref: T + 57)
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R+ 7514 K 0.83 (0.31~2.21)  0.14  0.707 0.67 (0.09~4.97)  0.15  0.695

R+ K 10K 1.26 (0.28~5.68)  0.08  0.774 0.74 (0.05~11.66)  0.05  0.831

R+ K14 K 0.76 (0.20~2.84)  0.17  0.678 1.06 (0.04~28.73) 0 0.972
BMI (>30 vs <30) 0.01 (0.00~0.53) 525  0.022" 0.01 (0.00~0.75)  4.38  0.036"
R (=60 vs <60) 227(0.22~23.36) 035  0.556 6.31 (0.19~206.06)  1.07 0.3

(5 vs &) 1.25(0.58~2.68) 032  0.569 0.83 (0.11~6.16) 0.03  0.855

ARG vs 75) 1.63 (0.67~3.99)  1.14  0.286 2.53(0.25~25.41) 062  0.431

PR vs 77) 1.48 (0.60~3.65)  0.71 0.399 1.91 (0.20~18.24)  0.31 0.576

4. i1ig

AW TR H. pylori EGIGYT B FH HATIRITRIANGST F R GV, L RDQ 1WA E 245
b, TRBEIRBRIGIT AT G B &8 RAUER 520 .

EARTE S H, AFTCRIAEBITHE, B REOOIEIRSN, HR =IO RN 2 5 12 2 F0 R sy
BIEA R ZR(p < 0.05), UL H. pylori 1697 I BESGE SROUEIR « 31X W] R R RN NI 353 7 T e
FAETHREMERS ORI P RE, 1A PRI R R P EURR 0 o X SR IR 5 1 2 i R M DG MR 5, RIAEE
BZRRIAIT R, ZEMERIEZRE. (ER. B8 MESFZEM[7] [10]. KREFLEEHRZA
BODAHK ) ) 24 h &% pH ISR A, Ry RPEA R —PIRIIE.

AW FEVPAL T AEAS [F) 20 B A R 7 1S ROAEIR B A . FOx R e 45 SR R I, A8 08 SO b
MR . iR EE . RER ARG KT R T RAREH IR (p > 0.05); MAESGE &S |,
SRR, HASN IR ER ARG W h R XIRITHT RDQ /MNT 13 4 EEHIARE N R & (p >
0.05). MLk, ABFFLRKITCI & BGEFEFEIL 2 % b, B4 RDQ K& R 1T/ illm 1) B3, T nlhe
H IR IR i

TEMCEEAE b, 0t oiest SRR P R O I I B a3 AT T Sk [EA 40 LK G Logistic [H]1)5
ST, HWRHESZMKMEE. BAAETR KB, BMI . WM. AR 40 B 6 S & A4 5 RS
[12] [13], HAEEBREAARAES, # BMI > 30 & SCNERE. KA AR RNl i, JF HAE
RANERVA T ATEEAT T SLR TR 2, 25 BRI T A B AL & I IK R 13540 T 8RR F(38 <3),
HEBR T B AR B0 B SR ER

2GS ER KB, IRITHT RDQ B35 H. pylori MMRIRA NFEIR S A RIS AR OGN R . Midh
JTHI RDQ 53 H. pylori FRERARFS K BMI > 30 A& 0 MR 2 5 28 FI A A R R 2R (p < 0.05). BF 7L 4 SR 42
AN B R REFEAR T V097 JERE RO MR o X VT B2 DR A I e R0 2 LG FEEL )5 % o R IR D K=, &
FENIET S, Sd—DS8E - fEEAIEA R, BREINERREE. R, BEAHZEHFE
EREL b s BCE B R, LIRS S BT SORTE[14] [15]. Bk, E5F T ARG 5 R
W, TEARBR H. pylori 67 IR, 3 )07 28 AR 42 il A

E AN —TAN 10 55 RCT WFFCIIZE A0 R BU[16], H. pylori WITH S RIGITH 2 18], HEEH A%
SORRER &5 SR T Ge it 2% 2 R (OR = 0.81, 95% CI 0.56~1.17, p = 0.27). {HZTE H. pylori iRERIRZAS I 44
Fre, ORISR BRI S B B SR IR R A A T AR BR 2R ) R (13.8% vs 24.9%), Z# R BA Giit
2R (p=0.01). 2025 FFHHNHHFEL X GERD (B ZHHATHEV, KH GerdQ BERIPAAER, Hhd
It H. pylori I 38 58 RBRIGTT JG 4k UL PPLYRYT 4 F,  HR A JSREIR O3 R A 2.(19.8% vs 34.2%, p =
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0.034) 7 [ 3™ B R (p = 0.031) R EK T H. pylori Y £ . X 5 T 45 R 5.

{EAEAE LR KI, BEGY H. pylori W HE< 5K GERD XS, TARER H. pylori 5 GERD [FK
RGN 17]0 B — TSR WT BB R S T SR B, ARBR H. pylori J&, BETRZFEI ALK,
B EE RAUERVE S W T m, IR0 KRN R AR, It HAZI R AE ToH A S AURE IR (1 A B
BEINIR[17]. XATREREN H. pylori Y4 FEH FRESE, (8RR, HHEL S0 RIRE>
2, BB RBEIR8] [19]. TikEE H pylori KRR, 35 H RSB DL B BRI 252 25
Wi, 5 ELASHT 5 il 45 bl U5 2 MR AR R, R8T S KRR S ATHE MR il — 2P IRAIE . (A e
B H. pylori W R KIAMEH, BMER > BERREA TS INE B &8 MR, (BAHEFEUE SR Bt
ZHEEA D, FFERBRIEER R E T HARRIETT .

WA, ARRFAANAEE—E RRYE. —, RBFF R ORISR, SRR T A% 1 9h
NG HEBRbRAE, EARBEATRENL 4, Dby DLoE SRR R IR S ik B m s o M4k, AHF 50K BMI I
NERASTEAREAT 8T, BT R s RS LB SR E AR, E ST SRR T R JE R AR AR i
—Hohr. B, BEERMKXNERUIFEARED, BITHERA RDQ 5 GerdQ WA TFER, VA
JTIRH T TS BB RMNER 2, ikl % i 4 A 25 0 2 AL A R IEAT GerdQ MMV, (U@ RDQ &
TV, PPN AT, HAZHE TS S AT BRI, B IR i B VR beOViE
WA BE R T IhBE MR O B & B iU, FFAR I SER B R SR, R 24 h &8 pH-BHPLIE I &5 & brifE
BRI SCRE, TTREXTEE AR = — e . 25 =, AW SR DT 3 B R A TR IA T 45 RS 1
WREIR BBl ST HR B B 2 I 38 1 S TRURE IR (2 i G R 9T, ARSRAT T 22 e s R AR L KBt 17 J 34
(1 BT WS T AP 90 SR — 2D BRI

5. &g
1) H. pylori TR EI7 4 BT S0 4030 B &8 RIEHIREIR, 3548 RDQ B3R VT40 2 Tl vy 3K s AL
Fy B i DR X

2) EALFFBMI > 30 kg/m?)5E B IR M FI M SR K2, SRR TT & I R H.
pylori JEHLEHFIT, N EYEE PR RS,

SE
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