Table (1) Comparison between the study groups accordingpgléti 1IgG

H pylory +ve -ve total
No % No % No %

St.group
Grp 1control |2 10.018 90.0 | 20 100.0
Grp 2- Art. fed | ) ¢ 35.0) 26 65.0 |40 100.0
Grp 3- 2 5.038 95.0 |40 100.0
Breastfed

Total YA 18.0| 82 82.0 |100 100.0

Adjusted Chi-square( x ) =6.64 (330)

Table (1) and figure (1) shows a significant diéiece between breastfed and
artificially-fed patients i.e Positive cases wsignificantly higher (17 times
more) among artificially-fed infants compared tedstfed.

Figure (1): Distribution of H.pylori IgG among the study groups
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Table(2): Comparison between positive cases among the stodysg n
relation to gender

Q( Males females Total
No % No % No %
St-group
1-control 0 0.0 2 14.3 2 AR
2-Art.feed 4 100.0 10 AR 14 VYA
3-Br.feed 0 0.0 2 VEY 2 Y\ )
Total 4 100.0 14 A 18 Yoo
Adjusted( x )=0.74 p>0.05

Table (2) and figure (2) table shows no significdiffierence between males

and females patients with regards predispositianfeztion.

120%

Figure (3)

Distribution of positive cases of H.pylori IgG among the study groups according to sex
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Table(3) : Comparison between cases according to the nuédhe duration
of breastfeeding

Duration of Bf +ve -ve
t p
no xxsD no xxsD
Control 2 100 18 | 9.9+2.9 0.1 >0.05
Breastfed 2 6+0 38 | 10.4+4.3 4.46 <0.001
T 0.36
P >0.05

Table(3) and figure (3) show highly significantfdiience between
positive and negative cases in the means of daraficexclusive
breastfeeding i.e the increase in the duratiorxolusive breastfeeding leads
to more negative cases

Figure (3)

Means of duration of breastfeeding among cases
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Table(4) Comparison between the study groups accordingsidence

Residencs Urban Rural total
Group no % no % no %
Grp 1: control 0 0.0 20 27.8 20 20.0
Grp 2: Art.fed 26 | 929 | 14 19.4 40 40.0
Grp 3: Breastfed 2 7.1 38 52.8 40 40.0
Total 28 | 100.0) 72 | 100.0 | 100
Adjusted( x) =22.72 p<0.01

Table (4) and figure (4) show a highly significalfference in the type of
feeding in relation to residence in urban or raraas. There is an increased
incidence of artificial feeding in urban areas @93).

Figure (4)

Distribution of the study groups according to residence
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Table(5): Comparing the distribution of positive cases (nN=aBH.pylori
IgG by place of residence

Residence urban rural Total
St.group no|, % | no % no %
Grp 1: control 0 0.0 2 50.0 2 111
Grp 2: Art. fed 14 | 100.0] O 0.0 14 77.8
Grp 3: Breastfed 0 0.0 2 50.0 2 11.1
Total 14 | 100.0| 4 100.0 | 18 100.0

Adjusted (x) =9.0 p<0.01

Table (5) and figure (5) show a highly significahtference in the
incidence of infection with H.pylori in relation @ace of residence. There

Is an increased incidence of infection with H.pylarurban areas(77.7%).

Distribution of positive cases of H.pylori IgG according to residence
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Table(6) Comparing infectivityamong study groups by age

Age +ve H. pylori -ve H. pylori t p
St.group no xxsD no xxsD
Control 2 10+0 18| 10.3x3.8 | 0.24 | =>0.05
Art.feed 14 5.9+4.6 26 9.2+4.8 | 151 | >0.05
Br.feed 2 6+0 38 12+6.3 | 4.22 | <0.001

Table (6) and figure (6) shows highignificant difference in mean
age between positive and negative cases amongt begsagroup i e the
incidence of infection is higher in the younger ageups especially when
deprived of breastmilk.

Figure (6)

Means of ages of the study groups according to H.pylori IgG
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Table(7): Comparing the means of age between positive @eesding to
type of feeding.

age
X +SD t p
St.group
1-control 1010 T1=2.36 <0.05
2-Art.feed 5.9+4.6 T2=
3-Br.feed 610 T3=0.06 >0.05
One way Anova (f)test=5.9 (23]

T1= control vs Artificially fed
T2= control vs Breastfed( not done because both@astfed)

T3= Artificially fed vs Breastfed

Table (7) and Figure (7) show a significant diffege in the mean age of
positive cases between control and artificially-fedups. The mean age of
positive cases was higher among artificially fechpared to the control

group
Figure (7)
Means of ages of positive cases among the study groups
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Table(8): Distribution of cases in study groups accordinth®health state
of the mother

pesibuck i) visease Healthy total
mother mother
St.group

no % no % no %
Grp 1: control 0 0.0f 20 27.8] 10 20.0
Grp 2: Art.fed 26| 92.9| 14 19.4] 20 40.0
Grp 3 Br.fed 2 7.1 38 52.8] 20 40.0

Total 28| 100.0f 72, 100.0, 50

Adjusted (x) =22.72 p<0.01

Table (8) and figure (8) show a highly significalifference in the
type of feeding between healthy amtiseased mothers i.e increase the

incidence of artificial feeding imothers diseased (92,9%).

Distribution of the study groups according to residence
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Table(9): Distribution of positive cases (n=18) of H.pyltgiG according to
the health state of the mother

g ey Diseaseq Healthy Total
mother mother
St.group
no % no % no %
Grp 1: control 0 0.0 2 50.0 2 11.1
Grp 2: Art.fed 14 | 100.0] O 0.0 14 77.8
Grp 3: Br.fed 0 0.0 2 50.0 2 111
Total 14 | 100.0| 4 100.0 | 18 100.0
Adjusted (x )=9.0 p<0.01

Table (9) and figure (9) show a highly significahtference in the
incidence of infection with H.pylori among diseasedthers compared to
healthy ones (77.7%).

Distribution of positive cases of H.pylori IgG according to the
health state of the mother
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Table(10): Comparing mean weight in kg among study groups.

weight +ve H.pylory -ve H.pylory t p
St.group no xxsD no x+sD
Control 2 11+0 18| 9.56+x1.8 | 2.4 <0.05
Art.fed 14| 6.8+11.3 | 26| 8.8t2.1 | 1.57| >0.05
Br.fed 2 6+0 38| 9.2+2.3 | 6.06 | <0.001

Table (10) and figure (10) shows a decrease inhwe&gong positive
cases and significant difference between positivd aegative cases of

breastfed group i.e more decrease in weight amozasbfed positive cases
Figure 10

Means of weight of the study groups according to H.pylori IgG
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Table(11): Distribution of positive cases according to meaight and
standard deviation(SD) in Kg among study groups

Wit
X +SD t p
St.group
control 11+0 T1=3.7 <0.001
Art.fed 6.8+3 T2=
Br.fed 610 T3=0.71 >0.05

Table (11) and figure (11) show decrease in weagbng positive

cases and more decrease among breastfed postiee ca

Figure (11)
Means of weight of positive cases among the study groups
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Index BMI in-between the study groups

Table(12): Comparing the mean and standard deviation (SD)oofyBVass

BMI Positive Negative
St.group H.pylori H.pylori t p
no xxsD no xxsD
Control 2 16.4+0 18| 16.4x2.6
Art.fed 14| 154+1.8 | 26| 16.7x3.3 || 1.14 >0.05
Br.fed 2 14.2+0 38| 15.1+1.4 2.8 <0.001
Levels of significance
P >0.05 insignificant
<0.05 significant
<0.01 highly significant
<0.001 highly significant




