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Value of Antinucleosome Antibody and Anti-Sm Antibody in the Differential
Diagnosis of Systemic Lupus Erythematosus: A Meta-Analysis
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Medical University,Hefei 230032, China; 2.School of Public Health, Anhui Medical University, Hefei 230032, China)

Abstract: Objective To systematically evaluate the the clinical value of antinucleosome antibody (ANuA) and anti-Sm
antibody (anti-Sm) in the differential diagnosis of systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE) and other autoimmune diseases. Methods
CNKI,CBM,PubMed and EMbase databases were electronically searched to collect the research that two indicators of anti-
nucleosome antibody and anti-Sm antibody are included in the differential diagnosis of systemic erythema lupus and other
autoimmune diseases from the establishment of the database to June 30, 2020.Calculated the sensitivity, specificity, positive odds
ratio, negative odds ratio, and diagnostic odds ratio and draw summary receiver operating curve (SROC) . Results A total of 13
diagnosis-related literatures (expermental group 2 068 cases, control group 1 259 cases) were included. The combined sensitivity
of anti-nucleosome antibody and anti-Sm antibody were 0.60 (95%CI: 0.48~0.71) and 0.33 (95%CI: 0.25~0.42), the combined
diagnostic odds ratio were 44.40 (95%CI: 21.45~91.90) and 19.30 (95%CI: 10.97~33.97),and the area under the SROC curve
were 0.96( 95C1%: 0.94~0.97) and 0.87 (95CI1%: 0.83~0.89), respectively. Conclusion The sensitivity of anti-nucleosome
antibody in diagnosing systemic lupus erythematosus was higher than that of anti-Sm antibody, and has greater clinical
application value.
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