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Abstract

Objective: To investigate the changes and significance of serum sialic acid (SA) levels in patients with
new-diagnosed lymphoma. Methods: The clinical parameters of 236 patients with new-diagnosed
lymphoma were collected, and the correlation between serum SA level and clinical parameters of
lymphoma patients and its influence on efficacy and prognosis were retrospectively analyzed. Re-
sults: Compared with healthy subjects, serum SA levels were significantly increased in lymphoma
patients (P < 0.05). Serum SA levels were significantly lower in patients after remission compared
with those before treatment (P < 0.05). Compared with the low SA group, patients in the high SA
group were characterized by more aggressive, more advanced stage, risk stratification, and more
susceptibility to anemia, and had higher LDH and Ki-67 levels, and the differences were statisti-
cally significant (P < 0.05). Univariate analysis showed that PFS was significantly shorter in lym-
phoma patients with SA > 605 mg/L, age > 60 years, anemia, LDH > 250 U/L, ki67 > 45%, and risk
stratification (P < 0.05), and OS was significantly shorter in lymphoma patients with SA > 605
mg/L, age > 60 years, anemia, LDH > 250 U/L, ki67 > 45%, risk stratification, and invasive lym-
phoma (P < 0.05). Multivariate analysis showed that age was an independent prognostic factor for
PFS and OS in lymphoma patients (P < 0.05). The overall response rate (ORR) and disease control
rate (DCR) of patients in the high SA group were significantly lower than those of patients in the
low SA group (P < 0.05). Conclusion: Compared with healthy individuals, serum SA levels were sig-
nificantly increased in patients with primary lymphoma; elevated serum SA levels indicated a
poor prognosis in patients with lymphoma and helped to determine disease stage, efficacy and
prognosis.
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1. 5|8

SA JE—FRRIESUBR LM, | i AP AL T AL AR I [1]. FEEFEACSAL 2 YURE, 2T
CLZH 3 R AE A AE bR 6, A BT IR0 75 BRI R B, RE IR 5 R R R A DR A
WG, T R AL R AR R EE s, SA S HLATAE A4 MR B RE . AR, A S
TR S5 MR AR AR A A BN B R b A4 B (1] (2] 20 A8 e & BB AR SE 0, 240
PRURSE b e A o P& B AN L, BT SA E N3] ZENEIR TAE th AT bk 90 22
MLE SA KPR T, (2 B PSSR MLE SA 7KL bk B8 r (1938 40 B i SRR SGHIE e e/l o BRI A
WETCE AEARTUILTE SA 7K 15 ik LR A8 i PRARS 1L 2 UM S DL SR 7 RO U (RS2
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2.1. — &R
LT S KERBERE 201541 A 1 HE 2019 4 6 A 31 HBEKIPISH EIE B 320 ). &
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TR I BRI Bl g8 . 12 A . SRR R FERTE . FFR . FFR L. FERRA . Bk
SE PP I B4R AL AR O IV B R . T DL R A I AR I FR B 4] [5] (6] [7]
[8] T AHERR . FF A Al itk R JR 2 3k 236 1] B AT &bk R 7 s AREE A7 &bk R 229 i, HETRIZ
K B 41tk 28 (DLBCL) & 3 112 4], AR 2 &bk B8 117 191,236 itk B8 B v, BBk 127 1(53.8%)
Lo 109 11(46.2%); HALAERS 59 (16~90)% . [RIFFBEALIMEGIZEE 2019 45 1 H 1 H&E 201946 A 1 Hik
R R 197 B (g FExd A2 . FRATTXT 236 il 3bk B 98 B 25 BE U T (8] 8~66 A~ H,  HRALRE U I H] )9 35 A
H, BV AIEZE 2020 4 6 A 1 H. IMiE SA RABFERBNE, H U5 2 P /REF AUS800 4= H sh4:1k
MR, R B AW AR RS W A B3R

ARl F BRI BRI E R FE(FERS: QYFYWZLL26367).
22. EHREEISY

I PR FP 38 AR HE K NHL 2 A v BE AR 28 PR bk T8 R 28 MRk C08E S ok 0 s AR o, g m AR
ZE PR IR B IR RN 2 MR B R 4 1R B bR R s AR 4 S A bR R
2.3. BRE S ERE

HRHE NCCN I PR S HE R - JEE Z 4 IR (2015.V2), K4 7718k B 20 bk E20%3 L A0 8 T 4 bk T2 989
£ AN NK/T 20 ik B 08 (B 28 D T 5 0 J2 40 AR S L (/PR B PR/ e e DBV PRIk B8 . CLL/SCLL
MEKE D E NG e, mfa.
2.4. MEIEHR

WM TR R WIS I AR RS . YR Mgl B R A . f/hR) . I SA. LDH. J5 VAR 25
Feh%; 3 LDH ZEIR IR b IE % 2% E A 120~250 U/L, ¥ LDH > 250 U/L 5€ Y.y LDH 41, LDH < 250
U/L % XN LDH 4.

2.5. FTRUEM

FR 4 TR BB ) Cheson J7 R ERRIEO], UL IAYT R 56 & B MR(CR) #7322 #(PR) SR ka e
(SD). #EE(PD), @y %KM PFS. OS #EATVPA . Hord 178 bk 8 s 1552 4 NEWIMLITIRIT - CR
FfN PR F. SD T THIHAEHIZF(DCR); CR FfN PR FE25T A ZZ# 3 (ORR).

2.6. B

BT B Y e A G B U, BE VN (8] 8~66 AN H, HAiBtvh 35 AN H . a BE VTN 2018 48
6 H 10 H. SARAAFIAOS)E SCNM EF B2 IR YT I ) B B3 FET- I a) . BE s EE s, B H
BT — R T Bk iR RE VT . BEVIZE 2020 4 6 A 1 H, e E TR A Bk & R et gmf e, it
H B PFS Ml OS K],

2.7, Gt FAE

KH MedCal £:1i] ROC HiZk: SPSS25.0 Giit 3 AT G it tHEEDRHKI R 14 53 B B FH 5] 4
MED O % ER. HEFERE ESESITE W) R, A ERWERHESHE R
(Mann-Whitney U #56). #9 2 IRl b 10 22 S o0 W R o7 K56 WOt BEAS SR Willcoxon 775 kAl
%o P4 R Kaplan-Meier 2. 2 &5 HRH COX BIHA T, P <0.05 mZERASIHFRE L.
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3. R
3.1. HEEBHEMFE SA KETK

AWPFEE, EREFE 197 N, WHEREE 236 A A@RALMIE SA /K-F 5B I ELEL, R &
HIME SA /KFIHETHE(P < 0.05) (5 1).

Table 1. Comparison of serum SA levels between lymphoma group and healthy group
* 1. HEEASERAME SA KT

3% SA S8 T3 5HIER X IRA L
A1) n o .
(VU3 %0) (mg/L) Vi P
R ZH 197 560 (502~612)
WRERIZH 236 660 (567~786) —9.547 0.000

3.2. HEMFE SA REFIRFESSE

K H Medcale HAF2HIIMLH SA B ROC 4k, R4 5326 TAERHEHIZL(ROC #hZk) ¥ MM & 11k
ITRTILE SA = 605 mg/L /E NS AL FE, HZk FIEA(AUC)H 0.752, XF M HIBURE N 64.8%, FF
SR 74.6% (1), 3945 SA 4H(SA > 605 mg/L)FIIk SA 4H(SA < 605 mg/L); 5 NLR 4RI NLR 4 &
FHor A 83 A 153 4.

100 |- __ 100 |-
80 80 - Sensitivity: 83.0 |/
i L Specificity: 61.4
5 : - Criterion: >45
2 00| Sensitivity: 64.8 > 60 |-
= Specificity: 74.6 5 -
§ i Criterion: >605 = i
3 40t 5 wf
20 F 20 |- ZA—
5 AUC =0.752 y | AUC=0.743
i P <0.001 i i P <0.001
0 L\ FHNINHAF ST S —— 0y e e———
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100
100-Specifity 100-Specifity
SA Ki-67

Figure 1. Optimal cut-off values of SA and Ki-67 in 236 lymphoma patients
1.236 Bk EBEEE SA. Ki-67 REIRFRE

3.3. M SA KESIGKFHESEER T

Fiim SA 51K SA L HEELEVER] . ARSI R 5 4L R G T2 7. MR A EEER A 5
MrafRiEoR, 51K SA A, @ SAAEFHAARBMEM. nHEN. GRESEE . B oMM
e, JEH EAE R LDH A ki-67 /K, ZREASU2EE (P <0.05) (£ 2).

34. HEHEBETRERERSH
FLPRIZR BT R T RE RS MR CUR B PR A A IR A0S SA JKOF RS SRS bR ELE 2 0
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Hb /K*F. ki67. LDH. &7 HL. #REVRERIEREEE . 0 fa g o 2 53T SN R i, sl R R
SA > 605 mg/L. F# >60 %, 7M. LDH > 250 U/L. ki67 > 45%. =Gz 5 )2 ik % & % PFS
BEYEIE(P < 0.05), SA>605mg/L. % >60 %, 7M. LDH > 250 U/L. ki67 >45%. =G G E 5
2 RZREW R B OS WAEEFL(P < 0.05)s TAES Lihnl. &7 2 HL LK 7 W51 77 T PFS F1 OS
BT R E 3).

Table 2. Relationship between serum SA level and clinical characteristic parameters in patients with lymphoma

2. HEEBEENDE SA KTESIERIHESHMXFR

SA <605 mg/L (%) SA > 605 mg/L (%) Ve P

P Tk 48 79 0.831 0.362
Zhk 35 74

ER(D) <60 48 81 0.519 0.471
>60 35 7

g I+11I 53 57 15.300 0.000
I+ IV 30 96

il 2 71 100 10.983 0.001
i 12 53

Ki-67 <45% 35 42 5.302 0.021
>45% 48 111

LDH (U/L) <250 U/L 73 98 15.401 0.000
>250 U/L 10 55

HL = 4 3 0.696 0.404
i 79 150

TR i 35 31 14.093 0.000
F& 44 119

a3 2 E| Sy e 18 23 7.369 0.007
YA 6 32

vE: LDH: FLRMER/KT; HL: EALMmEE.

Table 3. Univariate analysis of prognosis in patients with lymphoma

3. MEEBRETRRRRSN

PFS 0s

SA SA <605 mg/L 83 56 (50~61) 9.295 0.002 56 (51~60) 7.863 0.005
SA > 605 mg/L 153 43 (39~48) 45 (41~50)

P Fi 127 45 (40~51) 1.587 0.208 47 (42~52) 0.973 0.324
Lk 109 51 (45~56) 51 (46~56)

FR(D) <60 129 57 (53~61) 30.291 0.000 58 (54~61) 30.663  0.000
>60 107 35 (29~41) 37 (31~42)
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i S

Continued
53 I+11 110 51 (46~56) 2.975 0.085 52 (47~57) 2.398 0.121
I + IV 126 45 (39~50) 46 (41~51)
il 2 171 34 (27~40) 12.112 0.001 40 (33~48) 9.728 0.002
%5 64 52 (27~56) 52 (48~56)
Ki-67 <45% 77 60 (57~64)  20.395 0.000 61 (57~64) 20.564  0.000
>45% 159 42 (37~47) 43 (39~48)
LDH (U/L) <250 171 55(51~58)  39.498 0.000 55 (51~58) 33768 0.000
> 250 65 27 (20~34) 32 (25~39)
HL R 7 46 (30~62) 0.264 0.608 47 (7~33) 0.412 0.501
%5 229 48 (44~51) 48 (2~45)
AR {48 66 48 (43~52) 3.615 0.057 53 (48~59) 4.106 0.043
(& 3s 163 45 (41~50) 47 (45~52)
fEk S B ks 41 55 (49~61) 7.286 0.007 58 (52~63) 6.062 0.014
= fa 38 38 (42~52) 42 (34~51)
7¥: LDH: FLBRMABS/KT: HL: BT EMER.
ZIRER M. RS 2k ELR 5 38 PFS A OS MIBAZ 2 R 25(P < 0.05), [MLIE SA A& 20tk
Jo =S5 PFS M1 OS A7 52 M R 2R (P > 0.05) (55 4).
Table 4. Multivariate COX regression analysis of prognosis in patients with lymphoma
F 4. MEBBEETEZER COX HFSH
PFS 0S
AN EN HR HR 95%CI P HR HR 95%CI P
SA > 605 mg/L 2.367 0.688~8.141 0.171 2.985 0.886~10.056 0.078
W > 60 % 20.233 4215~97.115 0.000 25.334 5.357~119.802 0.000
gl 0.578 0.208~1.610 0.294 0.542 0.189~1.554 0.254
ki67 > 45% 1.100 0.216~5.585 0.909 1.265 0.250~6.384 0.776
LDH > 250 U/L 1.775 0.558~5.643 0.331 1.645 0.509~5.313 0.406
T e W B 43 1.302 0.159~10.628 0.806 2.109 0.249~17.867 0.494
WAL 1.129 0.309~4.135 0.854 1.423 0.391~5.173 0.592

vE: LDH: FLERMBEAHEEAKT .

3.5. M3E SA K ExHREEEBELE FRF N

KH K-M IR HAAF IME 5 AR SA ALEH VAT AEAF 2T, 2 Log rank f230 )5 &I, i SA
ZH 535 PFS Ml OS B A5 SA 415 2 25 4645 (PFS FE]: 43 NHXF 56 AN H, P<0.05; OS i) 45
AR 56 AN Hs P <0.05) (K 2),
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Figure 2. Effect of serum SA grouping on PFS and OS of lymphoma patients
E 2. M3& SA HAXTHEEEE PFS. 0S KM

3.6. & SA /K F xR EBEBEFTHRIF

178 B B B 32 DU T UL YT =i SA 4 343 CR. PR, SD. PD I AZH 5 N: 2 (1.8%)+
69 (61.1%)~ 15 (13.3%)~ 27 (23.9%); 1k SA HEE 1T CR. PR, SD. PD B AEG 7 4: 41 (63.1%)-
13 (20%) 8 (12.3%)~ 3 (4.6%) (& 3).
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Figure 3. Comparison of remission degree between high SA
group and low SA group
E 3. = SAH.  SA HHEEREEMIZELLE

125 15134k B 989 £ 3145 CR B PR, 2 )5 1L SA 7K FROETT R E 2080, HA 4t 23 (P < 0.05),
ARIRAF S fiff £8 357 1) 0375 Pl PR /K~ 878 97 1T TG B2 AR 4R (P > 0.05) (55 5)-

Table 5. Changes of serum SA levels in patients with lymphoma before and after treatment

F 5. MEEEEETAIRILE SA KFTHL

SA (mg/L)
FHE /M N El z P
R TR 679 405.64 1139.90 4511 0.000
(n=125) I 603 120.00 926.10
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M 5
Continued
S BT 734 487.96 1161.29 ~1.648 0.099
(n=53) BT IR 709 411.00 1250.00

{51 SA H B 577 )5 ORRLDCR 43 511N 62.8%-76.1%, ik SA A 2.3 V497 J5 ORR.DCR 43 %1124 83.1%.
95.4%. = SA ZHIRER 357597 ORR Al DCR KT SA &, H - FHZHMERERITFE P
<0.05) (£ 6).

Table 6. Effect of serum SA grouping on ORR and DCR in patients with lymphoma
% 6. MJE SA STASTHEEEE ORR. DCR #Md

flksA 4 i SA 41 é P
ORR 83.1% 62.8% 8.088 0.004
DCR 95.4% 76.1% 10.944 0.001

: ORR: HEfE#; DCR: FImfeh|®.
4. ¥Wig

IR TR — AN E RS AR EE, N R e A, i, ARSI, A 4R,
WREL G, B BB 1 2ORE A RANME 5 3 [10] [11], IR S BR 58 5 35 s a6 o7 IR RLATIE PR 285 SR [12]. AU,
JiJRE S TR SR A DA 52 BB R R 22 1) 5T

R FAR], MV LE IR S i b A A SCREE P, TR 24 i P e R R A, 5 R AR 2 1 RN e
JVEEYIRAI[13] [14] [15]0 P08 S A N e R GLBE AR 37 1 5 S 52 PR s, (3] Fofeg A B 38 5 b osg
PSR 5 T A3 I ST 77 A G 95 U0 400 L DT 1, 5 B 2 R T A L, 4ot S R 4, 3 UM e ik [ 16]
M AU A 2 R B 2 2 U AT 1 FE R e DA, vy e Y T SR A ) e 2 B 6 P B 2t 3R A5
PIIAIR o MRV R SREMH A2 MR R R SR 2 R I R E 2 0, AR A rh B TR, fE g 40 o Rk
[17] [18]o FrlvJe 24 i 2 T P Nl VR A B A2 5 0 — o 28 e B TR 70, A BT S B B B4 ol A% e
PEWRIR[13]. BEFLRW] SA A H T LAYERF S RGARTE , M o R G0 7 W I0E ,  DARE B 1 40 Y e R 1
IE R ARTE[17]. 28100, TEMRETOAEE . SA R4 b 3 H w3kl , 5 R aiss &0 5w,
0 E AR AN R A PR ER PR AT T 4B fvE Ak, 15 55 MR AR OC EVEAE B 0 ThRE, AT i a2k e g 4 B 22
HRERE ST, BB RGN 14]. WAHEBFINA, SA 78R40 A 2 -5 5 T LASS M 40 i 58 e AU 4
DA 2 [ADRG B AR R e #2191, AU, 2 B 4t it Mo R A 22 Dk 35 Jo R PRI B0 12 [ 201, B2 T4
TN A AR IR A S5 SR VT 2 RE 0% LU FLS bR ) S a2 T B0 S 211 3D BRI T SA K1
A AT TN R (R T Rk R AT Pm iR S Bk TR VPl A E B 3],

SA 5 R ZHUME M R N R IEAESR[22], EAFER LG SA K VPAAEREZE R, FRAR
S A 1 s e BB I SA KPR TH=i[6] [7], WEFFVERG, FEREAL, B ZR AN 58 o 3 PR 4], 1
AW TR BATHER T &M AT REREMTE SA KPR . Suzuki 55 ANBHF 702 W20 0 2 1H P PR A 2 Tk E2
JA R ZEVERIEZ —[23] [24]. TEAHFFUXT 236 519k E2088 B8 o 9 B kLo i o, (i RRAL G SA Wi ¥k
560 (502~612) mg/L, kLR 4H 35 E SA AL ECH 660 (567~786) mg/L, kLR 4H 4 E SA /KF
TR, HEREGITE (P <0.05),

A, 5L SA HILE, m SA HEFHARBME, HEN., GRS EBE. E53Mm
s, I H A B w0 LDH M ki-67 KF, ZREA G E (P < 0.05), LG SA /K 5HERA
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Ik
Zo
sl
a8

[FIE RAFAE S, AR 53 AN [B) 6 56 B2 4 J2 B Kt (R TEAH SR M

SR PUAST R IR HEIR T SRS R AR B3, IRITRTINTE SA “FIMEN 679 mg/L, RIT )5 MLiE SA /K
FHE RBR(P < 0.05), 52 B BISCERIR S AAF[25] [26], MEVRIRA Bh T e f Fom 5281k, IF Hos SA 41
) AR S R 1 1) 2R S B AR TR SA 41, FHsnfIiyE SA AP AEAE v] LS R Ik ELIR I 40 BATE G, TR
FHEEMIERZE.

iR (14 A= RN B G0 5 A0 SR TR B 2 1 DA BB R I R IR o0, MEVR IR ALK 2 &2 54 7 k.,
KB, FEdiM AL . 20 MR R A 5O A B A VR R I, PRV R P A i D% M VR I A DG B 1 R84k [27]
M SA &5, MERERNG, MR F S5 5 m EV PR AL S A BR27]. EFXE SAL MV R AH G
A AR B e os i 0] SA b, SRR, HREANRIE, BONRIT MRS R
TETEZ5W[1] [28] [29]

gi bk, fEARREFEH, A THENLE ML SA > 605 mg/L I, #7588 & UG A, (fiF SA 7K
S AT ABR S bR LR 1 20 S R . BhAS MRS SA KCFRT e Bh T W Mk B0 1 R AR Ak, 1N H
W 23 B DL MG 7 ORI Jdabn . AR ROy G UBPERETT, WBIECA R . AR EZ
Hls . REFEAS A 70 LASE IR N H R I3/ SA 7K -7 3k B8 Fh f I R o2 P A A

SE
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