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Abstract

Septic shock is a severe complication of sepsis, and its persistently high mortality rate has driven
the continuous development of prognostic prediction models. Traditional clinical scoring systems
and biomarkers each have their advantages in prognostic assessment but also have obvious limita-
tions; some novel biomarkers have shown potential predictive value but are mostly in the clinical
research stage and have not been widely applied. Current research trends have shifted towards
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composite prediction models and multi-marker prediction patterns to improve prediction accuracy.
This article aims to analyze the advantages and disadvantages of various prediction methods by
reviewing relevant domestic and international research literature, continuously improve prognos-
tic prediction methods, enhance prediction accuracy, and improve the prognosis of patients with
septic shock.
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1. 5]

JH B 1 AR 5 (septic shock, SS)7& 28 7t 43 MR A& 52 75 5 415 75 46 F I s ME 25 W) 4L+ - 2 Bh ik Ik > 65
mmHg(1 mmHg = 0.133 kPa), HIMFLER/KF > 2 mmol/L, /& H /B 4L 51 I ik B (sepsis) 5 35 1115 A 5 5
MZ AT IIReRERG, 2B s i W LR R s S EREC —[1][2]. EFK, RETURGYATT
TR, 28 E SCFFRARES T B30, EIRE MR T 1R E S T[1]-[4]. mAETRE
INFE T SRR v RS, R ) EE A, I8 A T TS A R R SR R B R A EL AR AR, TR A
FETZZE o ARSI [ 52 [ A AN DG SCHR, RS ER 15 1t R e B TS O AR DG T b fe, AT T
MGV 288 AR EVBIE GBI NHNES BIR, AmKEERS E RIS %,

2. GRS RG RO TR E

X T MeEE VAR 5 B TS BIVPAl, ARSI 77 R BB T IR IRV R4, A AR an Pk 7
TELE FEIRIT A (qSOFA TH43). 7 B S8 B 208 VP43 (SOFA TH43). K FIATHEIE 4 (NEWS 1F40). Atk
A B2 508 P BEIRBLVE4) T (APACHEID S . X0y RGUET B & B A S, LR =ML
M EROIRE, X s B AT B, Wk 1.

ik

Table 1. Clinical scoring systems predict prognosis in patients with septic shock

F 1 RS RETNRESERE B ETE

PRor R 48 i an FEAR BHFE TR AR

SOFA ZhBAAIEFE 165 1 AAE ICU MUBKERIER e AUC =0.873 Bz S5, RIESHL

EI R ERT 120 151 e AUC=0.76 22
e 165 %1 A{EICU HIBKEIERTE  AUC = 0.803 R e,

APACHE2  BIBERITL )0 ) e AUC = 0.783 i, HERAZR

qSOFA BABIHIT 5L - MEEREEEARTER) AUC=0.558 TR AERAR, & Fwi

N e B, RFETEIR T B W= 5 H A BT H,
NEWS  ZHLBAFIRFF 930 4 vy AUC =0.91 K R e B 0T

SOFA PF4r7EREFAE 3.0 (Sepsis 3.0)E X Fi2Wilk#iE, HEE 6 MRS, B RGREZEWH
1 R AN S0 = B VR4, B0, P PEAGaR ™ . AR ALE Tah A8 e, B A) 3@ i i 4 W H
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T 15 AL A RN SR8 25 FRARBEAT VE 23 Bh A8 S B S8 3 48 B DI RE I I % JCRARIG L, A WF K] SOFA 11473 W
UF TR B 3 28 RAET-%, HEE 7 RIS A Gt 5], TR 2 it 708 2 B T4
B 1 FE S EEVEAR S B E TS - APACHE 11 VP43 7& — AN SR G i e AR LAl R, EEAT
T ICU B BT RS, 2 $im, ST XK . APACHE T1 343 % 2 A T3Pk N 1CU H1HA 55
TErEE R, BT AT AR, 2 — N ER A VT 2o 7E— TGN 165 Bl Ik B3 MR AR 3 J 3 IO 7
APACHE 11 1¥73. SOFA P75 [ i 2k N A (AUC 1) 737914 0.803. 0.873 [6]. Wang JY Z¢ Nilid X} 140
151l e 59 FRFE HEAT IR AT R I, SOFA $E43 A1 APACHEIIREZ T 28 KAET: ) AUC 184> 4 0.76. 0.86
[7]e —TEFXT 120 51 B PEAR 3 B I T B,  FET-2H A5 1) SOFA ¥F43(7.86 +1.78)F1 APACHEI VY
3(21.83+£3.52) B E = TAELFLL(5.91 £1.39 A1 19.13+£2.81) [8]. W7 #kiE, APACHEIIVE > Fil i i
FPEAR T B E TS B9 AUC 15N 0.783, 4% Wiy 21.5 40, R0 AR 53 2 20 5 N 75.9%F1 76.4% [8]
HH UL AT L, SOFA 143 1 APACHEIVT 43 £ i 5 MR o 8825 105 F0l o B B s SR XA 1E
R BEPEAR S S TS 7 TR I T RAFMITNGE 77, BASREA — @ iR R . SOFA P4 R FE L 20 Fic i
SI(UITFHEE R GVT 5 H 1) GCS) 5 MR ERPEAR T (R S M DGR 55, FLIR = 98 RE A o 50 RS AH S I S 546 4%
TEVEAY [ 2B . APACHEIVE 20 MRS J 12 DA B 40 b5, THEE 4 H 75 528 ICU VI EE, £22
PP AL B2 B B S A 2 BR

qSOFA P43 — MRS I & TR, B4 &8 7k SOFA VF/r 75 202 B I8 b5 R A ik
L E G TR R URR G ) R R ) . AR PRI TR A T, qSOFA BARTEIME S AT, (HAETRIHERA 17
[AEXS AN AR o Li YL SEMIR S5 R R, (TR B20E S5 28 RAEZETT 1, qSOFA ¥F4r ) AUC fHAY
4 0.558, 1fi SOFA ¥¥43 ) AUC {8} 0.661 [9].Uppal S 25 [ 4 HT tHilF 5, gSOFA #43[) AUC &4 0.840,
T ik AR ST A5 EU(MS T 0.946 [10]. X HIFER qSOFA ¥4 & & T 125 i 25 i UG N BE, 1T AR
TR -

NEWS P73 H B R 2 B 52 48 F BIAR AL P4l T H, T 1P A5 I R A3 e 53 B9 155 M A
WAL AR T . HIET 6 BRI SHORATIF 0, B SAT, EH T I B B 82 1 il 5
WAL ARG T . HARAE T E M, ERERHE S ESRI =N, HFNREED T qSOFA 5.
Usman 53835 930 41 5825 BB FE I, 5%oF T 5 A B B RE AR B3 AR o JB 5 B TS, NEWS PF43
f) AUC {42 0.91, qSOFA $¥43 ) AUC 10 0.81 [11], #8155 qSOFA ¥For#HEL, NEWS 17> 5 fE kR
s ik SE HR . (H H AT T NEWS ¥F4r5 SOFA. APACHEIL ¥4 [ B85 LU 7t i b, HAEfike
PEAR T TS P00 RS R R AR T IS I, AR B 2 R A I PRI L SRIE

3. (G E PR E MR FRIMNE

B — N FH I PR VP23 22 G Mk LA 4 THT S SE R 25 14 AR o A B AR B A, DAL SR Y0 itk 2 PR A o FR 35 T fS
AEH R RRR M. BRIGRIE> RGAh, —L Wb EW C N A (CRP). B & JE(PCT)FFLER (Lac)
SRR EE AR S TS VPG TR IRS BT V2 R o X SE TR bR RS S WLk L i 2 B AR RE AN SUREVE IS O, 2 Tl
Mk E R B BUE A I LR WAk 2.

CRP J&—Fp S ML AH S N8R ), H AR 25 FI T & e BB — TN 851 &4 B (1 2 H i
FB R AFEET CRP 7KF>100 mg/L (ke AR e 5, o ICU R [A] & 30 RIET-H B E T+ . [12]H
CRP IR BRIEAE TR S EAS, AR R Ge Ty, W aR G B S o S S 80L BT, (A
B P PN E A PR, 7545 & HAldEbR. PCT £ —Fhi 116 MEIERA L E AR, 7EHFE AL
AP IRAR, (HIEANR GG 6 NP EI AT T, 18~24 /NAFIARIEAE, Hah A28 b ] [H] i e Mk e
i 105 TR o — 00 R 1 A AP 0 A 300 L7 e 4% 2 5 Tl Ak 2 PR AR 72 T35 19 AUC BN 0.77 (P=0.001),
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PR R JF KN 4.15 ng/mL B, REE 55557 5509 70%H1 60% [13]. 1t4h, PCT /KPR {0 IHE
JE LU B — S S B b S IR T T BRI i VA o LIRS S It 2 2R Y A 2 RN A P e A ) R AR AR R
Yo WRFEIEAR v 5 1 v FLIR LE (>2 mmol/L) H H /R A D e P fs 5 2Rk fidss, PRI T2 ik
PER ST BRHIANME . AERSRIER 22 (ORI TR B, FLIR KT B LT I 23 2 IR B AR o £ 3 U 1) i ) [
T, ESRHE T Bonsh Bk i FLER 7K F->4.00 mmol/L MFLERIE R <0.20 594 L7 I e ik 75 1 4K 5 HR 8
MR fER R 2R (OR > 1, P<0.05) [14]. HEH B ER, AOGE AN IEDh e 5 E FRES HITEdR, E0T
AR M RARVBE . R ROE RN S SR EE N B R . KA R AP RER M E AR,
ST e B e R o R o S L — TGN N 5805 Bl ik B PR T B R 1 2 HhU O I AT SRR BE A I 1R K
FM>35 g/l BEE<20g/L, i 28 RICTIHRM 25.3%THE 48.7%, EEBEMAIR[15]. HEHEEAEAKT-%
BIRRAS B S SR S AR, BB BN T HERR T PR 3R

Table 2. Traditional biomarkers predict prognosis in patients with septic shock

= 2. RGEMIRSYTNRSE R BETE

EEEAN iR any BB RE FHELR JEBR Y
CRP O AR S ICU A B CRP > 100 mg/L I, ICU {ERE R G, Wy, B 5 %%
B 1A Je 30 RICT-REET v IR Tk, SAE A (A R

TS AUC {4 0.77; 4.15 ng/mL

o ~. = gi—S il
= T 75 P % KERE 60%:; &, N -
PCT  ATEEMEPAZIRFA BREEMMAR B ﬁiﬁig;){zﬁt?%;{gv 3l 4 AR PE 5 T B 0 T

ML T LEE > 4.00 mmol/L. J&EFRE <0.20
BRI EE  CAWRIEAERIEZ(OR > 1, P <0.05)

TSI R 2
CIFFSfg)s SR A B
R AT IR
N M 0L 28 RIETTH  EHIRA. PN

=873 ] - ; .
AP g, Rm T35 gL AN TR R SR
- 25.3% K&

LR [el s P A 5

HEH EA VLTI

4. FI—REVREPHE R

b ERAL G A IbR EAL, ORI A R ET W — AR SR E . MFLRIERRF(LCR)Z —
AN S N7 2H AE VR B 1) EE R B o BF USROS, 24 /NI LCR & B AR 8 SR E SR T AR R R (OR = 0.978),
FLTTE ) AUC E2A4 0.712 [16]. sCD73 & —FAME EERE, 25 TR BE (S 5 F 9RE IS o 17T miR-
124a 22 50 MK TRUN RNA, W#ERIEK5 IREEEAR 8 U5 25 m] SGHK . #9658 E 55 1B 70 R I,
e AR SE AL T 2 B2 3 I sCD73 /K (3.69 + 1.12 pg/L) & EAE T4/ 4H(6.42 + 2.38 ug/L). HH/%, miR-
124a FEAET-2H(3.31 £0.70) R iE T A 174H(2.63 £ 0.52). sCD73 5 APACHEII. SOFA i¥4>. CRP #1 PCT
B, 1 miR-124a HXEAEAR R IEAH K. WFE IS T 28 RIS AUC H =ik 0.916, BET
HIE AR, H sCD73 lkRIA 5 miR-124a mRIATEFE T R R AZAE IE A BAEFI[17], 2009 & 156 Rl
XIFRE VEAL A SN . 456 B (HBP)& — M b 4 A A8 1 85 1, ml e o 3 hm 1 A 38852 e
FTUAEERERS, J2 N R DhRe s 0 R ibn G . A B AR R, MREEVER SIS AN R 4H HBP /KF 2
FZE TG RIF4. HBP 5 NT-proBNP Il SOFA ¥4 B A& TN S 1) AUC B 0.843, & TS fakr i
FHTRI )R HE(HBP Bt AUC 15 =0.796, NT-proBNP ¥t AUC {4 =0.635, SOFA {43 #ilt AUC 18 =
0.797) [18], K] HBP {EF-HATE N K7 DR bet 7 1 B M (A . o Mk 20 i B IR A D¢ T i 12 4 B
FI(NGAL)Z B 5105 1) 5 bR 54, AT Ie I e e B A 450 47 2 8 Yot Je 28 1 AR ol BB TS o T AR A 55 (R BE
KB, BT NGAL IR SR 1 K(2188.4+2280.8 ng/mL). 5 3 K (2045.5 +2388.8 ng/mL)F1%H 7 K
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(1512.4 + 1840.9 ng/mL)# M &= A7 4. H NGAL /K°F5 SOFA 4>+ APACHEIIVF4r. FLER FULET
S IEAH O o EAFE R A, 5 7 RIS NGAL /KPX 5 B Bl E(AUC {2 =0.85)m T3 1 R(AUC
i =0.71)F1% 3 RAUC i = 0.72). H#5 3 KIf NGAL X /& 75 5 47 7 42 5 JIF 25 A7 322 (CRRT) F Ty
EEE(AUC A =0.80), AR TALEF[19], R FLrTVE My EE VAR o0 1 45 00 K T A 0 48 4
W2 3,

Table 3. New-generation biomarkers for predicting prognosis in patients with septic shock

F 3. Fi—REVREITNRESE R BETE
EEEEAY Uibinars B RHE FEGER JR PR A

HFETQRYTRIZR(OR = 0.978); AP FEENAMEN, BRI B se it
T Tis AUC 18 0.712 HMEEER ;s SRR TR TT SRR

BA TN 28 RTUs AUC {8

LCR (24 /M) [FUBIHERF T e R o i

. e A PERREEEAR T 0.916; WHRILS RT3 A A
sCDT3 + miR-124a RUEEEREL Bk APACHEIISOFA ¥4} BELLLIIE, AWK
EVALES S
BRI AUC A 0.796; BE& N, -
o HUTRINALRE A IR SETEER
ﬁ‘ g == %\ _ N o
HBP BIEER 7T BREFIEAREEE  NT proBNPO-.i-8‘SBOFA PWorik Gi—, IR AR v

7 R E AUC {H 0.85;
4 3 R CRRT 3k AUC
1 0.80

e FEAE/
FREEVEIR T B

R oA s (-3 )T

NGAL NI REEBAE, K

SRR —ARAEDR S AR BB IR: — 2 2 HUE T IRRTE R B, Sk Z KL Lok FER R
Hurgett; —REMITEER, BARE, AR TR E, EERRERE L, =287
WREMIZ B MRS, IR NI S Frik .

5. EATMRE S SIREMK S TN

FEG G R VP23 22 G0 S AE bRt et e s AR S 1R 45 JR B — e IR TR E A, (B I PR VP 4 B A
— A AR AR A A DL A T S BB B I AT (R AR B R . IR ARk, TR R R A AR AR 2 AR
KB SRS OO IR B 1 AR S TS A FE 35, B 2 4R (S BEA S50 0T, R m TS T i HER
filtn, RGO SAPS-IITESr 5B PCT /KF. 6 /N FLIR TS R IE A, M & sy,
48 I s LT B AR v B TS AN R B RIS 95.56%, AUC ik 0.922, &0 T —F8FR[20].
Bribz Abh, —SG A 4a b i R R 0 A Sk B AN LU (NLR) IR R A S A E A WEBAR). AEAL
R4t A A R HUEAFR) S Wik iz F TN UG, (H AR REEIE 75 58 2 I R A S HF .

HERRALE TG Z Y B UAIRAN R — 3R AR R BR P, 08I B A 2 Tabr 4 e Tl (4% Ve FE
AT S R R Zh 2 W e VP BB IR, FRINTE - 12 H AT R AR AR B SN Y, AR B R
RS SR, 7558 ZRTIEVERT TR IR R SO « 2T MIREA BN ok s, BRI T 45 11
ek VEAE M. oA, R Z B0 Tk Z Sh A8 W R, T R B AR T S R R AN AR, B
N 1B 5 20 (1 48 b ol DA A TS BB R B AS L B o BT o (A1, 76 SR SR AR F 70 v 7 B8 i 5500 22 o BT R
WA, T REREHMAARFZHEREE, WEDSTRER, FFRE#EL TR, FRRIERN
i

M4, MEEE MR 5w B TR TR0 O 22 AR e — TR AR AR R 50 R R BN 2 AR . BRE S48
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ARG R LI ZREVERT T ARRAOHT T AT B I AR RS HE TS PG AR R I OEAE, #0722 2 L i il i
bR IRNIRR RE - S - BRI 2 RS2 B, RS A0hR 880 5 I PRECHE ¥ 2 o8 4 i (9 T 1Al
TR, [RI RS R HilE ALY, JFARTEINFREAL . EFEALRI AR /2 TR, SEEUMRE VR AR 7 8 i SiEmt
PR, JFRERKIATURHLRIBT T, S8 28 RALMIREVI R, RZEMGVEARTCE 45 5 DhRes i, e
FLA I RE I R 3R . 2 Al J2 R e ) T R MR o S8 B T AR ST #8 A R PR, ARSR AT T R J2 7T K
TiE AL TR, WLl As, HESRHERUR PR B E MR R By UL, A2 YT SR . A
IR TS AR RN IR, S PP A AR R X T R SRR A SO TR A e R

it 3 AN i A TS IO 5 VA AR A R, AT B SC BRSNS IR YT, R
PEARSET A, SO B AR AR T

SE
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